From: Aziz Melick <azizgmelick(@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 27, 2024 10:53:59 pm

To:

Subject: Re: SC or KC

There seems to be some misunderstanding so I note the following:

The reason SC was brought in in NSW was, in part, because AGs were making
appointments including one who recommended himself. The system I propose
is a continuation of the granting of SC being left to the court and only after that
allowing an application for letters patent. This is the system now in place in SA,
Vic and QId and there will be no political meddling. Any suggestion that the
bars in those states have somehow compromised their independence would no
doubt be soundly rejected.

It is not a question of solicitors knowing that there is no difference, it is the
client who makes the decision and they often don’t know that there is no
difference. I was once highly recommended to a client for a large money
laundering case by a solicitor and the client was very happy with my ‘CV’.
However, when he noted SC on my fee agreement he demanded that a QC be
briefed. Although I am never short of work, I wasn’t happy to lose such an
interesting brief.

The vast majority of SCs appointed in states that have reintroduced letters
patent have applied for them, suggesting that the majority of barristers
practising in such states consider it an advantage, or are like me, a traditionalist.

I suggest, we conduct a survey, offering the choice of Yes, No or Don’t Care
and await the outcome.



