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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE  
BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURTS OF ENGLAND AND WALES  
LONDON CIRCUIT COMMERCIAL COURT (KBD)  

The Rolls Building
7 Rolls Buildings  

Fetter Lane
London EC4A 1NL  

Date: Thursday, 5  th   September 2024  

Before:

HIS HONOUR JUDGE PELLING KC  
(Sitting as a Judge of the High Court)

Remotely via Microsoft Teams
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Between:

STUART CHARLES DABURN Claimant/  
Applicant  

- and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN CATEGORY 1
(being the natural and/or legal person(s) who (i) run, 

operate and or own the websites Toro-banc.net, 
toro-banc.io, toro-banc.com

(the “Websites”); and/or (ii) use the telephone numbers 
+447311088019, +447383912305 and/or 

+447383912305; and/or (iii) use
one or more of the aliases Nicole Bennett, Mia 

Thompson, Marc Adler, Sebastien Colton, Alex Jensen; 
and/or (iv) use the email

addresses nicolebennett@toro-banc.io, 
mia.t@torro-net.io, sebastiancolton@toro-banc.io, 

alex.j@toro-banc.io ; and/or (v) run,
operate and or own the corporate entities Purple Sun Ltd, 
Giricon Ltd, 4Word Solutions; and/or (vi) operate, own 

and/or control
the four addresses: Bc1…c8ln7a, bc1…nuycv, bc1…
xs7vy, 1Nn…n1f32 (“the Depositing Addresses”)

(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN CATEGORY 2
(being the natural and/or legal persons who operate/own 



and/or control (i) the addresses held at the Kucoin.com 
Cryptoasset

Exchange: (I) 36h…co5dtfR; and 3Qc…kLwYg (the 
“Kucoin Addresses”); and (ii) The following 30 

addresses held the
Kyrrex.com cryptoasset exchange::3By...qzJ64, 
3Lb...nZWMQg, 3BL...kqncNG, 3P5...ysxmFP, 

3Lq...FZKbN, 3N7...kSEFkMx,
3N4...unTQSP, 3DR...26JkFSR, 3Pp...ttBZokp, 
3Fd...oi8zzS, 3Lw...fkSeC6M, 37H...Ro7J5y5, 

31n...A53Xk7s, 3AU...fYgKjo,
32h...8CXGBdir, 3Ah...JVZKiXg, 3Fi...GLV29T2, 
3BM...61kGYEH, 31p...YqjHY, 3Nr...o84HYM, 

38N...4ZoQcBjJ,
3MW...S7JHboG, 3LH...rPGKVSh, 33b...92jb3so, 
37b...CvsmmAnh, 3C9...sZDBan, 3Hk...szSpGXG, 

37B...JWnG6Mk,
3HR...b5okrn and 3Ac...pGywE (the 

“Kyrrex”Addresses”)

(3) 4WORD SOLUTIONS
(4) COURT LEET LIMITED

(5) RIANA GROUP LIMITED
(6) KYRREX LIMITED

(A Company Registered in St Vincent and the 
Grenadines)

(7) BOXER CART ADS LIMITED
(8) GREENCODE CONNECTION LIMITED

(9) PURPLESUN LIMITED
(10) GIRICON LIMITED Defendants  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

MR. HENRY REID (instructed by Lawrence Stephens Limited) for the Claimant/Applicant

THE DEFENDANTS did not appear and were not represented

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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HIS HONOUR JUDGE PELLING KC:   

1. This is the hearing of a return date in relation to worldwide freezing orders granted by 
Mr. Stuart Ritchie KC sitting at a Deputy Judge of this court on 21st June 2024.  By 
paragraph 3 of his order he directed that there was to be a further hearing in respect of 
the order at the earliest available date 14 days after service of the order and that it was 
to be listed for two hours.  The relevant respondents, Boxer Cart Ads Limited and 
Greencode Connection Limited, do not appear and are not represented.  

2. The first issue that I need to consider is whether or not appropriate notice was given of 
this hearing.  So far as that is concerned, the solicitors who act for the claimant wrote  
to each of the relevant defendants on 27th August 2024, including sealed copies of 
various orders and reamended particulars of claim and also saying that there was to be 
a return date hearing on 5th September 2024.  That letter referred back to letters of 
11th July and 23rd July 2024 which were, I think, concerned with the order made by 
Mr. Ritchie.   A  similar  letter  was  sent  to  Greencode  dated  23rd August,  saying 
precisely the same thing.  

3. There was no formal application notice for the return date.  It is submitted by Mr.  Reid 
on behalf of the claimants, and I am prepared to accept for these purposes, that no 
formal  application  notice  was  required  given  the  terms  of  the  order  made  by 
Mr. Ritchie.  I am told by Mr. Reid that there has been no response to either of the 
letters to which I have referred, and I think various e-mails were sent as well, and there 
has been no bounce back, but no response either.1

4. I am going to direct that there should be a further witness statement provided by the 
claimant’s  solicitors,  which  confirm as  correct  the  information  supplied  to  me  by 
Mr. Reid on instructions which I have just attempted to summarise.

5. In those circumstances I am satisfied this application should proceed on the basis that it 
is a hearing as directed by Mr. Richie of which all appropriate notice has been given.

6. The second question that then arises is whether or not the order made by Mr. Ritchie 
should be continued.  At the hearing before Mr. Ritchie the evidence was gone into in 
significant detail for the purposes of demonstrating that the threshold conditions that 
apply in relation to the grant of worldwide freezing order relief were satisfied.  That 
involved considering first of all that there was a good arguable case on the merits; 
secondly, that there was a realistic risk of dissipation and, thirdly, that the making of 
the order was fair, just and reasonable in all the circumstances.  There has been no 
change  in  the  evidence  or  in  the  position  since  the  hearing  took  place  before 
Mr. Ritchie and in those circumstances, I express myself satisfied that these conditions 
are satisfied for the reasons identified by Mr. Reid when making the initial order.

7. In those circumstances, it is not appropriate that I should do anything else but continue 
the order, nothing having been drawn to my attention which suggests that the order 
was wrongly granted or  there is  any aspect  of  the material  used in support  of  the 
application that requires further consideration.

1 After the hearing, I was informed that there had been bounce Back messages in relation to these emails. I 
concluded that this made no material difference because (a) neither defendant had engaged with the process 
following the making of the orders by Mr Richie and both have the ability to apply to vary or set aside the orders 
I have made in any event. 
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8. In those circumstances, I am prepared to make the order, which is sought which, in 
effect, is to continue the order previously made by Mr. Ritchie until the trial.  So far as 
costs are concerned, I have directed that costs be in the case.  With freezing orders it is 
not possible to say who has been successful and who has not in any reasonable sense, 
because the orders are designed to essentially hold the ring until the substantive issues 
between the parties can be determined at a trial or by agreement.

9. Given  that  all  the  evidence  has  already  been  served,  no  useful  purpose  would  be 
achieved in re-serving the quite voluminous material all over again.  Therefore, it is 
suggested that the undertakings that are given in support of the application should no 
longer require that there should be copies of the affidavits, exhibits, expert reports and 
exhibits  served.   In  principle,  I am satisfied  that  that  is  so,  subject  to  there  being 
service of any additional material which is relied upon by the claimant and has not 
previously been served, which will inevitably include the witness statement that I have 
directed should be prepared confirming as correct the information supplied to me by 
Mr. Reid on instructions.

10. Similarly, there is no need for the claim form to be served again or for there to be any 
further application notices or the like.  However, in accordance with the usual practice,  
I conclude that there should be a transcript of the hearing and an approved transcript of  
the  judgment  supplied  to  the  defendants  as  and  when  they  became  available  and 
therefore there will be an undertaking to serve those documents as soon as reasonably 
practical.

11. Other than that, the order which is proposed is in a conventional form and follows 
almost identically the order that was made by Mr. Ritchie.  In those circumstances I am 
prepared to continue the order to trial.

(For continuation of proceedings:  please see separate transcript)

- - - - - - - - - -
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