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To The Criminals running Trustpilot,  
Consumer/Hooded_saw has not ever been a customer. They are an unverified “friend” of an elderly subscriber who never opened his own 
ticket, never paid for anything, never used the service through any channel I can verify, and whose “experience” is limited t o harassing me in 
DMs after the real account holder ignored an open ticket. 
 
You have the full ticket history and DM logs showing that. You have been on notice since it was initially posted, you are sta ting you will 
continue publishing material you already know is proven untrue. That is unlawful. 

This is an ongoing mess around the “Consumer / Hooded_saw” review, which was heavily edited after disability-based insult, it now says: 
“Rude, unwilling to help, If you’re hoping for helpful support or basic respect, Legion Killfeed isn’t the place to find it…”  and then adds a long 
“P.S.” claiming to be a paying customer and accusing me of refusing to help, calling them names, etc.  

You know from the material already in your possession that: 

• The only paying subscriber in this scenario is a server owner using the Discord account @lihou2451, described by his unverifi ed 
"friend" as a 70-year-old British combat veteran. 

• The only support ticket was opened for that account. That subscriber repeatedly refused to answer basic questions in his own 
ticket and chose instead to complain in public channels. 

• “Hooded_saw” is a self-described admin which means they are not confirmed to have any connection to their "friend". This  
“Hooded_Saw”, who never paid for his own subscription, never opened his own ticket, and never had his access confirmed by the 
actual subscriber. His only contact with me was through private DMs that breached my support rules. 

• Never did he pay for a subscription in his own name. 
• Not once did “Hooded_Saw” enter my support queue as a customer. 
• He has no interaction with the service through any verifiable channel. 

His “experience” is limited to trying to bypass the support system in DMs, being told to use the ticket like everyone else, a nd then attacking 
my business when I enforced that rule. 

On top of that, the original version of his review included the disability-based insult “Soul needs professional help”. 

You cannot honestly describe that as a genuine review from a verifiable customer. It is a hostile narrative from an unverifie d third party 
whose goal is to damage my reputation, not resolve any issue. 

Running a private DayZ server with an external Discord killfeed bot is not something a random person does by accident.  

It requires a minimum technical baseline: 

• renting and configuring a Nitrado DayZ server, 
• linking it to my bot, 
• joining my support Discord, 
• authenticating and following written setup instructions, 
• and understanding basic interface elements like channel names and clickable links. 

It is not credible to suggest that a person can do all of that but somehow cannot click a clearly marked blue ticket link and  type a sentence 
into their own support ticket. 

That is why I have repeatedly raised concerns that the older subscriber may not be the one actually controlling these interac tions and that 
his identity is being used as cover by his “admin” friend. When your platiorm then accepts aggressive reviews from t hat friend and from a 
known competitor, it is helping to weaponise a 70-year-old’s account details against me. 

Regarding Trustpilot’s continued failure to remove – and prevent the republication of – a defamatory review targeting me and my business on 
your platform. Despite multiple takedown requests and substantial documentation provided to you over the past 18 mon ths, the same false 
and malicious review has remained accessible or reappeared on Trustpilot. This letter serves as a final notice under Australi an defamation 
law and your final opportunity to act in good faith before I initiate formal legal proceedings in  the Supreme Court of New South Wales. 

 



 

   
 

Trustpilot’s Failure to Remove Defamatory Content 

On numerous occasions, I notified Trustpilot of a blatantly defamatory review about me (Anthony Brodie, owner of Legion Killf eed). The 
content of this review – and others in a targeted “review bombing” – includes egregious lies and extreme accusations clearly intended to 
destroy my reputation. For example, the reviews leveled false allegations that I am a “scammer” who “takes your money and del etes your 
server” and even more despicable smears implying pedophilia and criminal misconduct, none of which have any basis in fact. These 
statements are unambiguously defamatory, identifying me and my business by name and imputing the most heinous conduct.  

Despite being put on notice repeatedly, Trustpilot failed to remove this harmful content in a timely manner. In fact, your ow n fraud detection 
team initially flagged at least one of these reviews (posted under the alias “Z Doneskies”) as “Not based on a genuine experience” and 
indicated it “will be taken offline” if the reviewer failed to provide proof within 3 days. Another review (“Robert McDonovan ”) was, according 
to your correspondence, filtered and supposedly “online for 3 working days only”. Yet, in reality these reviews remained visible far longer – 
and even resurfaced after supposed removal. One of the defamatory reviews was inexplicably re-published months after it had been 
removed/archived, without any notice to me. I only discovered this republication by chance and was forced to flag the same malign content 
yet again for removal. This pattern – remove or mask, then quietly reinstate the defamatory material – is unacceptable and evidences a bad-
faith moderation practice on Trustpilot’s part. 

Trustpilot’s handling of my complaints has been nothing short of egregious. I have sent hundreds of notices and follow -ups (by one count, 
382 emails between July 2024 and September 2025) to ensure Trustpilot was aware of the defamatory content. These effor ts included 
formal “Report Review” submissions through your platform and direct concerns notices via email (addressed to your legal and c ontent 
integrity addresses). Rather than prompt and decisive removal, Trustpilot ignored or inadequately responded to t hese notices. Most 
disturbingly, Trustpilot repeatedly reinstated reviews that had been removed after complaints. This suggests an intentional d ecision to re-
publish defamatory material after notice, which can only be viewed as bad faith (if not retaliator y) conduct on your part. Each time Trustpilot 
left the review up or restored it after being alerted, you effectively republished the defamation – compounding the damage to me. 

It is clear that Trustpilot’s internal processes have utterly failed in this case. The moderation has been inconsistent and n on-compliant: on 
the one hand flagging the review as fake or harmful, but on the other hand quietly allowing it to remain or return  online. Such “review 
tampering” – removing content under legal pressure only to reinsert it later – has no innocent explanation. It starkly violates any notion of 
good faith in content moderation and disregards the trust users and businesses place in your  platform’s integrity. 

Ongoing Bad-Faith Moderation & Harm Caused 

Trustpilot’s systematic refusal to permanently remove the defaming review and its active republication of that content have c aused me 
severe and ongoing harm. Your platform’s own records, as well as my detailed evidence log, document the following:  

Systematic Ignoring of Notices: Trustpilot received extensive notice of the defamatory content (including the 382 emails ment ioned above), 
yet largely ignored these or provided only perfunctory responses. This demonstrates a willful blindness to known defa mation. 

Deliberate Republishing of Removed Content: Trustpilot deliberately reinstated content that had been removed for defamation, sometimes 
immediately after legal complaints. Such actions appear intentional and even “indicative of retaliatory intent”, as if to  punish or deter me for 
pursuing the issue. No legitimate content integrity rationale exists for reinstating a review you know to be false and injuri ous. 

Inconsistent and Contradictory Actions: Your team has provided contradictory messages – for example, acknowledging a review was fake 
and “taken offline,” yet later claiming the matter “closed” while the same review quietly reappeared. This erratic moderati on suggests that 
Trustpilot’s left hand does not know what the right is doing, or worse, that Trustpilot chose to prioritize the harasser’s co ntent over the 
victim’s rights. Either scenario reflects bad faith. 

Facilitation of a Harassment Campaign: By failing to promptly remove the false reviews (and by resurrecting them after remova l), Trustpilot 
became a central platform amplifying a coordinated harassment campaign against me. Indeed, these defamatory reviews on Trustpilot 
have been used to legitimize and spread the false allegations onto other platforms (Facebook, Reddit, Discord, etc.), embolde ning a mob of 
harassers. Trustpilot’s inaction thus facilitated broader abuse across the internet. 

The reputational and financial harm resulting from Trustpilot’s conduct is substantial. The false allegations (such as vile i nsinuations of 
pedophilia, fraud, and other crimes) have gravely damaged my standing in the community and industry. I have been ost racized and defamed 
in the eyes of clients and peers. The harassment stemming from these reviews even impacted my mental well -being and sense of personal 
safety. From a business perspective, the campaign (sustained in part by Trustpilot’s platform) led to a collapse of nearly half my subscriber 
base and over 50% contraction in revenue for Legion Killfeed. In real terms, we lost 81 of 170 servers (≈47.6%) and 44 of 129  subscribers 
(34.1%) from our peak metrics. This dramatic customer exodus and revenue loss directly correlates with the timeline of the defamatory 
postings and their continued visibility. It is not mere coincidence – the false reviews urged others to “stay away” and even encouraged 



 

   
 

fraudulent chargebacks, which many users apparently heeded, devastating our growth. The goodwill of my business has been seve rely 
eroded by the stain of these defamations. 

Furthermore, Trustpilot’s compliance failures have aggravated the harm. Under your own Terms and content policies, fake or de famatory 
reviews should be removed. In this case, you identified the reviews as likely fake and injurious, yet failed to enforce yo ur policies 
consistently. The protracted presence of the defamatory content (in total, the worst review was visible for weeks across mult iple separate 
periods despite “removals”) has materially increased the damage. Every additional day of publication post -notice is a new harm – and here 
we are dealing with content that lingered or returned again and again over many months. This lack of effective, final removal  and the 
republication after notice will be viewed by the court as highly aggravating conduct, lik ely warranting aggravated damages. 

In summary, Trustpilot’s bad-faith moderation has directly caused or exacerbated serious harm to my reputation, business, and well -being. 
I have meticulously documented every instance of this harm, and the record is as unprecedented as it is damning to Tru stpilot. 

Trustpilot’s Liability under Australian Defamation Law  

Trustpilot’s obligations here are governed by Australian law, as the defamatory publications were accessible in New South Wal es and 
caused harm here. I remind you of the legal framework and your clear liability. 

Defamation Elements:  

The reviews on Trustpilot contained false and defamatory imputations that clearly identify me (by name, business, or context)  and were 
published to third parties. There is no question these elements are met – accusing someone of heinous crimes and dishonesty is 
defamatory per se. Under Australian common law (and the Defamation Act 2005 (NSW)), Trustpilot by hosting and actively dissem inating 
this content to Australian users is considered a primary publisher of the defamation. Your role is not a passive one;  you curate and present 
user reviews on your site, profiting from their visibility. 

Publisher Liability After Notice: 

Once Trustpilot became aware of the defamatory nature of the content (which indisputably occurred long ago through my complai nts), you 
had a legal duty to remove it expeditiously. The High Court’s decision in Fairfax Media Publications Pty Ltd v Voller [2021] HCA 27 confirmed 
that the operator of an online platform is liable as a publisher from the point they have notice of defamatory material. Trus tpilot was put on 
notice repeatedly and emphatically, yet failed to act or even worse, acted in a way that mai ntained the publication. In line with Voller, 
Trustpilot became fully liable for each continued publication and each republication of the reviews after notice. As your own  
correspondence aptly noted, “any response that maintains publication after notice co nstitutes republication” of the defamatory material. 
Trustpilot has engaged in exactly that unlawful republication by leaving the review online and reinstating it after removal. In short, any 
potential “platform immunity” evaporated once you were notified and then chose not to remove the content. 

No Safe Harbour or Defense Available:  

Trustpilot cannot escape liability through any “safe harbor” provisions or defenses under Australian law. The traditional innocent 
dissemination defense (Defamation Act 2005 (NSW) s 32) is not available here – it is lost once the publisher has actual knowledge of the 
defamation and the ability to remove it. You had both knowledge and the technical capacity to delete these reviews, yet you d id not do so in 
a timely or final manner. Likewise, the newly enacted digital intermediaries defence (s 32A / 31A NSW, post-2021 amendments), if it applied 
to review platforms at all, requires effective compliance with a notice–takedown procedure, which Trustpilot manifestly failed to follow. 
Trustpilot also did not provide a properly functioning complaints system or a timely “reasonable” response as contemplated by law – 
instead, you ignored notices or inexplicably reinstated content. In sum, no statutory or common law defense shields Trustpilot in this 
scenario. You are squarely liable as a publisher of the ongoing defamation. 

Serious Harm Threshold:  

The Defamation Act’s “serious harm” threshold (s 10A) is clearly satisfied in this matter. I have detailed evidence of seriou s financial harm 
(the loss of clients, subscribers, and revenue mentioned above) and serious personal harm (extreme humiliation, di stress, and even health 
impacts due to the sustained attacks). Under s 10A, a defamatory publication must have caused or be likely to cause serious h arm to the 
plaintiff’s reputation. Here, the harm to my reputation and business has been catastrophic, far exceeding the minimum threshold. In fact, 
this case is a textbook example of “serious harm” – the false accusations (e.g. branding me a pedophile or fraud) are so heinous and widely 
propagated that they inherently and demonstrably caused grave damage. 

Concerns Notices and Time to Respond:  

Australian law (Defamation Act 2005 (NSW), Part 3, as amended) requires that a potential defendant be given a Concerns Notice  and 28 
days to make amends before court proceedings. I have fully complied with this requirement. All communications to Trustpilot  to date – 



 

   
 

including correspondence on 6 August 2025 and thereafter – have constituted formal concerns notices under the Defamation Act. You have 
been given multiple opportunities and far more than 28 days to remedy this defamation. For example, a detailed concerns n otice was 
served on 6 August 2025, outlining the defamatory material and required actions, yet you did not adequately resolve the issue . Even after 
that notice period elapsed, I refrained from immediate litigation and instead persisted in trying to resolve this matter cooperatively – only to 
be met with continued non-compliance. It has now been well over five months since that concerns notice, and the offending review was still 
being republished as recently as late 2025, demonstrating a blatant disregard fo r your legal obligations. In short, the statutory pre-litigation 
requirements have been met and exceeded on my side; Trustpilot has no further grace period to expect. 

Given the above, there is overwhelming evidence of Trustpilot’s liability for defamation under NSW law. You were expressly aw are of the 
defamatory content and did not remove it; by contrast, you republished it after notice, which will be viewed as an aggra vated instance of 
defamation. The courts have little tolerance for publishers who, like Trustpilot here, knowingly permit defamatory material t o remain online. 
Notably, in Barilaro v Google LLC [2022] FCA 650, Google was ordered to pay $715,000 in damages for failing to remove defamatory 
YouTube videos after notice. Trustpilot’s conduct is equally, if not more, culpable – and you should expect similar if not more severe legal 
and financial consequences. 

Unique Severity and Multi-Platform Dimensions of this Case 

I also wish to put Trustpilot on notice that this matter is part of a broader, uniquely documented defamation and harassment case that 
extends beyond just your platform. At least three other online platforms (including Reddit, Facebook, and Discord) have b een implicated in 
the ongoing publication of the same or related defamatory allegations, often in a coordinated manner. The false review on Tru stpilot was not 
an isolated incident; it formed one node in a wider conspiracy to smear my name across the intern et. For instance, the exact same false 
accusations (pedophilia, fraud, sabotage, etc.) have been propagated on Reddit threads, Facebook posts, and Discord chats. In  some 
cases, actors on one platform used content from another to lend credibility to their l ibel (e.g. Trustpilot reviews were linked in Facebook 
discussions to “prove” the lies, and vice versa). 

This cross-platform defamation campaign is unprecedented in its scope and duration. To illustrate: the Reddit thread alone attacking me 
remained live for 706 days and climbed into Google’s top search results. The Trustpilot reviews likewise spanned many mo nths with your 
platform’s complicity. In total, I am dealing with a defamation scenario involving four major platforms simultaneously (Trust pilot, Reddit, 
Facebook, Discord), plus even Google’s AI summary tool inadvertently amplifying the false content. Th e severity of the allegations (accusing 
someone of being a pedophile, among other things) and the extent of publication (multiple outlets over a long period) make th is case stand 
out even compared to the most notorious defamation cases in Australia. 

By way of comparison, consider that in Wagner v Harbour Radio [2018] QSC 201, a case involving a sustained defamatory campaig n via 
radio and related media, the court awarded a total of $3.7 million to the plaintiffs. In Rolph v Smurthwaite [2023] FCA 1556,  involving false 
pedophilia accusations on the internet, damages of $400,000 were awarded. The defamation against me is no less severe – indeed, calling 
someone a pedophile is universally recognized as one of the most gravely defamatory imputations. What makes my case even more 
extraordinary is the multi-platform, deliberate nature of the publication. In many respects, this situation is worse than Wagner: it involves 
more platforms (multiple websites and social media channels vs. one radio network), a longer timeframe (nearly two years of harm), and 
more egregious accusations (pedophilia and criminal fraud vs. the political corruption in Wagner). The volume and severity of  evidence I 
have compiled is likely to make this case a landmark precedent once it enters the courts. 

Trustpilot’s role in this cannot be downplayed. Of all the platforms involved, Trustpilot had perhaps the clearest notice and  simplest path to 
mitigation – I flagged the content through your own systems and provided you direct legal notice early on. Trustp ilot also had full ability to 
instantly remove or at least permanently suppress the defamatory reviews. Yet, out of the major platforms, Trustpilot inexpli cably stood out 
by actually republishing content after notice, something even others did not do. (For  example, Reddit at least did not bring a deleted post 
back online; they refused removal but were consistent in their refusal – whereas Trustpilot removed then reinstated, which is worse.) This 
will be highlighted as evidence of bad faith and willful neglect on Trustpilot’s part, contributing to a significant portion of the aggravated 
damages I will seek. It is telling that even TikTok, a platform not even directly targeted in my concerns notices, on its own  reviewed and took 
action to curb the spread of this defamation, while Trustpilot obstinately refused to do so. Trustpilot’s inaction (and action in restoring the 
content) effectively gave a green light to the harassers that your site was a safe haven for their smear campaign.  

I have been meticulous in documenting every facet of this ordeal. My evidence archive contains 1,953 dated entries (screensho ts, emails, 
logs) that are indexed and cross-referenced to substantiate each allegation I make here. I have preserved proof of what  was posted when, 
how Trustpilot responded (or failed to respond), and the resulting impacts. Multiple concerns notices have been served not ju st to Trustpilot 
but also to the other platforms (Meta/Facebook and Reddit), and I have involved regulatory bodies where applicable (such as Australia’s 
eSafety Commissioner and the ACCC for consumer-law aspects). In short, I am fully prepared for litigation: a draft Statement of Claim is 
ready, and the case against Trustpilot (along with others) is comprehensive and  well-supported by evidence. Once this moves to court, 



 

   
 

Trustpilot’s mishandling of this matter will be exposed in open court in all its detail. The outcome is poised to become a ca utionary tale for 
online platforms, given the extreme facts. 

Summary of Damages and Demands 

You should be under no illusion about the magnitude of liability and exposure Trustpilot faces in this matter. The damages ar ising from your 
platform’s publication of the defamatory material (and the subsequent republication and prolonged availability) are  extensive. By failing to 
act in a timely, good-faith manner, Trustpilot has allowed the harm to compound over a lengthy period. I summarize the key categories of 
harm and damage below, all of which will be claimed in the event of litigation . 

Reputational Harm:  

The false allegations (e.g. branding me a pedophile, scammer, thief of code, drug addict, etc.) have gravely damaged my perso nal and 
professional reputation. I am a software developer and service provider; trust and credibility are paramount. These lies on  Trustpilot’s 
public forum have led business partners, customers, and community members to doubt my integrity and even suspect me of heinou s 
crimes, causing irreparable stigma. My name and my product (Legion Killfeed) have been dragged through the mud in s earch results and 
public forums. This loss of reputation is incalculable and ongoing – every prospective customer who Googles me or my service finds these 
defamatory claims, despite their falsity, thus deterring business and destroying goodwill. 

Business and Economic Loss: 

The defamatory review(s) on Trustpilot and their ripple effects have directly caused a significant loss of business. As noted , my subscriber 
count and active user base plummeted after these allegations circulated. Many existing customers cut ties, and coun tless potential 
customers were scared off. I have evidence of specific instances where the Trustpilot reviews were cited by customers as reas ons for 
cancellations or distrust. Additionally, the smear campaign encouraged coordinated harassment such as charg eback fraud (users were 
urged to file payment disputes en masse), leading to direct financial losses. I have quantified special damages (lost revenue , refunds, time 
spent on damage control) currently in excess of AUD $150,000 on these fronts alone. The bus iness disruption is ongoing, as the false stigma 
still hampers growth even after the content is (temporarily) removed. 

Emotional Distress and Personal Suffering:  

It is important to note the human toll behind these numbers. Being the target of a malicious defamatory campaign – especially one involving 
accusations as vile as child predation – has caused me immense stress, humiliation, and anguish. I have endured public hatred and ridicule 
based on pure fabrications. The situation became so dire that it affected my mental health (including episodes of despair and  suicidal 
ideation, now documented). The harassment facilitated by your platform extended to personal attack s on social media and even doxxing of 
my home address on affiliated hate sites. The Defamation Act’s cap on non -economic damages (currently around $443,000–$500,000 for 
non-economic loss) is intended to cover this kind of severe emotional and reputational harm – and I will be seeking damages at the high end 
of the cap given the devastating impact on my life. 

Aggravated Damages (Bad Faith by Trustpilot):  

Trustpilot’s conduct throughout this matter has been reprehensible and will warrant aggravated damages. Aggravated (exemplary ) damages 
are awarded when a defendant’s actions in or after the defamation show egregious wrongdoing or lack of remorse, further h urting the 
plaintiff. Here, every factor for aggravated damages is present. Trustpilot knowingly persisted in the wrongful conduct (repe atedly publishing 
content you knew was false). You responded to my legitimate complaints with either indifference or con tradictory excuses, and took steps 
(reinstating content) that appear calculated to frustrate my attempts to protect my rights. This lack of good faith and the p rolongation of the 
harm will significantly increase the damages payable. I note that Trustpilot’s post-notice republication of the libel, and even contradicting 
your own “legal advice” in correspondence, is nearly unheard-of behavior for a platform – it exemplifies the kind of misconduct aggravated 
damages were designed to punish. I will absolutely be highlighting this for the court. 

Non-Compliance and Consumer Law Breaches:  

(For completeness, I flag that Trustpilot’s failure to remove fake reviews also raises issues under Australian Consumer Law – false or 
misleading representations by allowing defamatory fake reviews to mislead consumers about my service. While defamation is  the primary 
claim, I reserve the right to pursue ACL claims as well, which can carry penalties.) Additionally, Trustpilot’s operations in  Australia, post the 
2022 defamation law reforms, are subject to certain compliance standards for handling complaints. Your “automation-first” moderation 
and failure to provide reasoned decisions in response to my reports likely breach these standards. These compliance failures reinforce the 
narrative that Trustpilot cannot be trusted to self-regulate in this matter. 



 

   
 

Taking all categories into account, I estimate the total damages in this matter to be at least in the seven figures. In fact,  my current 
consolidated damages assessment stands at approximately AUD $1,501,820 (and growing). This figure includes general damages (for 
reputational harm and distress), aggravated damages (for your bad faith conduct), and special damages (for the specific finan cial losses). 
To put it plainly: Trustpilot’s liability is already estimated around $1.3 million – a number that continues to climb as the harm accrues.  

This exceeds a previous settlement offer I extended to you (which was in the order of $1.0 million) – an offer you ignored or rejected. That 
opportunity has now passed, and any resolution will inevitably be more costly given the additional damage since the n. 

My demands at this stage are straightforward and non-negotiable: 

Immediate, Permanent Removal – Trustpilot must permanently remove the defamatory review(s) in question and ensure they are not 
republished. This includes any form of the same review (or trivial variations of it) that might exist in your system (e.g. in  archives, or if the 
malicious user attempts to edit and repost it). I expect written confirmation that the content has been fully removed and wil l not be allowed 
to reappear. No more three-day windows, no more temporary “masking” – permanent deletion is required. 

Preventative Measures – Trustpilot must implement measures to prevent republication of the defamatory allegations. This likely means 
flagging the relevant user accounts and keywords so that any future attempt to post similar libel is automatically blocked.  The fact that your 
system allowed removed content to resurface indicates a serious flaw that needs addressing. I insist on an assurance of non -repetition, 
given history here. 

Accountability for Bad Actors – The user accounts involved in this harassment campaign (e.g. the “Z Doneskies”, “Robert McDonovan”, 
“WARZONE”, “Karl Messer” profiles, among others) should be investigated for violating your terms (e.g. leaving only defamato ry reviews) 
and suspended or banned from your platform. Allowing known abuse-only accounts to persist is unacceptable. 

Confirmation of Compliance in Writing: 

 I require a written response from Trustpilot outlining exactly what actions have been taken to meet the above demands, and 
an official position on this matter. Simply removing the review (after all this time) without comment will not suffice; I nee d 
clarity that Trustpilot acknowledges the issue and has taken good-faith steps to resolve it and prevent recurrence. 

Damages: 

 Given that this issue has been protracted and the harm done is severe, I am within my rights to seek a monetary remedy from T rustpilot for 
the damage suffered. While my strong preference was to avoid litigation (and I gave you ample chance to resolve this amicably), your 
inaction has forced my hand. I note that under Australian law, an “offer to make amends” (which could include compensation) i s a step you 
could have taken at any point after receiving my concerns notices, but you did not. At this late stag e, my expectation is that any voluntary 
resolution from Trustpilot would include a substantial damages payment to compensate for the harm inflicted. If you wish to p ropose such 
a resolution, you must do so immediately. Otherwise, this matter will be decided in court, where I will be claiming the full measure of 
damages (as outlined above, potentially around or above $1.3M, subject to final calculation). 

I have been extraordinarily patient and have given your platform every benefit of the doubt up to now.  

That patience is exhausted. Your continued failure to act in accordance with the law, and the bad faith pattern of removing a nd then 
republishing defamatory content, leaves me no choice but to proceed to formal legal action. I intend to initiate legal proc eedings against 
Trustpilot and the other platforms involved without further notice. Such proceedings will be filed in the Supreme Court of Ne w South Wales 
(Sydney), and I will be seeking all available remedies: injunctive relief (to permanently bar further  publication of the defamation), general 
damages, aggravated damages, and costs on an indemnity basis. Given the extensive documentation of your conduct, I am confide nt in the 
strength of my case. Once in litigation, I will also pursue through discovery an y internal records at Trustpilot relevant to the moderation (or 
lack thereof) of these reviews, which likely will further support my claims of knowing negligence or intent.  

Be advised that in any court action, Trustpilot’s mishandling of this situation will become part of the public record. Your e mails, actions, and 
omissions will be scrutinized in open court. The pattern of “masking” reviews after complaints only to reinstat e them quietly later, the 
inconsistency between what you told me and what actually happened, the sheer volume of unanswered complaints – all of this will be laid 
bare. It will be abundantly clear that Trustpilot has engaged in (or allowed) republication of  known defamation, which is likely to draw not 
only judicial condemnation but also media and industry attention, potentially damaging Trustpilot’s own reputation as a platf orm. In short, if 
I am forced to sue, this case will almost certainly become a high-profile precedent in Australian defamation law, highlighting Trustpilot’s 
failures. 

Take this letter as the final concerned notice and warning.  



 

   
 

I have been more than reasonable and have complied with all legal prerequisites. The matter now clearly meets the threshold for litigation, 
and I am prepared to proceed. Remove all of the identified false reviews that still affect my account, like for example, the Havasu review 
which is the only reference to AI in reviews on my profile and has subsequently caused the false "Artificial Intelligence" tag you display 
prominently on my profile despite it being "filtered" and most importantly, immediately remove the Consumer/Hooded_Saw lies I  have 
argued with you about for over 60 days, I have included it's last correspondence below. Finally, start discussing settlement offers because 
there is no way in hell I am simply walking away from the shit your platform has illegally assisted in putting me through. Th is is the very last 
opportunity for Trustpilot to resolve the issue privately and to finally demonstrate some good faith after a long saga of bad -faith moderation. 
Failing that, we will see you in court. 

Yours faithfully, 

Anthony Brodie 
Owner, Legion Killfeed (NSW, Australia) 
(Defamed Trustpilot User and Business Owner)  

My evidence archive is publicly available at https://they-wish-i.died.space  

A zip of it is downloadable at https://they-wish-i.died.space/zip using this password:  Pl4tformK3y 
 
These are the exact images that disprove the false allegations by “Hooded_Saw”: 

• https://they-wish-i.died.space/harrassment/2025-11-29-lihou2451-ticket.png 
• https://they-wish-i.died.space/harrassment/2025-11-29-lihou2451-public.png 
• https://they-wish-i.died.space/harrassment/2025-11-29-lihou2451-hooded.png 
• https://they-wish-i.died.space/harrassment/2025-11-29-lihou2451.pdf 
• https://they-wish-i.died.space/harrassment/2025-12-05-not-a-customer-hooded-saw-consumer.png 
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