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Recent developments in the realm of tendency evidence 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

1. The three recent High Court decisions in Bauer,1  McPhillamy2  and Johnson3  have 

significantly changed the principles regarding the admission of tendency evidence. Prior 

to these judgments, the Court in Hughes,4  had attempted to resolve the divergent 

approaches that had developed in Victoria and New South Wales case law. Despite this 

there remained confusion as to whether a ‘special feature’ was required to link particular 

behaviour in order for evidence to be admissible to establish an individual’s tendency to 

act in a particular way. This paper will review this topic with a specific focus on the 

admissibility of tendency evidence by the prosecution in criminal trials.  

 

II. OVERVIEW 

(i) What is tendency evidence?  

 

2. Tendency evidence is evidence tendered for the purpose of proving that a person acted 

in a particular way, or had a particular state of mind, on a given occasion where there is 

no (or inadequate) direct evidence of that conduct or state of mind on that occasion.5 

Like all evidence, the threshold test of admissibility is a question of relevance.6 

 

(ii) Statutory framework 

 

3. The statutory framework relating to tendency evidence is relevantly the same from NSW, 

Victoria and South Australia. For convenience I will refer to the Evidence Act 1995 

(NSW) (‘the Act’). Section 97 provides that parties can only adduce ‘evidence of the 

                                                 
1 R v Bauer (a pseudonym) (2018) 359 ALR 359. 
2 McPhillamy v The Queen (2018) 351 ALR 13. 
3 Johnson v The Queen [2018] HCA 48. 
4 Hughes v The Queen [2017] HCA 20 at 6 [19]. 
5 Elomar v R; Hasan v R; Cheikho v R; Cheikho v R; Jamal v R [2014] NSWCCA 303 (12 December 2014) 
6 Evidence Act 1995 (NSW) s 55. 
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character, reputation or conduct of a person, or a tendency that a person has or had…to 

act in a particular way’ if:  

(a) reasonable notice is given of the intention to adduce the evidence; and  

(b) the court thinks that the evidence will, either by itself or having regard to other 

evidence…have significant probative value.7 

4. There is likely to be a high degree of probative value where: 

(a) the evidence, alone or in combination with with other evidence, strongly supports 

proof of a tendency, and 

(b) the tendency itself strongly supports the proof of a fact that makes up the offence 

charged.8 

 

5. The admission of tendency evidence by the prosecution in criminal proceedings is also 

restrained by section 101 which provides that tendency evidence about a defendant 

cannot be used unless ‘the probative value of the evidence substantially outweighs any 

prejudicial effect it may have on the defendant.’ 

 

III. HUGHES v THE QUEEN9  (2017) 

 

6. Notwithstanding the common statutory framework, a divergence emerged in the 

approached taken to the admissibility of tendency evidence between the States. 

Victorian courts had held that in order to be admissible, there needed to be common or 

similar features between pieces of evidence that demonstrated an ‘underlying unity’, 

‘pattern of conduct’ or ‘modus operandi’.10 In the case of Velkoski, the Victorian Court of 

Appeal had held that ‘it is the degree of similarity of the operative features that gives the 

tendency evidence its relative strength.’11  There was no such requirement in NSW. 

 

7. This issue came into focus before the High Court in Hughes v The Queen.  Hughes had 

been charged and convicted of 11 charges of sexual offences against five girls aged 5 

                                                 
7 Evidence Act 1995 (NSW) s 97. 
8 Hughes v The Queen [2017] HCA 20 at [41]. 
9 [2017] HCA 20. 
10 Velkoski.v The Queen (2014) 45 VR 680. 
11 Ibid at 719 [171] (Redlich, Weinberg and Coghlan JJA). 
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to 15.12 Tendency evidence was led by the prosecution from other women who had 

worked with Hughes who said that he had sexually touched them in the workplace. The 

Crown said that this showed Hughes had tendencies to have ‘…sexual interest in female 

children under 16 years of age’ and to use ‘his social and familial relationships…to 

obtained access to female children under the age of 16 years of age so that he could 

engage in sexual activities with them.’13 

 

8. Hughes appealed. The NSW Court of Criminal Appeal dismissed his appeal against 

conviction holding that Velkoski14 was not good law in NSW and that under the Evidence 

Act, there are no requirements for there to be ‘underlying unity’ or a ‘pattern of conduct’ 

between the alleged offences.15 The matter moved onto the High Court. 

 

9. In a split decision, the High Court held that close similarity between events was not 

essential for tendency evidence to have significant probative value and accordingly 

admissible. In doing so, Court indicated the acceptance of a more liberal approach to 

the admissibility of evidence, removing the restriction enforced by Victorian courts that 

the evidence be similar in nature. 

 

10.  The majority highlighted how the text of section 97(1)(b) included no reference to 

degrees of similarity. The omission of these concepts highlighted that the intention and 

purpose of the section is not to be limited by only being applicable to circumstances 

where evidence exhibits the same or similar features.16 The correct test to be applied in 

relation to section 97(1)(b) was that stated in R v Ford17 being that ‘the disputed evidence 

should make more likely, to a significant extent, the facts that make up the elements of 

the charged offence.’18 This is a two-part analysis that requires (1) the evidence to 

establish the alleged tendency; and (2) the alleged tendency to prove the fact in issue. 

 

                                                 
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid at [3]. 
14 Velkoski v The Queen (2014) 45 VR 680. 
15 Hughes v The Queen (2015) 93 NSWLR 474, 517 [188]. 
16 Hughes v The Queen [2017] HCA 20, [34]. 
17 (2009) 201 A Crim R 451. 
18 Ibid at 485 [125]. 
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11.  Although the decision in Hughes removed some uncertainty others remained. In 

particular it was unclear as to when tendency evidence was admissible in a sexual 

assault case involving a single complainant as in the case of IMM v The Queen.19 In 

IMM it was held that some form of special feature is necessary where the evidence 

comes from a single complainant.20 

 

12. The minority dissenting judgments delivered in Hughes highlight the theoretical concerns 

of admitting tendency evidence. Specifically, they focus on how the decision to admit 

tendency evidence involves balancing risks. One common thread throughout the three 

dissenting judgments was the need for similarity to ensure fairness to the accused. 

 

IV.  DEVELOPMENTS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR 

 

(i) THE QUEEN v BAUER 

 

13.  The first of the more recent cases that change the approach to the admission of 

tendency evidence is that of Bauer. In that case, the High Court recognised the 

limitations of their previous judgments on the issue of tendency evidence, especially as 

regards whether a complainant’s evidence of uncharged sexual and other acts is 

admissible as tendency evidence in proof of charged sexual offences.21 The Court 

sought to address the inconsistencies that arose between cases such as Hughes and 

IMM v The Queen, stating: ‘[t]he admissibility of tendency evidence in single complainant 

sexual offence cases should be as straightforward as possible consistent with the need 

to ensure that the accused receives a fair trial.’22 

 

14. Bauer was charged with 18 sexual offences that were committed against his foster 

daughter over the period of 11 years.23  The charges included multiple counts of indecent 

assault, attempted sexual penetration of a child under 10, indecent act with a child under 

16, and sexual penetration of a child under care, supervision or authority.24 Evidence of 

                                                 
19 (2016) 257 CLR 300. 
20 Ibid. 
21 R v Bauer [2018] HCA 40; (2018) 92 ALJR 846 
22 Ibid. 
23 Ibid at [1]. 
24 Ibid at [14](1)-(12). 
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the complainant of several uncharged sexual acts committed by the respondent were 

admitted to prove the charged acts. This evidence was used by the Crown in an attempt 

to establish the respondent’s sexual interest in the complainant.  

 

15.  The High Court held that henceforth, a complainant’s evidence of an accused’s 

uncharged acts ‘…may be admissible as tendency evidence in proof of sexual offences 

which the accused is alleged to have committed against that complainant whether or not 

the uncharged acts have about them some special feature of the kind mentioned in IMM 

or exhibit a special, particular or unusual feature of the kind described in Hughes.’25  

 

16.  The logical basis of this new rule was expanded on by the Court, stating: ‘Where one 

person is sexually attracted to another and has sought to fulfil that attraction by 

committing a sexual act with him or her, it is the more likely that the person will continue 

to seek to fulfil the attraction by committing further sexual acts with the other person as 

the occasion presents.’26 This statement is significant because it rejected the notion that 

the multiple sexual acts committed against a complainant need to be linked in some way, 

through a special feature. 

 

17.  The Court recognised that the case of IMM27 had been a source of confusion for trial 

judges when deciding whether tendency evidence is admissible.28 In IMM the High Court 

held that a complainant’s evidence of a single uncharged act did not have significant 

probative value.29 It was held that an uncharged act lacked the capability of adding to 

the probability of the complainant telling the truth about the charged acts unless there 

were some special features associated with the uncharged act.30  

 

18.  In Bauer, the Court distinguished the principle laid down in IMM from the present case. 

It was held that the reasoning in IMM was limited to the facts and circumstances of the 

case. The uncharged act under consideration in IMM was fairly innocuous and remote 

                                                 
25 Ibid at [48]. 
26 Ibid at [60], [50]. 
27 IMM v The Queen (2016) 257 CLR 300. 
28 Bauer at [47]. 
29 Ibid, [53]. 
30 Ibid; IMM v The Queen (2016) 257 CLR 300 [61]-[64]. 
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in time from the charged act.31 The judgment in Bauer therefore significantly limits any 

application of IMM, which should be correctly understood as being confined to its unique 

and relatively exceptional circumstances.  

 

19.  Single complainant cases (such as Bauer) can be distinguished from multiple 

complainant sexual offence cases, where different principles apply. In order for evidence 

of the offending against one complainant to be probative of the offending against the 

other (in multiple complainant sexual offence cases), then there has to be a feature of 

the offending linking the two together.32 This being because, without such a feature, 

evidence that an accused has committed an offence against one complainant is not 

significantly probative of the accused having committed an offence against another 

complainant.33 If there is a common feature in these circumstances it demonstrates a 

tendency to act in a particular way. 

 

20.  This reasoning can retrospectively applied to Hughes, to illustrate the distinction. In 

Hughes, multiple complainants were each alleging that the accused had committed one 

or more sexual offences against her, where the offences that were alleged to have been 

committed against some groups of complainants were in significant respects different in 

kind and circumstance from the sexual offences alleged to have been committed against 

each other group of complainants. The case was decided on the basis that the evidence 

of each alleged sexual offence and uncharged act demonstrated a common feature 

being that a man of mature years was sexually interested in female children under 16 

years of age and that he had a tendency to act upon this interest by committing offences 

against them opportunistically.34 The High Court held that such was the significance of 

that common feature that evidence of each alleged sexual offence and uncharged act 

had significant probative value in proof of each other charge. Without the common 

features linking the complaints of multiple individuals the tendency evidence would lack 

significant probative value.  

 

                                                 
31 Bauer at [53].  
32 Ibid at [58]. 
33 HML v The Queen (2008) 235 CLR 334 at 11-12 per Gleeson CJ, 105 per Hayne J (Gummow and Kirby 
JJ agreeing at 41, 59). 
34 Bauer [59]. 
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21. By contrast, in a single complainant sexual offences case, where a question arises as to 

whether evidence that the accused has committed one sexual offence against the 

complainant is significantly probative of the accused having committed another sexual 

offence against that complainant, there is ordinarily no need of a particular feature of the 

offending to render evidence of one offence significantly probative of the other.35 In 

Bauer, the High Court held that because there only one complainant, all of the charged 

and uncharged acts were alleged to have been committed against her, and none of them 

was far separated in point of time or far different in nature and gravity from the others 

there was no need for "special feature" in order to render the evidence of one charge 

cross-admissible in proof of the other charges, or to render the evidence of uncharged 

acts admissible in proof of the charged acts. The  admissibility of the evidence of each 

charged and uncharged act rested on the logic that, where a person is sexually attracted 

to another and has acted upon that attraction by engaging in sexual acts with him or her, 

the person is the more likely to seek to continue to give effect to the attraction by 

engaging in further sexual acts with the other person as the opportunity presents.36 

 

22. Ultimately, the significance of Bauer lies in its distinction between the requisite proof 

required in cases of multiple and single complainant sexual offence cases. Common 

features are usually only required to be made out in circumstances where there are 

multiple complainants, in order to link the individual complainants’ cases together.37 

Bauer was a unanimous decision. The Court resolved to put aside differences of opinion 

to “speak with one voice on the subject” of the admissibility of tendency evidence in 

single complainant sexual offence cases,38 in circumstances where the earlier case law 

was not clear. 

 

(ii) JOHNSON v THE QUEEN 

 

23. In Johnson, the appellant was convicted of five counts of historical sexual offences 

committed against his sister.39 Like Bauer, this case involved multiple sexual offences 

                                                 
35 Ibid at [60]. 
36 Ibid at [62] 
37 Ibid at [56]-[58]. 
38 Ibid at [47] 
39 Johnson v The Queen [2018] HCA 48. 
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committed against a single complainant. The High Court applied Bauer, and also re-

affirmed the importance of tendency evidence in placing offences in context, especially 

in cases involving familial relationships. 

 

24.  The main concern of this appeal was whether evidence of the accused’s sexual 

misconduct towards the complainant on occasions other than the occasion charged was 

admissible, where the evidence is used for ‘contextual’ purposes.40 Contextual purposes 

in this instance involved explaining the dysfunctional family environment the complainant 

was raised in. The first count was an alleged indecent assault that occurred when the 

appellant was 11 or 12, and therefore presumed to be doli incapax.41 The second count 

was a charge of carnal knowledge, alleged to have occurred when the appellant was 17. 

The remaining counts were alleged to have taken place when the appellant was an adult 

and included a count of persistent sexual exploitation, and two counts of rape.42  

 

25.  In addition to the evidence to support the counts outlined above, the prosecution also 

adduced evidence from the complainant of other alleged misconduct (“the other acts”). 

This misconduct occurred from when the complainaint was three years old until the end 

of the alleged offending. The prosecution sought to rely on three incidents which 

allegedly occurred before the first charged offence, with the purpose of rebutting the 

presumption of doli incapax.43 The appellant submitted that the evidence did not have 

any probative value; rejected the argument that it could be used for contextual purposes; 

and that the evidence of behaviour sought to be relied on by the complainant occurred 

when he himself was a young child and lacked the capacity to understand the wrongness 

of his behaviour. 

 

26. The uncharged acts alleged were of a particular character. The first involved an incident 

when the complainant was about three. She was bathing with the appellant when he 

“pushed his foot in between [her] legs to [her] vagina”.44 The second incident occurred 

in an implement shed when the complainant was four or five. She was taken to the shed 

by the appellant and another brother whereafter the appellant held her down and the 

                                                 
40 Ibid at [1].  
41 Ibid at [3].  
42 Ibid. 
43 Ibid at [4].  
44 Ibid at [23].  
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other brother “rubbed his fingers and then his penis against her vagina.” After this 

incident occurred, she complained to her mother, who lashed out at her and slapped 

her. The third incident occurred when the complainant was five or six where the appellant 

and another brother came into her bedroom, and assaulted her. She did not complain 

about this incident because of the way her mother had reacted on previous occasions.  

 

27.  In addition to these three separate incidents, The complainant also reported that from 

the age of five until she was about ten, the appellant and the other brother would sexually 

assault her on “[p]retty much a weekly basis.”45 However, after the age of 11 or 12, the 

appellant would assault her “every week, sometimes every two weeks, but pretty 

regularly” separately from the other brother.46 

 

28.  At trial the prosecution relied on all three incidents outlined above to show that despite 

his young age, the appellant must have known his conduct in relation to the charged 

acts was wrong. In addition to this, the tendency evidence was being relied on for 

contextual reasons, to highlight that the relationship between the appellant and the 

complainant “was one of domination borne out of violence, fear and a lack of being 

brought to account.”47 The evidence was relied on to highlight the dysfunctional family 

environment that the complainant was raised in and to illustrate why she did not complain 

to her parents, because they often reacted adversely and failed to address the issues 

raised by her.  

 

29.  The issue in this appeal was whether the tendency evidence that was adduced to 

support the first and third count was admissible in relation to the remaining counts.48 In 

relation to this, the prosecution argued that the other acts highlight a pattern of childhood 

abuse as well as the mother’s failure to act on her complaints. This pattern was crucial 

in understanding why there had been a failure to complain about the charges in two and 

four, as well as in understanding why the appellant acted with such confidence. It was 

                                                 
45 Ibid at [28]. 
46 Ibid at [32]. 
47 Ibid at [44]. 
48 Ibid at [49]. 
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held in this case that the evidence was cross-admissible, and it being considered in 

relation to the other charges did not constitute a miscarriage of justice.49 

 

30. At was also held that the other acts were admissible on the remaining counts because 

they offered important explanatory evidence. The early incidents helped the jury to 

understand the dysfunctional family environment in which complainant was raised, and 

the fact that her parents did not take effective action to protect her from the actions of 

the appellant. It was held that “without an understanding of this background, her 

evidence of the offences charged in the remaining counts was likely to have presented 

as implausible.” For these reasons, the probative value significantly outweighed any risk 

of prejudice to the appellant. 

 

31.  As in Bauer, the evidence of charged and uncharged acts were admitted as evidence 

of the appellant’s sexual attraction to the complainant; and his tendency to act on that 

attraction.50 The High Court applied the reasoning in Bauer and restated that “on the trial 

of multiple sexual offences against a single complainant the latter’s evidence of the 

accused’s other sexual misconduct will commonly have very high probative value as 

circumstantial evidence of the accused’s prosperity to act on his or her sexual attraction 

to the complainant”.51 

 

32.  The Court thus expanded upon the explained the rule established in Bauer, to highlight 

how evidence of past acts in single complainant cases adduced for contextual purposes, 

can have strong probative value. In cases where there is a familial or other relationship 

between the complainant and the accused, evidence of sexual misconduct may be 

crucial in explaining the circumstances surrounding an offence. 52  Without such 

evidence, the offence might appear inexplicable. Tendency evidence can thus give 

                                                 
49 Ibid at [52]. 
50 Ibid [15]. 
51 Ibid [17]. 
52 Ibid [19]. 
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context can be important in explaining why a complainant failed to complain or rebuff the 

accused,53 or the accused’s confidence to act as he or she did.54 

 

33.  Here, the tendency evidence was important to illustrate the ‘highly dysfunctional family’, 

without which the complainant’s evidence of later abuse ‘was likely to have presented 

as implausible’.55 The pattern of the accused and his brother behavior during childhood 

‘was important to understanding [the complainant’s] account of the incidents of abuse 

leading up to and including the’ relevant offence.56 Likewise, the complainant’s ‘evidence 

of her mother’s inappropriate response to her complaint’ about the earlier incidents was 

also important to understanding her evidence of the later incidents, where she did not 

complain.57 

 

 

(iii) McPHILLAMY v THE QUEEN 

 

34.  Unlike the earlier two cases, McPhillamy 58  involved multiple complainants. What 

McPhillamy reinforces is that in cases involving multiple complainants the tendency 

evidence must have some degree of similarly in order for it to possess significant 

probative value. 

 

35.  In this case, McPhillamy was convicted of sexual offences committed against “A” 

between 1995 and 1996, whilst he was an altar boy. The prosecution led tendency 

evidence from two other men (“B” and “C”), that in 1985 they too had been sexually 

assaulted by the appellant while under his supervision at boarding school. At trial this 

evidence was permitted by the trial judge upheld on appeal on the basis that it had been  

rightly admitted as it strongly supported the prosecution case. However, the High Court 

disagreed, quashing the conviction and directing that there be a new trial. 

                                                 
53 KRM v The Queen (2001) 206 CLR 221, 230 [24] per McHugh J; HML v The Queen (2008) 235 CLR 334, 
352 [6] per Gleeson CJ. 
54 HML v The Queen (2008) 235 CLR 334 at 497 [499] per Kiefel J. 
55 Johnson v The Queen [2018] HCA 48. 
56 Ibid [57]. 
57 Ibid [58]. 
58 McPhillamy v The Queen (2018) 361 ALR 13. 
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36. The reason was that the High Court held that the tendency evidence did not hold 

significant probative value because the special feature was absent. Where in a case 

involving sexual misconduct in relation to a person or persons other than the 

complainant, there must be some special feature identified that links the two together.59 

On the facts, the prosecution alleged that the link in this case was the appellant’s 

tendency to prey on young teenage boys under his supervision. It was held however, 

that the “supervision exercised by the appellant as assistant housemaster in 1985 over 

vulnerable, homesick boys in his care has little in common with the supervision exercised 

in his role as acolyte over “A”, an altar boy…”.60  “A” was not vulnerable in the same way 

that “B” and “C” were meaning that there were insufficient similarities between the two 

circumstances and so the evidence lacked sufficient probative value. 

 

37. The High Court considered that the evidence adduced did little more than insinuate that 

because the appellant had previously offended against “B” and “C” ten years prior, under 

different circumstances it was more likely that he committed the offences alleged by 

“A”.61 Without any other evidence to support the allegations made by “A”, this evidence 

did not meet the required threshold under section 97(1)(b) of the Evidence Act.62 

 

38. The circumstances of this case indicate that in circumstances involving offences 

committed against more than one person, the evidence admitted to prove a tendency 

must be sufficiently linked to past offending.63 Here the evidence of the appellant’s 

conduct with “B” and “C” was not sufficiently linked to the alleged offending against “A” 

because it did not suggest that “A” was vulnerable in the way that “B” and “C” were.64 

 

39.  The case demonstrates that in order to make the link, the prosecution will need to 

identify the tendency which is seeks to prove with precision. High levels of generality will 

not suffice.65 The alleged offences committed against “A” did not have any similarity in 

                                                 
59 Hughes v The Queen [2017] HCA 20, [64]; R v Bauer (2018) 359 ALR 359, 378 [58]. 
60 McPhillamy v The Queen [2018] HCA 52, [31]. 
61 Ibid. 
62 McPhillamy v The Queen [2018] HCA 52, [32]. 
63 R v Bauer (2018) 359 ALR 359, 378 [58]. 
64 McPhillamy v The Queen [2018] HCA 52, [31]. 
65 Ibid [36]. 
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nature or circumstance to the previous alleged offences other than demonstrating that 

the appellant had a sexual interest in early teenage boys. However, this similarity was 

not sufficient. The similarity between the circumstances of the offences in 1985 and 1995 

needed to go beyond the appellant’s sexual interest in early teenage male children under 

his supervision.66 If, for example, the proposed similarity was that the appellant took 

advantage of teenage male children, who were suffering from homesickness, and that 

the appellant had a tendency to act impulsively with a risk of detection (for example in 

Hughes) then the outcome may have been different.67 

 

13.  Ultimately, the tendency evidence in this case only insinuated that the appellant was 

the kind of person more likely to have committed the offences that “A” alleged. The 

evidence however was not capable of affecting the likelihood that the appellant had in 

fact committed the offences alleged by “A”. The tendency here did not support the proof 

of a fact that makes up the offence charged. 

 

40.  The take away message is that the tendency evidence was insufficient in these 

circumstances because of the differing circumstances of the alleged abused and 

because it involved offences committed against more than one person. In such as these, 

where there are multiple allegations by multiple complainants, the prosecution will need 

to identify some higher similarity than that the victims are from the same demographic.  

 

VII. CONCLUSION 

 

41.  The past year has seen a significant developments in the law relating to tendency 

evidence and the High Court has provided very significant guidance to assist its future 

development. 

 

42.  Most significantly, in Bauer, the High Court laid down a straightforward rule for when 

tendency evidence in single complainant sexual offence cases will be admitted. The rule 

is that a complainant’s evidence of an accused’s uncharged acts in relation to him or her 

may be admissible as tendency evidence in proof of sexual offences which the accused 

                                                 
66 Ibid. 
67 Ibid [36]-[38]. 
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is alleged to have committed against that complainant, irrespective of whether the acts 

have some special or unusual feature. This judgment has removed the obstacle to 

admission that previously existed in the form of requiring a ‘special feature’. 

 

43.  The High Court preceded on the readily understood proposition that, where a person 

has a sexual attraction to another person, and has acted on that attraction in the past, 

makes it more likely that he or she will seek to act on this attraction by engaging in sexual 

acts with that person. It is that which provides the evidence with significant probative 

value.  

 

44. The threshold test for admission of tendency evidence in single complainant cases has 

been clarified as distinct from those involving alleged sexual acts being committed 

against multiple individuals. In such circumstances, a similar feature or special feature 

is required to be established, because without it the evidence that an accused has 

committed an offence against one complainant is not significantly probative of the 

accused having committed an offence against another complainant. In particular, to 

simply show that an accused is attracted to a particular demographic of victim will not, 

of itself, suffice - something more is required. 

 

45.  The recent decisions have also clarified the ambiguity that had arisen around the 

admission of tendency evidence following  the decision in IMM and striking a balance 

between the need to ensure that both an accused and a complainant receive a fair trial, 

free from unjust prejudice. 

 

ooOOOoo 

 

Disclaimer The information and view expressed in this paper does not constitute legal 

advice and should not be relied upon. Readers should seek their own professional advice 

regarding any issues raised or discussed within this in this paper and I accept no 

responsibility to readers or users of this papers as to the respect to the accuracy of the 

information or views expressed. 

 

 


