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advantage that the firm's
Melboumedienbcanbe
senricedmorepersonally.'

"It's been a win formg for my
family and for the fi rm because it
has given the firm a drance to be
dose to clients in Melbourne,"
Ninissaid.
. Hesaidthemovewascost

neutual, with the outlay for him tb
work from either Sydney or
Melbourne about the same
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His old officein Sydneywas
being used by another lawyeq his
pricey Sydneyparking bay had
been replaced by cÌreaper
Melboume parking and there
were otherresourcep in Sydney
heno longerneeded.

Therewereaddedcosts,
induding flights back to Sydney,
but Ninis said he had taken,
advantage ofgood deals
induding$59flishts.

Barber said Ninis's rnove was
theideal way to have a presence l

inMelbourne.
"Ifs showed us that you don't

need to open offices to service
dients, but maþe sometimes fly-
in, fly-out isn'tthebest solution.
This has worked outvery well for
us as a middle solution."

The boutiçe firm has grown
rapidly, going from just two
parhers in 2003 to 13 today.
Barber said the fi rm's specialþ
areas of telecommunications,
tectrnolory and media had
helped it thrive during last yeat's
financial crisis.

WORKINGoutofMelboume
when your firm and the bulk of
your dignß are based in Sydney'

' may sound difficult and costly
but Truman Floyle parbrer Alex
Ninis is making itwork without
costingthefirmacent.

Ninis wdnted to'move from
the firm's Sydney base about a
yearago to help supporthis
mother in Melbourne afterthe
death ofhis father.

Initially his idea was met with
trepidation. Truman Hoyle
rnanaging parbner Shane Barber
was concemed about how Ninis's
Sydney dients would be serviced
and whether hé would continue
tofeelpart ofthe firm's culture.

"We did ask the question how
itwould work in terms of clienß
having access to Ale¡< and for
Ale:< to have access to the
collegiate nature of the firm, the
daily banter with parhrels and
the sharing of ideas," Barber said.

Butbyusingthelatest
tedrnology and forÍrightly
flights to Sydney, Ninis has made
the drange work with the added
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down laws they happen to thirrl<
are not righb-rçspecting and their
rewriting those laws by igno¡ing
parliamenfs clear intentions and
readingwords in and out?

It's not just me that says statu-
torybills ofrights areableto trans-
ferhugepowers tothejudges. The .

Oxford legal academic Aileen
Kavanagh says that too, r'that the
judges exercise strong form co¡--
stitutional review when interpret-
ing the UK's statutory bill of
rights".

Of course, Kavanagh is a
strong supporter ofbills ofrights.

She very much likes the fact
that Britain's statutory bill of
rights has transmogrified into apowerful, judicial-power-
enhancing vehide. That makes it
a tad difficult for McBeth to call
her a fire and brimstone spouting
sensationalist of course. Youcan't

beforethe bill of rights came four
or five yeafs after it came into
force. We are notthere yetin Vic-
toria.

, . Having said thaÇ take a look at
a decision by the Victorian Chief
Justice late last year. It was about
how to interpret a criminal law
provision that said "aperson is not
excused from answering a ques-
tion . . . on the ground that the an-
swer to the question . . . might
tend to incriminate the person".

That is part of section 39 of the
Major Crime (Investigative pow-
ers) Act 2004. Here's what the
Victorian ChiefJustice had to say:
"It is apparent that under the ordi-
nary meaning of the Act, the com-
mon law privilege is removed en-
tirely, and is replaced only by a
limited immunity (given by the
Act)". In otherwords, the Act's or-
dinary meaningis clear and does
not protect against indirect or de-
rivativê use of compelled testi-
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