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- WORKING out of Melbourne

when your firm and the bulk of
your clients are based in Sydney
may.sound difficult and costly
but Truman Hoyle partner Alex
Ninis is making it work without -
costing thefirm a cent.

Ninis wanted to move from
thefirm’s Sydney base about a
year ago to help support his
mother in Melbourne after the
death of his father.

Initially hisidea was met with
trepidation. Truman Hoyle
managing partner Shane Barber
was concerned about how Ninis’s
Sydney clients would be serviced

. and whether hé would continue

tofeel part of the firm’s culture.
“Wedid ask the question how

itwould work in terms of clients

having access to Alex and for

" Alexto have access to the

collegiate nature of the firm, the

daily banter with partners and

thesharing of ideas,” Barber said.
Butby using the latest

“technology and fortnightly

flights to Sydney, Ninis has made
the change work with the added

‘Tasks in two cities can work

advantage that the firm’s
Melbourne clients can be
serviced more personally.
“It'sbeen a win for me, for my

family and for the firm because it
has given the firm a chance to be
close to clients in Melbourne,”
Ninis said.

- - Hesaid the move was cost

neutral, with the outlay for him to

work from either Sydney or
Melbourne about thesame,
around $15,000.

‘His old office in Sydney was
bemg used by another lawyer, his
pricey Sydney parking bay had
beenreplaced by cheaper
Melbourne parking and there
were other resources in Sydney
henolonger needed.

There were added costs,

. mcludmg flights back to Sydney,

but Ninis said he had taken
advantage of good deals
including $59 flights.

Barber said Ninis’s move was-
theideal way to have a presence
in Melbourne.

“It’'s showed us that you don’t
need to open offices to service
clients, but maybe sometimes fly-
in, fly-outisn’t the best solution.
This has worked out very well for
us as amiddlesolution.”

Theboutique firm has grown
rapidly, going from just two
partnersin 2003 to 13 today.
Barber said the firm’s speciality
areas of telecommunications,
technology and media had
helped it thrive duringlast year’s
financial crisis.
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down laws they happen to think
arenotrights-respecting and their
rewriting those laws by ignoring
parliament’s clear intentions and
reading words in and out?

It’s not just me that says statu-
torybills of rights are able to trans-
fer huge powers to the judges. The
Oxford legal academic Aileen
Kavanagh says that too, “that the
judges exercise strong form con-
stitutional review when interpret-
ing the UK’s statutory bill of
rights”.

Of course Kavanagh is a
strong supporter of bills of rights.

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

before'the bill of rights came four
or five years after it came into
force. We are not there yet in Vic-
toria.

Having said that, 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 “a person 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 Chief Justice had to say:
“Itis 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 other words, the Act’s or-
dinary meaning is clear and does
not protect against indirect or de-
rivative use of compelled testi-

~with attack on bill’s crltlcs

Justice says that “t
ative obligation ins.’
ter creates a new dy
interpretation of leg
Nowyou can like
ing judges this pow
parliament and 1
favoured statutes. I
can’t do is claim it i
nor that it is in keepi
standing orthodo:
opponents - are
deranged fearmonge
Maybe as deput:
the Castan Centre
Rights Law, McBet]
into people who disa
views about where tc
many lines that vag
ous moral abstract
“right to free speech’
fair trial” demand, bu
rarefied environm
simply disagree ab«
things and more —
when some practice



