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Where employee attended disciplinary meeting and resigned following day —
Whether 1 March Email constituted “threat” of “injury” to employee’s
employment by reason that employee summoned to serve as juror — Threat of
injury to employee’s employment by reason of jury service — Whether 17 April
Letter constituted “threat” to “alter” employee’s position to her prejudice by
reason that employee summoned to serve as juror — Threat to alter employee’s
position to her prejudice by reason of jury service — Guilty verdicts — Jury Act
1977 (NSW), ss 69, 69A.

Hall v Gilded Wombat Pty Ltd (Local Court of New South Wales)


https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/I3dbd9b60fd9711efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/Id8c82e00fdaa11efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0

INDEX

EVIDENCE

Admissions — Admission of material fact in issue — Where admission relied upon
for finding that procedural requirements of action had been satisfied — Whether
primary judge justified in relying upon admission — Finding justified — No
error demonstrated — Appeal ground dismissed.

Agrigrain Pty Ltd v Rindfleish (NSW Ct 0f APP) woveveeeeoeeeeeeeeeesreeeeeeeeeesesseeeeeeessen 400

NEGLIGENCE

Duty of care — Whether employer owed duty of care with respect to discipline and
termination of employment — No duty of care should be imposed over law of
contract and statute governing creation and termination of contract of
employment.

Elisha v Vision Australia Ltd (High Ct Of AUST) ..coeeveevenenenineneneneseseeeeeeee 432

STATUTES

Interpretation — Proper construction of s 69(7) of Jury Act 1977 (NSW) —
Protective purpose of offence provision — Meaning of threat — Inquiry of
whether threat made viewed objectively — Juror’s subjective beliefs not relevant
— Conduct which will induce belief that it will be carried into effect —
Meaning of injury — Extends to any form of harm to juror in employment or
differential treatment adverse to juror — Meaning of alteration — Overlap
between “injury” and “alteration” in s 69 of Jury Act 1977 (NSW) — Crimes
(Domestic and Personal Violence) Act 2007 (NSW), s 13 — Evidence Act 1995
(NSW), s 55 — Fair Work Act 2009 (Cth) — Jury Act 1977 (NSW), ss 69, 69A
— Jury Amendment Act 2010 (NSW).

Hallv Gilded Wombat Pry Ltd (Local Court of New South Wales) ..................... 371

Limitation of actions — Where proceedings initially brought against separate
corporate entity understood to have had responsibility for operation of site —
Where subsequent advice and material subpoenaed from workplace safety
regulator indicating responsible entity prompted substitution of appellant as
defendant — Where primary judge determined application made within time —
Whether respondent should have been on notice earlier that appellant was proper
defendant — Where no reason for respondent to doubt legal advice or proceed
against appellant prior to receipt of subpoena material — Whether respondent
was “clearly” aware that appellant was his employer — Not supported by
findings of fact — Appeal grounds dismissed — Limitation Act 1969 (NSW),
ss 50C(1), 50D(1)(b).

Agrigrain Pty Lid v Rindfleish (NSW Ct Of APD) woeeeeeeeeeeeeeeceeeeee e 400

WORDS AND PHRASES
“Alteration” — Jury Act 1977 (NSW), s 69.

Hall v Gilded Wombat Pty Ltd (Local Court of New South Wales) ...................... 371
“By reason of” — Jury Act 1977 (NSW), s 69.
Hall v Gilded Wombat Pty Itd (Local Court of New South Wales) ...................... 371

“Injury” — Jury Act 1977 (NSW), s 69.
Hallv Gilded Wombat Pry Ltd (Local Court of New South Wales) ...................... 371


https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/I3dbd9b60fd9711efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/I3dbd9b60fd9711efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/I93167d80fdb411efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/Id8c82e00fdaa11efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/Id8c82e00fdaa11efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/Id8c82e00fdaa11efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/Id8c82e00fdaa11efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0

INDEX

WORDS AND PHRASES — continued
“Threat” — Jury Act 1977 (NSW), s 69.

Hall v Gilded Wombat Pty Itd (Local Court of New South Wales) ...................... 371
“Totality of the relationship between the parties”.

Agrigrain Pry Itd v Rindfleish (NSW Ct 0f APP) c.ooveeveineeiiieiciecececee 400



https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/I3dbd9b60fd9711efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://anzlaw.thomsonreuters.com/Document/Id8c82e00fdaa11efb4c78f867236c1dd/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0



