Westlaw February Release Now Live!

The February 2019 Westlaw AU release is now live! The release focuses on improving case law research by
providing access to case information and creating a seamless flow from FirstPoint to other secondary sources.

This release includes but is not limited to the following items:

1)  The case information will be repositioned to the top of the document page and the right-hand pane.
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2) We simplified “FirstPoint Classifications” and “Digest Summaries” into a combined view, with the ability to
toggle display via the “Digest Notes” and “Classifications only” radio buttons.
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(1) Without prejudice communications are admissible when the issue is whether such communications have resulted in a concluded compromise agreement.

(2)  Arectification claim Is a recognised exception to the rule against the inadmissibility of without prejudice communications. It is arguable that the exception for communications in order to establish misrepresentation or
fraud, may apply to a misleading and deceptive conduct claim.

(3)  The defendants had not established that the challenged paragraphs of the prayers for relief disclosed communications that were subject to the “without prejudice” privilege, so as to warrant their striking out. While the
surrounding context suggested that the communications were conducted In the course of negotiations. the plaintiff disputed that those negotiations were undertaken for the purpose of settling a dispute. Furthermore,

the impugned paragraphs did not disclose the defendant’s position in respect of any matter the subject of the communications.



3. We have introduced a new table view for Cases Citing and Cases Cited information to improve readability. This
table format includes sorting and filtering options such as Courts, Types of Treatments, Title, Citations, Judgment
Date and Citing Count.

Please note that Courts and Citing Count information displayed in this feature will be progressively completed
over the coming months to provide an enriched Cases research experience.
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Mansfield v Director of Public Prosecutions (WA)
Referred to High Court of Australia @ [2006] HCA 38; 226 CLR 486; 165 A Crim R 369; 80 ALJR 1366; 228 ALR 214; [2006] 20/07/2006 34
ALMD 6723; [2006] ALMD 6724

) . Williams v The Queen
Referred to High Court of Australia Q 08/12/1978 19
[1978] HCA 49; 140 CLR 591; 53 ALJR 101; 22 ALR 195

Director of Public Prosecutions (SA).v George
[2008] SASC 330; 102 SASR 246; 191 A Crim R 95; 224 FLR 269; 257 ALR 658; 26/11/2008 14
[2010] ALMD 3599; [2010] ALMD 3600

Court of Criminal Appeal for

Approved
op South Australia

Supreme Court of New South I
Referred to P 1 Director of Public Prosecutions (Cth).v Jeffery 15/01/1992 12
Wales 58 A Crim R 310 (SC)

Referred to Queensland Court of Appeal @ —_— 04/03/2005 7

Other Cases i It i
Queensland Court of Appeal . Director of Public Prosecutions (Cth) v Hart (No 2) 04/03/2005 5
Cited [2005] 2 Qd R 246
Distinguished New South Wales Court of Logan Park Investments Pty Ltd v Director of Public Prosecutions (Cth) 57101994 5
Appeal 122 FLR 1 (CA)

We encourage you to review the release note, user guide and training videos to get the most out of this release.

We hope you enjoy your enhanced Westlaw experience. We encourage you to provide feedback on this release or
any aspect of Westlaw by clicking here.

If you have any questions regarding this email, please contact your Account Manager or call the Technical Care
Team on 1800 020 548.
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