Table of Contents

L INErOQUCTION ... et ettt e st e e st e st e e e esee e sabe e e aeeesabeesabeeesareesanes 1
0 B T g o I o] oYl PP 4
1.2 Background to the Evidence Act (Cth) and (NSW) ......eeeciieicieeeieecee e 4
1.3 Relationship between the Evidence Acts, the common law and other statutes ...................... 4
R Y T a Y] o] [<Tot o o - PP 6
1.5 Dispensing with the rules of @VIdENCE .......ccuiiii i e 6
LB VOI GIF@ ettt ettt ettt ettt et e st e bt e e s ab e e s be e e s abe e s bt e e bbe e s be e e bt e e nabeesbaeesareesanes 7

2. ProOf —Part 1 .........ooiiieie ettt et e bt e s be e e st e e s bee e nteesbeeenareens 9
= T o [T s W il o] e Yo USRS 9
B2 =Yg Yo =T e Io) il o] {o Yo} AR 11
2.3 PriMa faCi@ CaSE..e uetetietierite ettt b e sttt et esb e sae e st st et e bt e sne e eaeeeteeeeens 14

3. Adducing Evidence — Witnesses and Real evidence.............ccccceevviiiiiiiiee e 16
I O | 1T o TV [T SRS 16
3.2 Competence and compPellability.....c..oueieciiiiieiiiie e 20
3.3 SWOIrN and UNSWOIN EVIAENCE ......eiiiuiieiiieiieeesiee et sree s ree e st sbe e e sre e e sne e e sreesreeesmneesneeas 28
3.4 EXamination Of WILN@SSES. ...ccuiiiiiiieiie ettt st st b e b e e st ee e 30

3.4.1 EXamination-in-Chief ..........coiiiiiiiii e e 30

3.4.2 REVIVING MEIMOIY ..uvtiiiieiiiiiiiiiiteeeeesesiitttteeessssssunreeeeesssssssssssseeeessssssssssseeeessssssnsssseeees 33

3.4.3 Calling for @ dOCUMENT ...c..evvieiiiee et e s bee e e s sbeeeeeeaes 35

3.4.4 Unfavourable WItNESSES......cceuiiiiiiiiiiieeieeree ettt s 35

3.5 Cross-examination Of WitNESSES......ceiuiiiiiiiieiieeert ettt s 37
3.5.1 FOrm Of QUESTIONING ...viiiiiiiee ettt ettt e et e et e e e et e e e e s ebre e e e ebeeeaeesteeaeenns 37

3.5.2 Cross-examination 0N dOCUMENTS .....ceevveeiiiieiiieenieeesiiee e sree e e e e e saree e 41
3.5.3The rule in BroWNE V DUNN .....c...cocueriiiiieiieiieeee ettt s e 42

3.6 Re-examination and re-0PENING @ CASE......iiiuciiieiiiiireeeeiieeeeeiireeeesreeeestree e e seaeeessareeeessraeees 48
3.7 REAIEVIAENCE ...ttt sttt ettt e s bt st sttt e b e be e sreesaeeenneens 49
4. Admissibility of Evidence — ReleVANCE...............c.ooeiiiiiiii ittt 52
5. Admissibility of Evidence — Discretionary Exclusion and Limits on Use...............cccccccccvieennnnee. 55

5.1 General POWEr t0 @XCIUAE ...ccii i e e e e e e e e e e e e e nnereeees 55



5.2 Exclusion in criminal cases — ‘Unfair prejudiCe’ ... 58

5.3 General POWEN t0 lIMIT USE.......uviiieiiiii ettt e e e rr e e e sara e e e e aaa e e e e aaaeee s 63
5.4 Improperly obtained EVIAENCE .........uvii ittt e e et e e e rata e e e e anaeeean 63
6. Admissibility of EVIdeNce — HEarsay ............coocuueiiiiiiiiecceee ettt e e nvee e s 6
6.1 THE NEAISAY MUIE ettt e st e e st e e e s sata e e e ssbaeeesateeeessnsseeesnnseeeean 67
6.2 First-hand hearsay EXCEPLION .....iiii i s e e e aaae e e s naraeee s 73
6.2.1 Availability and requUIremMENTS .......coccuieiiecieie et e e et e e e 73

6.2.2 First-hand hearsay exceptions in Civil CaSeS......cccvvivciiieiiciiie e 75

6.2.3 First-hand hearsay exceptions in criminal Cases........cccceecieeeieciieeecciee e 77

S R @11 o 1T o = (1= o1 4o o TSRS 84
7. Admissibility of Evidence — AdmISSION ...........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiie e 90
8. Admissibility of Evidence — Credibility...............cccoeciiiiiiiiiii e 103
0 @Y 1o 11 T AN (V] =TSR 103
8.2 Attacking credibility of other side’s WItNESS ........ccoccuiiiiiciiie e 109
8.3 Attacking credibility of party’s OWN WIthess .........cccciiiiiiiiie e e 112
8.4 Supporting credibility of party’s OWN Witness........cccuveviieiiiiiiiciiee e 113
9. Admissibility of EVIdence — OPINION .............cuvvveiiiiiiiiiiieeeec et eetrreee e e e e esarrreee e e e 117
L I R I VAo o1 41 o o [P P P ROPPPPPPPPIN 117

1S 20720 =54 01T 0 o 1Y [0 P 120
10. Admissibility of Evidence — Character of the Accused ...............cccoooeiiiiiiien e, 127
11. Admissibility of Evidence — Tendency and Coincidence...............cccccoveeeeiiieiecciec e, 131
12, Proof —Part 2. e e 138
12,1 JUAICIAl NOTICE ...ttt ettt ere e 138
12.2 Inferences from absence of VIdENCE ......cccveriiriiiiiiiiee e 141
12.3 Warnings: potentially unreliable evidence ... 147

13. Problem QUestion SAmMPIe ANSWETS ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiieee e cccciere e e e e e eeecrere e e e e e e ssnnraeee e e e e e enannes 154



1 ADDUCING EVIDENCE - WITNESSES AND REAL EVIDENCE

— Role of voir dire: When evidence is challenged, there is a trial within a trial. The mini-trial
has its own burdens and standards of proof. Challenging evidence — balance of
probabilities, not BRD — with a few special rules relating to confession. But a lot of
evidence is challenged and resolved prior to the trial.

o 5139(3)(g) Criminal Procedure Act 1986: The Court can ‘give a ruling on any
question of law that might arise at the trial’ — a party can make an application, or a
court can raise the issue of its own motion.

— Opening the case: Whoever bears the burden of proof starts. Ordinarily, in criminal cases,
the P starts and, in their opening statement, there is a duty of fairness. They must give a
brief outline of the facts, the case theory (i.e. what they think might have happened, their
theory of the case), and they may list (or refer generally) to the witnesses to be called and
any likely areas of conflict. The P should not refer in their opening to any witness evidence
whose admissibility is in doubt: R v Tran (2000) FCA 1888.

— Orality and the role of witnesses:

o Demeanour: e.g. the ‘burqa’ or ‘nigab’ cases — Anwar Saeed (2010), WA; R v
D(R) (2013), UK; R v NS (2012)

1.1 Calling a witness

s 11 — General powers of a court
(1) The power of a court to control the conduct of a proceeding is not affected by this Act,
except so far as this Act provides otherwise expressly or by necessary intendment.
(2) In particular, the powers of a court with respect to abuse of process in a proceeding re not
affected.

s 26 — Court’s control over questioning of witnesses
The court may make such orders as it considers just in relation to:
(a) the way in which witnesses are to be questioned; and
(b) the production and use of documents and things in connection with the questioning of
witnesses; and

(c) the order in which parties may question a witness.



Role of Advocates: Responsibility of the parties to call witnesses (not mentioned by s 26).
— Civil Cases: The Court does not call witnesses, without the consent of the parties.
— Criminal Cases: The Court calls witnesses only in exceptional cases ‘in the interests of

justice’.

Cases:

Clark Equipment Credit of Australia Ltd v Como Factors Pty Ltd (1988) 14 NSWLR 552:
Authority for the position that a judge in a civil case may not call a witness. Different from a

criminal trial where judges can call witnesses in the ‘most exceptional circumstances’: R v
Apostilides (1984) 154 CLR 563 at 576.

R v Apostilides (1984) 154 CLR 563 at 575: general propositions applicable to the conduct of
criminal trials in Australia:

(1) The Crown Prosecutor alone bears the responsibility of deciding whether a person will

be called as a witness for the Crown.
(2) The trial judge may but is not obliged to question the prosecutor in order to discover the
reasons which led the prosecutor to decline to call a particular person. He is not called

upon to adjudicate the sufficiency of those reasons.

(3) Whilst at the close of the Crown case the trial judge may properly invite the prosecutor
to reconsider such a decision and to have regard to the implications as then appear to the
judge at that stage of the proceedings, he cannot direct the prosecutor to call a
particular witness.

(4) When charging the jury, the trial judge may then make such comment as he then

thinks to be appropriate with respect to the effect which the failure of the prosecutor
to call a particular person as a witness would appear to have had on the course of the
trial. No doubt, the comment, if any, would be affected by such information as to the
prosecutor’s reasons for the decision as the prosecutor thinks it proper to divulge.

(5) Save in the evidence of the most exceptional circumstances, the trial judge should not

himself call a person to give evidence.
(6) A decision of the prosecutor not to call a particular person as a witness would only
constitute a ground for setting aside a conviction if, when viewed against the conduct of

the trial taken as a whole, it is seen to give rise to a miscarriage of justice.




— At 577-8: ‘miscarriage of justice’ was defined as focussing on the ‘consequences,

objectively perceived, that the failure to call the witness has had on the course
of the trial and its outcome.’ It is not a question about whether the decision
‘constitutes misconduct’ but whether ‘in all the circumstances the verdict is

unsafe or unsatisfactory.’

R v Kneebone (1999) 47NSWLR 450: Quoted the six propositions from Apostilides on the

prosecutor’s obligation to call witnesses. This case makes it clear that it is necessary for the

prosecutor to point to identifiable factors which justify a decision not to call a material witness on

the grounds of unreliability.

— Facts: The victim’s mother was a witness to alleged assault and sexual assault. The Crown

referred to the mother as a potential witness in their opening, but subsequently told the

defence that she was unreliable and would not be called.

— Greg James J (Spigelman CJ concurring): Quotes Apostilides propositions at [39]; DPP
Prosecution Guideline 26 at [43] and NSW Bar Rules at [44]. Concluding at [57]: ‘In

summary, it is the duty of a prosecutor to determine what witnesses will be called. He

has the responsibility for ensuring that the Crown case is properly presented. He also has

the responsibility of ensuring that the Crown case is presented with fairness to the accused

and to the court. He does not perform that duty by seeking to avoid having placed

before the court evidence which he is not entitled to regard as unreliable and yet

which ill accords with a theory of the accused’s guilt.

O

‘...no basis is put forward in evidence which would have entitled the Crown
Prosecutor on the basis of unreliability to have formed the view that the witness
should not properly be called in the Crown case. There was, for example, no
evidence that the witness was unwilling to speak to the police; there was no
attempt to conduct a conference with the witness and the witness’ statements to
the police concerning the physical assault may have been explicable on a basis
other than being in the accused’s “camp”.’

= by reason of the failure to call the witness, occasioned, as it appears to

be, by a failure to adopt an appropriate course to enable proper

consideration of any question of unreliability, a miscarriage has

occurred.’



— Smart AJ (Spigelman CJ concurring) [105], in conclusion: ‘...there will probably be a
miscarriage of justice if the Crown does not call the mother. In practical terms the
appellant cannot call her. In fairness she should be called despite the reservations about the
evidence. The offence charged is particularly serious and the appellant received a long term
of penal servitude (nine years; six year minimum). Apart from the appellant and the
complainant, she was the only other person in the house at the critical time. It was the
complainant who said that the mother observed the rape and made the comment mentioned.
Thus, the complainant rendered the mother’s evidence in denial of importance to the
appellant.’

— At [107]: ‘In Apostilides, the HCA pointed out that the absence of testimony from a
witness may lead to a miscarriage of justice without any error having occurred.
Despite the problems with some of her evidence and the reservations about it, this appears
to be such a case. Pre-eminently, this is a case where the jury should assess the
complainant, the appellant and the mother. Without the mother, the jury may be left
with unanswered questions of consequence. The prosecutor will have to address not

only the question of whether the mother’s evidence would be unreliable but the

further question of whether there would, in the special circumstances, be a

miscarriage of justice if she were not called.’

— Result: Kneebone’s appeal was allowed — the conviction was quashed — and a new trial

ordered.



