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CORRIGENDA

Please note three errors in the section, Court Watch by Dr Bernard Cairns entitled “Abuse of 
Process” published in Volume 6 No 3, p 101 of this Journal.

•	 footnote 33 should read: Melbourne City Investments Pty Ltd v Treasury Wine Estates 
Ltd [2014] VSC 340, [29].

•	 footnote 34 should read: Melbourne City Investments Pty Ltd v Treasury Wine Estates Ltd 
[2014] VSC 340, [33].

•	 footnote 36 should be: Treasury Wine Estates Ltd v Melbourne City Investments Pty Ltd 
(2014) 45 VR 585, [67]–[70]. The High Court dismissed an application for special leave 
to appeal: Melbourne City Investments Pty Ltd v Treasury Wine Estates Ltd [2015] HCA 
Trans 116.




