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The Chairperson (Ms Sheerin): Today, we will have a briefing that focuses mainly on victims' rights 
from the Rt Hon Sir John Gillen, who is a former Lord Justice of Appeal in the North. In 2018, the 
Criminal Justice Board (CJB) commissioned an independent review of the law and procedure in 
serious sexual offence cases. Sir John Gillen led that review. He has submitted a written briefing, 
which is in your meeting pack. 
 
Sir John, I welcome you to the Committee this afternoon and invite you to begin your briefing. 

 
Sir John Gillen (Lord Justice of Appeal, Retired): Thank you for inviting me. I am grateful to have 
the opportunity to address you on a subject that has been very close to my heart and my mind for 
some time. As you mentioned, perhaps my main relevance today is that I was the author of a report on 
the law and procedure for serious sexual offences. That is the relatively narrow remit of my discussion 
today on the bill of rights. 
 
As you know, but it bears repeating, sexual offences are one of the worst violations of human dignity, 
traumatising the victims, their families and whole communities. They strike at bodily integrity, self-
respect and the most fundamental of human rights. All genders suffer it. Those who suffer are mainly 
women and children, but it affects all genders, ages, classes and ethnicities. In 89% of circumstances, 
the offender is known to the victim. It is particularly prevalent, dare I say it, in marginalised 
communities and among the elderly and those with a disability. There was a report in Australia that 
stated that 90% of women with an intellectual disability had been subjected to sexual assault, two 
thirds of whom were under the age of 18. It is also prevalent in the BAME community, in the LGBT 
community, in the Travelling community and among sex workers. 
 
The problem is that those offences seem to defy the ordinary trial process. There have been 
favourable changes in our law. We have had the Sexual Offences (Northern Ireland) Order 2008, 
which really did change the law in quite a substantial way. It dealt with a new look at consent and a 
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new look at sexual autonomy, and it was meant to comply with the European Convention on Human 
Rights. We have had the Victim Charter, the content of which gives a number of rights to victims and 
complainants. Of course, there has been a raft of international standards and rights, including the UN 
Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC); the Istanbul convention, which deals with violence 
against women; the Lanzarote convention, which deals with sexual violence against children; the UN 
Declaration on the Elimination of Violence Against Women (DEVAW); and, of course, the Convention 
for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and the Human Rights Act, which 
came into effect in 1998. There is also the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, 
which deals with a number of important issues that are close to my heart, namely the right to be 
treated with dignity in private life, the rights of children, the rights of the elderly and the rights of those 
with a disability. 
 
The truth is, however, that, despite all those protections of the rights of complainants and victims, and, 
for that matter, accused persons, my review revealed to me that the rule of law in those areas is falling 
far short of dealing with the rights of those involved, and hence my review made just over 250 
recommendations for change in a raft of areas, including, as I said, the rights of complainants, victims, 
witnesses and accused persons in the criminal justice system. The review looks as if it has been 
accepted, by and large, by most people, and it certainly has been by the Department of Justice, which 
set up an implementation team led by Ms Hamilton, who has been absolutely terrific. Behind it, we 
have a first-class Minister of Justice in Minister Long, a progressive and innovatory Lord Chief Justice, 
and, in the Republic of Ireland, we have a first-class Minister for Justice in Minister McEntee, and yet, 
almost two years on from my report, only 14% of the recommendations have been implemented. 
Seventy per cent of them are being worked on, and I accept that, but it is now a five-year plan. It is 
going to take five years, apparently, for those rights to be vindicated. 
 
I have no doubt that a bill of rights is something to be lauded. I should be the main advocate of 
anything that brings forward rights to people in such circumstances. James Baldwin said: 

 
"Not everything that is faced can be changed, but nothing can be changed until it is faced." 

 
A bill of rights can do that. It is an opportunity perhaps to grab the wheel of history and lift the profile of 
the rights that I want elevated. Importantly, it can be part of a wider educative, societal and cultural 
process, and a pathway to a better realisation of our highest ideals. 
 
On the other hand, however, I have to recognise the danger, which is that a bill of rights lacks 
granularity. Will it be justiciable? In my review, I provided, as I said, over 250 recommendations. I was 
absolutely determined that I would avoid loud-sounding generalities that seem good to the ear but in 
practice do not provide the detailed granularity and analysis that, I feel, is necessary. You may or may 
not agree with the recommendations that I have made, and you may criticise some of them, but the 
one thing that you could not criticise is the fact that I have provided the potential for a granular, 
detailed approach to those matters. My fear is that a bill of rights may lack that granularity and be high 
on compromise and trade-off. Victims do not need compromise. They do not need trade-offs. They 
want the rights that they have been entitled to and have been denied for decades and decades, 
despite the international standards and the changes in our law. My fear is that a bill of rights may raise 
aspirations that, sadly, will only be dashed again, once it becomes clear that the statements in the bill 
of rights are not justiciable. 
 
In truth, virtue and effectiveness are not measured on the same scale, and I am interested in what is 
effective for the good people who have been denied their rights for so long. I wonder whether our 
efforts to elevate the rights of those people would be better served by placing an emphasis on specific, 
tight and detailed legislation: for example, that the Victim Charter be made into law and that the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child be introduced into law, which is a matter that the 
Children's Law Centre (CLC) has been raising this week. 
 
Is a bill of rights the best way in which to do it? I can see the arguments on either side,. As I said, the 
provision of a pathway to our higher ideals about the rights of victims and complainants is to be 
praised. I just ask, if you go down that pathway, that you take steps to ensure that there is sufficient 
granularity so that people's raised aspirations are not dashed yet again. That has happened so often 
in the past, resulting in the rights of people, primarily women — 89% of complainants and victims are 
female or children — being dashed. 

 
The Chairperson (Ms Sheerin): Thank you, Sir John, for that and for the written submission that you 
provided. Both were really interesting. At the very start of your presentation, you referred to the fact 
that, although those sorts of sexual violence crimes can happen to anyone —  they happen to men, 
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women and children, to people of all genders and to people across the spectrum from all sorts of 
backgrounds — such crimes happen disproportionately within marginalised groups and societies. 
When we have a conversation about sexual and domestic violence, we can sometimes be at risk of 
making sweeping generalisations. The fact is that misogyny and the patriarchy hurt men as much as 
they do women. I imagine that there are an awful lot of male victims of those crimes who will not report 
them, because of the stigma, the shame and all the other things that exist out there. 
 
To go back to what you said, if we are to use a bill of rights to address the rights deficit for those 
marginalised groups, and for those people in society who are at a rights deficit currently, do we go 
some way to preventing the disproportionate impact that things such as rates of sexual crime have on 
those groups? 

 
Sir John Gillen: You do. It is right that it goes across all genders, but it is also right to say that 89% of 
victims are female and children, and I just wonder whether, if 89% of victims were men, we would be 
so slow in introducing the necessary changes. You are absolutely right to raise and highlight the 
questions of particular communities: the elderly; those with disabilities; the blind,; the deaf; those who 
are intellectually impaired; and so on. 
 
A bill of rights that specifically raises the question of those communities could elevate their rights and 
introduce the public to something that, I feel, they do not fully appreciate, and that is the suffering that 
people in those communities endure, without recourse to an appropriate remedy. I therefore agree 
with you. 

 
Mr Nesbitt: Sir John, good afternoon, and thank you very much for engaging with the Committee. I 
note the passion with which you address these issues. I was particularly struck by paragraph 39 of 
your written submission. I would like to quote it and get it into the record: 
 

"The danger in a long drawn out debate about the contents of a Bill of Rights, is that it might lead to 
a forlorn tribute to the principle of compromise and an imperfect trade off which would drown in 
generalities". 

 
It is a very striking summation. 
 
Sir John Gillen: It is my view. During my review, I spoke to just over 40 people who were 
complainants/victims: largely women, but a few men as well. It was certainly the most harrowing 
experience of my entire judicial career, and possibly of my life. I recognised that those people had not 
been served well by the justice system. They do not require compromise. They honestly do not require 
trade-offs. They require an unflinching assertion of their rights. They need steps taken to address their 
rights so that their lives, which have been brutally flawed, can now take a turn for the better, or, if not 
for them, at least for those in the future. 
 
I recognise only too well the need for compromise and trade-off in our current situation in Northern 
Ireland. I recognise that, and, in many ways, that is the key to the future of Northern Ireland, but not in 
the case of rights and not in the case of asserting the rights of those people, who have suffered for too 
long. I therefore stand over what I said. 

 
Mr Nesbitt: Are you saying that, if we are going to draw up a bill of rights, we must say what we mean 
and mean what we say? There must be no ambiguity. We must make it granular. 
 
Sir John Gillen: One hundred per cent. 
 
Mr Nesbitt: Is it not possible to have a bill of rights that represents a game of two halves, in that the 
first half might be the preamble, which might be more aspirational, with concepts such as progressive 
realisation and the use of maximum available resources, and then a second half that does what you 
want and, very specifically, articulates rights that can be taken to court and enforced through 
justiciability? 
 
Sir John Gillen: I entirely agree. If I may say so, the preamble should include aspirations, aims and 
targets. Most bills of rights do that, but in bills of rights in other countries — we looked at 16 other 
countries during my review — all too often the second part of them, as you so correctly termed it, lacks 
the granularity. I agree with you that the preamble should be put in those aspirational terms. Please, 
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however, if you are going to do it, make sure that that granularity and justiciability is at least built into 
the second half. 
 
Mr Nesbitt: Understood. How comfortable do you think that you and your erstwhile colleagues would 
be in adjudicating on the first half, if those are aspirational rights? 
 
Sir John Gillen: The generalities and so on are unlikely to be justiciable. Obviously, I cannot say until 
I have seen what the preamble is. There is a danger that the judiciary becomes politicised, and I am 
always conscious of that risk. That is why I emphasise the justiciability aspect of your bill of rights. 
Without that granularity — I say this as an ex-judge — cases will not come before the courts with any 
force. 
 
Mr Nesbitt: On that question of the potential politicisation of the judiciary, I asked Sir Declan Morgan 
about that a couple of weeks ago — I hope that I am quoting him correctly — and he said, "Yes, it 
could happen" but that it is not significant, because you, as a body, are beyond being influenced by 
public opinion. 
 
Sir John Gillen: I agree entirely with him. It is about the public perception of it. The public perception 
is often wrong, because, in spite of the politics of it, a judge is not influenced. I say that from my own 
experience, although perception is quite important. We will deal only with those areas that are 
justiciable in law, and, as I have said a number of times, for that to be a criterion, it needs the 
particularity and granularity that fuel such matters. 
 
Mr Nesbitt: Headlines like the famous "Enemies of the People" in the 'Daily Mail', although not 
welcome, would therefore have no real impact on the performance of the judiciary. 
 
Sir John Gillen: No, they would not, and they have not had. It is right to say, however, that the 
damage that such headlines can cause to the public's perception of the judiciary is something that 
concerns me. 
 
Mr Nesbitt: Would it not also create a new-found tension between the legislature and the judiciary? 
 
Sir John Gillen: It should not. Honestly, the legislature should have nothing to fear from the judiciary. 
The role of the judiciary is to interpret the legislation and to apply the law as it is. As long as each 
judge recognises what their roles are in our constitution, I see no basis for a conflict between the 
legislature and the judiciary. 
 
Mr Nesbitt: Sir John, that is very helpful. Thank you very much. I absolutely get your passion that a 
bill of rights should be very specific about protecting the rights of the vulnerable and of victims. Once 
again, thank you for your engagement. 
 
The Chairperson (Ms Sheerin): OK, Mike. We are now going to go to the members who are with us 
via StarLeaf. I will take them in order of surname. Paula? 
 
Ms Bradshaw: Thank you very much, Chair. Thank you, Sir John. It is great to see you at the 
Committee. To pick up on a few points that Mike mentioned, you talked about granularity, but is there 
not a concern that, if we spend a long time trying to have a very comprehensive bill of rights, it could 
take us the five years that you mentioned to try to satisfy all the different sectoral groups and sections 
of society that will expect, or want, this bill of rights to be — without sounding flippant — a panacea for 
all the issues that affect the people whom they represent? That is my first question. 
 
Sir John Gillen: Yes. Of course there is a danger of that. Equally so, one has to ask this: what is the 
benefit of having a bill of rights unless it contains that granularity? On the other hand, it is right to say 
— the Human Rights Commission indicated this, and I agree — that a bill of rights can also be a 
method of providing a pathway as part of a wider educative societal and cultural practice. That is an 
important part of a bill of rights as well. As I, hopefully, have emphasised in my review, a key 
component of change in our society will come about through education and through a cultural process 
in which we think differently about victims. Equally so, notwithstanding the danger of having a bill of 
rights that is yards long, it is not beyond the creativity of those drafting such a bill of rights to make it 
sharp but, nonetheless, granular on the victims' issues of which I have spoken. If that is not possible, I 
have to question the vitality of a bill of rights. 
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Ms Bradshaw: Thank you. Would it be useful if a bill of rights were not light-touch but not very 
expansive, and provided, for example, Committees at Stormont with an important and powerful pre-
scrutiny guide for our legislation? As a legislature, the Assembly could be looking at having single 
equality Acts and the legislation that you referenced that is coming through the Department of Justice. 
The bill of rights could be the icing on the cake for every other piece of legislation. If there is not much 
in it, will it lack gravitas? 
 
Sir John Gillen: The last point that you made is the danger. I want specific, tight legislation that deals 
with the areas that I have mentioned. Let me give you an example: I have said that complainants 
should not be exposed to the public gaze during trials of serious sexual offences. In other words, the 
public should be excluded when the complainant is giving evidence, as happens in the Republic of 
Ireland and in Scotland. A short, sharp piece of legislation is the best way in which to deal with that. A 
bill of rights is not needed to deal with that matter. That is the granular approach that is needed. I will 
make it clear, however, that a bill of rights that embraces the general concept of the right to privacy 
and so on can be a useful means of providing that wider educative and societal process that is 
necessary. A combination of the two is required. My fear is that the emphasis on a bill of rights will 
take the spotlight away from the particular legislation that is needed to implement the 250 
recommendations that I have made. 
 
Ms Bradshaw: Thank you. Finally, we spoke before when you were looking into serious sexual 
offences in family and private law. There are issues there with the courts grinding along and with there 
being such a backlog. In what way do you think that a bill of rights could help or hinder court 
infrastructure and processes in Northern Ireland? 
 
Sir John Gillen: Delay has to be addressed. Delay is anathema to justice. There has been an 
inordinate, unacceptable delay in the criminal justice system in dealing with serious sexual offences. It 
has been addressed. That is why I said that you have a progressive and innovative Lord Chief Justice 
who has immediately grasped the matter and dealt with it in a Crown Court protocol. Delay as a 
concept, and the fact that it is anathema to justice, should be part of a bill of rights. I am not just talking 
about victims and complainants. Accused persons as well have a right to a fair and swift trial, and that 
should be part of your bill of rights. 
 
Ms Bradshaw: Thank you very much. 
 
Mr Durkan: Thank you, Sir John. I am sorry that I was late and thus missed the start of your 
contribution. I have read your written submission, however. I want to touch on a point on which Mike 
pushed you a wee bit, which is on the risk of politicisation of the judiciary from a bill of rights. Looking 
at the situation across the water, to which Mike also referred, I think that the issue is not so much 
judges unduly interfering but other branches of the state wanting to demonise judges when decisions 
do not go their way. The politicians who want to do that will always find a way in which to do that. I 
wonder, however, whether we would be asking the judiciary to take an approach that it does not 
already take when applying the Human Rights Act. 
 
Sir John Gillen: I agree. There is the danger of politicising judges. Very often, in their eyes, the public 
see it that way, whereas, in fact, it is not happening, and I am certain that it is not happening. Judges 
have not been politicised, but it is a question of perception. That is why, as Mike said, the "Enemies of 
the People" headline is damaging to the perception of the judiciary, but politicisation does not in fact 
happen. 
 
The Human Rights Act has been a very innovative and appropriate piece of legislation. I will add one 
thing: the Human Rights Act was introduced in 1998 and came into effect in 2000. My review was 18 
years on. Despite the presence of the European Convention on Human Rights and all the other 
international standards that I mentioned, I found it necessary to make 250 recommendations to try to 
alleviate the burdens that rested on victims and complainants. 
 
Why is that? Why is it that, even with the raft of current standards, we still have a huge number of 
people, particularly women but men as well, who will not report those crimes? Why is it that 40% of 
those who do come into the system drop out? Why is it that, of those who complain about serious 
sexual offences, only 1% to 3% result in [Inaudible?] Why is that, if we have that raft of international 
standards and rights? Read my review. I think that I give some of the answers. 
 
I am very much in favour of the Human Rights Act and the international standards, but I am concerned 
that the granularity needs to get a higher profile if we are to sustain those rights. 
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Mr Durkan: I have read your review, Sir John, and I welcomed it. 
 
In your written submission, at paragraph 36, you suggest that we could change the criminal trial 
process to make it look more like a civil trial, with multiple parties so that complainants could be 
named as parties rather than as witnesses. That takes place in other countries and would, for 
example, involve complainants having their own counsel. That is an interesting proposal, not just for 
victims of sexual offences but for dealing with legacy cases here. Just to be clear, is that something 
that you believe that a bill of rights could incorporate, and would it be within our devolved 
competence? 

 
Sir John Gillen: My submission is purely to do with serious sexual offences. That is my only remit. I 
do not want to go wider than that. 
 
Getting legal representation is about to be introduced in Northern Ireland, from April onwards. Within 
the victim support remit, there — 

 
Mr Durkan: Yes. 
 
Sir John Gillen: — will be appointed, as you know, three lawyers who will represent 
complainants/victims in those matters. I regard that as a crucial progressive move forward. There is an 
example of rights of complainants/victims being lifted inside the criminal justice system. They are no 
longer going to be seen as merely passive parties. They are going to be seen as active participants in 
the criminal justice system, and I welcome that move. That is one of the most important parts of my 
review, and I am very grateful to you for having highlighted it. It is an example of a granular, specific 
move to increase justice for those people. 
 
Mr Durkan: It took us a long time to get there, however. 
 
Sir John Gillen: It did. 
 
Mr Durkan: We have much further to go, sadly, in order to address those issues. Thank you, Sir John. 
 
Mr O'Dowd: Thank you, Sir John, for your presentation.  
 
The purpose of Committees in the Assembly is to interrogate and develop policy. Sometimes, in doing 
that, when you express views or ask questions, people think that that is your determined view and that 
that is going to be the outcome of a report or your final view on a report. I like to wonder and think 
these things through before coming to a final conclusion. I put that prefix in because I have been 
challenged a number of times on the commentary at various Committees, and I have said that the role 
of a Committee is to interrogate and that you cannot go into anything and say, "This is my determined 
view". 
 
I was interested in your comparisons between the review of serious sexual offences that you carried 
out and a bill of rights. Is there a danger that your very informed position in your current review has 
clouded judgement in relation to a bill of rights? Are they the same thing, in the sense of —. I have not 
read your review, to be honest with you; my colleague Linda Dillon is leading on it, and I have had an 
ear to it. Your experience in that has shown that there needs to be a granular response to the failings 
in the system. I am wondering, in terms of a bill of rights, if you go granular, do you then reach a 
position where, as rights evolve or situations evolve or societies evolve and change, your bill of rights 
is so granular that it cannot respond and you have to go back to the starting block again? 

 
Sir John Gillen: May I make two points about that? The first is this: unless there is a —. I am not 
saying that this is a bad thing, because I have said a number of times that a bill of rights can grasp the 
wheel of history and it can provide a pathway to the future, but so long as you realise that, if that is the 
height of the bill of rights, then there is going to be a problem in making it justiciable. It is difficult to 
make aspirations justiciable. Dare I say it, that has been the problem, in my view, with some of the 
international [Inaudible.] For example, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child has 
been in being for years and years, but it is not in our law. It is not in our law. You cannot enforce those 
rights. They can be and are taken into account, but they are not enforceable in law. That is why this 
week the Children's Law Centre was raising this very point, and I am glad that it did. 
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You ask is it going to be too granular and too difficult to evolve. There are certain fundamental basic 
rights that I think will remain throughout time. For them to have any real beef, I think they need to be 
made justiciable. The rights of the people that I have been meeting and have had the privilege and 
honour to discuss are not rocket science; they are not asking for the moon. Take, for example, the 
right to have some legal representation, the right to challenge looking at your previous sexual 
experience or the right to challenge the taking of your private data and going through your phone and 
diaries and all your medical records. Those are fundamental rights of privacy that people have. That is 
not a question of evolution. Those rights, in content, may evolve but, as a fundamental right, they do 
not change. I think that there are fundamental rights. For example, the European convention has 
fundamental rights. I think that there are fundamental rights that you could include in a bill of rights that 
will not fall foul of evolution and change.  
 
I agree, as I said to Ms Bradshaw, that there is a danger that you have a bill of rights that is two miles 
long. That is obviously far too long and people lose sight of it, but equally there are fundamental rights 
that, if you wanted to put them in a bill of rights, they could be there and that the risk of evolution is not 
going to damage them: they are there. The right to a fair trial [Inaudible] the right to justice for you as a 
victim and a complainant, as well as the accused, is there for all to see and it can be enshrined in a bill 
of rights, if you want to do it that way. 

 
Mr O'Dowd: I agree with you on that point. The experience of your review — I think that your review 
has to be dealt with separately from a bill of rights and the legislature has to work its way through your 
recommendations, and the quicker, the better — is perhaps a reflection of legislators failing to adopt 
the principles of good practice. You mentioned the Human Rights Act. The Human Rights Act has 
been in place for 18 years or 20 years but, yet and all, you still had to come forward with a significant 
number of recommendations to protect victims and those accused at trial. That is perhaps because of 
a failure of legislators to optimise the use of those principles, rather than because the principles were 
faulty at the start. That is just a thought.  
 
The other thing I wanted to talk to you about is the term "judicable". If you look at section 75 of the 
equality legislation, you see that mechanisms outside the courts were put in place, although you could 
end up in court eventually. The categories and the principles were set out, and the commission was 
established. It then went to the various bodies and said, "Look, this is what we expect from you. This is 
the best practice." That evolved over a period of time. I have my own views on how well the 
commission has, through its different generations, dealt with that. Is that a way of dealing with a bill of 
rights as well, by saying, "Look, we can have a very granular bill of rights. It does not always have to 
end up in the court system. That should be the very last resort, but we could have various bodies 
below the courts that ensure that the legislation is being properly administered"? 

 
Sir John Gillen: I could not agree with you more, and I will illustrate that in a moment. I want to deal 
with your first point about the legislature not acting fully. It is not entirely the legislature's fault. The 
truth of it is that our society in general — I am part of it, so I am as much to blame as anybody — has 
not gripped the need for addressing the problems of complainants and victims. That is why a key 
component of my review is a strong encouragement that we change our approach to our education 
system and how we educate people about sexual offences, about consent, about yes means yes and 
no means no, and so on. It not just members of the legislature but society that needs to look at that. It 
is our society that needs to change. That is why I am hoping that we are going to have research into 
these minority groups who are suffering, so that the public will become aware of just how badly they 
are being treated and how they are being ignored. Also, in schools, we need to make sure that, from a 
relatively early age, girls are taught what responsibilities are and, perhaps more important, boys are 
taught what responsibilities are. Men need to realise that they have responsibilities, and so on. That is 
the first point. 
 
The second point is this. One of the most important, though perhaps most controversial, areas of my 
review is my belief that the criminal justice system is not the only means of addressing those 
problems. The fact of the matter is that between 70% and 80% of people — this includes, perhaps 
even more so, men, but largely women — do not report serious sexual offences to the police. There 
are a plethora of reasons why that is so. It is partly because the criminal justice system is so exacting. 
It is also because of our society and because of the shame that those poor people wrongly feel. What 
are we to do in our society? Are we to say, "Very well, if you won't come within the criminal justice 
system, there's nothing we can do for you. Just bear it"? I think that the state has an obligation beyond 
the criminal justice system. There are means outside the criminal justice system where we have to 
address those problems. The criminal justice system is not the answer to the rights of those people. 
Hence, I am a strong advocate of restorative justice, even in serious offences such as rape and other 
serious crimes. It is not a question of letting these miscreants off with such offences: they are getting 
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off with them at the moment, given that 70% to 80% of people do not report the offences. That means 
that those guys think that they walk on water, and those crimes are therefore continuing. We need to 
address those matters outside the criminal justice system. I am very pleased that someone as 
important as you has raised the matter, and I agree with you. 

 
Mr O'Dowd: I do not know who told you that I was important, but I will take the compliment. 
 
The Chairperson (Ms Sheerin): Sir John, thank you very much for your patience and your time this 
afternoon and for answering all our questions. I will let you go now. 
 
Sir John Gillen: Thanks very much indeed for inviting me. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss 
these matters. 
 
The Chairperson (Ms Sheerin): Thanks for your time. 


