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VICTIMS OF CRIME AMENDMENT BILL 2003 
Third Reading 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.50 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.50 pm]:  I had not intended to speak on the third reading because I had made 
my position with regard to this Bill very clear.  I can see the panic that the member for Girrawheen is in at the 
moment, because she is rushing around trying get all her papers.  There seems to be a lot of disarray on the part 
of the Government with regard to this matter.  I will keep talking about the Victims of Crime Amendment Bill 
while the member for Girrawheen, who has charge of this Bill, runs off and finds her papers.  I see the panic that 
the member for Girrawheen is in, and I feel a bit sorry for her actually. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Why do you have to be nasty, when we let you run off and get your papers?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Look here, member for Nollamara - 

Point of Order 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  There is no allowance in the standing orders for assertions and imputations to be made about a 
member’s behaviour.  It is not within the standing orders or our new code of conduct for a member of this place 
to be implying something about another member if that member has to rush out of the House to go to a particular 
place, be it for a health reason or another reason.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.P.D. Edwards):  There is no point of order.  The member for Nedlands has the 
floor.   

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The main thrust of the Opposition’s argument with regard to this Bill is that it will amend 
the Act by completely destroying guideline 5 under schedule 1 of the Victims of Crimes Act 1994, which was 
introduced by the coalition Government to enshrine the rights of victims in legislation.  
As a crown prosecutor, I have dealt with many victims of crime and I know that they all react differently when 
considering how they wish their information to be dealt with.  Many of us are private people who do not want 
information about us to be disseminated or cast abroad.  Therefore, the coalition Government ensured under 
guideline 5 of the Act that the privacy rights of victims were protected.  When the Attorney General brought in 
this Bill he was seeking a quick fix solution.  He wanted to ensure that no victim complained about not having 
heard of or not having had access to the Victim Support Service by making sure that everybody knew about what 
was happening with every victim offence report put through the computer system.  The Opposition regards it as 
outrageous that this Bill seeks to allow law enforcement agencies to transfer information across to not only the 
Victim Support Service and the Victim-offender Mediation Unit, but also the entire Department of Justice.  It is 
outrageous and the Opposition totally opposes it.  As I said during the second reading debate and the 
consideration in detail stage, that information should not be disseminated to non-law enforcement agencies 
without the victim’s consent.  I am supported in that view by not only the Liberal Party, but also legal opinions 
that have come my way during my research into this issue.   
It was not made apparent to the House, but this Bill was brought on by the Attorney General because the Police 
Service was bucking at passing over this information, without the consent of the victim, to not only the 
Department of Justice, but also the Victim Support Service.  The Police Service was refusing to do this at 
different stages of the process because it did not have the consent of the victim, which is why the Opposition 
sought amendments to this Bill.  The Opposition was prepared for the police, at the end of the offence report, to 
have an authorisation.  That was suggested by one of the legal officers who wrote the opinion about the 
confidentiality of a victim’s information.  He suggested that the victim could give his or her consent at the 
bottom of the offence report.  We thought that was a good idea.  We thought that the best way to go about this - 
having thought it through and not just doing it off the top of our heads - was for a victim to give written consent.  
Having done that, the police would then be able to pass on the very basic details not to the Department of Justice 
but to the Victim Support Service and the Victim-offender Mediation Unit.  Those details would include things 
such as the victim’s name and address, the police officer’s rank, the station at which he was located and other 
brief information.  However, it could only be done with the written consent of the victim.   

This Bill suggests that it will be only the Commissioner of Police and the Director of Public Prosecutions who 
will ascertain whether any of the victim’s information will be sent off.  Members must remember that during the 
consideration in detail stage it emerged that the police did not send off information relating to all offences.  
Documents were sifted through for information regarding the most serious of offences such as rapes, murders, 
attempted murders, grievous bodily harm, attempt to do grievous bodily harm, armed robberies and offences in 
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which the victim would be demoralised, traumatised and demeaned.  Later, when we deal with a private 
member’s Bill, I will provide an example of how a victim of an armed robbery feels and I will refer to a Supreme 
Court decision made last week.  Having dealt with these people, I know that they, the public, and rape victims 
would be horrified to think that their personal victim impact statements go to the Department of Justice.  It will 
be not only the Commissioner of Police who will make that decision, but also any one of the thousands of police 
officers who may be involved in the case.   

The Government has put forward some amendments but they really say the same thing using different wording.  
The amending Bill refers to any information prescribed by the regulations.  Therefore, regulations will be made 
to enable the passing on of any information about victims.  What was also disturbing to me as it emerged in the 
second reading debate - I spoke to the parliamentary secretary about it - was that there are only four councillors 
in the Victim Support Service, when tens of thousands of offences are committed each year.  The victims’ 
information is actually sifted through by 20 volunteers.  Does a rape victim understand that her information will 
go to the Department of Justice, where not only will it be sifted through by 20 volunteers who are not employed 
and do not come under the confidentiality provisions - as we understand public servants do - but also 
theoretically by employees in any other section of the department?   
I read the Attorney General’s rationale, or lack of rationale, for this Bill.  The Attorney General said that he had 
spoken to the Homicide Victims Support Group (WA).  I reiterate the comments I made about that group and my 
personal difficulty in not being able to accommodate it by supporting this Bill.  However, I researched what the 
member for Kingsley said on 27 October 1994 when she introduced the Victims of Crime Bill.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


