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Division 37: Attorney General — 
[Supplementary Information No A50.] 
Ms L.L. Baker asked for details on the confiscation proceeds account. 
Answer: The Department administers a grant program on behalf of the Attorney General, drawing funds 
collected under the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000. Money and property is seized from criminals by 
the WA Police and the Director of Public Prosecutions. After costs are met for these authorities, funds are 
available to be distributed to the community through the Criminal Property Confiscation Grants program. 
The Attorney General announced in March 2014 that approximately $1.9 million was awarded to 13 local 
government and not-for-profit groups. 
The amount that is payable via the Grants program is dependent on the collections and on the funds available in 
the account. The budget estimates have been updated to reflect a more accurate picture of grants being paid and 
disbursements to WA Police and the Director of Public Prosecutions to administer the scheme. The 2013/14 
budgeted amount of $4 million was based on outdated information when collections to the account were higher 
and payments to administer the scheme were lower. 
[Supplementary Information No A51.] 
Question: Mr J.R. Quigley asked: Why are the police not able to make determinations of bail applications, under 
part A, schedule 1 of the Bail Act? 
Answer: 
Not all bail and remand applications can be determined by a police officer under Part A Schedule 1 of the Bail 
Act 1982. Authorised police officers may only determine bail applications prior to the initial Court appearance. 
In addition, there are other restrictions, for example, an authorised police officer may not determine a bail 
application in relation to a person who has been arrested in an urban area (which includes the Perth metropolitan 
region) — 

• For a serious offence that is alleged to have been committed while the accused was on bail for another 
serious offence; or 

• For a serious offence that was alleged to have been committed while the accused was at liberty under an 
early release order made in respect of another serious offence; or 

• For an offence against section 61(1) of the Restraining Orders Act 1997 (which creates offences for 
breaches of violence restraining orders). 

In these cases, the person arrested must be brought before a court constituted by or so as to include a magistrate 
or in certain cases before a judge of the Supreme Court or a judge of the Children’s Court as the case may 
require. 

[Supplementary Information No A52.] 

Question: Mr J.R. Quigley asked: If we are trying to work to reduce the incarceration rate of Aboriginal children, 
how can we do that under our mandatory sentencing laws that require incarceration on the first appearance? 

Answer: 

The Criminal Law Amendment (Home Burglary and Other Offences) Bill 2014 replaces subsections 400(3) and 
(4) of the Criminal Code with new sections 401A and 401B, so as to provide for the revised repeat offender 
counting rules. The revised rules will change, in some cases, the present requirement in the Criminal Code for a 
person to be regarded as a repeat offender, for the purposes of mandatory sentencing. 

However, for children under the age of 16, there is effectively no change to the counting rules. 
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