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JURIES AMENDMENT BILL 2003 
Third Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [3.11 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.12 pm]:  As members are aware, the Opposition supports this Bill.  I have 
had extensive discussions with the Attorney General, who has graciously, as he said, been beaten into 
submission by the Opposition.  It is good for us to work together to try to resolve an issue that is leading to some 
high-profile public trials.  I am not sure what they all are, but I know that some of them involve bikie gangs.   

Briefly, the Bill seeks to protect the identity of those private citizens who come forward to do public service on 
juries.  It tries to secure as much as possible their anonymity, particularly when they are faced with high-profile 
trials.  However, as I said in my second reading contribution and in the consideration in detail stage, it can be 
any type of trial in which a juror feels threatened by exposure.  I hope this legislation passes through the upper 
House as quickly as possible with no change.  As I also said in my second reading contribution, unless somebody 
can think of an improvement, which I would always welcome, the identification number will be given to the 
juror when he arrives in the court precinct, and it will be up to the juror, in practical terms, whether he wishes to 
make known his name or identity.  Other than that, as I understand the legislation, jurors will be referred to by 
their identification number only.   

It was suggested previously that the ID number appear on the summons, which would tie the ID number and the 
person’s name in a document.  Had that happened and the other amendments to the Juries Act been passed, a 
police officer, sheriff or other person could see that document.  Currently, if those persons breach a summons by 
either photocopying it and keeping that information or leaking aspects of that information, they receive a penalty 
of only $100.  Of course, the ID number is not on the summons at the moment.  Had the amendments gone 
through as they stood with provision for the ID number to be on the summons, the Government would have 
attached a certain penalty for a breach, which I think was $5 000 or six months imprisonment.  I believe the 
Attorney General agreed with me that that would not work because sentences of six months are abolished in a 
Bill that is currently before the Legislative Council.  The penalty is now $60 000 or three years imprisonment.  I 
believe that is apt and appropriate given that the persons who are most likely to have control of a summons, 
without the identification number, are those who are in a position of trust and, therefore, more is expected of 
them in that respect.   

The Opposition supports this Bill.  It is delighted that it has proposed amendments and that the Government has 
acted on them.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


