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Justice Committee 
 

Victims and Witnesses (Scotland) Bill 
 

Response from the Scottish Government to the Committee’s Stage 1 report 
 
I write in response to the Justice Committee’s Stage 1 Report on the Victims and 
Witnesses (Scotland) Bill. I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Committee 
for its careful consideration of the Bill and all those who contributed to that 
consideration by giving evidence.  
 
I am pleased that the Committee supports the general principles of the Bill. A 
number of important issues have been raised during Stage 1 proceedings and a 
detailed response to each of these is attached in the Annex to this letter. 
  
I hope the Committee finds this information helpful in its further consideration of the 
Bill.  
 
Kenny MacAskill 
Cabinet Secretary for Justice 
13 June 2013 
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Annex 
Victims and Witnesses (Scotland) Bill 

 
Response from the Scottish Government to the Justice Committee 

 
1. The Committee has sympathy for the Faculty of Advocates’ view (as set out 
in paragraph 41) and is concerned at any suggestion that the presumption of 
innocence of the accused may be compromised by the Bill’s use of the term 
‘victim’ when referring to cases where guilt has not yet been proven or 
admitted. There is also the point that the word ‘complainer’ is used in the 
Criminal Procedure (Scotland) Act 1995 and, as some of the provisions in this 
Bill are to be incorporated into that Act, issues of clarity and consistency need 
to be addressed. However, the Committee acknowledges that the word 
‘complainer’ may not strike the right tone for a Bill aimed at improving support 
for victims. We would therefore welcome the Cabinet Secretary’s views on this 
matter and would refer him to our recommendation on the definition of victim.   
 
2. The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government gives full 
consideration to including a definition of ‘victim’ on the face of the Bill. This 
would assist in providing some clarity for individuals, in what may be 
extremely traumatic circumstances, as to what rights they have under the Bill.  
We also believe that a clear definition would in some way alleviate concerns 
raised that use of the term ‘victim’ in the Bill to refer to cases prior to and 
during a trial may give rise to an assumption that the accused is guilty. The 
Committee suggests that, as a starting point, the Scottish Government 
considers those definitions included in the Victims of Crime Assistance Act 
2009 of Queensland, Australia, (as suggested by the Law Society of Scotland) 
and in the EU Directive on establishing minimum standards on the rights, 
support and protection of victims of crime.  
 
I note the Committee’s comments on these two recommendations. The overarching 
policy objective of the Bill is to improve the support available to victims and 
witnesses throughout the justice system, putting victims' interests at the heart of 
ongoing improvements to that system and ensuring that witnesses are able to fulfil 
their public duty effectively.  I can assure the Committee that, in pursuing that aim, I 
am mindful that we must also ensure that the justice process is fair to the accused. 
 
While there should clearly be no need for a criminal conviction before a person can 
be considered a victim for the purposes of receiving support services, otherwise 
many of the improvements in the Bill would be unavailable to those affected, I agree 
that there is a need to ensure no negative inference is drawn in relation to the guilt of 
the accused.  I believe that the Bill achieves this, and does in fact draw a distinction 
between alleged victims and those where a crime has been proven by the courts, by 
providing clarity in the context of individual sections.   
 
For example, in relation to the right to choose the gender of an interviewer, section 5 
of the Bill refers to “… a person who is or appears to be the victim of an offence of a 
type mentioned in subsection (5)”.  Similarly, section 6 of the Bill, which introduces a 
new category of “deemed vulnerable witnesses”, identifies such individuals by clearly 
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referring to a situation where “…the offence is alleged to have been committed 
against the person…”   
 
I also note the point raised in relation to the word ‘complainer’, and welcome the 
Committee’s acknowledgement that this may not be appropriate in this Bill.  As I 
explained to the Committee on 14 May, I think the use of the word “victim” to 
describe those who the Bill seeks to support is accurate and easily understandable 
and, given the clarity provided in each case where such individuals are referred to, I 
do not consider that there is a risk to the presumption of innocence.   
 
In relation to the second recommendation, I would like to take this opportunity to 
assure the Committee that consideration was given to setting out an overarching 
definition of “victim” in the Bill.  However, given that the word “victim” has a fairly 
clear meaning, and the risk of inadvertently excluding individuals through an overly 
narrow definition, I considered it to be better to qualify and explain, where necessary, 
the use of the term where it occurs. 
 
I note the concerns raised by both the Committee and the Faculty of Advocates and, 
while I am not persuaded that there is a need for an overarching definition of “victim” 
in the Bill, I am happy to consider further, in conjunction with our justice partners, 
whether any further clarity is required.   
 
3. The Committee has concerns regarding the level of confusion amongst 
organisations within the criminal justice system surrounding the meaning of 
section 1(3)(d) which would allow victims and witnesses, as far as would be 
appropriate to do so, to participate effectively in investigations and 
proceedings. We also consider that the lack of clarity on this provision could 
raise the expectations of victims that they will have a more active role to play 
in criminal proceedings than can realistically be met, or that, in the attempts to 
comply with this principle, access to justice for the accused may be 
compromised. We therefore urge the Scottish Government to consider either 
clarifying the meaning of section 1(3)(d) in guidance or removing the provision 
from the Bill.  
  
I note the Committee’s concerns and the call for clarity in relation to the words 
‘participate effectively’ which are contained in section 1(3)(d) of the Bill.  The general 
principles are intended to be fairly high level, and to inform the approach and 
priorities of criminal justice agencies, particularly when setting standards of service 
under section 2 of the Bill.  
 
The idea of effective participation - that victims and witnesses are an integral part of 
the justice system, and should be treated as such - underlies much of this Bill and 
the EU Directive.  Victims and witnesses report crime; give evidence; have an 
interest in the outcome of cases; and a continuing interest in the status of the 
offender, where there is a conviction.  The principle in question is simply intended to 
reflect that position, and to ensure that it is given consideration by justice agencies 
when dealing with victims and witnesses.  The duty to set out standards of service 
under section 2 of the Bill, meanwhile, will ensure that a more detailed and practical 
explanation of how victims and witnesses can expect to be involved in the process is 
provided along with information on the service they will be entitled to receive from a 



4 
 

particular agency.  My officials will continue to engage with relevant organisations 
during the Parliamentary process to ensure that there is no confusion about any 
specific aspects of the Bill. 
 
4. The Committee asks the Scottish Government to consider placing the actual 
standards of service to be complied with by prescribed organisations and 
individuals, along with details of a reporting mechanism on how the standards 
are working in practice, within guidance for approval by the Parliament in 
order to improve the experiences of victims and witnesses.  
 
I note the Committee’s comments in relation to placing standards of service and 
details of a reporting mechanism in guidance to be approved by the Parliament.  If a 
single set of standards was to be set out in guidance, my concern is that this would 
not give a detailed and organisation specific indication of what victims and witnesses 
can expect.  I believe this is important, as different organisations inevitably interact 
with victims and witnesses in different ways.    
 
I consider that organisation-specific standards will better reflect the role each plays in 
relation to victims and witnesses. To ensure a level of consistency, each of the 
organisations, in setting out their standards of service, will be required to have 
regard to the general principles set out in the Bill.  
 
While it would be possible to maintain this organisation-specific approach and set out 
each individual set of standards in statutory guidance subject to Parliamentary 
approval, this would inevitably slow down the process of putting the standards in 
place, and hinder subsequent updates or adjustments to those standards – as may 
well be necessary in light of experience.   
 
It may be helpful to note that all the named organisations already have in place 
robust complaints procedures and I believe that any issues arising can be dealt with 
through this route.  This will ensure that, where people are not satisfied with the 
response, complaints can be escalated to appropriate bodies where necessary (for 
example the Police Complaints Commission or the Scottish Public Services 
Ombudsman, as at present). 
 
Given the duty to publish standards and to comply with the general principles, and 
the existence of robust complaints procedures, I am therefore not persuaded that 
there is a need to put the standards themselves within statutory guidance.   
  
In relation to monitoring I would draw to the Committee’s attention that Best Value 
guidance for public sector bodies already requires organisations to ensure that 
feedback, including complaints about service standards and failures, are recorded 
and monitored, and feed into the continuous improvement of services.  Action to 
improve support for victims and witnesses is also part of the wider Making Justice 
Work programme, on which the relevant organisations are represented and which 
allows them to ensure that actions are co-ordinated. I can assure the Committee that 
the preparation and publication of the initial published standards will be monitored 
through the Making Justice Work programme, including arrangements for consulting 
with victims and witnesses support groups.   
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However, in light of the points raised by the Committee and witnesses during Stage 
1, I am happy to explore the establishment of a more explicit reporting mechanism to 
ensure that the standards are working in practice.   
 
5. The Committee supports the proposal to create an online hub to give victims 
access to information about their individual case, but cautions against this 
tool completely replacing human interaction and support for victims, which we 
believe is vital.  
 
I welcome the Committee’s support for the creation of an online information hub.  I 
assure the Committee that the hub is intended to provide easier access to case 
specific information and to supplement, rather than replace, the support victims and 
witnesses already receive from justice agencies and other organisations. It is also 
hoped that the hub will be a source of useful practical information and guidance 
about the criminal justice system in general.     
 
My officials will continue to work closely with justice organisations in assessing the 
feasibility of establishing such a hub. 
 
6. On balance, the Committee does not believe that a compelling case has 
been made in support of the introduction of case companions or for the 
establishment of a Victim’s Commissioner at this time. However, we 
acknowledge that some victims and witnesses asked for continuity in the 
support provided across the system.  
 
I welcome the Committee’s view on this matter and note that it is supported by 
several victim support organisations.  
 
I continue to believe that a Victims’ Commissioner would largely duplicate the service 
currently being provided by our victim support organisations in Scotland, as well as 
using valuable resources which would be better used in directly helping victims of 
crime.    
 
I note the Committee’s statement regarding continuity of support and agree that this 
should always be strived for.  While I do not support the introduction of “case 
companions”, I am happy to discuss further with relevant justice organisations how 
the concerns raised by some witnesses during Stage 1 might be addressed.        
 
7. The Committee believes that it is vital that communication with victims and 
witnesses is improved and therefore supports the duty in the Bill to disclose to 
them case-specific information. We believe that criminal justice bodies must 
also take better care to ensure that the written information they provide to 
victims and witnesses is in plain English. 
 
I welcome the Committee’s support for the duty to share case specific information, 
and agree that is essential that victims are able to access information that is set out 
in appropriate language they are able to understand.  I am happy to work with our 
justice partners to ensure that any written information provided to victims and 
witnesses is in plain English. 
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8. The Committee notes concerns regarding the capacity of organisations to 
comply with the duty to provide information and calls on the Scottish 
Government to ensure that the necessary finances, training and support is 
available to those criminal justice bodies to ensure that expectations of 
victims and witnesses can be met.  We also urge the Scottish Government to 
provide further guidance in relation to those circumstances in which it would 
be ‘inappropriate’ for an organisation to disclose case-specific information to 
victims under section 3 of the Bill.  
 
I note that concerns have been raised about the capacity of some justice 
organisations to comply with the duty to provide case specific information.  My 
officials were in regular contact with all those organisations which will be affected by 
the Bill during its development and all were fully involved in discussions about the 
impact on them, financially and otherwise.  Where possible, detailed information was 
provided and is set out in the Financial Memorandum.  This includes specific details 
of staffing and training requirements as well as the financial implications generally.  I 
anticipate that these organisations will continue to play an active role in contributing 
to the development of the Bill.   
 
I also note the Committee’s concerns about the occasions when it is considered 
inappropriate to disclose case specific information.  It is anticipated that this will only 
be required in a minority of cases, for example if releasing information would 
adversely affect the case.   
 
However, I am happy to consider the provision of further guidance on this section to 
clarify the circumstances in which a request for information may be refused.  My 
officials will also discuss this matter with the relevant criminal justice organisations.       
 
9. The Committee notes the view of some witnesses that a right to request a 
review of decisions not to prosecute, as provided for under the EU Directive, 
could assist in ensuring that decisions are transparent and accountable. We 
therefore await with interest the conclusions from research commissioned by 
the Crown Agent on whether to introduce a system of formal review.  
 
I note the Committee’s comments.    
 
10. The Committee welcomes the Cabinet Secretary’s indication that he would 
be happy to engage with the Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service to 
ensure that the appropriate level of information is given to families of road 
death victims wherever possible and we would welcome an update on these 
discussions. Nevertheless, we believe that a statutory requirement may give a 
greater level of certainty to victims that they would be entitled to receive the 
information they request at the end of criminal proceedings.  
 
I note the Committee’s comments.  COPFS currently release the investigation 
documents to bereaved families who request them, unless criminal proceedings are 
ongoing which could be prejudicial to releasing the documents. In these 
circumstances release will be delayed until the proceedings are concluded. 
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There are questions around whether releasing such documents to the family would 
always be appropriate given the distressing nature of the content, including 
photographs taken at the scene.  Releasing the papers on request reflects the fact 
that some families will not wish to receive such material. 
 
I am not persuaded that it is necessary to give bereaved families a statutory right to 
obtain copies of the investigation papers relating to fatal road deaths but, given the 
concerns raised by the Committee, I have asked my officials to discuss this matter 
further with COPFS to ensure that appropriate information is passed to families 
where possible.   
 
11. The Committee notes the concerns raised regarding the practical 
difficulties for the police in complying with the requirement to allow victims to 
specify the gender of their interviewer and urges the Scottish Government to 
work in helping the police to improve its capacity to meet the rights under the 
Bill. The Committee suggests that consideration be given to specifying that, in 
those circumstances where it is not possible to comply with a request, a full 
explanation is provided to the individual concerned and is included in the 
report to the Procurator Fiscal.   
 
I note the Committee’s concern.  While this is essentially an operational matter for 
the police we will be working with Police Scotland on the practical implementation of 
the measures in the Bill.  I note the Committee’s suggestion that an explanation 
should be provided where the police are unable to fulfil a request.  We are happy to 
discuss that further with Police Scotland and will consider whether the Bill should be 
amended along the lines suggested.   
 
12. The Committee welcomes the Cabinet Secretary’s commitment to look 
into the suggestion that the right under section 5 be extended so that a victim 
can also specify the gender of their forensic examiner and looks forward to 
receiving details of his conclusions on this matter. 
 
The Committee may be aware that a short-life working group involving Police 
Scotland, Rape Crisis Scotland, Archway and other stakeholders is considering 
improvements to the procedures for forensic examination.  That group is finalising its 
report.  We will consider this further in light of the group’s report. 
 
13. The Committee welcomes the Cabinet Secretary for Justice’s commitment 
to consider fully the provisions in the Bill relating to access for vulnerable 
witnesses to special measures and the right to object to such measures and, 
in doing so, we would urge him to make every effort to strike the appropriate 
balance between the rights of victims and the accused. More generally, the 
Committee seeks clarification as to where responsibility lies in relation to 
establishing the vulnerability of victims and witnesses and confirmation that 
those organisations involved in identifying vulnerability will be examining their 
procedures in light of these provisions in the Bill.  
 
I note the Committee’s comments and can assure it that, while it is not expected that 
such objections will be lodged or accepted frequently, I do recognise the concerns 
that have been raised by VSS, COPFS and others.  As I advised the Committee on 
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14 May, I am of course willing to give this matter further consideration and my 
officials have already begun discussions with COPFS.  
 
It may be helpful if I explain the rationale behind these provisions.  At present, there 
is limited opportunity to raise concerns about the granting of special measures. In 
light of this I considered that there should be some mechanism by which parties to 
proceedings can raise any legitimate concerns and have them considered by the 
court.  Sections 9 and 13 of the Bill aim to ensure that while there is a presumption 
that special measures will be available, there are safeguards in place which allow the 
court the flexibility and discretion to consider concerns raised about the particular 
circumstances of a case.   
 
While the Bill will widen the availability of special measures, I agree that it is vital that 
any changes made are without prejudice to the accused and indeed, this is stated in 
the recent EU Directive on victims’ rights.  The need for such a balance was 
highlighted in a recent appeal lodged on the grounds that decisions to grant special 
measures are made by the court with no opportunity for the other party to be present 
at a hearing, and no opportunity to challenge or review a decision on special 
measures.  
 
While the court held, in the Opinion delivered by Lady Paton in AMI –v- PF Glasgow 
[2012], that existing legislation is compatible with Articles 6 and 8 of the European 
Convention of Human Rights, the proposals in the Bill do significantly extend the 
categories of individuals entitled to special measures.  To ensure compatibility with 
ECHR and reduce the risk of future challenges, it was decided to include provisions 
in the Bill for a right to object to special measures to ensure that any legitimate 
concerns can be raised with the court by any party to proceedings (including the 
prosecution) and given due consideration. 
 
The Bill allows any witness to be considered vulnerable following an individual 
assessment and the Committee requests clarification on where responsibility lies for 
establishing vulnerability.  I can confirm that the party citing the witness (COPFS in 
most cases) will be obliged to carry out individual assessments (which take account 
of personal characteristics, type or nature of the crime and the circumstances of the 
crime) of each of their intended witnesses to see whether that witness is vulnerable 
and, if they are, to submit an application specifying which special measure would be 
appropriate to assist them.  The court will then determine if they are indeed 
vulnerable and if the special measures sought are the most appropriate.   
 
Vulnerable witnesses for the prosecution will be identified at an early stage in 
proceedings by a member of COPFS staff, based on the information provided by the 
police and also on their own findings.  All of these witnesses will be sent information 
on the support available to them and they will also be referred to Victim Information 
and Advice (VIA).  Witnesses can discuss with VIA staff how they have been 
personally affected by the crime and whether they would benefit from the use of 
special measures.  In some cases it may be appropriate to personally meet with the 
witness to ensure that they are fully assessed and offered the necessary support for 
giving evidence.  
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14. The Committee asks the Scottish Government to make every effort to 
ensure that removal of the presumption that child witnesses under the age of 
12 will give evidence away from the court building does not lead to the 
unintended consequence of children giving evidence in court against their will.  
 
I note the Committee’s concern. Feedback from stakeholders indicated that the 
presumption that children under 12 years of age will give their evidence away from 
the court building in certain cases may be being applied too strictly, resulting in 
children who wish to give evidence in court, perhaps to ensure that they are not 
separated from a parent/guardian, are being forced to do so from a remote location. 
The Bill makes a small amendment to put more weight on the views of the child so 
that if a child expresses a desire to give evidence in court, there will be a 
presumption that this will be allowed. 
 
The Bill will not, however, force child witnesses to appear in court, nor will it make 
significant changes to the current, and sensible, presumption that young witnesses 
should give evidence remotely. The Bill will provide children with more choice, not 
less.  However, in light of the Committee’s comments, I am also happy to discuss the 
points raised during Stage 1 evidence with relevant justice partners.   
 
During the Committee session of 14 May there were some questions raised about 
the longer-term impacts of children under 12 appearing in court.  While I am not 
aware of any research looking at this area specifically, I assure the Committee that 
the rationale for taking this proposal forward was to ensure that individual 
circumstances are taken into account in order to reduce stress for the witness and 
their family.   
 
I recognise that children under 12 are particularly vulnerable and I want to ensure 
that they are able to give their evidence in a way and in an environment that best 
meets their needs.  I would reiterate that this change does not mean that a child 
witnesses cannot give evidence away from the court building, just that it is not 
automatically assumed to be the best support, if this is against the child’s wishes.     
 
15. The Committee has concerns regarding the apparent lack of regard given 
to victim statements by the courts given that, in writing them, victims are likely 
to have spent some time and experienced distress reliving the crime, in the 
belief that their statement will have some impact. The Committee asks the 
Cabinet Secretary to respond to these concerns.  
 
It is absolutely right that victims of crime should have the opportunity to communicate 
the physical, emotional and economic impact of that crime.   That is why I introduced 
the victim statement scheme.  I note the Committee’s concerns about the 
consideration that is given by the courts to victim statements and I will bring this to 
the attention of relevant justice organisations and the judiciary.  While the Bill offers 
more flexibility about the timing of victim statements, the ultimate decision on 
sentencing is a matter for the sheriff or judge and he or she will consider all the 
circumstances of the case, including what weight should be given to any victim 
statement.   
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16. The Committee recognises how distressing it would be for victims of some 
offences to receive money from their offender. We therefore welcome the 
Cabinet Secretary’s assurances that appropriate guidance will be prepared to 
ensure that victims’ views on whether or not the appropriateness of a 
compensation order being imposed are taken into account.  
 
I note the Committee’s comments on compensation orders.  It is already current 
practice for the court to consider the views of the victim when making a decision on 
the appropriateness of imposing a compensation order.  My officials will, however, 
discuss this matter further with the Judicial Office for Scotland and relevant justice 
organisations.  
 
17. The Committee accepts that police officers and staff are at 
disproportionate risk of being assaulted while at work; however, we believe 
that introducing restitution orders only for police officers and staff and not for 
other occupations could prove divisive. We also appreciate that extending 
restitution orders may increase administration costs. On balance, we would 
ask the Scottish Government to give further consideration to the merits of this 
proposal.   
 
The key to the successful operation of the restitution order is that there is a defined 
offence, affecting a defined group of persons, for whom exist already appropriate 
beneficiaries whose functions are precisely assisting that group of persons. All these 
conditions are present in the case of police officers and police staff. While, for 
example, definitions of emergency workers exist, and there are respective statutory 
offences, there is no equivalent beneficiary from which all emergency workers would 
qualify for assistance. The operation of any fund for emergency workers is thereby 
rendered greatly more difficult. Appropriate beneficiaries (which may not currently 
exist) would have to be identified for each category of emergency worker.  
 
Moreover it is likely that the legislation would then have to be framed to ensure that 
where a court awarded a restitution order in respect of an offence against a 
particular category of emergency worker – for example a nurse – the proceeds would 
go to a beneficiary offering services to nurses and not, say, to coastguards or social 
workers. Given the relatively low incidence of convictions for assaults on emergency 
workers (324 for all categories combined in 2010-11) the amounts available to any 
particular beneficiary are likely to be very small indeed, particularly in comparison 
with the administrative effort involved. These difficulties are compounded for other 
categories of workers, in respect of which there is not a defined offence. 
 
Nevertheless, if a practical method could be found of overcoming these difficulties, I 
would be happy to give it serious consideration.    
 
18. The Committee welcomes the Scottish Government’s commitment to 
consult those bodies affected by section 22 of the Bill in relation to the victim 
surcharge, before laying draft regulations before the Parliament. The 
Committee would welcome sight of these regulations as soon as possible to 
assist its scrutiny of the Bill.  
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I welcome your comments on the introduction of the victim surcharge and the 
creation of a victim surcharge fund to provide additional practical and immediate 
support to victims in the aftermath of crime.     
 
Draft regulations setting out further detail on the operation of the surcharge will be 
developed over the coming months, and will be made available to the Committee 
prior to Stage 2. 
 
19. The process of assessing whether a life prisoner should be released is 
likely to be an extremely traumatic experience for a victim and it is therefore 
essential that they are not given false expectations as to the level of influence 
that their representations can have on the Parole Board of Scotland’s decision.  
The Committee therefore believes that guidance is required to ensure that 
victims are fully aware of the Parole Board’s role in assessing the risk of the 
offender if they are released on licence. This guidance should include, for the 
benefit of the victim, those factors that they may comment on and should also 
make clear that the victim’s views are shared with the offender.  
 
We will continue discussions with the Parole Board for Scotland (PBS) on the 
changes to the way that victims who are entitled to do so will be able to make 
representations to the PBS about the release of a prisoner.   
 
This will include the development of revised guidance, which will include generic 
information on the role of PBS in assessing suitability for release; what 
representations should focus on and what the PBS can and cannot consider in 
reaching a decision.  The guidance will include reference to the fact that the prisoner 
will see any representations that are made, and that they will only be withheld from 
the prisoner in very particular circumstances where there were deemed to be non-
disclosable under Rule 6, non-disclosure of information, of the Parole Board 
(Scotland) Rules 2001, for example if the personal safety of the victim making the 
representations would be put at risk by doing so.  However, it would be very unusual 
to withhold representations from a prisoner.  
 
We will also revise and update the related guidance that is made available to victims 
who are registered on the Victim Notification Scheme (VNS) to take account of the 
reforms being made by the Bill. 
 
20. The Committee supports the general principles of the Bill. We consider that 
the Bill provides much-needed support and protection for victims and 
witnesses and we hope that it will help improve their experiences of the 
criminal justice system in the future. However, we believe that improvements 
are required to certain provisions in the Bill, in particular to ensure that the 
rights of both the accused and those of victims and witnesses are balanced 
appropriately. Our recommendations on these issues are set out in the main 
body of this report. 
 
I welcome the Committee’s support for the general principles of the Bill, and note its 
comments on certain provisions.   
 
Other issues arising during evidence 
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I note the Committee’s comments in relation to the suggestion by the Faculty of 
Advocates and Rape Crisis Scotland that independent legal representation be 
available to victims in certain circumstances, and am happy to engage with both 
bodies to seek further detail on this proposal. 
 
The other matters raised which do not relate directly to the Bill (e.g. child witnesses 
having access to witness statements; police assessments of vulnerability; and 
victims being informed of bail conditions) are primarily operational in nature.  
However, we are happy to discuss these further with relevant justice partners and 
respond to the Committee in due course.   

 


