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PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER AMENDMENT (REPORTABLE CONDUCT) BILL 2021 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 7: Part III Division 3B inserted — 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I commence with a question that I put to the minister before the debate was interrupted. I will 
repeat the question. It relates to clause 7. We were talking about proposed section 19Q, and the approval of heads 
of relevant entities in certain circumstances. The minister was going to provide examples of entities that would 
need the approval of a particular head other than the CEO or the normal structure that we would expect to see in 
an organisation, like a chair, president, CEO or whoever it might be. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: It would be a rare event that an obvious person would not be the CEO or in an equivalent 
position in an organisation. The idea of this provision is to ensure that the Ombudsman has the capacity to identify 
someone under a reportable conduct scheme. Churches are an obvious example in which there may not be a traditional 
hierarchy like there would be in a private or government organisation, but there may be other community organisations 
and the like that do not have an obvious titular head. This provision will give the Ombudsman the capacity to make 
determinations by nominating a clearly responsible person. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I turn to proposed section 19R, “Head of relevant entity must ensure systems in place” under 
subdivision 3, “Systems to deal with reportable conduct”. The section lists quite a detailed and lengthy set of criteria 
that the relevant entity must have in place. A lot of information would need to be kept, and a way of handling that 
information and reporting et cetera will have to be part of this system to deal with the reportable conduct. I guess 
this will be a new requirement for some organisations. What resources will be made available to ensure that the heads 
of these entities can comply with the requirements? Will some standard training or resources be made available to 
ensure that people are up to speed with the requirements of ensuring that a system is in place? People would have 
to understand the system requirements and the legislation. There is a lot to take in, especially for those in some of 
the smaller organisations, and it might be an arduous task to get on top of all that quickly. We should bear in mind 
that some of the requirements are completely new, so they have been given that extra year to come in. What support 
will be provided to ensure that people are able to administer such a system? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: It is recognised in this scheme that some organisations that will be covered by reportable 
conduct may not have a complaints process or some way of dealing with the sorts of matters that will be captured 
by reportable conduct to ensure some sort of accountability within the organisation. That is understood. It is 
proposed that the Ombudsman’s office will work with and have resources available relevant to each industry, so 
organisations can access guidance notes and some common resources rather than the government giving out grants 
and organisations then developing their own processes, which may duplicate work that has already been done. 
Guidance will be available from the Ombudsman’s office relevant to the appropriate industry or sector. 
Ms L. METTAM: I refer to proposed section 19T and the information that leads to the belief that an employee 
has engaged in reportable conduct. What sort of evidence is required to ensure that the information is reasonable 
and sufficient to make such a report of alleged reportable conduct?  
Ms S.F. McGURK: It will not be necessary to make initial inquiries for a person to form a belief on reasonable 
grounds that an employee has engaged in reportable conduct or conduct that may involve reportable conduct. This 
assessment may be made based on the information of which the person has become aware—for example, the 
disclosure of a child. The commissioner has a function to educate and provide advice to relevant entities to assist 
them to identify and prevent reportable conduct, including assisting entities to identify what information may lead 
to the belief on reasonable grounds that the employee has engaged in reportable conduct or conduct that may involve 
reportable conduct. This really goes to the previous question about what resources might be given to organisations, 
particularly those that have not been regulated or would not have thought through these sorts of issues in the past. 
The Ombudsman’s office will work with each industry or sector and make sure that common resources are available 
that are relevant so that people can understand the examples of conduct that might lead the organisation to believe 
on reasonable grounds that abuse may have taken place. 
Ms L. METTAM: Will a person be held to account if they do not consider on reasonable grounds that an employee 
of a relevant agency or entity has engaged in reportable conduct? Can that individual be held to account if they do 
not consider that the requirement of reasonable grounds has been met? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: If, in good faith, they do not believe that abuse of any description has taken place, they will 
not be required to report it. The requirement under this scheme is that if they form a belief, they are required to 
report it. To answer the member’s question, they will not be punished if they did not form a reasonable belief. 
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Ms L. METTAM: I refer to proposed section 19T(2)(b). What protection will be offered to a person who makes 
a report to a commissioner about the head of an entity? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: The following relates to proposed section 19T(2)(b). The bill provides for protection from 
liability. A person acting in good faith who gives a report, notification or information to the commissioner or head 
of the relevant entity, or gives information to the investigation, will not incur civil or criminal liability or liability 
to be punished for a contempt of court. They will not be taken to have breached any duty of confidentiality or secrecy 
imposed by the law, and they will not be taken to have breached any professional ethics or standards or any 
principles of conduct applicable to the person’s employment or to have engaged in unprofessional conduct. These 
protections are similar to those contained in other Western Australian child protection legislation, including the 
Children and Community Services Act 2004 and the Working with Children (Criminal Record Checking) Act 2004. 
Similarly, there will be protection from victimisation. A person cannot do anything likely to be to the detriment of 
another person because they have made or will make in the future a complaint, have provided information in the 
course of or for the purpose of any investigation under the act, have made a report to the head of a relevant entity 
or the commissioner or given notification to the commissioner of a reportable allegation or a reportable conviction, 
have provided information of an investigation of a reportable allegation or reportable conviction to the commissioner 
or head of the relevant entity, or have exercised a power or performed a duty imposed by the act unless there are 
penalties associated with that victimisation. 
Ms L. METTAM: I have a question about proposed section 19U(2), which states — 

The head of the relevant entity must give written notice to the Commissioner of the following information 
within 7 working days after becoming aware of the reportable allegation or reportable conviction … 

On what basis was it determined that seven days should be the required time frame in which to provide this written 
notice to the commissioner? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: The information provided within a seven-day working time frame facilitates the protection 
of children. The notice that is required to be provided to the Ombudsman within seven working days includes 
information on whether the police have been contacted about the matter, details of the reportable allegation and 
reportable conviction, the risk assessment made and the risk management action taken or proposed to be taken by 
the relevant entity. Based on extensive consultation by the Ombudsman’s office with stakeholders, the time frame 
of seven days was selected to strike a balance between the importance of responding expeditiously to serious 
matters, while also allowing sufficient time for the relevant entity to form a view that the allegation is a reportable 
allegation and prepare the notice. 
Ms L. METTAM: Given the different sizes of relevant entities that will be captured by this legislation, does the 
minister accept that this will be easy to comply with for some entities but quite challenging for others? What will 
be in place to ensure a level playing field for all entities to be able to respond appropriately? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: Yesterday we discussed how extensions can be applied for, but the whole idea of this scheme 
is to put in place systems within the organisation and a process by which the organisation, and in this case it will 
be the head of the organisation, is required to notify the Ombudsman that reportable conduct has occurred. That is 
important to note. Even organisations that have not the done this in the past will be required to, under this legislation, 
avail themselves of the material that the Ombudsman’s office will make available to them that is relevant to their 
industry and to take on board their obligations. Provisions have been included to enable the heads of relevant 
entities to meet this time frame and provide additional information later if required. These include providing for the 
relevant entity to only provide information of which they are aware, a request for extension to provide notification, 
as I mentioned previously, and a request for an exemption from providing certain information in the notification—
that is, a component of the information. 
Ms L. METTAM: I have a further question about proposed section 19U(4), which states — 

The Commissioner, at the request of the head of the relevant entity, may, in writing — 
(a) extend the time for giving a notice under this section; or 
(b) exempt the relevant entity from providing information that the entity would otherwise be required 

to provide under this section. 
Is it intended that the commissioner will provide an easy and seamless process for making such requests? For 
example, by providing an online pro forma for extending the time to give notice or an exemption to the entity? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: Yes, that is the intention. I think we have talked about in the order of 4 000 organisations that 
will be covered by this scheme and they cover a range of different industries. There will be a phasing in period of 
the sorts of entities that will be incorporated within a certain time frame and then the sort of conduct that needs to 
be reported so that the Ombudsman’s office can build up the sorts of resources to which the member refers and 
also so that the organisations required to report understand their obligations. This work has been begun by the 
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Ombudsman’s office. We tabled a green bill in 2020, so there has been quite a bit of discussion. There was a decision 
by government that the Ombudsman will provide independent oversight and facilitate this system. There has been 
a lot of work done by his office with the Department of Communities and others to ensure that these systems are 
in the process of being established. 
Ms L. METTAM: I now refer to proposed section 19U(6), which states — 

It is an offence for the head of a relevant entity to fail, without reasonable excuse, to comply with subsection (2). 
It states that a $5 000 fine will apply. How has the government determined and come up with such a penalty? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: There are two points to make in response to that question. One is that the level of penalty is 
consistent with the sorts of penalties that apply in other states and our own state. The penalties contained within the 
Children and Community Services Act for failure to mandatorily report is a fine of $6 000 and for failure to provide 
a written report as soon as possible after an oral report is a fine of $3 000. Similarly, the penalty for failure to report 
to the CEO about a mandatory report is a $6 000 fine and breaching the confidentiality of a report also attracts 
a fine of $6 000. This is consistent with similar legislation within our own state and the penalties in other states. 
Ms L. METTAM: I think the minister answered this question before, but what is a reasonable excuse with respect 
to the application of a fine for noncompliance? Who is that? Is it the commissioner? Who makes that determination? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: If I understand the question, it is: who determines whether a fine is warranted and how much—
whether a full or part fine? If that is what the member is asking, the answer is that advice would be taken from the 
State Solicitor in due course in the event that a fine is required. There are clear penalties outlined in the legislation 
for breaches of a range of different requirements. I am not sure whether the member is asking about the technical 
ways of who would be authorised to apply the penalty. 
Ms L. METTAM: My question was about who makes the determination of what a reasonable excuse is under this 
proposed legislation. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: That would be for the Ombudsman to decide and give consideration to. 
Ms L. METTAM: I go to proposed section 19W. Proposed section 19W(1)(a)(ii) of the bill provides that an 
employee of a relevant entity may investigate the reportable allegation or conviction and permits engagement of an 
external investigator. What skills and qualifications will be required by the employee to undertake the investigation, 
given the potential nature of the allegations? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: Questions were raised during consultation and some people said that the definition of 
“investigator” was very broad. There was a question about the level of expertise or capacity required to adequately 
and appropriately investigate allegations or convictions. In answer to that, the broad definition of “investigator” in 
the bill is consistent with legislation in New South Wales, the Children’s Guardian Act 2019, which defines an 
investigator as a person conducting an investigation on behalf of the head of the relevant entity, including a delegate. 
The office of the Ombudsman has extensively consulted those responsible for the reportable conduct scheme in 
New South Wales and Victoria, and I am informed that no issue of significance regarding the expertise of investigators 
for the proper operation of the reportable conduct scheme has been identified. Nevertheless, the office of the 
Ombudsman will work closely and cooperatively with stakeholders in key sectors and individual organisations included 
in the reportable conduct scheme to provide education, advice and guidance to assist in building their capacity to 
comply with the scheme. We have talked before about making sure that there is tailored guidance and support material 
available and providing advice and guidance to organisations to assist in the handling of individual investigations. 
Ms L. METTAM: I refer to proposed section 19W(3), which provides — 

As soon as practicable after conducting an investigation in relation to an employee under subsection (1), 
the head of a relevant entity must either — 

(a) make a finding of reportable conduct in relation to the employee … or 
(b) make a finding that there are no grounds, or no reasonable grounds, for the head of the relevant 

entity to form the view that reportable conduct involving the employee has occurred. 
What guidance does the head of the relevant entity have to make such a finding? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: There will be capacity for the organisation to get advice from the Ombudsman’s office. There 
will be online resources, for instance, particularly for smaller organisations to help their capacity to understand 
their obligations. It is not intended to be a process by which organisations are tripped up, but they are required to 
have their own procedures in place and then to adhere to those procedures. Presumably, they will have done some 
thinking about this if they are required to have their own systems in place internally and, as I said, how they might 
adhere to them. There will be an advice line available for smaller organisations or any organisations and some 
assistance given. The example given to me is that it is not dissimilar to a human resources question. It will still be 
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the responsibility of the organisation itself, but it could at times get outside advice about how it conducts any 
processes properly with procedural fairness and rigour. 
Ms L. METTAM: What information will the head of the entity need to provide to back up their finding? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: They must provide a copy of the report to the Ombudsman and any submissions that were 
made in making that report. 
Ms L. METTAM: What liability may apply if the commissioner does not accept or agree with the finding? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: The Ombudsman might, for instance, decide on their own motion to conduct their own 
investigation of a matter that came before them. They might ask the organisation to redo its report, or part of its report, 
of what occurred. If the Ombudsman or their office were of the view that the organisation had not met its obligations, 
they would have the opportunity to make recommendations on how to improve the processes internally or, in fact, 
penalties might apply. I was wrong about the penalties. It could then be reported to either Parliament or the Premier. 
Ms L. METTAM: Under what circumstances would the minister imagine that it would be reported to Parliament 
or the Premier? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: I think the sort of circumstance would be if the Ombudsman had made recommendations to 
the organisation and the organisation did not implement those recommendations or show some cooperation in 
overcoming any issues of disagreement; that is, there was an impasse and those issues of substance were not able to 
be resolved. The tone of how the legislation has been crafted and the guidance it has taken from other jurisdictions, 
as well as from the royal commission’s recommendations, will ensure that there is some capacity in organisations 
that are subject to this scheme to understand their obligations. However, if those organisations, with proper guidance 
and assistance, ultimately disagree with that guidance and assistance, there will need to be some avenue by which 
that is exposed. 
Ms L. METTAM: I now refer to proposed section 19W(4), which states — 

As soon as practicable after making a finding of reportable conduct in relation to an employee under this 
Act, the head of the relevant entity must ensure that — 

(a) appropriate action is taken in relation to the employee in response to the finding … 
Can the minister advise what is “appropriate action” specifically in relation to this proposed subsection ? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: It would depend on the circumstances and the severity of the issue at hand. It could be that it 
is appropriate for an employee to be moved within the organisation or it could be a lot more serious than that, such 
as dismissal. Certainly, there is provision in the bill—I think we spoke about it in the second reading debate—
about the obligation for any sort of criminal investigations to take precedence under this scheme. Some of that 
might occur in parallel with these investigations. 
Ms L. METTAM: I now move on to proposed section 19X. This proposed section requires significant activity by 
the head of the relevant entity. What support will be provided to assist all entities that are required to comply with 
this proposed section? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: We went through some of these issues in the member’s absence. The idea is that the Ombudsman’s 
office will work with the various sectors to ensure that some resources are available. It might be provided online 
or it might be face-to-face training that is done with the sector to ensure that there is a good understanding of these 
processes and the obligations of the organisation on reportable conduct. It is quite likely that a number of 
organisations will have their own internal disciplinary processes to deal with, for instance, misconduct. The idea 
is not to duplicate that or sit alongside the existing processes, but to see how this can complement those processes. 
It would mean that we are more likely to get compliance because there would be a good understanding by the 
organisation of its obligations and processes. 
Ms L. METTAM: I refer to proposed section 19Z, which deals with the written report that is required to be 
provided to the commissioner. What does the minister consider to be a sufficiently practicable period after the end 
of an investigation? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: It will depend on the scale of the issue that is being reported. If, for instance, a police investigation 
is occurring, the more fulsome report could be suspended as it awaits the outcome of a police investigation, as 
occurs now with the disciplinary process for employees more generally. If the Ombudsman had not heard back 
from the CEO of the entity with the report, there would be communication. There will not be a specific hard time 
frame for the more fulsome report, but, as I say, it will depend on what other circumstances are at play. 
Ms L. METTAM: I now refer to proposed section 19ZB under which the commissioner may conduct their own 
investigation. Given the various reasons that the commissioner may undertake their own investigation, whether by 
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their own initiative or otherwise, what is the minister’s expectation about the investigations that will be required 
under this proposed section, and how many are anticipated for each year? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: I am advised that it is envisaged this will be a rare event. The experience of the other states 
is that it is no more than one or two investigations a year. Of course, the Ombudsman now, in other functions that 
he has, can initiate inquiries on his own motion. I know that has been relevant in my portfolio in regard to domestic 
violence and child deaths, for instance, but it will be the exception. I think it will take some time to bed down the 
implementation of the scheme and we will need to understand which trends or issues might warrant the focus of 
the Ombudsman’s own investigations. 
Ms L. METTAM: I now jump to proposed section 19ZF. Can the minister confirm whether this provision will 
enable the head of a relevant entity to refer a matter to the State Administrative Tribunal? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: The circumstances in which the State Administrative Tribunal might be called upon to review 
the scheme are to ensure procedural fairness or as an opportunity to review a finding of the Ombudsman’s own 
investigation. An employee would have an opportunity for a finding to be reconsidered if they felt that the 
Ombudsman had failed to apply the law. I think the terms are spelt out there, but it will be very much the exception. 
Certainly, as it stands now with the Ombudsman’s office, there is no process for appeal, if you like, or opportunity 
to review the Ombudsman’s normal functions. 
Ms L. METTAM: I have a further question on proposed section 19ZH(3), which states — 

The Commissioner or the head of a relevant entity must not disclose information under subsection (1) — 
(a) if the disclosure would — 

(i) put the wellbeing of the child, or the safety of any other person, at risk; or 
(ii) contravene the CCS Act … 

Is the head of the relevant entity the best person to determine the maturity and understanding of a child, as outlined 
under that proposed section, especially given the conflict of interest that may exist? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: Provisions relating to the non-disclosure of information to persons with parental responsibility 
when the child has sufficient maturity and understanding to consent to the disclosure and the child does not consent 
to the disclosure are consistent with the principle of child participation in proposed section 19J(2); namely, the 
reportable conduct scheme is based on the principle that if the child is able to form a view on a matter concerning 
a report or allegation or reportable conviction and it is appropriate in the circumstances to consult the child, the 
child must be given the opportunity to express the views freely, and the views are to be given due weight in the 
investigation in accordance with the developmental capacity of the child and the circumstances. Actually, member, 
these provisions are aligned with the Children and Community Services Act 2004, in which decisions are similarly 
underpinned by the principle of child participation. This reflects the nationally consistent approach with all other 
jurisdictions with established reportable conduct schemes authorising the head of a relevant entity to make these 
judgements. As with all aspects of the reportable conduct scheme, the Ombudsman will provide oversight of these 
decisions. In addition to, and consistent with, other jurisdictions, the Ombudsman will provide education, advice 
and guidance to assist organisations to disclose information responsibly. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 8 to 17 put and passed. 
Clause 18: Section 28 inserted — 
Ms L. METTAM: I refer to the inclusion in the annual report of the accountable authority report on the operation 
of the reportable conduct scheme and the description of the activities of the commissioner under the reportable 
conduct scheme. Will the report include the number of investigations conducted by entities and the reports submitted 
by those entities to the commissioner? 
Ms S.F. McGURK: The report will include the sort of data the member is talking about, but not the specifics of 
who reported to the Ombudsman. Certainly, we envisage that the annual report will reference the number and provide 
analysis of any trends and any findings or issues arising from investigations that the Ombudsman himself made 
under this scheme. 
Ms L. METTAM: Will it also include any referrals to the State Administrative Tribunal and any investigations 
by the commissioner? I think the minister referred to that anyway. 
Ms S.F. McGURK: Yes, I imagine that the information about the State Administrative Tribunal will be picked up 
in the annual reporting on the implementation of this scheme. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 19 to 24 put and passed. 
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Clause 25: Schedule 2 inserted — 
Ms L. METTAM: Is this schedule consistent with legislation in other jurisdictions? Will it capture all such entities 
envisaged by the royal commission that are prescribed in other jurisdictions?  
Ms S.F. McGURK: Member, the institutions covered by the scheme reflect those recommended by the royal 
commission in its final report, volume 7, recommendation 7.12. It is also a nationally consistent approach to the 
protection of children. The types of organisations covered by the scheme in the first year—I think the member is 
aware—will include child protection and out-of-home care services, childcare services, education services, health 
and justice services, detention services and, after 12 months of operation, accommodation and residential services, 
religious institutions and disability services. The scheme will not apply to organisations that do not exercise care, 
supervision or authority over children as part of their primary functions. To answer the member’s question, then: yes, 
it is consistent with the position in other states. I think that is important. Wherever possible we have endeavoured 
to ensure some national consistency or we have certainly looked closely at the other states. The other states’ provisions 
are not identical, but in this regard they are. As I said, the royal commission was quite clear in its recommendations 
about a number of things. The royal commission says that at a minimum the institutions that are covered should 
provide accommodation and residential services for children; activities or services of any kind under the auspices 
of a particular religious denomination or faith through which adults have contact with children; childcare services; 
child protection services; out-of-home care, disability services and supports for children with a disability; education, 
health and justice and detention services for children. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 26 and 27 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
[Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Third Reading 
MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Child Protection) [3.52 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
MS L. METTAM (Vasse — Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party) [3.52 pm]: I rise in support of the 
Parliamentary Commissioner Amendment (Reportable Conduct) Bill 2021 that has been presented. I thank the 
Minister for Child Protection for providing some clarification to the bill, and I thank the minister’s advisers as well 
who have assisted with briefing the opposition and providing a level of clarity and support throughout this process. 
This bill is in response to the final report of the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual 
Abuse. We share with everyone in the chamber the sense that child abuse is one of the most heinous crimes. It is 
understood that 80 per cent of boys or 90 per cent of girls who are sexually abused are abused by somebody they 
know. The measures that will be put in place today will establish the reportable conduct scheme as recommended 
by the royal commission, and will compel the heads of organisations to a standard that will include notifying the 
Ombudsman of reportable allegations or reportable convictions. This has obvious importance, significance and great 
merit. We support the measures that will be put in place that will, as I understand, impact about 4 000 government 
and non-government organisations, sending a very clear message that there will be severe repercussions if any 
such conduct takes place. It is clearly in everybody’s business to ensure such abuse is reported and is followed by 
some severe repercussions. 
With those words, again, I thank the advisers and the minister and her staff for their support in providing information 
to the opposition on the bill that has been presented. I will leave my comments there. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.55 pm]: I want to thank the advisers for their 
tolerance of my rambling questioning throughout the evening and the day on the Parliamentary Commissioner 
Amendment (Reportable Conduct) Bill 2021. I thank the Minister for Child Protection for her responses she has 
given and her tolerance as well. 
MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Child Protection) [3.56 pm] — in reply: I thought the member 
for Moore was going to thank me for my guidance last night through these debates; they end up being a bit robust 
at times. I want to thank other members who have contributed to the Parliamentary Commissioner Amendment 
(Reportable Conduct) Bill 2021. As we heard, there were some very, very good contributions last night. Without 
exception, members talked in particular about the debt we owe to those people involved in the Royal Commission 
into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, those who called the commission and those who oversaw the 
commission, including the Western Australian commissioners, Helen Milroy and former senator Andrew Murray. 
Members spoke about those people who came forward and told their stories, which must have been difficult. 
I do not think any of us can imagine how difficult that would have been. It is to them that we are indebted, and 
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as a country we are indebted because we have a framework now in which to try to improve not only institutions, 
but also our whole culture in our country to ensure that we are doing everything we can to make sure that it is 
child safe. 
I also thank the Ombudsman and his very capable staff for not only their work in the last couple of days, but also 
their briefings and the preparation of this bill. We are not through yet; they will be put through their paces in the 
other place, I am sure—as we should be. Looking at a new scheme like this, it will be a step-change for many 
organisations, but one that I am confident will not only create an accountability for organisations for how they deal 
with complaints, but also start to properly embed a deeper understanding of the responsibility we all have towards 
child safety. 
I also agree that many of these crimes are heinous. Abuse whether it is sexual or any other abuse on children is 
really, really difficult to understand, but we need to try to understand it because if we just regard it as evil and 
something that is over there and push it away, we will fail to uncover a deeper understanding about it and be able 
to respond effectively against it. Last night, I spoke about the need for us to better understand children with harmful 
sexual behaviours because the evidence, as I understand it, is that if those behaviours are not treated or addressed 
properly, those young people are more likely to become offenders as adults. We as a community are much better 
off understanding what is going on with some of that behaviour at an early stage. Again, I thank everyone for their 
participation in this bill. 
I commend the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.  
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