
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 22 February 2018] 

 p451b-468a 
Ms Cassandra Rowe; Mr Peter Katsambanis; Mr Terry Healy; Mr Zak Kirkup; Ms Janine Freeman; Mr Matthew 

Hughes; Mr John Quigley 

 [1] 

HISTORICAL HOMOSEXUAL CONVICTIONS EXPUNGEMENT BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 29 November 2017. 
MS C.M. ROWE (Belmont) [10.29 am]: I rise today to continue my remarks, which were interrupted last year, 
on the Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017. As I previously mentioned, I am immensely 
proud of the Premier and the Attorney General for bringing this very important bill to state Parliament, and I wish 
to congratulate both of them on this most important and deeply symbolic legislation. I would also like to reiterate 
that this signifies Labor’s commitment to righting a historical wrong that saw horrendous state-sanctioned 
discrimination and persecution towards gay men that should simply never have occurred. Such laws acted to shame 
gay men simply for being gay. They were designed to humiliate and denigrate. Not only did they cause immense 
emotional grief and pain for the victims, these laws also affected those who were unjustly convicted from gaining 
certain employment and travelling due to their criminal records. They were robbed of their human rights and this 
is indeed a dark chapter in WA’s history. This bill establishes a framework in which an eligible person—or if 
a person has died, the person’s relatives, partner or guardian—can apply for expungement of historical homosexual 
convictions relating to consensual acts. This bill may indeed affect only a relatively small number of 
Western Australians; however, these convictions have had ruinous consequences and detrimental and lasting 
effects on the lives of those convicted unjustly. In fact, it is almost unbelievable to think that such laws existed and 
it was only in 1990 that homosexuality was decriminalised. For decades these unjust laws allowed for open 
discrimination of gay men, perpetuating prejudice and bigotry, publicly shaming them for their sexuality and 
stripping them of their dignity, thus allowing for hatred to be tolerated and accepted. This sent a clear message to 
the gay community: “You are not considered equal in the eyes of the law.” This is clearly wrong. 
This bill is long overdue. I wish to state for the record that I am deeply saddened by these past wrongs and I am sorry. 
They should never ever have happened. What is particularly heartbreaking is that many of those who were the victims 
of such unjust laws are no longer alive to experience and witness these reforms. I think the recent “no” campaign 
against same-sex marriage is a reminder to our community that many still harbour prejudices towards the lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, queer community. I was relieved and overjoyed to see the resounding 
“yes” result in the plebiscite, and now same-sex marriage is legal in this country, which is fantastic. The 
overwhelming “yes” vote showed how far we have come as a society. Australians chose tolerance over fear. They 
chose equality over discrimination. They chose love over hate. If we glance back in time, the history of law reforms 
in this country that affect our often persecuted LGBTIQ community have been hard-fought. South Australia, under 
Labor Premier Don Dunstan, was the first state to decriminalise homosexuality in 1975, followed closely by the 
Australian Capital Territory in 1976. Victoria decriminalised male homosexuality under the Hamer Liberal 
government in 1980. A loosely worded “soliciting for immoral purposes” clause inserted by descendant Liberals saw 
police harassment of gays continue well into the 1980s despite the decriminalisation. In 1983, Northern Territory 
Chief Minister Paul Everingham’s Country Liberal Party government reformed the law and, remarkably, according 
to gay and lesbian archives, it was the only jurisdiction to do so without a grassroots campaign for change. 
Decriminalisation did not occur in New South Wales until 1984. Here in WA there were four failed attempts by 
Labor to reform the law in the 1970s and 1980s, but it took until the 1990s, under Carmen Lawrence, to remove 
consensual homosexual activity from the Criminal Code. In Queensland it was only after the election of Labor’s 
Wayne Goss that the law changed, and homosexuality was decriminalised in 1990. In Tasmania reform was 
persistently blocked by the upper house. It was not until gay activists pursued the matter in the High Court that 
Tasmania’s upper house finally passed gay law reform, by one vote mind you, in 1997. Just reflect on that. Up 
until only 21 years ago, Tasmania was still criminalising gay men. Their sexuality was considered a crime. It took 
22 years for every state and territory to arrive at the same place and decriminalise homosexuality—22 years. 
I wish to acknowledge that we have come a long way in paving the way towards equality for the gay and lesbian 
community. But we only need look at what has been reported in the media over the last four months to see how 
much more needs to be done to dismantle the homophobic attitudes that still persist in parts of our community. On 
17 November 2017, so only a few short months ago, The West Australian reported on a young man who was 
accused of a series of despicable and violent bashings of homosexual men. He deliberately targeted homosexual 
men via a gay dating app, luring them to meet in public places. They were then set upon, ambushed and beaten. 
One victim was left with bleeding on the brain, another was hit over the head with a modified baseball bat that 
was embedded with metal rings, another victim was kicked and beaten to the ground by four men, another was 
repeatedly punched and another had a bottle smashed over his head. The victims were called “faggots” and 
“paedophiles”. These crimes were motivated by hatred. These crimes speak to the persistence of vile bigotry that still 
exists even in 2018 in some parts of our community. These crimes demonstrate that those in our LGBTIQ community 
are still targeted, persecuted, vilified and marginalised. These crimes point to the fact that there is still not yet equality. 
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Late last year it was reported in the media that a teacher, Mr Craig Campbell, was removed from South Coast 
Baptist College’s work roster after it came to light that he was in a same-sex relationship. Mr Campbell had 
reportedly worked at the school for three years and had himself been a student there from kindergarten all the way 
through. In an article in WAtoday it was reported that the school let Mr Campbell go because “of an inconsistency 
with his beliefs on sexuality and the college’s beliefs”. Simply put, he was dismissed on the grounds of his 
sexuality. In the same week, The West reported that Christian Schools Australia said in reference to this issue that 
gay teachers are “better off working for institutions that accept their world view”. In 2002, there was an act of 
Parliament that removed criminalisation of gay people from all laws in WA; however, there remains a loophole in 
the WA Equal Opportunity Act 1984 that has not been addressed and allows for the situation I have just mentioned, 
whereby Mr Campbell was legally dismissed based on his sexuality. This loophole ensures that there is still active 
and open discrimination towards the LGBTIQ community. In 2015, Foundation Christian College in Mandurah 
caused community outrage when it removed a seven-year-old girl from the school after becoming aware that she 
had two gay dads. Marriage equality has now occurred in Australia, yet we are faced with a situation in which 
those in the LGBTIQ community are legally eligible to marry under federal law, but in the private school system 
they can be sacked the very next day under state law. Tasmania abolished its religious exemptions 20 years ago. No 
private or faith-based school in Tasmania can sack LGBTIQ teachers or staff, nor can they expel LGBTIQ students. 
Since this change in law, no religious group has called for the return of these discriminatory laws. I hope to see 
our schools across WA become fairer and more inclusive, following in the footsteps of the Tasmanian example. 
I cannot see any sound argument why a private school, in receipt of public funds for that matter, should be allowed 
to engage in discriminatory behaviour. Think about this for a moment: if faith-based schools, or any private 
schools, wanted to discriminate against teachers, staff, parents or students who were Aboriginal or of a particular 
nationality or race or, indeed, on the grounds of gender, what would our reaction be? I trust that there would be 
unanimous community outrage at such bigoted views and that legislative measures would be employed to 
immediately right this wrong that existed by way of a legal loophole. This is very clearly blatant discrimination 
and should not be tolerated. If we genuinely want to move towards true equality for the LGBTIQ community, we 
need to ensure that our state laws reflect our political will and not merely pay lip-service to it. Let us send a clear 
message to members of the LGBTIQ community, and the broader community as well, that we want them to know 
that they are equal, especially in the eyes of the law. 

Homophobia has been built on these current laws and those of the past. These laws say that it is okay to 
discriminate. Today I am pleased to speak on this bill and I am immensely proud of the Attorney General for 
bringing this bill to the Parliament. The expungement of these unjust convictions is the right thing to do, and they 
should never have been allowed to occur in the first instance. It is a reminder that the work we do in this place has 
far-reaching effects and therefore we must all be vigilant in ensuring that we undertake our role with the utmost 
rigour and awareness of consequences and always employ a strong moral compass. I wish to again say sorry for 
these unjust laws and the ruin that they brought to so many lives. I commend this bill to the house. 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [10.41 am]: It is a pleasure to rise to speak on the Historical Homosexual 
Convictions Expungement Bill 2017. Once again I put on record my thanks to the Attorney General and the 
government for their forbearance late last year when I was ill and unable to speak on this bill as the lead speaker 
for the opposition. I am very happy to support the bill. It really should have happened a long time ago. It has not 
happened for all these years, but it is good that we are now doing this. I put on record that in the last term when 
I was in the other place, I often used to hassle the former Attorney General. I had discussions with many groups 
in our community, including the Law Society of Western Australia, about finding a way to bring a bill to this place 
to expunge these historical homosexual convictions from people’s records. 

As we know and as others speakers have said, homosexual activity was outlawed in Western Australia from the 
time the colony was first set up through to 1989. The genesis of those laws goes back to British law in the 
mid-sixteenth century. They are ancient laws that simply do not equate with the reality of our society, in which 
consenting adults have the right to do whatever they want, as long as they do not harm others. It is pretty 
fundamental. The Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Act was passed in 1989, but back then the age of 
consent was not 18 years; it was 21 years. It was not until 2002 that the age of consent was reduced to 18 years. 

The history of the decriminalisation of homosexuality is a very interesting and, some would say, sad commentary 
on Australian society a few generations ago. It was quite clear that the vast majority of the public simply accepted 
that consenting adults should go about their business and do whatever they want, and as long as they do not cause 
any harm to anyone else, they should be allowed to do whatever they want—that is, if they so wish to do so by 
consent, engage in any type of sexual activity, including homosexual activity. It took so long in every state; every 
state had its own potted history. In South Australia, it was the Dunstan Labor government. In Victoria, it was the 
reformist Hamer Liberal government. I was a young child and I tangentially remember some of the debates and 
discussions with friends of our family, including Sir Rupert “Dick” Hamer, around dinner tables and in lounge rooms 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 22 February 2018] 

 p451b-468a 
Ms Cassandra Rowe; Mr Peter Katsambanis; Mr Terry Healy; Mr Zak Kirkup; Ms Janine Freeman; Mr Matthew 

Hughes; Mr John Quigley 

 [3] 

about how the Victorian bill could be passed back then despite opposition from many quarters, including the state’s 
upper house. But it did eventually pass. In Western Australia it took many more years—until 1989, as I said. 

This bill corrects a series of terrible injustices. The first injustice is the very fact that people were convicted for 
engaging in consensual activity in the first place. They ought not to have, and we know that. As a society, we have 
matured and we accept that today. The next injustice is that when the activity was decriminalised, no action was 
taken to expunge those historical crimes from someone’s criminal record. Over the years, it has caused significant 
harm to some people who have had to declare these convictions as they go about their daily business, whether it 
is when they apply for a working with children check, when they appear before a court to give evidence or when 
they travel to some other nation. In hindsight, this should have been done back in 1989. We should have got rid of 
the old laws and created a framework to allow people to have what I consider to be their unjust convictions 
expunged from their record so that they were put back in the place they would have been had they not been 
convicted so unjustly in the first place. 

Finally with this bill, we will get a framework for people who have a conviction to apply to the director general of 
the Attorney General’s department to have their conviction expunged. I think the Attorney General’s department 
is now called the Department of Justice, but the legislation leaves it open as to whatever the department might be 
called at any given time in the future. It is an administrative process; they do not have to go to court to do this. 
I think that is only fair and reasonable. There is absolutely no point in clogging up our courts with unnecessary 
actions. This can be done by administrative decision, and I see absolutely no reason why it needs to go to court. The 
government’s Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017 will create an administrative process. 

I am heartened to see that the bill allows for the review of any administrative decision. If someone is aggrieved by 
the decision of the director general, they can take it to the State Administrative Tribunal and have that decision 
reviewed. For a long time it has been an absolutely fundamental principle of our justice system that people are 
entitled to have an administrative decision reviewed by an independent body, usually a tribunal. I have had quite 
lengthy experience of that, having sat on two tribunals that conduct administrative review. I highly recommend 
that sort of work to anyone; it was very, very good and very, very rewarding work. 

The bill ensures, in what is a complex and in many ways a very historic area—almost an ancient area—that any 
applicant meet a series of criteria, and rightly so. The first criterion is that the conduct the subject of the historical 
conviction would not be considered an offence today. It narrows it down to those convictions under the old and 
discredited sodomy laws. In the sixteenth century in England the original act was called the Buggery Act, which 
shows the pejorative nature of the language used then. We do not want any part of that today. That is the first step. 

The second step is that the director general has to look at the evidence he or she can find, because sometimes with 
these things we are talking about many, many years ago and there might not be full records. The director general has 
to satisfy himself or herself that there was consent in those actions. Clearly, we are again talking about consensual 
activity. We are not talking about forced acts or what we would today consider offences of a sexual nature. We 
are talking about two people who engaged in what was, and still is, consensual activity. Very importantly, the 
other aspect the director general needs to look at is the respective ages of the people involved because nobody 
tolerates abuse of children in any type of environment, be it physical, emotional or sexual abuse. If the laws of 
consent do not give young people the opportunity to consent, there is no consent. The director general will work 
all that out, after having a look at it, and make a determination. If the applicant is aggrieved, they can then go to 
the SAT and have the matter looked at again. I imagine that in the vast majority of cases a determination will be 
made by the director general, and people will be able to get on with their lives knowing that their conviction has 
been expunged and that their criminal record clearly states that conviction, or that series of convictions in some 
cases, has been expunged from their criminal record. That is fair, proper, appropriate and a recognition that as well 
intentioned as people may have been in the sixteenth century and in Western Australia all the way through to 1989, 
it was not appropriate to have convicted these people in the first place. Effectively, they will be put back in the 
legal position they would have been in had these laws not existed and had they not been convicted. 

Several members in their contributions, both last year and in the contribution of the member for Belmont today, 
pointed out that this will be of very little use to people who suffered over many years and now have passed away. 
That is true. But I note that there are some relatively complex provisions in the bill around family members being 
able, in certain circumstances, to make application for someone without the capacity to do so anymore, or perhaps 
in the case of a deceased person. So that can be fixed up. The evidence will need to exist, though, to prove those 
three points that I mentioned before: that the conduct would not be an offence today; that consent was clearly 
evident; and that the ages of the people involved were appropriate. Sometimes it will be a difficult process to 
gather up all that information; that is why the bill gives the director general some strong powers to call up 
information from courts and from the Western Australia Police Force and various other bodies that may assist in 
making a determination. 
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I do not know how many people the government expects will take advantage of this legislation when it comes into 
force. If the Attorney General could provide an estimate as to how many people he believes are still alive who — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Would you take it by way of interjection? 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, I would take it by way of interjection. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Survivors on the front door of Parliament put it between 200 and 300. The state does not have 
a record of them as discrete offences arising from homosexuality, but the survivors’ groups informed there are 200 or 
300 of reasonably advanced years. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: That makes sense obviously. We are talking about convictions that happened more 
than 30 years ago, probably some of them going back 60 years with the age of some of the people who have had 
to carry this around with them during their lives. But with a figure of 200 or 300 people, I dare say maybe not all 
of them will bother availing themselves of the opportunity to have their convictions expunged, but a large, large 
number will because — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: And on top of that number, member, there is a provision in the bill that allows a close family 
member to apply for the expungement of a deceased relative’s conviction, so that figure might climb a little. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I did mention that. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Yes, of course you did. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I think that is fair and reasonable. I have spoken to some of the many people out there—
I am sure other members have—who are waiting for this legislation and the opportunity to make the application. 
I think in some ways it is hard to ascribe motivation to people, but from my experience of speaking to a lot of these 
people it is not so much that they want their criminal record expunged—they want that too, definitely—but it is 
validation for them that they are equal members of our society. It is validation that even though it may well have 
been outlawed in the past, what they did was not wrong; it was consensual, and they should never have been 
convicted in the first place. We should never dismiss the power of validating a person, by looking them in the eye 
and saying, “You are an equal member of society. In your particular case, you ought not to have been convicted 
in the first place and now, by the expungement of your record, it is not only your criminal history that changes, 
but also any issues that you may have had about this conviction in the past, any referred guilt, or just simply any 
feeling of having been treated by your state and society as less than equal, can go away.” I think that knowing that 
we will pass this legislation will be a major benefit even for people of advanced age. It will vindicate and validate 
them. It will allow them to live out the rest of their years knowing that at least today and into the future society 
does not look down on them, and that society is saying that two consenting adults going about their own business, 
not harming anyone else, can effectively get on with their lives without the moral police knocking on their doors, 
looking at what they are doing within the walls of their own home. 
As I said, I have supported this type of legislation since it was first brought to my attention when I entered the 
other place in 2013. It has been a long time coming. I have no understanding whatsoever why this was not done in 
1989, or in 2002 when the age of consent was changed. It absolutely ought to have been done. 
Mr M. Hughes: Why wasn’t it done in 2016? 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: As I said, this was in the pipeline. It could have been done in 1989, 2002, 2007, 2008 
or 2016; I am just glad it is being done now. I welcome it. 
I thank the people who alerted me to this injustice in 2013. I thank the government for proceeding with this and 
advancing it. I wish the bill a speedy passage. I say to those people to whom this bill applies: in our eyes you are 
equal; in our eyes you were wronged for being convicted in the first place. Hopefully, the passage of this legislation 
and those unfair convictions being expunged gives them a little bit of solace that at least the Parliament of 
Western Australia is now apologising to them and is clearly saying to everyone in our society that those convictions 
were unjust and inappropriate. 
As I said, the opposition supports the passage of this bill. 
MR T.J. HEALY (Southern River) [11.04 am]: I rise to speak to the Historical Homosexual Convictions 
Expungement Bill. I congratulate the McGowan government and Attorney General Quigley for bringing forward 
this bill to fulfil a very important election commitment. 
I am going to speak today about the very long journey in this important matter. I will discuss the bill and the 
Premier’s apology. I will discuss the history of the decriminalisation of homosexual activity and expungement 
legislation in other states and territories. I will discuss marriage equality and historical statements made in this 
very Parliament. I will discuss other discrimination still enshrined in law and the human stories of people affected 
by these offences. All through this I will discuss love, respect, dignity, equality and healing. 
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I acknowledge the apology given by the Premier and thank him for it on behalf of all Western Australians. I want 
to quote briefly from his address. The Premier stated — 

On behalf of the government of Western Australia, I am sorry for the hurt, for the prejudice, and for the 
active discrimination that ruined lives. For decades in Western Australia, unjust laws against homosexual 
acts were used to shame homosexual men, to deny their human rights, and to deny their humanity. We 
are doing all we can to now right this wrong. … 
To all in our LGBTI community today, I want you to know that you are good people; you are valued, and 
we are proud of you. 

As the member for Southern River, and on behalf of all the former members for Southern River and Gosnells in 
this place, I also say sorry for what happened over time as a result of these laws. 
I also commend the other side of the chamber for supporting this bill. I congratulate the Leader of the Opposition 
for his statement. The member for Riverton stated — 

… I can indicate that the Liberal Party supports this initiative to correct past injustices … 
… on behalf of the opposition, to those who today have criminal records simply for being in a loving and 
consensual relationship, we say sorry. 

Well done to the opposition. I congratulate the National Party for its comment, which states — 
The National Party supports the Premier’s apology today and hopes the minds of those affected by these 
convictions and their families are put at ease by the words of the Premier and the support of the 
Legislative Assembly. 

We have come so far that this chamber—all parties—has reached a consensus. I am so very, very impressed. I will 
read a brief part of the statement Hon Sue Ellery, the Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council, made 
on the same day, Wednesday, 1 November — 

It is unfortunate that these laws were also the basis upon which much of current homophobia was built … 
… words matter. It is the right thing to acknowledge a past wrong; it is the right thing to expunge past 
unjust convictions; and it is the right thing to say sorry so that those affected can continue the healing 
process they need. 

I commend the Greens in the upper house for also saying sorry. It is sad that upper house Liberals are not there 
yet, but again I talk about generational change in our political parties. Some time ago, albeit only a few years ago, 
this unanimous support in the lower house would not have taken place. 
I would like to share a story from 1 November, the day the Premier made his apology. People may not realise it, 
but this is part of the journey that many in the Liberal Party and many conservatives have taken. Andrew Hastie, 
the federal member for Canning, was here in the building on the day we apologised to all those homosexual men 
who had been convicted of these offences. I went up to Mr Hastie and said, “Mr Hastie, can I say on behalf of all 
our community, how proud I am that you are here in this building on the day that we say sorry to all homosexual 
men convicted of such offences.” I am a proud progressive. I have always said that. This is an issue that 
progressives and conservatives agree upon. Again, it is significant. I support it as a progressive. I imagine that 
conservatives support it from a social equity and small government point of view. As the member for Hillarys said, 
what someone does in their own consenting, private lives — 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: It is a very strong strength of classic liberalism. 
Mr T.J. HEALY: That is absolutely right. That is why it is great to acknowledge that after some time of not 
having consensus, that we have it now. 
This bill will allow a person convicted of an historical offence that is related to consensual homosexual activity 
that is no longer an offence to have their conviction expunged, erased—cleansed—from their criminal record. This 
is a standalone legislative framework that will allow a person or their family to apply for expungement of those 
historical convictions. It will mean so much to so many. 
I am going to read out some of the offences that are being expunged because I think they need to be stated. They 
sound ridiculous in this day and age, but this was the law in our land at one point — 

… offences of having “carnal knowledge of any person against the order of nature” … and permitting 
“a male person to have carnal knowledge of him or her against the order of nature” … 
… 
… “any male person who, … commits any act of gross indecency with another male person, … 
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… “any person who, being the owner or occupier of any premises, … induces or knowingly permits any 
person of … to or be in or upon such premises for the purpose of being unlawfully carnally known by 
any man, … is guilty of a crime” … 

Again, we have come so far. These were the laws here in Western Australia. 
I found Tasmania of interest when doing my research and discussing this bill with a number of advocates in our 
community. Tasmania had a cross-dressing law, which we did not have in Western Australia. Again, that shows 
some of the absurdities of laws linked to homosexuality. 
These acts should never have been a crime. There was nothing ever to have been ashamed of. Again, we have 
come a long way. It was mentioned before that we expect approximately 200 to 300 people to have the option of 
applying to have their records expunged. I spoke with a number of gentlemen—I will not mention their names in 
Parliament—who will seek to apply for the expungement. They told me what it was like during the 1970s and 
1980s when the laws against homosexuality existed. They told me that police would often target known gay bars. 
Police would lay in wait outside these gay bars to catch people. One of the gentlemen to whom I spoke said that 
the police often would not attack the upper class–looking people, so as a diversion tactic he wore a collar and tie 
when he went out. It was a class-based thing. He tried specifically not to look gay. He found that that allowed him 
not to be targeted by police. 
One of the frustrations of many of the homosexual men who have the homosexual convictions I mentioned is that 
a lot of men were also, unfortunately, charged simply as “drunk and disorderly”. That was the overarching crime 
police would charge them with when they pulled their cars over on the way from bars and when they raided public 
facilities. Drunk and disorderly convictions will not be expunged under this legislation because those laws remain 
today. However, the police of the day chose not to charge them under the anti-homosexuality laws, but instead 
classify them as drunk and disorderly. 
Public indecency was another charge. I am told that one of the greatest threats the police would often make was to 
place people’s names in the “homosexual book”. This book was a threat. If a homosexual person sought to be 
a person of public service and play a role in the community, the police would place their name in this book, which 
would be shared so that people would know their secret. We have come a long way, but in the 1970s and 1980s that 
was career ending. The member for Belmont spoke about the fact that it was career ending for a teacher in 
Rockingham last year because his school decided to say that him being gay was not acceptable. We must 
acknowledge that in the 1970s and 1980s our laws contributed to that pain. 
I refer to the path of decriminalisation of homosexual acts in Australia. I mention that South Australia was the 
first state to decriminalise homosexuality in September 1975. The Australian Capital Territory followed in 
November 1976; Victoria, December 1980; the Northern Territory, October 1983; and New South Wales in 
May 1984. In only December 1989, after four failed attempts in Western Australia, the Dowding government 
brought in the Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Bill 1989 and it became law in March 1990 under the 
Lawrence government. 
I would like to put on record what is already on the record. Some disappointing speeches were given in this chamber 
by people who opposed the Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Bill 1989. I quote Graham Kierath, the then 
member for Riverton — 

The practice of homosexuality is disgusting and abhorrent, and it is perverted. 
The then member for Riverton quoted an extract from The Thorn in the Starfish — 

The sheer number of their partners stuns the monogamous mind: one hundred different partners each 
month is normal; ten different partners each day is not unusual … 

The passage refers to the rectum, the vagina, the anus. It continues — 
Theory A has it that the promiscuous gay’s immune system is chronically depressed because they’re so 
often infected with chronic, sex-related infections such as oral and rectal gonorrhea and syphilis, … 

The then member for Riverton quotes a letter from someone who says that she knows of people who have had as 
many as 20 000 partners in life. The former member for Riverton also said — 

My concern is that our children may be brought up with the view that homosexuality is an acceptable lifestyle. 
The then member for Riverton said — 

I cannot support any legislation that contributes to the spread of AIDS, … 
These are the views of people in this chamber a mere 30 years ago. I quote from Jim Clarko, the MLA for Marmion, 
a former Speaker of this place, in the 1989 debate to decriminalise homosexuality. Again, I apologise, but this is 
what was said — 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 22 February 2018] 

 p451b-468a 
Ms Cassandra Rowe; Mr Peter Katsambanis; Mr Terry Healy; Mr Zak Kirkup; Ms Janine Freeman; Mr Matthew 

Hughes; Mr John Quigley 

 [7] 

If there are homosexuals in this building we are all at risk of getting AIDS. 
… 
… one damages the sphincter, and from that time on one’s anus dribbles … When going to the toilet it is 
left all over the seat … That would put every person in this building at risk. 
… 
The way to solve the problem is to reduce homosexuality, or at least try to prevent it from expanding. 
This Bill will encourage homosexuality to expand. 

On behalf of all of us in this chamber, I apologise for what was said in this chamber in 1989. I am sorry that these 
words were ever spoken in this chamber, let alone in public. I commend the words of the Premier at the time, 
Peter Dowding, who said — 

The Opposition talks as though there are no decent people in our community who are homosexuals … 
We all know of people in our community who are homosexuals. We all know of decent, caring, hard working 
contributors to our society … who engage in the very practices … that are illegal under the Criminal Code. 

Premier Dowding continues — 
If we have a society where people can freely be acknowledged as caring, law abiding, honest citizens no 
matter what their sexual preferences … there is undoubtedly a case for us to acknowledge their right to 
be … We simply say that we acknowledge that a percentage of our community have homosexual 
preferences and it is inappropriate in the absence of other offences for that to be the subject of the 
Criminal Code of Western Australia. 

That is a fine statement by a Premier. I would like to mention briefly Jackie Watkins, a former member 
for Wanneroo. She spoke exactly after the former member for Marmion, Jim Clarko, and she said — 

I wonder if we should move for a minute’s silence following the contribution from the member for 
Marmion. This piece of legislation is all about equality and social justice. 
… 

The current sanctions against homosexuals make life very difficult for families. Many homosexual people 
find it very hard to be honest with their parents because, among other things, they are criminals in the 
eyes of the law. It is high time we changed that. They are not criminals. 
… 
Many homosexual men fear that living in a long term relationship will expose their homosexuality. 
… 
The Bulletin poll, showing 75 per cent of Western Australians support decriminalisation of 
homosexuality, and statements from the major churches, leaves us in no doubt that the majority of those 
in our society support the Law Reform (Decriminalisation of Sodomy) Bill. 

Well done. Well done again to those members who stood up. Well done to some amazing and brave 
parliamentarians from this era. 
In Queensland, the laws changed in November 1990. In May 1997, after a significant battle, the Tasmanian 
conservative upper house passed laws to decriminalise homosexuality, but not until it was almost threatened with 
United Nations conventions for breaching rights. 
I refer to the path of decriminalisation. I remember being in the crowd supporting this Parliament when in 2002 the 
Gallop Labor government removed discrimination against gay and lesbian people and families from 
Western Australian law. I would like to quote from another great parliamentarian, Dr Geoff Gallop, in the debate 
about the removal of that discrimination from legislation — 

Is it not time that as a community we accepted the fact that there are people in the community who are 
bisexual, homosexual and have a different approach to the way they live their lives? Is it not time that we 
accepted the fact that those people live in our community? As far as I am concerned, those people are 
human beings, with flesh and blood, with ideas, with a contribution to make to the community and they 
deserve to be treated equally under our system of law. 
… 
It is time for Western Australia to move forward. It is time for Western Australia to establish the equality 
of all people. Do members know what establishing the equality of all people will do to them? They will 
be able to get up in the morning and go out and about doing the things they do, knowing that everyone in 
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their community is on a level playing field in regard to their aspirations, beliefs, sexuality and the way 
they go about their lives. 

Dr Gallop, I always was and continue to be proud of you. 
We are one of the last states and territories to expunge these laws; the Northern Territory and Western Australia 
are still to pass them. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr T.J. HEALY: The apology that Premier McGowan made acknowledged that our public institutions enforced 
these laws. They were not laws just on the books; they were actively enforced—state-sanctioned intimidation, often 
harassment with no charges. For many, this has been a long wait to clear their names. Again, it is hard to know how 
many men were charged and harassed. For some, the Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017 is 
entirely symbolic. Not everyone can get back what they have lost, but symbolism is important. Innocence and 
dignity are important. We have not yet removed all remnants of that dark time, but this bill will help. Our lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex community continues to face significant discrimination. Men who have sex 
with men continue to be discriminated against as blood donors with the Australian Red Cross. Although the 
community thoroughly supports marriage equality, those laws were passed only months ago. In my community, 
disgusting anti-gay political material from radical elements of the Liberal and Australian Christians Parties were 
letterboxed in Gosnells and Southern River in 2017. To the Red Cross and the Therapeutic Goods Administration, 
I continue my call to not only end the discrimination against donors, but also the deferral periods. It is no longer the 
1980s. We should screen donors, not on the gender of their partner, but on the safety of their sexual activity. We do 
not need a policy that denies safe blood to Australians in need and stigmatises all gay men as a risk to public health. 
Before coming to this place, I was very honoured to have performed as a marriage celebrant at Australia’s first 
same-sex ceremony in Canberra on Saturday, 7 December 2013, at 12.01 am. In 2013, I registered as a marriage 
equality celebrant. I approached my good friends Stephen Dawson and Dennis Liddelow and, together with some 
friends, we headed to the Australian Capital Territory. We arrived in Canberra at 10.30 pm and raced to the front 
of Parliament House. I had to collect my paperwork that had been delivered to my hotel room on the way, because 
obviously we had flown in from Western Australia. One of my life moments was being together with my friends 
amongst a huge crowd and many media cameras to celebrate Australia’s first same-sex marriage. I have noted in 
this place before that Canberra’s background vista is the beautiful Telstra Tower and the mountains. At midnight, 
as we finished the very short wedding ceremony—the first same-sex wedding ceremony in Australia—the 
Telstra Tower turned every shade of the rainbow and the skies of Canberra became a rainbow. That weekend, 
a weekend of love and celebration, I was honoured to attend several weddings and receptions across Canberra. 
So many Canberrans were proud. Love was in the air. I am also very proud that the marriage equality laws have 
passed. I was proud to be the celebrant again for Stephen Dawson and Dennis Liddelow five days ago when 
I married them again in front of their families and friends. It was an honourable and wonderful thing to be part of. 
Our marriage laws are now equal. All Australians and all families now have equality in love. The marriage laws 
passed in Canberra will not threaten my marriage; they will only strengthen it. Again, we have come so far. 

I find this contrast interesting: in the late 1990s, when Tasmania was passing its same-sex marriage laws, the former 
member for Southern River, Peter Abetz, stood on the steps of this Parliament and protested the decriminalisation of 
homosexuality. He wanted being “gay” to be kept illegal. As the current member for Southern River, on 9 January 
this year I was very proud to stand on those very steps and perform Western Australia’s first same-sex marriage 
for Kelly and Sam. They are two of my Southern River residents who got married after 24 years of love. 

Harassment and bigotry continue, unfortunately. I mentioned before that my local community continues to receive 
anti-gay information, particularly during the state election and the recent marriage survey. Men were recently 
bashed in Canning Vale simply due to their sexuality. The work towards acceptance will continue. I want to thank 
all members in this place and the community for saying no to homophobia. Again, I acknowledge that we all stand 
across political parties in moving forward. I am always proud to help silence homophobic views and to help take 
away the microphone that some former members of Parliament used to have. I do note an irony though. In 
the 1990s, former member for Southern River, Peter Abetz, his brother Eric Abetz and a group of people feared 
United Nations conventions. They stated that they wanted to stop the United Nations imposing its rule on Australia 
and they wanted to keep Tasmania as a bastion that could continue to criminalise homosexuality. During the 
marriage equality debate, those same brothers called for United Nations conventions to be applied to protect 
religious freedoms here in Australia. I note the irony. 

As member for Southern River, I am proud to represent my entire community. I would like to refer to a book titled 
Benji’s Journey to Happiness by Aimee-Lee Verrier, a constituent in my electorate who was very proud when we 
passed marriage equality laws and moved towards laws that will bring families together. The book is about a dog 
and a chicken. I quote two of its pages — 
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“Who cares what they think.” Rummy smiled, “it doesn’t matter who you love or what you do as long as 
you’re happy.” 

After some discussion — 

From that day forward all of the chickens could act like and love who they pleased. 

I will certainly make this book available for members in its entirety. 

I will always stand up for Western Australians to help stamp out homophobia and hate. I will fight homophobia in 
every shape and form. We as political leaders should always set that example with conviction. I would like to 
acknowledge some great heroes of equality: former Premier Peter Dowding; former Premier Carmen Lawrence; 
former Premier Geoff Gallop; Rodney Croome; Ivan Hinton-Teoh; Graeme Watson; Stephen Dawson; 
Dennis Liddelow; Senator Louise Pratt; Aram Hosie; Mark McGowan; Giz Watson; Brian Greig; 
Professor Charles Watson; Jackie McKiernan, formerly Jackie Watkins; Hon Bob Hetherington, MLC; former 
member Jim McGinty; Hon Grace Vaughan, MLC, who introduced a bill to the upper house in 1977 to 
decriminalise homosexuality, which was not successful; and countless others. I am humbled to be in their presence. 

On behalf of my community, I convey my apologies to the many individuals and families for the hate that they 
have endured, the pain that they have felt, and the hardships. We in this place are now doing all that we can to 
right this wrong. This bill will help. The bill will continue the journey, a journey that we will continue to stand on 
with these individuals. To those who persist in the anti-gay march, I quote — 

You can’t stop the music, nobody can stop the music. 

Take the cold from snow, tell the trees, don’t grow, 

Tell the wind, don’t blow, ‘cause it’s easier. 

No, you can’t stop the music, … 

On election night in March one year ago, I spoke of a big, beautiful rainbow that now shines over Southern River. 
Let us pass this bill and move on from a dark chapter in our history. Let us pass this bill and let a beautiful rainbow 
shine over all the people of this great state of Western Australia. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [11.28 am]: I, too, rise with opposition members to speak on the 
Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017. Obviously, members on this side of the house and 
indeed all members of this place, as the member for Southern River has pointed out, stand in support of this 
important piece of legislation. 

Before I begin, I would like to recognise the contributions of the member for Maylands and the member for Perth 
in particular. All members have spoken on this very well—indeed, the member for Southern River—but the 
contributions from the members for Maylands and Perth were particularly poignant for me. I am proud to share 
this floor with them, albeit on a different side of the house. In a similar vein, although we come from different 
sides, different circumstances and have different perspectives in many cases, we all stand here united by the 
common cause to right a wrong and, through the Department of Justice, to implement a scheme that acknowledges 
the faults of Parliaments past. It is a unity that I wish we could all find more often. Coming together in the pursuit 
of a common goal is a noble pursuit and something that we should try to achieve more often. I think we would be 
better off as a Parliament and a state if we were to help to advance our society, as we were elected to do. 
Last year we witnessed the apologies of the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National 
Party. It was one of those moments that reinforces the gratitude I have for being a newly elected member of this 
place. There are few times that such an immense acknowledgment is made of our state’s history, and to be part of 
that, if only as a witness, is a moment for which I will be grateful for some time. 
I will make note of our state’s history, because it is a rare occasion that this place chooses to recognise wrongs that 
have been committed. Not only that, but also in this instance, as the Attorney General’s expungement scheme 
comes into place, we will take active measures to correct those errors. We stand here today and speak to this bill 
to acknowledge that members with whom we have shared these very walls over the last century failed to intervene 
in legislation that discriminated against and harmed people whom they were entrusted and elected to serve. As 
I said in my maiden speech, I believe that all of us in this place are elected to serve, represent and protect all 
Western Australians, no matter their race, religion, gender or sexuality. This is not a novel concept; it is one that 
has been idealised for centuries in western democracies. Although it has been the ideal, it is an unfortunate reality 
that the Parliament of Western Australia has so often ignored that concept. It was not until 1997 that this place 
acknowledged and apologised for the hurt and distress that successive Parliaments allowed to be orchestrated 
against our state’s Aboriginal people. It was not until 1998 that the Western Australian Parliament apologised to 
child migrants, who were subjected to forced migration and mistreatment by a complicit government. It was not 
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until 2010, when the former Premier led an apology from this Parliament—the first in the nation—that it was 
acknowledged that the government had forcibly removed children from unmarried mothers. Indeed, it was finally 
in 2017 that we took steps to acknowledge the discrimination and errant criminalisation to which homosexuals had 
been subjected by Parliaments that were complicit in this act up until December 1989. To perhaps add insult to 
injury, it is disappointing that it was not until 2002 that there was equality in the age of consent and an end to the 
educational, employment, accommodation, membership, land sale and other discriminations against people 
because of their sexual orientation, which had existed in pieces of legislation that this place had passed. 
Like the member for Southern River, I took the opportunity to look back at historical parliamentary debates, 
reviewing Hansard right back to 1898. I note that in 1898, the Legislative Council—so, clearly, at the foundation 
of European settlement here—saw sodomy as a “systematic crime”, and that those who engaged in such behaviour 
were considered to be a menace to the establishment of our colony. As the member for Southern River pointed out 
a number of times, Hansard was very revealing. I stumbled upon a question from the former Liberal member for 
Wembley, Raymond Young, who in 1971 asked whether the Tonkin government would consider legalising 
homosexuality. Then Attorney General Evans dismissed the concept of affording equal rights with a simple and 
powerful “no”. There was one other journey through Hansard of the 1970s where I found similar debates to the 
ones which the member for Southern River touched upon. I was both angry and disappointed to read that such 
discourse could occur in this chamber. It went through the discrimination and loathing that was perpetrated by all 
members—not just conservative members but, indeed, all members of this place. I read debates from 
Attorney General Evans, who in 1973 compared imprisonment for homosexuals as akin to trying to rehabilitate an 
alcoholic in a brewery. I found a speech from a former Liberal member—a man credited with much social change 
in other areas—who, even as he spoke in favour of removing sodomy from the Criminal Code in 1977, said — 

When I first met a homosexual I put my bottom to the wall and put my anus into spasm so that no-one 
would get near me. I think it was wishful thinking because these people know what they are after. They 
are not interested in heterosexuals; they are interested in their own type. 

This type of repugnant, debased debate that has taken place in this very place in decades past spurs us all, I believe, 
to acknowledge, apologise for and repair the damage that previous legislators have done. Looking back at how 
long it has taken us to get to this point, I still cannot believe that at the time I was born in 1987, homosexual activity 
was still considered a criminal act in the laws of this state, and that right through my high school years it was 
perfectly legal to discriminate against somebody as a result of their sexuality. I look to my now wife’s brother, 
Andre, who is a gay man in a very loving and long-term relationship. He is my brother-in-law and a man whom 
I love greatly. To think that he would have been discriminated against is abhorrent in my way of thinking, and 
I find it greatly concerning and distressing to think that Parliaments were complicit in this activity. 
According to the Pew Research Centre, the generation of which I am a part, the millennials, is far more tolerant 
than the generations that preceded it. To think that during my time, homosexual individuals were considered 
criminals and were for so long legally discriminated against time and again as a result of their sexuality and 
orientation is so incongruent with the largely tolerant society that we have today. As the Attorney General said to 
the member for Hillarys by way of interjection, I understand that the Historical Homosexual Convictions 
Expungement Bill 2017 will apply to between 200 and 300 people. The reality is that although expungement 
matters greatly, the broader acknowledgement that homosexual people have been discriminated against for so long 
will have the greatest impact. It is our chance to repair the damage caused at the behest of the actions of not only 
this place, but right across our broader society. I take this opportunity to applaud the Attorney General and his 
team for introducing this legislation last year and for getting it to this place today. I note, of course, that during the 
election campaign, both sides of the chamber committed to introduce such legislation accordingly. The passage of 
this bill is an important acknowledgement of those past wrongs and it gives me great pleasure; indeed, it is with 
great gratitude that I take this opportunity to join with members of the opposition and government in commending 
this bill to the house. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [11.36 am]: I, too, rise to speak on the very historical and welcome 
Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017, which will expunge historical homosexual 
convictions—convictions that were wrong and discriminatory and that had an enormous impact on so many in our 
community. They caused so much pain—pain that did not need to happen—to people who were in loving 
relationships. In saying that, I congratulate the strength and perseverance of those communities in the face of 
terrible discrimination, for being ostracised by the community and for all the terrible comments made against them, 
some of which we have heard in this place today. We are a better society when we embrace all humanity living in 
respectful relationships. 

At one stage, I was very privileged to know one of the heads of the Uniting Church when it went through its 
respectful relationship consultations and changed its procedures to allow homosexual ministers in the church. 
I spent some time talking to her about that experience and she said that although it was enriching and amazing to 
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see how strong and resilient homosexuals in loving relationships—relationships that we all have—were in pursuing 
their rights, it was also extremely disheartening to find that some people who professed compassion and 
understanding through Christianity could not find it in their hearts to embrace such relationships. What is great 
about our modern community is that our hearts have expanded to now be at a place where we say: “I’m not going 
to close off and think that you’re different to me.” We need to do that in a far broader sense. When we see things 
that are happening in other countries, such as Syria at the moment, we have to think that those people are not 
different from us. We need to think, “This is appalling and terrible. I need to be compassionate and I need to see 
change. I need to have that dealt with differently and I need to demand that of my leaders.” When we see how we 
treat refugees in our community by not enabling them to have employment or by limiting how they can live in our 
community, we need to have that same open-heartedness that we have gained through the process of 
acknowledging, accepting and embracing the homosexual community as we have with other communities. 

I congratulate the Attorney General for bringing this great piece of legislation before the Parliament. It is well 
needed. It is certainly not the end of this process, but it is a very good mark in the sand of how we see our 
community. Homosexuals were completely discriminated against when it was said that their actions were illegal. 
It is absolutely imperative to expunge those things from their records. 

At the time this bill was introduced last year, the marriage equality bill went through the houses of our federal 
Parliament to great applause and accolades. We must not forget how hard it was for the community to go through 
that process. We must congratulate the community for its perseverance and warmth. It took us on a journey and 
embraced us when marriage equality was accepted. It did not feel ill will, but moved on to make our society and 
our community a better place. At that time great speeches were made by many people and we can go back and 
have a look at them. I thought a couple were really strong, such as Penny Wong, who said, “It says that you’re one 
of us.” Dean Smith said it was the advancement of freedoms for all of us. He also stated — 

… in the course of a generation, we have seen the LGBTI community move from rejection to tolerance, 
from tolerance to acceptance … from acceptance to embrace. 

Let us hope that we can do that in every part of our community, such as the issues around gender questioning and 
for same-sex attracted people. The LGBTI community still suffers both substantive and non-obvious 
discrimination in the way that society operates. I raise with the house that this is not the end. Because of that 
discrimination we need to continue to embrace this and not to just stand in the house and say that this bill is great. 
We need to take the lead from Victoria. It appointed a Commissioner for Gender and Sexuality in July 2015, whose 
role is to make the Victorian public service a more inclusive space for LGBTI people. Rowena Allen is a champion 
in the space. She does fantastic work in the community and activates strength and resilience and a capacity for 
embracing difference so that people in the community can work together to better understand each other and 
understand that they have more similarities than differences, which should not separate the community. She does 
that in the central CBD but, importantly, because she has a rural background, she also embraces doing that in remote 
and regional areas of Victoria. The website of the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission has 
an outline of Rowena Allen. One of the things that really spoke to me were her words — 

You have the ability to change hearts and minds when you tell stories … 

When we heard the stories of the members for Maylands, Perth, Dawesville and Southern River and others in this 
very important debate, we were touched by the humanity of those stories. However, that is not the only thing to 
take away from those stories. We need to assist people to embrace those stories and make change. Rowena Allen 
goes on to state — 

“Employers need guidelines and some training and information for staff. The leaders of the organisation 
need to be present. There needs to be frank and fearless conversation. 

“Most importantly you need to get the toilets rights so that everyone feels comfortable. 

“In fact I’ve joked that I’m going to be known as Commissioner of the Toilet. I’m not saying we have to 
spend millions of dollars on this. One simple idea is to call disabled toilets all gender–all ability toilets.” 

That might seem like something that is minor and petty, but if we think about it, it is about inclusion. We all know 
the story of how there were no female toilets in this place when Edith Cowan came here. She would come into 
Parliament and have to wait until Parliament finished so that she could go home to use the toilet in her West Perth 
residence. Let us not say that these things are minor, because they are not. It is about inclusion. 

The member for Dawesville mentioned an honourable member’s name—it has just gone from my mind—whose 
son was the Mayor of Victoria Park, and she also has a lecture named after her. Come on, members, help me out 
here! The member for Dawesville just mentioned her name and it will come to me as I talk about this—
Grace Vaughan! When Grace Vaughan came to this place, the women’s toilets were in the basement near where 
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the staff now have their catering and lunch rooms. She would have to leave the house to go down there. 
Grace Vaughan was a sassy, fantastic woman who used to leave her shoes outside the men’s toilets to tell the men 
that she was inside them. In fact, she often had two pairs of shoes so that one pair could stay there a bit longer and 
inconvenience the men of this house. It meant that she subsequently saw a change in that situation. Let us not 
reduce these things to pettiness and let us not have a debate of, “I won, I won, I won.” Let us make it so that we have 
someone champion this area, like they do in Victoria. As the Commissioner for Gender and Sexual Equality states — 

“Homophobia is alive and well on social media. The backlash is still there but compared to 20 years ago 
I now have a lot of armour and that comes through my experience, politicians, community … 

She states that she can find protection through those things, but that she also wants to offer those protections to the 
people that she now represents as the commissioner. We need that sort of champion in our community in 
Western Australia as well. 

Magda Szubanski, who we all know was a fantastic campaigner in the marriage equality debate, talked about how 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex and same-sex attracted and gender-questioning communities are often 
alone in the family. That really resonated with me. If we think about our communities that come from overseas, 
they come with community. When they have the travails, the difficulties and the questioning about choices they 
have made to come to Australia or the challenges that they face in their new home, they have their community to 
reflect with on this and to make comment, criticise or laugh about the strangeness of Australian society. Many times 
the people from the diverse community that I represent will say, “Yes, that is just a silly Australian law, isn’t it?” For 
them, it just seems a bit odd. They comply with those laws but they sometimes find them interesting in their 
context. They have their community to debate, discuss, move, develop and grow with. 

Same-sex attracted and gender-questioning people are often alone in the family. One of the most devastating things 
I have had to deal with with my son was when a young woman who he had dealings with threw herself in front of 
a train because her family would not accept that she was a she. Her family would not accept that she was 
transitioning. She had found support in the community that my son is involved in, but her family had disowned 
her because of that. What was really distressing for my son is that he had formed this close and personal 
relationship with her, yet he was refused attendance at the funeral because for him to attend was for the family to 
acknowledge that she had become a woman. Those things are still so prevalent in our community. I agree with the 
member for Dawesville; thank goodness for our young people, because they send us on the journey of realising 
that there is such richness in acceptance and such poverty in despising or rejecting difference in our community. 
I want to highlight that by talking about what it must be like for many people I represent in the culturally and 
linguistically diverse or new Australian communities, because homosexuality is still, in many cases, seen as 
a disease. It is not unknown in the community I represent that families will bring in a priest, a pastor or a minister 
to have an exorcism. It is not unknown that they still try to exorcise these feelings, the integral nature of someone’s 
sexuality. It makes it so difficult for them that they feel they have to be ostracised from their community. 

We in this place all know the three key determinants of positive mental health, which includes social inclusion and 
obviously freedom from discrimination and violence, and economic independence. If a person who speaks of their 
difference and natural proclivities in terms of their sexuality is in a community that actively discriminates and that 
can be, in some cases, quite violent—if not physically, emotionally—that can be very isolating. One of the 
stories—I may have already told the member for Southern River—in which that issue became really clear to me 
was during the marriage equality debate. I was asked to speak to different CALD communities about marriage 
equality and what that meant in the community I represent. The member for Girrawheen was with me on this 
particular occasion and we were talking about the importance of equality in our community. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: We spoke about the fact that Australian governments do not judge people’s personal 
behaviours unless they do not respect other people in our community or that they violate other people in the 
community and that that is how we view our communities. We talked about equality and continued on. By the end 
of the debate everyone seemed quite happy with that. One of the people said that they had one question. I asked 
what their question was and they replied, “So, sodomy is still illegal, isn’t it?” At which point we had to say no, it 
was decriminalised in the 1970s. Let us not think that because we have gone through this journey ourselves of 
recognising marriage equality, everyone in the community clearly understands how that is realised and actualised 
in the community. Nothing is more true than the fact that at the moment, the federal Parliament is holding an 
investigation into religious freedoms. That worries me and many of the people in the community I represent 
because we do not want the debate around marriage equality to be hijacked by concerns about religious freedoms. 
There are religious freedoms in Australia but they should not override other people’s freedoms. 
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One of the young people who comes to my office to volunteer—I am very grateful that she does; she is a great 
young woman—is called Razia. Razia made a submission to the religious freedom review panel and I want to tell 
people a couple of things she said. Firstly, she outlined how she came to be an Australian. She says — 

I called Australia home in 2002, after my father was killed before my eyes by the extremist religious 
groups the Mujahideen in Afghanistan, who believed that they were on a Jihad (holy war). 

She goes on to talk about how they terrorised communities and how discrimination based on religious ideology 
has had massive, unfair and horrible impacts on the society she knew as she was growing up until she left 
Afghanistan. She talked about how since September 11, although atrocities have been carried out in the name of 
religion time and again, she believes that tolerance is important. 

I have just realised that the second page of my notes did not print, which contains the part I wanted to talk about 
so I will have to talk about it from memory. The gist of what Razia was saying to the community was that she 
loves that we can have a society that embraces all. She was very pleased when the outcome of the marriage equality 
debate was positive and the federal government adopted marriage equality. For her, it meant she lived in a society 
in which everyone was accepted and that was the dream she had sought when she left her country in such an 
intolerable situation. She talked also about the fact that in no way should religious freedoms override any other 
freedom in our community. She puts that very strongly in the context of her experience. 

Some great research is being done around how culturally and linguistically diverse or new Australian communities 
have to endure some of the discrimination they face in their own communities around their sexuality. A report 
called “‘I’m really no different from you’: Stories and insights from same sex attracted young people in 
Melbourne’s west” states in part — 

… some participants stated that they feel as though they have to hide their religious identities within the 
GLBTIQ communities … have to sometimes make a choice between identifying either with their 
sexuality or their culture and/or religion. 

Taking into account that in many communities from various countries, their religion is their identity, and having 
that questioned with their identity around being same-sex attracted, it is really difficult, complex and frustrating 
for many. The report goes on to say — 

Negotiating dual identities can exacerbate feelings of disconnection. 

They also struggle with the knowledge that if they come out and say they are same-sex attracted, it may bring 
shame and dishonour on their family. It may also cause sadness to their parents, who may have risked their 
professions and even their lives to bring them to a safe country. 

We cannot leave it at this point. We need to help these people find role models within their communities. We need 
to help them alert their communities to historical facts about lesbian and bisexual people, particularly women, in 
their own cultures. We also need to assist the process by ensuring that we appoint a commissioner for gender and 
sexuality, as Victoria has done. 

The report goes on to say that 2010 research suggests that CALD same-sex attracted men are faced with prejudices 
in both their ethnic and gay communities that can cause additional stress that Anglo-Australian gay and bisexual 
men would not encounter. The report refers also to the lack of familial support. The stories in this report 
demonstrate the challenges that these people have to face. One of the strong comments in the report is the quote — 

… I just grew a greater understanding that sexuality isn’t at all important; it doesn’t make us who we are, 
but it is a part of who we are. 

For many people in CALD communities, that journey is very difficult. 
I refer also to a report titled “Coming Out, Coming Home or Inviting People In? Supporting same-sex attracted 
women from immigrant and refugee communities”. The report says — 

The lack of information for same-sex attracted women about gay-sensitive, culturally-aware health 
professionals and community workers affects their access to health care. 

The report says also — 

For some, cultural identity, with its emphasis on family, is more important than their sexual identity: 

‘They set a very high price on that capacity to interact and have acceptance and their sense of 
belonging is much more in that community than it probably is in the gay and lesbian community, 
particularly when they’re young, so to give that up in exchange for the other one is just too hard. 
It doesn’t limit their capacity to interact because they don’t tell.’ … 
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These people are in a real bind about whether they should maintain their connection with their community, their 
collective base and their cultural identity, which is also part of them, or suppress that. That is not dissimilar to the 
situation of the people who were faced with the penalty that this bill seeks to overturn. Historically, those people 
would have faced the challenge of whether they should accept who they are and risk being convicted for having 
committed an unlawful act or whether they should say, “This is the way it is, and I will have to change my nature 
and part of who I am so that I can comply with this unfair and discriminatory law.” Therefore, it is fitting that we 
expunge these historic convictions and say to those members of our community, “It is not illegal. It will not leave 
you with a criminal record. You can be brave.” However, we need to enable them to be brave in a supportive 
community. That means that this journey needs to be ongoing. We need to make further decisions to ensure this is 
facilitated in a manner that is open-hearted, embracing and demonstrates the best of us, as this piece of legislation 
and the marriage equality debate have done. Thank you. 

MR M. HUGHES (Kalamunda) [12.04 pm]: I rise to make a short contribution to the debate on the 
Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017, which was introduced into Parliament on 
Wednesday, 1 November 2017. Before I continue my remarks, I would like to congratulate the member for 
Southern River for his contribution to this debate. It was a very comprehensive examination of the issues and 
continuing problems that this state faces with respect to bringing discrimination of all kinds to an end. Members 
mentioned the commonwealth Marriage Equality Act, which was amended last year by the Marriage Amendment 
(Definition and Religious Freedoms) Act 2017, which was passed in December last year. Effectively, we became the 
twenty-fifth country to pass legislation that ended discrimination for same-sex marriage. Interestingly, in 2004, the 
commonwealth Parliament, with the agreement of both sides of that Parliament—Labor and the Liberal–National 
Coalition—brought into the commonwealth Marriage Act definitions that clearly discriminated against the 
possibility of people of the same sex marrying. Members may be aware that it was not until 1961 that the 
commonwealth took overall responsibility for marriage within the commonwealth whereas prior to that date, it 
had been a shared responsibility with the states. In doing so, and having an act that the commonwealth brought 
into being in 1961, it brought to an end the possibility of individual states to legislate for marriage the way they 
intended. In 2004, we had the spectacle of Hon Philip Ruddock bringing to Parliament legislation to discriminate. 
I am sad to say that on this side of the house, commonwealth colleagues were prepared to give that bipartisan 
support. We have come a long way in 13 years, not just the broader community but parliamentarians and their 
attitudes towards homosexual activity and same-sex marriage. 

Members have been made aware that the discrimination of homosexual acts in Western Australia took place as far 
back as December 1989 when the Western Australian Parliament passed the Law Reform (Decriminalization of 
Sodomy) Act. We have heard that that was some 15 years after South Australia, the first state to legislate in this 
area, brought about that reform. Notwithstanding the fact that we passed an act in 1989, that was after four failed 
attempts to do so. It is not something that this Parliament has come to easily. We have heard that an estimated 
200 to 300 people—we are not sure how many—have criminal records of historical offences under the provisions 
of the Criminal Code Act Compilation Act 1913. They are offences that were repealed on the basis that they were 
discriminatory to our lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, queer citizens. Those Western Australians 
continue to bear the stigma of possessing a criminal record and the practical impediments created by criminal 
record across a range of activities, which have been listed by other contributors to this debate so I will not go into 
them. Prior to 1989, under sections 181, 182 and 184 of our Criminal Code, Western Australians who were of legal 
age and whose acts would not otherwise be deemed criminal offences were prosecuted simply because they chose to 
engage in sexual practices with a member of the same sex. As Jonathon Mann, chair of Rainbow Rights WA, 
succinctly put it — 

It was state-sanctioned homophobia … you had a criminal record just because of who you loved and 
that’s atrocious. 

We have seen from the Hansard record the fetid attitude members of this place had towards homosexual activity. 
We have come a long way, but make no mistake: that sentiment is still deeply entrenched amongst sections of the 
community. The member for Belmont referred to incidents in which young people have been beaten and bashed 
by those who have made the decision that they have the right to make judgements about people simply on the basis 
of their sexuality. 

It has been argued that the Spent Convictions Act 1988 provided sufficient protection to those with historical 
homosexual convictions. However, in a vast array of circumstances an individual must disclose a conviction, even 
though it is spent. This means that many people—mainly from my generation, I might add—are still required to 
disclose and wear the stigma of having been convicted of an archaic, historical homosexual offence. It is time that 
those injustices were expunged from the record. 

Twenty-eight years elapsed before we reached the point of introducing the Historical Homosexual Convictions 
Expungement Bill 2017 which, when enacted, will provide for the expungement of those convictions. Effectively, 
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the bill covers a select number of historical offences under what are now repealed sections of the Criminal Code 
of Western Australia. The context for the proposed legislation is worth a brief examination. I ask members to bear 
with me; I understand that other members have already ranged over some of this. 

The Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Act 1989, although at the time lauded as an advance in 
decriminalising homosexual activity, was in effect one of the strictest gay law reform acts in Australia. It made 
the homosexual age of consent between males 21, while the age for heterosexuals was 16. But it did more than 
that; it went so far as to create a new offence under state law to make it a crime for a person to promote or 
encourage homosexual behaviour as part of the teaching in any primary or secondary educational institution, or to 
make public policy with respect to the undefined promotion of homosexual behaviour. It is interesting; the current 
opposition in some quarters to the Safe Schools program can be traced back to the sentiment that resulted in those 
provisions being included in that act, which decriminalised sodomy, as it was then referred to in this state. That 
debate still occurs amongst the conservative elements of our national Parliament, and it is shameful that it should 
continue. The equalisation of consent was not achieved until the passing of the Acts Amendment (Lesbian and Gay 
Law Reform) Act 2002. This legislation also repealed the laws against the promotion of homosexual behaviour in 
public policy and in educational institutions, and hurrah for that. I will come back to educational institutions 
towards the close of my speech and refer to something that was raised by the member for Belmont and the member 
for Southern River about our religious schools and what they continue to do. 

Despite the decriminalisation of homosexual acts, historical convictions remain on the criminal records. This 
affected and continues to affect a person’s ability to travel and to apply for jobs that require a police clearance. 
The men affected by the laws come from a wide cross-section of the community and from all walks of life. The 
criminal convictions were and remain a stain on the lives of these people and on their reputation, and they need to 
be removed. We heard the Premier say during the apology he gave last year that today homosexual activity is not 
an offence and should never have been an offence. 

The matter of the men previously convicted of a consensual homosexual act, or what were then deemed to be 
crimes prior to the decriminalisation in 1990, has been much discussed in Western Australia in recent years. 
In 2016, the Law Society of Western Australia submitted a detailed proposal to the previous Attorney General, 
Hon Michael Mischin. The proposal made the recommendation that a scheme be established allowing individuals 
convicted of a historical homosexual offence to apply to have those convictions expunged. As we know, during 
the course of the recent election, both major parties discussed the prospect of expunging convictions for consensual 
homosexual acts—then considered sex crimes—but, again, despite the Law Society report being provided to the 
previous Attorney General, it has been left to this WA Labor government to introduce the legislation reform. There 
is something oddly familiar about this line. It is evident that the previous government sat on its hands across 
a number of areas of legislative change and it has been left to this reforming Attorney General to bring the reform 
agenda squarely to the fortieth Parliament. 

What does this bill do? It establishes an administrative scheme for the expungement of convictions for a selected 
number of historical offences under the now repealed section of the Criminal Code involving homosexual 
activity. The bill provides that an eligible person, an appointed guardian, an enduring guardian, a relative or 
a partner of a deceased eligible person may apply to the chief executive officer of the department to have 
a historical homosexual offence expunged. Once the convictions have been expunged, the effect of 
expungement is that the person will no longer be required to disclose that conviction, importantly, including 
under oath. Further, government agencies identified in the bill as holding official criminal records relating to 
such expunged convictions will be required upon notification of an expungement from the CEO to annotate the 
records relating to that conviction. Such an annotation must indicate that the records relate to an expunged 
conviction. The unlawful disclosure of records that relate to an expunged conviction will now constitute an 
offence under the terms of this legislation. The bill also provides that when a conviction has been expunged on 
the basis of false and misleading information, that conviction can in fact be revived. The bill further provides 
that employment discrimination on the ground of an expunged conviction is unlawful, and this aspect of the 
legislation is modelled on the approach taken in the Spent Convictions Act 1988 and the act’s relationship to 
the Equal Opportunity Act 1984. The overall effect is that a complaint of discrimination on the grounds of an 
expunged conviction may be lodged with the Equal Opportunity Commission and investigated. The bill also 
goes so far as to amend the Working with Children (Criminal Records Checking) Act 2004 to provide that an 
expunged conviction is deemed a non-conviction charge for the purposes of section 4 of that act. 

It is most fitting that the bill was introduced into WA, into this Parliament, with an apology from the Premier. 
The Premier said — 

On behalf of the government of Western Australia, I am sorry for the hurt, for the prejudice, and for the 
active discrimination that ruined lives. 
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We have heard, across the chamber, members of this Assembly concur with that sentiment and support that 
apology. It is a great comfort for all concerned to note that the Premier’s apology was endorsed by the opposition 
and the bipartisan apology has been an important part of the healing process for those who have been so wronged 
in the past. It is therefore greatly anticipated that passage of the legislation through the Western Australian 
Parliament will continue with this very clear bipartisan support. Expunging these convictions upholds the 
fundamental human rights of equal protection before the law and freedom from discrimination as set out in 
article 26 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to which Australia and its constituent parts 
is a signatory. This bill promotes the protection afforded under the amendments to the commonwealth’s 
Sex Discrimination Act that were passed in 2013, such that in Australia no person is treated less favourably before 
the law or otherwise because of the person’s sexual orientation towards persons of the same sex. 

The stigma associated with criminal convictions and the persecution associated with antiquated moral positions 
enshrined in law has prevented many Western Australians charged with such offences from seeking reform. This 
scheme to expunge historical homosexual convictions is a significant step towards correcting the longstanding 
historical injustices and discrimination exhibited towards the lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex and 
queer members of our community. The bill promotes the protection of human rights and the right to live free from 
discrimination. 

Another area that needs examination is the exemption provided to churches and their associated organisations that 
permit discrimination under state laws. Those exemptions allow them to discriminate against our LGBTIQ citizens 
in employment, and references were made to that by both the member for Belmont and the member for 
Southern River. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. HUGHES: I believe this should be a focus of our attention and we should work towards ending this 
allowable practice. It is unconscionable that although commonwealth law recognises the ability of same-sex people 
to marry, people in such a relationship can be denied lawful and gainful employment in church-based schools. 
I know it is an issue that would create great anxiety amongst the churches, particularly those that feel they have 
the right to see equality through the eyes of the beholder, which I do not agree with. Equality does not lie in the 
eyes of the beholder, member for Hillarys; equality is entrenched in human rights. We should not allow church 
organisations that see themselves as somehow a second state within the state to regulate employment practices. As 
a former principal of an Anglican school, I had members of staff who were in same-sex relationships and it would 
never have occurred to me that I would have any right to make a judgement to behold them as anything other than 
equal citizens—simply because they are equal. It was not for me to make that determination. It is simply what we 
as a community say about every LGBTIQ person in our community. 

I commend the bill to the house and, in doing so, express my appreciation to the Attorney General for all the work 
he has done at the commencement of this fortieth Parliament. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [12.23 pm] — in reply: I rise to thank all members for their 
contributions to the debate on the Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017. I listened with 
interest to members’ contributions, and everyone has supported this bill. There has been commonality between the 
members’ speeches in that they have harked back to the positions of previous Parliaments and previous members 
and some of those were read out to us by the member for Southern River and the member for Dawesville. Of 
course, in the past the difficulty has been the imposition on the community of one person’s set of moral codes by 
a majority of people sitting in this chamber who shared that moral code. I think the application of the force of law to 
back up a moral code that a person privately held led to hurt and difficulty. We saw that during the same-sex marriage 
debate, when people talked about their moral codes and the necessity to protect and reinforce them by the force of 
law. When reflecting upon life and morality, Age of Enlightenment philosopher Immanuel Kant said — 

Individuals should be free to chart their life course without the imposition of the values of others. 

Mr Kant went on to say — 

To choose my life’s course, I must respect the rights and choices of others. 

In speeches given not that long ago in this very chamber, as recorded in Hansard, members did not respect the 
tenets of the philosophy that people have the right to chart their own life’s course, and that, at the same time, in 
charting their life’s course they should respect the rights and choices of other people charting their lives. American 
philosopher Michael Sandel wrote in his book Justice: What is the Right Thing to Do — 

It is precisely because we are free and independent selves that we need a framework of rights that is 
neutral among ends, that refuses to take sides in moral or religious controversies. 
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The Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017 will correct what happened after people sought 
to impose their life’s choices—their moral codes—upon others and were not neutral as to morality when deciding 
public policy, but imposed it upon others. 

We have heard read into Hansard this morning—I do not wish to repeat them—the awful speeches made in this 
house by people who were perhaps fearful of freedom. It sounded like they were so fearful of freedom that they 
wanted to shackle people who had chosen to chart a different life’s choice with their view of morality. Hence, we 
had all these offences against particular practices of sexuality between consenting adults; practices of which those 
people did not approve and were fearful. We heard how fearful they were because one former conservative member 
said that when he met a homosexual he held his back up against the wall and his tail end went into spasms. What 
a speech to give in this place, and how abhorrent such notions would be today. His morality seemed to spring forth 
from a font of fear of these people, and that they had to be punished by the criminal law. Hopefully, we have 
moved, in 2018 and in this new Parliament, into an age of more enlightenment. 

I am very pleased to say that the opposition has supported most of the bills that I, as Attorney General, have 
brought into this chamber, not on the weight of numbers but because they are bills of social reform. In doing that, 
I have tried, firstly, to focus on victims, and to have laws that are evidence based. I think that if we focus on the 
rights of victims and have laws that are supported by evidence, then as people of goodwill and after rational 
discourse, we will all end up at about the same point. We saw that with the no body, no parole bill. There was 
unanimous consent for that bill in this chamber. I did not make political mileage out of that. Members of the former 
administration went to the back of the chamber, into the Speaker’s gallery, and offered their best wishes to relatives 
of deceased people whose bodies have never been recovered. The same occurred during the passage of the 
Dangerous Sexual Offenders Legislation Amendment Bill. That bill received the unanimous support of the 
chamber when we brought that legislation forward. Yesterday, legislation to lift the statute of limitations for child 
sexual abuse sped through this chamber because it is evidence-based legislation. We are collectively thinking of 
victims; it is not politically driven. The motivation of the Attorney General and the government in bringing that 
legislation to the chamber is, as I said, to look after victims. Here we are doing the same again today. The victims 
of these laws—that is, people who have been convicted of having consensual sex with someone of their own sex—
were collared for having consensual sex and taken before a court and punished. They are the victims. It is those 
victims to whom we turn today with this legislation, to relieve them of the stigma and legal impediments that have 
been placed on their lives by those laws. We know that to get a working with children check, people must have 
a clean record. Having convictions on indictment for sodomy and the like stand in the way of a working with 
children check. It should never have been a conviction in the first place because a group of people who held 
a majority were imposing their morality on others. This law allows for the expungement of that conviction and 
will correct that grave injustice. 

I note the member for Hillarys’ support of the bill. I also thank the opposition for its support. I listened intently to 
the second reading contributions. I note that no criticism has been made about this bill and that so far no query has 
been raised about any clause during the debate. It may not be necessary, therefore, to go into consideration in detail 
and, hopefully, this bill will be one that passes through with unanimous support, like the bill yesterday. 

I will speak briefly about the process. As the member for Hillarys noted, people with these convictions do not have 
to go back to a court to have their convictions expunged; they just have to make an application to the director 
general. It must pass a mandatory test. Before the conviction is expunged, the mandatory test is that the events 
seeking to be expunged are not considered to be an offence today. The mandatory test is that what is seeking to be 
expunged would not be an offence today. The decision-maker, the director general, will be paying particular 
attention to consent—was there consent at the time? If there were no consent, it would still be an offence today 
because it would constitute an assault. I think it is very important for us all to keep in mind that offences that are 
still offences today will not be expunged. Only those convictions for an offence that is not an offence today will 
be expunged. It is also important to note, as has been noted by the member for Hillarys, that people can also apply 
for the expungement of a deceased relative’s conviction so that the family name can be cleared and it is not part 
of the family legacy that Uncle Charlie was a convicted felon on indictment and his character can be posthumously 
restored. I am very pleased that so far the bill has received the unanimous support of the speakers in this chamber. 
I noticed one comment of a political nature by the member for Hillarys and it caused me to prick my ears. 

Mr P. Papalia: What did he say? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He said that once he got into the Legislative Council, he urged the former Attorney General 
to find a way to bring this sort of legislation before Parliament. We know that a Law Reform Commission paper 
recommended it and charted the way, but the former Attorney General did not act upon it. The former 
Attorney General kept shop well, but no-one in this city could pretend that he was by any measure a reformer, even 
when the need for reform was being urged upon him by a member of his own party. I raise that matter only because 
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I am concerned about what happens in the Legislative Council. The no body, no parole bill went to the 
Legislative Council and I was contacted today, for reasons that members will see on the news tonight, by 
Mr Don Spiers, whose daughter Sarah Spiers was one of the missing persons in the Claremont serial killer case. He 
said, “Where is the no body, no parole bill?” I said that it was stuck for nearly a year in the Legislative Council. 
Yesterday, in consideration in detail, the member for Scarborough said that that is not true; it just did not get on to 
the list of priority bills. I have checked and, in fact, the report from the committee came back only two weeks before 
the rising of Parliament and could not have been put on the priority bills list. We will deal with that in due course. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: You could have brought the Council back to sit earlier. It is unprecedented for it to be sitting 
so late. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We cannot go to the expense of bringing two chambers back to pass — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is tribal protection and I have no problem with that so long as the facts are before the 
chamber, and the facts before the chamber are that it stayed with the committee all year and the report was handed 
down only two weeks before Parliament rose. I am keen to see that this bill does not go down the same sort of 
circuitous route in the upper house and be blocked for 10 or 12 months, or whatever. We in this chamber are all at 
one. I have heard all members speak in their fervent support of the Historical Homosexual Convictions 
Expungement Bill 2017. I would like the members of the other place to know that we unanimously support the 
provisions of this bill and we unanimously urge its swift passage. 

There is nothing more that I want to say about the bill, I just urge its swift passage. Those members of the 
Liberal Party who are in the chamber—no National Party members are present—could use their voices in the party 
room to urge the swift passage of this bill through the Legislative Council once we get it there. I am sure that a lot 
of people would be grateful for that outcome. I could go through each of the speeches but, as I said, we have heard 
unanimous support from around the table. We heard particularly strong support from the member for Hillarys and 
the member for Dawesville, for which the government is appreciative. We heard strong support from all 
government members. My only message to those who sit opposite me is to ask if they could also use their voices 
in their party room to avoid this legislation getting bogged down in the Legislative Council, and to offer swift 
passage. As the member for Dawesville said, some of the affected people are getting on in years because it has 
been 30 years since homosexuality stopped being an offence. Some of the people are in their sixties and seventies 
and I am sure they would very much appreciate an urgent resolution. Beyond that, I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.R. Quigley (Attorney General) and transmitted to the Council. 
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