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PROSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 18 October.  

Clause 20:  Section 21A and Part 3A inserted -  
Debate was adjourned after clause 20 had been amended.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Acting Speaker, can I just preface my comments on this clause to say that I find it 
disgraceful that this chamber is working around the dinner engagements of the Minister for Employment 
Protection and the Attorney General.  I know the Attorney General is not very well tonight, and I am truly sorry 
about that -   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I am fighting fit! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General certainly does not look it!   

I was told that we would be dealing with this bill at seven o’clock, and that we would be spending most of the 
evening on it.  I now find that we are dealing with this bill two hours later, at nine o’clock.  I find it appalling 
that we have been hanging around waiting for this bill to come on, even though the Minister for Employment 
Protection has not even been in the chamber to deal with her legislation.   

After making those remarks, which I think are very important, I will move on to the question before the house on 
proposed section 21G, line 19.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  The amendment is at page 17, lines 15 and 16. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, but that takes us down as far as line 19, as I understand it, because that is part of the 
clause.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  The member can speak to line 17 onwards.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Okay.  I understand what is being said now, because the amendment actually inserted the 
words in the particular line that we are talking about now.  This proposed section deals with restrictions on who 
can have a certificate.  On page 17, paragraph (c) of proposed section 21G states -  

has not been declared under the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981 section 32A to be a drug trafficker; and  

Does that encompass drug dealers and drug growers, because “traffickers” normally refers to people who traffic 
drugs into the country or into a state, and that sort of thing? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  People who are caught with a specified amount - that is, a largish amount - of drugs on them 
are declared to be drug traffickers. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is that under the Criminal Code? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, under the Misuse of Drugs Act. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It really encompasses anybody in that category, does it? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, anyone who is caught with that prescribed amount of drugs on them. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is it only in respect of cannabis? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I do not remember the exact amount.  It varies depending on the drug. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  For cannabis is it 20 grams or something similar? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, it is more.  It might be two kilos, but for other drugs it is a small amount, which might 
be measured in grams. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is for harder drugs. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I think that for cannabis it is quite a large, bulky amount, although the weight of it is not 
particularly huge. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I can double-check.  I think it is two kilograms of cannabis.  Many of the others are smallish 
amounts. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  If it was under two kilograms, would the person basically be given an infringement 
notice? 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, if it was under two kilograms, they would be prosecuted for possession of an illicit drug.  
It is some number of grams when the cannabis infringement notice comes into effect.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is the area I was looking at because, from memory, it was quite a sizeable amount 
that would be more than anybody could possibly smoke in a week or even two.  We on this side of the house 
always said that it was far too great an amount and should be deemed to be for trafficking because it is a saleable 
quantity. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Could I just clarify that we are dealing with page 17 and proposed section 21G?  I just 
wanted to seek clarification of who could be issued a certificate.  The clause deals with the types of people who 
can and cannot be issued a certificate to run a brothel.  I am thinking in particular of people like Kizon and Troy 
Mercanti, people like those two characters in particular, who have had numerous brushes with the law and in 
general have escaped conviction on a whole number of issues with which they were charged.  Has either of them 
been charged with any offence that, under this clause, would preclude him from being able run a brothel?   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Kizon has a conviction for dealing in heroin.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  My recollection is that John Kizon has had a relevant conviction and, therefore, would be 
prohibited from applying for a certificate.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  What about Troy Mercanti? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am not sure.  I know that Kizon has been charged with a number of offences. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Some time ago - it would have been 16 or 17 years ago - so those crimes would have been 
expunged.  That is my understanding. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  If they were 17 years ago and he was charged and convicted, would that preclude him? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is only a guess on my part. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If it was a serious offence, it would not have been expunged.  It applies only to minor 
offences.  I do not know the criminal record of Troy Mercanti.  I do know that he has been charged on a number 
of occasions.  However, the good character test over the page might come into play and deal with that person in 
any event. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It does not preclude someone like Mr Kizon or Mr Mercanti at all.  That is one of the 
differences between this bill and the one introduced in Victoria.  When people make an application in Victoria, 
they must produce a clean record.  This is one of the very serious concerns about this legislation, as I said during 
the second reading debate.  When a person makes an application to the Department of Racing, Gaming and 
Liquor, the application is made in the same way as one for holding a raffle.  People simply send in an application 
form and the person in the department sends it off to the Commissioner of Police, who has a look at it and sends 
it back to the person at the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor with a note saying not to tell anyone what 
it contains.  That is what the legislation says.  It is the Commissioner of Police who will say that someone is of 
good character and a fit and proper person to hold a certificate, but members of the public will never scrutinise it.  
We will never know who is on the list because under proposed section 21J we can never inspect the register.  
The register of certificate holders will tell us who has a licence, but we the public or members of Parliament can 
never see it; only a police officer may see it.  That is the answer to the question from the member for Dawesville.  
An amendment is needed to delete most of the proposed sections and to put in place a provision that the person 
making the application must have a clean record.  However, even if the person had a clean record, it would not 
mean he was not connected to someone of the character that the member for Dawesville has spoken about.  That 
is the danger with this type of legislation, because under this clause an 18-year-old on drugs could make an 
application.  I have looked online, and the application will be online and accessible in the same way as an 
application for a raffle.  When someone wants to hold a party function and have a raffle or have liquor, he must 
make an application.  This is the same sort of thing.  Even if he goes to the State Administrative Tribunal and is 
knocked back, we can never see what the Commissioner of Police has written because the bill provides that the 
tribunal can be directed.  I am not quite sure what the Attorney General is telling the member for Dawesville, but 
this legislation is enabling - through the member for Perth, Hon Giz Watson and Hon Sue Ellery - virtually 
anybody to apply.  We will not know who is doing it in WA Police or in the Department of Racing, Gaming and 
Liquor.  We will not even know whether the person has a certificate, because under the next clause we are not 
allowed to know.  That is the answer for the member for Dawesville.  I am hoping that somebody will move an 
amendment. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  To follow on from my colleague the member for Nedlands, I have some questions of the 
Attorney General.  Proposed subsection 21J(1) reads - 
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The register must be available for inspection by an officer during normal office hours. 

I have put a question mark alongside that.  Who is an officer?  I have also made a note to see the next page, 
which I have done.   

Proposed subsection (5) reads - 

In this section - 

“officer” means - 

(a) a police officer; or 

(b) a person of a class specified in the regulations for the purposes of this definition. 

I believe the Attorney General has a duty to inform the house what sort of person he believes will be classified as 
an officer under the regulations, of which there are none at the moment but which he will bring in at some stage.  
I suppose we want to know what is in his mind, because an officer can be anybody he specifies.  I can 
understand a police officer, and I accept and agree with a police officer meaning “officer” in this proposed 
section.  A police officer should be able to inspect the register.  However, when the Attorney General says 
“officer”, it could be a union official.  If the Attorney General wants to include a union official as an officer 
under his regulations, it means that a union official could inspect the register and then talk to the prostitutes to try 
to sign them up as union members.  The Attorney General may think that a bit farfetched, but the fact is it could 
happen.  I want the Attorney General to come clean and tell this house exactly the type of person that he would 
regulate to be an officer other than a police officer. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The provision was included for the sake of some greater flexibility.  It would include 
public servants who are required to have something to do with this industry as part of their job.  It might be a 
public servant from the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor.  It might be a local government officer. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They are the ones who issue a certificate in the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor.  
Why would you want one of them?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If issues arise under that licence, in addition to a police officer, there might be other 
people who have a need to be involved for the purposes of enforcement, for instance, or inquiry and things of 
that nature.  That is the reason that that was inserted.  

I will correct something I said a few moments ago.  I thought two kilograms of cannabis was the amount under 
the Misuse of Drugs Act for the purposes of declaring someone a drug trafficker.  It is in fact three kilograms.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is a sack load, almost.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Most of the others, the harder drugs, as the member for Hillarys would refer to them, are 
amphetamines, 28 grams; cocaine, 28 grams; and morphine, 28 grams.  They are all set out in schedule 7 of the 
Misuse of Drugs Act.  If a person is caught with any of those amounts on him, he can be declared a drug 
trafficker.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Anyone with just under those - 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Is not a drug trafficker. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Anyone who has two and a half or two and three quarter kilos of cannabis - just under the 
prescribed amounts of amphetamines and much harder drugs - would not be classed as a drug trafficker, so he 
would be able to apply for a certificate and get one?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Why not?  Is it under schedule 2?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are schedule 2 offences.  The first one in, I think, section 181 of the Criminal Code 
might be of some interest to the member for Hillarys: it is unlawful carnal knowledge of an animal.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Is that the first one?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, in the Criminal Code.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Goodness me, someone must have some really serious issues.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think so, but it then goes on to deal with a whole range of sexual and violent offences. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Where does murder come in?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am pretty sure that is there as well.  
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  Before the one you referred to, or after it? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  They are listed numerically.  Section 181 of the Criminal Code is the first section that 
would act as a bar to the granting of a certificate.  The others are all listed in the schedule.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I talked in my first contribution about people such as Kizon and Mercanti, who are well 
known to everyone.  Most of us would regard those people as not being the sort of people we would want 
running a brothel within our suburbs.  What is to stop them from finding a “cleanskin”, someone who does not 
have a criminal conviction of any kind, and setting that person up as someone who can get a brothel licence?   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  A front man.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes, a front man.  What would stop them from contracting out to that cleanskin to provide 
security for the premises, for example.  Kizon and Mercanti are in the business of providing security.  What is to 
stop that cleanskin getting a licence and saying to a Kizon or a Mercanti, “I want you to provide the security for 
my premises, and I will pay you 90 per cent of the profits that come from the business”?  In effect they would be 
managing the business but would not be the owners.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Proposed section 21D(c) makes it an offence for someone to apply for an operator’s 
certificate who does not state the name and address of any other person with whom the applicant will operate a 
sexual service business.  

Dr K.D. Hames interjected.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Let me finish this point.  It is an offence if an applicant does not properly provide that 
information.  I suspect the sharing of profits might be an indication that they are coming somewhat together.  
The definition of “operate” is to be found on page 5 of the bill, and involves exerting influence over the manner 
in which the business is conducted.  Proposed paragraph (b) states - 

employ, supervise or direct any person who undertakes the immediate management, direction or control 
of the conduct of the sexual service business.  

It would depend on the circumstances.  If they were in a position to influence the nature of the business and the 
way in which it is conducted, they would be caught under the provision I just referred to.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I understand what the Attorney General is saying.  He must admit that for a police officer 
investigating a business, that would be extremely hard to prove.  A person who is a cleanskin could act as a 
legitimate operator of that business.  If he does it with a nod and a wink with one of these other chaps, he will be 
employed by them.  No-one will say, “You are making only five or 10 per cent profit out of this business, so that 
shows that you are under the influence of someone else.”  Lots of businesses make only five or 10 per cent 
profit.  Businesses that make a small profit are not investigated.  Some businesses make a loss.  There is nothing 
in regulations or legislation that specifies how much profit a person operating a brothel must make.  He may 
choose of his own free will to pay a significant proportion of the money coming into that business to another 
person for security even though that person does not have, in effect, a criminal record - albeit a Kizon or a 
Mercanti may have a criminal record due to an offence that may have occurred many years ago - but there is 
nothing to stop someone who has been convicted and has served his time from operating a legitimate business.  
Security is a legitimate business.  Kizon and Mercanti operate businesses now.  No-one is telling them that they 
are not allowed to operate their businesses because they have a criminal record.  They are legitimate business 
people.  It seems to me that there is nothing to stop them quietly telling a cleanskin to set himself up as a brothel 
owner on the condition that he be employed to manage the business.  No-one will know that.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It would be an unlawful act if that were to occur.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I asked about this clause the other day because I am concerned about trafficking of 
both children and women into Western Australia.  We know it is happening already, and I and many others 
believe that when this legislation is passed it will get much worse.  In 1999, in answer to a question asked by 
Hon Peter Foss in the Legislative Council, Kevin Prince indicated that between 12 and 30 child prostitutes were 
working in Western Australia.  This clause will enable licences to be issued to people over 18.  However, the 
1999 figures would have increased by now.  I cannot see in the bill where trafficking is addressed.  I cannot see 
where trafficking is addressed in proposed section 21G, which is headed “Restrictions on who can have a 
certificate”.  I want to know which proposed section will stop someone who has been involved in trafficking 
from getting a certificate.  What part of the bill provides that the licence of someone who has been found to be 
involved in trafficking will be taken from him and he will not be reissued with a licence?  The only proposed 
section I thought might allay my concerns is proposed section 21G(1)(f), but it states “that the CEO considers”.  
In relation to a restriction on who can have a certificate, where has the Attorney General considered the issue of 
trafficking?   
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  See paragraph (f) at the bottom of page 17.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  In which case, he is referring to commonwealth laws under paragraph (f).  As I said 
earlier, it states in part -  

. . . that is triable by jury that the CEO considers would make it inappropriate for the CEO to issue the 
certificate.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It does not.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  At the bottom of page 17, paragraph (f) states  - 

has not been convicted, in this or another State or a Territory, of any indictable offence, including an 
offence under a law of the Commonwealth, any other State or a Territory, that is triable by jury that the 
CEO considers would make it inappropriate -  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is the proposed section.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Attorney General is leaving it up to the CEO to consider; the Attorney General 
will not bring in firm legislation.  I cannot believe that the Labor Party has not considered this - well, I can 
believe it has not.  This has been a push by the Labor Party since 1988.  The Labor Party introduced similar 
legislation in New South Wales in 1998, in the ACT in 1992, in Victoria in 1994 and in Tasmania in 2005.  The 
Labour Party in New Zealand introduced similar legislation in 2003.  The Labor Party has led a big push to 
legalise prostitution.  The Labor Party is meant to be a party for workers.  The Labor Party’s slogan should be 
“The Labor Party: we’re there for male workers”, because it certainly is not there for female workers or for 
prostituted women. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Do you have a question? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Proposed section 21G(1)(f) states - 

. . . that the CEO considers would make it inappropriate . . .  

The legislation does not say whether someone has been involved in trafficking; that is, someone who has been 
found to have trafficked women into Australia.  It does not say that that person will not be issued a certificate or 
will not have a certificate renewed.  This legislation is hopeless where it says “considers”.  It does not address 
trafficked women.  The whole legislation should be thrown out because I disagree with the abuse of prostituted 
women.  At least the Attorney General could put something in the legislation to give some protection to women 
and stop the chain of trafficking of women between the states.  The Attorney General says that proposed section 
21G(1)(f) will do it.  It will do that only if the CEO of the day considers it appropriate. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I move - 

Page 17, line 20 to page 18, line 3 - To delete the lines and substitute - 

(c) has no criminal record in any State of Australia or overseas, including under the 
Firearms Act; and 

That provision will ensure that anyone who makes an application for an appalling certificate in this state under 
this appalling legislation will have to have a clear record.  The amendment will delete everything from proposed 
section 21G(1)(c) to proposed section 21G(1)(k).  Frankly, we should have amended the age of a person who can 
make such an application.  Currently under sections 190 and 191 of the Criminal Code, a person cannot work in 
a brothel unless that person is 21 years or older.  This legislation repeals that provision.  Under this legislation, a 
teenager will be able to run a brothel.  Proposed section 21G(1)(a) states that the CEO can issue a certificate to 
run a brothel to an individual who has reached 18 years of age.  It is ridiculous.  It is worse than being back in 
the Stone Age.  There was no legislation back then when men clubbed women and raped them.  This government 
is legislating to allow teenagers to run a brothel.  I am seeking to delete all the proposed paragraphs that provide 
that a person who applies for a certificate cannot be a drug trafficker but can be a drug dealer by implication.  
The joke is that a person cannot make an application if the person has been found guilty of an offence described 
in schedule 2.  The Attorney General referred to schedule 2 and told the member for Hillarys that the first 
offence was carnal knowledge with an animal. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I think he was being mischievous. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I was trying to be anyway. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  My point is that the member for Alfred Cove referred to proposed section 21G(1)(c), 
which provides that a person cannot make an application for a certificate if the person is a declared drug 
trafficker.  Proposed section 21G(1)(f) adds - 
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. . . has not been convicted, in this or another State or a Territory, of any indictable offence, 

How does that proposed section work with section 3(5) of the Criminal Code, which states -  

If a person is convicted by a court of summary jurisdiction of an indictable offence, the conviction is to 
be regarded as being a conviction of a simple offence only . . .  

The point is that schedule 2 offences will not apply if a person is convicted summarily.  My amendment includes 
“overseas” because during my time as a prosecutor I always made sure that the police checked whether someone 
from overseas had a record from where they had come.  We would not otherwise have known whether a person 
from Europe had a record in Europe.  It is very important to state that in this legislation.  Under the Victorian 
legislation, a person cannot have a criminal record.  When a person makes an application, the person has to 
produce that document. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is not what the Victorian legislation says. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It did when it first started.  I will find it when it first came in, unless it has been changed.  
The point is that a person who wants to conduct a legitimate business that involves organised crime should not 
have a criminal record. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I can see the merit in the amendment moved by the member for Nedlands.  I will clarify a 
couple of points and draw them out a bit.  A new immigrant who comes into this country would need to get a 
police clearance from the country of origin.  I know that because I deal with many immigration matters.  
However, the legislation does not cover Australian citizens who have lived abroad for a year or two and who 
have committed a firearms offence or any other offence.  They can come back into the country without having to 
declare that they have a criminal record in another country. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  So this amendment would cover it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It would, which is why I support it.  There are some criminals who must leave the country 
for two or three years because it is too hot for them.  They go to another country but, being the types of people 
they are, they commit crimes and might serve six months in jail.  That is particularly the case in some Asian 
countries where drugs are very prevalent.  I support the amendment for that reason.  I agree that this amendment 
should apply to a person who has spent more than three months overseas and who has applied to become a 
manager or an operator of a brothel.  This clause is missing a provision for people who are not deemed to be 
drug traffickers because the amount of drugs that they were caught with was just below the amount that deems 
them to be a trafficker. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  They have to be a drug dealer. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes.  I ask the rhetorical question: does the Attorney General think it would be 
appropriate to issue a certificate to anyone who has been - not charged, because the government does not want to 
charge people for using drugs - given an infringement notice, once, twice or three times?  We know that there is 
no penalty for using drugs; the penalty is like a parking fine.  Does the Attorney General want to issue a 
certificate to someone who is obviously a drug user and who has been issued with more than one infringement 
notice?  Is it right for that person to receive a certificate and be approved as a certificate holder for the 
purposes of running a brothel?  Frankly, it frightens me silly to think that the Attorney General is prepared to 
allow an 18-year-old to apply for an operator’s licence or even a manager’s licence.  Under this legislation, they 
could do that.  I think of my own children, and everybody else’s children at age 18.  I would fight tooth and nail 
for my children not to become involved in this dreadful business.  Does the Attorney General think it is 
appropriate for somebody who has just left school aged 18 years and one month, who has no criminal record and 
no life experience, to be given a certificate to operate or manage a brothel?  I would very much appreciate the 
Attorney General’s thoughts on that.  I would like to hear about both aspects.  The first is in relation to those 
people who have spent more than three months abroad coming back and applying for certificates.  I suggest that 
they should be required to have a police clearance for the time that they were away from the countries in which 
they spent more than a month.  If they spent any more than a month, they could have been charged and fined 
heavily.  It is not appropriate for such people to become brothel operators or managers, and I hope the Attorney 
General would not think so.  Although he and I disagree on many things, I cannot think for one minute that he 
would agree that it was appropriate for somebody who may be in that position to be eligible to obtain an operator 
or manager’s certificate. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Any application is referred to the Commissioner of Police for a report, under proposed 
section 21F.  
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  But the police would not seek overseas clearances.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I would not have thought that would include overseas checks, unless the police had 
particular knowledge of somebody in that situation.  

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In the amendment that we last dealt with, we extended that to any jurisdiction in Australia.  
The Commissioner of Police provides a report on the eligibility of the applicant for a certificate or for the 
renewal of a certificate.  There are then provisions that refer to pending charges in Australia.  There are also 
provisions in proposed sections 21G(1)(e) and (f) that talk about convictions anywhere in Australia of the sort 
that should disqualify somebody from holding a licence.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I accept that; that is within Australia.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member raised the issue of international clearances.  We have not sought to cover that 
in this legislation, unless the police are aware of something that they would then bring to the attention of the 
CEO, but not otherwise.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The police would not be aware, that is the point. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If they are not, they are not. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The amendment proposed by the member for Nedlands applies to organised crime.  In 
2000, the then Commissioner of Police, Barry Matthews, said - 

POLICE want to crack down on drug dealing, child prostitution and illegal immigrants in WA 
brothels . . .   

“Where prostitution is invasive to the community, there is evidence of drug dealing, involvement of 
juveniles, illegal immigrants, alcohol or organised crime . . .  

“Our biggest concern is not so much the act of prostitution, it’s the involvement of some of those 
elements of organised crime . . .  

The Attorney General will remember that, when we discussed this last week, I asked him how, under this 
provision, he would prevent organised crime from using other people to set up these brothels.  I could not think 
of the appropriate terminology, but I am just thinking back over one of the units I did, and I think it is called 
lifting the corporate veil.  How does the government see who is behind an application?  If the government, via 
the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor, gives certificates to people who have reached 18 years of age, it 
will not be people of that age who are opening those brothels.  It will be the elements of crime that we have here 
in Western Australia.  It will be the drug dealers.  I agree entirely with the member for Hillarys that this age limit 
is totally inappropriate.  I have four children over the age of 18.  I am sure that my children would not be 
interested in opening brothels, but I would hate to think that any of their friends might be encouraged by people 
involved in crime to open up brothels.  Maybe they will open up the business for them.  That will lead them 
down a path of ill repute.  I do not see that this proposed section deals appropriately with elements of crime.  To 
me, it does not deal with the issue of people trafficking, and it does not deal with the issue of certificates being 
issued to 18-year-olds.  They will not be using their own money to set up the businesses.  How many 18-year-
olds have money to buy premises and set up business as a brothel?  Who is the Attorney General supporting 
here, and who has the Labor Party been supporting with all this legislation since it was first introduced in 1988?  
There are five pieces of state Labor legislation.  I have looked only at Australian Labor Parties and the New 
Zealand Labour Party, and each time it is the Labor Party that introduces this sort of legislation.  I was not aware 
of this until I checked.  

Point of Order 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What is the relevance of the member’s speech to the amendment before the house? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I have actually been paying attention to the member’s arguments.  Although she 
has strayed a couple of times, she has brought the argument back to the amendment before the house.  So long as 
the member does that, we will all be happy.  We are considering the amendment moved by the member for 
Nedlands.  If the member for Alfred Cove addresses herself to that, we will all be happy to proceed. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Nedlands is talking about organised crime.  International organised 
sex slave trading is organised crime.  I do not yet have a copy of the amendment moved by the member for 
Nedlands, but I would think that the amendment would cover those people.  It is certainly missing from the bill 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 October 2007] 

 p6614a-6633a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Sue Walker; Dr Janet Woollard; 

Deputy Speaker; Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Graham Jacobs 

 [8] 

at the moment.  Maybe I could ask the Attorney General for his comments on that.  I do not believe that 
proposed section 21G covers people who are trafficking women. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  There are federal laws that are picked up in that section.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Proposed section 21G still refers to the CEO considering something.  Why is it being 
left at that? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If it is something to do directly with trafficking as a commonwealth offence immediately 
pertinent to this, it would have been exactly the sort of offence that this is targeted at.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Attorney General has said “something to do”.  Proposed section 21G(1)(f) has 
been left open.  We need to have on the record that this provision would include trafficking.  Until it is actually 
put on the record, the Attorney General and I both know that the lawyers will go in there and ask where it says 
that.  It does not say that.  This is not strong enough.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This is an excellent amendment, if I may say so, and it is the Liberal Party’s.  It clears the 
decks and says that anyone who is not a decent person cannot run a brothel.  Decent people will not be running 
brothels, and this provision allows people to slip and slide through all these different little subsections.  If a 
person has not been declared under the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981 to be a drug trafficker, it is okay if the person 
is a drug dealer with a record for dealing in coke and ice.  It is okay as long as, at the time, the person was not 
declared a drug trafficker!  We say that that is not okay.  We want anyone who makes an application to not have 
a criminal record.  Further, we do not want anyone who has had a conviction under the Firearms Act or who has 
a record from overseas.  Simply put, we will not leave the decision to the chief executive officer of gaming or 
liquor licensing or the person who does raffles; we will not leave it up to the Commissioner of Police or the State 
Administrative Tribunal.  This Parliament says that if a person does not have a clean criminal record, he will not 
get past first base. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General did not answer all my questions when I raised them earlier.  I want 
to come back again to the situation that if a person applies for an operator’s or manager’s certificate to run a 
brothel, the application will automatically go through to the Commissioner of Police.  Is that what the Attorney 
General is saying? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is the Attorney General also saying that if someone has been given three infringement 
notices for an amount of drugs that falls just below the trafficable amount - no matter what the drug or the 
amounts - he or she will not have a record?  Such a person is not charged and will not have a criminal record in 
any way.  That was the premise on which the Attorney General brought in the “go easy on drugs bill” back in 
2001 or 2002 or whenever it was.  If a person does not have a criminal record, I assume he would be on the 
police computer somewhere.  Is the Attorney General aware whether a person would or would not be on the 
police computer if he had been given three infringement notices or even one infringement notice? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, I expect that they would be. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General says “I expect”; he cannot guarantee it.  I would like to know for 
sure because somebody who has been given more than one infringement notice for the possession of any illegal 
drug - the Attorney General is always telling us that cannabis is still illegal but it is just that we will not give the 
people a criminal record.  I do not think it is appropriate for anybody who has been caught - I will not say “found 
guilty” because he has not been before a court - with a reasonable or sizable amount of drugs, whether cannabis 
or much harder drugs, to be granted a certificate.  If the Attorney General cannot guarantee that the 
Commissioner of Police would have that information and would pass the information on to the CEO and that the 
CEO would then refuse to issue a certificate, I do not think that a person who has been caught out more than 
once in that situation passes the test.  Unless we legislate to state that, the Attorney General will leave it 
completely up to the CEO.  He is leaving it on trust that the Commissioner of Police would have that information 
and would actually send that information through to the CEO, who has the final decision on issuing a certificate 
or not.  I do not think that is good enough; I think that is far too rubbery. 

I come back again to the age of the person.  I believe that 18 years is far too young for anybody to be given a 
certificate to either manage or operate a brothel.  I think that is one of the most retrograde steps this government 
could ever possibly take.  It is almost encouraging an 18-year-old to go for an operator’s licence or a manager’s 
certificate. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  It is a state sanctioning. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course it is.  Regardless of our views of the content of what we are discussing here, 
which is a pretty seedy sort of subject, it seems that the Attorney General is quite happy - he must be because it 
is in the bill - for a person who is 18 years and one day old to apply for that sort of licence.  I think that is too 
young; I think a person should be at least 21.  At that age a person would be more responsible - if we can say that 
anyone is responsible in this particular bill.  I would like the Attorney General’s comments on that because if he 
would agree to a second amendment to change the age from 18 to 21, I would be very happy to move that 
amendment or I would agree with an amendment that the Attorney General moved.  We need to be responsible 
adults - responsible legislators - in relation to this particular bill.  There are other areas of law in which people 
cannot do things until they are 21.  If the Attorney General accepts the amendment or if he wants to amend the 
amendment to include any overseas criminal record, I will be happy.  I know people who have come to Australia 
and become citizens and who have gone to another country for a couple of years.  Because they returned to 
Australia as permanent residents they had to obtain a police clearance from every country they had visited. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I wish to remind members that the debate before the chamber is purely and simply 
on the amendment moved by the member for Nedlands.  It does not in any way relate to the age of a person.  
Even if the member for Hillarys were to move that, he would have to do so under recommittal because we have 
moved beyond that point.  I ask members to address themselves to new comments in terms of the amendment 
before the house. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Although I support the amendment of the member for Nedlands, because she is trying 
to make sure that no-one slips through the loophole, my concern with the amendment is linked to an article that I 
have been reading.  It is titled “Madam defends child’s sleepover”.  The article is from 2000 and states, in part - 

The parlour owner, who would only be identified as Sharon, confirmed the girl stayed overnight at the 
East Perth premises with her mother a fortnight ago. 

The five-year-old is at the centre of claims she was interfered with at a sex party. 

I appreciate that the member for Nedlands is looking at ensuring that everyone is caught who has a criminal 
record.  I am looking at the restrictions on who can have a certificate.  Again, the situation in which children are 
sleeping over and being interfered with in brothels is not covered when licences are being renewed.  The 
restrictions on who can have a licence do not cover child protection adequately.  I ask the member for Nedlands 
to maybe have another look at this because I do not know whether the amendment is quite broad enough.  I am 
very pleased that she is trying to catch anyone with any type of a criminal record. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I know, member for Nedlands, but at the moment I am still trying to put some of the 
facts concerning victimisation and abuse on the record.  I want to get the facts on the record.  The member for 
Nedlands is looking at the amendment and I am looking at where it could be modified.  I am pleased that it looks 
at people with all sorts of criminal records but it does not cover the issuing of a licence to someone who has been 
found by the police to have had children sleeping on the premises.  We know that children are not meant to be on 
such premises.  I will support the amendment.  I will have another look at this while the member for Nedlands 
furthers her argument on the flaws of people trafficking, because the bill does not adequately address that area. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I refer to the amendment and proposed section 21G, which relate to restrictions on who 
can have a certificate.  I will look at some aspects of the transitional arrangements.  Certificates are to be issued 
to fit and proper persons.  If someone has been operating a brothel illegally and it has obviously been kept quiet, 
under the transitional arrangements, because a person has no criminal conviction or has not been caught out, that 
person will get a certificate to operate a brothel even though he or she has been breaking the law and is not a fit 
and proper person.  How does the Attorney General propose to get around that?  Basically, if brothels are illegal 
but are operating, obviously nobody knows about them.  If nobody knows about them then nobody has pulled 
them up, nobody has been charged and nobody has a conviction of any description.  Somebody who is not a fit 
and proper person could be operating an illegal brothel now and, therefore, living off the proceeds of crime.  
Therefore, somebody who is, in my estimation, not a fit and proper person because he is not complying with the 
current legislation and is breaking the law can be handed a certificate as a fit and proper person.  How do we get 
around that?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The provision for existing well-managed brothels is purely a planning issue.  I am not 
aware of anybody who fits into this category, but if somebody was of odious character I think that would be a 
relevant consideration to take into account to determine whether that person should be granted a certificate.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Division 8, “Planning and development controls”, covers what the Attorney General is 
referring to.   
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is right. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  If somebody is operating an illegal brothel now and people know about it but no charges 
have been laid, and that person applies for a certificate, obviously he would not have a criminal offence 
registered in his name.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Not in respect of the running of an illegal brothel.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  If somebody is operating a brothel now, it is illegal.  Under the transitional arrangements, 
somebody who is not a fit and proper person and has no conviction against his name, irrespective of whether it is 
a known fact that he has been operating a brothel can, because there is no conviction, still get a certificate as a fit 
and proper person to operate a brothel.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That would depend on whether he was a fit and proper person and what evidence was 
placed before the director general or the chief executive officer for that purpose.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  If he has been committing criminal acts, he will be given a right to obtain a certificate.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Unless there was something of greater substance than he is managing an illegal brothel or 
sex business, something more would be required given the nature of the legislation.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  In practical terms, somebody who is not a fit and proper person and is breaking the law 
now can and will be granted a certificate to operate a brothel because he is a fit and proper person.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Everything will have to be taken into account.  That in itself would not preclude anybody.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Therefore, is the Attorney General saying that somebody who is breaking the law now 
would not be precluded from being granted a certificate as a fit and proper person? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  

Amendment put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the house divided. 

The SPEAKER:  Members, the member for Dawesville has told me that the bells did not ring immediately the 
division was called.  I have therefore given extra time for the ringing of the bells.   

The division resulted as follows - 
Ayes (21) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker  

 

Noes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have a further amendment.  I move - 

Page 19, line 26 - To insert after the word “hours” the words - 

by members of the public 

This amendment relates again to the successful applicant.  Once the successful applicant has gone through all the 
hoops he gets his certificate and his name is placed on a register.  Proposed section 21I, “Register of certificate 
holders”, states that the CEO of the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor - 
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. . . is to keep an accurate and up-to-date register of all present and former certificate holders in such 
manner and form as the CEO determines - 

That could be anything.  My point is that the next proposed section, “Inspection of Register”, states - 

The register must be available for inspection by an officer during normal office hours.  

Who is an officer?  Who can inspect the register?   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It could be Joe McDonald. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It could be, yes.  The definitions clause states -  

“officer”, in relation to a proprietary company, means -  

(a) a director or secretary of the company; or  

(b) a person who exercises or exerts control or influence over the company, or is in a 
position to do so; or  

(c) a person who is a shareholder of the company; 

I am not sure whether it means anyone else.  I think it may also mean a police officer; I am not sure.  The point is 
that it does not mean a member of the public.  It does not mean, as far as I can see, that I, as a member of the 
public, can look at the register.  We are talking about businesses.  The government is legitimising these 
businesses.  The government is saying that these businesses are normal business.  We are saying that these 
businesses are not normal businesses but rather are Clayton’s businesses, because the workers in these 
businesses will not be covered by the Workers Compensation and Injury Management Act in the way that other 
workers are covered.  I want to ensure that members of the public can see who is on the register.  Anyone can 
look at the share registry.  Anyone can look at the companies register and see who owns a particular company.  
Why should people not also be able to look at this register?   

Question to be Put 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

That the question be now put. 
Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (21) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus passed. 
Debate Resumed 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The question now is that the words to be inserted be inserted.  Those of that opinion 
say aye, against no.  I think the noes have it. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They said aye! 
The SPEAKER:  Order!  I think some members may have said aye, but I heard no.  I think the noes have it.  
Division called.  Ring the bells.   
Bells rung and the house divided. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 23 October 2007] 

 p6614a-6633a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Sue Walker; Dr Janet Woollard; 

Deputy Speaker; Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Graham Jacobs 

 [12] 

The division resulted as follows -  
Ayes (21) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker  

Noes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Question to be Put 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 
That the question be now put. 

Question put and passed. 
Debate Resumed 

Clause, as amended, put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (21) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Clause, as amended, thus passed. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  In accordance with the suspension of standing orders, I move - 

That clauses 21 to 30 be taken as one question. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (21) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus passed. 

Clauses 21 to 30 -  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I realise that the government guillotined clause 20 because that was the main guts of the 
bill, but now that we are on clause 21, I assume we will have to go clause by clause because we have an 
amendment on almost every clause.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You can speak on any of those.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know I can.  The fact that there are amendments on the notice paper - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The first amendment in this group is to clause 30.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is why clause 30 is included.  That is what I meant to say.   

Clause 22 is “Section 54 replaced”.  I would like the Attorney General to explain in a bit more detail exactly 
what he hopes to achieve under proposed section 54, “Averment”.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  I cannot hear you, member for Hillarys. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am just asking the Attorney General to get up and explain in far more detail exactly 
what he hopes to achieve under clause 22 with proposed section 54, “Averment”. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Are we finished with clause 20? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I am afraid that was guillotined and gagged.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Section 54 of the Prostitution Act in effect provides -  

. . . an averment by the prosecution that a person is or was carrying on a business involving the 
provision of prostitution is to be taken to have been proved unless the contrary is proved. 

That is only one issue; that is, that the person was carrying on a business for prostitution.  We have extended that 
to a range of offences in relation to prostitution.  The first offence is that the person was a child.  In other words, 
if the prosecution states that a person was a child, it has the effect of shifting the onus on to the defence to prove 
that the person was not a child; that is, that the person was over the age of 18.  It is to facilitate the prosecution. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The prosecution of whom - the child or the person who is abusing the child? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It would be the sexual service business operator, because it is an offence for that operator 
to have a child -  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  On the premises. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  If the prosecution alleges that the person was a child and on the premises, that will 
be taken to be proved, unless the defence proves that the person was not a child. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That the person was not a child or that there was not a child on the premises? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That the person was not a child.  We have taken that one issue and effectively reversed the 
onus and put it on the defence as a means of facilitating the prosecution.  An averment as to any of the matters in 
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paragraphs (a) to (g) is taken as proved unless the defence proves to the contrary.  It will overcome some of the 
evidentiary issues and will facilitate the prosecution of people for offences.  Under the existing provision, the 
onus was effectively reversed only on the matter that the business was a brothel.  Now, matters such as that a 
person was a child, the person was a sex worker, the person was a manager, the sexual service business was 
being carried on at particular premises etc will all be taken as proved, which will be very handy in prosecuting 
those offences when it comes to local government involvement and the evidentiary issues in proving that 
somewhere, to use the old language, was a brothel.  It extends to all those matters in paragraphs (a) to (g) that the 
mere averment establishes in the absence of evidence by the defence. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Does that apply also to single operators -  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  - operating from a residential property? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It relates to the matters in paragraphs (a) to (g); for instance, paragraph (g) states -  

a sexual service business is not or was not a small owner-operated business, 

Paragraph (c) deals with an individual sex worker in the same way.  It will facilitate the prosecution by 
effectively reversing the onus of proof.  Once it is averred that these facts are facts, the onus shifts to the defence 
to establish the contrary. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Okay, but going on what you have said, if it is a single owner-operated business from 
residential premises, the operator does not have to apply for a certificate.  Legally, the operator is supposed to 
apply for planning permission from the local authority to carry on the business as a home occupation.  Correct? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The operator will not require a certificate under this legislation. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is what I said, but the operator would need to apply to the local government for 
planning permission. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I would have thought so, yes. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Have we now moved on to clause 22? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We are dealing with clauses 21 to 30. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Good.  In that case I do not want to move anything now on proposed section 21U.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think you might be talking about clause 20 of the white bill which includes proposed 
section 21U. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I will not argue on this, but I want to point out that the Attorney General might want to 
consider that instead of the title of the proposed section being “Prophylactic sheath to be provided for use,” that 
wording should be “prophylactic sheaths to be provided for us”, so that the proposed section would read that “a 
person who manages or operates a sexual service business must give prophylactic sheaths free of charge”.  I am 
again thinking of the businessperson or brothel owner who will say that a sheath was provided when one sheath 
may not be sufficient. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  While the member is on her feet, although I appreciate that this is a little out of order, 
Mr Speaker, under the Interpretation Act the singular implies the plural.  There may be exceptions to this, but I 
would have thought that one sheath was all that could be used in one sex act although others might be able to tell 
me that is not the case. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  That was my concern. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think it is okay. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  For multiple uses, under the Interpretation Act they would have to supply multiple 
sheaths. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I would like to deal with planning and development controls under proposed section 21X, 
which deals with approvals for existing well-managed places.  Have we gone past page 29? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Yes, we have gone past that. 

The SPEAKER:  We are on page 35. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I cannot hear, Mr Speaker.  All I can hear is an inebriated reminiscing conversation going 
on on my left.  I know those members are having a great time reminiscing, but I am trying to listen.  I have 
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something to contribute, which is more than I can say for one member.  I have an amendment to page 41.  I do 
not know whether any of my members have any amendments before page 41. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Is that to clause 30? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is to clause 31.  If anybody wants to discuss anything else, could they flag it now and I 
will sit down? 

The SPEAKER:  The question we are putting is on clauses 21 to 30 inclusive. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Clause 26 includes proposed section 60, and the review of the act.  Could the Attorney 
General tell us a little bit more about that review?  Will it be similar to the current review of the New Zealand 
legislation that this is modelled on?  Who will be carrying out the review and how does the Attorney General see 
it being conducted? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have not given any thought at this stage to how the review will be conducted.  It is 
intended to be held some years hence.  It will be up to the person responsible for the administration of the act at 
that time to determine how it will be done.  For instance, at the moment there is a statutory review of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission Act, which is required after three years of operation and which is being 
conducted by a barrister.  A working group might be set up, or it could be a parliamentary committee.  It could 
be done in many ways at that time, but I have not given any thought to the method of the review.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  In two years will the then opposition be made aware of it, and might it go, for example, to 
an education and health committee? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, or an independent person.  That decision will be made two years after the act comes 
into operation. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  I will put my hand up now. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  For the member for Alfred Cove and the member for Wanneroo to go on to the 
committee?  All the member needs to do is to defeat the Liberal Party candidate and win her seat at the next 
election. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  I will try very hard. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We will most probably give the member preferences again!  I move -  

Page 41, in the unnumbered line after line 8 - To delete “Prostitution Reform Act 2000” and substitute -  

Sexual Services Act 2000 

Amendment put and passed.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not want to labour any points about these clauses.  They do not pose any serious 
concerns.  I would have preferred it if we had been given a bit longer to debate clause 20, because I had genuine 
concerns with certain of its provisions.  I was denied that right because the government guillotined the debate on 
the clause, which is the crux of the bill.  I will resume my seat and we will take on a vote on this package of 
clauses.  I want to place on record my absolute disgust that the government guillotined the debate on clause 20, 
thereby denying me, the leader speaker for the opposition, an opportunity to speak on it more fully.   

The SPEAKER:  The question is that clauses 21 to 30, as amended, be agreed to.   

Clauses put and a division taken with the following result -  
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Ayes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (20) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Clauses thus passed.   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I seek to move - 

That clauses 31 to 37 be taken as one question. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not think it is appropriate to “seek” to take the clauses.  The correct term is to 
“move”.  I suggest the whole place is a shambles and we should replace the Leader of the House so that we get 
the motions correct. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (20) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus passed. 

Clauses 31 to 37 - 
The SPEAKER:  Order!  There is an amendment on the notice paper to delete line 17.  Is the member for 
Nedlands’ amendment before that? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am sorry; I cannot hear you, Mr Speaker, because of members on my left. 

The SPEAKER:  The level of interjection to the member’s left is far less than most must endure in this place.  If 
people wish there to be absolute silence, they should practise that themselves.  The amendment before the house 
on the notice paper is to delete line 17 in the Attorney General’s name.  I am asking whether the member for 
Nedlands’ amendment appears before that. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.  I move - 

Page 41, lines 10 to 15 - To delete the lines. 
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Clause 31 is the key to this whole legislation.  The amendments will delete sections 190 and 191 of the Criminal 
Code.  Section 190 currently makes it a crime for people to be involved with prostitution; it makes it a crime to 
keep, manage or act, or assist in the management of any premises for prostitution; it makes it a crime to be the 
tenant, the lessee, or occupier of any premises used for the purpose of prostitution; it makes it a crime for the 
lessor or landlord of any premises to let the same or any part of the premises or collect the rent knowing that the 
premises are used for prostitution; it makes it a crime to live wholly or partly off the earnings of any prostitute; 
and it makes it a crime if the person lives with or is habitually in the company of a prostitute and has no visible 
means of subsistence.  Section 191 makes it a crime to procure any girl or woman who is under the age of 
21 years to engage in prostitution.  That is why I am seeking to have these lines deleted.  What I am really doing 
is pointing out that it is currently a crime in the state of Western Australia to do any of those things and that 
clause 31 of this legislation will repeal those sections of the Criminal Code.  In repealing those sections, the 
government is saying that it is legal and okay to be a pimp.  It will be okay for people to build a career, to build a 
business and to build a future and superannuation around living off the earnings of a woman having sex with 
somebody else - a client.  It will be okay for people to become brothel owners at 18 years of age - here they call 
them inmates - and to have people working in a brothel, suffering physical and mental injury and being sexually 
abused.  It will be okay for the state to sanction this industry and earn taxes from it.  That is what the Attorney 
General is doing with this legislation.  The Liberals on this side of the house say that we do not think that it is 
okay.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  And the Independents on this side. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am sorry; and the Nationals sitting behind me dutifully. 

Dr S.C. Thomas interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Not too dutifully.  I take that back.  I was jesting. 

The government is saying that it is okay now for the state to sanction the sexual trading of these women to the 
men who use them.  The state will gain a cut from that trade.  The government is legalising that and saying to 
young women in this state that it is okay for them to consider this as a legitimate career option.  It is saying to 
young men - or women - that it is okay for them to consider pimping as a legitimate career option.  That is what 
this whole seedy legislation is about.  We on the Liberal Party side do not make judgements on women; it is 
usually women who find themselves in circumstances in which they feel they have no alternative but 
prostitution.  We are not going to make that sort of judgement.  Clause 31 will allow people to live off the 
misery, suffering and abuse of women in this state.  I am talking about the Labor Party in this state doing that.  
This is the most regressive piece of legislation I have ever seen.  I deal with a lot of legislation that this Attorney 
General brings into the Parliament, and this is the most regressive legislation for women in this state.  I have 
therefore moved the amendment because I do not believe in this legislation.  If I had brought in legislation on 
prostitution, I would consider shoring up the penalties and taking a different tack.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands is perfectly correct; this clause is at the heart of the legislation.  
It repeals from the Criminal Code the two offences, if I can paraphrase them - 
Ms S.E. Walker:  It is not just two. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are a number of them but the two key ones are managing a brothel and living off the 
earnings of a prostitute.  This provision is a move away from treating those issues as criminal offences to 
accepting the recommendations of the police royal commission and various other reports that have been made 
over time.  The model will move from being a criminalised model to being a regulated model.  I place on record 
that the member for Nedlands is right - this is the central provision.  Much of what we dealt with earlier relates to 
the way by which regulation will replace criminalisation.  We will not support this amendment because it goes to 
the heart of this legislation. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I support the member for Nedlands’ amendment because this is the key point to the 
bill.  This is what separates Independent Liberals and the Liberal Party from the Labor Party in Western 
Australia and in the other four states that have introduced legislation that legalises prostitution.  The legislation 
legalises brothels and the continued victimisation of women in those brothels.  It legalises an increase in the 
trafficking of women because we know that we will get more and more legal and illegal brothels.  We know that 
trafficking is occurring now, and we also know from what has happened in the other states that more people 
trafficking will occur.  Several times during the debate I have mentioned the different countries from which these 
people are being trafficked.  That is why I am so disappointed and disgusted with this legislation.  The Attorney 
General has talked about introducing a bill of rights.  What is he doing now?  He is taking away women’s rights 
in this state.  That is why I am so disappointed with the female members of the Labor Party.  They have not 
stood up and demanded a conscience vote on this issue, yet they know what this legislation will do to women 
and girls in this state.  They are accepting the fact that this government is saying that it is okay to work as a 
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prostituted woman and it is okay to work in an industry in which they will be abused not once or twice but on a 
regular basis.  Those who are not physically abused will end up mentally abused.  It is about not only the abuse 
of women, but also the women who turn to drugs to try to escape from the horrors of the acts that they are 
required to undertake in what the government considers to be an acceptable job.  Members can ask any woman 
whether she would be happy for her daughter to become a prostitute and to be a victim of male abuse.   

I do not think members will find many people in the community who would say that they are pleased the 
Attorney General is introducing this legislation.  They would say that they are disgusted with this legislation and 
that they do not want to see their daughters or their daughters’ friends become “sex workers”, to use the Attorney 
General’s words.  They do not want to see them become abused.  That will happen under this legislation.  We 
will have legal brothels.  I will ask the Minister for Police how many brothels there are in Western Australia and 
how many prostitutes are currently on the police database until we get the number on the record.  When a review 
of this legislation is undertaken in two years, we will again ask how many brothels there are in Western Australia 
and how many prostituted women there are.  We know that 70 per cent of those women will be physically 
abused.  The government will not support this amendment, as other Labor governments have not supported 
protecting women and women’s rights.  I hope that every Labor member is held to account at the next election 
by women in the community who have families and children for supporting this bill, and for not standing up for 
women and demanding a conscience vote so that they can say no to this legislation.  If members opposite do not 
have children themselves, they can protect other children and women in Western Australia.  I say, shame on 
them.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  This is a defining moment in the passage of this legislation.  As the Attorney General has 
said, the repeal of sections 190 and 191 of the Criminal Code is central to this legislation.  That is an event that 
this place should be ashamed of.  If there ever was a time when members opposite should stand up, this is it.  As 
I have said before, cutting away those sections legalises the use and abuse of women.  As the Attorney General 
has said, the deletion of those sections is central to this bill, and will be central to the law in Western Australia.  I 
have been absolutely disgusted with men and women on the other side of this house who have not stood up for 
women.  We will be gauged and judged by history for the act we are now carrying out - taking sections 190 and 
191 from the Criminal Code.  Members like the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara have been gagged.  
Every time this matter has been brought forward, women on the other side of the chamber have been absent or 
conspicuous by their silence.  We will be judged, and they will be judged.  For this reason, it is important to 
support the amendment moved by the member for Nedlands.  We must stand up now for this amendment, as it is 
a defining moment in law-making in Western Australia.  We will be judged by the people of Western Australia.  
The question is whether this measure is supported.  I have heard the Premier say in question time that the 
majority of people would essentially go along with this legislation.  Where are the people marching in the street 
demanding the changes to this legislation in Western Australia?  The Premier is dead wrong in gauging the 
feeling of the people of Western Australia, and this is where we differ from the Labor Party and the government.  
The government will be judged for this, because this measure will legalise and legitimise the abuse and use of 
women.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Clause 31 is the clause that amends the Criminal Code by removing sections 190 and 191.  
What it means in layman’s terms is that this is where the Labor Party in Western Australia turns crooks into 
legitimate businessmen.  That is it put simply.  This is tantamount to turning a robber who breaks the law every 
day of the week into a legitimate businessman because the robbers are the people who are robbing women of 
their dignity, robbing them of their status, and robbing society of a whole range of things that turn people into 
lesser beings.  This is the clause that will legitimise the situation in which women go into prostitution because 
they have a drug habit or become drug addicts in the profession.  The clause will legitimise the act of the 
government in doing that.  That is what it is.  Put simply, this is the clause.  The bikies and brothel owners must 
think that this is Christmas because this is the clause that is at the heart of the bill, as has been said by members 
before.  I raised this matter in the second reading debate.  Section 190 makes it a criminal act to keep premises 
for the purposes of prostitution.  Section 190(3) states - 

Any person who lives wholly or partly on earnings that the person knows are the earnings of 
prostitution is guilty of a crime . . .  

What the government - the Labor Party in Western Australia - is doing is turning around a section in the 
Criminal Code that has penalties of three years’ jail or 12 months’ jail and fines of $12 000 for a summary 
conviction and saying that, although that is the penalty today, once this legislation goes through, there will no 
longer be a penalty.  That defies logic.  It defies logic that we have been living under legislation with penalties of 
12 months’ jail and a fine of $12 000 or three years’ jail and, all of a sudden, that will be wiped out.  That is what 
will happen to the law in Western Australia.  It will be a very sad and sorry state to live in in a very few short 
years.  Like the member for Alfred Cove said, in a very short period of time we will see a proliferation of 
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brothels in our suburbs.  We will see a proliferation of “sex workers” as they are called - “prostitutes” under the 
old terms - in our suburbs.  It will create a career path for young people to go into prostitution.  The government 
tries to hide it by calling them “sex workers”.  All the connotations of that are trying to dumb down what this 
government is trying to do.  Nothing will have changed as far as those people are concerned and what is 
happening to those people and what they become.  Nothing will have changed in relation to organised crime 
introducing these people to drugs and destroying their lives.  The only thing that has changed is that the Labor 
Party in Western Australia has changed what was once a criminal act into a legitimate business. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not intend to repeat the comments of previous speakers as they have all put an 
extremely valid case why the amendment by the member for Nedlands to delete the words is absolutely right and 
justified.  At the end of the day, this is the centre of the bill.  It is the reason the Leader of the Opposition has 
asked: what is next?  Who will be running brothels?  It will be thieves and robbers and various other criminals 
who are committing crimes at the moment.  In my view, some of them are lesser crimes than running a brothel, 
but people still end up with a criminal record.  I think that running a brothel and living off immoral earnings - 
living off the earnings of another human being - from sexual deviant activities, which many of them are, and the 
brutalisation of women, is far worse than somebody who might steal a loaf of bread or something more valuable; 
it is far more serious.   

This government is quite happy to decriminalise and legalise this dreadful, horrific trade.  It is not just the moral 
aspect, let me make that quite clear, although many of us may feel that the moral issues are valid and important.  
It is the criminal activity of pimping that is of concern.  The government does not want to use the word “pimp” 
because it knows what it means.  It does not want to use the word “prostitute” either, because it knows what it 
means.  It is trying to legitimise in some way the actions of prostitutes and the people who live off the earnings 
of prostitutes.  Quite frankly, they are pimps today and they will be pimps tomorrow.  They will not be 
respectable businesspeople.  If members opposite think they will be, they do not deserve to be in this chamber.  
They will never be respectable people in my mind, and in the minds of the overwhelming majority of Western 
Australians.  It is a dirty, filthy trade for people to live off the earnings of these unfortunate women, and the 
government is not only condoning but also legitimising that trade.  If the government seeks to turn these sorts of 
pimps into what it considers respectable businesspeople, I say shame on the government. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (19) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron  

Noes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

Page 41, line 17 -To delete the line and substitute - 

“    Sexual Services Act 2000    ”. 

This is the second amendment standing in my name on page 13 of the notice paper.  It changes the name of the 
act referred to in clause 31.  The subsequent amendments in my name on the notice paper have the same effect as 
this amendment. 

Amendment put and passed. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I doubt whether my good friend the member for Hillarys will agree to this, but we have 
three identical amendments to change the name of the act in clause 32.  I seek leave to take the amendments 
together.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Fortunately, the member for Hillarys is more reasonable than the Attorney General and the 
Leader of the House.  I am happy to agree that leave be granted to take these amendments together.   

Leave granted.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not know whether other members have amendments to clause 32.   

The SPEAKER:  Does any member have an amendment to clause 32?  Does the member for Nedlands have any 
more amendments?   

Ms S.E. Walker:  No. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

Page 42, line 3 - To delete the line and substitute -  

“    Sexual Services Act 2000;    ”. 

Page 42, line 6 - To delete the line and substitute -  

“    Sexual Services Act 2000    ”. 

Page 42, line 12 - To delete the line and substitute -  

“    Sexual Services Act 2000    ”; 

Amendments put and passed. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

Page 43, line 10 - To delete “Prostitution Reform Act 2000” and substitute -  

Sexual Services Act 2000 

This is the last amendment standing in my name on page 13 of the notice paper and, again, it deletes the words 
“Prostitution Reform Act 2000” and inserts the words, “Sexual Services Act 2000”.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

Page 43, line 17 - To delete the line and substitute -  

“    Sexual Services Act 2000.    ”. 

This is the first amendment standing in my name on page 14 of the notice paper.   

Amendment put and passed.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

Page 43, line 26 - To delete the line and substitute -  

“    Sexual Services Act 2000    ”; 

This is the second amendment standing in my name on the notice paper and, again, it changes the name of the 
act.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

Page 44, in the unnumbered line after line 14 - To delete “Prostitution Reform Act 2000” and 
substitute - 

Sexual Services Act 2000 

Amendment put and passed.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

Page 45, in the unnumbered line after line 6 - To delete “Prostitution Reform Act 2000” and substitute - 
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Sexual Services Act 2000 

This is the final amendment standing in my name on page 14 of the notice paper and it has the same effect as the 
previous amendments.   

Amendment put and passed.   
Clauses put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (27) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  

 

Noes (19) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Clauses thus passed. 

Title put and passed. 
House adjourned at 11.12 pm 

__________  
 
 


