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27
th

 December 2005  

 

Ms Monica Dhami  

Additional Secretary to the Prime Minister  

Prime Minister’s Officer  

Gate No.5, South Block 

New Delhi  

 

Re: Sex workers’ comment on the Immoral Traffic (Prevention) Act, 1956  

 

Dear Maa’m,  
 

At the outset, we would like to express our appreciation to you for taking out time on 8
th

 

December 2005 to hear our concerns regarding the process and contents of amendments 

being pushed by the Department of Women and Child Development (DWCD), 

Ministry of Human Resource Development, Government of India to the Immoral 

Traffic (Prevention) Act, 1956 – the anti-prostitution law. The proposed amendments, 

along with our comments are enclosed herewith for your perusal.  
 

As promised, we are sending a note that outlines some of our experiences, observations 

and concerns with the existing legal framework, which has stripped us of our rights and 

caused immense personal and public harm including exacerbation of the HIV/AIDS 

epidemic. We hope that the Prime Minister’s Office will take the sex workers’ 

community into confidence and consider human rights and public health implications 

before introducing legislative and policy changes in sex work. We also hope that unlike 

the amendments moved by the DWCD, future attempts to modify the anti- sex work law 

will be preceded by larger community and public debate.   
 

Thank you once again for providing us to the opportunity present our views. We look 

forward to your continued support.  

 

Regards,  

 

Gouri Roy  

President, Durbar Mhila Samanvay Committee    
 
 

 
 

Enclosed: 

1. Note on proposed ITPA amendments handed over by the DWCD  

2. A comment on the above by the National Network of Sex Workers  

3. A note articulating sex workers’ concerns on existing ITPA   
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The Immoral Traffic (Prevention) Act, 1956 – A Comment 

 

The following comments are being submitted by the Durbar Mahila Samanvay 

Committee (DMSC), a collective of over 65,000 sex workers, based in Kolkata that 

advocates for the recognition of sex work as work and the protection of sex workers’ 

rights while addressing concerns of STD and HIV/AIDS and coercion in sex work and 

the Lawyers Collective HIV/AIDS Unit (LCHAU), an organisation that endeavours to 

create a rights based legal and policy environment for HIV/AIDS, through legal, research 

and advocacy interventions.  

Both DMSC and LCHAU remain firmly committed to public interest goals, that is, 

halting the spread of HIV/AIDS and blocking trafficking of young and unwilling persons 

into sex work. At the same time, we believe that the most effective way of confronting 

harms associated with sex work is by empowering persons in sex work. Already, 

DMSC, with support from the Government of India, Government of West Bengal and 

various multilateral agencies runs a successful STD/HIV prevention intervention amongst 

sex workers in Sonagachi, Kolkata. This unique, community owned project premised on 

respect, recognition and rights of sex workers has shown consistent health results for 

over a decade now. Between 1992 and 1998, condom use among sex workers in 

Sonagachi increased from a mere 3% to 90%. At the end of 2004, over 85% sexual 

encounters in Sonagachi were safe and HIV prevalence among sex workers stood at 4%.
1
 

Over the last few years, DMSC has evolved alternate self and community regulation 

systems to prevent entry of minors and others coerced into sex work, with promising 

results.
2
 The Sonagachi empowerment model demonstrates that sex workers are part 

of the solution and not the problem, be it HIV/AIDS or trafficking in sex work. 

Inspired by the DMSC and similar movements across the world, sex workers in other 

parts of the country are coalescing to claim rights while simultaneously taking 

responsibility to promote public good.   

The following note is being presented at a time when the Government of India, through 

the Department of Women and Child (DWCD), Ministry of Human Resource 

Development is considering amendments to the Immoral Traffic (Prevention) Act 

(ITPA), 1956, (hereinafter IPTA) the primary legislation on sex work in India. 

Unfortunately, the DWCD has failed to effectively consult sex workers, the community 

most disproportionately affected by the law sought to be amended. Health agencies that 

support the Government’s efforts to contain the HIV/AIDS epidemic too have not been 

affectively involved. Epidemiologically, sex workers remain one of the most 

disproportionately affected groups having minimal access to HIV education, prevention 

and care. According to the World Health Organisation, “one of the strongest public 

health lessons emerging from the HIV pandemic is that protecting the human rights of sex 

workers is one of the best ways to protect the society from HIV/AIDS.”  With the threat of 

                                                 
1
 UNAIDS, WHO, AIDS Epidemic Update, DECEMBER 2005   

2
 UNDP, From Challenges to Opportunities, “Self Regulatory Boards: Kolkata’s Sex Workers show the 

way”.  
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the HIV epidemic looming large, attempts to modify the legal regime around sex work 

ought to have been informed by human rights and public health priorities.  

It is in this backdrop, that DMSC and LCHAU analyze and comment on the existing law 

on sex work. The following principles underlie our suggestions for sex work law reform:  

  Safeguard fundamental and civil rights of sex workers;  
  Protect sex workers from violence and exploitation;  

  Promote occupational safety and health of sex workers;  

  Create an environment that is conducive to public health including HIV/AIDS 

prevention and control;  

  Prevent entry of underage and unwilling persons in sex work  

ITPA –Legislative history  

The ITPA was enacted to interdict organized prostitution, which was believed to be 

inherently exploitative and the raison de’tre for human trafficking, especially in women 

and children. The existing Act is a revision of the Suppression of Immoral Traffic in 

Women and Girls Act, 1956 (SITA) which was modeled on the lines of the United 

Nations International Convention for the Suppression of Traffic in Persons and of the 

Exploitation of the Prostitution of Others, 1949. The Convention, to which India is a 

signatory, mandated State parties to punish persons profiting from the prostitution of 

others without prejudice to how signatories address prostitutes themselves. The Act, has 

since, been amended twice
3
, the last amendments coming into effect in 1987, when it was 

renamed ITPA.  

 

In enacting the SITA, the underlying intent of the legislature, as reflected in legislative 

debates, was not to proscribe prostitution, but to restrict its practice by penalizing certain 

acts incidental to sex work.
4
 Importantly, parliamentary debates allude to prostitution 

being immoral, but not illegal. Further, legislators noted that prostitution, or sex between 

consenting adults in exchange for money, falls within private domain, which the State 

could  not invade. At the same time, the legislature sought to control prostitution in the 

interest of public order and morality. Though these debates occurred nearly fifty years 

ago and, are not entirely reflective of current social thought and public perception, these 

deliberations are a reminder that the legislature did not intend outlawing sex work.     

 

ITPA- An Overview  

As noted above, the legal regime around sex work in India is primarily outlined in the 

ITPA. Provisions of the Indian Penal Code (IPC) and local Police enactments such as 

the Bombay Police Act supplement the ITPA. Acts made punishable under ITPA are 

mostly those performed by third parties i.e agents facilitating sex work. These include 

brothel keeping (Section 3), living off earnings of sex work (Section 4), procuring, 

inducing or detaining for prostitution  (Section 5 and 6). Penalties are higher where the 

offences involve children (<16 yrs) and minors (< 18 yrs). Though sex work per se is not 

                                                 
3
 By amending Acts 46 of 1978 and 44 of 1986.  

4
 Debates on the Suppression of Immoral Traffic in Women and Girls Bill, 29 November 1956 pg 1450 

onwards  
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illegal, the Act imposes restrictions on sex workers and clients by prohibiting prostitution 

in areas notified by the police and in the vicinity of public places (Section 7) and 

soliciting (Section 8). All offences are cognizable i.e., the police do not require a warrant 

to conduct searches or make arrests (Section 14). Police personnel entrusted with the 

implementation of the Act locally (Special Police Officers) as well as at the national 

level (Trafficking Police Officers) are accorded special powers (Section 13). Procedures 

for investigation and arrest including for conducting raids, rescue and search in premises 

suspected of serving as brothels are distinctly set out in Section 15, overriding general 

procedure under the Criminal Procedure Code. Magisterial powers to order arrests and 

removal of persons, direct custody of rescued persons, closure of brothels and eviction of 

sex workers are laid down in sections 16, 17, 18 and 20 of the Act. Rehabilitation of 

rescued persons is provided for in Sections 19, 21, 23 and the Rules framed under the 

Act.  

 

ITPA - need for reform     

 Over the last several decades, the working of the Act has drawn severe criticism from 

several quarters. The legislation and the machinery provided under it have failed in 

attaining its intended objective, that is, preventing trafficking and exploitation of persons 

in sex work.
5
 State run homes set up under the Act are unable to rehabilitate rescued 

persons. At the same time, the law has become a source of repression and harassment for 

sex workers, who bear the burden of the punitive legal actions, particularly the police, 

under the Act. Most importantly, the Act has created conditions that are antithetical to 

effective HIV/AIDS prevention programming with those at risk in sex work settings, thus 

jeopardizing the health of the public at large. 

   

Though the Act is silent on the legal status of sex work, it provides ample scope for 

intrusion in adult, consensual sex work. The maximum arrests and convictions under the 

ITPA are against sex workers, who are punished for holding themselves out as such. On 

the other hand, provisions to counter exploitation in sex work under both the ITPA and 

the IPC practically remain unimplemented. Raids, rescues and closure of brothels that are 

purportedly conducted to protect persons in sex work, are instead, detrimental and 

aggravate sex workers’ vulnerability to violence and HIV infection. The exercise of 

police powers under the Act remain unquestioned, despite reports of misuse and abuse 

against sex workers.   

 

Though sex work per se is not illegal under the Act, its de facto criminalization has 

effectively undermined sex workers’ ability to access social and legal protection. The 

absence of safeguards has intensified violence and exploitation by third parties such as 

brokers, agents and the mafia. The disempowerment of sex workers has a direct nexus 

with public health outcomes; in particular, efforts aimed at reducing STD and HIV 

                                                 
5
 Numerous studies and reports point out the deficiencies in the existing legal framework in curbing 

trafficking in women and children, the most recent being Action Research on Trafficking in Women and 

Children, conducted by the National Human Rights Commission in collaboration with UNIFEM and 

Institute of Social Sciences in 2002-2003. See NHRC, UNFEM, ISS, A Report on Trafficking in Women 

and Children in India 2002-2003. Available at 

http://www.nhrc.nic.in/Publications/ReportonTrafficking.pdf  

http://www.nhrc.nic.in/Publications/ReportonTrafficking.pdf
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infections. Across the country, sex workers’ narrate how the fear of arrest and 

infringement by the police makes safer sex negotiation difficult.  

 

The ITPA has become a source of harassment and human rights abuses against persons 

in sex work, while failing miserably to prevent exploitation and human trafficking. It is 

then imperative to reexamine the legal framework around sex work from a health and 

human rights perspective.   

 

ITPA – Experiences and observations  

Contrary to its title, the ITPA contains no measures to pre-empt human trafficking. The 

entire legal machinery concentrates on sex work related activities. The failure to 

distinguish consensual prostitution from sexual exploitation and consensual sex work 

from trafficking has caused a clear dissonance between legislative policy and practice 

and resulted in the effective criminalization of sex work under the ITPA. While there is 

much to be said about the deficiencies in responding to trafficking, here, we limit our 

comments to failings vis-à-vis sex work and rights based interventions. We examine sex 

workers’ experiences and interactions with the existing legal system.  More specifically, 

we analyse those aspects of the law that influence sex worker’s lives in a fundamental 

way with significant implications on health and human rights.  

    

I. Brothels  

The ITPA defines a brothel to mean “ any house, room, conveyance or place or any 

portion of any house, room, conveyance or place which is used for purposes of sexual 

exploitation or abuse for the gain of another person or for the mutual gain of two or 

more prostitutes”.
6
 Brothels are illegal in that owning, subletting, hiring managing and 

occupying premises deemed as brothels is punishable.
7
 Additionally, law enforcement 

authorities can raid, forcibly remove persons and close down brothels.
8
   

 

The use of words “mutual gain of two or more prostitutes” has the effect of rendering all 

premises used for sex work illegal, including those run independently by adult sex 

workers consensually without any third parties profiting from it. In vast majority of cases, 

sex workers stay at a place and use it for both residential and commercial purposes, 

sharing among themselves the expenses towards rent, infrastructure etc. Brothels, in this 

sense, are an essential functional part of sex work and often, the only home known to sex 

workers. Because of the criminalization of brothel keeping by the use of the expression, 

“mutual gain of two or more prostitutes”, sex workers cannot collectively work in 

‘shared’ spaces and tend to get driven into isolated, hidden settings where it is difficult to 

make contact with health and social assistance agencies. Those who do manage to hire a 

place are charged several times over the market rent, with no record or receipt of 

payment. Being illegitimate in nature, contracts with the landlord/lessor are not 

enforceable. In the event of a police raid or sealing of the premises, sex workers stand to 

lose all advance/collateral paid with no recourse to civil remedies.. 

 

                                                 
6
 Section 2 (a) ITPA  

7
 Section 3, ITPA  

8
 Section 15 ITPA  
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In the context of HIV/AIDS, existence of captive locations like “brothels” is more 

conducive to implementing prevention interventions like HIV education, counseling and 

promotion of safe sex paraphernalia as opposed to when sex work is carried out in 

dispersed/unorganised sites. Presently, the National AIDS Control Organisation (NACO) 

under the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare, and their state affiliates i.e the State 

AIDS Control Societies (SACS) support at least 209 HIV/AIDS interventions in sex 

work, majority of which are in brothel settings. As long as brothels remain illegal, 

attempts to introduce health and occupational safety norms including universalisation of 

safer sexual practices will be met with strong legal resistance.  

 

The effects of shutting down brothels are disproportionately borne by sex workers, whose 

survival is dependent on earnings generated there. Further, the inadvertent consequences 

on public health are too significant to be ignored, as seen recently in Surat and Goa:  

 
In 2003 in Surat, Gujarat, the Police Commissioner invoked ITPA and other 

supplementing legislations to evict 600 sex workers from the Chakla Bazar brothel area 

which had been in existence for nearly 500 years when it was first started on the 

outskirts. As a result, the STD and HIV prevention and control programme being 

undertaken by the Preventive and Social Medicine Department of Government Medical 

College, Surat in collaboration with the Gujarat State AIDS Control Society since 2000 

witnessed a set back in terms of outreach and service delivery. Health functionaries 

recorded a fall in condom usage and a rise in the incidence of STDs and HIV among sex 

workers since the time of police raids. The programme, which had hitherto shown 

encouraging results, came to an abrupt end.
9
 Today, HIV prevalence among sex workers 

in Surat district is an alarming 43.2% .  

  
In June 2004, the Government of Goa demolished brothels in Baina, ignoring warnings 

of widespread violence; abuse and adverse health consequences. Overnight, hundreds of 

sex workers lost their homes and lifetime’s earnings. Till several months later, sex 

workers’ could be seen soliciting on the streets for survival, often at the cost of condoms 

and HIV protection. Not only did the Government fail miserably in stamping out 

prostitution from Goa, conversely, demolition of brothels created conditions for more 

exploitative and unprotected sex work within the state and outside.
10

   

 

Legally, there needs to be a distinction between places run by sex workers themselves for 

residential and other purposes and those where a third party forcibly detains and 

compels persons to engage in sex work. The law should therefore be appropriately 

amended to take into account this reality.  

 

Recommendations 

 We strongly oppose the blanket penalization of the keeping of brothel in its 

present form in existing law.  

 We oppose the indiscriminate closure of brothels, without regard to the 

survival/livelihood of sex workers.  

                                                 
9
 Tandon Tripti, “ Sex workers in Surat: Seeking Rights amidst wrongs?” From the Lawyers Collective, Vol 

18-No.10, October 2003, p28  
10

 Maryam Shahmanesh, Sonali Wayal, “Targeting commercial sex-workers in Goa, India: time for a 

strategic rethink?” Available at http://www.goanet.org/pipermail/goanet/2004-October/019130.html 

http://www.goanet.org/pipermail/goanet/2004-October/019130.html
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 We recommend the revision of provisions pertaining to brothels under the ITPA, 

to exclude premises used for carrying out adult consensual sex work without 

intervention of third parties who earn from it.  

 We support the institution of health and occupational safety standards in brothel 

settings including rights based policy and programme measures to universalize 

condom use.   

 

II. Earnings of sex work 

Section 4 of the ITPA punishes persons living off earnings of sex work, or, in other 

words, those being economically supported by sex workers. The section includes within 

its ambit persons living with sex workers including parents, siblings, partner(s) and 

children over the age of 18. Persons facilitating sex work, such as pimps, even when 

employed by sex workers themselves for security or other reasons are also punishable. 

For prosecution, it is immaterial whether the money was paid voluntarily by the sex 

worker or under compulsion. In reality, a significant majority of persons, particularly 

women, turn to sex work to support their families including children, parents and 

siblings. It is indeed ironic that law criminalizes the very persons for whom sex work is 

resorted to.     

 

Recommendation  

 We urge that section 4 be modified to penalise those who forcibly seize the 

earnings of sex workers while exempting those who, sex workers support of their 

own volition.   

 

III. Soliciting  

A sex worker drawing attention of potential customers from a visible, conspicuous site, 

whether in a street or private dwelling is punishable under Section 8 for soliciting. The 

provision was enacted to curb annoyance that may be caused to the public by sex workers 

seeking clients. As such, it has no nexus with trafficking or exploitation in sex work. 

Along with Section 8, public nuisance laws such as Section 294, IPC and Section 110, 

Bombay Police Act are also routinely invoked to prohibit soliciting on streets. 

 

The criminalisation of soliciting is one of the most obvious legal afflictions for sex 

workers, who are faced with arrests, court hearings and convictions on a routine basis. 

Section 8 remains the most frequently invoked provision of the ITPA. Statistics reveal 

that of all the crimes recorded under ITPA, approximately 88% are booked under Section 

8.
11

 Furthermore, conviction under Section 8 is certain and immediate as sex workers 

rarely contest charges. Pleading guilty, according to most, is less burdensome than 

contesting charges, which entails securing legal representation and making repeated visits 

to the Court at the cost of foregoing daily earnings.  

 

In certain jurisdictions, persons repeatedly convicted under ITPA are placed in the 

category of ‘habitual offenders’ and face punitive action under laws to prevent anti-social 

                                                 
11

 See NHRC, UNFEM, ISS, A Report on Trafficking in Women and Children in India 2002-2003. 

Available at http://www.nhrc.nic.in/Publications/ReportonTrafficking.pdf  

 

http://www.nhrc.nic.in/Publications/ReportonTrafficking.pdf
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activities. Sex workers, having faced multiple convictions under Section 8, find 

themselves enveloped in this inescapable web of criminalisation, arrest and incarceration. 

To illustrate, in Surat, sex workers were placed under preventive detention under the 

Gujarat Prevention of Anti-Social Activities Act (PASA), 1985. Several women remained 

imprisoned for over a year, without access to civil rights otherwise available to accused 

persons under the criminal justice system.  

 

Besides actual application of the provision to apprehend sex workers, the section lends 

clout to local police, who are known to harass sex workers by threatening to invoke this 

section. Sex workers report being ridiculed and interrupted by the police while shopping, 

dropping their children to schools and interacting with friends on the pretext of soliciting.   

 

Anecdotally, it is well known that Section 8 dissuades sex workers’ from carrying 

condoms, which are used by the police to support soliciting charges. Negotiations with 

clients are hurried and furtive and both parties avoid talk of condoms or safer sex for fear 

of getting caught. Peer and outreach workers encouraging use of safe sex paraphernalia 

also report being apprehended on charges of aiding prostitution.   

  

Clearly, Section 8 has no relevance to countering exploitation or involuntary sex work. 

At best, it serves as an instrument for the police to harass and extort favours from sex 

workers. Not only does the Section obstruct earnings and livelihood, it also discourages 

adoption of safer sexual practices among sex workers and clients.  

 

Recommendation  

 Repeal proscriptions against soliciting under Section 8.   

 

IV. Statutory Powers & Procedures   

In the name of intercepting trafficking, ITPA confers wide powers with the Police and he 

Magistracy. As a result, law enforcement agencies wield enormous control and influence 

while sex workers negotiate working conditions under fear and insecurity. All offences 

under the ITPA are cognizable including petty ones like soliciting, allowing the police to 

act without a warrant.
12

 Police and Magistrates have been accorded powers to detain, 

arrest, search, raid and remove persons in sex work and close down brothels.
13

 These 

repressive measures form the frontline of anti-trafficking activities provided under the 

Act. Experience, however, shows that far from being a solution to the pressing 

problems faced by sex workers, raids and rescue place sex workers in situations of 

increased harm and vulnerability.    

 

Raids  

Section 15 (1) authorizes the Police to enter and search any premises on suspicion.  

Under Though under Section 13, only Inspectors designated by the state government are 

authorized to conduct search operations, in practice, raids are conducted by subordinate 

officers without proper delegation of powers. Statutory safeguards such as recording of 

reasons, ensuring presence of female police officers and public witness for search are 

                                                 
12

 Section 14, ITPA  
13

 Sections 15, 16 and 18, ITPA 
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almost always flouted. Elementary standards of decency are disregarded, and often police 

barge in when sex workers are working, resting and not properly clothed. Beatings, 

physical and verbal abuse and manhandling of sex workers are commonplace. Police 

conduct at the time of raids contravenes human rights norms set out in domestic as well 

as international law. Yet, sex workers find it extremely difficult to report, let alone seek 

action against erring police officials, for fear of retaliatory attacks. Attempts by civil 

rights organizations to question inordinate exercise of police powers too have not been 

successful. As discussed elsewhere, indiscriminate raids disrupt crucial, life saving 

interventions in sex work settings, imperiling individual and community health.  

  

Rescue  

Under Section 15 (4), police officers are authorized to remove any person found in 

premises where sex work is carried out. Police may also be instructed by the Magistrates 

under Section 16 (1) to remove such persons, regardless of age, maturity and willingness 

to continue in sex work. While removal of young persons forcibly kept in brothels is 

justifiable, allowing police to pick up adult sex workers is indefensible. Identical 

standards are applied for the rescue and removal of minors as well as majors, divesting 

adults’ of the right to determine whether to discontinue or remain in sex work. 

 

Medical examination  

Section 15 (5A) mandates medical examination of persons removed from brothels 

including detection of sexually transmitted diseases. In many places, sex workers have 

been compelled to undergo mandatory HIV testing, without counseling or consent. Two 

years ago in Chennai and more recently in Hyderabad, police conducted mandatory HIV 

testing on sex workers arrested for soliciting under the pretext of testing for presence of 

sexually transmitted diseases under the ITPA.  Not only are such measures are contrary to 

national HIV testing policies, in the long run, they frustrate efforts to create an enabling 

environment for HIV/AIDS prevention and control.  

 

Expulsion of sex workers  

Sections 18 and 20 authorize Magistrates to close down brothels and expel persons from 

premises where sex work is being carried out, including residence. Though rarely 

applied, these Sections threaten sex workers with eviction from homes and places of 

practice, and force them to relocate to new settings every now and then.    

 

Though facially beneficent, raid, rescue and rehabilitation measures have been 

detrimental to the health, safety and rights of persons in sex work. The following 

case study illustrates the futility of such anti-trafficking operations:  

 
In 1997, a police raid was conducted in a red light area in Mumbai. Dina B. (a 

pseudonym) was ‘rescued’ and was being detained at a rehabilitation home in Andheri 

where she was kept locked up in a large room with over 100 other girls in squalid 

conditions. She was forcibly tested for HIV. Dina was suffering from recalcitrant 

Norwegian scabies and had been diagnosed as HIV positive.  She was also suffering from 

syphilis and pulmonary tuberculosis.  Dina was totally emaciated, extremely pale and had 

virtually no appetite.  A doctor affiliated with an NGO who made weekly medical visits 

to the home realised that Dina needed immediate hospitalisation and referred her to be 
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admitted to the nearest municipal hospital designated to provide treatment for ‘rescued’ 

women.  Although Dina was not technically under arrest, she could not be taken to 

hospital without a police escort, which took about a week to arrange. When Dina was 

escorted to the hospital, she was denied admission there because she was HIV positive.  

The doctor referred her to another hospital, which she reached after another week-long 
delay as another police escort was arranged. There the casualty medical officer denied 

her admission on the grounds that she was in police custody.  She was referred to a third 

hospital, where she was sent to the special ward for prisoners, where she was denied 

entry because it was a ‘male only’ ward.  Dina was finally admitted to the first hospital 

when her condition had deteriorated severely. She died while the hospital staff was 

attempting to have her evicted from the ward.
14 

 

There is an urgent need to re-examine powers and procedures conferred under the ITPA 

as it constitutes excessive infringement of civil liberties. Police powers have to be 

regulatged to ensure that they actually tackle trafficking and not consensual adult sex 

workers.  

 

Recommendations  

 Regulate Police Powers under Sections 15 and 16 

 Ensure that these powers are used against traffickers and in respect of trafficked 

persons and not against adult sex workers engaged in consensual commercial sex.  

 Ensure adherence to human rights standards for search and seizure. Detailed 

procedural safeguards need to be incorporated in the law itself.  

 Abuse of powers and procedures by the police should be accountable at law. 

 Involve state and non-state health agencies, community based organizations 

including sex workers’ collectives and civil rights agencies in anti-trafficking 

efforts  

 Delete Sections 18 and 20  

 

 

 

 

  

                                                 
14

 Adapted from M. Dhaliwal.  “’Rescued’ Sex Workers: From Here to Nowhere,” From The Lawyers’ 

Collective, Vol. 12. No. 3, March 1997,  p 4-5 


