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Note: presumably, Gavin Fang has forwarded my email to Scott Stephens  
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Email #20 - Part 1 DATE: 11 June, 2026




Page ￼  of ￼12 25

Email #20 - Part 2 DATE: 11 June, 2026
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Email #25 DATE: 12 June, 2026
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Email #36 DATE: 19 June, 2026


(NOTE: No response from Gavin)
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First article pitched June 8, 2026: 

Trans Rights and Women’s Rights: When “Inclusion” Means Exclusion 
By Sall Grover 

Some readers will find this uncomfortable. Others will dismiss it as unkind. But here is the 
undeniable biological fact that underpins this entire debate: the only prerequisite to being a “trans 
woman” is to be male. I cannot be a trans woman, no matter how I feel, because I am female. This 
is not hatred; it is grammar, biology, and reality meeting in plain English. Paula Gerber and Anna 
Cody, in their recent contributions to ABC, insist otherwise. They are wrong, and understanding 
precisely why matters more than ever. 

Gerber’s piece on the Giggle v Tickle judgment celebrates it as a win for both trans rights and 
women’s rights. Cody condemns proposals to restore biological definitions in the Sex 
Discrimination Act as a “retrograde step.” Both treat sex-based rights as negotiable, and both frame 
disagreement as bigotry rather than a necessary defence of hard-won protections. The truth is 
simpler and more uncomfortable. Trans women’s rights, rights predicated on male bodies 
identifying into female categories, and women’s sex-based rights are in direct conflict. One cannot 
expand without the other contracting. 

Women have fought for single-sex spaces, services, and sports not because we are delicate flowers 
offended by existence, but because male-pattern violence, strength, and sexual dimorphism make 
mixed-sex environments risky or unfair for the female sex, either way necessary. This is not theory. 
It is data from prisons, refuges, change rooms, and sport. Rape victims rebuilding lives in female-
only recovery groups should not have to audition their trauma to justify basic dignity. A woman 
should not need to recount the worst day of her life at the hands of a man simply to say this space is 
for us. No means no, remember? That principle applied to consent. It applies here too. 

The law once understood this. The Sex Discrimination Act once defined “man” and “woman” by 
reference to biology before those definitions were quietly removed. The full federal court in 
the Giggle v Tickle appeal effectively ruled that a male who identifies as a woman is a woman for 
the purposes of the Act. In doing so, it admitted the very thing it denies. If you must redefine 
“woman” to include men, then trans women are not, in the ordinary meaning, women. You cannot 
have it both ways. Accurate definitions are not bigotry, they are the foundation of coherent law. 
Without them, female-only spaces become meaningless. Prisons, shelters, sports, and even apps like 
Giggle become mixed-sex by stealth. 

Consider the women who rely on these rights. Survivors of male violence. Women in crisis 
accommodation. Teenage girls in school change rooms. Female athletes watching records and 
scholarships evaporate. Muslim and religious women for whom modesty is non-negotiable. 
Disabled women needing intimate care from their own sex. These are not abstract categories. They 
are millions of ordinary Australian women who never asked to surrender their boundaries for 
someone else’s identity. 

Gerber suggests that excluding males who identify as women risks excluding “unfeminine” lesbians 
or others who defy stereotypes. This is a sleight of hand. Sex is not a stereotype. It is observable, 
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immutable reality. Lesbians remain female. The solution to rigid gender norms is not to dissolve 
sex, it is to stop enforcing stereotypes on either sex. Cody claims women have fought “not to be 
defined only by biology.” Yet the women’s movement fought precisely because of biology, 
reproductive capacity, vulnerability to male violence, physical differences. To pretend biology is 
incidental is to erase the reason single-sex provisions exist. 

We are told trans rights are about compassion. But compassion that demands women absorb male 
bodies into every female category is not kindness, it is entitlement dressed in progressive clothing. 
Trans-identified people deserve dignity, mental health support, and protection from violence. They 
do not deserve to rewrite reality or override the sex-based rights of half the population. The idea 
that disagreement equals hatred has chilled debate for too long. Courts awarding aggravated 
damages for “misgendering” or courtroom demeanour only deepen the chill. 

This issue will not disappear because activists wish it so. Women are noticing. Polling shifts. 
International reversals, from the UK Supreme Court to growing sporting policy updates including 
the Olympics, show the tide turning. Australians deserve open conversation, not slogans. We can 
support distressed individuals without dismantling sex-based protections. We can affirm that trans 
women are males with an identity while refusing to pretend that identity erases sex. 

Women’s rights were never guaranteed by feelings or redefinitions. They were won through 
evidence, courage, and clarity about material reality. To deny that clarity is to admit the emperor has 
no clothes and, in this case, that the emperor is male. Parliament must act. Define sex clearly. 
Protect female spaces unapologetically. 

The alternative is not inclusion. It is the slow erosion of the very category “woman” until it means 
nothing at all. And that serves no one. 

Sall Grover is the CEO of Giggle and an accidental women’s rights campaigner.  
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Revised article sent June 9, 2026: 

Trans Rights and Women’s Rights: When “Inclusion” Means Exclusion 
By Sall Grover 

Some readers will find this uncomfortable. Others will dismiss it as unkind. But here is the 
undeniable biological fact that underpins this entire debate: the only prerequisite to being a “trans 
woman” is to be male. I cannot be a trans woman, no matter how I feel, because I am female. This 
is not hatred. It is grammar, biology, and reality meeting in plain English. Paula Gerber and Anna 
Cody, in their recent contributions to ABC, insist otherwise. They are wrong, and understanding 
precisely why they are wrong matters more than ever. 

Gerber’s piece on the Giggle v Tickle judgment celebrates it as a win for both trans rights and 
women’s rights. Cody condemns proposals to restore biological definitions in the Sex 
Discrimination Act as a “retrograde step.” Both treat sex-based rights as negotiable, and both frame 
disagreement as bigotry rather than a necessary defence of hard-won protections. 

The truth is simpler and more uncomfortable. Trans women’s rights, rights predicated on male 
bodies identifying into female categories, and women’s sex-based rights are in direct conflict. One 
cannot expand without the other contracting. 

Women have fought for single-sex spaces, services, and sports not because we are delicate flowers 
offended by existence, but because male-pattern violence, strength, and sexual dimorphism make 
mixed-sex environments risky or unfair for the female sex. This is not theory. It is data from 
prisons, refuges, change rooms, and sport. 

This is not an accusation that trans-identified males are inherently violent. It is a recognition that 
trans women are biologically male, and that single-sex provisions were created to address well-
documented average differences in physical strength and offending patterns between the sexes. 

Rape victims rebuilding lives in female-only recovery groups should not have to audition their 
trauma to justify basic dignity. A woman should not need to recount the worst day of her life at the 
hands of a man simply to say this space is for us. No means no, remember? That principle applied 
to consent. It applies here too. 

The law once understood this. The Sex Discrimination Act once defined “man” and “woman” by 
reference to biology before those definitions were quietly removed. The full federal court in the 
Giggle v Tickle appeal effectively ruled that a male who identifies as a woman is a woman for the 
purposes of the Act. In doing so, it admitted the very thing it denies. If you must redefine “woman” 
to include men, then trans women are not, in the ordinary meaning, women. You cannot have it both 
ways. Accurate definitions are not bigotry, they are the foundation of coherent law.  

Without them, female-only spaces become meaningless. Prisons, shelters, sports, and even apps like 
Giggle become mixed-sex by stealth. 
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Consider the women who rely on these rights. Survivors of male violence. Women in crisis 
accommodation. Teenage girls in school change rooms. Female athletes watching records and 
scholarships evaporate. Religious women for whom modesty is non-negotiable. Disabled women 
needing intimate care from their own sex. These women, particularly the survivors of male 
violence, depend on female-only recovery spaces because trauma from male-perpetrated abuse 
often makes the presence of male bodies re-traumatising. Australia’s first women-only trauma 
hospital and specialist programs were established precisely to provide that safe, sex-specific 
environment for healing. These are not abstract categories. They are ordinary Australian women 
who never asked to surrender their boundaries for someone else’s identity. 

Gerber further suggests that excluding males who identify as women risks excluding “unfeminine” 
lesbians or others who defy stereotypes. This is a sleight of hand. Sex is not a stereotype. It is 
observable, immutable reality. Lesbians remain female. The solution to rigid gender norms is not to 
dissolve sex, it is to stop enforcing stereotypes on either sex. Cody claims women have fought “not 
to be defined only by biology.” Yet the women’s movement fought precisely because of biology, 
reproductive capacity, vulnerability to male violence, physical differences. To pretend biology is 
incidental is to erase the reason single-sex provisions exist. 

We are told trans rights are about compassion. But compassion that demands women absorb male 
bodies into every female category is not kindness, it is entitlement dressed in progressive clothing. 
Trans-identified people deserve dignity, mental health support, and their own protection from 
violence. They do not deserve to rewrite reality or override the sex-based rights of half the 
population. The idea that disagreement equals hatred has chilled debate for too long. 

This issue will not disappear because activists wish it so. Australian’s are noticing. Polling shifts. 
International reversals, from the UK Supreme Court to growing sporting policy updates including 
the Olympics, show the tide turning. Australians deserve open conversation, not slogans. We can 
support individuals without dismantling sex-based protections. We can affirm that trans women are 
males with an identity while refusing to pretend that identity erases sex or the category of woman as 
an adult human female. 

Women’s rights were never guaranteed by feelings or redefinitions. They were won through 
evidence, courage, and clarity about material reality. To deny that clarity is to admit the emperor has 
no clothes and, in this case, that the emperor is male. Parliament must act. Define sex clearly. 
Protect female spaces unapologetically. 

The alternative is not inclusion. It is the slow erosion of the very category “woman” until it means 
nothing at all. And that serves no one. 

Sall Grover is the CEO of Giggle and an accidental women’s rights campaigner. 
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New article sent June 11, 2026: 

Women's Rights: Why the Law Must Define What a Woman Is 
By Sall Grover 

Australian law once understood something simple and essential. A woman is an adult human 
female. The Sex Discrimination Act was written to protect women as a sex class, recognising that 
our biology creates distinct needs and vulnerabilities that require specific safeguards. Single-sex 
refuges, changing facilities, prisons, sports categories and support groups were not afterthoughts. 
They were deliberate responses to the material realities of female lives, acknowledging  
menstruation, pregnancy, menopause, and the physical differences that shape everything from 
competitive sport to personal privacy. 

That original clarity mattered. The Act once contained explicit biological definitions of “man” and 
“woman.” Those definitions were quietly removed. The only plausible reason for stripping out 
clear, objective definitions is to allow the category to be corrupted, to make “woman” mean 
something other than adult human female. That quiet change has had loud consequences. 

I created Giggle as a platform where women, adult human females, could connect with each other. 
It was designed as a space that reflected the same sex-based boundaries women have long relied 
upon in the physical world. The resulting legal battle, Giggle v Tickle, has become a test case for 
whether female-only spaces can still exist in Australia. At the moment, they cannot. 

When gender identity is permitted to override sex, the legal category of “woman” becomes a mixed-
sex category. What was once a clear class open to all females turns into something anyone who 
identifies as a woman can enter. Female-only spaces then lose their purpose and the safeguards 
women fought to establish begin to dissolve. Single-sex spaces become unisex. 

This is not theoretical. Ordinary Australian women rely on these single-sex provisions. Survivors 
seeking recovery, women needing intimate care, religious women for whom modesty is non-
negotiable, and lesbians for whom same-sex attraction is rooted in sex, not identity. Redefining 
lesbian spaces and boundaries to include male-bodied people does not expand rights. It erases the 
meaning of same-sex attraction and asks lesbians to set aside their orientation or be labelled 
exclusionary. 

People who identify as trans are entitled to the same basic rights as every other Australian, such as 
fair access to employment and housing, protection from harassment, their own dedicated spaces and 
services, and the freedom to organise events as they see fit. Those rights can exist, they just need 
not come at the expense of women’s sex-based rights. 

Women who defend these boundaries are not motivated by animus. We are women who stand on 
centuries of hard-won battles for female rights and recognition. We fought for legal 
acknowledgment of our sex-based reality precisely because it shapes our lives in concrete, 
measurable ways. We will not surrender it. We should not be asked to. Women’s rights were never 
granted by redefining reality. They were secured through evidence, persistence and insistence on 
material facts. 
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Dismissing women who simply want clear sex-based spaces, whether the dismissal comes from 
academics, bureaucrats or activists, does not resolve the tension. It merely underscores how deep 
the problem has become. A fact-based conversation is both possible and necessary. One that calmly 
acknowledges women’s need for sex-based spaces alongside anyone’s desire to support people who 
identify as trans.  

Australian women ask for nothing extravagant: that our material reality - adult human female - be 
clearly recognised in law where it continues to matter. That recognition should not diminish anyone 
else. It simply ensures that women’s rights remain meaningful rather than symbolic. 

Parliament has the power to restore clarity to the Sex Discrimination Act. Defining sex accurately 
and protecting female-only spaces where biology is relevant is not a rejection of anyone. It is the 
responsible act of a society that values evidence, fairness and the hard-won rights of half its 
population. 

Australian women are not asking to turn back the clock. We are asking that the law remember what 
a woman is, so the rights attached to that word can continue to serve the women who need them 
most. 

Sall Grover is the CEO of Giggle and an accidental women’s rights campaigner.


