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HEALTH — ABORTIONS 
Statement 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.27 pm]: I rise to address the 
member’s statement made by Hon Nick Goiran on 17 August 2017 in which he accused the Minister for Health of 
providing false and inaccurate information to this place, and, by extension, that the question was not answered in 
full. He further implied that there was some tardiness in providing a response to his letter on the topic he had sent 
to the minister on the matter. The letter was replied to in a reasonable time frame, just not quick enough to address 
the member’s political and heartless stunt in this place. Both his allegations are absolutely incorrect. On 11 May, 
the member put a wideranging question on notice about the number of abortions in this state—nine questions with 
12 parts, making 17 questions all-up. Each of these questions were answered, and within the allocated time frame. 
The member gave the impression, remember, that one question was not answered. Some questions sought data 
back to 1998 and included information provided to the Legislative Council estimates in 2014–15—a long time 
ago. Of the 17-part question, one part was answered: data not available. It was in relation to the number of abortions 
performed. The answer was the basis on which the member called it false. I acknowledge the member’s abiding 
and forensic interest in abortions in this state, and his scrutiny of all matters related to the procedure. 
The answer that no data is available is an accurate answer and I will explain why for the benefit of the chamber. The 
honourable member has detailed knowledge in this area. He has already been provided with information that no 
dataset is collected for a single week—23 weeks—which is what he asked about. That data is not available because 
it is coded in the 20–25 week range. There is a reason for that. Women seeking a termination beyond 20 weeks need 
special approval from a ministerial panel. Under section 334 of the Health (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1911, 
a termination of a pregnancy at 20 weeks’ gestation or more must be approved by a panel of at least six medical 
practitioners appointed by the Minister for Health. Two of the medical practitioners on the panel must agree that 
either the pregnant woman or the unborn baby has a severe medical condition that, in their clinical opinion, 
explains the procedure. The publicly available notification of abortions report does not provide a breakdown of 
the gestation age. The member is already aware that the breakdowns in data for gestational age have always been 
relatively consistent in using the measures in cohorts that are a range of weeks rather than exact weeks; 
that is, under 8 weeks, 9–11 weeks, 12–13 weeks, 14–15 weeks, 16–17 weeks, 18–19 weeks, 20–25 weeks and 
26–33 weeks. 
Although form 1 for abortions includes a gestational week estimate, the inpatient data for post–20 week 
terminations is entered and coded in a range of weeks rather than an exact week. This inpatient data is not linked, 
as form 1 does not require a name and address. Under the abortion act, form 1 must not contain any particulars 
from which it may be possible to ascertain the identity of the patient. Because there are few terminations after 
20 weeks, a weekly breakdown would clearly risk identifying people involved in the procedure if this data were 
broken down week by week. It is equally important for the integrity of this data and the comparability between 
reports that the gestational age breakdowns provided remain relatively consistent to enable points of comparison 
over time. That is also a fact that the member is well aware of. 
The member was provided with advice in response to this matter, and I am aware that that has been forwarded to 
him. However, I wanted to alert the chamber to this misinformation that has been provided. In the member’s 
statement he described the public servants who collect, analyse and provide the 17-part answers of that data as 
some “smart alec”, attacked them for providing “false information” and accused them of “shifty business”. 
I provide this explanation to the chamber because I was appalled by the attack on the public servants who dutifully 
and diligently work to answer the member’s frequent questions regarding abortion data. The information is detailed 
and is analysed by those members of the public service. 
In conclusion, questions on notice are a very important way of collecting data over time. I am very well aware of 
that, as I have used it myself quite frequently. This is another example of the way in which members opposite try 
to suggest that there is something underhand when there is nothing underhand at all. Seventeen direct answers to 
17 questions is providing the member with information. 
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