
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 23 June 2021] 

 p1921a-1923a 
Ms Libby Mettam; Ms Simone McGurk 

 [1] 

PUBLIC HEALTH AMENDMENT (SAFE ACCESS ZONES) BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 26 May. 
MS L. METTAM (Vasse — Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party) [1.40 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker for the 
opposition and the shadow spokesperson for health to speak on the Public Health Amendment (Safe Access Zones) 
Bill 2021. I appreciate that this bill was introduced in Parliament last year. The position of the alliance and the 
state Parliamentary Liberal Party is consistent with last year and will allow for a conscience vote on this bill. My 
position on this bill has not changed; I support the bill. A great body of work has been undertaken to get to this place. 
I take the opportunity to thank the advisers, who have always made themselves available, and also those from the 
Department of Health who have undertaken a significant body of work to prepare the department’s recommendations, 
a product of the public consultation that was undertaken, and produce the Public Health Amendment (Safe Access 
Zones) Bill 2021. As I stated, a significant body of work was undertaken with a public consultation period that 
resulted in about 4 000 responses. The Department of Health put together a report that was published on its website 
last year. It considered the recommendations and put forward two options. The first option was to maintain the 
status quo, which would mean that abortion clinics would be responsible for managing security and the challenges 
faced at these clinics with the presence of anti-abortion protesters or people approaching the women as they go to 
the clinic. The second option was to legislate for the provision of a safe access zone, which has resulted in the bill 
that we are currently debating. 
A couple of changes have happened since this bill was first proposed last year. The first is that we are now the only 
state that has yet to implement such legislation. I understand that South Australia has now passed similar legislation 
that was in the throes of being implemented when this bill was proposed late last year. This bill also contains a review 
clause, which will consider the legislation five years after its introduction. This bill brings the legislation in line with 
other jurisdictions around the country. As I stated, over 4 000 public submissions were received on this legislation, 
which produced a great body of work. I appreciate that about 70 per cent of respondents supported this bill, which 
seeks to support an individual’s rights and access when they undertake a lawful activity. I will be supporting this 
bill as I believe that women who attend abortion clinics to undertake what is a legal procedure deserve to do so with 
privacy and respect. According to Marie Stopes Australia, each year picketers spend approximately 2 295 hours 
outside the Marie Stopes clinic in Midland. In 2018, the clinic spent more than $6 000 on upgrading its facility with 
security cameras and protective measures for staff and clients. Each week, the staff provides support to clients who 
are distressed by the presence of the picketers outside their clinic. 
In consideration of this bill, I have been in contact with those who have raised concerns about it. I have also been 
approached by, and have spoken with, people who have provided what they believe to be kerbside counselling. 
I appreciate that they feel that they are supporting these vulnerable women at this time, but I do not believe that this 
is the place to do so. People have a right to protest and object, but the place to do that is not outside the front of an 
abortion clinic. It is evident that the existing laws inadequately address the confrontation experienced by women 
accessing these services, especially vulnerable young women, and I appreciate the mental anguish that many of 
those women who approach the clinics go through at the time. To be approached by others oversteps an acceptable 
boundary. This bill accepts and respects the rights of women to access a medical service. It allows women to access 
reproductive health service facilities safely and with dignity, which they have every right to do. It also respects 
and protects the workers at these clinics from levels of harassment, obstruction and intimidation. These people 
turn up to work each day just to do their job and they have every right to do so. 
As I stated earlier, Western Australia is the only state yet to bring in such legislation. The safe access zone will 
provide a 150-metre safety bubble around the clinics. It proposes to not only stop people from approaching and 
confronting women who want to undertake an abortion at a clinic, or the staff who work there, but also restrict 
these people from distributing published material. It should be remembered that this bill will neither prohibit 
protesting nor limit free speech in any way. There are many avenues to do that. People who feel passionate about 
any issue have every opportunity to do so, and we, as members of Parliament, are able to hear concerns in this 
place and outside Parliament. This bill seeks to respect the rights of individuals to undertake a lawful activity and 
respect the rights of workers to support them in that process. 
This legislation is not about the legality or illegality of abortion—that debate has well and truly happened and that 
time has passed. This legislation is about the establishment of, and support for, a woman’s right to be in charge of 
her own body, and that is an outcome that we must respect. 
I appreciate that similar legislation in Victoria has been challenged in the High Court. The High Court took the 
position that such legislation should be supported. With those few words, I support this piece of legislation that 
has been presented. I understand that there will be a conscience vote and other speakers will speak on this bill today, 
so I will leave my comments there. 
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MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Women’s Interests) [1.51 pm]: I am very happy to have the 
opportunity to speak to the Public Health Amendment (Safe Access Zones) Bill 2021, as I did when it was introduced 
during the last Parliament. I know that the bill has been very widely supported by women who are aware of the 
issues of providing safe access to very personal services for some women and their partners. They want to know 
that those services not only are physically accessible and affordable, but also will be able to be accessed with dignity. 
Women want to know that when they go to access those services, the service providers have the expertise needed, 
whether it is for advice about an unwanted pregnancy, contraception, family planning, a vasectomy for their partners 
or termination services. 

As the member for Vasse pointed out, we are now the last state to legislate for safe access zones, putting beyond 
doubt the intent of this government, on behalf of the community, for anyone to be able to access services at 
a termination clinic—including, as I said, the variety of services available there—free from intimidation or being 
approached by members of the public. That is important to us. 

It was interesting to look at the debate that occurred in the last Parliament on this matter. I remember that one of 
the people who spoke after I did was the now Leader of the Liberal Party, David Honey. I was a little surprised by 
his contribution to the debate at the time. First, he said that we had introduced the bill simply as a stunt, which I know 
was an offensive allegation for me and, I imagine, the Minister for Health. A large number of people responded to 
the survey that the member for Vasse referred to. Thousands of people responded to the survey that the Department 
of Health put out on the issue and the vast majority—I think over 70 per cent—said that they were in favour of 
safe access zones. Therefore, to say that the introduction of the bill by the previous McGowan government was 
a stunt says more about the member for Cottesloe and speaks to—what has been observed by others—his tin ear 
to understanding the intent of those around him. 

On 11 November last year in the debate on this bill, David Honey said — 

I understand in great detail the intent of this bill. 

He went on to quote the purpose of the bill — 

(a) to provide for safe access zones around premises at which abortions are provided so as to protect the 
safety and wellbeing, and respect the privacy and dignity, of — 

(i) persons accessing the services provided at those premises; and 

(ii) employees and other persons who need to access those premises in the course of their duties 
and responsibilities; 

and 

(b) to prohibit publication and distribution of certain recordings. 

That was what the member for Cottesloe read out to be the purpose of the bill. He went on to talk about the 
material that would be prohibited to be distributed within 150 metres of the services. Basically, he said—I will 
paraphrase him—that he did not think that many people would object to the broad intent of the bill. But then he 
went on to say — 

I do not believe that any person in this place believes that it is appropriate for women using these services 
to be subject to harassment or vilification. Some people in this place would know that some community 
groups are concerned that not all women accessing abortion clinics and hospitals are doing so of their 
own free will. They are concerned that some women have been subject to harassment by their partner, their 
family and even their friends. They are concerned that some women may be accessing the services because 
they do not know how they will be supported during pregnancy or after the child is born. 

The member for Cottesloe then gave an example and said that, maybe, it was extreme, but it illustrated his point. 
He referred to an article published in the Daily Mail Australia in March 2017, which refers to people who were 
pressured into having abortions. He quoted a number of examples from this article — 

… Former girlfriend … ‘was paid $50,000 to get an abortion … 

• The 24-year-old woman fell pregnant while dating … 

• A contract was drawn-up stating the pregnancy was to be terminated 

The member for Cottesloe talked about this being an example of someone being coerced into having an abortion 
for $50 000. He then said — 

I fully understand that this is an extreme example. However, I have heard other stories about women who 
felt that they were subject to extreme pressure by their families … or their partner to terminate 
a pregnancy. As I have indicated already, I strongly agree with the contention that women should have 
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safe access to abortion services and be free from harassment. My key concern with the bill is what may 
be seen to be, to quote the phrase in proposed section 202P … of the bill, “reasonably likely to cause 
distress or anxiety”. 

The member for Cottesloe then said — 
That is a very broad description that could encompass a very wide set of behaviours. As I have indicated, 
I have no sympathy for people who deliberately try to impede or cause distress or anxiety to women 
accessing abortion services. The key question is: does that mean that there can be no interaction with 
a woman accessing the service? 
A concern has been expressed to me by a Christian organisation that the very broad scope of this bill 
will unfairly impede the work that it does to assist women who may be accessing an abortion service but 
who are doing so because they are suffering from undue pressure or financial distress. One such group is 
40 Weeks to Life. 

He described them as “well-meaning people”. He continued — 
Members of this group conduct prayer vigils outside the clinics and also hand out brochures to women 
attending the clinics, offering help and support. They claim that since 2012 at least 55 women have accepted 
their offer for help and went on to have their baby. They believe that 55 people are alive today because 
of their action. 
… 
But I also believe that it is fair that people with good intent should have the opportunity to politely offer 
to help someone who is accessing those services because of extreme pressure or financial distress. 
… I appreciate that there will be a small number … but some women are subject to enormous duress and 
pressure from their partners and may be suffering extreme financial distress and access the service only 
because of that and not because they, in fact, wish to terminate the pregnancy. But I would like to know 
what other avenues will be provided to ensure that all the women who access these services are doing so 
of their free will? 

One of the things that is very telling about the member for Cottesloe’s endorsement of the Christian groups that have 
been protesting relentlessly outside termination clinics is his inability to understand the distress and anxiety they 
cause clients and staff who are accessing or working in those clinics—extreme distress and anxiety. It also goes to 
his lack of understanding of what we can expect from protest groups outside those clinics. Do they have any expertise? 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1943.] 
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