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1. The interveners are dedicated to the defence a$ahetity of human life.
They are grateful for the opportunity to place thebservations before the Court.
Their comments are limited to general questionsuitite abortion situation in
Ireland and its relation to various Articles of t@®nvention, and they do not
address the specific facts of this case or its isppts.

The Court Must Scrutinise Domestic Remedies under thicles 13 and 35

2. Article 35 of the Convention requires an applicemtexhaust domestic
remedies, and Article 13 entitles applicants toaaid procedure for trying to
protect their rights. Irish law and practice estii®#s not only the existence of
remedies sufficient to satisfy Article 13, but glinburden of exhaustion.

3. Under Article 35(1) therefore, the Court must deci@hether the
Applicant, under the collective circumstances o ttase, did everything they
could reasonably be expected to do to exhaust damemedies. This Court has
also stressed that it is an established principée¢ in a legal system providing
constitutional protection for fundamental rightbatt it is imperative that the
aggrieved person(s) test the extent of that protecand, in a common law
system, to allow the domestic courts to developsehaights by way of
interpretation. In this respect, it is recalledtthadeclaratory action before the
Member State’s High Court, with a possibility of appeal to the Supreme Court,
constitutes the most appropriate method under lashof seeking to assert and
vindicate constitutional rights.

4. The Irish Supreme Court is willing and ready to sider any case
involving the intimate interplay between the righis the mother to her own
independence and bodily integrity and the rightshef unborn child, noting that
no interpretation of the Constitution was intendedbe final for all time. To this
extent, the Court in D. v. Irelamécalled the comments of the Chief Justice of the
Irish Supreme Court in the ¥ase, stating that this is “peculiarly appropriabel
illuminating in the interpretation of [the Eightmfendment] which deals with the
intimate human problem of the right of the unbasrlite and its relationship to
the right of the mother of an unborn child to hife.1®

5. The European Convention on Human Rights Act (2G08) provides a
mechanism by which applicants can plead their Cotime rights in domestic

! ECHR, Aksoy v. TurkeyJudgment of 18 December 198&ports of Judgments and Decisions
1996-VI, § 54; ECHR, Merit v. Ukrainé\pplication no. 66561/01, § 58, 30/03/2004; ECHR,
Isayeva and Others v. Russfgplication nos. 57947/00\, 57948/00 and 57949§1@5,
24/02/2005.

2ECHR, D. v. IrelandApplication No. 26499/02, Admissibility decisiof 27/06/2006, § 85;
ECHR, Patrick Holland v. Ireland\pplication no. 24827/94, Commission decision o#14998,

DR 93, p. 15; ECHR,_Independent News and Mediamaependent Newspapers Ireland Limited
v. Ireland Application no. 55120/00, (dec.) 19/07/2003.
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courts. To protect confidentiality, the PublicRule in Ireland allows persons to
apply forin camera proceedings, similar to that set by the Provisiéos 1961
which relates to minors. Beyond this, certain pcast in Irish judicial procedure
also allow for women seeking abortions to keeprtieintities secret.

6. While this Court has recognised that in particut@rcumstances an
applicant may exceptionally be absolved from extiagsa domestic remedy that
is available, it has constantly held that legalieehas to the possibility of success
before national courts does not constitute a vakduse for not exhausting a
particular remedy.Any lowering of the standard laid down by Arti@& would
effectively side-line the Irish courts and set agedent which would threaten the
relevance of the domestic legal systems in eatheoMember States.

Member States Have Sovereignty to Protect the Rigtio Life

7. Ireland’s sovereign right to determine when lifggins and to determine
the appropriate protections therein is based orp#ramount importance of the
right to life affirmed in Article 2, which outweighother Convention rights. This
Court recognised that other rights, such as thd t@privacy and bodily integrity
within the context of pregnancy, are not absolutel anust be analysed in
conjunction with the rights of the unborn to lifmdathe rights of States to
determine their own definition of when life begiaad how to protect unborn
children as a resuit.

8. lIreland’s decision to protect the right to life deses special deference
both because of its longevity and its status asmaely a statute but a provision
of the Irish Constitution, ratified overwhelminglgy the people of Ireland
themselves. The brief of the Pro-Life Campaignvjztes some of the historical
details of Ireland’s abortion restrictions. Theshr People’s closely held moral
and cultural belief in favour of the right to lifeas been echoed and fortified time
and again by the people, its courts, and legistatfrthe Republic of Ireland.
Their re-affirmation of the right to life for unborchildren has recurred despite
numerous challenges stemming primarily from spentakrest groups.

9. lIreland’s abortion restrictions exist to bring elifyato the rights of the
unborn person and the rights of the mother, bygeising that the fundamental
right to life takes primacy over all other righf®he most basic and fundamental
building block of the State is the individual, atiterefore human beings at all
stages of development are worthy of the highesllpgotection. Personal rights
can only exist because a human being exists frenmibiment of conception.

10.This primacy of the right to life is internationaltecognised by perhaps
the greatest human rights document, the Universalddation of Human Rights,

4D. v. Ireland op. cit. § 98.
S Cf. application No. 1488/62 - X v. Belgiy@ollection of Decisions, Vol. 13, p. 93, 96
S ECHR, Vo V. FranceApplication No. 53924/00, Judgment of 8/07/200808



invoked in the preamble of the Convention, whiclAmticle 3 states that the right
to life is inalienable and extends to all membédrthe human family. The right to
protection of the unborn is also a foundational porent of the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) toisthireland is signatory.
Under the UNCRC the child has the right to lifertRa are obliged to ensure
their survival “to the maximum extent possible,"datine child deserves special
care and legal protection “before as well as afteth.”® Capital punishment for
pregnant women is rejected by the Universal Detitaraas well as other
international documents, as a means of protedtiagnnocent child’s lifé.

11.The principle of respect for national sovereignayyd not the erosion
thereof, forms the basis for Convention rights teelves, because those rights
stemmed from the treaty obligations undertakenhgyHigh Contracting parties.
For any organ of the Council of Europe to hold tinekland’s laws protecting life
must be liberalised would create a new Conventight to which Ireland never
acceded, and would place obligations on IrelangHizh it never became party.

12.The Irish government has always taken the posthanits participation in
the European political unification would not impaétticle 40.3.3's equal
protection of the right to life of mother and childProtocol no. 35 on Article
40.3.3, annexed to the Treaty on European Union #ed Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union, ensures thathihg in the Treaties . . . shall
affect the application in Ireland of Article 40.308 the Constitution of Ireland.”
Likewise, the Protocol on Article 40.3.3 annexedtlie Treaty establishing a
Constitution for Europe states that “Nothing in the. Treaties or Acts . . . shall
affect the application in Ireland of Article 40.308 the Constitution of Ireland.”
This position has been held consistently and a&dry the Member States.

13.The Commission, before its disbandment, held thatfbetus enjoys a
certain protection under the first sentence ofddetl of the European Convention
of Human Rightg? Article 2 provides a certain minimum level of grotion for
the unborr! Even if the Court does not interpret Article 2aamandate to protect
the unborn, Article 2 still gives Member States dpgion to protect the unborn.
Indeed, a great measure of deference must be showwviember States in
determining the extent of that protectidrParties to the convention are free and
encouraged to provide a higher level of protectdiuman rights in their own
national legislation, as recognised, for exampjeAticle 53 The protection of

" United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Gl Nov. 1989, 1577 U.N.T.S. 2.

81d. at Preamble, Art. 3(1), Art. 6(1).

® Universal Declaration of Human Rights ***; Internata Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
1966 at Article 6(5) and travaux préparatoires.;

Y ECHR, H. v. NorwayApplication. No. 17004/90, Admissibility decisiof 19/05/1990.

" ECHR, H. v. NorwayApplication. No. 17004/90, Admissibility decisiofi 19/05/1990.

2 See Vo v. France

13 Article 53 — Safeguard for existing human rightsiting in this Convention shall be construed
as limiting or derogating from any of the human rigghhd fundamental freedoms which may be



life from its beginning in Article 40.3.3 of theish Constitution simply
constitutes a higher level of implementation ofiéle 2.

14.This Court has found it particularly “inappropriat® impose its moral
views on Member States concerning when to prokectight to life:

...it is not only legally difficult to seek harmonisati of national laws at the Community
level, but because of lack of consensus, it woulthbppropriate to impose one exclusive
moral code . . . . the issue of when the right te kiegins comes within the margin of
appreciation which the Court generally considers tates should enjoy in this sphere...
[and] the issue of such protection has not been redolithin the majority of the
Contracting States themselves . . . [and] there iEuropean consensus on the scientific
and legal definition of the beginning of Iif&.

The Constitutional Court of Poland, for examples hated the central importance
that protection for the unborn plays in their leggstem> Such weighty views
adopted by the people in Member States deservé dgéarence by this Court.

15. With respect to the State’s positive obligationgha provision of health
care, the Court has stated that an issue maywrder Article 2 where it is shown
that the authorities of a Contracting State putraividual’s life at risk through
the denial of health care which they have underiakemake available to the
population generallﬂr‘? The provision of abortion within Ireland does nutet the
requirement to be considered part of a State’sigeabligations under Article 2.

16.There is no negative component in Article 2 reqgra State deny the
right to life to unborn children in order to vindie the right to life of women. An
Article 2 claim to expand abortion cannot be coesid if it raises no separate
issue from an Atrticle 3 claim of torture or inhuntaatment.” Moreover, Ireland
does not diminish the right to life of women—it g&/full and equal treatment to
their and their children’s right to life. And tlaborn’s right to life as understood
by Ireland allows abortive actions to save thedisgéwomen.

17. Using Article 2 to require abortion in Ireland wdube tantamount to
constricting the right to life by prohibiting statéfom recognising that right in the
unborn, while creating a diametrically opposed trighkill life, the right to abort.
The Court, in the context of the euthanasia isslready determined that the
scope of Article 2 does not reach so far:

The consistent emphasis in all the cases before thet Gasi been the obligation of the
State to protect life. The Court is not persuadeat tthe right to life” guaranteed in

ensured under the laws of any High Contracting Rartynder any other agreement to which it is
a Party.

Vo v. Franceop. cit., § 82.

15 polish Abortion CaseConstitutional Court of Poland, OTK Z.U. z.r. 199. 2, 19.

16 See Cyprus v Turke}cC], no. 25781/94, § 219, ECHR 2001-1V.

7 see Ocalan v Turkeyo 46221/99, 12 March 2003 and D v the Unitedgidiom (no 3024/96
judgment of 2 May 1997, Reports 1997-11l).




Article 2 can be interpreted as involving a negatspect. While, for example in the
context of Article 11 of the Convention, the freed®f association has been found to
involve not only a right to join an association butorresponding right not to be forced to
join an association, the Court observes that thenatf a freedom implies some measure
of choice as to its exercise [...]. Article 2 of ther®@ention is phrased in different terms.
It is unconcerned with issues to do with the qualftyiving or what a person chooses to
do with his or her life. To the extent that these atpare recognised as so fundamental
to the human condition that they require protecfrom State interference, they may be
reflected in the rights guaranteed by other Artictdsthe Convention, or in other
international human rights instruments. Article 2raatnwithout a distortion of language,
be interpreted as conferring the diametrically opeasitht, namely a right to dfé.

18.Ireland has decided to be inclusive rather tharuske, by recognising
human rights at life’'s beginning and with equallrfaks in adults, including
women. This choice by the people of Ireland isandenial of rights. Rather it is
the most fundamental kind of choice that a MembiateScould make that is
deserving of deference from the Court. Conventam does not impose rigid
standards for requirements for Member States oralngurestions. It sets certain
minimum standards for the protection of fundamehtahan rights and gives a
wide margin of discretion to States, dependinglenrature of the right, on the
nature of the issues and the importance of thessatistake, and on the existence
or absence of consensus or international law ortdpie. This Court has held:
“Article 2 ranks as one of the most fundamentalvmions in the Convention—
indeed one which, in peacetime, admits of no dd¢imgaunder Article 15.
Together with Article 3 of the Convention [the pitmtion of torture], it also
enshrines one of the basic values of the democsaitieties making up the
Council of Europe

19. While acknowledging the lack of consensus on thareaand status of the
unborn, the Court has none-the-less observed: tilaembryo/foetus belongs to
the human race?® In the belief that belonging to the human racéhés basis of
human rights, the people of Ireland have estaldidégal protection for the child
before birth. Far from violating the terms of ther@ention, Ireland’s regulation
of abortion is wholly compatible with the UDHR’s fdace of the rights of all
sections of the human family. If it is within tmeargin of appreciation for the
Irish people to decide when life begins, but they aot free to act upon their
decision in the way in which they regulate abortitren this Court will place
itself in the position of judging the matter fof @ontracting States.

Ireland Does Not Interfere with Article 8 Bodily Integrity and Privacy

20.Just as Article 2 does not provide a right to abortlreland’s restrictions
on abortion cannot be said to unduly interfere vtiticle 8's right to integrity

8 ECHR, Pretty v. the United Kingdgmpplication No. 2346/02. Judgment of 29/04/20039§
% ECHR, Case of McCann v. the United Kingdo#wpplication No. 18984/91, Judgment of
27/09/1995 (Grand Chamber), § 147.

20Vo v Franceop. cit., § 84




over women’s bodies and right to privacy. Instdeeland’s laws actually protect
the life and health of women. Last year, the Smgr€ourt of the United States
recognised that “it seems unexceptionable to caleclsome women come to
regret their choice to abort the infant life theye created and sustained. Severe
depression and loss of esteem can foll6w.The court cited a brief filed on
behalf of a multitude of women who had undergoneridn and who had
experienced deep emotional pain and other comgitmt As demonstrated
below, abortion has serious negative effects thastnalso be considered in
deciding whether Ireland’s laws protect women.

21.As this Court recognised when analysing Articl¢h2, right to privacy and
bodily integrity within the context of pregnancynet absolute, nor is pregnancy a
purely private matter. The right must be analysedonjunction with the rights
of the unborn to life and the rights of States ébedmine their own definition of
when to begin protecting the right to Iffe.Because Ireland’s law is inclusive in
recognising the right to life of the unborn as ddaahe rights of the mother, then
deference to Ireland’s decision outweighs any aliegpnflict with the interests of
women to health, privacy and bodily integrity.

22.The first prong in determining whether a violatiohthe Convention has
occurred with relation to Article 8 is whether bel’s restriction of abortion is
prescribed by law, is precise enough and reasorfabfsees its consequences,
and provides adequate safeguards against arbitntsference with respective
substantive right§® Second, Ireland’s laws must pursue a legitimate aThird,
Ireland’s laws should be necessary in a democsatitety and meet a pressing
social need whilst at the same time remaining priapeate to the legitimate aim
pursued?® The laws must be based on just reasons which relevant,
sufficient?® and concreté® The restriction must be proportionate to the aim
pursued, proportionality being the achievement dfia balance between the
various conflicting interests. Restrictions on rights guaranteed by the European
Convention of Human Rights must be narrowly taidbrenust be adopted in the
interests of public and social life as well as tights of other people within
society?® In determining whether the restrictions on alborin Ireland are lawful

L Gonzales v. Carharb50 U.S. 124, 127 Sup. Ct. 1610, 1634 (2007).

22\/o v. Franceop. cit. § 80.

2 ECHR, Huvig v. Franceludgment of 24/04/1990, Series A no. 176-B § 2HEXKruslin v.
France Judgment of 24/04/1990, Series A no. 176-A § 36.

24 ECHR, Sunday Times v. the United Kingdofpplication No. 6538/74, Judgment of
26/04/1979, § 68t seq.

S ECHR, 22/10/1981, Dudgeon v. the United Kingd@aries A No. 45, § 5fl

% gee: Article 9 of the European Convention of HurRéghts: Freedom of Thought, Conscience
and Religion Human Rights Files, No. 20, Council of Europe Raitifig, 2005. p. 47.

271d., See also Handyside v. the United Kingdom cit., § 49; Dudgeon v. The United Kingdom
op. cit., 8§ 60.

%8 5ee: F. Sudre, Droit International et Europeenddeiss de 'lhommePUF, Droit fundamental,
1999, p. 108.




under Convention law, the Court must look to thenests involved and the facts
of the case as a whole.

23.Because Ireland’s restrictions on abortion are guilesd by law, they
deserve a great amount of deference. This Court degsned that national
authorities must be able to judge the circumstaweagsanting restrictions on
guaranteed rights. In the “information cases” this Court also obserteat the
protections afforded to the unborn both serve aitilegte aim and are
proportionally tailored and necessary in a demécgaiciety*°

24.Ireland’s restrictions on abortion are precise meit formulation,
reasonable in accommodating threats to the mothgs,sand uniform rather than
arbitrary in their application. The reasonablen#skeland’s law is substantiated
by its protection for the mother’s life where thiskrof death is both real and
substantial. This protection has been clearly néefiin the case-law of the
Republic of Ireland, foremost in the &ase’* and prior to the adoption of the
Eighth Amendment, in the McGease®?

25.The adoption of these principles has also beerfieddn precise terms by
the Medical Council’s guidelines: “The Council rgoises that termination of
pregnancy can occur when there is real and subdtargk to the life of the
mother . . . 23 The Council further adheres to the following views

In current obstetrical practice rare complications aese where therapeutic intervention
is required at a stage in pregnancy when there willtte or no prospect for the survival

of the baby, due to extreme immaturity. In these etiweal situations failure to intervene

may result in the death of both mother and baby. @eider that there is a fundamental
difference between abortion carried out with theention of taking the life of the baby,

for example for social reasons, and the unavoidablthdof the baby resulting from

essential treatment to protect the life of the mother.

26.Ireland’s protection for a mother’s life is not iemissibly imprecise just
because they rely to some extent on a doctor’smaig that the woman'’s life is
at risk. Medical advice ultimately depends upom éltercise of clinical judgment
rather than legislation. It is not possible to pdevuniversally applicable rules
which prescribe for every case, nor does this Ctaké such an unreasonable

% Jean-Francois Renucci, Droit Europeen des droitshdentne 3¢ ed., LGDJ/Montchrestien
(2002), p. 329.

%0 ECHR, Case of Open Door and Dublin Well Woman elaind Application no. 14234/88 and
14235/88, Judgment of 29/10/1992, § 63.

A.G.v. X(1992), IESC 1.

%2 McGee v. the Attorney Generfdl974] IR 284.

% Medical Council_A Guide to Ethical Conduct anchBeiour § 24.6 (The Child in Utero).

% 1d., Appendix C(2), Written submission of the InstitofeDbstetricians and Gynaecologists to
the All-Party Oireachtas Committee on the Constituéisrtontained in its Fifth Progress Report,
Appendix IV, page A407.




approach?> The Court has acknowledged that it is not its fiemcto question
clinical judgment as regards the seriousness of icakdconditions or
appropriateness of the treatment propoSedVloreover, advances in medicine
mean that there are no specific circumstances iichwthe life of a pregnant
woman may only be saved by a deliberate act inttrideend the life of her
unborn child, that is, by abortion.

27.Ireland’s laws are necessary for protecting thatrig life of the unborn,
they are supported by just and concrete reasomkthey are proportionate in
balancing various interests. In particular, than@should consider the positive
effects on the health of women that the laws crestd conversely the negative
effects on women that result from abortion itself.

28.The privacy right in Article 8 itself states thagavernment’s protection of
health and morals is a legitimate aim. On thisipthie Court has commented:

“that the protection afforded under Irish law to tight to life of the unborn is based on
profound moral values concerning the nature of lifeclv were reflected in the stance of
the majority of the Irish people against abortioregsressed in the 1983 referendum. The
restriction thus pursued the legitimate aim of thetqgmiion of morals of which the
protection in Ireland of the right to life of thehorn is one aspect™

More appropriately, the restrictions also servel#ggimate aim of protection for
the rights and freedoms of others, which undeh liasv includes the unborn.

29.This Court has recognised extensive exceptionseoright to privacy,
with regard to physical integriff}, sexual activity® and gender rightS. The
protections afforded by Ireland to the unborn pdevihe most compelling aim of
all, and should be afforded the deference calleihfthe Vodecision.

30. Restrictions on abortion are far from incompatibi¢h the requirements
of a democratic society. In addition to Ireland, &8intries worldwide prohibit
abortion entirely or allow it only to save the mertls life. This includes Malta,
Monaco, San Marino and Andorra which are also saes to the Convention.
There is no right to abortion recognised in intéoral law or treaty, including
treaties to which Ireland is bound. The Conveniiorthis respect is similar to

% Sunday Times v the United Kingdopp. no. 6538/74, 26 April 1979), para. 49. Twurt
also pointed out in Vthat the Convention does not define the term “‘gwee” (“toute personne”).
The Convention cannot possibly require a level o€igien that it fails to meet itself.

% Glass v the United Kingdomo. 61827/00, § 87, ECHR 2004-iutatis mutandis.

3 ECHR, Case of Open Door and Dublin Well Woman elaind Application no. 14234/88 and
14235/88, Judgment of 29/10/1992, § 63.

% See e.g.: ECHR, McFeely v. the United Kingdd¥pplication No. 8317/78, Judgment of
15/05/1980.

% See e.g.: ECHR, ADT v. the United Kingdpdudgment of 31/07/2000.

“°See e.g.: ECHR, Rees v. the United Kingddotdgment of 17/10/1986; ECHR, Cossey v. the
United Kingdom Judgment of 27/09/1990; ECHR, Sheffield and Horsharthe United
Kingdom Judgment of 30/07/1998.




various treaties and documents that protect thet tig life, contain no explicit
protection of abortion, and were ratified by coiggrthat restrict abortiot.
Therefore these documents and the signatories tabeocharacterised as
supporting an international right to abortion.

31.0n the contrary, documents like the UNCRC (discdissgove) and the
American Convention on Human Rights contain explicotections for the right
to life from the moment of conceptidh. Even the Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination against Women doed mention abortion, much
less does it create a right thereto. Pro-abortrongs cannot find an international
right to abortion, so they are forced to cite omipn-binding, unratified
interpretations by unelected compliance committ€asse carry no weight.

32. In addition to aiming at protection of unborn dnén, Ireland’s laws
represent a protection for women. A fair consiteraof this issue must not
include the one-sided assumption that legal abothielps the health of women.
In fact, evidence shows that Ireland’s laws agaafgirtion enhance rather than
undermine the overall right that women have to lyadiegrity and privacy.

33.First, the pro-abortion argument in favour of trealth, bodily integrity,
and privacy of women, begs the question of whicimen’s health counts in the
calculus. Somewhat more than half of the unboitdi@n killed in abortion are
women. Moreover, all over the world and increalsing Western nations, female
unborn children are selected for abortion precisslgause they are women and
not men, in a practice that the UNFPA calls “ferriafanticide.™*

34.Second, as discussed in the brief of the Pro-Ligen@aign, Ireland’s
maternal mortality rate is the lowest in Europe. edWwhile, the maternal
mortality rate in the UK where abortion laws areydiberal is three times
higher* This is no tangential statistic. If Ireland is successful at protecting
women’s health, all the more should it receive tBGisurt's deference on the
guestion of whether it is violating Convention rig/lto women’s bodily integrity,
life, and health.

35.Third, there is ample scientific evidence showingttabortion has serious
and negative effects on women’s physical and ematibealth, which negative

“l See e.g.: the Universal Declaration of Human RighesUnited Nations Convention on the
Rights of the Child; the International Covenant avil@nd Political Rights; the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights; th

42 See supra para. 5; American Convention on Humant&ighA.S.Treaty Series No. 36, 1144
U.N.T.S. 123 (22 Nov. 1969%ailable at http://www.oas.org/juridico/English/treaties/b-32.html
3 See Proceedings of the National Academy of Scievfcé® U.S., “Son-biased sex ratios in the
2000 United States Census,” 105 (15) PNAS 5681-82\(¥52008),abstract available at
http://www.pnas.org/content/105/15/5681.abstrabtFBA, “Programme of Action of the
International Conference on Population and Develatfn(2005),available at
http://www.unfpa.org/icpd/icpd-programme.cfm .

44 See http://iwww.irishhealth.com/index.html|?level=4248789 .



effects Ireland is diminishing by not allowing theocedure. Just a few months
ago, the Royal College of Psychiatrists in the U&ned that abortion can lead to
mental illness, and advised that abortion shoult b® allowed without first
counselling women on the risks that abortion pasesental healtd® A 25-year
longitudinal study in New Zealand found that yowagmen “having an abortion
had elevated rates of subsequent mental healtHepnsbincluding depression,
anxiety, suicidal behaviours and substance userdéise This association
persisted after adjustment for confounding factéfs.

36.Ireland’s abortion laws also protect women’s phakleealth. Advocates
and even doctors who favour abortion commonly adbet childbirth is more
dangerous than abortion. However, this assumpti@s whallenged by an
international study in 2004 involving researchexnt France, Finland, and the
United States, including researchers from the @énters for Disease Control.
The study showed that the number of deaths prelyiatisibuted to abortion was
artificially low because death certificates were being correlated with women’s
pregnancy history. In other words, deaths fronrtdio were not being attributed
to abortion. A correct assessment of the data eslanstead that the death rate
after abortion was three times higher in Finlanad 4.6 to 2 times higher in
California, than the death rate from childbifth. Moreover, women who had
aborted were six times more likely to die from el causes. From these studies,
it is apparently no coincidence that Ireland hath lbloe lowest maternal mortality
rate in Europe while limiting most abortions. Atitese studies deal only with
maternal death: 10% of abortions cause physicalptioations whether life-
threatening or not, including incomplete abortiamfection, perforation of the
uterus, infertility and other harnfts.

37.Finally, abortion causes an indisputable adverdgecefon subsequent
pregnancies and a risk to the health of babies bothose pregnancies. Many
studies demonstrate higher rates of preterm andbiothh weight deliveries in

45 See Royal College of Psychiatrists, “Position Statéroe Women'’s Mental Health in Relation
to Induced Abortion.” 14 Mar. 2008yailable at
http://www.rcpsych.ac.uk/members/currentissues/mesaitiandabortion.aspx .

6 See Fergusson, D.M., et al., “Abortion in young woraad subsequent mental health,” 47 (1) J.
Child Psychol. & Psychiatry 16-24 (Jan. 20C#)stract available at http://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/
pubmed/16405636?dopt=Abstract .

47 See Gissler M., et al. “Pregnancy-associated maordier birth, spontaneous abortion or
induced abortion in Finland, 1987-2000,” 190 AmQb. Gyn. 422-27 (2004abstract available

at http://www.ajog.org/article/S0002-9378(03)01136H3aact?refuid=S0002-9378(04)00813-
0&refissn=0002-9378 ; Gissler, Mika, et al., “Methods iflentifying pregnancy-associated
deaths: population-based data from Finland 1987-2808ov. 2004 abstract available at
http://mwwwa3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/1187748&stract ; Reardon D.C., et al., “Deaths
associated with abortion compared to childbirth: @mweof new and old data and the medical and
legal implications,” 20(2) J. Contemporary Health& Policy 279327 (2004)available at
http://www.afterabortion.org/research/DeathsAssocWitbrionJCHLP.pdf .

“8 Frank, et.al., "Induced Abortion Operations andiTBarly Sequelae,” 35(273) J. Royal College
of Gen. Prac.175-80 (Apr. 198%)ailable at
http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlerender.ftgbl=pmcentrez&artid=1960135 .

10



women who have had abortions. One recent revigerpgaom the United States
concluded that 31.5% of preterm births are attebleg to a history of induced
abortion, and that the initial neonatal hospitastsofor treating preterm births
until release from the hospital cost the countrgro$1.2 billion per year. That
cost averages out to about $1000 per abortiondaed not include expenses after
release from the hospit&l.

38.Special interest groups who argue in favour of @dor frequently

disregard the evidence showing that abortion hanomen. The researchers
cited above were not so dismissive—they lookedeatdes of evidence on both
sides of the debate and concluded that aborti@sssciated with serious harms.
But at the very least, this Court should acknowéedmat documented evidence
exists showing abortion’s harms, and the Court khawt credit merely the
assumptions of abortion advocates that aborticavigys a choice that favours
women’s health. Member States have the freedanvastigate the evidence and
make their own policy determination. Especiallyncg Ireland’s maternal
mortality rate is second to none, this Court shaldter to Ireland’s judgment on
how best to protect the health, bodily integrityd grivacy of women.

39.Ireland’s decision to protect the right to life alsutweighs any economic
interests that are commonly proposed in favourlloivang abortion. The Polish
Constitutional Court has noted that whereas econ@mtumstances are variable
and changeable, the termination of pregnancy evémsible’® Unquestionably
therefore, the right to life takes precedence oeepnomic interests and
Respondent Ireland has set forth a proportionaticgon on applicant’s Article
8 right to privacy in protecting human life. Fwtmore, neither the European
Union nor the Council of Europe requires subsidisabf abortion procedures
domestically or abroad.

40.Ireland’s exception for travel abroad for procuremef an abortion does
not defeat the legitimacy and necessity of its tworlaws. First and foremost,
the exception is part of Ireland’s entire systemlaws which deserve strong
deference to a Member State’s sovereignty. Secard, exception to
accommodate women'’s interests cannot be used te d@lgt abortion must be
even more widely available, because the excepsiaarguably required by other
European law. The European Court of Justice irGtmgancase determined that
abortion cannot be withheld from Community Membevsshing to avall
themselves of the internal market, and under E@oggommunity law, abortion
in the United Kingdom is viewed as a service witthia meaning of Article 60 of

4 calhoun B, et al., “Cost consequences of inducediabas an attributable risk for preterm
birth and its impact on informed consent,” 52 J. Repted. 929-37 (Oct. 2007gpstract
available at http://www.reproductivemedicine.com/toc/auto_abstpdp?id=23283 ; see also
Rooney B., “Induced Abortion and Risk of Later Petarne Births,” 8 J. Am. Phys. & Surgeons
46-49 (Summer 2003vailable at http://www.jpands.org/vol8no2/rooney.pdf .

%0 polish Abortion CaseConstitutional Court of Poland, OTK Z.U. z.r. 198%. 2, 23.
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the EEC treaty’ Therefore, using the travel exception to mandadé abortion
be provided in Ireland gives Member States a sikglbson’s choice: they must
allow abortion, because they cannot restrict ithvdt travel exception and they
cannot restrict it without one. The Court wouldaabe forcing Ireland to provide
or subsidise all services provided for abroad wiiappen to be cost prohibitive
to Irish citizens. This result is incompatible wittie Court’s previous decisions
that allow States to set their own abortion policy.

41.The Court would be significantly expanding its meent if it applied the
holding from Tysic v Polandto the laws of Ireland. In that case the Court
stressed that “it is not the Court's task in thespnt case to examine whether the
Convention guarantees a right to have an aborffoMoreover, the laws of
Ireland are substantially different than the retév@nsiderations from Polish law
that the Court used in Tysi Poland allows abortion: (1) during all nine munt
of pregnancy if “pregnancy endangers the mothiée ot health”; (2) until foetal
viability if the child has a severe disability; a(@) during the first twelve weeks
of pregnancy if “there are strong grounds for hetig that the pregnancy is a
result of a criminal act® This Court therefore stated thgtofnce the
legislature decides to allow abortion, it must not structure its legal framework in a
way which would limit real possibilities to obtain”>* (Emphasis added.) The
Court was also concerned that laws against abohamh a “chilling effect” on
doctors who might have approved an abortion foltheaasons?

42. The premise behind Ty®'s rule is not present in Irish law. Because
Poland allows abortion to protect “health,” andoails the cases of rape or foetal
deformity, the Court concluded that Polish law bally recognises the legitimacy
of abortion in principle and practice. Even if tm@ther’s life is not at stake, the
unborn child’s life can be ended in various circtanses in Poland. In contrast,
Ireland’s “exception” for abortion when the motteetife is threatened is not a
recognition of the legitimacy of abortion. Inste&@é)and’s Constitution embodies
a rule that attempts to give equal treatment ferrtght to life of the mother and
child, and actions that may end the life of thddlsan only occur if needed to
save the mother’s life. Moreover, there is nolitgl effect on doctors in Ireland
for this Court to remedy to protect legal abortiam$reland, because Ireland does
not allow legal abortions by a doctor’'s approvalodiherwise, except where a
mother’s life is threatened, in which case the ddads are both precise and are
freely administered.

43.For this reason, Ireland’s law is not subject te thle from_Tysic. No
right can trump the right to life. If a State weoeallow abortion for reasons less

®1 Case C-159/90, The Society for the Protection dfdsn Children Ireland Ltd. V. Stephen
Grogan and Other&uropean Court Reports 1991, p. 1-04685.

%2 Application no. 5410/03, Final 24/09/2007, pai@4.1

%3 |d. para. 38.

% |d. para. 116.

*|d.
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significant than to save a mother’s life, then anao’s right to bodily integrity
might have more weight due to the lack of a codnalance in the rights attributed
to the child>® But Irish law does not “allow abortion” in thisrsse. The law states
the full equality of the child’s and mother’s riglat life, and only notes that where
the mother’s life is at risk through no one’s faalh act taken to save her will not
be punished. In doing so, the law does not intrally reject the rights of the
child. Instead, Ireland simply makes its best afteta treat the lives equally. To
apply Tysac here would essentially force all Member Statdegalise abortion.

Ireland’s Laws Do Not Violate Article 14 Discrimination

44.Restriction of abortion cannot be regarded as idmcation against
women under Article 14. First, such a claim wouddamactio popularis, which is
an unjusticiable claim under Convention law. Secortticle 14 only
complements the substantive provisions of the Catiwe. As access to abortion
is not a right guaranteed by the Convention, Aetith is not applicable. Third,
the Court recognises exceptions to Article 14 wllbey are necessary to protect
a competing Convention right—here, Ireland’s hasrtght to protect life’

45.There is no merit to the argument that abortiortrict®ns discriminate
against women since only women become pregnant bHsis of Article 14 is
that any differential treatment by the State ofvidials in similar situations must
have a reasonable and objective justificatfolen and women are not in similar
situations with regard to pregnancy, and the lawmdsan appropriate means to
redress the physiological and reproductive diffeesnbetween men and women
by declaring abortion restrictions to constitutecdimination.

46. The logic of a discrimination claim goes obviousto far, excluding
even laws against late term abortions. The Coneendioes not require such a

%6 We would still argue that the Court should not soisé a State’s abortion policy decision even
if public debate has reached a compromise that allome sdvortion. If abortion is legal only
after certain prerequisites are met, such as a dod@tesmination, it does not follow that the
State has a duty to meet those prerequisites for woarthe contrary, such a policy itself exists
to protect the unborn to some degree, and thatgaildiecision deserves deference by this Court.
Furthermore, doctors should be free not to recommbadian in particular cases. If a doctor
refuses to recommend an abortion, nothing in the &utan requires him to change his mind just
because a woman has decided she wants one to assisalleraimd privacy. Nor does the
Convention require the State to scrutinise a medigeiktbn by some appeal process or to find
another doctor who is willing to recommend aborti®ach requirements incorrectly presume not
only that there is a right to legal abortion, butttthere is a right that forces States to bring a
woman unimpeded all the way to the abortion prooedlihis Court need not and should not
extend its precedent to such an extreme.

57 Cf. ECHR, Case of East African Asians v. the United KimgdGomm. Report 1973
(unpublished).

%8 See, e.g., ECHR, Marckx v. Belgiupplication No. 6833/74, Judgment of 13/06/1979.
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revolutionary mandate. Instead, the Court affdvidsnber States a wide margin
of appreciation regarding discrimination claiffs.

47.Nor is there evidence that the laws are appliedctigbly. The abortion
prohibition in Ireland is both uniform and even-bed, applying to unborn
children without reference to any discriminationaimgt women. Notably, the
laws protect unborn women from destruction, andrthgerests must also be
considered. Vindicating a discrimination claim toamdate abortion would
necessarily require a concomitant discriminatioaigf unborn children.

Ireland’s Laws Do Not Violate Article 3 Torture or Degrading Treatment

48.Ireland’s restriction on abortion cannot be preeldidunder Article 3's
protection against torture and degrading treatmwithhout changing the very
definition of that protection to make it almost eoognisable. Perhaps most
noteworthy, the Court found no Article 3 violationTysiac where the applicant
complained that laws against abortion preventedfitoen getting an abortion to
prevent the deterioration of her visih.Article 3 must be construed in harmony
with Article 2, which the Court has accepted impiple allows for restrictions on
the availability of abortiofi*

49.The definition of torture, inhuman or degradingatreent has several
necessary elements: the infliction of severe memtal physical pain; the
intentional or deliberate infliction of the paimdathe pursuit of a specific purpose
such as gaining information, punishment or intinima®® This Court has added
that the notion of inhuman or degrading treatmerttile a lesser standard than
that of torture, at least requires deliberatelystagy severe suffering, mental or
physical, which in the particular situation is ustjfiable®®* The European
Commission held that the standard of proof for @eti3 claims is proof beyond a
reasonable douBt. The Court has further held that the object of tieatment
complained of must have as its object, the purpbsrimiliation and debasement
of the applicant§®

50.Several key questions are important in considemitether Ireland’s
abortion law could satisfy these standards. Fiediprtion is an elective

%9 See: ECHR, Lithgow and Others v. the United Kimmd Application Nos. 9006/80, 9262/81,
9263/81, 9265/81, 9266/81, 9313/81, 9405/1981ghat of 08/07/1986.

¢ Tysiac, para. 65-66.

®1 See Open Door Counselling and Dublin Well Womerelahdno 14234/88; 14235/88
judgment of 29 October 1992, Series A no 246 para 68.

%2 See The United Nations Convention Against Tort@feJune 1987). at Article 1. This Court,
has endorsed in part the definition utilised in the@mtion._Segparticularly, ECHR, Akkog v.
Turkey, Judgment of 10/12/2000, §115; ECHR, Salman v. dyrkudgment of 27/07/2000, §114.
®3ECHR, “The Greek Ca5¢1969), 12 Yearbook ECHR 1.

®1d., p. 196, § 30.

% ECHR, Ranninen V. Finalndudgment of 16/12/1997, ECHR 1997-VII, p. 2821835.
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procedure, so Ireland’s laws cannot be consideesibtiof essential health care.
Nor does Ireland threaten pregnant women with dieteior expulsion.

51.Second, Ireland allows abortions to save the mstHée and does not
prevent women from going to the United Kingdom toqure abortions, while
medical personnel in Ireland are committed to miimg abortion aftercar®.
These factors take away any of the remotely pasgibbunds to show severity
and intensity. A woman who fails to pursue thogdiams based on her own
subjective motivation or circumstances cannot all@gortuous action by Ireland.

52.Third, to show that Ireland has the requisite ihten commit torture,
inhuman or degrading treatment, Irish authoritiesild at least need to be aware
that a particular woman had or is seeking an atrartiAllowing a mere omission
to constitute torture or inhuman treatment wouldstibute a slippery slope that
inalterably undermines the Convention and its psego

Conclusion

53.The above named parties hereby plead before theerased Court to
recognise the primacy of the right to life and #@nghority that people in the
Member States have to extend it to unborn childnertiand’s laws legitimately
and reasonably protect both the unborn and wom#érout violating Convention
rights.

% The Irish Medical Council’s Guide to Ethical Condaad Behaviour itself makes absolutely
clear that: “we recognise our responsibility to pdevaftercare for women who decide to leave the
State for termination of pregnancy. We recommendftiiessupport and follow up services be
made available for all women whose pregnancies haea terminated, whatever the
circumstances Medical Council, A Guide to Ethical Conduct and Beiour, 6" Edition (2004),
§2.5.
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