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Consultation on a Public Spaces Protection 
Order for the Rosslyn Road area 
 

Results Report  
 

 
 

1. Introduction 
 

This report sets out the key findings from the consultation on a Public Spaces Protection 
Order (PSPO) for the Rosslyn Road area, which ran for six weeks from 29th October to 9th 
December 2018.  

 
 

2. Executive summary 
 

There were 3011 responses to the consultation and 1152 additional emails, calls and letters. 
This report provides detailed analysis of the consultation results. All additional responses are 
listed in Section 8 and Appendices. 
 
Of those respondents who told us the capacity in which they were responding, almost seven 
in ten (69%) live in the borough of Richmond upon Thames. 11.6% live inside the proposed 
buffer zone and 57.7% outside of the zone but within the borough. This corresponds with the 
postcodes given by respondents, of which 72% are Richmond borough postcodes. Over four 
in ten (42%) can be categorised as ‘directly affected’ by the introduction of a buffer zone as 
per the proposed PSPO. 

 

The headline results of the consultation include: 
 

• Over eight in ten respondents (81%) agreed or strongly agreed that protestor/vigil 
holders’ behaviours have had a detrimental effect on them or others in the local area. Of 
directly affected respondents, this rises to 88%. 

 

• Eight in ten respondents (80%) agree with the proposal to implement a buffer zone. Of 
directly affected respondents, this rises to 88%. 

 

• Seven in ten respondents (71%) agree with the boundaries of the proposed buffer zone, 
rising to 80% of those directly affected. 

 

• Over eight in ten respondents (82%) disagreed with the option to introduce a designated 
area. 
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3.  Background  
 

The purpose of this consultation was to gather views on a proposal to introduce a Public 
Spaces Protection Order (PSPO), to address the concerns about the protests/vigils outside 
the British Pregnancy Advisory Service (BPAS) Clinic in Rosslyn Road, Twickenham. 
 
The consultation sought the views of those who are or may be affected by the protests/vigils 
and/or the introduction of a PSPO, and other stakeholders. This included those in the locality 
such as local residents, passers-by or those who work in the area, clients of the BPAS 
Clinic, protestors/vigil holders, local stakeholders, key partners specifically the BPAS Clinic 
and The Good Counsel Network, and statutory consultees. 
 
 

4. Methodology 
 

Data was gathered using an online survey hosted on the Richmond Council website. To 
ensure the consultation gave equal opportunity to all those who might want to submit 
responses in different ways and different formats, the online survey was also made available 
as a paper copy and a dedicated Rosslyn Road PSPO consultation e-mail address was 

created and publicised under ConsultationRosslynRoad@richmond.gov.uk.  
 

Paper copies of the survey were available at the BPAS Clinic, ETNA Community Centre, 
Civic Centre Twickenham, and by post on request. The consultation materials and 
questionnaire are included in Appendices A and B of this report. 
 
To ensure the consultation was widely publicised, the Council promoted the consultation in a 
variety of ways prior to and during the consultation, including:  
 

• A press release and online version on the Council’s homepage entitled “Have your say 
on proposed BPAS Clinic PSPO”, which was released on the day the consultation 
opened (29th October 2018) 
 

• A further press release was issued near the end of the consultation on 27th November 
2018 entitled “Still time to have your say on BPAS Clinic PSPO proposals” 

 

• An associated social media campaign on the Council’s Twitter account and Facebook 
page. This included regular tweets and postings throughout the consultation period 

 

• Hand delivery of a covering letter, a copy of the proposed buffer zone and the draft Order 
(Appendix A) to 1,668 households and properties within and just outside the proposed 
PSPO buffer zone area. These were delivered on 30th October 2018 

 

• An e-mail sent to all borough councillors with the consultation documents 
 

• E-mails with a link to the consultation sent to key stakeholders, interested parties and 
statutory partners including: 

 

o Richmond Police 
o Reclaim Rosslyn Road campaigners 
o The Good Counsel Network 
o Vince Cable MP 
o Zac Goldsmith MP 
o Twickenham Park GP Surgery 
o Twickenham Park Residents Association  
o East Twickenham Village Group 

mailto:ConsultationRosslynRoad@richmond.gov.uk
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• Promotion of the consultation by local Community Engagement officers through social 
media and at the East Twickenham Village Group meeting 
 

The consultation was open to all and respondents were asked for their full postcode 
and the capacity in which they were responding, to help the Council understand any impact 
on people in the local area. 
 
The consultation responses were analysed and reported by the Council’s Consultation Team 
on an anonymous basis under the guidelines of the Data Protection Act. The Consultation 
Team are qualified researchers and certified members of the Market Research Society, 
bound by the MRS Code of Conduct when conducting research. The team are also 
members of The Consultation Institute, a consultation best practice institute, which promotes 
high-quality public and stakeholder consultation. 
 
 

5. Response 
 

In total, the Council received 3011 responses to this consultation. 2989 of these responses 
were completed online and a further 22 were completed on paper. A demographic profile of 
respondents can be found in Section 7 of this report. 
 
The Council also received a number of other responses via email and letter. Further detail 
on these can be found in Section 8.  
 
 
 

6. Results 
 
 
Question 1: In what capacity are you responding to this consultation? 
 

 

 
 

2%

2%

3%

5%

12%

12%

13%

24%

58%

I am a pro-life vigil holder / protestor in the
proposed buffer zone

I am a staff member at the Rosslyn Road BPAS
Clinic

I am a client of Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic

I am a member of a local group or organisation
(please specify below)

I live in the proposed buffer zone

I am a supporter of pro-life activities

Other

I am a visitor to the proposed buffer zone

I live outside the proposed buffer zone but within
the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames
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There were 2,941 responses to this question.  
 
The largest group of respondents (58%) live outside of the proposed buffer zone but within 
the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames. A quarter (24%) are visitors to the 
proposed buffer zone and 12% of respondents live inside the zone. A further 12% are 
supporters of pro-life activities. 
 

In what capacity are you responding to this consultation? 

  
Response Number of 

respondents to 
this question 

Percentage of 
respondents to 

this question 

I live outside the proposed buffer zone but within the 
London Borough of Richmond upon Thames 1697 57.7% 

I am a visitor to the proposed buffer zone 703 23.9% 

Other  391 13.3% 

I am a supporter of pro-life activities 346 11.8% 

I live in the proposed buffer zone 342 11.6% 

I am a member of a local group or organisation  135 4.6% 

I am a client of Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic 101 3.4% 

I am a staff member at the Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic 51 1.7% 

I am a pro-life vigil holder / protestor in the proposed 
buffer zone 47 1.6% 

  NB Respondents were able to select more than one option, so percentages add up to more than 100 

 
Those who selected ‘I am a member of a local group or organisation’ or ‘other’ in response 
to this question were provided with a free-text box to specify. 594 people responded, and 
their answers fall into the following categories: 
 

• Women’s Equality Party 

• Pro-choice supporter 

• BPAS Clinic staff 

• Use the GP surgery next door to the BPAS Clinic 

• A concerned citizen 

• A member of a local resident group/organisation 

• A woman 

• Use the ETNA Community Centre 

• A former BPAS client 

• Supporter of free speech 

• Supporter/family member/friend of former BPAS client 

• Member or supporter of pro-life/religious organisation 

• Work in the buffer zone 

• Member of a political party/local councillor 

• Member or supporter of Reclaim Rosslyn Road group 
 
 

Categories of response 
 
The first legal test for the introduction of a PSPO is to demonstrate whether activities are 
having a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality. For this reason, the 
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responses to the main questions (4, 7 and 8) have also been considered by the following 
respondent sub-groups: 
 

1. Those directly affected by the introduction of a buffer zone 
2. Those potentiality affected by the introduction of a buffer zone 
3. Those not directly affected by the introduction of a buffer zone 

 
The three groups consist of the following: 
 

1. Those directly affected by the introduction of a buffer zone 

• I am a client of Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic 

• I am a staff member at the Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic 

• I live in the proposed buffer zone 

• I am a visitor to the proposed buffer zone 

• I am a pro-life vigil holder / protestor in the proposed buffer zone 
 

2. Those potentially affected by the introduction of a buffer zone 

• I am a member of a local group or organisation 

• Other 
 

3. Those not directly affected by the introduction of a buffer zone 

• I live outside the proposed buffer zone but within the London Borough of 
Richmond upon Thames 

• I am a supporter of pro-life activities 
 
Please note that respondents were able to select more than one option when answering this 
question. 
 
Question 2: What is your postcode? 
 
There were 3,011 responses to this question. The postcodes provided were used to create a 
map illustrating where people were responding from. The map below shows the distribution 
of the responses across the United Kingdom: 

 



Appendix B 
 

6 

 

Official 

 
The map below shows the distribution of responses from the London Borough of Richmond 
upon Thames area: 
 

 
 
2,180 responses (72%) came from postcodes within the London Borough of Richmond upon 
Thames.  
 
1,383 responses (46%) came from postcodes in either St. Margaret’s and North 
Twickenham ward or Twickenham Riverside ward, the two wards in which the proposed 
buffer zone would be located. 
 
The table below shows that the majority of in-borough responses came from the TW1 
postcode area: 
 

Response Number of respondents 
to this question 

Percentage of 
respondents to this 

question 

TW1 1434 47.6% 

TW2 209 6.9% 

TW9 128 4.3% 

TW11 126 4.2% 

TW10 107 3.6% 

TW12 79 2.6% 

SW14 43 1.4% 

SW13 29 1.0% 

KT1 7 0.2% 

TW3 7 0.2% 

SW15 6 0.2% 

Other 5 0.2% 
  Base: 2,180 in-borough responses 
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Question 3: Have you come across any of the following behaviours in the proposed 
buffer zone? 

 
Base: all respondents to the consultation (3011) 
 

The behaviours seen most commonly were ‘people handing out leaflets’ and ‘people 
showing posters/placards/models’ which were mentioned by almost six in ten respondents to 
the consultation (60% and 59% respectively). Half of consultation respondents had also 
seen ‘people who appear to be praying/kneeling’ (50%) and ‘people being made to feel 
upset/uncomfortable’ (49%).  
 

Response 
 

Yes 
(number) 

Yes  
(% of 
base) 

No 
(number) 

No  
(% of 
base) 

Don’t know 
(number) 

Don’t 
know (% 
of base) 

People handing out leaflets 
(Base: 2797 responses) 

1794 64.1% 551 19.7% 452 16.2% 

People showing posters / 
placards / models (Base: 2782 
responses) 

1771 63.7% 570 20.5% 441 15.9% 

People who appear to be 
praying / kneeling (Base: 2723 
responses) 

1489 54.7% 685 25.2% 549 20.2% 

People being made to feel 
upset / uncomfortable (Base: 
2760 responses) 

1464 53.0% 753 27.3% 543 19.7% 

People approaching/attempting 
to talk to clients, staff etc 
(Base: 2718 responses) 

1350 49.7% 759 27.9% 609 22.4% 

People holding/handing out 
rosary beads/necklaces with 
crosses (Base: 2698 responses) 

1341 49.7% 749 27.8% 608 22.5% 

People being harassed / 
intimidated (Base: 2681 
responses) 

1053 39.3% 949 35.4% 679 25.3% 

People being shouted / called 
at (Base: 2628 responses) 

661 25.2% 1242 47.3% 725 27.6% 

People being followed (Base: 
2607 responses) 

467 17.9% 1297 49.8% 843 32.3% 

  NB Percentages are % of individual bases NOT of all consultation responses 

16%

22%

35%

45%

45%

49%

50%

59%

60%

People being followed

People being shouted/called at

People being harassed/intimidated

People holding/handing out rosary…

People approaching/attempting to talk to…

People being made to feel upset/uncomfortable

People who appear to be praying/kneeling

People showing posters/placards/models

People handing out leaflets
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In the ‘other’ box beneath this question 295 respondents gave a comment. When these 
comments were analysed, 21 themes were identified. These are illustrated in the table 
below.  
 

Theme 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 - Seen people being harassed / intimidated 34 

Theme 2 - Respondent does not use / rarely uses this area 31 

Theme 3 - Respondent has not seen behaviour, but has read / heard about 
it, seen photos etc 

25 

Theme 4 - Protestors blocking the pavement / entrance to the clinic 22 

Theme 5 - People being made to feel upset / uncomfortable 22 

Theme 6 - People approaching / attempting to talk to clients, staff etc 21 

Theme 7 - There is no harassment / vigil holders are peaceful, kind / offering 
help 

19 

Theme 8 - People who appear to be praying/kneeling 18 

Theme 9 - People handing out leaflets 14 

Theme 10 – Respondent / others have tried to intervene / speak to / 
challenge the protestors 

13 

Theme 11 - The protestors / vigil holders sing / chant 12 

Theme 12 - Protestors are harassed / shouted at 11 

Theme 13 - Comments that the images shown can be graphic 10 

Theme 14 – respondent has not seen the behaviours listed 9 

Theme 15 - People showing posters / placards/models 9 

Theme 16 - People being followed 8 

Theme 17 – Respondent has seen some / all the behaviours listed 8 

Theme 18 - Protestors / vigil holders watch / stare at clients, staff, passers-
by, residents in their homes etc 

8 

Theme 19 - People being shouted / called at 7 

Theme 20 - Images are difficult to explain to / may confuse or upset young 
children 

6 

Theme 21 - Photos / films of staff /clients / clinic building being taken 6 

 
NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will 
not add up to number of respondents 
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Question 4: If you have come across these behaviours, to what extent do you agree or 
disagree that they have had a detrimental effect on you or others in the local area? 
 

 
 
There were 2,500 responses to this question. Over eight in ten respondents (81%) agreed or 
strongly agreed that the behaviours have had a detrimental effect on them or others in the 
local area. 
 

If you have come across these behaviours, to what extent do you agree or disagree 
that they have had a detrimental effect on you or others in the local area? 
 

Response 
 

Number of respondents 
to this question 

Percentage of respondents 
to this question 

Strongly agree 1803 72.1% 

Agree 216 8.6% 

Neither agree nor disagree 120 4.8% 

Disagree 79 3.2% 

Strongly disagree 282 11.3% 

 
 

As explained in Section 1, the responses to this question have also been considered by 
respondent sub-group. 
 

The chart below shows that 88% of those directly affected agree that the observed 
behaviours have had a detrimental effect on themselves or others in the local area. 
 

 

14%

5%

81%

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Agree
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Response  
 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Those directly affected (1157) 
925 

(79.9%) 
92 

(8.0%) 
21 

(1.8%) 
24 

(62.6%) 
95 

(8.2%) 

Those potentially affected (304) 
199 

(65.5%) 
22 

(7.2%) 
28 

(9.2%) 
16 

(5.3%) 
39 

(12.8%) 

Those not directly affected 
(1003) 

670 
(66.8%) 

100 
(10.0%) 

67 
(76.5%) 

34 
(3.4%) 

132 
(13.2%) 

  
 
Question 5: If you answered ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ to Question 4, which of the 
behaviours do you consider have had the most detrimental effect on you or others in 
the local area? 

There were 2,053 responses to this question. The most common responses were ‘people 
being made to feel upset/uncomfortable’, selected by eight in ten respondents (83%), and 
‘people being harassed/intimidated’ (75%). 
 

 
Response 
 

Number of 
respondents to this 

question 

Percentage of 
respondents to this 

question 

People being made to feel upset / 
uncomfortable 

1708 83.2% 

People being harassed / intimidated 1543 75.2% 

People approaching/attempting to talk to 
clients, staff etc 

1415 68.9% 

People showing posters / placards / models 1414 68.9% 

People being shouted / called at 1104 53.8% 

People holding / handing out rosary 
beads/necklaces with crosses 

1061 52.7% 

People who appear to be praying / kneeling 994 48.4% 

People being followed 887 43.2% 

People handing out leaflets 879 42.8% 

Other 108 5.3% 

  NB Respondents were able to select more than one option, so percentages add up to more than 100 

77%

73%

88%

Those not directly affected

Those potentially affected

Those directly affected

Respondents who agree that behaviours have had a 
detrimental effect on them or others in the local area, by 

sub-group
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The ‘other’ box below question 5 was used by 164 respondents to specify other behaviours. 
When these responses were analysed, ten key themes were identified. These are illustrated 
in the table below.  
 

Themes 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 - People being harassed / intimidated 32 

Theme 2 - All behaviours are detrimental 27 

Theme 3 - Do not like the general presence of protestors in this area 21 

Theme 4 - People being made to feel upset / uncomfortable 12 

Theme 5 - People approaching / attempting to talk to clients, staff etc 10 

Theme 6 – People who mention they / others feel judged 9 

Theme 7 - People handing out leaflets 8 

Theme 8 - People showing posters / placards/models 8 

Theme 9 - There is no harassment / vigil holders are peaceful / kind / offering help 8 

Theme 10 - Protestors / vigil holders watch / stare at clients, staff, passers-by, 
residents in their homes etc 

5 

NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will not 
add up to number of respondents 
 
 

Respondents were invited to give any further comments about how observed behaviours 
have affected themselves or others. There were 1,334 responses to this part of the question. 
When the comments were analysed, 14 key themes were identified. These are illustrated in 
the table below.  
 

Themes 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 - People being harassed / intimidated 544 

Theme 2 - People being made to feel upset / uncomfortable 537 

Theme 3 - Clients are (already) going through an emotional / vulnerable time 
(difficult decision to make) / would have already reflected/given serious thought etc 

355 

Theme 4 - Descriptions of protestors' / vigil holders' behaviours (handing out 
leaflets, displaying posters, approaching people etc) 

211 

Theme 5 - People are entitled to access healthcare / workplace privately / without 
harassment / should be protected / protestors have no right to interfere 

193 

Theme 6 - Abortions are legal form of healthcare / women have the right to choose 129 

Theme 7 - Respondent attends the GP surgery nearby 129 

Theme 8 - People who mention they / others feel judged 126 

Theme 9 - Children observing protestors' / vigil holders' unusual behaviour / 
seeing inappropriate images (they ask questions, are upset/confused as a result 
etc) 

99 

Theme 10 - There is no harassment or effect / vigil holders are peaceful, kind, 
offering help 

77 

Theme 11 - Respondent / others have tried to intervene / speak to / challenge 
protestors 

38 

Theme 12 - Protestors blocking the pavement / entrance to the clinic 32 

Theme 13 - Protestors / vigil holders have a right to protest / hold a vigil 20 

Theme 14 - Protestors / vigil holders watch / stare at clients, staff, passers-by, 
residents in their homes etc 

17 

NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will not add up to 
number of respondents 



Appendix B 
 

12 

 

Official 

 
Question 6: If you are a protestor / vigil-holder, have you come across any unwanted 
behaviour from any of the following groups in the proposed buffer zone? 
 
Those respondents who had identified themselves as a pro-life vigil holder / protestor in 
Question 1 were asked whether they had come across any unwanted behaviour in the 
proposed buffer zone.  
 
Over half of protestors / vigil-holders (59%) had come across unwanted behaviour from a 
member of the public. Eight people (20%) had experienced unwanted behaviour from a 
client or visitor of the BPAS Clinic.  
 
 

Response 
 

Yes 
(number) 

Yes  
(%) 

No 
(number) 

No  
(%) 

Don’t know 
(number) 

Don’t 
know (%) 

From a member of the 
public (44 responses) 

26 59.1% 13 29.5% 5 11.4% 

From a client or visitor of the 
Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic 
(41 responses) 

8 19.5% 26 63.4% 7 17.1% 

From a member of another 
protesting group (43 
responses) 

3 7.0% 33 76.7% 7 16.3% 

From an employee, agent or 
contractor of the Rosslyn 
Road BPAS Clinic (43 
responses) 

3 7.0% 31 72.1% 9 20.9% 

 
 
Respondents were then provided with an ‘Other, please specify’ free-text box to give details 
of any unwanted behaviour from other groups.  
 
Although there were three responses to this part of the question, it was not possible to 
theme the comments. 
 
Respondents were then given a further free-text box to provide further detail on this 
behaviour. There were 21 responses and when the comments were analysed, two key 
themes were identified. These are illustrated in the table below.  
 
 

Themes 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 – Being shouted at / verbally abused 13 

Theme 2 – Intimidating / aggressive behaviour 7 

NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will not 
add up to number of respondents 
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Question 7: Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to implement a buffer zone? 
 
 

 
 
There were 2,965 responses to this question. Eight in ten respondents (80%) agreed with 
the proposal to implement a buffer zone. One fifth (20%) disagreed. 
 

Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to implement a buffer zone? 
 

Response 
 

Number of respondents 
to this question 

Percentage of respondents 
to this question 

Agree 2368 79.9% 

Disagree 583 19.7% 

Neither agree nor disagree 10 0.3% 

Don’t know 4 0.1% 

 
 
As explained in Section 1, the responses to this question have also been considered by 
respondent sub-group. 
 

The chart below shows that 88% of those directly affected agree with the proposal to 
introduce a buffer zone. 

 

 

Don't know 0.1% Neither 0.3%

Disagree  20%

Agree 80%

77%

75%

88%

Those not directly affected

Those potentially affected

Those directly affected

Respondents who agree with the proposal to introduce a 
buffer zone
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Question 8: Do you agree or disagree with the boundaries of the proposed buffer zone 
in the Rosslyn Road area? 
 

 
 
There were 2916 responses to this question. Seven in ten respondents (71%) agree with the 
boundaries of the proposed buffer zone. 
 

 
As explained in Section 1, the responses to this question have also been considered by 
respondent sub-group. 
 

The chart below shows that 80% of those directly affected agree with the boundaries of the 
proposed buffer zone. 
 

Don't know 3% Neither 4%

Disagree  22%

Agree 71%

Response  
 

 Agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Disagree Don’t know 

Those directly affected (1181) 
1042 

(88.2%) 
4 

(0.3%) 
133 

(11.3%) 
2 

(0.2%) 

Those potentially affected (401) 
301 

(75.1%) 
3 

(0.7%) 
97 

(24.3%) 
0 

(0.0%) 

Those not directly affected 
(1315) 

1013 
(77.0%) 

3 
(0.2%) 

297 
(22.6%) 

2 
(0.2%) 

Do you agree or disagree with the boundaries of the proposed buffer zone in the 
Rosslyn Road area? 
 

Response 
  

Number of respondents 
to this question 

Percentage of respondents 
to this question 

Agree 2079 71.3% 

Disagree 641 22.0% 

Neither agree nor disagree 123 4.2% 

Don’t know 73 2.5% 
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Response  
 

Agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Disagree Don’t know 

Those directly affected (1149) 
907 

(80.0%) 
39 

(3.4%) 
181 

(15.8%) 
22 

(1.9%) 

Those potentially affected (397) 
254 

(64.0%) 
29 

(7.3%) 
101 

(25.4%) 
13 

(3.35) 

Those not directly affected 
(1306) 

908 
(70.0%) 

54 
(4.1%) 

308 
(23.6%) 

36 
(2.8%) 

 
 
Respondents who disagreed with the proposed buffer zone were then asked to tell us why. 
There were 626 responses to this part of the question. When the comments were analysed, 
six themes were identified. These are illustrated in the table below.  
 

Themes 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 – Disagree with proposed buffer zone / proposal affects free 
speech / civil liberties 

187 

Theme 2 - Buffer zone is very large / should be made smaller 145 

Theme 3 - Buffer zone is too small / should be extended 118 

Theme 4 - There is no harassment / vigil holders are peaceful / kind / 
offering help 

102 

Theme 5 - Public transport points (e.g. St. Margarets station and/or bus 
stops) should be included in buffer zone 

48 

Theme 6 - Queries why the BPAS clinic is not at the centre of the buffer 
zone/clinic is quite close to one end of zone 

8 

NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will not 
add up to number of respondents 

 
  

70%

64%

80%

Those not directly affected

Those potentially affected

Those directly affected

Respondents who agree with the boundaries of the 
proposed buffer zone
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Question 9: Do you agree or disagree with each of the following proposed 
prohibitions in the buffer zone? 

 
 
Support for each of the proposed prohibitions was very high, with over eight in ten 
respondents supporting each of the five prohibitions. The highest levels of support were 
seen for ‘Intimidating or harassing, or attempting to intimidate or harass, a BPAS client or a 
member of staff’ (87%) and ‘Recording or photographing a BPAS client or member of staff of 
the clinic whilst they are in the buffer zone’ (86%).  
 

Response 
 

Agree 
(number) 

Agree  
(%) 

Disagree 
(number) 

Disagree 
(%) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
(number) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(%) 

Don’t 
know 

(number) 

Don’t 
know 

(%) 

Intimidating or 
harassing, or 
attempting to 
intimidate or harass, 
a BPAS client or a 
member of staff 
(2929 responses) 

2546 86.9% 311 10.6% 55 1.9% 17 0.6% 

Recording or 
photographing a 
BPAS client or 
member of staff of 
the clinic whilst they 
are in the buffer 
zone (2937 
responses) 

2534 86.3% 169 5.8% 206 7.0% 28 1.0% 

Interfering, or 
attempting to 
interfere, whether 
verbally or 
physically, with a 
BPAS client or 
member of staff 
(2943 responses) 

2453 83.4% 425 14.4% 47 1.6% 18 0.6% 

81%

81%

83%

86%

87%

Displaying any text or images relating directly or
indirectly to the termination of pregnancy

Protesting, namely engaging in any act of approval or
disapproval or attempted act of approval or
disapproval, with respect to issues related to…

Interfering, or attempting to interfere, whether
verbally or physically, with a BPAS client or member of

staff

Recording or photographing a BPAS client or member
of staff of the clinic whilst they are in the buffer zone

Intimidating or harassing, or attempting to intimidate
or harass, a BPAS client or a member of staff
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Response 
 

Agree 
(number) 

Agree  
(%) 

Disagree 
(number) 

Disagree 
(%) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
(number) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(%) 

Don’t 
know 

(number) 

Don’t 
know 

(%) 

Displaying any text 
or images relating 
directly or indirectly 
to the termination of 
pregnancy (2952 
responses) 

2386 80.8% 492 16.7% 54 1.8% 20 0.7% 

Protesting, namely 
engaging in any act 
of approval or 
disapproval or 
attempted act of 
approval or 
disapproval, with 
respect to issues 
related to abortion 
services (2961 
responses) 

2391 80.7% 543 18.3% 21 0.7% 6 0.2% 

 
 
 
 
 
Question 10: One option would be to introduce a designated area for protesters/vigil 
holders to stand somewhere within the buffer zone. Do you agree or disagree with 
this option? 
 

 
 
There were 2,911 responses to this question. Over eight in ten respondents (82%) disagreed 
with the option to introduce a designated area. 
 

Response 
 

Number of respondents 
to this question 

Percentage of respondents 
to this question 

Disagree 2382 81.8% 

Agree 231 7.9% 

Neither agree nor disagree 208 7.1% 

Don’t know 90 3.1% 

 

Don't know 3% Neither 7%

Agree 8%

Disagree 82%
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Question 11: If a designated area were to be introduced, to what extent do you agree 
or disagree with each of the proposed restrictions listed below? 
 

 
 
The highest levels of support were seen for the restriction ‘A person within the designated 
area must not shout any message or words relating to the termination of pregnancy’, which 
was supported by eight in ten respondents to this question (79.4%). 
 

Restriction 
 

Agree 
(number) 

Agree  
(%) 

Disagree 
(number) 

Disagree 
(%) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
(number) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(%) 

A person within the 
designated area 
must not shout any 
message or words 
relating to the 
termination of 
pregnancy (2723 
responses) 

2161 79.4% 374 13.7% 188 6.9% 

No individual poster, 
text or image, 
singularly or 
collectively greater 
than one sheet of A3 
paper may be 
displayed within the 
designated space 
(2725 responses) 

1835 67.3% 626 23.0% 264 9.7% 

A person shall not 
be part of a group or 
groups which 
together total four or 
more persons at any 
time (2728 responses) 

1753 64.3% 664 24.3% 311 11.4% 

   NB Base for percentages = number of responses to each restriction 
 
 

64%

67%

79%

A person shall not be part of a group or groups
which together total four or more persons at any

time

No individual poster, text or image, singularly or
collectively greater than one sheet of A3 paper
may be displayed within the designated space

A person within the designated area must not
shout any message or words relating to the

termination of pregnancy
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Question 12: Is there anything we would need to consider regarding location if we 
were to introduce a designated area? 
 
There were 1,360 responses to this part of the question. When the comments were 
analysed, 11 themes were identified. These are illustrated in the table below.  
 
 

Themes 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 - Do not want designated area in buffer zone / undermines 
buffer zone / no suitable location 

412 

Theme 2 – Designated area should be out of sight / far away from the 
clinic, surgery, travel points etc 

400 

Theme 3 - Designated area should be located away from residential 
areas / consider disruption to local residents 

135 

Theme 4 - Disagree with proposed buffer zone / proposal affects free 
speech / civil liberties 

95 

Theme 5 - Designated area would still cause harassment, distress etc 
wherever it is located / just moves the problem 

80 

Theme 6 - Comments about the proposed restrictions within the 
designated area (if introduced) 

78 

Theme 7 - Suggestions of where the designated area / vigils could be 
located 

76 

Theme 8 - Designated area should be located close to / visible to the 
clinic 

71 

Theme 9 - Proximity of designated area to children or young people / 
should be located away from children or young people 

62 

Theme 10 - People being harassed / intimidated 41 

Theme 11 - Enforcement issues/costs 36 

NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will not 
add up to number of respondents 

 
 
Question 13: Do you think the proposed prohibitions may have an impact, either 
positive or negative, on any group of people with a protected characteristic under the 
Equality Act 2010? 
 
There were 2895 responses to this single choice question and four in ten respondents (40%) 
said that they thought the proposed prohibitions may have an impact on groups with 
protected characteristics. 
 

Response 
 

Number of 
respondents to 
this question 

Percentage of 
respondents to 
this question 

Yes 1155 39.9% 

No 975 33.7% 

Don’t know 765 26.4% 
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Respondents were then provided with a free-text box to explain their answer. There were 
1,226 responses to this part of the question. When the comments were analysed, 10 themes 
were identified. These are illustrated in the table below.  
 
 

Themes 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 - Positive impact for pregnant women (protect BPAS clients, 
those seeking an abortion etc) 

221 

Theme 2 - Negative impact on women / unborn children (if vigil-holders 
can no longer help clients, help them make informed choice) 

219 

Theme 3 - Negative impact on those with a religious belief 203 

Theme 4 - Comments about freedom of speech, rights being reduced 
(eg unable to pray / participate in vigil) 

189 

Theme 5 - Positive impact / protect women generally 176 

Theme 6 - Positive impact / protect those who work at the BPAS clinic 107 

Theme 7 - Comments about protecting / helping those who are 
vulnerable, have a disability, are most at risk 

53 

Theme 8 - General / unspecified positive impact 38 

Theme 9 - Positive impact on wider community (eg local residents, 
users of nearby GP surgery) 

34 

Theme 10 - No impact on those with a particular belief or religion / 
don't think vigil holders have a protected characteristic 

21 

NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will not 
add up to number of respondents 
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Question 14: If you have any final comments regarding this consultation, please use 
the space below: 
 
There were 1,263 responses to this question. When the comments were analysed, 13 
themes were identified. These are illustrated in the table below.  
 

Themes 
 

Number of 
comments 

Theme 1 – Respondent supports the introduction of a buffer zone / 
PSPO, wants the protestors / harassment stopped / women protected 
etc 

393 

Theme 2 - There is no harassment / vigil holders are peaceful, kind, 
offering help, advice 

246 

Theme 3 - People are entitled to access healthcare / workplace 
privately / without harassment / should be protected / protestors have 
no right to interfere 

181 

Theme 4 - Disagree with the introduction of a buffer zone / don't think it 
is necessary / proportionate / use existing laws 

179 

Theme 5 – Comments about people being harassed / intimidated by 
protestors / vigil-holders 

130 

Theme 6 - Freedom of speech / expression / right to protest should not 
be curtailed 

110 

Theme 7 - Wording of PSPO is similar to Ealing, where a decision to 
introduce a PSPO has been subject to challenge 

102 

Theme 8 - Comments thanking the Council for the consultation / 
pleased consultation is happening 

96 

Theme 9 – Comments about people being made to feel upset / 
uncomfortable by protestors / vigil-holders 

80 

Theme 10 - Abortions are a legal form of healthcare / women have the 
right to choose 

79 

Theme 11 - There is a right to protest / hold views, but not to intimidate 
/ harass / impose views on others 

63 

Theme 12 – Protestors / vigil holders have other methods available to 
them to make their views known (contact MP, protest elsewhere, 
outside buffer zone etc) 

62 

Theme 13 - Disagree with the introduction of a designated area 34 

NB respondents may make comments under more than one theme, so numbers of comments will not 
add up to number of respondents 
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7. Demographic Profile 
 
The table below shows the composition of the consultation sample.  
 

Demographic 
Sample base 
(Unweighted) 

Proportion  
(Unweighted %) 

Gender 

Male 809 27.9% 

Female 1943 67.1% 

Prefer not to say 145 5.0% 

Base: 2897 respondents 

What was your age last birthday? 

19 and under 27 0.9% 

20 – 24 105 3.6% 

25 – 34  344 11.9% 

35 – 44 643 22.3% 

45 – 54 590 20.4% 

55 – 64 482 16.7% 

65 – 74 380 13.2% 

75+ 136 4.7% 

Prefer not to say 182 6.3% 

Base: 2889 respondents 

Do you consider yourself to have a disability? 

Yes 159 5.5% 

No 2568 89.0% 

Prefer not to say 157 5.4% 

Base: 2884 respondents 

How would you describe your ethnic group? 

White 2414 83.9% 

Mixed/multiple ethnic groups 85 3.0% 

Asian or Asian British 45 1.6% 

Black/ African/ Caribbean/ Black 
British 

17 
0.6% 

Prefer not to say 284 9.9% 

Any other ethnic group 32 1.1% 

Base: 2877 respondents 
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Please indicate your sexual orientation: 

Heterosexual / straight 2255 79.1% 

Gay man 43 1.5% 

Gay woman / lesbian 53 1.9% 

Bisexual 55 1.9% 

Prefer not to say 407 14.3% 

Prefer to self-describe: 37 1.3% 

Base: 2850 respondents 

Do you belong to a religion or faith group? 

No 1501 52.3% 

Yes, Christian 966 33.7% 

Yes, Buddhist 21 0.7% 

Yes, Hindu 8 0.3% 

Yes, Jewish 26 0.9% 

Yes. Muslim 11 0.4% 

Yes, Sikh 7 0.2% 

Prefer not to say 290 10.1% 

Yes, other (please specify): 39 1.4% 

Base: 2869 respondents 

Are you currently pregnant or have you been pregnant in the last year? 

Yes 164 5.7% 

No 2477 86.8% 

Prefer not to say 214 7.5% 

Base: 2855 respondents 
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8. Other responses received 
 

The Council also received a number of other responses in addition to the main consultation 

results. These are summarised in the table below: 

 

The six written and email responses from organisations or institutions came from: 
 

• BPAS Clinic Public Affairs and Advocacy Manager  In favour of PSPO 

• BPAS Clinic Treatment Unit Manager   In favour of PSPO 

• Family Planning Association     In favour of PSPO 

• The Catholic Union of Great Britain    Opposed to PSPO 

• Liberty        Opposed to PSPO 

• St.Cecilia’s Abbey, Ryde, Isle of Wight   Opposed to PSPO 
 

A copy of their submissions can be found in Appendix C. 
 
 

“Be Here For Me” is a pro-life campaign group which opposed the Mattock Lane, Ealing 
PSPO and “Sister Supporter” is a pro-choice campaign group which supported the Mattock 
Lane, Ealing PSPO. Generic e-mail responses were received via these two groups; these 
can be found in Appendix C of this report. 
 

The Council received 118 e-mail responses sent via Sister Supporter, some of which had 
additional comments added after the generic statement. In total 117 were in favour of the 
introduction of a PSPO and one was against. Although no postcodes were provided, it is 
assumed from the generic statement that none of the respondents were directly affected or 
lived within the proposed buffer zone, as they indicated that they were not eligible to fill out 
the consultation.  
 

The Council received 1,185 e-mail responses via Be Here For Me’s website. Of these 116 
were duplicate responses from several individuals who appear to have accidentally sent 
multiple responses. In each case the original e-mail was included as a valid response and 
the duplicates were discounted. There were also 58 responses received after the 
consultation deadline of midnight on Sunday 9th December, which have not been included in 
the analysis. Therefore, there were 1,012 responses, all of which were opposed to the 
introduction of a PSPO.  
 

Those who gave an email response via the Be Here For Me campaign also provided a 
postcode. Of the 1,012 postcodes provided, 21 came from Richmond borough residents, 985 
from the rest of the UK and six from the USA. A map of these postcodes can be found in 
Appendix D. 

Response Format 
 

Number of 
responses 

For the 
proposed PSPO 

Against the 
proposed PSPO 

Email and voicemail responses  
(individuals) 

16  
(15 email and 1 

voicemail) 

6  
(37.5%) 

10 
(62.5%) 

Written and email responses  
(organisations or institutions) 

6  
(5 written responses 

and one e-mail) 

3  
(50%) 

3 
(50%) 

Be Here For Me e-mail responses  1012 
0 

(0%) 
1012 

(100%) 

Sister Supporter e-mail responses  118 
117 

(99%) 
1 

(0.8%) 
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Appendix A - Consultation Material 

 
1. Letter to residents/stakeholders 
 
 
Dear Resident / Stakeholder, 29 October 2018 
 
Consultation on a Public Spaces Protection Order for the Rosslyn Road area 
 
We are seeking your feedback on a local issue which may be affecting you - the activities of 
pro-life organisations who protest or keep vigil outside the British Pregnancy Advisory 
Service (BPAS) Clinic on Rosslyn Road. There is evidence that there have been 
protests/vigils outside the clinic on and off over the last ten years. From September 2013, 
the frequency and scope of the protests/vigils has increased to the extent that they have 
been almost daily. The protestors/vigil holders appear to be associated with, or volunteers 
of, pro-life organisations, with the primary organisation being The Good Counsel Network. 
 
A range of behaviours have been reported, including displaying images to both residents 
and visitors to the clinic, approaching people and attempting to speak to them, handing out 
leaflets and rosary beads, which has made some people feel upset, uncomfortable, 
intimidated and/or harassed. These protests/vigils have resulted in two petitions being 
presented to Richmond Council in 2014 and 2018 and a number of impact and witness 
statements being gathered by BPAS and Richmond Police between 2003-2018 asking the 
Council to address the issue. 
 
In response to this evidence, the Council wrote to The Good Counsel Network asking them 
to cease the activities that were causing complaints. The Good Counsel Network describe 
themselves on their website as "a life affirming women's organisation which offers a free 
pregnancy test, free advice, medical information, practical help and moral support to women 
seeking an abortion." In response to the Council's letter, they refuted the description of their 
vigils and offers of help as protests, and denied that their actions caused harassment, alarm 
or distress. 
 
There are various actions available to the Council to deal appropriately and proportionately 
with anti-social behaviour. Having considered all of the options available, the Council feels 
that a Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) may be the most appropriate course of 
action. 
 
What would a PSPO involve?  
 
A PSPO prohibits specific activities within a defined area. In this case the activities and the 
defined area (or buffer zone) are shown in the consultation document attached. Failing to 
comply with the restrictions imposed by the PSPO would constitute a criminal offence. If 
implemented, the Order would be introduced for three years and reviewed on a regular 
basis. 
 
Have your say 
 
We would like to hear your views on the issue and whether or not you would support the 
implementation of a PSPO in the Rosslyn Road area. To take part in the online consultation 
please go to: https://haveyoursay.citizenspace.com/community-safety/rosslyn-road 
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All other supporting documents can be viewed at: 
https://cabnet.richmond.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=35875#mgDocuments 
 
If you have any questions in relation to the consultation or would like a paper copy of the 
questionnaire, please call 020 8891 1411 or e-mail us at  
consultationrosslynroad@richmond.gov.uk. 
 
The consultation will launch on 29 October and will be open until 9 December 2018. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Robyn Thomas, Head of Community Safety 
 

 
 
2. Consultation document 

 
 

Richmond Council Consultation on a Public Spaces Protection Order for the 
Rosslyn Road area 
 
Introduction 
 
Richmond Council is consulting residents, interested individuals, groups and other 
stakeholders on the proposal to introduce a Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) 
to address the concerns about the protests/vigils outside the British Pregnancy 
Advisory Service (BPAS) Clinic in Rosslyn Road. 
 
A PSPO under section 59 of the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 
(the ACT) allows the Council to prohibit specific activities, and/or require certain 
things to be done by people engaged in particular activities, within a defined public 
area. 
 
To introduce a PSPO the Council has to be satisfied on reasonable grounds that 
certain conditions have been met. The first test requires that “-activities that have 
taken place have had a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those live in the 
locality or it is likely that activities will take place and that they will have a detrimental 
effect.” 
 
The second test is that “-the effect or likely effect of these activities a) is, or is likely 
to be, persistent or continuing in nature b) is, or is likely to be, unreasonable and c) 
justifies the restrictions being imposed”. 
 
Background 
 
The BPAS Clinic, which is located on Rosslyn Road, Twickenham provides abortion 
advice & treatment, counselling and contraception amongst other services. The clinic 
sees approximately 50 clients a day during its operating hours of Tuesday to 
Saturday from 08:00 to 19:00. It is understood that there has been a clinic at this 
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location since the mid 1970’s. 
While there have been protests/vigils outside the clinic on and off for over 10 years, 
these tended to be infrequent and less organised. From September 2013, however, 
the frequency and scope of the protests/vigils has increased to the extent that they 
have been almost daily with the number of protestors/vigil holders varying between 
one to four and on occasion up to a dozen. The protestors/vigil holders appear to be 
associated with or volunteers of pro-life organisations, with the primary organisation 
being The Good Counsel Network. 
 
The Good Counsel Network describe themselves on their website as “a life-affirming 
women’s organisation which offers a free pregnancy test, free advice, medical 
information, practical help and moral support to women seeking an abortion” 
 
Evidence base and investigation 
 
In response to these daily protests/vigils a group of residents organised and 
presented a petition to the Full Council meeting in November 2014 raising concerns 
about the negative impact the protests/vigils were having on the local 
neighbourhood. The Cabinet Member for Community Safety responded that “the 
Council would do all that was lawful to stop the problems.” 
 
This was followed by a second petition in 2017-18 by local residents group “Reclaim 
Rosslyn Road”, calling on the Council to take all measures within its power, including 
the option of a PSPO, to allow women to access services “free from interference and 
intimidation.” In response to a question from one of the ward councillors at the Full 
Council meeting in January 2018 the Cabinet Member for Housing, Public Health 
and Community Safety at the time responded by saying that he was committed to 
“identifying all the options open to the Council to deal with issues of anti-social 
behaviour, causing harassment, alarm and distress to patients attending the BPAS 
clinic.” 
 
A range of behaviours have been reported, including displaying images, approaching 
people and attempting to speak to them, handing out leaflets, and rosary beads, 
which have made some people feel upset, uncomfortable, intimidated and/or 
harassed. In response to these concerns officers from the Community Safety Service 
have been liaising with interested parties about their concerns and to review the 
evidence base. These meetings and the evidence review have taken place from 
January 2018 to the present. 
 
Officers have analysed the impact and witness statements gathered by BPAS and 
Richmond Police over the period 2003-2018, of which the majority relate to the 
period 2013-18 when the protests/vigils became more regular and co-ordinated. 
The analysis of these statements coupled with the petitions and community safety 
officer observations, demonstrate that the protests/vigils continue to have a negative 
impact on some of those who visit, work, reside in the local area or visit the clinic and 
that they feel harassed, alarmed or distressed by the presence of the protests/vigils. 
 
The Council wrote to The Good Counsel Network asking them to cease the activities 
that were causing complaints. In response to the Council’s letter they refuted the 
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description of their vigils and offers of help as protests and denied that their actions 
caused harassment, alarm or distress. 
 
Why a PSPO? 
 
The Council considered the powers of various Anti-Social Behaviour and Public 
Order Acts as part of an options appraisal report. These included: 
 
• Negotiated agreement 

• Byelaw 

• Community Protection Notices 

• Dispersal Power 

• Protection from Harassment Act 1997 

• Public Order Act 1986 

• Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) 

The report concluded that a PSPO could be the most appropriate proportionate and 
effective power to use. 
 
What would a PSPO involve? 
 
A PSPO prohibits specific activities within a defined area. In this case the activities 
and the defined area (or buffer zone) are shown at the end of this document. 
Failing to comply with the restrictions imposed by the PSPO would constitute a 
criminal offence. 
 
If implemented the Order would be introduced for three years and reviewed on a 
regular basis. 
 
Have your say 
 
We would like to hear your views on the issue and whether or not you would support 
the implementation of a PSPO in the Rosslyn Road area. 
The consultation will run for 6 weeks between 29th October and 9th December 
2018. 
 
The consultation is seeking the views of those who live, work, visit or pass through 
the area, those who access services from the BPAS Clinic, local stakeholders, 
groups affected by these proposals and statutory consultees. 
 
To ensure that everyone has the opportunity to take part in the consultation the 
Council will: 
 
• Send letters to those households in the proposed buffer zone and in the 

immediate surrounding area 
• Contact the BPAS Clinic, The Good Counsel Network, other stakeholder groups 

and statutory consultees 
• Set up an online questionnaire and provide paper copies for local venues and on 

request 
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• Publicise the consultation via press releases, social media and through the 

Council’s Community Links team 
 
The consultation is open to all and respondents will be asked for their full postcode 
and the capacity in which they are responding, so that we understand any impact on 
people in the area. 
 
The draft PSPO and map of the potential buffer zone are included as appendices to 
this consultation document. 
 
All other supporting documents can be viewed at: 
https://cabnet.richmond.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=35875#mgDocuments 
 
To take part in the online consultation please go to: 
https://haveyoursay.citizenspace.com/community-safety/rosslyn-road 
 
If you have any questions or need help in relation to the consultation please call 020 
8891 1411 or e-mail us at consultationrosslynroad@richmond.gov.uk 
 
The most effective way for your views to be fully considered is to complete the 
online consultation questionnaire or a paper copy. 
 
Next steps 
 
Once the consultation is completed a further report will be submitted to the Council’s 
Regulatory Committee, which will include a full analysis of the consultation. This 
report will include a recommendation on whether or not to implement a PSPO. The 
Council will need to be satisfied that a PSPO would meet the necessary conditions 
and provide a proportionate response to the issues identified. This report is expected 
to be considered by the Regulatory Committee in early February 2019. 
 
 

3. Map of Proposed Buffer Zone: 
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4. Draft PSPO: 
 
London Borough of Richmond upon Thames Council 
The Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 
The Public Spaces Protection Order (Rosslyn Road) 2019 
 
WHEREAS the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames Council (“the Council”) 
is satisfied that the requirements of sections 59 and 72 of the Anti-Social Behaviour, 
Crime and Policing Act 2014 (“the Act”) have been satisfied and that it is, in all the 
circumstances, appropriate to make this Order. This order is made by the Council 
and shall be known as the Public Spaces Protection Order (Rosslyn Road) 2019. 
 
WHEREAS the Council is satisfied that activities have been and will continue to be 
carried out in the buffer zone referred to below which have had and will continue to 
have a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality, such activities 
being the vigils, protests or interaction with staff or visitors or patients of the BPAS 
Clinic in Rosslyn Road Twickenham or such protests that affect residents in Rosslyn 
Road Twickenham and surrounding roads. 
 
WHEREAS the Council, in making this Order is satisfied on reasonable grounds that 
the activities identified below have been carried out in public places within the 
Council’s area and have had a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the 
locality. 
 
WHEREAS the Council is satisfied that the effect of the activities is, or is likely to be, 
of a persistent or continuing nature, and is, or is likely to be such as to make the 
activities unreasonable and the effect justifies the restrictions imposed by this Order. 
 
WHEREAS the Council is satisfied that the prohibitions imposed by this Order are 
ones that it is reasonable to impose in order to prevent the detrimental effect from 
continuing, occurring, or recurring or to reduce that detrimental effect or to reduce 
the risk of its continuance, occurrence or recurrence. 
 
WHEREAS the Council has had regard to the rights and freedoms set out in the 
European Convention on Human Rights. The Council has had particular regard to 
the rights and freedoms set out in Article 10 (right of freedom of expression) and 
Article 11 (right of freedom of assembly) of the European Convention on Human 
Rights and has concluded that the restrictions on such rights and freedoms imposed 
by this Order are lawful, necessary and proportionate. 
 
THE COUNCIL MAKES the following Order in exercise of its powers under section 
59 of the Act. 
 
THE ACTIVITIES 
 
1. The Activities prohibited by this Order are: 
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a) Protesting, namely engaging in any act of approval or disapproval or attempted 
act of approval or disapproval, with respect to issues related to abortion 
services, by any means, including, without limitation, graphic, verbal or written 
means, and including, for the avoidance of doubt, any form of counselling or 
interaction with residents or BPAS clients on the street; 
 
b) Interfering or attempting to interfere, whether verbally or physically, with a 
BPAS client or member of staff; 
 
c) Intimidating or harassing, or attempting to intimidate or harass, a BPAS client 
or a member of staff; 
 
d) Recording or photographing a BPAS client or member of staff of the clinic whilst 
they are in the buffer zone; or 
 
e) Displaying any text or images relating directly or indirectly to the termination of 
pregnancy. 
 
THE PROHIBITION 
 
2. A person shall not engage in any of the Activities anywhere within the buffer zone 
as shown with a red boundary on the attached map labelled ‘The buffer zone’. 
 
DEFINITIONS 
 
3. In this Order the following words or phrases are defined as follows: 
 
‘Buffer zone’ means the area outlined in a red boundary on the attached map and 
marked ‘buffer zone’ for the Public Spaces Protection Order (Rosslyn Road) 2019; 
‘Protesting’ means being in the buffer zone (whether by yourself or with others) and 
engaging in any act of approval or disapproval or attempted act of approval or 
disapproval, with respect to issues related to abortion services, by any means, 
including, without limitation, graphic, verbal or written means, and including, for the 
avoidance of doubt, prayer or counselling; 
‘Displaying any text or images relating directly or indirectly to the termination 
of pregnancy’ includes but is not limited to, imagery or textual references to 
abortion, 
baby, babies, mum, womb, foetus, soul, kill, hell, murder; 
‘Member of staff’ includes any employee, agent or contractor of the BPAS Clinic 
situated in the buffer zone; 
‘BPAS Client’ includes any patient or visitor to the BPAS Clinic in Rosslyn Road 
Twickenham. 
 
REQUIREMENTS 
 
4. A person who is believed to have engaged in a breach of this order or anti-social 
behaviour within the buffer zone, is required to give their name and address to a 
police officer, police community support officer or other person designated by the 
Council. 



Appendix B 
 

32 

 

Official 

 
5. A person who is believed to have engaged in a breach of this order, or in anti-
social behaviour within the buffer zone, is required to leave the area if asked to do so 
by a police officer, police community support officer or other person designated by 
the Council. 
 
PERIOD FOR WHICH THIS ORDER HAS EFFECT 
 
6. This Order will come into force at midnight on [INSERT DATE] 
 
7. This Order will expire at midnight on [INSERT DATE]. 
 
8. At any point before the expiry of this three year period the Council can extend the 
Order by up to three years if they are satisfied on reasonable grounds that this is 
necessary to prevent the activities identified in the Order from occurring or recurring 
or to prevent an increase in the frequency or seriousness of those activities after that 
time. 
 
OFFENCES 
 
9. Section 67 of the Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 says that it is 
a criminal offence for a person without reasonable excuse – (a) to do anything that 
the person is prohibited from doing by a public spaces protection order, or (b) to fail 
to comply with a requirement to which the person is subject under a public spaces 
protection order. 
10. A person guilty of an offence under section 67 is liable on summary conviction in 
the Magistrates Court to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard scale. 
 
FIXED PENALTY 
 
11. A constable, police community support officer or council enforcement officer may 
issue a fixed penalty notice to anyone he or she believes has committed an offence 
under section 67 of the Anti- Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act. You will have 
14 days to pay the fixed penalty of £100. If you pay the fixed penalty within the 14 
days you will not be prosecuted. 
 
APPEALS 
 
12. Any challenge to this order must be made in the High Court by an interested 
person within six weeks of it being made. An interested person is someone who lives 
in, regularly works in, or visits the buffer zone. This means that only those who are 
directly affected by the restrictions have the power to challenge it. The right to 
challenge also exists where an order is varied by the Council. 
 
13. Interested persons can challenge the validity of this order on two grounds, as 
follows: (a) that the Council did not have power to make the order, or to include 
particular prohibitions or requirements; or (b) that one of the requirements of the 
legislation has not been complied with. 
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14. When such an application is made, the High Court can decide to suspend the 
operation of the order pending the Court’s decision, in part or in totality. The High 
Court has the ability to uphold the order, quash it, or vary it. 
 
Dated………………………………….. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF THE COMMON } 
SEAL OF THE MAYOR AND BURGESSES } 
OF THE LONDON BOROUGH OF } 
RICHMOND UPON THAMES } 
was hereunto affixed and this document } 
thereby executed as a Deed } 
in the presence of } 
Authorised Signatory 
Section 59 Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 
(1) A local authority may make a public spaces protection order if satisfied on 
reasonable grounds that two conditions are met. 
(2) The first condition is that— 
(a) activities carried on in a public place within the authority’s area have had a 
detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality, or 
(b) it is likely that activities will be carried on in a public place within that area and 
that they will have such an effect. 
(3) The second condition is that the effect, or likely effect, of the activities— 
(a) is, or is likely to be, of a persistent or continuing nature, 
(b) is, or is likely to be, such as to make the activities unreasonable, and 
(c) justifies the restrictions imposed by the notice. 
(4) A public spaces protection order is an order that identifies the public place 
referred to in subsection (2) (“the restricted area”) and— 
(a) prohibits specified things being done in the restricted area, 
(b) requires specified things to be done by persons carrying on specified activities 
in that area, or 
(c) does both of those things. 
(5) The only prohibitions or requirements that may be imposed are ones that are 
reasonable to impose in order— 
(a) to prevent the detrimental effect referred to in subsection (2) from continuing, 
occurring or recurring, or 
(b) to reduce that detrimental effect or to reduce the risk of its continuance, 
occurrence or recurrence. 
(6) A prohibition or requirement may be framed— 
(a) so as to apply to all persons, or only to persons in specified categories, or to all 
persons except those in specified categories; 
(b) so as to apply at all times, or only at specified times, or at all times except 
those specified; 
(c) so as to apply in all circumstances, or only in specified circumstances, or in all 
circumstances except those specified. 
(7) A public spaces protection order must— 
(a) identify the activities referred to in subsection (2); 
(b) explain the effect of section 63 (where it applies) and section 67; 
(c) specify the period for which the order has effect. 
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(8) A public spaces protection order must be published in accordance with 
regulations made by the Secretary of State. 
Section 67 Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 
(1) It is an offence for a person without reasonable excuse- 
(a) To do anything that the person is prohibited from doing by a public spaces 
protection order, or 
(b) To fail to comply with a requirement to which a person is subject under a public 
spaces protection order 
(2) A person guilty of an offence under this section is liable on summary conviction to 
a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard scale 
(3) A person does not commit an offence under this section by failing to comply with 
a prohibition or requirement that the local authority did not have power to include in 
the public spaces protection order. 
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Appendix B - Consultation Questionnaire 
 
 

Consultation on a Public Spaces Protection Order 

for the Rosslyn Road area  

We are seeking your feedback on a local issue which may be affecting you - the activities of 

pro-life organisations who protest or keep vigil outside the British Pregnancy Advisory 

Service (BPAS) Clinic on Rosslyn Road. 

There is evidence that there have been protests/vigils outside the clinic on and off over the 

last ten years. From September 2013, the frequency and scope of the protests/vigils has 

increased to the extent that they have been almost daily. The protestors/vigil holders appear 

to be associated with, or volunteers of, pro-life organisations, with the primary organisation 

being The Good Counsel Network. 

A range of behaviours have been reported, including displaying images to both residents 

and visitors to the clinic, approaching people and attempting to speak to them, handing out 

leaflets and rosary beads, which has made some people feel upset, uncomfortable, 

intimidated and/or harassed. 

These protests/vigils have resulted in two petitions being presented to Richmond Council in 

2014 and 2018 and a number of impact and witness statements being gathered by BPAS 

and Richmond Police between 2003-2018 asking the Council to address the issue. 

In response to this evidence the Council wrote to The Good Counsel Network asking them 

to cease the activities that were causing complaints.  

The Good Counsel Network describe themselves on their website as "a life affirming 

women's organisation which offers a free pregnancy test, free advice, medical information, 

practical help and moral support to women seeking an abortion." 

In response to the Council's letter, they refuted the description of their vigils and offers of 

help as protests, and denied that their actions caused harassment, alarm or distress. 

There are various actions available to the Council to deal appropriately and proportionately 

with anti-social behaviour. Having considered all of the options available, the Council feels 

that a Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) may be the most appropriate course of 

action. The options appraisal report can be found within the supporting documentation 

below. 
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What would a PSPO involve? 

A PSPO prohibits specific activities within a defined area. In this case the activities and 

the defined area (or buffer zone) are shown in the consultation document. Failing to comply 

with the restrictions imposed by the PSPO would constitute a criminal offence. 

If implemented, the Order would be introduced for three years and reviewed on a regular 

basis. 

Have your say 

We would like to hear your views on the issue and whether or not you would support the 

implementation of a PSPO in the Rosslyn Road area. 

Please read the consultation document and other supporting documentation before giving us 
your views below and return to us by the closing date of 9 December 2018. Alternatively, 
you can respond at:  
 

https://haveyoursay.citizenspace.com/community-safety/rosslyn-road 

Confidentiality 

All the information you provide will be treated in strict confidence and will not be used to 

identify you personally. It will not be passed on to anyone else and will only be used for the 

purposes of this consultation. The analysis is done on an anonymous basis under the 

guidelines of the Data Protection Act. Anonymised data may be published, including 

publishing comments on the Council’s website. 

Your Details 

1. In what capacity are you responding to this consultation?  

What is a buffer zone? 

A buffer zone is a defined area in which people cannot engage in any of the activities 

prohibited by the PSPO. 

Please tick all that apply. 

 I am a client of Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic  

 I am a staff member at the Rosslyn Road BPAS Clinic  

 I live in the proposed buffer zone  

 I live outside the proposed buffer zone but within the London Borough of Richmond 

upon Thames  

 I am a visitor to the proposed buffer zone  

 I am a pro-life vigil holder / protestor in the proposed buffer zone  

 I am a supporter of pro-life activities  

 I am a member of a local group or organisation (please specify below)  

https://haveyoursay.citizenspace.com/community-safety/rosslyn-road
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 Other (please specify below)  

 

 

 

2. What is your postcode?  

This information will not be used to identify you personally but to ensure we are consulting 

widely across the area. This is required for your submission to be processed. 

Postcode:  

 

Your Views  

 
3. Have you come across any of the following behaviours in the proposed buffer 

zone?  

 Yes  No  

 

Don't know  

 

People handing out 

leaflets  

 

   

People approaching / 

attempting to talk to 

clients, staff etc  

 

   

People showing 

posters / placards / 

models  

 

   

People who appear to 

be praying / kneeling  

 

   

People holding / 

handing out rosary 

beads / necklaces 

with crosses  

 

   

People being 

harassed / intimidated  

 

   

People being made to 

feel upset / 

uncomfortable  

   



Appendix B 
 

38 

 

Official 

 Yes  No  

 

Don't know  

 

 

People being shouted 

/ called at  

 

   

People being followed     

 

Other, please specify:   

 

 

 

 

4. If you have come across these behaviours, to what extent do you agree or 

disagree that they have had a detrimental effect on you or others in the local 

area?  

 

 Strongly agree   Disagree 

 Agree   Strongly disagree  

 Neither agree nor disagree   

 

 

5. If you answered ‘Strongly agree’ or ‘Agree’ to Question 4, which of the 

behaviours do you consider have had the most detrimental effect on you or 

others in the local area?  

 

Please tick all that apply. 

 

 People handing out leaflets  

 People approaching / attempting to talk to clients, staff etc  

 People showing posters / placards / models  

 People who appear to be praying / kneeling  

 People holding / handing out rosary beads / necklaces with crosses  

 People being harassed / intimidated  

 People being made to feel upset / uncomfortable  

 People being shouted / called at  

 People being followed  

 Other, please specify:   

 

 

Please use the space below to tell us more information about how these behaviours 

have affected you or others:  
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6. If you are a protestor / vigil-holder, have you come across any unwanted 

behaviour from any of the following groups in the proposed buffer zone?  

 Yes  No  

 

Don't know  

 

From a client or visitor 

of the Rosslyn Road 

BPAS Clinic  

 

   

From a member of the 

public  

 

   

From a member of 

another protesting 

group  

 

   

From an employee, 

agent or contractor of 

the Rosslyn Road 

BPAS Clinic  

 

   

Other, please specify:   

 

Please use the space below to provide further detail on this behaviour: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to implement a buffer zone?  

 

 Agree   Disagree 

 Neither agree nor disagree  Don’t know 
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8. Do you agree or disagree with the boundaries of the proposed buffer zone in 

the Rosslyn Road area?  

 

 Agree   Disagree 

 Neither agree nor disagree  Don’t know 

 

If you disagree, please tell us why:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Do you agree or disagree with each of the following proposed prohibitions in 

the buffer zone?  

These are a list of the activities that cannot take place within the buffer zone. They are 

written in legal language as this is how they would appear in the PSPO. 

 Agree  
Neither agree 

nor disagree  
Disagree  

Don't know  

 

Protesting, namely 

engaging in any act of 

approval or disapproval 

or attempted act of 

approval or disapproval, 

with respect to issues 

related to abortion 

services, by any means, 

including, without 

limitation, graphic, verbal 

or written means, and 

including, for the 

avoidance of doubt, any 

form of counselling or 

interaction with residents 

or BPAS clients on the 

street  

    

Interfering, or attempting 

to interfere, whether 

verbally or physically, 

    
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 Agree  
Neither agree 

nor disagree  
Disagree  

Don't know  

 

with a BPAS client or 

member of staff  

 

Intimidating or 

harassing, or attempting 

to intimidate or harass, a 

BPAS client or a 

member of staff  

 

    

Recording or 

photographing a BPAS 

client or member of staff 

of the clinic whilst they 

are in the buffer zone  

 

    

Displaying any text or 

images relating directly 

or indirectly to the 

termination of pregnancy  

 

    

10. One option would be to introduce a designated area for protesters/vigil holders 

to stand somewhere within the buffer zone. Do you agree or disagree with this 

option?  

What is a designated area? 

A designated area is a defined location where protesters/vigil holders could legally stand. 

However there would be restrictions on the number of protesters and the activities that they 

could carry out. 

 Agree   Disagree 

 Neither agree nor disagree  Don’t know 
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11. If a designated area were to be introduced, to what extent do you agree or 

disagree with each of the proposed restrictions listed below?  

 

 Agree  
Neither agree nor 

disagree  

Disagree  

 

A person shall not be 

part of a group or 

groups which together 

total four or more 

persons at any time  

 

   

No individual poster, 

text or image, singularly 

or collectively greater 

than one sheet of A3 

paper may be displayed 

within the designated 

space  

 

   

A person within the 

designated area must 

not shout any message 

or words relating to the 

termination of 

pregnancy  

 

 

   

12. Is there anything we would need to consider regarding location if we were to 

introduce a designated area?  
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13. Do you think the proposed prohibitions may have an impact, either positive or 

negative, on any group of people with a protected characteristic under the 

Equality Act 2010?  

 

 Yes 

 No 

 Don’t know 

 

Please use the space below to explain your answer: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

14. If you have any final comments regarding this consultation, please use the 

space below:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

About You 

The following questions will help the Council to improve its services and be fair to everyone 

who lives in Richmond borough. The information you provide will be used for statistical and 

research purposes only and will be stored securely. If there are any questions you do not 

wish to answer, please move on to the next question. 

 

15. Are you:  

 

 Male  

 Female  

 Prefer not to say  
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16. What was your age last birthday?  

 

 19 and under  55-64 

 20-24  65-74 

 25-34  75+ 

 35-44  Prefer not to say 

 45-54  

 

 

17. Do you consider yourself to have a disability?  

 

 Yes   No   Prefer not to say  

 

 

18. How would you describe your ethnic group?  

 

 White   Black/African/Caribbean/Black British 

 Mixed/multiple ethnic groups   Prefer not to say  

 Asian or Asian British   Other ethnic group, please specify:  

 

 

 

19. Please indicate your sexual orientation:  

 

 Heterosexual / straight   Bisexual 

 Gay man   Prefer not to say  

 Gay woman / lesbian   Prefer to self-describe 

 

 

 

20. Do you belong to a religion or faith group?  

 

 No  Yes, Muslim  

 Yes, Christian   Yes, Sikh  

 Yes, Buddhist   Prefer not to say  

 Yes, Hindu   Yes, other (please specify): 

 Yes, Jewish   

 

 

21. Are you currently pregnant or have you been pregnant in the last year?  

 Yes   No   Prefer not to say  
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Thank you for completing this survey. Please return the completed questionnaire to: 

 

Consultation Team 

London Borough of Richmond upon Thames 

Ground Floor, Civic Centre 

44 York Street 

Twickenham 

TW1 3BZ 

 

 

Please note the closing date is 9 December 2018 
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Appendix C – Organisation responses 

 
1. BPAS Clinic Public Affairs and Advocacy Manager  
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2. BPAS Clinic Treatment Unit Manager  
 
 

Regulatory Committee Matthew Richards 

Richmond Council Treatment Unit Manager 

Civic Centre BPAS Richmond 

44 York Street 15 Rosslyn Road 

Twickenham Twickenham 

TW1 3BZ TW1 2AR 

 

4th December 2018 

 

 

Dear Councillors, 

 

I have been working in BPAS for 2 years and am now the Treatment Unit Manager of BPAS 

Richmond Cluster.  

 

BPAS Richmond sees between 40-50 clients per day, and sees women coming to the clinic 

for all different reasons, many with complicated social and medical backgrounds including 

women who are having termination of planned pregnancies due to fetal anomaly. We also see 

on average 50 under 18 year old clients a month. 

 

The unit itself is comprised of 51 members of contracted staff and often hosts training for other 

clinicians based in units around the BPAS organisation.   

 

During my time working at BPAS Richmond I have witnessed anti-abortion protestors outside 

the Clinic every day we are open (Tuesday-Saturday). There will be at least 2-4 protestors 

outside the clinic; protestors will stand outside the clinic entrance handing out Anti-Abortion 

leaflets and Rosary Beads (blue and pink), and other protestors will stand opposite the clinic 

on their knees praying with religious and anti abortion posters.  

 

The protestors’ activity has a detrimental impact on women accessing our service. Their 

presence can often cause many clients to turn away and not come into the Unit, this is 

especially the case for younger clients and those with complex psychological and emotional 

needs.  

 

The protestors will actively engage with clients, putting pressure on them to continue with their 

pregnancy, not discussing with them how our service offers a comprehensive pregnancy 

option discussion and supports women in their pregnancy journey.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix B 
 

63 

 

Official 

 

Protestors have sought out vulnerabilities in clients as a means to manipulate their decisions. 

For example a client attended for a consultation for termination of pregnancy with her partner 

that she was in a domestic abuse situation with. The protestor spoke with the abusive partner 

about client needing to continue the pregnancy. The partner gave the client’s contact 

information to the protestor with the scheduled termination date. Subsequently, the protestor 

texted the client on the day of the termination telling the client not to have the termination and 

stating what she was doing was wrong. This greatly impacted the client’s mental wellbeing 

and health, causing undue additional distress to the woman at a very vulnerable time.  

 

This unsolicited activity by the protestors towards clients has in turn had a significant impact 

on staff within the unit.  

 

After women have been blindsided by protestors’ comments and actions they will come into 

the clinic visibly distressed, angry and confused. Staff will take on the support role for the client 

and offer counselling and reassurance towards them as best as they can. At times clients are 

confused and feel that the protestors are there because the Unit allows this and they feel 

betrayed by the staff, creating an environment of hostility towards staff that are trying to 

support and care for these women. Staff will do their best to support and reassure these upset 

women but this can take a considerable toll on them. 

 

Staff will also try to avoid using the main entrance at fears of reprisals from the protestors and 

often use the back entrance to access their place of work. Staff feel helpless and powerless 

watching women be harassed by the protestors and become frustrated with this. 

 

Having a Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) implemented around the Richmond Clinic 

would tremendously help towards allowing women to feel they can access a safe place to 

discuss their pregnancy options without judgement. There would not be a deterrent waiting at 

the gate of the service they are so desperately seeking and they would be able to access a 

service that is safe and secure to them without having to feel what they are doing is “wrong”. 

 

I hope that you will implement a PSPO to show that Richmond cares about the safe access of 

women’s reproductive rights and believes in the right for people to access medical care without 

prejudice.  

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

 

Matthew Richards 

Treatment Unit Manager 

Richmond Cluster.  
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3. Family Planning Association 
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4. The Catholic Union of Great Britain 
 

 

RESPONSE OF THE CATHOLIC UNION OF GREAT BRITAIN TO THE 

RICHMOND COUNCIL CONSULTATION ON THE PROPOSED PUBLIC 

SPACES PROTECTION ORDER AROUND THE BPAS CLINIC 
 

Introduction 

1. The Catholic Union of Great Britain is an organisation of lay Catholics providing a Catholic 

viewpoint on issues of concern in politics and public life.  It seems to us that a Public Spaces 

Protection Order (‘PSPO’) in the form that is currently proposed by Richmond Council would 

be neither in the public interest nor lawful.  

 

2. We say that for the following reasons: 

 

(a) The materials disclose that there are variety of competing interests related to activity 

outside the BPAS facility and significant disputes of fact at least as to: 

 

(i) What is happening; 

(ii) Who is engaging in what conduct; and 

(iii) Its effect on users of the clinic (there is evidence of people objecting and 

evidence of potential users being thankful for the benefits they received from 

people outside the clinic); 

 

(b) A local authority is not equipped to resolve these issues. It does not have appropriate 

procedures to ensure that it is independent of both sides, that both sides are properly 

represented and it can objectively weigh admissible evidence. Where there are 

significant disputes such as these the proper forum for their resolution is a Court; 

 

(c) The ‘Options Appraisal’ produced by the Council sets out a number of other options 

including a negotiated agreement and applications that could be made to a court in 

relation to the conduct the subject of the Council’s Motion. The statutory guidance (see 

section 73 of Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 (‘ASBCPA’)) produced by 

the Home Office and which the Council must follow, contains a number of references to 

‘necessity’ and ‘proportionality’. A PSPO cannot be regarded as ‘necessary’ or 

‘proportionate’ in circumstances where there are substantial disputes of fact and none 

of the options for resolving the issues through the courts has been attempted (never 

mind found to be ineffective); 

 

(d) The most significant evidence when considering ‘necessity’ and ‘proportionality’ is the 

evidence of children being born as a result of some of the activities outside clinics such 

as these. A measure that criminalises activity that has had this result would be almost 

impossible to defend as ‘necessary’ or ‘proportionate’ on any conventional public law 

ground; 
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(e) We expand on this, below, but the terms of the proposed order would appear to be 

clearly contrary to the European Convention on Human Rights. 

 

3. We will deal with three aspects of the proposed order in a little more detail: 

 

(a) The European Convention; 

 

(b) The statutory test of ‘reasonableness’; and 

 

(c) The police evidence to the Home Affairs Select Committee and the Home Secretary’s 

decision following the Home Office review. 

The European Convention 

4. Section 72 ASBCPA states that the local authority ‘must have particular regard to the rights 

of freedom of expression and freedom of assembly set out in articles 10 and 11 of the 

Convention’. The statutory guidance requires (page 17) that ‘any use of these powers must 

be compliant with the Human Rights Act 1998’. While the original Home Office guidance 

states: ‘Agencies…must have regard to the Articles 10 and 11 of the European Convention on 

Human Rights which provide for the right for lawful freedom of expression and freedom of 

assembly, ensuring that…the making of a public spaces protection order is not used to stop 

reasonable activities where no anti-social behaviour is being committed’.  

[Anti-social behaviour is defined in section 2 ASBCPA as ‘conduct that has caused, or is likely 

to cause, harassment, alarm or distress to any person’ and some conduct in relation to 

residential premises. It does not extend to mere protests, to acts of ‘approval / disapproval’, 

to counselling or to prayer (all of which are to be made criminal by the proposed PSPO, see 

below)]. 

5. Therefore the Act and the statutory guidance (and the general obligation in the Human 

Rights Act 1988 requiring a local authority to act compatibly with Convention Rights) require 

the Convention to be applied. The cases make clear that Article 10 is directly engaged in 

circumstances such as these (and is referred to expressly in the preamble to the draft PSPO). 

 

6. The most relevant case is Annen v. Germany (application number 3690/10) decided by the 

European Court of Human Rights on 26th November 2015. The case is important both for its 

statements of general principle and its statements as to how those principles apply in the 

particular context of anti-abortion activity. As to general principle, the Court said this: 

 

50. The Court considers, and it was not disputed by the Government, that the civil injunction 

issued by the national courts amounted to an “interference” with the applicant’s right to 

freedom of expression as guaranteed by Article 10 of the Convention. Such interference 

will infringe the Convention if it does not satisfy the requirements of paragraph 2 of 

Article 10. 

… 

52. The fundamental principles concerning the question of whether an interference with 
freedom of expression is “necessary in a democratic society” are well established in the 
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Court’s case-law and have recently been summarised as follows (see Delfi AS v. Estonia 
[GC], no. 64569/09, § 131, 16 June 2015 with further references): 

 

“(i) Freedom of expression constitutes one of the essential foundations of a democratic society and 

one of the basic conditions for its progress and for each individual’s self-fulfilment. Subject to 

paragraph 2 of Article 10, it is applicable not only to ‘information’ or ‘ideas’ that are favourably 

received or regarded as inoffensive or as a matter of indifference, but also to those that offend, 

shock or disturb. Such are the demands of pluralism, tolerance and broadmindedness without which 

there is no ‘democratic society’. As set forth in Article 10, this freedom is subject to exceptions, which 

... must, however, be construed strictly, and the need for any restrictions must be established 

convincingly ... 

(ii) The adjective ‘necessary’, within the meaning of Article 10 § 2, implies the existence of a ‘pressing 

social need’. 

 

53. Another principle that has consistently emphasised in the Court’s case-law is that there is 

little scope under Article 10 of the Convention for restrictions on political expressions or 

on debate on questions of public interest 

 

(underlining added) 

 

As to the particular context of anti-abortion activity, it said: 

 

62…The Court also points out that the applicant’s campaign contributed to a highly 

controversial debate of public interest. There can be no doubt as to the acute sensitivity 

of the moral and ethical issues raised by the question of abortion or as to the importance 

of the public interest at stake 

 

… 

 

64. Having regard to the foregoing considerations and, in particular, the fact that the 

applicant’s statement, which was at least not in contradiction with the legal situation 

with regard to abortion in Germany, contributed to a highly controversial debate of 

public interest, the Court, in view of the special degree of protection afforded to 

expressions of opinion which were made in the course of a debate on matters of public 

interest… 

 

7. In fact, in English domestic law, Article 10 occupies a privileged place. In R v. Home Secretary 

Ex parte Simms [2000] 2 AC 115 at 126 -7, Lord Steyn in the House of Lords said: ‘…the 

starting point is the right of freedom of expression. In a democracy it is the primary right: 

without it an effective rule of law is not possible...’. 

 

8. The terms of the proposed PSPO would appear to be directly inconsistent with these 

principles. Proposed paragraph 1 a) is in the following terms: 

 

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng#{"appno":["64569/09"]}
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Protesting, namely engaging in any act of approval or disapproval or attempted act of 
approval or disapproval, with respect to issues related to abortion services, by any 
means, including, without limitation, graphic, verbal or written means, and including, for 
the avoidance of doubt, any form of counselling or interaction with residents or BPAS 
clients on the street; 
 
“Protesting” is defined as including “prayer”.  
 

 

9. An order by an English local authority in these terms which has the effect of making 

activities like ‘approval / disapproval’, ‘prayer’, ‘counselling’ and ‘protesting’ criminal should 

not require recourse to the European Convention. Most right-thinking members of the 

British public are likely to be horrified at government authority being used in this way. 

However, the European Convention provides a legal basis for this reaction. Such an order 

cannot be lawful. 

Unreasonable 

10. There is real doubt as to whether PSPOs were intended to be used in this context at all. They 

appear to be a tool a local authority can use to ensure that public spaces are free from what 

people generally would regard as anti-social behaviour. The sorts of activities envisaged 

would appear to be excessive public drinking, certain dogs, legal highs, public gambling or 

certain types of driving.  

 

11. In keeping with this apparent intention, the test in section 59 (3) includes a requirement that 

the activity being prohibited be ‘unreasonable’.  

 

12. Expressing ‘approval / disapproval’, offering counselling, praying or handing a person a 

leaflet offering alternatives to abortion or other like activities do not fit easily within this 

scheme. As we say above, we understand that there is evidence that people have been born 

who would not otherwise have been as a result of activities such as these. Whatever a 

decision maker’s view as to the current state of the law on abortion, a decision that activity 

having that effect is ‘unreasonable’ would seem hard to justify on conventional public law 

grounds either. 

Duty to consult the Chief Officer of Police and the Home Office Review 

13. Section 72 (3) and (4) ASBCPA require that the Chief Officer is consulted before making a 

PSPO.  The written evidence from the Home Office to the Home Affairs Select Committee 

hearings on buffer zones contains the following passages:  

 

[In December 2016]…all forces confirmed that they were not aware of any significant 

regional or local issues and felt that they had the necessary and appropriate powers to 

manage such protests 

… 

The police assessed that the overwhelming majority of demonstrations were conducted 
peacefully and lawfully, without any public order / criminal concerns or need for police 
intervention. Pro-life groups denied harassment and intimidation, claiming that they only 
seek to dissuade and offer support to those seeking the services of family planning 
clinics. 
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Complaints about the activities of pro-life demonstrators directly to police from those 

attending healthcare clinics were seemingly few. 

 

 

On 13 September 2018, the Home Secretary announced the result of the Home Office 

“Abortion Clinic Protest Review”. The Review found that anti-abortion activities are 

predominantly passive in nature and the Home Secretary said that in this country it is a long-

standing tradition that people are free to gather together and to demonstrate their views 

within the law.  He concluded that “national buffer zones” would be disproportionate and it 

is the view of the Catholic Union that the PSPO proposed by Richmond Council would also be 

disproportionate. 

Conclusion 

14. The proposal to make a PSPO fails to give proper weight to the interference in articles 9, 10 

and 11 of the European Convention on Human Rights that it would represent.  By contrast, 

the proposal gives disproportionate weight to the views of those local residents who would 

prefer that activities outside the BPAS facility did not take place. The fact that the activities 

are unpopular with some people is not a sufficient or lawful reason to ban a broad range of 

behaviour which is otherwise lawful and a peaceful exercise of human rights over an 

extensive area. The PSPO is not the appropriate or lawful way to deal with this situation. 

 

 

The Catholic Union of Great Britain 

8 December 2018 
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5. Liberty 
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6. St Cecilia’s Abbey, Ryde, Isle of Wight 

 

We, the 24 voters named below, wish to express our total opposition to the imposition of 

buffer zones outside abortion clinics.  

1.  It would be a serious erosion of civic liberty.  

2.  There is no harassment or intimidation by pro-Lifers taking place. If there were, it would 

be dealt with by existing legislation. There have been no arrests. The police are not asking 

for these buffer zones.  

3.  Abortion clinics are making a lot of money. They obviously do not want women to change 

their minds. They do not offer alternative solutions. They want women to have abortions. 

They are not a neutral party in this debate. Furthermore, Marie Stopes clinics have been 

found guilty of malpractice by the Care Quality Commission, including “neglecting to obtain 

proper consent from patients”.  

4.  Those who attend these peaceful pro-Life vigils are freely giving their time to offer 

compassionate support and practical help to vulnerable and often desperate women, who 

feel pressurized into ending the life of their baby precisely because of lack of support and 

practical help. Ask the many women who have changed their minds for their views and 

whether they have any regrets.  

5.  If those campaigning for buffer zones are really pro-choice as they claim, why are they so 

enraged that women should have this last chance to choose life for their baby? They should 

be happy whatever their choice. 
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7. Be Here For Me generic email response 

 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Please see my response to the Consultation on a Public Spaces Protection Order for the 

Rosslyn Road area below.  

I am aware that I have the option to respond through the online consultation, but I prefer to 

respond by email as it is more convenient for me to do so. I have provided answers to a 

select number of questions, and the answers are my own - I take full responsibility for them. 

Please do ensure that they are included in the final consultation report.  

Thank you. 

Introduction 

Your Details 

2 What is your postcode? 

Postcode: 

Your Views 

7 Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to implement a buffer zone? 

Disagree 

8 Do you agree or disagree with the boundaries of the proposed buffer zone in the Rosslyn 

Road area? 

Disagree 

If you disagree, please tell us why: 

I am very concerned to see that the proposed buffer zone covers a very wide area, 

extending to places that are not even within eyesight of the BPAS centre. As the PSPO 

prohibits such a broad range of legal and even charitable behaviours, I think it is very 

inappropriate for the boundaries to be drawn so extensively. 

9 Do you agree or disagree with each of the following proposed prohibitions in the buffer 

zone? 

Proposed prohibitions - Protesting, namely engaging in any act of approval or disapproval or 

attempted act of approval or disapproval, with respect to issues related to abortion services, 

by any means, including, without limitation, graphic, verbal or written means, and including, 

for the avoidance of doubt, any form of counselling or interaction with residents or BPAS 

clients on the street: 
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Disagree 

Proposed prohibitions - Interfering, or attempting to interfere, whether verbally or physically, 

with a BPAS client or member of staff: 

Disagree 

Proposed prohibitions - Intimidating or harassing, or attempting to intimidate or harass, a 

BPAS client or a member of staff: 

Disagree 

Proposed prohibitions - Recording or photographing a BPAS client or member of staff of the 

clinic whilst they are in the buffer zone: 

Neither agree nor disagree 

Proposed prohibitions - Displaying any text or images relating directly or indirectly to the 

termination of pregnancy: 

Disagree 

13 Do you think the proposed prohibitions may have an impact, either positive or negative, 

on any group of people with a protected characteristic under the Equality Act 2010? 

Yes 

Please use the space below to explain your answer: 

I think that pregnant women would be negatively impacted by the proposed prohibitions 

because they remove the opportunity for women to receive information on help and support 

available to them if they didn’t want to have an abortion. I also think people of religious faith 

would be negatively impacted by the proposed prohibitions they would restrict individuals 

from participating in a vigil to pray for those affected by abortion. 

14 If you have any final comments regarding this consultation, please use the space below: 

Final comments 

I am very concerned that Richmond is proposing to introduce a very extensive PSPO to 

criminalise activities that are otherwise peaceful, lawful, and charitable. The proposals do not 

take into account the many women who have gratefully accepted offers of help and support 

as they were on their way to having an abortion, believing they had no other alternatives. 

There is no question that anyone who does actually intimidate or harass women entering the 

BPAS clinic should face charges, but it is not reasonable to bring in such extensive 

prohibitions that go far beyond activity that is genuinely problematic. I also very concerned 

that the broad wording of the PSPO is almost identical to the one that exists in Ealing, which 

is currently subject to a court challenge on the basis that it violates the Human Rights Act. I 

think it would be premature and imprudent to introduce similar prohibitions before that court 

challenge has concluded.  
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8. Sister Supporter generic email response 

 

I am writing in support of the proposed Public Spaces Protection Order on Rosslyn Road. 

Although I am not eligible to fill out the consultation, I am distressed to hear that women and 

pregnant people are being intimidated and harassed whilst using a legal healthcare service. I 

believe it is a proportionate response to move protesters further away from the clinic, 

granting service users the anonymity they are entitled to.  
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Appendix D – Be Here for Me responses: postcodes 

 
Richmond borough postcodes (21) 
 

 
 
UK postcodes (985) 
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USA postcodes (6) 
 

 




