

































































04/08/96  10:35 o BOB GIAIMO DEVL..

Kate Britton
8708 Brook Road CJ?[/ ‘P/ 76

McLean, Virginia 22102
(703)442-8430 Telephone .
(703)893-7354 Facsimile

TO: ]?)J:C.ﬁf Muﬂ_

DATE:

//:Jaa/m

)
# OF PAGES: B

COMMENTS:

This information contained in this facsimile message is piivileged and/or confidential
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copy of this communication is unauthorized. If you have
received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return
the original message to us at the above address via the U.S. Postal Office. Thank you.
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CARDINAL'S RESIDENCE

2101 COMMONWEALTH AVENUE
BRIGHTON. MASSACHUSETTS 02135

February 22, 1996

The Honorable Willi{am Clinton
President of the Unitad States
The White Houee

1600 Penneylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20080

Dear Mr. President:

Thank you for your latter explaining that you feel compelled to
veto H.R. 1833, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995,
because it does not contain a “health exception,® which leads you
to believe that is not in conformity with Roe v. Wade.

Mr. President, Roe v. Wade did not addrese the legality of killing
a child in the prncess of birth ae descrided in the Partial~Birth
Abortion Ban Act. 1In faet, it was a crime in Texas in 1973 to
kill a child in such a manner, and it is a crime in Texas today
because the plaintiffs in Roe specifically did not challenge it.

Adding a “health exception® to the bill would render the bill
meaningless. As you know, Mr. President, in Doe v. Bolton, the
Suprama Court defined "health® as related to abortion, to include
all manner of physical, smotional, and social factors that add or
detract from one’s overall “well being.® Adding language to the
bill that would allow partial-birth abortions to be performed, for
example, in casee of “seriocue adverse health consequences” (as
offered by Senator Barbara Boxer, and defeated in the Senate)
would continue to allow this horrible procedure bdecause of a
mother’s “serious” financial concerns, or because the mother was
“much too young® or eimply wae very unhappy about having a
child--all under the guise of “health."®

The National Abortion Rights Action League says that “medically
necessary” is a “teru which generally includes the broadest range
of situations for which a state will fund abortion.®" Regarding
the meaning of this same term, former Senator Robert Packwood, a
leading advocate of abortion, asked: <“Is there any abortion that
couldn‘t fit within this definition?® The answer to Mr.
Packwood’s question {8 no. There is no aborz=ion that couldn’‘t fit
within a definition of “medically necessary."*
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February 22, 1996

The Honorable William Clinton
President of the United States
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20080

Dear Mr. President:

Thank you for your letter explaining that you feel compelled to
veto B.R. 1833, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995,
because it does not contain a “health exception,® which leads you
to believe that is not in conformity with Roe v. Wade.

4r. President, Roe v. Wade did not address the legality of killing
a child in the prncees of birth as described in the Partial=-Birth
Abortion Ban Act. In fact, it was a crime in Texas in 1973 to
kill a child in such a aanner, and it is a crime in Texas today
because the plaintiffe in Roe specifically did not challenge it.

Adding a "health exception® to the bill would render the bill
meaningless. As you know, Mr. President, in Doe v. Bolton, the
Supreme Court defined “health" as related to abortion, to include
all manner of physical, emotional, and eocial factors that add or
detract from one‘s overall “well being." Adding language to the
bill that would allow partial=-birth abortions to be performed, for
exanple, in cases of "serious advsrse health consequences" (as
offered by Senator Barbara Boxer, and defeated in the Senate)
would continue to allow this horrible procedure becauee of a
mother’s “"serious” financial concerns, or because the mother was

“much too young" or simply was very unhappy about having a
child--all under the guise of “health."

The National Abortion Rights Action League eays that “medically
necessary” is a “term which generally includes the broadest range
of situations for which a state will fund abortion." Regarding
the meaning of this same term, former Senator Robert Packwood, a
leading advocate of abortion, asked: <“Is there any abortion that
couldn’t fit within this definition?® The answer to MNr.
Packwood‘’s question is no. There is no aborzion that couldn‘'t fit
within a definition of “medically necessary.*
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February 22, 1996

The Honorable William Clinton
President of the United States
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20080

Dear Mr. President:

Thank you for your letter explaining that you feel compelled to
veto H.R. 1833, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995,
because it does not contain a “health exception,® which leads you
to believe that is not in conformity with Roe v. Wade.

Mr. President, Roe v. Wade did not address the legality of killing
a child in the prncess of birth as described in the Partial-Birth
Abortion Ban Act. 1In fact, it was a crime in Texas in 1973 to
kill a child in such a manner, and it is a crime in Texas today
because the plaintiffs in Roe epacifically did not challenge it.

Adding a “healthi exception® to the bill would render the bill
meaningless. As you know, Mr. President, {n Doe v. Bolton, the
Supreme Court defined “health® as related to abortion, to include
all aanner of physical, emotional, and social factors that add or
detract from one’'s overall °“well being." Adding language to the
bill that would allow partial-birth adbortions to be performed, for
exanmple, in casee of "serious adverse health consequences” (as
offered by Senator Barbara Boxer, and defeated in the Senate)
would continue to allow this horrible procedure bacause of a
mother’s "serious” financial concerns, or because the mother was
“much too young" or simply was very unhappy about having a
child--all under the guise of “health."

The National Abortion Rights Action league says that “medically
necesgsary®” is a °“term which generally includes the broadest range
of situations for which a state will fund abortion.® Regarding
the meaning of this same term, former Senator Robert Packwood, a
leading advocate of abortion, asked: “Is there any abortion that
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