advocacy?

A: No. The Colorado statute upheld by today?s decision applies
regardless of viewpoint: Patient escorts and sidewalk counselors alike
must follow the same rules.

Q. How does the statute/decision affect other forms of protest in front
of a health care facility, such a labor picketing?

A: Because the goal of the law is to ensure safe access to medical
treatment without unduly burdening or privileging a particular point of
view, it regulates close pursuits in front of health care facilities
regardless of viewpoint.

Q: Can a state now pass a law requiring all labor pickets (for example)
in front of all businesses to stay more than 8 feet from passersby?

A: No. The Colorado law was enacted in response to a specific threat to
a (legitimate/compelling) government concern ? the need to ensure safe
access to medical treatment in light of increasing obstruction, harassment,
and violence in front of health care facilities. A similarly weighty

reason would be required to pass the same law in another context.



Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release April 10, 1996

TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I am returning herewith without my approval H.R. 1833, which would prohibit doctors
from performing a certain kind ofabortion. I do so because the bill does not allow women to
protect themselves from serious threats to their health. By refusing to permit women, in reliance
on their doctors’ best medical judgment, to use this procedure when their lives are threatened or
when their health is put in serious jeopardy, the Congress has fashioned a bill that is consistent
neither with the Constitution nor with sound public policy.

I have always believed that the decision to have an abortion generally should be between
a woman, her doctor, her conscience, and her God. I support the decision in Roe v. Wade
protecting a woman’s right to choose, and I believe that the abortions protected by that decision
should be safe and rare. Consistent with that decision, I have long opposed late-term abortions
except where necessary to protect the life or health of the mother. In fact, as Governor of
Arkansas, I signed into law a bill that barred third trimester abortions, with an appropriate
exception for life or health.

The procedure described in H.R. 1833 has troubled me deeply, as it has many people. I
cannot support use of that procedure on an elective basis, where the abortion is being performed
for non-health related reasons and there are equally safe medical procedures available.

There are, however, rare and tragic situations that can occur in a woman’s pregnancy in
which, in a doctor’s medical judgment, the use of this procedure may be necessary to save a
woman’s life or to protect her against serious injury to her health. In these situations, in which a
woman and her family must make an awful choice, the Constitution requires, as it should, that
the ability to choose this procedure be protected.

In the past several months, I have heard from women who desperately wanted to have
their babies, who were devastated to learn that their babies had fatal conditions and would not
live, who wanted anything other than an abortion, but who were advised by their doctors that this
procedure was their best chance to avert the risk of death or grave harm which, in some cases,
would have included an inability to ever bear children again. For these women, this was not
about choice -- not about deciding against having a child. These babies were certain to perish
before, during or shortly after birth, and the only question was how much grave damage was
going to be done to the woman.

I cannot sign H.R. 1833, as passed, because it fails to protect women in such dire
circumstances -- because by treating doctors who perform the procedure in these tragic cases as



criminals, the bill poses a danger of serious harm to women. This bill, in curtailing the ability of
women and their doctors to choose the procedure for sound medical reasons, violates the
constitutional command that any law regulating abortion protect both the life and the health of
the woman. The bill’s overbroad criminal prohibition risks that women will suffer serious injury.

That is why I implored Congress to add an exemption for the small number of compelling
cases where selection of the procedure, in the medical judgment of the attending physician, was
necessary to preserve the life of the woman or avert serious adverse consequences to her health.
The life exception in the current bill only covers cases where the doctor believes that the woman
will die. It fails to cover cases where, absent the procedure, serious physical harm, often
including losing the ability to have more children, is very likely to occur. I told Congress that I
would sign H.R. 1833 if it were amended to add an exception for serious health consequences. A
bill amended in this way would strike a proper balance, remedying the constitutional and human
defect of H.R. 1833. If such a bill were presented to me, I would sign it now.

I understand the desire to eliminate the use of a procedure that appears inhumane. But to
eliminate it without taking into consideration the rare and tragic circumstances in which its use
may be necessary would be even more inhumane.

The Congress chose not to adopt the sensible and constitutionally appropriate proposal I
made, instead leaving women unprotected against serious health risks. As a result of this
Congressional indifference to women’s health, I cannot, in good conscience and consistent with
my responsibility to uphold the law, sign this legislation.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON
THE WHITE HOUSE,
April 10, 1996
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nunber of compelling cases where selection of the procedure, in the
medical judgment of the attending physician, was neceéssary to preserve
the life of the woman or avert sericus adverse consequences to her
health. The life exceptior -in the current bill only covers cases where
the docrter believes that the woman will die. It fails to cover cases
where, absent the procedure, sericus physical harm, often including
losing the ability to have more children, is very likely to occur. I
told Ccngress that I would sign H.R. 1833 if it were amenced to add an
exception for serious health consequences. A bill amended in this way
would strike a proper balance, remedying the constituticnal and human
defect of H.R. 1833. If such a bill were presented to me, I would sign
1T NOW. em

I understand the desire to eliminate the use of a procedure that
appears inhumane. But to eliminate it without taking into
consideraticn the rare ang tragic circumstances in which its use may be
riecessary would be even more inhumane. .

The Congress chose not to adopt the sensible and constitutionally
appropriate proposal I made, :nstead leaving women unprotected against
serious health risks. As a result of this Cong:ess1cna1 indifference
to women's health, I cannct, in good conscience and consistent with my
rzsponsibility to uphold the law, sign cthis legislation.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON

THE WHITE HOUSE,
April 10, 1996.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release _ October 10, 1897
TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: em L

I am returning herewith without my approval H.R. 1122, which would
prohibit doctors from performing a certain kind of abortion. I am
returning H.R. 1122 for exactly the same reasons I returned an earlier
substantially identical version of this bill, H.R. 1833, last year.

My veto message of April 10, 1996, fully explains my reasons for
returning that bill and applies to H.R. 1122 as well. H.R. 1122 is
a bill that is consistent neither with the Constitution nor sound

public policy.

As I have stated on many occasions, I support the decision in

Roe v. Wade protecting a woman's right to choose. Consistent with

that decision, I have long opposed late-term abortions, and I continue
to do so except in those instances necessary to save the life of a
woman or prevent serious harm to her health. Unfortunately, H.R. 1122
does not contain an exception to the measure's ban that will adequately
protect the lives and health of the small group of women in-tragic
circumstances who need an abortion performed at a late stage of
pregnancy to avert death or serious injury.

I have asked the Congress repeatedly, for almost 2 years, to send me
legislation that includes a limited exception for the small number of
compelling cases where use of this procedure is nececssary to avoid
serious health consequences. When Governor of Arkansas, I signed a
bill into law that barred third-trimester abortions, with an
appropriate exception for life or health. I would do so again, but
only if the bill contains an exception for the rare cases where a
woman faces death or serious injury. I believe the Congress should
work in a bipartisan manner to fashion such legislation.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON

THE WHITE HOUSE,
October 10, 1997.



Supreme Court Decision on Prayer at Football Games
June 19, 2000

Today the Supreme Court ruled that public school districts cannot let
students lead stadium crowds in prayer before high school football
games? Does the Administration have a position on this?

To begin, let me remind you that the Administration didn’t file a brief in this case
so we haven’t been involved with the details. On this issue, however, The
President has a strong record of protecting religious expression in schools and
workplaces, while ensuring that such expression is within the limitations of the
Constitution.

This past December, the President released a comprehensive packet of
guidelines on the role of religion in the public schools that was mailed to every public
school in America. The packet included information about the teaching of religion,
religious expression and partnerships between schools and faith-based organizations. The
packet was the culmination of four years of work on this issue, begun in 1995 when the
President directed Secretary of Education Riley to provide every school district in
America with a statement of principles on religious expression that help schools
preserve the religious freedom of students. Both of these guidelines made clear
that schools may not forbid students from expressing their personal religious
views or beliefs solely because of their religious nature and that religious
expression in schools and schools-related programs can not be coercive in
nature and must respect the bounds of the Constitution.

The President has issued and an Executive Order on religious expression in the
federal workplace as well as an Executive Memorandum on developing religious
guidelines for charter schools to establish clearer guidelines about the
appropriate role that faith-based organizations can have in charter schools.



