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“I will give no deadly medicine to anyone if asked  … I will not give to a woman an instrument to produce an abortion” 

Dear Colleague: 
   Hurricanes Gustav and Ike have come and gone, leaving a lot of disruption in their wakes.  While the former did a 
great deal south of, and to Baton Rouge, as well as points north, reaching all the way up to Ohio, Ike played a Katrina-
like reprise on our southwest coastal areas.  Our sincere sympathies to all those hurt, in whatever manner and to 
whatever degree, and our prayers for as speedy a return to normal as possible!  With this Roundup, and in lieu of 
waxing forth on everything that we could in regard to narrower Hippocratic issues, we are sending you a little booklet 
that we came across and that seemed appropriate.  Written by a Catholic priest, Msgr. Robert Guste of New Orleans, 
“Katrina, Rita and God,” is not so much a treatment of respect for life (only pp. 26-32 and 34-35 actually touch 
specifically on this issue), as it is a spiritual/philosophical reflection stimulated by – and for – hurricane “visitations.”   
We hope you enjoy it! 

W. “Al” Krotoski, M.D., etc. and Francis Rinaudo, Jr., D.D.S.
Presidential Election – Candidates’ Stands 
    The forthcoming presidential election is perhaps as crucial to a Hippocratic respect for life as any could be for the 
U.S.A.  The two candidates and their running mates have a wide divergence of views on the subject, and whoever is 
chosen to serve will doubtless nominate one or more Justices to the U.S. Supreme Court during his tenure (several of 
those currently serving their life terms are frankly getting on in years).  These nominations will shape legal attitudes 
toward life for at least a generation.  A comparison of candidates’ views, as compiled by the National Right to Life 
Committee, is on the reverse of this page.                          PLEASE BE SURE TO VOTE ! 
 HHS Conscience Regulations 
    Proposed government regulations to protect the conscience rights of health care professionals and institutions (45 
CFR Part 88 RIN 0991-AB48, Proposed Rule) have drawn the enthusiastic support of organizations and individuals 
supporting the culture of life, and a diametrically opposed condemnation by those who are pro-abortion or pro-
abortion-choice.  Intended to implement current statutory provisions that “protect the rights of health care entities, both 
individual and institutions, to refuse to perform health care services to which they may object for religious, moral, 
ethical or other reasons,” these proposed regulations (pp. 33-34) stipulate that: 

“Entities to whom this subsection 88.4 (a) applies shall not: (1) subject any institutional or individual health care entity 
to discrimination for refusing: (A) to undergo training in the performance of abortions, or to require, provide, refer for, 
or make arrangements for training in the performance of abortions; (B) to perform, refer for, or make other 
arrangements for, abortions; or (C) to refer for abortions; (2) subject any institutional or individual health care entity to 
discrimination for attending or having attended a post-graduate physician training program, or any other program of 
training in the health professions, that does not or did not require attendees to perform induced abortions or  require, 
provide, or refer for training in the performance of induced abortions, or make arrangements for the provision of such 
training;” 

among other provisions.  The official comment period ended September 24; final rule publication is pending.  
  Many thanks to those who were able to respond to our e-mail alert by sending comments!   
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Help stop the "Freedom of Choice Act" 
                                 – or "Freedom for Partial-Birth Abortionists Act"!  
 
(From the National Right to Life Committee) 

CONTACT YOUR CONGRESSMAN and SENATOR! 
WASHINGTON -- In response to the April 18, 2007 U.S. Supreme Court decision (Gonzales v. Carhart) upholding 
the federal Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act, prominent Democratic members of Congress the next day 
reintroduced the so-called "Freedom of Choice Act" (FOCA), a proposed federal law to nullify virtually all 
federal and state  

In the interests of truth in advertising, the bill should be renamed the "Freedom for Partial-Birth Abortionists 
Act."  The lawmakers proposing the legislation, and groups endorsing it, repeatedly emphasized that the bill 
would, among other things, completely nullify the national ban on partial-birth abortion that the Supreme 
Court upheld. 

The House bill, H.R. 1964, was introduced by Congressman Jerrold Nadler (D-NY), who in the new Democratic-
majority Congress is the chairman of the House Judiciary subcommittee that has jurisdiction over such 
legislation.  The Senate bill, S. 1173, was introduced by Senator Barbara Boxer (D-Ca.). 

Congressman Nadler issued a statement harshly attacking the Supreme Court ruling.  "Overturning a decision 
only a few years old, the Court has, for the first time since Roe v. Wade, allowed an abortion procedure to be 
criminalized," Nadler said.  The FOCA, he noted, "would bar government – at any level -- from interfering with a 
woman's fundamental right to choose to bear a child, or to terminate a pregnancy." 

The promoters of the FOCA sometimes claim that its purpose is to "codify Roe v. Wade," and they hope that 
journalists will lazily characterize it in that way.   But the key binding provisions of the bill would go further 
than Roe, invalidating all of the major types of laws that have been upheld by the Supreme Court in the 
decades since Roe. 

The bill flatly invalidates any "statute, ordinance, regulation, administrative order, decision, policy, practice, or 
other action" of any federal, state, or local government or governmental official (or any person acting under 
government authority) that would "deny or interfere with a woman's right to choose" abortion, or that would 
"discriminate against the exercise of the right . . . in the regulation or provision of benefits, facilities, services, 
or information."  This no-restriction policy would establish, in Senator Boxer's words, "the absolute right to 
choose" prior to fetal "viability."   

The no-restriction policy would also apply after "viability" to any abortion sought on grounds of "health."  The 
bill does not define "health," but in past abortion cases the Supreme Court has sometimes used the term to 
apply to any physical or emotional consideration whatsoever, including "distress."  The bill also 
prohibits enactment of objective criteria for "viability" that would be binding on abortionists. 

Among the types of laws that the FOCA would invalidate are: 

-- The Hyde Amendment, which prohibits most federal funding of abortion, and the laws of many states that 
restrict state funding of abortion.   

-- Laws in effect in some jurisdictions that bar abortions in government-operated hospitals.  

-- Laws requiring parental notification or consent, or judicial authorization, before an abortion can be 
performed on a minor daughter. 

-- Laws requiring that girls and women seeking abortion receive certain information on matters such as fetal 
development and alternatives to abortion, and then wait a specified period before the abortion is actually 
performed, usually 24 or 48 hours.     
       
-- "Conscience" laws, allowing doctors, nurses, or other state-licensed professionals, and hospitals or other 
health-care providers, to decline to provide or pay for abortions.  



 


