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CASES TO WATCH:

Planned Parenthood vs. Daleiden 
et al.  (Calif.) —January 2016 PP 
filed a lawsuit that seeks to prevent 
Daleiden from ever launching another 
undercover investigation into PP’s 
activities. Planned Parenthood is also 
seeking treble damages for alleged 
“racketeering” as well as punitive 
damages and attorney fees, all of which 
could add up to millions of dollars. The 
abortion giant is represented by one 
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Why is this good news? Because 
it indicates that Planned 
Parenthood—and its allies in the 
mass media—are on the defensive. 
They need to circulate self-
consciously “positive” accounts 
of the abortion experience. 
They need to call upon their 
celebrity endorsements. They 
need to advertise their financial 
contributions—which have been 
made at the same rate for decades, 

The Scandal Planned Parenthood 
Cannot Evade: Latest Perspective, 
Latest Developments
 
If you want to assess how the activities of David Daleiden and the Center 
for Medical Progress (CMP) have altered the landscape on the abortion 
issue nationwide, just survey the online news for three or four days. 
You will see a few testimonials from aborting mothers—all designed to 
justify their decisions. You will see stories about all the wonderful things 
Planned Parenthood does aside from abortion. You will see accounts of 
celebrities who have endorsed Planned Parenthood and maybe made 
financial contributions to America’s premier purveyor of fine baby parts.

David Daleiden of Center for Medical Progress 



but which were 
in the past always 
kept under the 
table.

A story that 
appeared 
just recently 
exemplified 
this nervous, 
foot-shifting 
trend. Planned 
Parenthood 
tweeted that Joss 
Whedon, director 
of The Avengers: 
Age of Ultron, 
was matching each 
private monthly 
gift to PP with a 
$50 gift of his own. Those who know 
Hollywood will tell you that this was 
not Whedon’s first contribution to the 
pro-abortion cause. But the story online 
wasn’t even about Whedon’s less-than-
newsworthy support for the child-killing 
mega-corporation. It was about the 
flurry of outraged tweets that answered 
PP’s boast. No organized campaign was 
required. Ordinary people out there on 
Twitter, young and old, were furious that 
Whedon was contributing to baby part 
profiteers—and weren’t afraid to say so. 

Planned Parenthood’s dirty little secrets 
are not secrets anymore. 

But if the National Abortion Federation 
has its way, at least some of those 
secrets will stay buried, forever. Shortly 
after CMP released its first videos last 
summer, NAF, the trade association for 
the abortion industry, filed a lawsuit to 
prevent David and CMP from releasing 
videos recorded at its 2014 and 2015 
annual meetings. 

On July 31, the day the lawsuit was filed, 
San Francisco federal district court judge 
William Orrick granted NAF a temporary 
restraining order preventing the 

defendants from disclosing to third parties 
any recordings or other “confidential” 
information they learned at the meetings. 
According to NAF, and the court’s order, 
anything and everything that happened 
at its meetings is confidential. This 
viewpoint is in keeping with NAF’s claims 
that its meetings are held under the 
strictest conditions of secrecy and security 
out of fear of “militant anti-abortion 
extremists’—a term NAF frequently 
deploys against those who work to 
expose the horrors of abortion. The fact 
is that the NAF’s lawsuit targets multiple 
defendants, in the hope that all dissent 
can be eventually be labeled criminal and 
silenced once and for all. 

With Life Legal’s Katie Short acting as 
lead counsel for David Daleiden, the 
five months since the lawsuit was filed 
have seen intense activity, including 
discovery, multiple hearings, thousands of 
documents exchanged in discovery, reams 
of briefing, and two writs to the Ninth 
Circuit. In October, some of the enjoined 
NAF videos also found their way into the 
hands of an internet journalist and onto 
YouTube, leading to yet more litigation. 

Finally, on December 18, the court heard 

oral argument 
on NAF’s motion 
for a preliminary 
injunction that 
would, for the 
remainder of the 
lawsuit, prohibit 
disclosure of the 
material gathered 
at the NAF 
meetings. Also on 
the docket was 
NAF’s motion 
to have David 
and CMP held 
in contempt for 
sending too much 
information to 
a congressional 

committee in response to a subpoena from 
the House Committee on Government 
Oversight and Reform. 

Life Legal’s opposition brief revealed 
for the first time that, contrary to 
NAF’s preferred narrative of CMP 
“sneaking into” the meetings, “stealing” 
NAF’s secret materials, and putting 
NAF members “in harm’s way,” NAF 
employees went out of their own way to 
ensure that BioMax Procurement Services, 
the tissue-dealing company David set 
up in conducting his investigation, was 
an exhibitor at the meetings. Knowing 
full well that BioMax proposed to pay 
clinics for fetal tissue, NAF’s personnel 
made sure BioMax had full access to its 
members. 

Unfortunately, at the December 18 
hearing, the district court was more 
interested in finding that NAF’s members 
would suffer “irreparable harm,” in 
the form of “hate speech” and threats 
from unrelated third parties, if the 
videos were released, than in recognizing 
the demonstrable public interest in 
the information CMP gathered at the 
meetings. The court appeared to take a 
very narrow view of the public interest, 
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addressing only whether the material 
would be of interest to law enforcement, 
and, if so, how to get it to law 
enforcement officials without allowing 
more general disclosure to the public.

Planned Parenthood has finally come out 
from behind the skirts of its allies to fight 
its own battle, filing suit against David 
Daleiden, CMP, and other defendants 
in the same federal district court where 
NAF has enjoyed, so far, so much 
success. There is a piling-on quality to 
PP’s suit: clearly, PP thinks it has found a 
sympathetic judge and wishes to exploit 
the opportunity. Ominously, the PP suit is 
filed under RICO.

Aside from that, 
the only new 
slant in PP’s suit 
is an emphasis on 
protesting that 
CMP’s videos 
were “misleading” 
and that PP is not 
peddling baby parts 
for filthy lucre. In 
other words, the 
text of the complaint 
repeats much of PP’s 
PR from the past 
several months.

PP is represented 
by a major 
international law 
firm, but Life Legal 
has faced down 
major international 
law firms before. 
PP’s decision to join 
the fray directly does 
not, of course, alter 
our commitment to 
David’s defense. It 
just gives us—and 
our supporters—a 
whole lot more to do.

David Daleiden, the CMP, and Life Legal 
are currently awaiting a decision from 
the district court. Considering the drift 
of the court’s inquiries and expressions, 
we are not readying our pom-poms to 
cheer for this decision. But we do expect 
a forthright expression of the court’s 
reasoning to create an opportunity for 
response—and even for appeal. When 
David set out to expose the dirty secrets 
of the abortion industry, he knew that he 
would not be traveling an easy road, and 
he counted on Life Legal to stick with 
him to the end. We are fully committed to 
his defense. We mean to walk that road 
with him, however great and difficult the 
distance.

As we go to press ... 

PP’s allies have enhanced its lawsuit with 
criminal charges against David Daleiden 
and another CMP investigator. Even a 
pro-abort writer at Mother Jones 
questions the validity of these charges.  
We at Life Legal are confident that– 
again, with the help of our loyal 
supporters and allies–we will be able  
to answer this new attack.  L
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Clearly, PP thinks it has found a 

sympathetic judge and wishes to exploit 

the opportunity. Ominously, the PP suit 

is filed under RICO.

David Daleiden and Life Legal’s Katie Short with Albin Rhomberg



Many are aware of one manifestation of 
this political fad: the so-called, “trigger 
warning” policies on college campuses. A 
trigger warning is a disclaimer given by 
a speaker to the effect that the speaker is 
about to say something that may cause 
a listener to have a powerful, emotional 
reaction. The ostensible purpose of 
the trigger warning is to allow a single 
listener the opportunity to become 
prepared for what she is about to hear or 
to exercise her prerogative not to listen 
at all. 

The justification for trigger warnings 
asserts that speech is the same as physical 
violence. The earliest iterations of trigger 
warnings related to warning listeners that 
a speaker may be about to give graphic 
depictions of rape or other sexual violence 
that could trigger traumatic memories in 
victims of rape or sexual violence. Insofar 
as speech called up memories of physical 
violence it was classified as being a form 
of violence. 

However, the categories of potential 
victims warranting special sensitivity soon 
expanded to include a laundry list of 
non-personal, political grievances wherein 
the underlying trespass against the victim 
in no way involved physical violence. In 
practice, the trigger warning policies and 
other related phenomena have become 
de facto censorship policies that can be 
deployed against minority viewpoints 
on college campuses to silence speakers, 
including pro-life speakers. 

A trigger warning allows a listener the 

opportunity to interfere with the speaker’s 
right to speak and/or to interfere with 
the right of other audience members to 
listen before the discussion even begins. 
In order to have a policy of preemptively 
warning against a book, movie, or 
classroom discussion that could be 
“triggering,” someone has to determine 
in advance—quite apart from whether a 
real person suffers any real psychological 
distress—which topics or viewpoints will 
be “triggering,” and which of the infinite 
variety of potential sensitivities will be 
accommodated. That is, someone must act 
as censor and impose her tastes, beliefs, 
and prejudices on others. 

It comes as no surprise that academics 
from the left and right are harshly critical 
of trigger warning policies and have 
spoken out loudly against a trend that is 
irreconcilable with the basic purpose of 
education to challenge unexamined ideas. 
It is now a common fear among academics 
that their employers will punish them for 
having offended a member of a group 
whose grievances are politically popular at 
the moment. An English professor recently 

published a widely read op-ed entitled, 
“I’m a Liberal Professor, And My Liberal 
Students Terrify Me,” documenting the 
trend of students using sensitivities—
whether sincere or insincere—as a pretext 
to stop free speech and debate, and/or as a 
tool to punish professors with whom they 
disagree. The opposite phenomenon has 
also occurred. A professor who battered 
a pro-life protestor and robbed her of her 
protest sign at the University of California, 
Santa Barbara, cited her allegedly having 
been “triggered” by the protest signs.1

To date, raising being “triggered” as 
a defense to physical battery is not a 
viable legal defense, and was not for the 
UCSB professor. But, similar sorts of 
arguments—that speech can and should 
be silenced because it may “trigger” a 
hypersensitive or violent audience—have 
been raised in court cases with varying 
degrees of success to silence pro-life 
speech. 

For instance, in May of last year, the 
federal Court of Appeals for the Second 
Circuit held the speculation that “road 
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“Trigger-Happy” Censors Target Pro-Life Speech 
A new tactic to censor or suppress pro-life speech has emerged from the far and not-so-far left over the past 

few years. The tactic demands that speakers self-censor, or if necessary be censored by others, to accommodate 

the psychological sensitivities of those who are (or may be) listening. This political fad aims to redefine what is 

commonly accepted in our culture as “offensive” to include nearly any speech on controversial topics and to further 

enshrine those new standards in law. It should be resisted.

POLITICS Clare Cor t r ight
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rage” might occur because of personalized “Choose Life” license 
plates justified the New York DMV’s refusal to approve the 
personalized plates. (Children First Foundation, Inc. v. Fial, 
790 F.3d 328 (2d Cir. 2015). The Second Circuit upheld the 
New York DMV’s determination that “Choose Life” plates 
could be banned—without violating the First Amendment’s 
prohibition against 
governmental 
censorship—under 
a regulation 
permitting the 
DMV to refuse to 
approve “patently 
offensive” 
messages. The 
Second Circuit 
swallowed the 
New York DMV’s 
patently absurd 
contention that 
“Choose Life” 
could be characterized 
as (objectively) 
“patently offensive” 
by allowing the DMV 
to equate “patently 
offensive” with 
“politically charged or 
emotionally sensitive” 
issues. 

Putting aside the 
absurd notion that 
“Choose Life” is 
offensive in any 
objective sense, the 
Children First case also breaks with a well-established legal 
tradition of interpreting the First Amendment. That tradition 
requires that if the government chooses to act to keep the peace 
as between a law-abiding speaker and an inflamed audience 
threatening unlawful violence (“hecklers”), the government must 
take reasonable steps to protect the lawful speaker and his speech 
from unlawful violence. Only where reasonable measures taken to 
protect the speaker cannot succeed in quelling an imminent ‘riot,’ 
may the government take steps to silence the speaker in order to 
preserve the peace. 

Other federal appellate courts have applied this tradition to 
punish law enforcement officers who chose to arrest lawful 
speakers in violation of the speakers’ First Amendment rights. 
In one such case, Cannon v. The City and County of Denver, 
officers arrested a woman for refusing to cover up a sign she was 
carrying in front of an abortion clinic that read, “The Killing 

Place.” Some bystanders 
had threatened violence 
against the protesters. The 
officers attempted to argue 
in a subsequent civil rights 
suit for false arrest that 

the pro-life signs 
were not lawful 
speech protected 
by the First 
Amendment, but 
were instead a 
class of speech 
that can be 
legally punished 
or censored: 
“fighting words.” 

The federal 
Court of Appeals 
for the Tenth 

Circuit adhered to 
the law in finding 
the phrase “The 
Killing Place” 
are not “fighting 
words.” Fighting 
words are insults 
directed at the 
person of the 
hearer; that are 
inherently likely 
to cause a violent 
reaction, and play 
no role in the 

expression of ideas. The court went on to note that “although the 
words ‘killing’ or ‘murder’ are certainly emotionally charged, it is 
difficult to conceive of a forceful presentation of the anti-abortion 
viewpoint which would not assert that abortion is the taking of 
human life.” 

While some courts may succumb to political pressure to break the 
legal tradition and accept hypersensitive or insincere assertions 
of “offense” as reasons to allow governmental censorship of 
pro-life speech, these attempts are unlikely to be successful in the 
long run against the strong and established contrary tradition. 
When speaking in a manner that is within the contours of speech 
protected by the First Amendment, pro-life speakers should feel 
confident that even if they are the victims of illegal, governmental 
suppression, the far more likely scenario ultimately is that their 
rights will be vindicated. 

In practice, the trigger warning policies and other 

related phenomena have become de facto censorship 

policies that can be deployed against minority 

viewpoints on college campuses to silence speakers, 

including pro-life speakers. 

(TRIGGER WARNINGS CONT. ON PAGE 8)
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Fetal Part Promotion:   
Ain’t no Cure for the Lack of Results
Planned Parenthood Federation of America and its allies in the media are attempting to deflect the scrutiny resulting 

from the Center for Medical Progress’ series of videos exposing Planned Parenthood’s gruesome trade of harvesting 

and peddling the organs and other vital tissue from aborted infants. The exposure of its track record of flouting the 

law and profiting from the sale of the remains of aborted infants is not good publicity for an organization receiving 

hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars. It should come as no surprise, then, that the Planned Parenthood PR 

machine is working furiously to spin themselves as the good guys.

In their 
statements 
responding 
to the 
revelations 
from CMP’s 
undercover 
videos, 
Planned 
Parenthood 
Federation President 
Cecile Richards and 
Vice President of 
Communications Eric 
Ferrero attempt to 
justify their criminal 
activity claiming that 
the research to be 
performed would be 
“life-saving” in nature. 
This is the consistent 
line of talking points 
followed by nearly 
every abortion industry 
representative or 
writer defending 
Planned Parenthood. Whether or not the 
company’s handling of fetal tissue is legal 
or moral, whether or not the tissue had 
a tragic origin, at least it can be used for 
good, they say.1 

While it is understandable under the 
circumstances that Planned Parenthood 
would like the public to focus on 
something other than its selling aborted 
infant tissue, we should be careful not 
to fall into the trap of allowing the 

discussion to shift to one about “life-
saving” research, much less conceding 
that research using fetal tissue is in fact 
“saving lives.” 

One Planned Parenthood affiliate’s tissue 
donation consent form tells vulnerable 
women: “Research using the blood from 
pregnant women and tissue that has 
been aborted has been used to treat and 
find a cure for such diseases as diabetes, 
Parkinson’s disease, Alzheimer’s disease, 
cancer, and AIDS.”2 The wording makes 

it seem as if 
the aborted 
tissue has 
already led 
to cures, but 
the existence 
of these or 
any other 
“cures” is 
questionable, 

and seldom unique to 
fetal tissue. A quick 
review of the claims 
made by Planned 
Parenthood and its 
allies about the value 
of research using fetal 
tissue reveals that these 
claims are misleading, if 
not downright false.

Some defenders of fetal 
tissue research, such as 
Vox.com’s Sarah Kliff 
and microbiologist 
Nathalia Holt, draw 

attention to the role of fetal tissue in the 
development of vaccines. Kliff points 
out that the scientists who received the 
1954 Nobel Prize for Medicine used fetal 
kidney cells to develop the polio vaccine. 
A version of the rubella vaccine also used 
aborted tissue.3 Similarly, Holt writes 
in an article published in the New York 
Times that two stem cell lines from two 
different aborted fetuses are still used 
“to produce vaccines for hepatitis A, 
rubella, chickenpox and shingles. From 

MEDICINE Maria Ferguson

The wording makes it seem as if the aborted tissue has 

already led to cures, but the existence of these or any other 

“cures” is questionable, and seldom unique to fetal tissue.
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two terminated 
pregnancies,” she 
declares, “countless 
lives have been 
spared.”4 

Her statement is 
technically true, 
but irrelevant. 
As Maureen L. 
Condic—a human 
stem cell researcher 
and associate professor of neurobiology 
and anatomy at the University of Utah 
School of Medicine—points out in her 
National Review rebuttal to Holt’s 
piece, fetal tissue is no longer required 
for vaccines. Further, the cell lines used 
for these vaccines are far removed 
from their source material. They are 
no longer fetal stem cells, but heavily 
altered, immortalized cell lines that divide 
indefinitely in culture. They were selected 
for traits that made them capable of 
adapting to new DNA to make vaccines, 
not specifically because they were fetal 
cells. Although using fetal cells was more 
expedient sixty years ago due to their 
speed of propagation, modern technology 
allows the transformation of 
adult stem cells into cell lines 
with the same properties.5

Thus, contrary to the 
implications of Kliff and Holt, 
no fetal tissue is necessary 
for vaccines. The Charlotte 
Lozier Institute’s “History 
of Fetal Tissue Research and 
Transplants” makes this clear. 
Although the two cell lines 
Holt mentions are still in use, 
the Centers for Disease Control 
asserts that no new lines are 
needed. Even these could be 
replaced by newer technology using non-
fetal cell lines. The new Ebola vaccine 
uses a monkey cell line, rendering fetal 
cell lines completely unnecessary.6 

Fetal tissue has also been used to treat 
degenerative diseases such as Parkinson’s 

disease, but clinical trials have produced 
mixed results, some of which are 
horrific. According to a briefing paper 
prepared by the American Society for 
Cell Biology, transplanting fetal tissue 
into the brain successfully mitigated or 
eliminated symptoms for some patients, 
but caused “severe neurological side 
effects” in others.7 The Lozier Institute 
paper elaborates: in 2001, an NIH-
funded clinical trial using fetal tissue 
caused the patients to writhe and twitch 
uncontrollably, results the doctors 
termed “absolutely devastating,” “tragic, 
catastrophic,” and a “real nightmare.” 
Another study occurred in 2003 with 
similar results, prompting a moratorium 
on fetal tissue implants for Parkinson’s.8 

A 2009 report urged caution after 
a patient with Huntington’s disease 
developed a growing mass of tissue where 
the fetal brain cells had been injected for 
treatment.9 Since fetal tissues tend to be 
less stable than adult stem cells, there is 

a heightened risk of 
producing unwanted 
growths and cysts. In 
contrast, the Lozier 
Institute paper notes 
that adult stem cells 
have performed with 
preliminary success 
in easing Parkinson’s 
symptoms. 

The paper indicates 
that various other conditions have also 
responded to other treatments where fetal 
tissue transplantation was unsuccessful. 
In fact, for each item in the list mentioned 
on Planned Parenthood’s donation 
consent form, there is a corresponding 
failed study. One of the earliest recorded 
fetal tissue transplantations was a failed 
attempt to cure cancer in Italy in 1928. 
Attempts to use fetal pancreatic tissue to 
treat diabetes in the United States failed in 
1939 and 1959, and in large-scale trials in 
the Soviet Union and China between 1970 
and 1991. Adult stem cell transplants, on 
the other hand, have demonstrated some 
success in improving diabetes symptoms. 
Adult stem cells have also succeeded 

in treating anemias and 
immunodeficiencies where fetal 
tissue has failed.10 

One of the few current clinical 
studies using fetal tissue that 
seems somewhat successful 
is the transplantation of fetal 
neural retina tissue onto the 
eye of patients with blindness 
or failing eyesight, specifically 
those with retinitis pigmentosa 
or macular degeneration. 
Even there, positive results 
are described merely as “new 
visual sensation,” rather than 

a breakthrough improvement that shows 
that fetal tissue is superior to other 
treatments currently being researched. 

Beyond the either exaggerated or 
misstated success researchers may have 
achieved in the development of life-saving 

MEDICINE 

Planned Parenthood’s marketing technique of 

claiming to save lives with those it takes away is as 

factually inaccurate as it is morally repugnant.

(FETAL PART CONT. ON PAGE 8)
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Pro-life speakers encountering 
demands to self-censor from private 
organizations (not bound by the First 
Amendment) may feel the call to alter 
how they speak out of consideration 
for the psychological wellbeing of 
another presents an unquestionably 
good goal. Christian pro-life speakers 
may even hear in it a familiar call to 
humility and mercy that the telling 
and hearing of hard sayings needs. 
As the Psalm says, “If you, O Lord, 
laid bare our guilt, who could endure 
it?” But pro-life speakers should 
not self-censor to accommodate the 
goal of concealing the truth or its 
psychological effect. Instead, pro-life 
speakers should convey their message 
in whatever way they judge will be 
most effective at the time in light of 
the audience they seek to reach. 

1 https://www.washingtonpost.
com/news/volokh-conspiracy/
wp/2014/03/20/uc-santa-barbara-
professor-steals-young-anti-abortion-
protesters-sign-apparently-assaults-
protesters-says-she-set-a-good-
example-for-her-students/

(TRIGGER WARNINGS CONT. FROM PAGE 5)

therapies through the use of tissue from 
human infants, the more misleading claim 
is that such research is “indispensable” 
or “critical”, particularly since there are 
many alternative treatment options from 
adult stem cells that are just as, if not 
more, promising. 

Every time the media praise the so-called 
“life-saving” research accomplished 
with aborted fetal tissue, they imply 
that Planned Parenthood and other 
abortion providers that donate tissue are 
performing an invaluable service to the 
world—that the abortion facilities are 
fulfilling a noble function, without which 
lives would not be saved and cures would 
not be obtained. 

Perhaps the defenders of Planned 
Parenthood cling to that prospect of 
doing something good as a salve for a 
guilty conscience. However, when viewed 
in the larger context of specific research 
studies, Planned Parenthood’s marketing 
technique of claiming to save lives 
with those it takes away is as factually 
inaccurate as it is morally repugnant. 

 L

1 https://www.plannedparenthood.org/
about-us/newsroom/press-releases/
statement-from-planned-parenthood-on-
new-undercover-video 

2 http://www.centerformedicalprogress.
org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/PP-Mar-
Monte-tissue-consent.pdf 

3 http://www.centerformedicalprogress.
org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/PP-Mar-
Monte-tissue-consent.pdf 

4 http://www.nytimes.com/2015/07/30/
opinion/the-case-for-fetal-cell-research.
html 

 5 http://www.nationalreview.
com/article/422048/
why-we-dont-need-fetal-cells-conduct-life-
saving-research-maureen-l-condic 

6 https://www.lozierinstitute.org/
wp-content/uploads/2015/07/

History-of-Fetal-Tissue-Transplants-CLI_
Aug_10_2015.pdf 

7 http://www.ascb.org/newsfiles/
fetaltissue.pdf 

8 https://www.lozierinstitute.org/
wp-content/uploads/2015/07/
History-of-Fetal-Tissue-Transplants-CLI_
Aug_10_2015.pdf 

9 https://www.lozierinstitute.org/
wp-content/uploads/2015/07/
History-of-Fetal-Tissue-Transplants-CLI_
Aug_10_2015.pdf

10 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
pubmed/15302656?dopt=Abstract 

(FETAL PART CONT. FROM PAGE 7)
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ReCAP
(CONT. FROM PAGE 1)

of the largest law firms in the United 
States. (See page 1). 

National Abortion Federation v. David 
Daleiden and CMP (Calif.)—NAF 
sued David Daleiden to prevent release 
of the recordings and information 
he obtained at NAF meetings on the 
grounds that he is a “racketeer” who 
“committed fraud,” “snuck into” their 
completely secure, private meetings, 
“stole” NAF information, and repelled 
them with his constant questions about 
buying fetal tissue. Life Legal leads the 
defense of David and CMP. (See p. 1).

Stem Express v. CMP and David 
Daleiden (Calif.)—StemExpress, the 
biotech firm buying baby body parts 
from Planned Parenthood in earlier 
undercover videos, filed a lawsuit 
against the Center for Medical Progress 
to prevent the release of video material 
obtained by CMP. Life Legal continues 
to successfully defend David Daleiden 
and CMP.

Respect Life South San Francisco 
v. City of South San Francisco and 
Planned Parenthood (Calif.)—Petition 
for writ of mandate to overturn grant 
of use permit for Planned Parenthood 
clinic. Petitioners assert that the city 
wrongfully exempted the permit 
from compliance with applicable 
state environmental impact law and 
regulations. While Planned Parenthood 
has been prevented from opening for 
two years, an adverse decision was 
handed down Summer 2015. An appeal 
is pending.

Diss v. Portland Public Schools 
(Ore.)—Civil complaint for 
unlawful termination and religious 
discrimination. Bill Diss, a teacher at a 
Portland, Oregon high school, had his 
teaching contract terminated following 
his request for a religious exemption 
to excuse his participation in a school 
program administered by Planned 
Parenthood. Following his request for 

accommodation, Diss was subjected 
to harassment and retaliation by 
school administrators throughout the 
school year, which culminated in the 
termination of his employment. Life 
Legal filed employment discrimination 
complaints with the Oregon Bureau 
of Labor and Industries and the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission. 
In September 2014, Life Legal also 
filed a civil action on Diss’ behalf, 
seeking monetary damages as well as 
reinstatement in his teaching position. 
The civil case is in discovery. 

Pro-Life Mississippi et al., v. Vance, et 
al., No. 3:14cv568. (Miss.)—Life Legal 
Defense Foundation, in conjunction 
with local attorney Steve Thornton, 
filed suit on behalf of pro-life sidewalk 
counselors in Jackson, Mississippi. 
Life Legal has appealed the denial 
of the preliminary injunction to the 
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. After 
oral argument in January, the Fifth 
Circuit issued a one-paragraph order 
affirming the trial court’s denial of the 
preliminary injunction. The case now 
returns to the lower court. 

People v. Garza/Garza v. Jackson 
Public School District (Jackson, 
Miss.)—Two young pro-life activists 
were arrested for distributing leaflets 
on a sidewalk in front of a high school 
and were charged with trespass, 
disturbing the peace, and interference 
with school buses. After criminal trial 
in which the court excluded video 
evidence exonerating them, they were 
found guilty on two of the three 
charges. Their request for a new trial 
has been pending for almost two years. 
Federal civil rights suit filed seeking 
damages and injunctive relief. The case 
is in discovery.

(RECAP CONT. ON PAGE 13)
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END-OF-LIFE     Wesley J.  Smith

What Euthanasia Enthusiasts  
Really Want
Assisted-suicide advocacy is wrapped in euphemisms and false assurances.  
We are often told that medicalized killing will be “a last resort” reserved for the 
terminally ill, to be deployed only in the context of a long-term relationship with a 
caring doctor and, even then, strictly when there is no other way to alleviate suffering.

But that’s just sales puffery. In fact, 
no law requires objective proof of 
unalleviable pain and suffering before 
death can be administered. Such 
regulatory “protective guidelines,” as 
they are often called, offer to society false 
assurances of control and act as 
the honey (if you will) that helps 
the hemlock go down.

In societies such as Belgium 
and the Netherlands in which 
euthanasia consciousness has 
been popularly embraced, doctor-
facilitated suicide is available 
to the dying, the disabled, the 
elderly, the mentally ill—and even 
some married couples who choose 
death over the 
prospect of future 
widowhood.

Given current 
events in Canada, 
those who have 
assured themselves 
that such horrible 
things could 
never happen here 
may be in for a 
nasty awakening, 
for Canada’s 
culture closely 
reflects our own. 
When the Canadian Supreme Court 
conjured in its governing Charter the 
right to receive euthanasia for virtually 
any diagnosed condition that causes 
“irremediable suffering”—a term that 

includes “psychological pain,” disability, 
and suffering that is deemed irremediable 
because alleviating treatment is refused 
by the patient—I hoped Canadian 
doctors would revolt. Instead, the medical 
establishment and Canadian society have 

actively embraced a culture of death 
perhaps even more radical than that 
infecting Belgium and the Netherlands.

An indication of the direction in which 

Canada is heading can be discerned 
by reading the Provincial-Territorial 
Expert Advisory Group on Physician-
Assisted Dying Final Report, released on 
November 30, 2015. The report, which 
offers forty-three recommendations 

to effectuate the Supreme Court’s 
mandate, is shocking in its enthusiastic 
embrace of medicalized killing. Brought 
forward under the auspices of the 
Ontario Minister of Health and Long-
Term Care and the province’s Attorney 
General, the “experts” on euthanasia 
urge Canada to jump headfirst into the 
death abyss.

Even though all of the report’s 
recommendations might not be 

implemented into law, 
it is an important 
document that 
illustrates the radical 
ambition of the 
euthanasia movement, 
agendas usually kept in 
the shadows so as not 
to alarm a wary public. 
Here are just a few of 
the recommendations, 
followed by a brief 
description of why they 
are important:

“All provinces and 
territories should ensure access to 
physician-assisted dying, including 
both physician-administered and 
self-administered physician-assisted 
dying.” Assisted-suicide advocates 

Indeed, the Advisory Group’s recommendations 

evidence that doctor-prescribed death could become  

the favored approach to dying.



often claim that the requirement 
of self-administration is a crucial 
safeguard to protect the weak 
against non-voluntary death. In 
actuality, coercion can easily happen 
behind closed doors. Moreover, 
since studies in the Netherlands 
have shown that lethal injection 
has far fewer side effects—such 
as convulsions and extended 
coma—than swallowed prescribed 
overdoses, the application of 
hastened death will tend to be 
homicidal.

“The provision of physician-assisted 
dying [should also be permitted] by 
a regulated health care professional 
(registered nurse or, if applicable, 

physician assistant) acting under the 
direction of a physician, or a nurse 
practitioner.” Nurses always get 
the dirty jobs. Allowing nurses to 
do the actual killing of patients not 
only normalizes euthanasia—giving 
it the appearance of just another 
routine medical “treatment”—but 
also isolates doctors from personally 
participating in killing, making the 
death prescription that much easier 
to dispense.

“We do not recommend a 
prescribed waiting/reflection 
period.” People legally qualified 
for euthanasia who want to die 
now will be able to do so without 
waiting the time during which 

some find a renewed desire to 
live. (Adding to the danger, the 
committee recommends that 
euthanasia be available “any time” 
after receiving a death-qualifying 
diagnosis. This is particularly 
reckless, since the initial shock 
of a serious diagnosis can cause 
temporary thoughts of suicide.)

“Access to physician-assisted dying 
should not be impeded by the 
imposition of arbitrary age limits 
. . . eligibility for physician-assisted 
dying is to be based on competence 
rather than age.” This opens the 
door to child euthanasia—meaning 
that boys and girls who cannot 
legally consent to being tattooed 
could be able lawfully to order 
themselves killed.

“Faith-based institutions must 
either allow physician-assisted 
dying within the institution or 
make arrangements for the safe and 
timely transfer of the patient to a 
non-objecting institution.” As with 
religiously dissenting doctors, who 
the recommendations say should 
be required to refer “qualified” 
patients for euthanasia, religiously 
oriented medical facilities that view 
euthanasia as a grievous sin (say, 
Catholic institutions) would face 
coerced complicity in ending the life 
of a patient who wants to die.
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This opens the door to child euthanasia—meaning that boys 

and girls who cannot legally consent to being tattooed could 

be able lawfully to order themselves killed.

(EUTHANASIA CONT. ON PAGE 12)
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Lifeline Mission Statement

The mission of Life Legal Defense Foundation is to give to innocent and 
helpless human beings of any age, and particularly to unborn children, a 
trained and committed defense against the threat of death, and to support 
their advocates in the courtrooms of our nation.

Lifeline Editorial Policy: The purpose of LLDF is set forth in our mission 
statement above. To that end Lifeline welcomes all ideas, opinions, research 
and comments, and all religious and political points of view, so long as not 
seen as clearly divisive, and so long as fundamentally based upon the twin 
pillars of truth and charity.

Legal Services: LLDF, on an ongoing basis, provides referrals to attorneys 
for assistance in ensuring care for medically dependent relatives and for 
adoption and guardianship matters; obtains legal assistance for women 
injured by abortion; advises employees in regard to free speech rights in 
the workplace; instructs pro-lifers in how to defend themselves in court; 
advises attorneys and citizens on working with legislative bodies re proposed 
legislation and zoning issues; advises and assists attorney representing pro-
life advocates; communicates with employers, educational institutions, and 
governmental entities on behalf of individuals and entities whose rights are 
threatened and/or whose ability to advance the cause of life is hindered.

Education: LLDF advises sidewalk counselors, picketers, and prayer 
supporters of their free speech rights and rights to peaceful assembly when 
speaking out for the unborn in their communities; provides spokespersons for 
television, radio, and print media, and speakers for training workshops and 
debates.

Wanted: LLDF is receiving calls from people whose loved ones are being 
denied necessary medical treatment. We need local attorneys to assist us in 
these matters. LLDF is currently compiling model briefs, petitions and other 
forms for use in these cases.

Please consider making a tax-deductible contribution today. Your generosity 
allows LLDF to fulfill its mission to provide a trained and committed voice in 
the courtroom so that you and others can continue life-saving work.

(EUTHANASIA CONT. FROM PAGE 11)

Eliminating suffering by eliminating 
the sufferer is not seen by 
euthanasia supporters as a vice, but 
as a virtue. Indeed, the Advisory 
Group’s recommendations evidence 
that doctor-prescribed death could 
become the favored approach to 
dying. Lest anyone doubt that the 
same dark forces are acting in the 
United States, People magazine has 
splashily published at least three 
major hagiographic stories on 
Brittany Maynard, made 
internationally famous by the A-list 
media as an avatar of compassion 
and enlightenment because she 
promoted and committed assisted 
suicide.  L

[Wesley J. Smith is a senior fellow 
at the Discovery Institute’s Center 
on Human Exceptionalism and a 
consultant to the Patients Rights 
Council. His next book, Culture 
of Death: The Age of “Do Harm” 
Medicine, which will be published 
in 2016. This article was originally 
published January 8, 2016, on  
First Things (https://
www.firstthings.com/
web-exclusives/2016/01/what-
euthanasia-enthusiasts-really-want) 
and is re-printed here with 
permission of the author.]

https://www.firstthings.com/web-exclusives/2016/01/what-euthanasia-enthusiasts-really-want
https://www.firstthings.com/web-exclusives/2016/01/what-euthanasia-enthusiasts-really-want
https://www.firstthings.com/web-exclusives/2016/01/what-euthanasia-enthusiasts-really-want
https://www.firstthings.com/web-exclusives/2016/01/what-euthanasia-enthusiasts-really-want


13A  P U B L I C A T I O N  O F  T H E  L I F E  L E G A L  D E F E N S E  F O U N D A T I O N

LIFE LEGAL ANNOUNCES    John Streett

“We’re delighted to welcome Paul and 
Alexandra aboard during this exciting 
period of growth for LLDF,” said John 

Streett, Life Legal Chairman. “Their 
respective experience, not only in law, 
but in development, education and 
marketing will help support Life Legal’s 
plan to rapidly expand the scope of the 
services it can provide clients. With their 
expertise we can meet the challenges at 
this pivotal and most demanding time 
in the history of the pro-life movement. 
We are on the brink of major changes in 
national and state legislation affecting 
both the babies in the womb and the 
elderly. With the addition of these two 
exceptional individuals, Life Legal 
will continue to be at the forefront of 
defending the defenders of life.” 

Paul Blewett will focus on implementing 
a strategy for Life Legal’s growth, 
including major donor development, 
as well as development of continuing 
legal education programs for attorneys. 
Blewett joins Life Legal with nearly 
eighteen years of development experience 
with Legatus, an organization of top 
Catholic business leaders. Blewett is a 
graduate of Notre Dame Law School 
and practiced law in Southern California 
from 1989 until 1997 when he joined 
Legatus. Paul is married and has six 
children. 

Alexandra Snyder will oversee policy, 
communications, and public relations. 
Her experience includes serving as 
Legislative Counsel to California 
Congressman Dan Lungren in 
Washington, D.C., where she handled 
pro-life, judiciary, and human rights 
matters. She currently serves as a 
consultant on law and policy matters  
to a number of anti-trafficking 
organizations and was previously the 
executive director of a pregnancy 
resource center in Southern California. 
Alexandra is a graduate of Trinity Law 
School and is married with two grown 
children.  L

Life Legal Welcomes  
New Executive Staff
Life Legal Defense Foundation has announced additions to its executive team 

to meet the needs of expanding client demands. Paul Blewett was named 

President and Alexandra Snyder was named Executive Director. 

ReCAP
(CONT. FROM PAGE 9)

Planned Parenthood v. MMB 
Properties (Kissimmee, Fla.)—Planned 
Parenthood purchased and occupied 
the property in Kissimmee in April of 
2014. When it became clear that the 
office was going to become an abortion 
mill, a cardiologist who also had an 
office at Oak Commons sued to enforce 
the restrictive covenant that forbade 
“outpatient surgical centers” at the site. 
Victory! The Fifth District Court of 
Appeals for the State of Florida upheld 
a trial court preliminary ruling that 
prohibited Planned Parenthood from 
performing abortions at its office in 
Kissimmee. The case now goes to trial.

Jackson State University v. White 
(Miss.)—Pro-life activist arrested for 
protesting on public sidewalk adjacent 
to public university. Others in the 
group left the sidewalk under threat of 
arrest. Criminal case pending. 

Huntsville Zoning Battle (Ala.)—
Variance only permits medical clinic 
to operate 8-5. Sidewalk counselors 
routinely observe more than 15-20 cars 
in the parking lot past 7:30 at night 
and see patients leaving the clinic well 
past 5:00 P.M. Life Legal is working 
with local pro-lifers to collect further 
evidence of zoning violations to be 
reported to city zoning enforcement 
officials. 

Whole Women’s Health v. Lakey 
(Tex.)—Abortion providers challenged 
Texas statutes requiring that abortion 
providers have admitting privileges at 
local hospitals and imposing building 
and safety requirements on abortion 
facilities. Life Legal joined Alliance 
Defending Freedom in filing an amicus 
brief in the Fifth Circuit, arguing that 
the law’s requirements are reasonable 
and constitutional. The brief points 
out that the alleged shortage of eligible 
abortion providers under the law is 
caused not by the strictures of the law 
but by the unwillingness of most 

With the addition of these two exceptional 

individuals, Life Legal will continue to be at the 

forefront of defending the defenders of life.

(RECAP CONT. ON PAGE 15)

Paul Blewett, President Alexander Snyder, 
Executive Director
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ReCAP
(CONT. FROM PAGE 13)

doctors to provide abortions. The Fifth 
Circuit Court upheld the ambulatory 
surgical center standards and the 
admitting privileges requirement as to all 
but one clinic in Texas. The court found 
that the requirements advance Texas’ 
interests in safeguarding maternal health 
and protecting women from substandard 
abortion facilities and practices. The case 
was appealed to the Supreme Court, which 
will hear argument on March 2, 2016.

Little Sisters of the Poor v. Burwell 
(Wash., D.C.)—Life Legal filed U.S. 
Supreme Court amicus brief on behalf 
of the Breast Cancer Prevention 
Institute opposing the government’s 
mandate that requires employers to 
offer health insurance policies that 
include contraceptive drug coverage. The 
mandate applies even to organizations 
that have a religious objection to 
artificial contraception. Employers 
who fail to offer approved coverage 
are subject to huge penalties. The Little 
Sisters of the Poor have been threatened 
with millions of dollars in fines for 
refusing to purchase contraceptive 
coverage—yet they have stood firm and 
will not violate their religious beliefs by 
making available drugs and devices that 
cause early abortion and compromise 
women’s health.

In re Kline (Kan.)—Former Kansas 
Attorney General was accused by 
Planned Parenthood and pro-abortion 
public officials of violating state ethics 
rules while investigating Kansas abortion 
providers, resulting in the suspension of 
his license to practice law. On February 

25, 2014, Kline’s attorneys filed a 
motion to dismiss what they are calling 
a “void” judgment on the basis that the 
Kansas Constitution explicitly requires 
at least four justices to concur for every 
decision. With only two justices left on 
the Court for Kline’s case after several 
justices recused themselves because 
of conflicts, Kline asserts that the 
composition of the post-recusal Court 
was unlawful and in explicit violation 
of the Kansas Constitution. It is unclear 
when the Court will decide that motion. 
Kline’s license is currently indefinitely 
suspended and will be reviewed by the 
Kansas Supreme Court in three years. 
October 2015 Kline filed “Complaint for 
Declaratory and Injunctive Relief” in the 
matter of Kline v. Biles seeks principally 
a ruling that the “discipline” meted out 
to Kline is void because of the unlawful 
composition of the court that ruled 
against him. 

CASES RESOLVED:

People v. Miller, et al. (Nashville, 
Tenn.)—Three members of a pro-life 
youth ministry group were arrested 
for trespass while handing out leaflets 
and holding signs on a public sidewalk 
outside a public high school. Victory! 
Charges dismissed. Civil action pending. 

Last Abortion Clinic in Selma Alabama 
CLOSED. Life Legal has been working 
with local pro-lifers to close Selma’s 
last abortion clinic since 2014—and we 
have a victory! The Central Alabama 
Women’s Clinic, an unlicensed abortion 
clinic in Selma, Alabama, has finally 
stopped performing illegal abortions 
as of December 30, 2015! The facility 
is now a weight loss clinic. Life Legal 
provided overwhelming evidence of the 
clinic’s illegal practices to the Alabama 
Department of Public Health and the 
Alabama Board of Medical Examiners. 

England v. County of Sacramento 
(Calif.)—Employer refused to 

 
 
accommodate County employee who 
voiced a sincere religious objection to 
referring clients for family planning 
and other abortion-related services. 
Victory! Case settled to the satisfaction 
of England. In addition to monetary 
settlement, County of Sacramento will 
implement a new policy on religious 
accommodation.

Rivera v. UCSB et al. (Calif.)—Civil suit 
filed against U.C. Santa Barbara and 
professor of feminist studies Mireille 
Miller-Young for battery and civil rights 
violations. Professor Miller-Young 
started an altercation with pro-life 
activists engaging in free speech activity 
on the UCSB campus, which culminated 
in her stealing and destroying a sign and 
assaulting one of the pro-lifers, a sixteen-
year-old girl. Victory! Case settled to the 
satisfaction of the pro-life students.

Gebreyes vs. Prime Health Care Services 
DBA Saint Mary’s Regional Medical 
Center (Reno, Nev.)—Twenty-year-old 
college student Aden Hailu went to the 
emergency room at St. Mary’s Regional 
Hospital in Reno, Nevada complaining 
of stomach pain. Doctors insisted on 
performing exploratory surgery and 
Aden went into cardiac arrest during the 
operation. She never fully regained 
consciousness and was declared brain 
dead by the hospital. Life Legal assisted 
Aden’s family’s eight-month fight to 
prevent the hospital from discontinuing 
life-sustaining care. Aden died on 
January 4, 2016, while the case was 
pending.  L

LLDF volunteers with flyers at 2016 Walk for Life 
(San Francisco)
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David Daleiden made history when he exposed  
Planned Parenthood’s unethical and  

illegal sale of fetal body parts. 
Now the abortion giant is out for BLOOD!

You can MAKE HISTORY!  
Text LIFELEGAL to 41444 or go to LLDF.org/david

HELP 
DEFEND  
DAVID

David vs Goliath

http://www.lldf.org
http://www.LLDF.org/david

