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well as physical well-being. This being so, the Court
concluded that the term “health” presented no problem
of vagueness. ‘“Indeed, whether a particular operation
is necessary for a patient’s physical or mental health is
a judgment that physicians are obviously called upon
to make routinely whenever surgery is considered.”
Id., at 72. This conclusion is equally applicable here.
Whether, in the words of the Georgia statute, “an abor-
tion is necessary” is a professional judgment that the
Georgia physician will be called upon to make routinely.

We agree with the District Court, 818 1°, Bupp., at
1058, that the medical judgment may be exercised in the
light of all factors—physical, emotional, psychological,
familial, and the woman’s age—relevant to the well-
being of the patient. All these factors may relate to
health. This allows the attending physician the room he
needs to make his best medical judgment. And it is
room that operates for the benefit, not the disadvantage,
of the pregnant woman,

D. The appellants next argue that the Distriet Court
should have declared unconstitutional three procedural
demands of the Georgia statute: (1) that the abortion
be performed in a hospital accredited by the Joint Com-
mission on Accreditation of Ilospitals: ™ (2) thal the
procedure be approved by the hospital staff abortion
committee; and (3) that the performing physician’s
judgment be confirmed by the independent examinations
of the patient by two other licensed physicians. The
appellants attack these provisions not only on the ground
that they unduly restrict the woman’s right of privacy,
but also on procedural due process and equal proteetion
grounds. The physician-appellants also argue that, by
subjecting a doctor’s individual medical judgment to

1! We were advised at reargument, Tr. of Oral Rearg. 10, that only
54 of Georgia’s 159 counties have a JCAH-accredited hospital.



