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NOT VOTING—12

Blumenauer Joyce (OH) Rush
Coffman Mulvaney Slaughter
Johnson, E. B. Payne Velazquez
Jones Price, Tom (GA) Zinke
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Mr. VEASEY changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania
changed his vote from ‘‘nay’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
FoxX). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 236, noes 183,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 63]
AYES—236

Abraham Duncan (SC) Kustoff (TN)
Aderholt Duncan (TN) Labrador
Allen Dunn LaHood
Amash Emmer LaMalfa
Amodei Farenthold Lamborn
Arrington Faso Lance
Babin Ferguson Latta
Bacon Fitzpatrick Lewis (MN)
Banks (IN) Fleischmann Lipinski
Barletta Flores LoBiondo
Barr Fortenberry Long
Barton Foxx Loudermilk
Bergman Franks (AZ) Love

Biggs Frelinghuysen Lucas
Bilirakis Gaetz Luetkemeyer
Bishop (MI) Gallagher MacArthur
Bishop (UT) Garrett Marchant
Black Gibbs Marino
Blackburn Gohmert Marshall
Blum Goodlatte Massie
Bost Gosar Mast

Brady (TX) Gowdy McCarthy
Brat Granger McCaul
Bridenstine Graves (GA) McClintock
Brooks (AL) Graves (LA) McHenry
Brooks (IN) Graves (MO) McKinley
Buchanan Griffith McMorris
Buck Grothman Rodgers
Bucshon Guthrie McSally
Budd Harper Meadows
Burgess Harris Meehan
Byrne Hartzler Messer
Calvert Hensarling Mitchell
Carter (GA) Herrera Beutler ~ Moolenaar
Carter (TX) Hice, Jody B. Mooney (WV)
Chabot Higgins (LA) Mullin
Chaffetz Hill Murphy (PA)
Cheney Holding Newhouse
Cole Hollingsworth Noem
Collins (GA) Hudson Nunes
Collins (NY) Huizenga Olson
Comer Hultgren Palazzo
Comstock Hunter Palmer
Conaway Hurd Paulsen
Cook Issa Pearce
Costello (PA) Jenkins (KS) Perry
Cramer Jenkins (WV) Peterson
Crawford Johnson (LA) Pittenger
Culberson Johnson (OH) Poe (TX)
Curbelo (FL) Johnson, Sam Poliquin
Davidson Jordan Posey
Davis, Rodney Joyce (OH) Ratcliffe
Denham Katko Reed

Dent Kelly (MS) Reichert
DeSantis Kelly (PA) Renacci
DesJarlais King (IA) Rice (SC)
Diaz-Balart King (NY) Roby
Donovan Kinzinger Roe (TN)
Duffy Knight Rogers (AL)

Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus

Adams

Aguilar

Barragan

Bass

Beatty

Bera

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty
Evans
Foster

Blumenauer
Coffman
Huffman
Johnson, E. B.
Jones

Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner

NOES—183

Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lieu, Ted
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
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Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Vargas
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—13

Mulvaney
Payne

Price, Tom (GA)

Rush
Schrader

Slaughter
Veasey
Zinke

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing.

H633

0 1411

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COFFMAN. Madam Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “Yea” on roll call No. 62,
and “Yea” on roll call No. 63.

——————

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON ETHICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Ethics:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, January 24, 2017.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER RYAN: This letter is to in-
form you that effective today I am resigning
as the Ranking Member of the Committee on
Ethics, as I have reached the applicable term
limit under rules of the Democratic Caucus.
It has been a privilege and a high honor to
serve on the committee, which serves an es-
sential function for the House and the pub-
lic.

Sincerely,
LINDA T. SANCHEZ.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

————

ELECTING MEMBERS TO A CER-
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEE OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, by
direction of the Democratic Caucus, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 56

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committee of the House of
Representatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON ETHICS.—MTr. Deutch, Ms.
Clarke of New York, Mr. Polis, and Mr.
Brown of Maryland.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
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NO TAXPAYER FUNDING FOR
ABORTION AND ABORTION IN-
SURANCE FULL DISCLOSURE
ACT OF 2017

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 55, I call up
the bill (H.R. 7) to prohibit taxpayer
funded abortions, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

HR.7

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“No Taxpayer Funding for Abortion and
Abortion Insurance Full Disclosure Act of
2017,
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE I—PROHIBITING FEDERALLY
FUNDED ABORTIONS
Sec. 101. Prohibiting taxpayer funded abor-
tions.
Sec. 102. Amendment to table of chapters.
TITLE II—APPLICATION UNDER THE
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Sec. 201. Clarifying application of prohibi-
tion to premium credits and
cost-sharing reductions under
ACA.

Sec. 202. Revision of notice requirements re-
garding disclosure of extent of
health plan coverage of abor-
tion and abortion premium sur-

charges.
TITLE I—PROHIBITING FEDERALLY
FUNDED ABORTIONS
SEC. 101. PROHIBITING TAXPAYER FUNDED
ABORTIONS.

Title 1, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following new chapter:
“CHAPTER 4—PROHIBITING TAXPAYER
FUNDED ABORTIONS

Prohibition on funding for abortions.

Prohibition on funding for health bene-
fits plans that cover abortion.

Limitation on Federal facilities and
employees.

Construction relating to separate cov-
erage.

Construction relating to the use of non-
Federal funds for health cov-
erage.

Non-preemption of other Federal laws.

Construction relating to complications
arising from abortion.

Treatment of abortions related to rape,
incest, or preserving the life of
the mother.

¢“309. Application to District of Columbia.

“§301. Prohibition on funding for abortions

““No funds authorized or appropriated by
Federal law, and none of the funds in any
trust fund to which funds are authorized or
appropriated by Federal law, shall be ex-
pended for any abortion.

“§302. Prohibition on funding for health ben-
efits plans that cover abortion

‘““None of the funds authorized or appro-
priated by Federal law, and none of the funds
in any trust fund to which funds are author-
ized or appropriated by Federal law, shall be
expended for health benefits coverage that
includes coverage of abortion.

“§303. Limitation on Federal facilities and

employees

‘‘No health care service furnished—

‘(1) by or in a health care facility owned or
operated by the Federal Government; or

‘(2) by any physician or other individual
employed by the Federal Government to pro-
vide health care services within the scope of
the physician’s or individual’s employment,
may include abortion.
“§304. Construction relating to separate cov-

erage

“Nothing in this chapter shall be con-
strued as prohibiting any individual, entity,
or State or locality from purchasing sepa-
rate abortion coverage or health benefits
coverage that includes abortion so long as
such coverage is paid for entirely using only
funds not authorized or appropriated by Fed-
eral law and such coverage shall not be pur-
chased using matching funds required for a

301.
302,

¢303.
*304.
*4305.
**306.
4307.

308.
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federally subsidized program, including a
State’s or locality’s contribution of Medicaid
matching funds.

“§305. Construction relating to the use of
non-Federal funds for health coverage
‘““Nothing in this chapter shall be con-

strued as restricting the ability of any non-
Federal health benefits coverage provider
from offering abortion coverage, or the abil-
ity of a State or locality to contract sepa-
rately with such a provider for such cov-
erage, so long as only funds not authorized
or appropriated by Federal law are used and
such coverage shall not be purchased using
matching funds required for a federally sub-
sidized program, including a State’s or local-
ity’s contribution of Medicaid matching
funds.

“§306. Non-preemption of other Federal laws
‘““Nothing in this chapter shall repeal,

amend, or have any effect on any other Fed-
eral law to the extent such law imposes any
limitation on the use of funds for abortion or
for health benefits coverage that includes
coverage of abortion, beyond the limitations
set forth in this chapter.

“§307. Construction relating to complications
arising from abortion
‘““Nothing in this chapter shall be con-

strued to apply to the treatment of any in-

fection, injury, disease, or disorder that has
been caused by or exacerbated by the per-
formance of an abortion. This rule of con-
struction shall be applicable without regard
to whether the abortion was performed in ac-
cord with Federal or State law, and without
regard to whether funding for the abortion is

permissible under section 308.

“§308. Treatment of abortions related to
rape, incest, or preserving the life of the
mother
“The limitations established in sections

301, 302, and 303 shall not apply to an abor-

tion—

‘(1) if the pregnancy is the result of an act
of rape or incest; or

‘“(2) in the case where a woman suffers
from a physical disorder, physical injury, or
physical illness that would, as certified by a
physician, place the woman in danger of
death unless an abortion is performed, in-
cluding a life-endangering physical condition
caused by or arising from the pregnancy
itself.

“§309. Application to District of Columbia
“In this chapter:

‘(1) Any reference to funds appropriated by
Federal law shall be treated as including any
amounts within the budget of the District of
Columbia that have been approved by an Act
of Congress pursuant to section 446 of the
District of Columbia Home Rule Act (or any
applicable successor Federal law).

‘“(2) The term ‘Federal Government’ in-
cludes the government of the District of Co-
lumbia.”.

SEC. 102. AMENDMENT TO TABLE OF CHAPTERS.
The table of chapters for title 1, United

States Code, is amended by adding at the end

the following new item:

“4. Prohibiting taxpayer funded abor-

tIONS ..o 301”.
TITLE II—APPLICATION UNDER THE
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT
SEC. 201. CLARIFYING APPLICATION OF PROHIBI-

TION TO PREMIUM CREDITS AND
COST-SHARING REDUCTIONS UNDER
ACA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) DISALLOWANCE OF REFUNDABLE CREDIT
AND COST-SHARING REDUCTIONS FOR COVERAGE
UNDER QUALIFIED HEALTH PLAN WHICH PRO-
VIDES COVERAGE FOR ABORTION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 36B(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
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1986 is amended by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end the following: ‘‘or any health
plan that includes coverage for abortions
(other than any abortion or treatment de-
scribed in section 307 or 308 of title 1, United
States Code)”.

(B) OPTION TO PURCHASE OR OFFER SEPA-
RATE COVERAGE OR PLAN.—Paragraph (3) of
section 36B(c) of such Code is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

¢“(C) SEPARATE ABORTION COVERAGE OR PLAN
ALLOWED.—

‘(i) OPTION TO PURCHASE SEPARATE COV-
ERAGE OR PLAN.—Nothing in subparagraph
(A) shall be construed as prohibiting any in-
dividual from purchasing separate coverage
for abortions described in such subpara-
graph, or a health plan that includes such
abortions, so long as no credit is allowed
under this section with respect to the pre-
miums for such coverage or plan.

‘“(ii) OPTION TO OFFER COVERAGE OR PLAN.—
Nothing in subparagraph (A) shall restrict
any non-Federal health insurance issuer of-
fering a health plan from offering separate
coverage for abortions described in such sub-
paragraph, or a plan that includes such abor-
tions, so long as premiums for such separate
coverage or plan are not paid for with any
amount attributable to the credit allowed
under this section (or the amount of any ad-
vance payment of the credit under section
1412 of the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act).”.

(2) DISALLOWANCE OF SMALL EMPLOYER
HEALTH INSURANCE EXPENSE CREDIT FOR PLAN
WHICH INCLUDES COVERAGE FOR ABORTION.—
Subsection (h) of section 45R of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended—

(A) by striking ‘““‘Any term” and inserting
the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any term”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

¢‘(2) EXCLUSION OF HEALTH PLANS INCLUDING
COVERAGE FOR ABORTION.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
health plan’ does not include any health plan
that includes coverage for abortions (other
than any abortion or treatment described in
section 307 or 308 of title 1, United States
Code).

‘‘(B) SEPARATE ABORTION COVERAGE OR PLAN
ALLOWED.—

‘(i) OPTION TO PURCHASE SEPARATE COV-
ERAGE OR PLAN.—Nothing in subparagraph
(A) shall be construed as prohibiting any em-
ployer from purchasing for its employees
separate coverage for abortions described in
such subparagraph, or a health plan that in-
cludes such abortions, so long as no credit is
allowed under this section with respect to
the employer contributions for such cov-
erage or plan.

¢‘(ii) OPTION TO OFFER COVERAGE OR PLAN.—
Nothing in subparagraph (A) shall restrict
any non-Federal health insurance issuer of-
fering a health plan from offering separate
coverage for abortions described in such sub-
paragraph, or a plan that includes such abor-
tions, so long as such separate coverage or
plan is not paid for with any employer con-
tribution eligible for the credit allowed
under this section.”.

(3) CONFORMING ACA AMENDMENTS.—Section
1303(b) of Public Law 111-148 (42 U.S.C.
18023(b)) is amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (2);

(B) by striking paragraph (3), as amended
by section 202(a); and

(C) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (2).

(b) APPLICATION TO MULTI-STATE PLANS.—
Paragraph (6) of section 1334(a) of Public Law
111-148 (42 U.S.C. 18054(a)) is amended to read
as follows:
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‘‘(6) COVERAGE CONSISTENT WITH FEDERAL
ABORTION POLICY.—In entering into contracts
under this subsection, the Director shall en-
sure that no multi-State qualified health
plan offered in an Exchange provides health
benefits coverage for which the expenditure
of Federal funds is prohibited under chapter
4 of title 1, United States Code.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
yvears ending after December 31, 2017, but
only with respect to plan years beginning
after such date, and the amendment made by
subsection (b) shall apply to plan years be-
ginning after such date.

SEC. 202. REVISION OF NOTICE REQUIREMENTS
REGARDING DISCLOSURE OF EX-
TENT OF HEALTH PLAN COVERAGE
OF ABORTION AND ABORTION PRE-
MIUM SURCHARGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section
1303(b) of Public Law 111-148 (42 U.S.C.
18023(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘(3) RULES RELATING TO NOTICE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The extent of coverage
(if any) of services described in paragraph
O(®B)E) or (1)(B)({i) by a qualified health
plan shall be disclosed to enrollees at the
time of enrollment in the plan and shall be
prominently displayed in any marketing or
advertising materials, comparison tools, or
summary of benefits and coverage expla-
nation made available with respect to such
plan by the issuer of the plan, by an Ex-
change, or by the Secretary, including infor-
mation made available through an Internet
portal or Exchange under sections 1311(c)(b)
and 1311(d)(4)(C).

“(B) SEPARATE DISCLOSURE OF ABORTION
SURCHARGES.—In the case of a qualified
health plan that includes the services de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(B)(i) and where the
premium for the plan is disclosed, including
in any marketing or advertising materials or
any other information referred to in sub-
paragraph (A), the surcharge described in
paragraph (2)(B)(i)(II) that is attributable to
such services shall also be disclosed and
identified separately.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to mate-
rials, tools, or other information made avail-
able more than 30 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 55, the gentle-
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK)
and the gentlewoman from Colorado
(Ms. DEGETTE) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Tennessee.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude any extraneous material on H.R.
7, currently under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise today in strong support of the
No Taxpayer Funding for Abortion and
Abortion Insurance Full Disclosure
Act, and I thank the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) for his un-
flinching leadership on this issue.

It was just a week ago that groups of
women marched in the streets of D.C.
and other cities across the country ap-
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parently ready to write off this Presi-
dency as it just began.

There were millions of pro-life
women who were explicitly told that
they were unwelcome at this event. So
today, the people’s House is giving
them and the more than 60 percent of
Americans from all political persua-
sions who oppose taxpayer funding of
abortions a voice.

The legislation before us will protect
Americans’ conscience rights by ensur-
ing that their hard-earned tax dollars
are not used to fund the destruction of
innocent life. That is a principle that
Members of both parties have sup-
ported in this Chamber before.

Every year, Democrats and Repub-
licans alike have come together to sup-
port funding bills that maintain the
law called the Hyde amendment, which
prohibits the direct Federal funding of
abortion, with limited exceptions. This
40-year-old law has saved an estimated
2 million lives, but it is not permanent,
meaning that this time-honored pro-
tection could be taken away on a
whim. What is more, the law, in its
current form, has clear loopholes.

A 2014 GAO study found that tax-
payer-funded insurance subsidies could
be used to pay for abortions on over
1,000 ObamaCare plans nationwide.
That is why today we have the oppor-
tunity to make this life-affirming law
permanent and governmentwide.

As a mother, a grandmother, and a
nurse for more than 40 years, this
measure is especially meaningful to
me. During my years in the healthcare
industry, I saw the joy in young par-
ents’ eyes when they met their new-
born for the very first time. I held the
hands of grieving spouses and children
as they said good-bye to their loved
ones. And, sadly, I witnessed a young
woman lose her life due to the effects
of a botched abortion.

These experiences informed my view
that all life is a precious gift from God.
I pray that in time this truth will be
reflected in our Nation’s laws. Until
then, can’t we at least do this much.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the No Tax-
payer Funding for Abortion and Abor-
tion Insurance Full Disclosure Act.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Madam Speaker, our constituents are
looking to this Congress to address the
economy, jobs, our crumbling infra-
structure, and so many other issues.
But despite these pressing needs, the
only substantive bill this House is con-
sidering this week is a bill restricting a
woman’s ability to get a full range of
healthcare services and a bill, which
passed before in this House and that we
know is going nowhere in the other
body.

Its title alone must be part of the
majority’s new plan to redefine facts.
As we heard the other day, we now ap-
parently have in our discourse ‘‘alter-
native facts.”

This bill takes that to a whole new
level, and let me tell you why. The bill
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is called the No Taxpayer Funding for
Abortion and Abortion Insurance Full
Disclosure Act. But under current law,
under the Hyde amendment—which I
hate, which I will do everything to re-
peal—we have no taxpayer funding for
abortion. Taxpayer funds are currently
prohibited from use for abortions. In-
stead, what this bill does is it takes
that concept and it uses it to far ex-
pand a restriction on a woman’s ability
to get the full health care that she
needs.

Let me talk about what this bill does
exactly. First of all, it codifies the
Hyde amendment into statute, which
has never been done in this Nation’s
history.

Secondly, it codifies a ban on abor-
tions in D.C., even when they are done
with D.C.’s taxpayer money and not
with Federal money.

Number three, it codifies the Helms
amendment, which denies women
abroad access to safe abortion care by
severely restricting the use of U.S.
funds to pay for healthcare services in
developing countries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself an additional 1 minute.

It severely restricts abortion cov-
erage in the ACA’s exchanges by for-
bidding people who have plans where
they get subsidies from paying for
plans with their own money. This is a
far expansion of a restriction on a
woman’s right to get her own health
insurance with her own money.

It denies insurance-related tax cred-
its to small businesses that choose
plans that offer abortion services. It
permanently bans abortion services for
Federal employees and it codifies a ban
on abortion coverage for women in
military services overseas.

The fact that we are debating this
today, just 1 day after President
Trump issued an executive order rein-
stating the global gag rule, is a slap in
the face to the over 3 million women
who marched last weekend.

Let’s vote ““no” on this bill and let’s
g0 to the business that the American
public really cares about.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), who is the
chair of the Judiciary Committee and a
longstanding supporter of pro-life.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentlewoman for her ardent
work on this important cause.

However stark Americans’  dif-
ferences of opinion can be on the mat-
ter of abortion generally, there has
been long, bipartisan agreement that
Federal taxpayer funds should not be
used to destroy innocent life.

The Hyde amendment, named for its
chief sponsor, former House Judiciary
Committee Chairman Henry Hyde, has
prohibited the Federal funding of abor-
tions since 1976 when it passed the
House and Senate that was composed
overwhelmingly of Democratic mem-
bers. It has been renewed each appro-
priations cycle with few changes for
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over 40 years, supported by Congresses
controlled by both parties and Presi-
dents from both parties. It is probably
the most bipartisan, pro-life proposal
sustained over a longer period of time
than any other. It is time the Hyde
amendment was codified in the U.S.
Code.

H.R. 7, the No Taxpayer Funding for
Abortion and Abortion Insurance Full
Disclosure Act, sponsored by Rep-
resentative CHRIS SMITH of New Jersey,
would do just that. It would codify the
two core principles of the Hyde amend-
ment throughout the operations of the
Federal Government; namely, a ban on
Federal funding for abortions and a ban
on the use of Federal funds for health
benefits coverage that includes cov-
erage of abortion.

As hundreds of thousands of people
from across the country come to Wash-
ington to express their love of unborn
children at the annual March for Life
and as we now have a President who
supports this legislation, let’s reflect
on what could be accomplished if the
bill we consider today were signed into
law.

During the time the Hyde amend-
ment has been in place, the most reli-
able estimates—and those of the Con-
gressional Budget Office—are that mil-
lions of innocent children and their
mothers have been spared the horrors
of abortion. Millions of lives have been
saved. And of those millions of lives
saved, many more have grown up to
bear their own children and to raise
them in happy, loving families.

This bill is more than a proposed law.
It is a celebration of the lives of those
millions of Americans—boys and girls,
men and women of all races—who give
joy and feel love and create and con-
tribute all because of the policies this
bill contains. And even more than that,
this bill is a welcome sign for millions
and millions more Americans to come.

I congratulate the President for al-
ready reinstating the Mexico City pol-
icy, which prohibits the Federal fund-
ing of abortions overseas. And I look
forward to his signing this bill into law
to codify the same policy here in Amer-
ica.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 7.

We are only 10 days into this 115th
Congress, and already Republicans are
bringing legislation to the floor to
harm women’s health. It is clear that
House Republicans do not respect
women and our ability to make our
own decisions.

Millions of women peacefully
marched in cities around the country
and around the world, yet here we are,
once again, voting legislation to give
politicians more control over women’s
bodies than they have of their own.

Let’s be clear: the ultimate goal of
this bill is to effectively eliminate ac-
cess to abortions, even when women
pay for it themselves. Seven in ten
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Americans Dbelieve that abortions
should be safe and legal. And just as we
have seen in Texas, when women lose
access to abortion, they will take dras-
tic action to seek back-alley abortions
or to self-abort.

Let’s remember that Roe v. Wade was
not the beginning of women having
abortions. It was the end of women
dying from abortions.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
South Dakota (Mrs. NOEM), a member
of the Ways and Means Committee.

Mrs. NOEM. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 7, the No Tax-
payer Funding for Abortion and Abor-
tion Insurance Full Disclosure Act.

Specifically, this bill says directly
that Federal taxpayer dollars could not
be used to provide abortions. It does
not do more than that. What it does is
it puts into statute a permanency to
legislation that has annually been re-
newed.

Becoming a parent was something
that my husband and I always dreamed
about. And when we did realize that we
were having our first child, we prayed
for her and we prayed for our future
children, recognizing that they were a
gift from God and that that life was to
be protected even from the moment of
conception.

That is the belief that I have, and my
hope and my dream for everyone here
in America is that we would recognize
that those children are a gift from God
to us to protect, to keep, and to make
sure that they are brought into this
world safely and helped from thereon.
My perspective and my profound com-
mitment to protecting unborn children
is why I am standing here today.

Time and again, Congress has risen
with bipartisan support to oppose tax-
payer-funded abortions. Annual provi-
sions, including the Hyde amendment,
have been passed repeatedly; and they
have been estimated to save over 2 mil-
lion innocent lives. Our goal here is to
save even more. We need to make these
provisions permanent.

ObamaCare has allowed the tax dol-
lars of hardworking Americans to flow
to over 1,000 abortion-covering health
plans. This has made today’s bipartisan
legislation more important than ever.

H.R. 7 would create a permanent gov-
ernmentwide prohibition against Fed-
eral dollars to fund abortive proce-
dures. It would also ensure the Afford-
able Care Act complies with the Hyde
amendment until it is repealed and re-
placed. That is the right thing to do.
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Today we stand to make sure that
every single life is valued, not just the
ones that we pick and choose for polit-
ical reasons; that every single one that
God has created has an opportunity to
live out their dreams here in the
United States of America.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, I want to
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
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and for her tireless work and leader-
ship on behalf of women’s health.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong op-
position to H.R. 7. This discriminatory
bill would undermine a woman’s access
to abortion care, which is a constitu-
tional right as affirmed by Roe V.
Wade, 44 years ago, by making the
Hyde amendment permanent. This bill
would restrict access to reproductive
health care for millions of women and
disproportionately harm low-income
women and women of color.

As if this isn’t enough, H.R. 7 comes
on the heels of a dramatic expansion of
the global gag rule which denies life-
saving health care to women around
the world; not to mention continuous
Republican attacks on contraceptive
access, comprehensive sex education,
and Planned Parenthood.

Madam Speaker, when I was a staffer
on Capitol Hill when the Hyde amend-
ment was passed, I remember the days
very clearly of back-alley abortions.

Clearly, Republicans are trying to
take us back to the days when women
died from wunsafe abortions in this
country.

That is why I offered an amendment
that would have recognized that
women—not employers or politicians—
have the right to make their own re-
productive health choices.

Shamefully, the Rules Committee re-
fused to make it in order and allow for
a debate.

Madam Speaker, women should be
able to make their own decisions about
reproductive health care, including
abortions, without Members of Con-
gress or employers interfering.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I ref-
erenced in my opening remarks that
there has been bipartisan support for
this measure, the Hyde amendment, on
a yearly basis. I just want to make
mention that the former gentlewoman
from California who just spoke did vote
for this measure in the fiscal year 2016
omnibus bill.

Madam Speaker, it is my honor to
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), who is the
sponsor of the bill and is a champion
for the unborn. It is really an honor for
me to have served with him on this
particular issue.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam
Speaker, I want to first thank the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman, my good
friend DIANE BLACK, for her extraor-
dinary leadership. I also want to say to
my colleagues—and I hope this really
is accepted for the profound change
that it underscores—the Hyde amend-
ment has saved 2 million lives; 2 mil-
lion survivors who would have died had
Medicaid funding for abortion not been
available.

This is over the course of 40 years,
but 2 million lives, some of whom are
39, 38. It is about 60,000 children every
year. And if you look at where this
comes from, much of the mega-analysis
comes from a peer review done by the
Guttmacher Institute in 2009. They
have found that there is a 25 percent
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reduction in Medicaid abortions when
Medicaid money is not available to ef-
fectuate the dismemberment and the
chemical poisoning of an unborn child.

Defense of the unborn child is a
human rights issue of our time, Madam
Speaker. We talk about the unborn
child, we degrade them, we treat them
as if they are tumors or warts to be
excised rather than children growing,
developing, and maturing.

Ultrasound imaging, as we all know,
has shattered the myth that somehow
an unborn child is anything but human
and alive. And I hope that the science,
which is very readily available, catches
up with the policy.

This makes Hyde and all of the other
amendments permanent. We know that
every year we have an annual battle
over several of those amendments. It
also, finally, title II, takes out of
ObamaCare the facilitation and the
funding of abortion.

When President Obama did his execu-
tive order in December of 2010, he said
that the Hyde amendment would be ap-
plied to the ObamaCare exchanges. For
months and years after that in-House
debate, people have said that has hap-
pened. It did not. We know beyond any
reasonable doubt—and we enlisted GAO
to look at that—well over 1,000 plans
pay for abortion on demand in the
ObamaCare exchanges.

So that got the votes the pro-life
Democrats needed to effectuate the
passage of the Affordable Care Act.
But, frankly, it hasn’t happened. Title
II of this bill says the Hyde amendment
will be applied to the ObamaCare ex-
changes. Had that been done faithfully
by the President, there would be no
need for title II of this bill.

I remember when the President stood
right there in September of 2009 and
said: Under our plan, no taxpayer fund-
ing will be used to pay for abortion.
Absolutely untrue. This language in
H.R. 7 makes that true. We don’t want
to be complicit in the killing and the
maiming of unborn children. As we
know now, beyond any reasonable
doubt, post-abortive women increas-
ingly are coming forward and speaking
out, those especially who found peace
and reconciliation to say abortion also
hurts women.

There are two victims in every abor-
tion: mother and baby. Two million
lives saved. That is what we should be
all about, life affirming and the saving
of human rights.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Washington (Ms.
JAYAPAL), one of our new Members.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Madam Speaker, 1
rise in strong opposition to this bill.
This weekend, millions of women made
it clear that they demand respect.

Instead, for their efforts, they have
received a trip to 1984 where, once
again, a paternalistic White House
signed executive orders infringing on a
woman’s right to choose.

H.R. 7, the bill we are considering
here today, is the next notch in the Re-
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publican belt that will take away our
control over our own bodies.

I have years of experience working in
family planning, and I can tell you
that this bill takes away our ability to
plan our families properly and to make
decisions about our own bodies, a deci-
sion that should be left to a woman and
her physician.

Make no mistake, this isn’t a
healthcare issue. It is part of an ex-
treme rightwing political agenda that
puts women’s rights on the chopping
block.

H.R. 7 tells millions of women that
their voices don’t matter and their
rights don’t count. Passing this bill
will create even more barriers for
women, including women of color, try-
ing to access quality health care.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
misguided and heavy-handed bill.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Chair, it is my
honor to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM), one
of my Ways and Means colleagues and
a long-time supporter of pro-life.

Mr. ROSKAM. Madam Speaker, I
have got a prediction to make, and
here is my prediction: In the course of
this debate, the opponents of H.R. 7
will not acknowledge nor give voice to
Congressman SMITH’s claim of saving 2
million lives. Why? Because to ac-
knowledge 2 million lives that are
saved is to acknowledge the weakness
of an argument; that is, those people
are to be dismissed.

Madam Speaker, how do you dismiss
2 million people? How do you dismiss 2
million people, over 60,000 people every
year?

If you can imagine what it would be
like if someone came in here and with
certainty, absolute confidence, said un-
ambiguously, if you pass this law you
are going to save 2 million lives, we
would line up. We would be voting on
that over and over and over again.

And yet, my prediction is, during the
remainder of this debate—because we
have not heard about it so far—the op-
ponents will be silent about those 2
million lives.

We need to vote for this and save
lives in the future.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
MOORE).

Ms. MOORE. Madam Speaker, I want
to answer his question with a question.

Do you care about the 4 million chil-
dren today that live off of less than $2
a day and live in extreme poverty and
they are alive? No, you don’t.

Let me quote our Founding Father
Samuel Adams. ‘... freedom of
thought and the right of private judge-
ment in matters of conscience direct
their course to this happy country.

The First Amendment, the Fourth
Amendment, the 14th Amendment, all
sort of convene to this notion of rights
of privacy in this country, except when
it comes to women and their bodies.

Republicans continue to wreak havoc
for women’s health, operating as if
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they have some sort of moral impera-
tive to tell us. Get your laws off our
bodies.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, it is
my pleasure to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS),
who has been a longstanding supporter
of life.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Madam
Speaker, I want to thank Congress-
woman BLACK for this bill. It seems
like whenever we talk about this issue,
we always talk past each other. But
the real question before us is: Does
abortion kill a little baby?

If it doesn’t, I am ready to quit talk-
ing about it. But if it does, then those
of us sitting in the seat of freedom are
also standing in the midst of the great-
est human genocide in the history of
humanity. And although we may not
agree on all of the vicissitudes of abor-
tion, one thing is certain: Some day,
we, as a society, will look back, we will
recognize the humanity of these little
children of God and the inhumanity of
what was being done to them, and we
will regret these days.

Until then, at least can’t we get to-
gether and say that we shouldn’t force
taxpayers to pay for the killing of in-
nocent little human beings?

I pray that we can open our eyes to
that truth.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from California
(Ms. JuDY CHU).

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Madam
Speaker, on Saturday, millions of peo-
ple took a stand against the assault on
women’s rights. Today, I stand with
them once again to say we have had
enough.

Only 2 days after these historic
marches, Republicans in Congress have
introduced H.R. 7 to silence women by
limiting their constitutional right to
make personal choices about their re-
productive health, without undue gov-
ernment interference.

H.R. 7 is a woman’s health catas-
trophe. Not only would it codify the
discriminatory Hyde amendment, it
would penalize employers who offer
healthcare plans with comprehensive
coverage and prevent the 80 percent of
ACA enrollees who receive subsidies
from purchasing plans that cover abor-
tion services. In effect, it makes abor-
tion an option only for the wealthy.

The law of the land does not say that
only some women have the right to
choose; it says that all women have the
right to choose.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
reckless legislation.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I want
to once again mention that there has
been longstanding bipartisan support
for the support of the Hyde amend-
ment.

As a matter of fact, the gentlewoman
from California who just spoke voted
for this on three different occasions;
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most recently in the MACRA that was
passed in 2015; the omnibus, which was
passed in December of 2015 and also in
December of 2016; and in the fiscal year
2017 CR.

It is now my honor to yield 2 minutes
to the gentlewoman from Alabama
(Mrs. ROBY), a member of the Appro-
priations Committee and a strong sup-
porter of pro-life.

Mrs. ROBY. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Tennessee for
yielding me this time. Opponents of
this bill are suggesting that we are
against women’s health care. What we
are vehemently opposed to is the Kkill-
ing of innocent lives, innocent babies.
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So let’s call abortion abortion and be
reminded that the one voice, Madam
Speaker, not heard today is that of the
baby. So it is my privilege, alongside
my colleagues, to speak on behalf of
those who are not here today to speak
for themselves. No taxpayer dollars
should ever go to fund abortions. This
is a commonsense truth that even the
most ardent pro-abortion activists
have a hard time arguing.

I am unapologetically pro-life, and it
is no secret that I believe in stronger
protections for unborn children under
the law, but I also believe that we must
assign greater respect for life within
our society. That is why it is so impor-
tant for Congress to make a statement,
once and for all, that there is no place
in the Federal budget for abortion
funding.

As an appropriator, I can tell you
that the Hyde amendment has been in-
dispensable to stopping funding for
abortion throughout our government
healthcare agencies. Now it is time to
apply the same longstanding provision
across the entire Federal Government.

Madam Speaker, for my pro-life col-
leagues and me, fighting on behalf of
the unborn has been an uphill battle
these last several years. The abortion
industry’s fierce allies in the Senate
and the Obama administration have
made sure that many worthy pro-life
measures were defeated. However, with
a unified Republican government, our
hope is that our prospects have
changed for the better. On just the sec-
ond day of his Presidency, President
Trump issued an executive order block-
ing Federal funding for international
groups to provide or promote abor-
tions. For the pro-life community, this
long-overdue action was a welcome
sign that the Trump administration
will be a powerful ally in the fight for
life.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
the gentlewoman an additional 30 sec-
onds.

Mrs. ROBY. Madam Speaker, there
are many policy improvements to pur-
sue: reasonable limits on abortions
after 5 months of pregnancy, stopping
the shell game of title X funding at
Planned Parenthood, improving access
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to adoption services, and more. But a
great place to start is passing H.R. 7. It
is our enduring responsibility to defend
the unborn, and it is imperative we get
this right.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, the gentlewoman
from Tennessee has attempted to imply
that several of our speakers today sup-
port the Hyde amendment because they
voted for very large omnibus spending
bills that included the Hyde amend-
ment. I would like to be really clear
that none of the speakers on this side
today do support the Hyde amendment,
and, in fact, in the last Congress we
had a bill, the EACH Woman Act, spon-
sored by a number of us, 129 cospon-
sors, which would repeal the Hyde
amendment. Sometimes people vote for
large pieces of legislation because they
do things like keep our government
open and build highways and roads.
But we will do everything in our power
to repeal this poorly thought-out and
regressive amendment, and we will do
everything we can to defeat this bill
today.

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SPEIER).

Ms. SPEIER. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentlewoman for her leader-
ship.

Madam Speaker, President Trump
once said his favorite book is the Bible.
I think he is writing a new book for the
Bible called the ‘‘Apocalypse of
Women.” It is a reverse Genesis.

In the beginning, he divided the
country in half with rightwing dog
whistles in his inaugural address. On
the second day, he ignored millions of
people who marched across America
and the world. On the third day, he
pondered changes to NAFTA and which
women’s rights to trade away. On the
fourth day, he reinstated and expanded
the global gag rule, risking women’s
lives worldwide. Today he and his
House mouthpieces are blocking access
to domestic reproductive health cov-
erage trumpeting alternative facts
about legal abortions that have been
somehow prevented, some 2 million of
them.

Well, prove it.

I shudder to think what will happen
tomorrow, and I doubt on the seventh
day it will be devoted to rest.

Madam Speaker, we must fight this
madness and oppose H.R. 7.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
15 seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
my friend for yielding.

Madam Speaker, my distinguished
colleague said ‘“‘prove it”’ about the 2
million. Well, there is a very extensive
study done by Michael J. New. The Re-
view of Literature done in June of 2009
by the Guttmacher Institute found:
“Approximately one-fourth of women
who would have had Medicaid-funded
abortions instead gave birth when this
funding was unavailable.”
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Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BrRADY), who is the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I rise today in strong support of
H.R. 7, the No Taxpayer Funding for
Abortion Act. This bill is pro-life, it is
pro-family, and it is pro-taxpayer. I
want to thank Representatives CHRIS
SMITH and DIANE BLACK for their un-
wavering leadership in bringing this
bill forward.

Among other important actions,
what I am excited about is this bill fi-
nally makes the Hyde amendment per-
manent. This important and long-
standing policy prohibits taxpayer dol-
lars from being used to fund abortions
through Federal programs. For many
years, it was the policy of America
that, whether you were pro-choice or,
as I am, strongly pro-life, your tax-
payer dollars would not be used for the
controversial act of abortion.

Taking this action now is especially
important given that, under the Af-
fordable Care Act, taxpayer-funded
health insurance subsidies have been
funneled toward health plans that do
cover abortion services. The bill before
us today will ensure that taxpayer dol-
lars aren’t used in any form to cover
elective abortions. This policy will be
permanent, and it will apply govern-
mentwide, including to the Affordable
Care Act.

Right now, House Republicans are
working to repeal this failed law and
put in place a 21st century healthcare
system Americans deserve. By passing
this bill, we can also take immediate
action to protect life and taxpayer dol-
lars from the law’s harmful impacts.

For me, this is a family issue. My
wife and I are proud parents of two
adopted children. We have a family
only because two women in two very
difficult situations chose life. It is im-
portant that our government and the
laws that represent us encourage those
choices and encourage and protect in-
nocent lives. This bill today takes such
an important step forward.

Madam Speaker, I want to thank,
again, Congressman SMITH and Rep-
resentative DIANE BLACK for their lead-
ership. I urge all my colleagues to join
me in supporting its passage.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
FRANKEL).

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from Colorado.

Madam Speaker, for women to thrive
in the economic and social opportuni-
ties of our Nation, we must have the
ability to control our own reproductive
lives with full access to real healthcare
choices.

Republican unrelenting efforts to
force unwanted pregnancies and eradi-
cate affordable, safe abortion will not
save lives. Repealing the Affordable
Care Act, defunding Planned Parent-
hood, and now driving insurance cov-
erage for abortion into extinction will
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return women to the days of coat hang-
er medicine. Allowing women to be
killed and maimed in back alleys is not
pro-life. It will not make America
great again.

Women of America are on the march,
and, Madam Speaker, we will not re-
treat.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, once
again, I want to talk about the long-
standing bipartisan support for the
Hyde amendment. The gentlewoman
from Florida has supported this meas-
ure in the omnibus bill and also the CR
of 2017.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs.
WAGNER), who is a member of the Fi-
nancial Services Committee. She and
her family have been fighting for pro-

life issues for many, many, many
years.
Mrs. WAGNER. Madam Speaker, 1

thank my friend and colleague, the
gentlewoman from Tennessee, DIANE
BLACK, for her wonderful leadership on
this issue along with Congressman
SMITH, also, for his wonderful leader-
ship.

Madam Speaker, I rise today to ex-
press my support for the No Taxpayer
Funding for Abortion Act. The Hyde
amendment has received bipartisan
support for 40 years because it is a tes-
timony to the freedom of conscience
for all Americans and the dignity of
the unborn.

I am heartbroken that opposition to
the amendment has become a political
gimmick. All human beings—the born,
the unborn, the young, the old, the
sick, and the healthy—are entitled to a
government that promotes their dig-
nity, their conscience, and their gift of
life.

This bill spells out Congress’ com-
mitment to all people—including chil-
dren—across our Nation that the prof-
its of Big Abortion should not be pil-
fered off the hard work of the Amer-
ican citizen. No tax dollar should be
spent on the destruction of human life.

In passing this bill and making the
Hyde language permanent, we affirm
that protecting children and mothers is
our most precious duty as Members of
Congress. Madam Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote for life.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. CAS-

TOR).
Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I thank Congresswoman

DEGETTE for yielding the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong op-
position to H.R. 7 and urge the Repub-
lican-led Congress to hear the voices of
the millions who marched on Saturday
who proclaimed that women’s rights
must be respected, including a woman'’s
right to choose her own health care.

I was part of that march, with many
of my neighbors from Florida, to send
a message to this Congress that our
rights—our constitutional rights—
must be preserved. Americans have a
right to privacy, as we are reminded on
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this anniversary week of Roe v. Wade,
but this Republican bill tramples on
that right to privacy.

Women, their families, and their doc-
tors have the right to make their per-
sonal healthcare decisions, not the
mostly male politicians in Washington.
It is especially appalling that the Re-
publicans have targeted female vet-
erans and those that serve in the mili-
tary for reduction in care.

So, Madam Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no”
vote on this unconstitutional bill and
encourage Americans to continue to
lift their voices.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, once
again, I want to say that there has
been longstanding bipartisan support
for the Hyde amendment, and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida supported this
measure back in 2015 on the H.R. 2
MACRA bill and the 2015 omnibus bill,
H.R. 2029.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Utah (Mrs.
LOVE).

Mrs. LOVE. Madam Speaker, let’s
talk about what this is really about.
This is about the loss of human lives.

Each child potentially brings with
him or her unique gifts and talents
that can be used for the betterment of
our society. An unborn child may be
the doctor that cures cancer or Alz-
heimer’s, may be the astronaut that
lands us on Mars or the future leader
that solves the problems of today. The
list of our children’s potential is infi-
nite in value.

Any time a child’s life is lost, there
is something more that is lost. It is a
loss for us, it is a loss for our society,
and it is a loss for our Nation. If you
want to invest in our future, in the
words of Henry Hyde: ‘“We cannot in
logic or in conscience help fund the
execution of these innocent, defense-
less human lives.”

A strong majority of Americans and
a bipartisan majority in Congress op-
poses taxpayer-funded abortions. Be-
cause of this, there exists, currently,
over 40 years of laws that prevent this
practice. These laws have been deemed
constitutional by the TUnited States
Supreme Court.

So this is not about women’s health.
I want you to know very clearly that I
support women’s health. I support a
healthy, organic, and open healthcare
system that gives women more care
than they currently receive today.
What this bill does is codifies some-
thing that we already have. It ends the
patchwork and establishes permanent
protections for our children and the fu-
ture of our society.

I want you to know, Madam Speaker,
that when I stand up and I meet with
my Maker, I want you to know that I
am not going to be ashamed. I am
going to know that I stood up for the
lives of these innocent children.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of our future,
in favor of our unborn potential, and in
favor of H.R. 7.
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Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. FOSTER).

Mr. FOSTER. Madam Speaker, this
weekend we saw millions of Americans
march in cities and towns across the
country and around the world—far
more than attended the inauguration
the day before.

I joined the march in Chicago, where
one of the most visible concerns was
women’s reproductive freedom. Today,
House Republicans, roughly 90 percent
of them White males, responded by
showing the women of America exactly
how little they respect those rights.

Madam Speaker, a party that lost
the popular vote by almost 3 million
votes does not have a mandate to deny
women the right to make their own
healthcare decisions.

Perhaps I should remind my Repub-
lican colleagues that unless you are
their doctor, they don’t need your
opinion. Women in the Federal work-
force, low-income women, women in
the military, women employed by
small businesses are all perfectly capa-
ble of having a conversation with their
doctor about their health.

So I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no”’
on the bill and ‘“no’” to disrespecting
the women of America.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOHO).

Mr. YOHO. Madam Speaker, life be-
gins at conception. I believe it is our
responsibility to protect the millions
of unborn children whose voices go un-
heard.

As a Christian and a father of three,
I believe the lives of all children, in-
cluding the unborn, are just as impor-
tant as yours or mine. That is why I
stand here today in support of H.R. 7.
This bill safeguards the lives of unborn
children who are robbed of their oppor-
tunity to experience the marvels of
life.

H.R. 7 closes loopholes that have per-
mitted the subsidization of abortions
by taxpayers who are morally opposed
to the practice. Additionally, this bill
also requires insurance providers who
receive Federal subsidies through par-
ticipation in the healthcare exchanges
to report to consumers whether or not
they will be subject to a surcharge that
covers abortion services at the time of
purchase.

It boggles the mind that our Federal
Government had the arrogance to skirt
longstanding laws in order to trick the
American taxpayer into unknowingly
contributing to abortions in the first
place.

This bill has passed the House nu-
merous times. The merits of the bill
are clear. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port swift passage of HR. 7.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ).

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, on Saturday, mil-
lions of Americans around the Nation
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spoke with a collective voice, opposing
President Trump’s plans to trample
women’s rights. Yet here we are, the
first week of the new administration,
voting on a bill to scale back women’s
health benefits.

Let’s be clear: this bill is not about
preventing Federal funds from going to
abortions. Sadly, current law already
prevents that. In reality, this bill
would affect millions of women who
purchase coverage with their own
money. It will make it nearly impos-
sible for insurance providers to offer
plans fully covering women’s reproduc-
tive health. It would harm low-income
women who need access to an abortion,
turning back the clock on women’s re-
productive rights.

It is day five of the Trump Presi-
dency and women are already being at-
tacked at every corner. I promise my
colleagues this: the American people
are watching. They will remember this
vote.

Vote “no’’ on this bill.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I want
to remind everyone of the longstanding
bipartisan support for the Hyde amend-
ment. The gentlewoman from New
York voted for this measure in the om-
nibus bill, H.R. 2029, in 2015, and then
on the MACRA bill, also in 2015.

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from OKklahoma (Mr.
RUSSELL).

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam Speaker, the
carving up and commercial sale of dis-
membered unborn children ranks as
one of the most horrific and barbaric
acts in American and human history.

As an adoptive father, I speak today
on behalf of the 55 million Americans
that have had their lives brutally
ended with the scalpel, the suction
hose, and the callousness of the mur-
derous culture that allows it to perpet-
uate.

These Americans had a right to
choose life that they did not want to
lose. We have the ability to restore to
future Americans that choice. Until
that day, no American should be forced
to end the life of an innocent human
being with their tax dollars.

We can carve up a child and call it a
choice. We can destroy human life and
call it health care. We can make the
killing of children legal and pretend it
is beneficial. We can cover acts of bar-
barity with the veneer of civility. But
we cannot escape our accountability
before the Creator of life.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The gentlewoman from Tennessee
keeps saying over and over that dif-
ferent people voted for H.R. 2029 and,
therefore, they must be for the Hyde
amendment. I would like to point out
that she herself voted against H.R.
2029. I guess maybe that means she is
against the Hyde amendment since she
voted against that bill.

The point I am making is that all of
us oppose the Hyde amendment. We are
all cosponsoring the EACH Woman Act.
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Simply because you vote for or against
a large omnibus bill does not mean you
are necessarily in favor of or against
the Hyde amendment.

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
(Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN).

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding.

H.R. 7 will make permanent the
harmful and discriminatory Hyde
amendment, penalizing small busi-
nesses who want to provide comprehen-
sive health coverage to their employ-
ees and, once again, trampling on the
District of Columbia by prohibiting the
District from spending its own local
funds for abortion coverage.

Yet again, the GOP has put our bod-
ies and the choices we should get to
make about them in the middle of a po-
litical firestorm. With every exhaust-
ingly repetitive argument about when,
how, and where a woman should be able
to make those decisions, our country
suffers.

If my Republican colleagues are so
concerned about the life of a child, why
isn’t there priority to put forth a plan
for public education? Why haven’t we
seen a comprehensive plan to continue
the job growth that President Barack
Obama started?

Their motives are transparent and I
refuse to let this White House or any
elected official play politics with wom-
en’s bodies. As we continue down this
dangerous road, today, tomorrow, and
every day thereafter will be a day of re-
sistance.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this bill.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. MITCHELL) one of our newest
Members.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam Speaker, I
rise in support of the No Taxpayer
Funding for Abortion and Abortion In-
surance Full Disclosure Act, which I
proudly cosponsored.

Four years ago, my wife and I adopt-
ed a young child from an orphanage.
People say it changed his life. It
changed ours.

This year, the theme of the March for
Life is “The Power of One,” meaning
that every single person can change
the course of history if given the
chance to live. Every year, 1 million
unborn babies are stripped of the right
to life, which our Declaration of Inde-
pendence calls unalienable.

Moreover, those opposed to abortion
have been forced to violate their con-
sciences through taxpayer-funded abor-
tions. This legislation will reinforce a
culture of life by making current pro-
hibitions against taxpayer-funded abor-
tions permanent.

Madam Speaker, I stand in the spirit
of “The Power of One” to give voice to
the voiceless, rights back to the un-
born, and I urge passage of this legisla-
tion.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, may
I inquire as to the time remaining on
each side?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Colorado has 14%2 min-
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from
Tennessee has 3% minutes remaining.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, with
H.R. 7, Republicans are again targeting
American women’s health care.

This bill limits financial assistance
in order to restrict women’s choices in
the health insurance marketplaces,
forcing women and their families to se-
lect only certain plans. The goal is to
restrict the ability of a woman to
make her own choices.

This bill comes up 1 day after Presi-
dent Trump reinstituted the Mexico
rule. It prohibits U.S. foreign assist-
ance to any organization which uses
not those funds, but those from any
other source for any activity related to
abortion services.

When I was Assistant Administrator
of the AID in the late seventies, I led
the highly organized effort that estab-
lished a strict process for cordoning off
any U.S. funds from any activity re-
lated to abortions, in violation of the
Hyde amendment.

What the Mexico rule means is that
if any organization uses funds from any
source related to abortion, it cannot
receive any U.S. assistance, even if 99
percent of its activities related to
women’s health are totally unrelated
to abortions and even programs in a
nation where abortion is illegal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield the gentleman an additional 30
seconds.

Mr. LEVIN. The result will be the ab-
sence of health care for millions of
women in our Nation, as H.R. 7 will re-
sult for millions of women in our Na-
tion. We are seeing 48 hours of reckless
disregard for women’s health.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LAHOOD).

Mr. LAHOOD. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 7, the No Tax-
payer Funding for Abortion and Abor-
tion Insurance Full Disclosure Act.

Unfortunately, in our Nation, the
most vulnerable and the most helpless
lives amongst us have had their lives
ended unceremoniously and tragically
through abortion. Since 1973, 57 million
lives have been lost to abortion. Even
more disheartening, taxpayer dollars
have been funding these abortions, de-
spite the fact that polls show that 60
percent of Americans believe that
abortions should not be directly paid
for with tax dollars.

Since 1976, the Hyde amendment has
saved 2 million lives by prohibiting tax
dollars from funding abortions. It is
time to make this lifesaving amend-
ment permanent and governmentwide.
If signed by our new President, this

The
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measure would do just that. Sup-
porting comprehensive, life-affirming
care is a better and more effective way
to invest in women’s health.

I am thankful to all those who will
come to Washington, D.C., this week to
March for Life on behalf of the unborn.
As a practicing Catholic and the father
of three, I am proud to be the voice for
the unborn here in Congress.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
7 and stand up for life.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Washington (Ms. DELBENE).

Ms. DELBENE. Madam Speaker, this
weekend, millions of women marched
across the country to send a clear sig-
nal to Congress and President Trump:
Hear our voices and protect our rights.

Yet here we are, just 2 days later,
voting on the same extremist policies
that House leaders have been pushing
for years.

Women will not be fooled. We know
H.R. 7 is another direct attack on our
health and our families. It creates
sweeping new restrictions on abortion
care for women who purchase coverage
under the Affordable Care Act, with no
meaningful exceptions to protect a
woman’s health.

That means women like Stephanie,
from my district, who faced heart-
breaking complications during her
wanted pregnancy, would be left with-
out coverage for the doctor-rec-
ommended care she needed.

We should not be injecting ideology
into a woman’s personal medical deci-
sions. This bill is an insult to the mil-
lions of women who marched this
weekend, and I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no.”

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PITTENGER).

Mr. PITTENGER. Madam Speaker,
just a few weeks ago, my family was
blessed with the arrival of a beautiful
baby girl, our 10th grandchild. If you
have ever held a newborn, so defense-
less and completely dependent on you,
you will understand why the idea that
some people advocate for the murder of
little babies is unconscionable.

Since 1975, the Hyde amendment has
saved an estimated 2 million innocent
babies by prohibiting taxpayer dollars
from being used for abortions. Unfortu-
nately, ObamaCare ignores the Hyde
amendment and uses your tax dollars
as subsidies for insurance policies
which offer abortion services.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
join me in support of the No Taxpayer
Funding for Abortion and Abortion In-
surance Full Disclosure Act, which will
make the Hyde amendment govern-
mentwide policy and ensure future gov-
ernment programs don’t support abor-
tion with your tax dollars.

God tells us that He knew us in our
mother’s womb. His gift of life is pre-
cious, unalienable, and must be pro-
tected.
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Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
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Maryland (Mr. RASKIN), another one of
our excellent new Members.

Mr. RASKIN. Madam Speaker, I rise
in opposition to H.R. 7.

A few days ago, millions of Ameri-
cans made history by marching for
freedom and equality against an ad-
ministration that keeps threatening to
grab women by their privacy rights.
H.R. 7 now tries to make it impossible
for millions of women, like my con-
stituents in Maryland, to have an abor-
tion, even when their health is at stake
and even to the point of manipulating
the tax laws to force private insurers
in the ACA not to offer complete cov-
erage.

Here in Washington, D.C., the only
capital of a democracy on Earth where
residents are denied voting representa-
tion in their national legislature, this
extreme legislation constitutes a spe-
cial assault on liberty. The hundreds of
thousands of taxpaying citizens living
in D.C. have decided, like the people of
Maryland, to offer Medicaid funding for
poor women to have complete cov-
erage. This legislation strips this mod-
icum of democracy away in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, combining a cavalier
attack on democracy with a vicious at-
tack on health care.

If a foreign repressive power like
Russia tried to deny women in our Cap-
ital City complete medical coverage,
we would consider it an act of aggres-
sion against the United States. As a
Representative from Maryland, the
Free State, I reject this outrageous at-
tempt to deprive women of their con-
stitutionally protected choices, and as
the next-door neighbor of the good peo-
ple of Washington, D.C., I reject this
brutal attack on democracy and health
care.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. FORTENBERRY), a gen-
tleman who has been a champion of
life.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I thank my
dear colleague and friend, DIANE
BLACK, for her leadership on this most
essential issue.

Madam Speaker, if you look behind
us on this dais right here, it says,
‘“Peace, Liberty, Justice.” We inscribe
these words all around our Nation’s
Capitol and on our monuments, but in
truth, we cannot find peace in a society
that does not protect its most vulner-
able members. We cannot find liberty
when we are indifferent to one another,
and we cannot claim justice when we
throw away innocent life.

Madam Speaker, I find it very inter-
esting that the early feminist move-
ment was pro-life. They saw abortion
for what it is: the abandonment of
women. Once an abortion occurs, as
Maddie Brinckerhoff, an early feminist
lecturer, once said:

It is evidence by either a lack of education
or resources, she has been greatly wronged.

At the very least, I think, Madam
Speaker, we can stand with the vast
majority of Americans and not use our
taxpayer dollars to subsidize the abor-
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tion industry and the violence against
women.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, how
much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Colorado has 11 min-
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from
Tennessee has 30 seconds remaining.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. COHEN).

Mr. COHEN. Madam Speaker, what
this bill is about is taking women who
can’t afford to get an abortion and not
allowing them to use taxpayer-funded
money to get it. The assumption on the
other side is they won’t have money,
because people who are in dire straits
won’t have money to get it, and there-
fore they will have these 2 million chil-
dren they are talking about.

What we are talking about—let’s
make it clear—is they are talking
about poor women who they think
can’t afford to get to a doctor or to an
abortion provider and force them to
have children that they can’t have be-
cause of economics.

So women, poor women, do not for-
give them for they know what they do.
They are trying to put you at their
mercy and make you have children be-
cause you are poor. If they get their ul-
timate desire—and that is the repeal of
Roe v. Wade—then poor women will not
be able to get an abortion, but wealthy
women will.

Trump said, yes, if they outlaw abor-
tion, go to another State. Easy to say
when you are a billionaire, but not a
thing to say to the middle class and
poor women of this country whom they
want to force, through their economic
disparities, to bear children.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. ADERHOLT).

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, I
know our time is short. I just want to
say that this bill signifies our staunch
support for life, and in spite of what
has all been said, it just simply pre-
vents taxpayer funds from being used
to pay for abortions.

For years our government has had a
patchwork approach to this issue. How-
ever, this bill, H.R. 7, would create a
clear and unified policy across all Fed-
eral agencies.

Our Founding Fathers set forth in
the Declaration of Independence ‘‘that
all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with cer-
tain unalienable Rights.”” One of those
unalienable rights is life. Therefore, it
follows that the right to life of each
human being should be preserved and
protected.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee has expired.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. NADLER), an activist on
this issue.

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. NADLER. Madam Speaker, there
is obviously a difference of opinion in
this country on the morality of abor-
tion. I am appalled by the moral arro-
gance of the Republicans who would
use political power to impose their
views on the millions of women who
disagree with them and want to make
their own decisions.

Though the Supreme Court has deter-
mined that neither Congress nor a
State may place an undue burden on a
woman’s right to terminate a preg-
nancy, the Hyde amendment makes
abortion access virtually impossible
for low-income women.

As unjust and despicable as the Hyde
amendment is, this bill goes beyond it.
For the first time, Republicans are at-
tempting to restrict the right of
women to use their own money to pay
for abortions by denying normal tax
deductions for medical expenses if
those medical expenses include an
abortion, by denying normal tax cred-
its for health insurance if that insur-
ance covers abortion, and by denying
use of tax-free money from an FSA or
an HSA for an abortion.

The intent of this bill is obvious: to
end insurance coverage for all abor-
tions, thereby making it nearly impos-
sible for women to exercise their con-
stitutional rights.

Republicans should pay heed to the
millions of women who marched to pro-
tect their rights this weekend and are
watching how we vote today.

Madam Speaker, there is obviously a dif-
ference of opinion in this country on the moral-
ity of abortion. | am appalled at the moral arro-
gance of the Republicans who would use polit-
ical power to impose their views on the mil-
lions of women who disagree with them and
want to make their own decisions.

If Saturday’s protests are any indication, the
women of America and the world are watching
us. They are not going to stand silently by
while Republicans in Congress and the White
House take away their rights, their health care,
their families, and their livelihoods. They sent
this message loud and clear, but it seems my
Republican colleagues have not heard it. Yes-
terday morning, President Trump signed an
executive order reinstating the Global Gag
Rule, which will deny thousands of women
around the world access to reproductive
health care, which will lead to a dramatic de-
cline in maternal and infant health around the
world.

Today, Republicans are bringing up a bill
that will deny women the right to access com-
prehensive reproductive health care, a right
protected by the Constitution.

The right of a woman to decide whether to
become pregnant, to decide to continue her
pregnancy, or to make the decision to termi-
nate her pregnancy is protected by the Con-
stitution. The Supreme Court has determined
that neither Congress nor a state may place
an “undue burden” on that right. Denial of
Medicaid or other government funding that
would be available for other medical proce-
dures should be considered an “undue bur-
den.” For decades, Congress has imposed the
Hyde Amendment on every appropriations bill.
This language disproportionately impacts poor
women and women of color, effectively deny-
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ing them their constitutional right to access
abortion. Yet today, Republicans want to make
that language permanent.

As unjust and despicable as the Hyde
Amendment is, this bill goes beyond it. For the
first time, Republicans are restricting the right
of women to use their own money to pay for
abortions. This bill will deny normal tax deduc-
tions for medical expenses if those expenses
include abortion, normal tax credits for health
insurance if that insurance includes abortion,
and denying the ability to use tax-free money
from an FSA or HSA for an abortion.

The bill does include an exception in cases
of rape, incest, or the life of the mother. You
may ask, how the IRS will know a woman’s
reason for getting an abortion. Well, under this
bill, women will have to prove they are a vic-
tim of rape or incest or will have to provide de-
tailed medical records to determine just how at
risk their life was. Women will not only have
to suffer the trauma of a sexual assault or the
loss of a pregnancy because of life-threat-
ening complications, they will now also have
to face an IRS inquisition to get their own
money back. So much for Republicans’ pledge
to get “big government” out of people’s lives.

The intent of this bill is obvious: to end in-
surance coverage for all abortions thereby
making it nearly impossible for women to exer-
cise their constitutional rights. Republicans are
clearly out of step with the millions of women
who marched to protect their rights this week-
end. Those women, and the millions more
who stand with them, are watching and ready
to fight back. | am proud to vote against this
bill and to join their fight.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
these are the faces of innocent and
wonderful women like Dakota and
Chenoa, who indicate that, if they did
not have Planned Parenthood, they
would not be able to be where they are
today, or Chenoa, who indicated, with-
out Planned Parenthood and the Af-
fordable Care Act, they wouldn’t have
access to health care.

That is what H.R. 7 intends to do, to
deny these young, beautiful women an
opportunity. But more importantly,
my colleagues on the other side want
to suggest they only—they only—have
religion and faith. But as a mother, let
me say that every child I have loved
and every woman who has had a deci-
sion to make I have loved and re-
spected for her choice of a faith, her
God, and her doctor.

Rather than having this war on
women by Republicans, we need to be
dealing with the voting rights law.
Rather than prohibiting individuals
from receiving a refundable tax credit
on cost-sharing reductions for pur-
chasing a qualified health plan that en-
courages coverage for abortions or de-
nying the District of Columbia their
rights, we should be standing for
rights. This is a constitutional right. It
is also a choice by a woman of her God,
her doctor, and her family.

Vote against H.R. 7. It is violence
against women. It is not helping
women or the unborn child.
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Madam Speaker, | rise again in strong op-
position to H.R. 7, the so-called “No Taxpayer
Funding for Abortion Act.”

| oppose this bill because it is unnecessary,
puts the lives of women at risk, interferes with
women’s constitutionally guaranteed right of
privacy, and diverts our attention from the real
problems facing the American people.

A more accurate short title for this bill would
be the “Violating the Rights of Women Act of
2017.”

Instead of resuming their annual War on
Women, our colleagues across the aisle
should be working with Democrats to build
upon the “Middle-Class Economics” cham-
pioned by the Obama Administration that have
succeeded in ending the economic meltdown
it inherited in 2009 and revived the economy
to the point where today we have the highest
rate of growth and lowest rate of unemploy-
ment since the boom years of the Clinton Ad-
ministration.

We could and should instead be voting to
raise the minimum wage to $15.00 per hour
so that people who work hard and play by the
rules do not have to raise their families in pov-
erty.

A far better use of our time would be to pro-
vide help to unemployed job-hunters by mak-
ing access to community college affordable to
every person looking to make a new start in
life.

Instead of voting to abridge the constitu-
tional rights of women for the umpteenth time,
we should bring to the floor for a first vote
comprehensive immigration reform legislation
or legislations repairing the harm to the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 by the Supreme Court’s
decision in Shelby County v. Holder.

Madam Speaker, the one thing we should
not be doing is debating irresponsible “mes-
saging bills” that abridge the rights of women
and have absolutely no chance of overriding a
presidential veto.

The version of H.R. 7 before us now is as
bad today as it was when the House Repub-
lican leadership insisted on bringing it to a
vote a year ago.

The other draconian provisions of that ter-
rible bill are retained in H.R. 7, which would:

1. Prohibit federal funds from being used for
any health benefits coverage that includes
coverage of abortion. (Thus making perma-
nent existing federal policies.)

2. Prohibit the inclusion of abortion in any
health care service furnished by a federal or
District of Columbia health care facility or by
any physician or other individual employed by
the federal government or the District.

3. Apply such prohibitions to District of Co-
lumbia funds.

4. Prohibit individuals from receiving a re-
fundable federal tax credit, or any cost-sharing
reductions, for purchasing a qualified health
plan that includes coverage for abortions.

5. Prohibit small employers from receiving
the small-employer health insurance credit
provided by the health care law if the health
plans or benefits that are purchased provide
abortion coverage.

If H.R. 7 were enacted, millions of families
and small businesses with private health insur-
ance plans that offer abortion coverage would
be faced with tax increases, making the cost
of health care insurance even more expen-
sive.

Under the Affordable Care Act, insurers are
able to offer abortion coverage and receive
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federal offsets for premiums as long as enroll-
ees pay for the abortion coverage from sepa-
rate, private funds.

If enacted, H.R. 7 would deny federal sub-
sidies or credits to private health insurance
plans that offer abortion coverage even if that
coverage is paid for from private funds.

This would inevitably lead to private health
insurance companies dropping abortion cov-
erage leaving millions of women without ac-
cess to affordable, comprehensive health care.

Currently, 87% of private insurance health
care plans offered through employers cover
abortion.

If H.R. 7 were to become law, consumer op-
tions for private health insurance plans would
be unnecessarily restricted and the tax burden
on these policy holders would increase signifi-
cantly.

H.R. 7 would also deny tax credits to small
businesses that offer their employees insur-
ance plans that cover abortion, which would
have a significant impact on millions of fami-
lies across the nation who would no longer be
able to take advantage of existing tax credits
and deductions for the cost of their health
care.

For example, small businesses that offer
health plans that cover abortions would no
longer be eligible for the Small Business
Health Tax Credit—potentially worth 35%-—
50% of the cost of their premiums—threat-
ening 4 million small businesses.

Self-employed Americans who are able to
deduct the cost of their comprehensive health
insurance from their taxable income will also
be denied similar tax credits and face higher
taxes.

H R. 7 would also undermine the District of
Columbia’s home rule by restricting its use of
funds for abortion care to low-income women.

The Hyde Amendment stipulates that no
taxpayer dollars are to be used for abortion
care, and has narrow exceptions for rape, in-
cest, and health complications that arise from
pregnancy which put the mother’s life in dan-
ger.

H.R. 7 would restrict women’s access to re-
productive health care even further by nar-
rowing the already stringent requirements set
forth in the Hyde Amendment.

When the Affordable Care Act was signed
into law, the President issued an Executive
Order to “ensure that Federal funds are not
used for abortion services.”

This version of H.R. 7 goes far beyond the
safeguards established under the Affordable
Care Act, and sets a dangerous precedent for
the future of women’s reproductive health in
this country because it includes two new provi-
sions that were added at the 11th hour but
have never received a hearing or a mark-up.

These new provisions would (1) ban abor-
tion coverage in multi-state health plans avail-
able under the ACA; and (2) mandate that
health plans mislead consumers about abor-
tion coverage by requiring all plans in the
health-insurance exchanges that include abor-
tion coverage to display that fact prominently
in all advertising, marketing materials, or infor-
mation from the insurer but interestingly, does
not require the same disclosure from plans
that do not cover abortion.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 7 would also force
health plans to mislead consumers about the
law’s treatment of abortion.

As a concession to anti-choice lawmakers,
the ACA requires insurance plans participating
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in the new health system to segregate monies
used for abortion services from all other funds.

In order to aid in identifying these funds and
simplify the process of segregating general
premium dollars from those used to cover
abortion services, the ACA requires that health
plans estimate the cost of abortion coverage
at no less than $1 per enrollee per month.

H.R. 7 would require plans covering abor-
tion to misrepresent this practice as an “abor-
tion surcharge,” which is to be disclosed and
identified as a portion of the consumer’s pre-
mium.

By describing abortion coverage in this way,
H.R. 7 makes it look as though it is an added,
extra cost, available only at an additional fee,
when in fact it is not.

Taken together, the provisions in H.R. 7
have the effect, and possibly the intent, of ar-
bitrarily infringing women’s reproductive free-
doms and pose a nationwide threat to the
health and wellbeing of American women and
a direct challenge to the Supreme Court’s rul-
ing in Roe v. Wade.

Madam Speaker, one of the most detestable
aspects of this bill is that it would curb access
to care for women in the most desperate of
circumstances.

Women like Danielle Deaver, who was 22
weeks pregnant when her water broke. Tests
showed that Danielle had suffered
anhydramnios, a premature rupture of the
membranes before the fetus has achieved via-
bility.

This condition meant that the fetus likely
would be born with a shortening of muscle tis-
sue that results in the inability to move limbs.
In addition, Danielle’s fetus likely would suffer
deformities to the face and head, and the
lungs were unlikely to develop beyond the 22-
week point.

There was less than a 10% chance that, if
born, Danielle’s baby would be able to breathe
on its own and only a 2% chance the baby
would be able to eat on its own.

H.R. 7 hurts women like Vikki Stella, a dia-
betic, who discovered months into her preg-
nancy that the fetus she was carrying suffered
from several major anomalies and had no
chance of survival. Because of Vikki's diabe-
tes, her doctor determined that induced labor
and Caesarian section were both riskier proce-
dures for Vikki than an abortion.

Every pregnancy is different. No politician
knows, or has the right to assume he knows,
what is best for a woman and her family.

These are decisions that properly must be
left to women to make, in consultation with
their partners, doctors, and their God.

H.R. 7 lacks the necessary exceptions to
protect the health and life of the mother.

H.R. 7 is an unconstitutional infringement on
the right to privacy, as interpreted by the Su-
preme Court in a long line of cases going
back to Griswold v. Connecticut in 1965 and
Roe v. Wade decided in 1973.

In Roe v. Wade, the Court held that a state
could not prohibit a woman from exercising
her right to terminate a pregnancy in order to
protect her health prior to viability.

While many factors go into determining fetal
viability, the consensus of the medical commu-
nity is that viability is acknowledged as not oc-
curring prior to 24 weeks gestation.

Supreme Court precedents make it clear
that neither Congress nor a state legislature
can declare any one element—"be it weeks of
gestation or fetal weight or any other single
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factor—as the determinant” of viability.
Colautti v. Franklin, 439 U.S. 379, 388-89
(1979).

The constitutionally protected right to pri-
vacy encompasses the right of women to
choose to terminate a pregnancy before viabil-
ity, and even later where continuing to term
poses a threat to her health and safety.

This right of privacy was hard won and must
be preserved inviolate.

The bill before us threatens this hard won
right for women and must be defeated.

| urge all members to join me in opposing
the bill.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished

gentleman from California (Mr.
SWALWELL).
Mr. SWALWELL of California.

Madam Speaker, I stand with women
and men across our country in opposi-
tion to H.R. 7, the latest effort from
Republican leaders to take the oppor-
tunity for women to make choices
about their own healthcare decisions.

This weekend, my colleagues and I
marched arm in arm with our constitu-
ents in women’s marches across the
country. I heard these Americans, and
if you were listening, you would have
heard them say, ‘my body, my
choice”; ‘“‘her body, her choice.” This
bill ignores the voices of women and
male feminists in the United States.

Particularly disturbing, H.R. 7 pre-
vents small businesses that use ACA
tax credits from using them to pay for
comprehensive health coverage for
their employees that includes abortion
services. Passage of this bill means the
government, whom my colleagues
claim is too big, will dramatically ex-
pand its role in a woman’s healthcare
decision.

As we have seen time and time again,
restrictions like these disproportion-
ately affect low-income women, young-
er women, and women of color. All
women deserve the ability to make
their own healthcare decisions without
government interference. It is her
body. It is her choice.

I urge my colleagues to recognize the
intrusive, unfair, and unequal con-
sequences of H.R. 7.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. BARRAGAN), an-
other one of our new, wonderful Mem-
bers. .

Ms. BARRAGAN. Madam Speaker,
women’s reproductive rights are under
attack. We have heard today H.R. 7 dis-
proportionately affects women of color
and low-income women, like my fam-
ily.

Growing up in Carson, California, my
two older sisters got pregnant as teen-
agers—one at 15 and one at 16—so I
know from my own family experience
and personal experience the impor-
tance of being able to make your own
choices for your own body and your
own beliefs. As a teenager without
health insurance, I, like many women
in my community, relied on services
like Planned Parenthood to access con-
traception, which I would not have
been able to afford otherwise.
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Despite what the other side claims,
taxpayer dollars do not fund abortion
except in cases of rape, incest, or to
preserve the life of a mother. Like mil-
lions of other women, I am grateful for
these services and the opportunity to
make decisions that are right for me. I
oppose the attack on women’s repro-
ductive rights.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DEUTCH).

Mr. DEUTCH. Madam Speaker, on
Saturday, I proudly stood shoulder to
shoulder with thousands of strong
women and their allies in south Flor-
ida. It was one of hundreds of dem-
onstrations across the country and the
globe, millions of people in the streets
sending a loud message that rang out
all across the world.

But the GOP majority has chosen to
ignore the calls for women to be able to
control their own bodies and their own
health care. This bill says to American
women: your bodies, Washington’s
rules.

The majority uses talking points
about getting Washington out of health
care when they are fighting to kick 32
million people off their insurance, but
when it comes to women’s bodies,
House Republicans are happy to step
between a woman and her doctor.

As a man, I have never had to drive
across State lines to find a doctor. I
have never had my doctor silenced
about a medical procedure. As a man, I
have never had to endure an invasive
and unnecessary procedure to satisfy
someone else’s twisted political de-
sires. These experiences are all too
common for women in America today.

While I and my male colleagues in
Congress get to have an open and hon-
est relationship with our doctors, this
bill will deepen the ugly fight against
women’s control of their own bodies.
Reproductive rights are women’s rights
and must be respected. Show that re-
spect by voting ‘“‘no” on H.R. 7.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time to
close.

Madam Speaker, as I mentioned in
my opening remarks, the fad, appar-
ently, this week, is the idea of alter-
native facts. In other words, if politi-
cians don’t like the facts that they
have been given or the reality of the
situation, then what we should do is we
should just come up with new facts;
and apparently, the facts in this bill
are that, apparently, the other side is
worried about taxpayer funding for
abortions.

As we have said repeatedly, we don’t
like this on this side of the aisle, but
right now, because of the annual Hyde
amendment, there is no taxpayer fund-
ing for abortion. We aim to change
that because it is probably the most re-
gressive legislation that we have for
women’s health.
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It says that rich women can get the
full range of healthcare services they
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need, including abortion; but poor
women, the women least equipped to be
able to raise unwanted children, and
certainly not with help from this Con-
gress, are the ones who cannot get
those services that they needed.

So I just want to say one more time
because I keep hearing the alternative
facts over and over, there are right now
no taxpayer funding for abortions,
something that we need to fix. But this
bill takes us the opposite direction.
What this bill does is it codifies the
Hyde amendment in statute once and
for all, and that would bar low-income
women from receiving these much-
needed services. It codifies the D.C.
abortion ban, which would rob the D.C.
City Council of giving the healthcare
services D.C. women need, even with
D.C. tax revenues. It codifies the Helms
amendment, which is the same thing as
the Hyde amendment for international
programs. And perhaps the biggest ban
here is it restricts people’s ability to
buy insurance policies on the
healthcare exchanges with their own
money that will cover abortion.

I heard from my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle over and over
again that there are a thousand poli-
cies. The lady from South Dakota said
that government dollars were sup-
porting abortive procedures. That is
just simply not the case. There is no
Federal money in the exchanges paying
for abortive procedures.

What this bill does is it greatly ex-
pands restrictions on women’s ability
with their own money to buy insurance
policies with legal healthcare coverage
that they feel that they need. And it
says that if you get a subsidy, then you
can’t get a policy with your own
money. That is a vast expansion, and it
is well beyond the pale.

It is also, by the way, beyond what
the American public says. Because the
American public, by 86 percent, says
that if you are poor, then politicians
should not put their personal views on
you and you should be able to get the
healthcare coverage that you need. We
saw this with the millions of American
women and men in Washington and
around the country who marched this
last weekend. But we see it in the poll-
ing. People say, if you are poor, you
should be able to get the healthcare
coverage you need, not what some poli-
tician in Washington tells you.

I have an idea. Every year, around
the anniversary of Roe v. Wade and the
time that the protestors come to Wash-
ington, I don’t think that we should de-
bate this futile exercise year after
year. I think we should come together
across the aisle, Democrats and Repub-
licans, to figure out how we can pre-
vent unwanted pregnancies.

I am getting ready to introduce a
bill. T would urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, including the
Republican side, to cosponsor this bill.
This bill will expand contraception and
family planning services and long-
range contraception for all American
women so that we can prevent un-
wanted pregnancies.
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In Colorado, we have a program that
is called LARC. And what it is is a pro-
gram where the State helps teen and
young women get long-acting contra-
ception so they can prevent unwanted
pregnancies. And here is what hap-
pened in Colorado when we enacted
this very robust and helpful program.
According to the data from the Colo-
rado Department of Public Health and
Environment, both the birth rate and
abortion rate for women ages 15 to 19
fell 48 percent from 2009 to 2014 because
of long-acting contraception, and the
same was true for women of the next
age group up.

We can do this. We can do this to-
gether. Let’s start talking about a way
to improve women’s health instead of
to restrict their choices. Vote ‘“‘no” on
this ill-conceived bill.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. TED LIEU of California. Madam Speak-
er, | will vote No on Roll Call No. 65, on H.R.
7, the No Taxpayer Funding for Abortion and
Abortion Insurance Full Disclosure Act of
2017.

Today, just two days after the 44th anniver-
sary of the Roe v. Wade Supreme Court ruling
that protects the rights of women to control
their own bodies, House Republicans have
once again taken up a vote attacking the con-
stitutionally-protected reproductive rights of
women all across the nation.

As if this past weekend’s Women’s March
on Washington (which was far more attended
than President Trump’s own inauguration)
didn’t signal anything to our elected leaders,
President Trump took the GOP’s war on wom-
en’s rights and health a step further by signing
an executive order reinstating the ‘global gag
rule’ and blocking foreign aid for international
non-governmental organizations that provide
basic reproductive health services globally.
This decision not only increases abortion
rates, it will cause more maternal complica-
tions, injuries, and unintended pregnancies
and provide less information on HIV/AIDS pre-
vention and treatment programs worldwide.

Republicans continue their shameful, radical
assault on women’s reproductive health with
today’s vote on H.R. 7, a discriminatory bill
that among other things would prohibit the use
of federal funds to pay for any abortion serv-
ices. Despite the fact that current law already
requires that federal funds not be spent on
abortions, this bill would prohibit individuals
and small businesses from claiming tax credits
for any private insurance plans obtained
through the ACA Marketplace that include
abortion coverage. Families buying their insur-
ance in the Marketplace would also be ineli-
gible to receive a premium tax credits if they
enrolled in a health plan that covers abortion,
likely resulting in no abortion coverage policies
being offered in the Marketplaces. Further-
more, it undermines the District of Columbia’s
home rule, which allows D.C. to use its own
Medicaid funds to offer abortion services. This
is despite the fact that 17 states, including
California, are currently allowed to do so.

Women should be able to make their own
decisions about reproductive health care with
dignity and respect, without the interference of
politicians or their employers. We should not
be in the business of telling women what they
can and cannot do with their own bodies. To-
day’s vote is just another step forward in the
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Republican party’s plan to Make America Sick
Again and take away the comprehensive care
women deserve.

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in strong opposition to this rule. This is
about a woman’s fundamental right to make
her own family planning decisions. The courts
have spoken: Roe v. Wade is settled law, and
a majority of Americans support it. But the Ma-
jority would rather roll back the clock by dec-
ades, forcing women back into a reality when
women could not make their own health care
decisions, by restricting insurance coverage.
Enough is enough.

We must promote and protect the rights of
every woman, every family, every American to
make their own family planning decisions, and
to have access to a full range of healthcare
services.

What we are facing now is not just an attack
on the right to abortion. It is not just an attack
on women’s health. It is an assault on the
health and wellbeing of millions of Americans.
On Saturday, millions of people across the
country marched in support of an agenda that
puts women’s health decisions in the hands of
women and their families—and that ensures
safe and affordable access to women’s
healthcare. This bill flies in the face of the
mandate demonstrated this weekend, and |
oppose it.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 7, the so-called “No
Taxpayer Funding for Abortion Act and Abor-
tion Insurance Full Disclosure Act of 2017.”

The Majority marks the 44th anniversary of
Roe v. Wade this week with its latest attempt
to undo that decision’s unequivocal recognition
of a woman’s constitutionally protected right to
choose to terminate a pregnancy.

We must recognize this bill for what it really
is. H.R. 7 is yet another attack by the Majority
on women’s health, a goal it accomplishes in
several respects.

To begin with, H.R. 7 would make it virtually
impossible for a woman to obtain abortion
services even when paid for with purely pri-
vate, non-Federal funds.

It achieves this end by denying Affordable
Care Act tax credits to income-eligible women
and small business employers who choose in-
surance coverage that includes abortion.

Through its novel tax penalty provisions,
H.R. 7 departs radically from existing law, tak-
ing away women’s existing health care and
placing their health and lives at risk.

Despite the claims of its sponsors, H.R. 7
does not merely codify current law, but, rather,
goes well beyond it to deny women basic
health care services.

Moreover, to the extent it bans federal fund-
ing of abortion services, H.R. 7 is unneces-
sary, because such funding is already banned
by the Hyde Amendment, and the Affordable
Care Act maintains that ban.

For more than 30 years, Congress has pro-
hibited federal funding of abortion, except in
cases of rape, incest, or to save the life of the
mother, through the Hyde Amendment and
similar measures in annual appropriations
bills.

Nothing in the Affordable Care Act changes
this. That Act does not permit federal funding
of abortion, and ensures that only private
funds can be used to purchase abortion insur-
ance coverage.

There is absolutely no risk that public
money will be used to pay for abortion serv-
ices.
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So what is H.R. 7 really about? Plain and
simple, it is part of the Majority’s relentless
war against women’s health and constitutional
freedoms.

Members should understand that a vote for
H.R. 7 is not a vote to codify existing law. It
is, instead, a vote to attack women’s health
and equality.

Finally, we should reject H.R. 7’s permanent
restriction on the District of Columbia’s use of
local funds that Congress has approved.

H.R. 7 not only infringes women’s constitu-
tional rights, but also intrudes deeply into local
government decision-making by the District.

Women and families who live in the District
should not be singled out for additional harm
simply because of where they live.

Last Congress, the Obama Administration
“strongly oppose[d]” a substantially similar bill,
saying the legislation “would intrude on wom-
en’s reproductive freedom and access to
health care; increase the financial burden on
many Americans; [and] unnecessarily restrict
the private insurance choices that consumers
have today.”

| agree wholeheartedly with that analysis
and, accordingly, | strongly urge my col-
leagues to oppose this dangerous bill.

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, | rise today
in strong opposition to H.R. 7—another radical
attempt by House Republicans to attack wom-
en’s health and limit women’s access to com-
prehensive care.

The real purpose of this bill is to effectively
eliminate insurance coverage for abortion
services, not only for federally funded cov-
erage, but also for private health insurance by
raising taxes on women, their families, and
small businesses.

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle
claim that this bill just codifies the Hyde
Amendment, which already prohibits federal
funding for abortion except in limited cases of
rape, incest, or to save the life of the mother,
and it is already enacted each year in appro-
priations.

But in reality, this bill goes much further
than that. Instead of just limiting the Hyde
Amendment’s reach to federal funds, this bill
would place sweeping restrictions on how
women with private insurance can spend their
own private dollars when obtaining insurance
coverage.

Women and their families who have insur-
ance through the health insurance market-
places would no longer be entitled to premium
tax credits if the plan in which they are en-
rolled includes abortion coverage. Small busi-
ness employers would be prohibited from re-
ceiving small business tax credits if the insur-
ance provided to employees includes abortion
services.

This would mean that women would likely
forgo comprehensive coverage in order to re-
tain the premium tax credits they need, and
small businesses may limit coverage to ensure
they receive small business tax credits. But
this is the true goal for proponents of this bill:
to effectively eliminate insurance coverage for
abortion.

As we speak, Republicans are actively
working to dismantle the Affordable Care Act,
to restrict access to contraception, and to
defund the life-saving health care services
provided by Planned Parenthood. It seems
that this bill is another page in their playbook
to attack women’s health. Let me be clear: this
bill isn’t about ensuring federal finds are not
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used for abortion—this bill is about denying
women access to coverage Republicans dis-
agree with.

Bringing this bill to the floor only days after
millions of women throughout the country
marched on behalf of issues like reproductive
rights just shows how tone-deaf House Re-
publicans continue to be.

We should be working to protect and ex-
pand women’s access to comprehensive
health care, not considering ways to deny it.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam
Speaker, | rise today to express my opposition
to H.R. 7, the No Taxpayer Funding for Abor-
tion Act.

Longstanding federal policy explicitly pro-
hibits the use of federal funds for abortions,
except for certain narrow circumstances of
rape, incest, or severe health complications
that threaten the life of the mother.

The Affordable Care Act (ACA) maintains
this ban and a federal appeals court confirmed
that no federal dollars may be used to pay for
abortion services under the law.

Far more sweeping in scope than the title
implies, the No Taxpayer Funding for Abortion
Act goes well beyond codifying the Hyde
Amendment and protecting public funds.

This bill intrudes on women’s reproductive
autonomy and access to health care, manipu-
lates the tax code to put additional financial
burdens on many women and small busi-
nesses, and unnecessarily restricts the private
insurance choices available to consumers
today.

The House of Representatives should be
spending our time working to improve access
to health care for all Americans, instead of de-
ceptive legislation that interferes with a wom-
an’s ability to make personal, private medical
decisions.

| urge my colleagues to stop the relentless
attacks on women’s health and vote against
this damaging, unnecessary legislation.

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, | was
proud to join thousands of women in the
Women’s March, both here in DC and in my
home state of Rhode Island.

We marched to demand that women’s rights
be respected and that women should be trust-
ed to make their own decisions.

However, a mere three days later, the GOP
seeks to trample on women’s rights by consid-
ering H.R. 7, a bill that will deny access to
basic healthcare to millions of women.

This bill is also just another pathetic attempt
by some politicians in this town to get between
a woman and her doctor.

Under current law, no federal money can be
used to fund abortion. And it's been that way
since 1976.

This bill is a Trojan horse that effectively
bans abortion coverage even for women who
use their own money to pay for health insur-
ance.

It penalizes small business owners who
offer their employees health care coverage for
abortion.

And it tells doctors who are employed by
the federal government that they can’t provide
the care that is in the best interests of their
patients.

Madam Speaker, the women of this country
do not need Congress telling them how to
make their health care decisions.

Having an abortion is a decision that should
be left between a woman and her doctor.

None of us has a license to legislate our
own personal morality in this chamber.
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| urge my colleagues to vote no on H.R. 7.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 55, the
previous question is ordered on the bill.

The question is on the engrossment

and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker,
I have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Yes, I am op-
posed to the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Schakowsky moves to recommit the
bill H.R. 7 to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the

following amendment:
Add at the end of title I the following new

section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly):
SEC. 103. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act may be construed to
permit any health plan to charge women
higher premiums than men for coverage
under such health plan.

Mrs. BLACK (during the reading).
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to dispense with the reading.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Illinois is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of her motion.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker,
I rise to offer the motion to recommit
on H.R. 7, the so-called No Taxpayer
Funding for Abortion and Abortion In-
surance Full Disclosure Act.

The motion to recommit is very sim-
ple. It would amend H.R. 7 to say that
nothing in this legislation would allow
an insurance company to charge
women higher premiums than men just
because they are women.

In the first few days of the Trump
Presidency, we have seen one action
after another to discriminate against
women, restrict access to health serv-
ices, and make their care more expen-
sive. We also know that Republicans
are determined to repeal the Affordable
Care Act, which would, once again,
allow insurance companies to discrimi-
nate against women.

Repealing the ACA would be a triple
whammy for women. Not only would
they have to pay more for their insur-
ance, but their insurance would be less
likely to cover the services they need.
And these higher costs will take a big-
ger chunk out of their budget.

Before the ACA, insurers were able to
exclude services critical to women’s
health. And we are not just talking
about preexisting conditions, which, by
the way, often included having a baby
or being the victim of domestic vio-
lence.

The benefit package itself left out
medical care critical to women. Only 12
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percent of plans in the individual mar-
ket offered maternity coverage. And
some insurance plans that offered that
coverage imposed waiting periods of a
year or charges of up to $10,000 just for
maternity care. And even when mater-
nity care was excluded from any insur-
ance plan, insurers still used gender
rating to discriminate against women,
charging women more just because
they were women, regardless of their
benefits. Being a woman was a pre-
existing condition.

Thankfully, the ACA prohibits gen-
der rating. Before the ACA, women
were forced to pay between 10 to 57 per-
cent more than men for essentially the
same insurance. In my home State of
Illinois, women were charged 55 per-
cent more than men for the same cov-
erage. In fact, a 2012 National Women’s
Law Center study found that 92 percent
of best-selling insurance plans were
gender rated.

A 25-year-old woman in Arkansas was
charged 81 percent more than a man for
similar coverage. A 40-year-old woman
in South Dakota was charged over
$1,200 more a year than a 40-year-old
man for the same coverage. In Ken-
tucky, women were charged 57 percent
more than men for the same coverage.
In Texas, they were charged 56 percent
more. In Indiana, they were charged 54
percent more. And the list goes on.

This study even found that over half
of all insurance plans charged women
who didn’t smoke significantly higher
premiums than men of the same age
who did smoke. Overall, gender rating
cost American women about $1 billion
a year. It also harmed businesses with
predominantly female employees who
were routinely charged more for their
insurance coverage.

Finally, charging women more for
health care is even more devastating
when you take into account that
women still make only 77 cents to the
dollar compared to men. We cannot go
back to the days when insurance com-
panies were free to discriminate
against women. But that is exactly
what Republicans want to do. They
want women to pay more for insurance
coverage that doesn’t include the serv-
ices they need.

So I am asking my colleagues to sup-
port the motion to recommit and pro-
tect women from discrimination by in-
surance companies.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I rise

in opposition to the motion to recom-

mit.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee is recognized

for 5 minutes.
Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, today

I am simply asking my colleagues
across the aisle not to flip-flop on this
issue. This legislation isn’t just the
right thing to do; it also has broad sup-

ort.

P Polling shows that 6 in 10 Americans
agree that taxpayer dollars should not
fund abortions. Despite this fact, a
nonpartisan government study found
that abortions could be funded with
taxpayer dollars through ObamaCare,
and this demands a response.
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Today we have an opportunity to in-
vest in women’s health over abortion
by passing H.R. 7 and making the Hyde
amendment permanent and govern-
mentwide.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
motion to recommit and to vote ‘‘yes”’
on HR. 7.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.

———

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

RESEARCH AND INNOVATION ACT

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 589) to establish De-
partment of Energy policy for science
and energy research and development
programs, and reform National Labora-
tory management and technology
transfer programs, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 589

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in

Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Department of Energy Research and In-
novation Act”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Definitions.

TITLE I—-LABORATORY MODERNIZATION

AND TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

Sec. 101. Short title.

Sec. 102. Inclusion of early stage technology
demonstration in authorized
technology transfer activities.

Sense of Congress on accelerating
energy innovation.

Restoration of laboratory directed
research and development pro-
gram.

Research grants database.

Technology transfer and transi-
tions assessment.

Agreements for commercializing
technology pilot program.

Short-term cost-share pilot pro-
gram.

TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
RESEARCH COORDINATION
Sec. 201. Short title.

Sec. 103.

Sec. 104.

105.
106.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 107.

Sec. 108.
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January 31, 2017 Congressional Record
Correction To Page H646
January 24, 2017 on Page H646 the following appeared: proceedings on this question will be postponed. ____________ DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

The online version has been corrected to read: proceedings on this question will be postponed.  ____________ ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair will postpone further proceedings today on motions to suspend the rules on which a recorded vote or the yeas and nays are ordered, or on which the vote incurs objection
under clause 6 of rule XX. Record votes on postponed questions will be taken later. ____________ DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
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