COMPASSIONATE CARE FOR SERVICEWOMEN

WHEREAS, women serving in the United States Armed Services often do not have access
to emergency contraception, the “Morning After Pill,” at military medical facilities, even

when our servicewomen are overseas or at war; and

WHEREAS, the “Morning After Pill” has been determined to be safe and effective by the
United States Food and Drug Administration, and is available in the United States to anyone

18 and over as an over-the-counter drug; and

WHEREAS, military women could potentially face an unwanted pregnancy under any
situation, including rape, and it is unjust to put them in a position that no one should have to

endure when a safe remedy is available; and

WHEREAS, S. 1800/ H. R. 2064, Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act, submitted
by Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton of New York and Representative Michael H. Michaud
of Maine, supports the availability of the “Morning After Pill” at every military health care

facility;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Democratic Women’s Club of Florida, Inc.,
at its 2007 Annual Conference, recommends the “Morning After Pill” be available at all
military medical facilities, whether inside or outside the United States, with no unreasonable
burdens placed on servicewomen and servicemen seeking to obtain it, and that Congress

implement S. 1800 / H. R. 2064 into law.



Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act (Introduced in House)
HR 2064 IH

110th CONGRESS
1st Session

H. R. 2064

To amend title 10, United States Code, to require emergency contraception to be available at all military health care
treatment facilities.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
April 26, 2007

Mr. MICHAUD (for himself, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California, and Mr. SHAYS) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Armed Services

A BILL

To amend title 10, United States Code, to require emergency contraception to be available at all military health care
treatment facilities.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ~Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act'.

SEC. 2. REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE EMERGENCY CONTRACEPTION AT ALL MILITARY HEALTH
CARE TREATMENT FACILITIES.

Section 1074g(a) of title 10, United States Code, is amended by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

~(9)(A) Emergency contraception shall be included on the basic core formulary of the uniform formulary,
notwithstanding any provision of law or regulation requiring that only drugs ordered or prescribed by a
physician (or other authorized provider) may be included in the uniform formulary.

~(B) Nothing in subparagraph (A) may be construed to require emergency contraception to be covered under
the pharmacy benefits program.

~(C) Notwithstanding paragraph (4), prior authorization shall not be required for emergency contraception.
Nothing in the preceding sentence may be construed as waiving any provision of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) or any other provision of law administered by the Food and Drug
Administration, including rules and orders of such Administration in effect at any time under such Act or
other provisions of law.
~(D) In this paragraph, the term ~emergency contraception' means a drug, drug regimen, or device that is--
~ (i) approved by the Food and Drug Administration to prevent pregnancy; and
~(ii) used postcoitally.".
END
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Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act (Introduced in Senate)
S 1800 IS

110th CONGRESS
1st Session

S. 1800

To amend title 10, United States Code, to require emergency contraception to be available at all military health care
treatment facilities.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
July 17, 2007

Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. BAYH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr.
LIEBERMAN) introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Armed Services

A BILL

To amend title 10, United States Code, to require emergency contraception to be available at all military health care
treatment facilities.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ~Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act'.

SEC. 2. REQUIREMENT TO MAKE AVAILABLE EMERGENCY CONTRACEPTION AT ALL MILITARY HEALTH
CARE TREATMENT FACILITIES.

Section 1074g(a) of title 10, United States Code, is amended by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

~(9)(A) Emergency contraception shall be included on the basic core formulary of the uniform formulary,
notwithstanding any provision of law or regulation requiring that only drugs ordered or prescribed by a
physician (or other authorized provider) may be included in the uniform formulary.

~(B) Nothing in subparagraph (A) may be construed to require emergency contraception to be covered under
the pharmacy benefits program.

~(C) Notwithstanding paragraph (4), prior authorization shall not be required for emergency contraception.
Nothing in the preceding sentence may be construed as waiving any provision of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) or any other provision of law administered by the Food and Drug
Administration, including rules and orders of such Administration in effect at any time under such Act or
other provisions of law.
(D) In this paragraph, the term ~emergency contraception' means a drug, drug regimen, or device that is--
~ (i) approved by the Food and Drug Administration to prevent pregnancy; and
~(ii) used postcoitally.'.
END
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Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act

With over 350,000 women serving in our nation's armed services, it is reprehensible that this administration will
not allow them complete access to emergency contraception. You can help: take action to support the
Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act.

Last year nearly 3,000 military women reported sexual assault while on active duty. Part of the recommended
regimen for treating survivors of assault is to inform them about and offer them emergency contraception, yet
it is only sporadically available to servicewomen at their base pharmacies and medical facilities in the U.S. and
overseas.

This is simply unacceptable. Women in the military deserve more from their country. Until this sexual violence
ends, we must at least ensure that they can prevent any pregnancy resulting from these criminal acts.

No one questions the need for the highest grade and most reliable form of protective body armor for our troops
at war. Yet our women in the armed services are often defenseless to prevent pregnancies resulting from rape
because they are being denied information about and access to emergency contraception. We must support
legislation to guarantee that our servicewomen have the same access to emergency contraception as their
civilian counterparts.

The Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act (S.1800/H.R.2064), sponsored by Senator Hillary Rodham
Clinton (D-N.Y.) and Representative Michael Michaud (D-Maine), requires full access to emergency
contraception for servicewomen at all U.S. military health care facilities around the world.

Ask your members of Congress to co-sponsor the Compassionate Care for Servicewomen Act which will
require that all military health care facilities stock emergency contraception. Tell them to support this health
care version of "body armor" which will protect the reproductive health and human rights of women
serving our country in the armed forces.

Background:

Emergency contraception (EC), also known as the morning-after pill (brand name Plan B), is a safe, effective,
FDA-approved pharmaceutical. EC is simply a high dose of hormonal birth control pills which can be used to
prevent pregnancy if taken within 72 hours after unprotected intercourse. While EC is sold without prescription
for women ages 18 and older in all 50 states, U.S. servicewomen are not guaranteed access to the drug on
military bases in our country and abroad, including fields of combat.

In 2002, the Department of Defense initially added EC to its Basic Care Formulary, a list of over 200
medications required to be stocked at all military treatment facilities. Sadly, emergency contraception was
quietly removed from the list weeks later, a result of ideological pressure from the Bush administration. Now,
it is at the discretion of each health facility to decide whether or not to stock EC, and military women have no
guarantee of universal access.

Servicewomen deserve quality health care, including access to EC. In 2003, a survey financed by the Defense
Department found that almost a third of all servicewomen reported being the victim of rape or attempted rape
during their time in the Armed Services. Most women serving our country rely exclusively on military facilities
for all their health care needs and restricting or denying access to emergency contraception is not only
unhealthy and irresponsible but completely unjust.

Resources

e NOW and Emergency Contraception
e Summary of the Bills: H.R. 2064 | S. 1800
e Senator Clinton Introduces Bill to Give Servicewomen Access to Emergency Contraception

Bibliographic citation: Tell Congress: "Stop Denying Emergency Contraception to our
Servicewomen!" National Organization for Women, August 10, 2007.

http://www.now.org/lists/now-action-list/msg00310.html
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EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

WHEREAS, the only right extended to women by the Constitution of the United States

Is the right to vote; and

WHEREAS, the bedrock principle that equality of rights should not be abridged or
denied because of gender requires that women be explicitly guaranteed full equality of

rights by the Constitution of the United States; and

WHEREAS, the failure to grant women full equality of rights means that the judicial and
political advances made by American women over the past two centuries are vulnerable

to erosion or reversal at any time by the United States Congress;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Democratic Women’s Club of Florida,
Inc., at its 2007 Convention, calls for the ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment

by the Florida Legislature.

THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT: COMPLETE TEXT

Section 1. Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the
United States or by any state on account of sex.

Section 2. The Congress shall have the power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the
provisions of this article.

Section 3. This amendment shall take effect two years after the date of ratification.



WHY WE NEED THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT

by Roberta W. Francis
Education Chair, ERA Task Force
National Council of Women's Organizations

The Equal Rights Amendment: Complete Text

Section 1. Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any
state on account of sex.

Section 2. The Congress shall have the power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the provisions of this
article.

Section 3. This amendment shall take effect two years after the date of ratification.

After more than a generation of significant advances for women, do we still need the Equal Rights Amendment?
The answer is an unqualified yes! Legal sex discrimination is not yet a thing of the past, and the progress of the
past 50 years is not irreversible. Some remaining inequities result more from individual behavior and social
practices than from legal discrimination, but they can all be influenced by a strong message that the Constitution
has zero tolerance for any form of sex discrimination. Thus, the reasons why we need the ERA are at one level
philosophical and symbolic, and at another level very specific and practical.

1. The Equal Rights Amendment is needed to affirm constitutionally that the bedrock principles of our
democracy — ""all men are created equal,’ "'liberty and justice for all,"" "*equal justice under law,""
"*government of the people, by the people, and for the people’ — apply equally to women.

In principle:

It is necessary to have specific language in the Constitution affirming the principle of equal rights on the basis of
sex because for more than two centuries, women have had to fight long and hard political battles to win rights that
men (at first certain white men, eventually all men) possessed automatically because they were male. The first —
and still the only — right that the Constitution specifically affirms equally for women and men is the right to vote.
Alice Paul introduced the ERA in 1923 to expand that affirmation to all the rights guaranteed by the Constitution.

It was not until as recently as 1971 that the 14™ Amendment’s equal protection clause was first applied to sex
discrimination. Even today, a major distinction between the sexes is present from the moment of birth — the
different legal standing of males and females with respect to how their constitutional rights are obtained. As
demonstrated in 1996 by the last major Supreme Court decision on sex discrimination, regarding admission of
women to Virginia Military Institute (VMI), we have not moved beyond the traditional assumption that males
hold rights and females must prove that they hold them. The Equal Rights Amendment would remove that
differential assumption and shift the burden of proof to the alleged discriminator.

In practice:

The practical effect of this amendment would be seen most clearly in court deliberations on cases of sex
discrimination. For the first time, "sex" would be a suspect classification requiring the same high level of "strict
scrutiny™ and having to meet the same high level of justification — a "necessary" relation to a "compelling™ state
interest — that the classification of race currently requires.

The VMI decision now tells courts to exercise "skeptical scrutiny” requiring “exceedingly persuasive"
justification of differential treatment on the basis of sex, but prohibition of sex discrimination is still not as
strongly enforceable as prohibition of race discrimination. Ironically, under current court decisions about sex and
race discrimination, a white male claiming race discrimination by a program or action is protected by strict
scrutiny, but a black female claiming sex discrimination by the same program or action is protected by only
skeptical, not strict, scrutiny.

We need the ERA to clarify the law for the lower courts, whose decisions still reflect confusion and inconsistency
about how to deal with sex discrimination claims. If the ERA were in the Constitution, it would in many cases
influence the tone of legal reasoning and decisions regarding women’s equal rights, producing over time a
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cumulative positive effect.

2. The Equal Rights Amendment is needed in order to prevent a rollback of women’s rights by
conservative/reactionary political votes, and to promote laws and court decisions that fairly take into
account women’s as well as men’s experiences.

In principle:

Aren’t there already enough legal prohibitions of sex discrimination — the Equal Pay Act, Title VIl and Title IX
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the Pregnancy Discrimination Act, Supreme Court decisions based on the 14"
Amendment’s equal protection clause, and more? Why are there still people saying, as Alice Paul did in 1923,
"We shall not be safe until the principle of equal rights is written into the framework of our government"?

The need for the ERA can be expressed simply as a warning. Unless we put into the Constitution the bedrock
principle that equality of rights cannot be denied or abridged on account of sex, the political and judicial victories
women have achieved with their blood, sweat, and tears for the past two centuries are vulnerable to erosion or
reversal at any time — now or in the future.

Congress has the power to make laws that replace existing laws — and to do so by a simple majority. Therefore,
many of the current legal protections against sex discrimination can be removed by the margin of a single vote.
While courts in the near term would still apply skeptical scrutiny to laws that differentiate on the basis of sex, that
precedent could be undermined or eventually ignored by future conservative or reactionary courts. With a specific
constitutional guarantee of equal rights through the Equal Rights Amendment, it would be much harder for
legislators and courts to reverse our progress in eliminating sex discrimination.

In practice:

Would anyone really want to turn back the clock on women’s advancement? Ask the members of Congress who
have tried to cripple Title IX, which requires equal opportunity in education — who have opposed the Violence
Against Women Act, the Fair Pensions Act, and the Paycheck Fairness Act — who voted to pay for Viagra for
servicemen but oppose funding for family planning and contraception — who for decades have blocked U.S.
ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women
(CEDAW).

Most laws that discriminated explicitly against women have been removed from the books — in many cases, as a
result of the political power and expertise developed by women in the course of the ERA ratification campaign.
The current legal and judicial systems, however, still often have an impact on women that works to their
disadvantage, because those systems have traditionally used the male experience as the norm.

Therefore, lawmakers and judges must be encouraged to include equitable consideration of female experiences as
they deal with issues of Social Security, taxes, wages, pensions, domestic relations, insurance, violence, and
more. Without an Equal Rights Amendment providing motivation, the status quo will change much more slowly.

IN SUMMARY:

We need the ERA because we do not have it yet. Even in the 21st century, the U.S. Constitution still does not
explicitly guarantee that all of the rights it protects are held equally by all citizens without regard to sex. The first
—and still the only — right that the Constitution specifically affirms as equal for women and men is the right to
vote.

We need the ERA because the 14th Amendment's equal protection clause has never been interpreted to grant
equal rights on the basis of sex in the same way that the Equal Rights Amendment would. The 14th Amendment
has been applied to sex discrimination only since 1971, and the Supreme Court's latest decision on that issue in
1996 does not move us beyond the traditional assumption that males hold rights and females must prove that they
hold them.

We need the ERA because until we have it, women will have to continue to fight long, expensive, and difficult
political and judicial battles to ensure that their rights are constitutionally equal to the rights automatically granted
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to males on the basis of sex. And in a few cases, men will have to do the same to ensure that they have equal
rights with females (usually in areas of family law).

We need the ERA because we need its protection against a rollback of the significant advances in women's rights
over the past 50 years. Congress has the power to replace existing laws by a majority vote, and even judicial
precedents can be eroded or ignored by reactionary courts responding to a conservative political agenda. With an
ERA in place, progress already made in eliminating sex discrimination would be much harder to reverse.

We need the ERA because we need a clearer and stricter federal judicial standard for deciding cases of sex
discrimination. Lower-court decisions in the various circuits and states (some with state ERA's and some without)
still reflect confusion and inconsistency about how to deal with sex discrimination claims. Sex discrimination
should get the same judicial scrutiny as race discrimination.

We need the ERA because we need to improve the standing of the United States globally with respect to equal
justice under law. The governing documents of many other countries specifically affirm legal equality of the
sexes (however less than perfect that ideal may be implemented). Ironically, some of those constitutions — for
example, in Japan and Irag — were written under the direction of the United States. Our image is also tarnished by
the fact that the Senate has still not ratified CEDAW (UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Discrimination Against Women).

We need the ERA because we need to move beyond the struggle for it. We need to free the energies of the
women and men who have spent countless hours, years, and even lifetimes working for this basic human right of
equal constitutional protection. When we can redirect that energy and those resources to work on the many other
challenges we face in common, we will truly have fulfilled the vision of suffragist leader and ERA author Alice
Paul.

Frequently Asked Questions

When was the ERA introduced into Congress?

The ERA was first introduced into Congress in 1923. Congress finally passed it and submitted it to the states for
ratification on March 22, 1972. An original deadline of seven years was extended by Congress to June 30,
1982.When this deadline expired, only 35 states (of the necessary three-fourths, or 38) had ratified. It has been
reintroduced into every session of Congress since that time.

What are the 15 states that have not ratified the ERA?
The 15 states that have not ratified the ERA are Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Illinois,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Utah, and Virginia.

Why is the ERA needed?

The Equal Rights Amendment affirms that both women and men hold equally all of the rights guaranteed by the
U. S. Constitution. It would provide a remedy for sex discrimination for both women and men, and give equal
legal status to women for the first time in our country’s history.

The most important effect of the ERA would be to clarify the status of sex discrimination for the courts, whose
decisions still show confusion about how to deal with such claims. For the first time, sex would be a suspect
classification like race. It would require the same high level of strict scrutiny and have to meet the same high
level of justification — a necessary relation to a compelling state interest — as the classification of race.

For more detailed information, click here.

Why do we need the ERA if we have the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment?

The 14th Amendment was ratified after the Civil War, in 1868, in order to deal with race discrimination.
(Ironically, it added the word "male” to the Constitution for the first time in referring to the electorate.) It was first
applied to prohibit sex discrimination in 1971, in the Supreme Court decision Reed v. Reed, but it still allowed
legal differentiation by sex to stand in many cases. Several subsequent Supreme Court decisions (Craig v. Boren
in 1976, United States v. Commonwealth of Virginia in 1996) have raised the standard of protection against sex
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discrimination under the 14th Amendment, but sex discrimination claims still do not get the highest level of
judicial scrutiny (strict scrutiny) that race discrimination claims get. If ERA opponents believe that women
already have the full protection of the Constitution through the 14th Amendment, they should have no objection
to clarifying that guarantee through the specific wording of the ERA.

How does the ERA relate to the issue of reproductive rights?

Cases in states with state ERAs show that the ERA would not invalidate state laws on abortion which are
otherwise constitutional. The constitutional principles by which reproductive laws are upheld or struck down are
primarily the right of privacy and equal protection. At present, 21 states have state ERAs or equal rights
guarantees in their constitutions, yet many of these states, such as Pennsylvania, still enforce significant
restrictions on abortion. Missouri has an equal protection clause similar to the ERA in its state constitution, but
this clause has never been used to argue against the state’s abortion restrictions and has not invalidated them.
States like Connecticut and New Mexico that have applied a state ERA to an abortion funding decision have
required public funding only of medically necessary abortions for indigent women, not of all abortions. The status
of abortion rights in such states has more to do with the progressive nature of their state courts and state politics
than with the presence of a state ERA. In fact, most state cases are argued under a combination of privacy, equal
protection, and equal rights claims, and the presence of a state ERA is not necessarily the determining factor in
those court decisions.

How does the ERA relate to the issue of homosexual rights?

ERA opponents’ claim that the amendment would require states to allow same-sex marriage is false. The state of
Washington rejected such a claim under its state ERA in the 1970s. The state of Hawaii, which considered such a
claim under its state ERA, recently amended its constitution to declare marriage a contract between a man and a
woman. The legislative history of the ERA shows that its intent is to equalize rights between women and men, not
to address issues of discrimination based on sexual orientation.

How does the ERA relate to single-sex institutions?

The ERA would not make all single-sex institutions unconstitutional — only those whose aim is to perpetuate the
historic dominance of one sex over the other. Single-sex institutions that work to overcome past discrimination
are constitutional now and are likely to remain so.

Does the ERA shift power from the states to the federal government?

The second section of the ERA, "The Congress shall have the power, by appropriate legislation, to enforce the
provisions of this article," has been called a "federal power grab" by opponents. In fact, that clause with some
variation of wording appears in eight other amendments, beginning with the 13th Amendment. The ERA would
not transfer jurisdiction of domestic laws or other laws to the federal government. It would simply be one more
element in the Constitution by which the constitutionality of state laws is judged. The ERA would not in itself
void any laws. It would give legislatures two years to adjust laws which treat people differently on the basis of
sex, either by including the other sex or by using a legal category other than sex (e.g., "chief caregiver" instead of
"mother") to achieve the objective of the law.

Why are state legislatures being asked to ratify the ERA after the 1982 deadline has passed?

A three-state strategy for ERA ratification was developed after 1992, when the so-called Madison Amendment to
the Constitution was ratified 203 years after its passage by Congress. Acceptance of this ratification period as
“sufficiently contemporaneous” led ERA supporters to argue that Congress has the power to maintain the legal
viability of the ERA’s existing 35 state ratifications. The ERA’s time limit is open to change, as Congress
demonstrated in extending its original deadline. Precedent holds that rescission votes are not valid. Therefore,
Congress could accept state ratifications that occur after 1982 and keep the existing 35 ratifications alive.

The legal analysis for this strategy is outlined in “The Equal Rights Amendment: Why the ERA Remains Legally
Viable and Properly Before the States” (William & Mary Journal of Women and the Law, Spring 1997). The
Congressional Research Service has concluded that acceptance of the Madison Amendment does in fact have
implications for the three-state strategy premise. Since 1995, ratification bills have been introduced in eight of the
unratified states: Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Illinois, Mississippi, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Virginia.
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H.R. 676, MEDICARE FOR ALL

WHEREAS, more than 47 million Americans have no health insurance and are at risk of
delayed diagnosis, poorer health outcomes, and early death due to inability to pay for care;

and

WHEREAS, the unemployed, those working at low wage jobs, those caring for sick or
dependent relatives at home without pay, and often their children are generally uninsured,

thereby placing an undue risk of ill health on minorities, women and children; and

WHEREAS, H. R. 676, United States National Health Insurance Act (or the Expanded and
Improved Medicare for All Act) would provide for comprehensive health coverage for all
United States residents in a not-for-profit system, with free healthcare and freedom to
choose one’s own care providers, and would be funded in large part by eliminating the

waste and redundancy of our current system;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Democratic Women’s Club of Florida, Inc.,
at its 2007 Annual Convention, recommends that Congress implement H. R. 676 in the

interests of public health; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that until comprehensive coverage for all can be
achieved, Congress is urged to support emergency measures such as the expansion of the
State Children’s Health Insurance Program to make healthcare available to those most in

need.



United States National Health Insurance Act (or the Expanded and Improved
Medicare for All Act) (Introduced in House)

HR 676 IH

110th CONGRESS
1st Session

H. R. 676

To provide for comprehensive health insurance coverage for all United States residents,
and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
January 24, 2007

Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. LEE,
Mr. FARR, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Ms. WATSON, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. CLAY, Mr. HONDA, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. CARSON, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PAYNE, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WEINER, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. WYNN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of lllinois, Mr. FILNER, Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. TOWNS) introduced the
following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committees on Ways and Means and Natural Resources, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of such
provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee concerned

A BILL

To provide for comprehensive health insurance coverage for all United States residents,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives 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 ~United States National Health
Insurance Act (or the Expanded and Improved Medicare for All Act)'.
(b) Table of Contents- The table of contents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Definitions and terms.
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