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PART 1 - QUICK SNAPSHOT

1.1 One-Paragraph Overview (Plain Language)

HB 1661 repeals and reenacts Missouri’s existing “life begins at conception” statute (§1.205),
keeping the same overall structure while strengthening one key finding to explicitly claim
unborn children are entitled to the same rights and protections as any other human person. In
practice, this bill is primarily a statutory statement of values and an interpretive rule
directing courts to construe Missouri law as recognizing rights for the unborn from conception—
but still “subject” to federal constitutional doctrine and other Missouri statutory carve-
outs. It does not create a new enforcement mechanism to stop abortion or “self-managed”
abortion pills. Importantly, it retains a statutory carve-out protecting the mother from
certain legal accountability for harms to her unborn child tied to prenatal-care/non-care
scenarios (discussed below).

1.2 Triage Table (Fast Flags)

o Single-Subject / Clear Title: Likely compliant (single topic: unborn
children/construction of §1.205).

o Title Specificity (0-3): 2 (“relating to unborn children” is somewhat specific but still too
broad inside that domain).

e Department Scope: Single / none material (no agency program created; mainly rules of
construction).

e Grows Government?: No obvious programmatic growth; potential litigation growth
through broader rights claims.

o Impact on Missouri Families: Mixed (affirms pro-life principle; weak on actual
protection/enforcement; could create legal uncertainty).



o Alignment with Act for Missouri core beliefs: Mixed (strong conception language, but
accountability carve-out and “subject to” clauses undermine equal-protection clarity).

o [Initial stance: Watch / Mixed

PART 2 - PURPOSE & PROVISION MAP
2.1 Stated Purpose & Title
o Title: “relating to unborn children.”

e What it’s really designed to do: Reinforce (and slightly strengthen) Missouri’s statutory
declaration that life begins at conception and that Missouri law should be construed
accordingly—i.e., a personhood-adjacent interpretive directive, not a comprehensive
enforcement bill.

2.2 Provision-by-Provision Map
A) §1.205.1 Findings (conception + rights language)

o What it does: Declares life begins at conception; recognizes protectable interests of
unborn children; recognizes parents’ interests. HB 1661 notably adds language that
unborn children are “entitled to the same rights, powers, privileges, justice, and
protections” as any other human person.

e Tag: [Mixed]

e  Why: The “same rights” language sounds like equal protection in principle, but the rest
of the section (including carve-outs) dilutes that premise and does not operationalize it.

B) §1.205.2 Rule of construction (rights “subject to” federal doctrine + Missouri carve-
outs)

o What it does: Directs Missouri laws be interpreted to acknowledge unborn-child rights
“subject only to” (a) the U.S. Constitution and Supreme Court interpretations and (b)
“specific provisions to the contrary” in Missouri statutes/constitution.

e Tag: [Concern]

e  Why: This is a built-in escape hatch: it effectively admits unborn-child rights are
contingent on federal jurisprudence and on any Missouri statutory exceptions the
legislature has already enacted or may enact later.

C) §1.205.3 Definition (unborn child from conception to birth)

e What it does: Defines unborn children as offspring of human beings from conception
until birth at every stage of development.

o Tag: [Good]



Why: Clear conception-to-birth definition aligns with pro-life truth.

D) §1.205.4 Mother-accountability carve-out (retained)

What it does: States: “Nothing in this section shall be interpreted as creating a cause
of action against a woman for indirectly harming her unborn child” by failing to care
for herself or follow prenatal care programs.

Tag: [Bad/Concern]

Why: This is an explicit statutory protection for the mother against certain legal claims,
embedded inside Missouri’s main “unborn child rights” construction statute.

2.3 Changes to Existing Law (High-Level)

Based on the enrolled text and current statute display, §1.205 already exists in Missouri law and
already contains the prenatal-care “no cause of action” clause.
HB 1661 appears to:

Reenact §1.205 largely as-is, rather than build a new enforcement framework.

Strengthen the finding in §1.205.1(2) by adding explicit “same rights...as any other
human person” language.

Retain §1.205.4, the mother-protection carve-out related to prenatal-care/non-care
scenarios.

PART 3 — CONSTITUTIONAL & PROCESS CHECKS

3.1 Single-Subject & Clear-Title (Mo. Const. Art. 111, §23)

Main subject: Statutory construction and definitions regarding unborn children (§1.205).
Additional subjects/riders: None apparent.

Title clarity vs real effects: Title is adequate but broad; it does not signal the bill’s
interpretive impact across Missouri law.

Conclusion: Likely complies with single-subject and clear-title requirements.

3.2 U.S. & Missouri Constitutional Rights

Right to life / equal protection for preborn children: The bill gestures toward equal
rights (“same rights...as any other human person’) but simultaneously keeps carve-outs
and makes recognition “subject” to federal doctrine and Missouri exceptions.

Religious liberty concerns (litigation exposure): Because §1.205 has been litigated
historically and referenced by courts, expanding the language may invite new challenges
or renewed attacks in court.



3.3 Delegation / Separation of Powers

e No new rulemaking authority or board delegation is created. The main impact is
interpretive (courts applying a statutory construction directive).

PART 4 —- IMPACT ON MISSOURI FAMILIES
4.1 Economic / Fiscal

e No direct fiscal appropriation. Indirect costs could arise from litigation and compliance
uncertainty as parties argue over how broadly §1.205 applies.

4.2 Family / Parental Rights

o Symbolically elevates unborn-child status, but does not give parents a clean, enforceable
route to protect children from abortion or chemical abortion distribution.

4.3 Moral & Cultural Climate
o Positively affirms life begins at conception.

o However, embedding a mother-protective carve-out inside the “rights of the unborn”
statute sends a conflicted moral/legal signal: personhood language without consistent
accountability standards.

PART S — CORE PRINCIPLES CHECK (Act for Missouri)

1. Sanctity of life (from conception): Supports in theory, Mixed in practice (no
enforcement; carve-outs remain).

2. Limited government: Neutral (no new agency program), but interpretive reach can
expand court involvement.

3. Constitutionalism/rule of law: Concern that broad interpretive directives + carve-outs
produce selective personhood rather than equal protection.

PART 6 —- SPECIAL TOPIC TESTS
6.1 Personhood & Equal-Protection Test
o Helps rhetorically: Adds stronger “same rights” language.

o Hinders practically: Keeps a mother-protection carve-out and does not address the key
enforcement reality of chemical/self-managed abortion.



PART 7 — RED FLAGS, AMENDMENT IDEAS, FINAL RECOMMENDATION
7.1 Red Flags (Prioritized)
1. Mother accountability carve-out remains embedded in §1.205
o Location: §1.205(4) (page 2).

o Why it matters: HB 1661 retains language that blocks using §1.205 to create a
legal claim against a woman for “indirectly harming” her unborn child via
prenatal-care/non-care scenarios. This is not a blanket “abortion immunity”
sentence as written—but it is a clear statutory protection for the mother inside
the foundational “unborn child rights” statute, undermining a consistent equal-
protection framework.

o Severity: Serious
2. “Equal rights” language without operational enforcement
o Location: §1.205.1(2) (page 1).

o  Why it matters: Declaring “same rights” does not itself stop abortion or abortion
pills; without enforcement mechanisms, it risks being symbolic while the practical
killing continues.

o Severity: Serious
3. Built-in escape hatch: “subject to” federal doctrine and Missouri exceptions
o Location: §1.205.2 (page 1).

o Why it matters: This preserves wide room for courts (and future legislatures) to
treat unborn-child rights as contingent.

o Severity: Moderate
7.2 Possible Fixes / Amendments
Because this is a short bill, targeted fixes are possible:

e Amend §1.205.4 to clarify it is limited strictly to ordinary prenatal-care choices and
cannot be used to shield intentional acts that kill the unborn (including chemical
abortion).

e Consider whether §1.205 belongs as an interpretive “values” statute at all, or whether
Missouri should pursue a clearer equal-protection/personhood framework in
constitutional text where courts have less room to treat it as merely advisory.

7.3 Final Recommendation

Act for Missouri: WATCH / MIXED.
HB 1661 strengthens pro-life language in principle, but it does not deliver enforceable protection



for unborn children, and it retains a statutory mother-protection carve-out inside the very statute
meant to ground unborn-child rights. Unless amended to remove or tightly cabin that carve-out—
and paired with a real enforcement strategy—this bill risks being symbolic while leaving key
accountability and protection gaps intact. Act for Missouri believes that HIR 109 is a much better
bill to achieve the goal of ending abortion in Missouri.



