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(B) 16- and 17-year-old employees may only
load such scrap paper balers and paper box
compactors; and

(C) any employee under the age of 18 may

not operate or unload such scrap paper
balers and paper box compactors:
Provided, That this section is not to be con-
strued as affecting the exemption for appren-
tices and student learners published at 29
Code of Federal Regulations 570.63.

SEC. 107. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be obligated or expended by the
Department of Labor for the purposes of en-
forcement and the issuance of fines under
Hazardous Occupation Order Number 2 (HO 2)
with respect to incidental and occasional
driving by minors under age 18, unless the
Secretary finds that the operation of a
motor vehicle is the primary duty of the mi-
nor’s employment.

This title may be cited as the ‘““Department
of Labor Appropriations Act, 1997"".

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CAMP-
BELL) having assumed the chair. Mr.
WALKER, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 3755), making appropriations for
the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and
related agencies, for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

TERMINATION OF SUSPENSIONS
UNDER FOREIGN RELATIONS AU-
THORIZATION ACT—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 104-
242)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to the authority vested in
me by section 902(b)(2) of the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1990 and 1991 (Public Law 101-246)
(““the Act’), and as President of the
United States, | hereby report to the
Congress that it is in the national in-
terest of the United States to termi-
nate the suspensions under section
902(a) of the Act with respect to the is-
suance of licenses for defense article
exports to the People’s Republic of
China and the export of U.S.-origin sat-
ellites, insofar as such restrictions per-
tain to the Globalstar satellite project.
License requirements remain in place
for these exports and require review
and approval on a case-by-case basis by
the United States Government.
WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 9, 1996.
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON AP-
PROPRIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC, July 10, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally, pursuant to Rule L (50) of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, that
Jim Dyer, currently the staff director of the
Appropriations Committee and formerly a
staff assistant for Congressman Joseph
McDade of Pennsylvania, has been served
with a subpoena issued by the U.S. District
court for the Eastern District of Pennsylva-
nia in the case of U.S. v. McDade.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, | have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with
the precedents and privileges of the House.

Sincerely,
BOB LIVINGSTON,
Chairman.
COMMUNICATION FROM THE

CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON AP-
PROPRIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC, July 10, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you
formally, pursuant to Rule L (50) of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, that
Deborah Weatherly, currently a staff assist-
ant of the Appropriations Committee and
formerly a staff assistant for Congressman
Joseph McDade of Pennsylvania, has been
served with a subpoena issued by the U.S.
District court for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania in the case of U.S. v. McDade.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, | have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with
the precedents and privileges of the House.

Sincerely,
BOB LIVINGSTON,
Chairman.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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woman from the State of Washington
[Mrs. SMITH] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mrs. SMITH of Washington ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.]
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PRESIDENT CLINTON’S FAILURE
TO SIGN THE WISCONSIN WEL-
FARE REFORM WAIVER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CAMPBELL). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. RIGGS] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, | rise dur-
ing special orders to point out that
today the countdown is up. Today
marks the day that President Clinton
should have signed the Wisconsin wel-
fare reform waiver. Why is this impor-
tant to me as a Californian? Because
our Governor and State legislature
have also requested from the Federal
Government, specifically the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services,
certain waivers to allow us in Califor-
nia to reform and streamline our wel-
fare service to California residents.

I think we can all remember that a
month ago the President said publicly
that he approved of the Wisconsin re-
form plan. He did not just mention his
approval of the plan in passing. This is
the plan that was originally known as
putting families first, or now, as it is
known simply in Wisconsin, W2. The
President devoted an entire weekend
radio address to this subject.

Immediately after, though, he made
those remarks his administration, en-
couraged by their liberal allies here in
the Congress, Democratic allies, began
to backtrack. Now it appears that the
deadline today has come and gone with
no waiver for the Wisconsin plan. | can-
not really say that that surprises me
too much, but | do not want to allow
my cynicism to show too much. | actu-
ally had some hope that the President
might at least in this one instance
keep his word to the people of Wiscon-
sin and the country.

He may someday sign this waiver,
but not until Wisconsin has had to go
through all kinds of contortions at the
mercy of the Department of Health and
Human Services. Wisconsin’s difficul-
ties in obtaining this waiver are not
unique. As | mentioned, California and
many other States have had to come to
Washington, hat in hand, and beg for a
waiver to implement their welfare re-
form plans. Some States, including
California, have had to wait months
upon months for their waivers to go
through.

In fact, again in the case of Califor-
nia, we are still waiting to hear regard-
ing three major welfare reform waiver
requests to the Federal Government.
The changes that are then required by
the Washington bureaucrats have wa-
tered down so many of these State
plans, of these State waiver requests,
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that in some instances the Governors
and the State legislatures which ini-
tially requested those waivers no
longer want to implement them. In
South Carolina, it cost millions of dol-
lars to go through the waiver process,
and when that waiver was finally ap-
proved it was so modified that the
State of South Carolina deemed it no
longer effective.

We Republicans in Congress over the
last 18 months, as the new majority in
the Congress, have twice passed genu-
ine welfare reform that would elimi-
nate the need for States to have to go
through the cumbersome counter-
productive waiver process. But Presi-
dent Clinton, who as Candidate Clinton
in 1992 promised to end welfare as we
know it, has vetoed the welfare reform
legislation not once but twice.

This welfare reform controversy il-
lustrates a key difference between Re-
publicans and Democrats and between
Bob Dole and President Clinton. Bob
Dole and Republicans think it is absurd
that the States, which really are the
laboratories of democracy nowadays,
and where the only genuinely success-
ful welfare reform efforts have taken
place, must come begging to Washing-
ton, to the very people who are the ar-
chitects and protectors of the failed
status quo, our current welfare system.
It is Washington’s disgraceful mess,
after all, that the States are having to
clean up.

Mr. Speaker, although Wisconsin has
been the Nation’s leader in successfully
reforming welfare, witness again the
President’s promise in his radio ad-
dress a couple of months ago, and again
President Clinton and congressional
Democrats still think that Washington
knows better than the people of Wis-
consin how to fix their welfare pro-
gram. They think that power, money,
and resources should stay in Washing-
ton.

The American people are sick of our
disgraceful welfare system, which traps
people in lives of dependency, illegit-
imacy, and despair, and which has led,
according to the most recent statistics
in America going back to 1993, to al-
most one-third of all births, 31 percent
of all births being out of wedlock. The
American people are sick of a heavy-
handed Federal Government that
thinks it is so much smarter than ev-
erybody else. And most of all, they are
sick of a President who will say lit-
erally anything that the polls tell him
the people want to hear, and then turn
around and do just the opposite.

THE ESSENTIAL 30-DAY COMMENT
PERIOD IN WISCONSIN BEFORE
ACTION ON WELFARE REFORM
WAIVER REQUEST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | have the
following one-word reply to the gen-
tleman who just spoke: Baloney. A
two-word reply: Double baloney.
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I represent Wisconsin. | take a back
seat to no one in wanting to see mas-
sive welfare reform. | know that tax-
payers are tired of seeing people collect
money on welfare who are not willing
to work to earn it, and | know that
people are tired, and justifiably so, of
seeing people in this society who often
have their hand out but who are not
willing to go to work in order to im-
prove their own condition. | believe in
personal responsibility, and | believe
that people ought to be willing to ac-
cept the consequences of their own ac-
tions in their own lives.

But | want to make a few remarks
that correct some of the wildly inac-
curate statements just made by the
previous speaker. There is no 30-day
deadline for the President to consider
Wisconsin’s W2 program. There is sim-
ply, thanks to the fact that the Con-
gress did not eliminate it, as the ma-
jority party tried to do, there is still
the protection in law that allows every
single one of my constituents in Wis-
consin to have at least 30 days to com-
ment on the deal that the politicians
put together at the State level in Wis-
consin. That 30-day requirement is sim-
ply a 30-day minimum requirement
during which the public has a right to
speak out before the politicians and
the bureaucrats make their final deci-
sions. I make no apology for insisting
that that 30-day public comment period
be retained. My citizens have the same
right to comment that citizens from
every other State have had before
waivers were granted for their welfare
reform proposals.

I wonder if the gentleman knows that
in the original W2 waiver request
which this party demanded that we
pass, sight unseen, without any Mem-
ber having read it on this floor, | won-
der if the gentleman knows that Wis-
consin later had to, at least the Gov-
ernor and the welfare director, had to
indicate they made a mistake in the
presentation they made to the national
government, and they recognized it
needed to be amended.

Why? Because the press discovered
during that 30-day public comment pe-
riod that they tried to wipe out on that
side of the aisle, the press in Wisconsin
discovered that the W2 waiver proposal
would have allowed employers to cut
the hours of their regular workers, to
cut the benefits of their regular work-
ers, in order to make room for welfare
workers in those plants.

It also inadvertently would have al-
lowed employers to cancel promotions
for their regular workers and, instead,
give those promoted jobs to welfare re-
cipients newly hired by the company.
The State admitted that that was a
mistake, but that mistake would not
have been corrected if this House had
rammed through the Senate the legis-
lation which the majority party tried
to ram through.

You bet workers are tired of seeing
tax dollars gobbled up by people on
welfare who will not work. You bet
taxpayers are tired of that. But | can
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tell the Members something taxpayers
do not want to see even more. They do
not want to see their jobs gobbled up
by welfare recipients.

So if we are going to solve welfare re-
form, let us solve it by correcting the
behavior of people whose behavior
needs to be corrected. Let us not solve
it by whacking the ability of workers
to maintain their wages, to maintain
their hours, to maintain their benefits
at work, and to maintain their rights
to be considered for promotion before
newly hired workers who just the day
before were on the welfare rolls.

I would simply say that | want Wis-
consin’s welfare program to be ap-
proved, but only after my constituents
have had ample time to examine that
waiver request to make certain there
are no other mistakes which wind up
threatening the welfare of workers.

REVISED 602(a) ALLOCATIONS AND
BUDGETARY LEVELS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to sec-
tion 606(e) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 (Budget Act), as amended by the Con-
tract with America Advancement Act (P.L.
104-121), | hereby submit revised 602(a) allo-
cations and other appropriate budgetary lev-
els. Section 606(e) of the Budget Act provides
for an adjustment in the various budgetary lev-
els established by budget resolutions to ac-
commodate additional appropriations for con-
ducting continuing disability reviews (CDRs)
under the Supplemental Security Income pro-
gram.

Section 606(e) of the Budget Act directs the
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget to
revise the discretionary spending limits, 602(a)
allocations, and the appropriate budgetary ag-
gregates when the Appropriations Committee
reports appropriations measure that provides
additional new budget authority and additional
outlays to pay for the costs of CDRs.

For fiscal year 1997, the adjustment reflects
$25 million (and $160 million in outlays) speci-
fied for additional CDRs in the report accom-
panying H.R. 3755, a bill making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education and related
agencies, as reported by the Committee on
Appropriations on July 8.

These revised levels will supersede those
established by H. Con. Res. 178 and the ac-
companying joint statement of the managers
(H. Rept. 104-575) and shall be binding for
purposes of enforcing sections 302(f) and
311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.

The revised allocations and other budgetary
levels are as follows:

[In millions of dollars]

Budget authority Outlays

Discretionary spending limits
602(a)/302(a) allocations ..
Budget aggregates

492,692
497,375
1,311,309

535,699
538,772
1,307,081

If you have any questions, please contract
Kathy Ormiston or Jim Bates at extension 6-
7270.
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