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immunosuppressed or an elderly per-
son, the result may not have been as
good as it was.

Mr. Speaker, | will soon introduce
legislation to protect American con-
sumers by giving approval for the use
of low-dose irradiation for red meat,
hamburger, so that you can cook your
hamburgers medium rare if you would
like. It would amend the labeling re-
quirements so that people would know
that the are buying low-dose irradiated
meat, and it would require restaurants
to notify consumers of that choice.
This is something we ought to do for
the health of all of the people of our
country.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, in view
of the Speaker’s failure to schedule
campaign finance reform, | offer a priv-
ileged motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). The Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. DOGGETT moves that the House do now
adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 29, nays 367,
not voting 37, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 372]

YEAS—29
Allen Farr Miller (CA)
Berry Filner Mink
Conyers Frank (MA) Pallone
Coyne Gejdenson Pelosi
Davis (FL) Hastings (FL) Slaughter
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Stark
DelLauro Lowey Thurman
Dingell Manton Torres
Doggett McDermott Woolsey
Eshoo McNulty

NAYS—367
Abercrombie Blagojevich Campbell
Ackerman Bliley Canady
Aderholt Blumenauer Cannon
Andrews Blunt Capps
Armey Boehlert Cardin
Bachus Boehner Castle
Baldacci Bonilla Chabot
Ballenger Bonior Chambliss
Barcia Borski Chenoweth
Barr Boswell Christensen
Barrett (NE) Boucher Clay
Barrett (WI) Boyd Clayton
Bartlett Brady Clement
Barton Brown (FL) Clyburn
Bass Brown (OH) Coble
Becerra Bryant Coburn
Bentsen Bunning Collins
Bereuter Burton Combest
Berman Buyer Condit
Bilbray Callahan Cook
Bilirakis Calvert Cooksey
Bishop Camp Costello

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)

Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
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Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryun

Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
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Wise Wynn Young (AK)
Wolf Yates Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—37
Archer Gonzalez Quinn
Baesler Hilliard Rangel
Baker Hostettler Reyes
Bateman Hoyer Riggs
Bono Kennedy (MA) Sanders
Brown (CA) Matsui Schiff
Burr Meek Schumer
Carson Moran (VA) Serrano
Delahunt Norwood Tierney
Dellums Oberstar Towns
Engel Owens Velazquez
Foglietta Pascrell
Gephardt Pomeroy
0 1121
Mr. HEFNER changed his from ‘‘yea”
to “nay.”
So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the further consideration of
H.R. 2264, and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEY). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House on Thurs-
day, July 31, 1997, and rule XXIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2264.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2264) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, and related
agencies, for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. BEREUTER, Chairman
pro tempore, in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole House rose
on Monday, September 8, 1997, the bill
was open for amendments from page 11,
line 1, through page 25, line 8, and
pending was the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Indiana, [Mr.
SOUDER].

Is there further debate on the amend-
ment?

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Indiana
is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to explain the content and purpose
of this amendment, which | strongly
support.

This would increase OSHA’s Compli-
ance Assistance Program by 50 percent,
$23 million over the recommended
amount of $45 million. Compliance as-
sistance funding has been increased,
but the increase has been insufficient.

The increase in funding to this vital
program would be offset by decreases
to funding for Federal enforcement
funding by $21 million, there is already
$127 million for enforcement in the bill,
and executive direction and adminis-
tration by $2 million, of which there is
$6.5 million in the bill.

So we would leave the bulk of the en-
forcement dollars there. We would
leave the bulk of the administration
dollars there, but would put the dollars
toward what we promised to do when
we got elected, and that is to try to
work more with the businesses and the
workers at the factories, at the small
businesses and companies around this
Nation, to avoid accidents, serious ac-
cidents in particular, rather than do
the more harassing type of things that
we have heard so many stories about
on the floor.

We have heard a lot from Members
here about the importance of health
and safety laws. This is not a debate
about health and safety laws, this is a
debate about how best to protect the
safety and health of our American
workers. Is it better preserved by
harassing or better preserved by work-
ing together with the businesses?

We try to address these concerns in
this amendment through onsite con-
sultation programs, by designhated
State agencies conducting general out-
reach activities and providing tech-
nical assistance at the request of the
employers, training and education
grants, fostering and promoting vol-
untary protection programs that give
recognition and assistance to employ-
ers who establish occupational safety
and health programs, and the OSHA
Training Institute. This amendment
would reduce the overhead and admin-
istrative costs. It is a clear tradeoff.

Mr. Chairman, | believe this is want-
ed. We have heard from Members of
Congress during this debate that we
have a tremendous backlog. Why not?
In some States the demand for onsite
State consultations for small busi-
nesses is so high that a small business
owner who has asked OSHA for help
can take up to a year for a consulta-
tion visit.

This is ridiculous. The businesses
want to work to try to make their en-
vironment safe, but cannot find out
what they need to do. We need to focus
on prevention, rather than harassment.

Let me give you an example that we
heard in the hearing with Mr. Dear and
talked about, the head of OSHA, in an
oversight hearing.
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There was a question about roofers
and whether or not in asbestos that if
you are chewing gum while you are
working on a roof, it increases your
risk. There was a rule put in fining
businesses if their employees were
found to be chewing gum on the roof.

I am not sure what the point of this
was, whether the businesses were sup-
posed to hire a gum Nazi, who goes up
on the roof to try to find out whether
somebody is chewing gum, or every 20
minutes you haul the people down off
the roof and have a mouth inspection.

Mr. Dear’s reaction was, yes, this
regulation seemed a bit petty. The
focus should have been to have the
companies tell the employees, look, it
is true; if you chew gum, you might in-
hale more through your mouth than
you should.

The problem comes when you put
somewhat nonsensical rules in that are
impossible to enforce, businesses just
give up. Instead, we have what seems
to be harassment on chewing gum or
on other things, as opposed to focusing
on the type of tragic deaths we have
heard about here on the floor.
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This amendment would try to ad-
dress that. We have debated last
evening and at the end of last week
taking some of the OSHA funds, which
is an increase, and nobody proposed to
eliminate OSHA, to cut OSHA, and no-
body was trying to wipe out the health
and safety efforts in this country.

What we are saying is, we do not
think there is any evidence, and no-
body has disputed this, deaths have
gone down whether or not Congress has
increased OSHA, cut OSHA, or kept
OSHA flat funding. The way OSHA cur-
rently works there has been no impact
on the deaths.

We heard, well, we are going to try to
do more in compliance. But we wanted
to move the increase over to vocational
education. We were defeated. We want-
ed to move the increase over to dis-
abled students. We were defeated. We
heard about these great efforts to try
to do compliance. OK, here is an
amendment that says, we clearly see
from the facts that the spending on
OSHA has not had an impact on the
rate of deaths, so let us try to reform
OSHA internally.

I believe that this amendment, like
the others, is likely to get the support
of the majority of this party. | do not
know whether this amendment will
pass, but an interesting thing is occur-
ring. | want to make, again, this point.
What is happening in these amend-
ments in title I, and | think Members
will see this in title Il and | think they
will see this in title 11l and in title 1V,
is that the majority of our conference
is, to say the least, very uncomfortable
with this bill. We are concerned about
the specifics of this. Most of us in this
party voted for the budget agreement.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. SouDER] has expired.

September 9, 1997

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SOUDER
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, as we
go through this process we understand
we are going to spend more money.
Now, the question is, Will it be in new
programs or old programs, and what
will the priorities be within this? That
is what we are attempting to do here.
It is not a filibuster, but a genuine de-
bate about the priorities. This amend-
ment moves it to compliance as op-
posed to enforcement.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, |
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, businessmen are a lot
like politicians. There are good ones
and there are bad ones. This amend-
ment risks torpedoing this bill. Make
no mistake about it, it is a Killer
amendment as far as this bill is con-

rise in

cerned.
Second and more importantly, it
risks killing additional American

workers, and it risks seeing more per-
manently disabled workers. It seeks to
take a large amount of money from the
enforcement provisions of OSHA, and
moves it instead into the voluntary
compliance programs at OSHA.

As | said twice before on this floor,
Sylvio Conte, who used to be the rank-
ing Republican on this floor before he
died, Sylvio and | were the two Mem-
bers of this House who held up all
OSHA funding until OSHA agreed to
establish a voluntary compliance pro-
gram. | am proud of that. I am also
proud of the fact that voluntary com-
pliance has already increased in budg-
etary terms over the past 3 years by 80
percent. But | would point out that
that has occurred at the same time
that the enforcement provisions, the
enforcement budget for OSHA, has de-
clined by $10 million. |1 do not think it
can afford to decline by more.

The result of this amendment will be
to add literally decades to the time it
takes for the small number of OSHA
inspectors in each State to inspect
each eligible business at least once. In
Georgia it already takes 277 years for
OSHA to reach every business and in-
spect it once. This will increase that
number of years to 346.

Do Members really believe that is re-
sponsible protection for workers? In
Missouri it will increase the number of
years it takes to reach each business
from 339 years to 424 years. | do not
think that is responsible. | would point
out, this amendment does not even
apply to the gentleman’s home State,
the gentleman who offered the amend-
ment, because this amendment only
cuts Federal enforcement. It has no ef-
fect in States that have State-run pro-
grams.

So what it will mean is that it will
cut enforcement protections in my
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State by about 25 percent, it will cut
enforcement inspectors by about that
amount, it will do the same thing in
the State of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. PORTER] and in States like
ours, but in States like Indiana, lowa,
Kentucky, or Minnesota, it will have
no effect whatsoever. That makes no
sense. | doubt that is the gentleman’s
intent, but that is the effect of it.

Second, | would point out, as | said
earlier, there are good businessmen and
there are bad businessmen, just as
there are good politicians and bad poli-
ticians. The effect of this amendment
is to spend a lot more money reviewing
the practices of the good guys, and it
gives OSHA a whole lot less capability
to review the practices of the bad guys.

I want to give Members just one ex-
ample of why we need the twin tools of
enforcement as well as voluntary com-
pliance. There was a corporation in
Maine <called the DeCoster Co.
DeCoster participated in a voluntary
compliance program under OSHA
which allowed them to partner with
OSHA, rather than be subject to their
traditional inspection enforcement.

But sadly, the country found out that
DeCoster was a ‘“‘bad apple,” and they
manipulated that program. The com-
pany transferred a single machine
guard from machine to machine, tak-
ing pictures of each machine with the
guard attached. It then sent those pic-
tures to OSHA, claiming that the
guards had been attached to all of the
machines.

The company’s actions were so egre-
gious that the company was ultimately
hit by OSHA for enforcement, and they
were hit with a $3.8 million fine, and
deservedly so.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the list of
violations by that company is stun-
ning. They failed to properly guard ma-
chines. They failed to lock up dan-
gerous equipment when not in use.
They failed to provide respiratory pro-
tection for workers. They failed to pro-
vide protective clothing.

DeCoster’s workers were shipped in
from south Texas and stranded in inhu-
man conditions. They were forced to
live with sewers that were so backed up
that they had to discard their used toi-
let paper in a trash can. They were
given a chance by OSHA to comply vol-
untarily, and they misused and abused
that chance, and that is why OSHA had
to come in with enforcement actions.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to read
just three paragraphs from a newspaper
article entitled, ““A Shameful Legacy.”
It reads as follows:

The transgressions for this company date
back nearly a decade when the Federal Gov-
ernment fined him in 1988 for 184 workplace
violations, including hiring illegal aliens.
Last year, OSHA inspectors found immigrant
workers living in cockroach- and rat-infested
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housing and forced to work in hazardous set-
tings. The violations included having work-
ers handle chicken waste with their bare
hands.

Former Labor Secretary Robert Reich
called DeCoster’s operation ““* * * as dan-
gerous and oppressive as any sweatshop I’'ve
ever seen.”

Now, it just seems to me that the re-
sponsible thing for this Congress to do
is exactly what the committee has
done. We have provided an 1l-percent
increase in the voluntary compliance
operations at OSHA. We have provided
roughly a 1-percent increase for the
rest of OSHA operations, which means
that in real dollar terms, the rest of
those operations will already suffer a
real dollar reduction in terms of the
services they are able to provide.

We have already had a 17-percent re-
duction in the number of inspections
around the country under the new
OSHA administration, under Joe Dear.
This amendment is really a gutting
amendment. It guts this bill. It guts
the ability of OSHA to prevent addi-
tional fatalities by being able to in-
spect and fine where they need to.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge the
House on both sides of the aisle to rec-
ognize the committee has produced a
balanced approach to this problem, and
I would ask the House to reflect that
same balance when it votes on this
amendment.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this amendment. | think it spells out
philosophically where we stand and
where we think we should be going in
this country in a different priority, and
where the dollars are being spent with-
in the setting of OSHA.

Nobody is asking for a cut or a reduc-
tion in OSHA spending in this amend-
ment, but it is a question of whether
we are going to allocate our dollars to-
ward enforcement, or toward helping
those good guy-bad guy businesses that
my colleague, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, was talking about, the good
guy businesses, who are genuinely in-
terested in the safety and well-being of
their work force, helping them under-
stand what they must do to reach that
compliance.

I think it is real important that we
note that the current numbers of
spending are about $45 million for help-
ing the good guy businesses, helping
those people that are genuinely inter-
ested in improving the safety of the
work force, they get about $45 million
of the OSHA dollars, where the enforce-
ment part is about $127 million.

This entire debate that has been
going on in these amendments to this
particular appropriation bill has been
about priorities of spending. What we
are saying here is that our priority is
higher in helping those businesses that
are genuinely interested in reaching
compliance and the safety and well-
being of their work force.

They want people to come in and
show them areas where they could be
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safer and could provide a better work-
place for their work force. There are
not enough dollars currently to do
that. That is why we are suggesting we
reallocate dollars from one portion of
OSHA to another.

I think this fits very much in line
with what has been going on the last
couple days as it relates to this par-
ticular appropriation bill. 1 would like
to bring my colleagues up to speed on
the last three amendments that we
have voted on, and what the priorities
of this conference and the other con-
ference are, because | think it spells
out where we stand and what we think
is important in terms of where the Fed-
eral dollars are being spent. We had
one amendment that suggested we take
the increase in OSHA spending, and
this is not a cut in OSHA spending, but
we take the amount that was increased
and we move it to vocational edu-
cation.

The two conferences were very lop-
sided in their votes on this. The Repub-
lican conference voted 155 to 156 to
move the increase in OSHA spending to
vocational education; that is, take the
increased dollars from OSHA and move
it over to an education program. The
other side voted 35 to 180.

There is a clear split here in the phi-
losophy of these conferences as to
which issue and which program is most
important that we spend the dollars
on; in this particular vote, an increase
in OSHA spending, a move to edu-
cation, the Republican conference
voted 2 to 1 to go ahead and do that.
The other side was almost unanimous
the other way.

Another one we had, another amend-
ment, was to increase spending, again
in the OSHA area, and move that to
help disabled children in the IDEA Pro-
gram; that is, the Disabled Children
Education Program. Again, it is a
movement from the OSHA account,
and again, not a cut in the OSHA ac-
count. But the new dollars that were
being added to this, the increase in
spending over last year’s level, the idea
is to move those dollars to this edu-
cation program to help the most needy
students in our country, the disabled
students.

Again, the conferences were very
split on this. The Republican con-
ference voted 164 to 59, again, a 2 to 1
agreement within the Republican con-
ference, that these dollars should in
fact be moved over to help our disabled
children. The other side was 3 to 200.
So again, we see the different priorities
here between the two conferences.

That is what this debate is all about.
One conference agrees that the money
should be spent to increase spending in
OSHA, and again, there is no debate
about whether it should be cut back, it
is a debate about whether it should be
increased, if those increased dollars
should go to OSHA or they should go to
help disabled students. Again, the con-
ferences are very split, with the Repub-
lican conference voting 2 to 1 that the
money should go to help the disabled
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students versus an increase in spending
in OSHA.

We had one more that took the in-
crease in OSHA to another education
program. That was 152 to 59 in the Re-
publican conference, again, a 2 to 1 pri-
ority to put the money into education
versus increase the amount of money
spent on OSHA.

Now today we are really debating an
amendment that is within the OSHA
parameters itself: should the money go
to the enforcement, which is what has
turned off so many people in the coun-
try, or should OSHA be prepared to go
into the businesses, tell them how to
comply with the rules, help them see
how to provide the safest workplace for
their work force, and then allow them
to meet those requirements; or should
it be writing out fines and scaring busi-
nesses so that they are afraid to see
the OSHA person.

Businesses out there are very inter-
ested in the safety of the work force. |
come from the business world, and I
know businesses are extremely inter-
ested in the safety of their work force.
That is a top priority in virtually
every business we saw.

What we wanted in the business
world was the ability to provide the
safest workplace possible for our work
force. What we did not want was to be
so overburdened with rules and regula-
tions that we threw up our hands and
said, we can’t comply with these rules
no matter what we do, and even if we
try, the Government is going to come
in here and fine us for something be-
cause they have so many rules nobody
could possibly understand them.
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That is what businesses did not want.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
BEREUTER). The time of the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. NEU-
MANN was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, what
this amendment is doing is getting us
to the point where the businesses that
would like to provide the safest work-
place possible have the ability to do
that, working in conjunction with
OSHA. OSHA becomes a workplace-
friendly assistant in providing the safe-
ty for the work force, as opposed to a
threat with so many rules and regula-
tions that nobody can abide by them.

Mr. Chairman, | would close my ar-
gument by reminding people that the
enforcement part is getting 3 to 1 more
than the compliance part, or the part
that would actually help businesses
provide the safer workplace.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. | yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN]
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gave the House some interesting com-
parisons in the difference in voting pat-
terns between the Democratic Caucus
and the Republican Caucus.

I find those interesting, but what I
think needs to be understood is that
what the committee tried to do is not
to find a Democratic answer or a Re-
publican answer to these problems, but
to find a bipartisan American answer,
and it came up as the committee prod-
uct and | think it ought to be sup-
ported.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman says
that OSHA ought to engage in vol-
untary compliance activities and not
mandatory enforcement activities. My
response is that they ought to do both,
because we have, as | said earlier, good
businessmen and bad businessmen. We
have 6 million businesses in this coun-
try. We have only 900 Federal inspec-
tors to review the activities of those
companies. It seems to me that those
numbers alone indicate that there is a
lot of work to be done to protect work-
ers’ lives in both the voluntary compli-
ance portion of OSHA'’s responsibility
and the enforcement compliance por-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, | would hope that
Congress would recognize its obligation
to also support both.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, whatever the good inten-
tion of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. SouDER] to have this legitimate
discussion about how funds are spent
at OSHA, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. NEUMANN] made it very clear
that once again we see this within the
context of the Republican majority
trying to gut the ability to have safety
in the workplace.

Mr. Chairman, while hiding behind
children in America, disabled children
at that, the Republican majority is
trying to say: Give us a few crumbs for
these children, while we jeopardize the
economic security and the safety of
their parents in the workplace.

Mr. Chairman, the argument made by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
NEUMANN], and others on the Repub-
lican side, ignore completely the re-
forms of the Clinton administration as
far as OSHA is concerned. | put some
on the RECORD yesterday, and would
just only like to add a few more to say
that compliance assistance is a major
emphasis of the new OSHA under the
Clinton administration.

The new OSHA uses commonsense
enforcement to emphasize results, not
redtape. The old OSHA practice of set-
ting standard priorities was haphazard.
The new OSHA instituted a priority
planning process to focus on the most
important issues.

Why, then, does the Republican ma-
jority want to gut the ability to pro-
mote safety in the workplace? This
amendment slashes Federal funding for
workplace safety and health by 16.5
percent. It would lead to a cut in about
300 FTE’s in OSHA’s enforcement ef-
forts. OSHA'’s staff of compliance offi-
cers could be cut by 25 percent. | re-
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peat, despite the good intentions of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SOUDER],
OSHA'’s compliance staff would be cut
by about 25 percent.

Mr. Chairman, experience shows that
without credible OSHA enforcement
presence, fewer employers will request
consultation assistance and be willing
to engage in a cooperative effort to
partner with OSHA. In fact, the Na-
tional Association of Occupational
Safety and Health Consultation Pro-
grams, which as the Chairman knows
represents the State agencies to help
private business with consultation,
they have said that firm, fair, and ef-
fective enforcement of workplace safe-
ty and health standards is essential to
reducing occupational fatalities, inju-
ries, and illnesses. That is why they op-
pose this amendment.

They also say enforcement and con-
sultation are complementary ap-
proaches to the same end. Any effec-
tive strategy for achieving overall safe-
ty and health compliance must include
both approaches in balance.

Mr. Chairman, that is what the bill
of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] strives to do, and | rise in de-
fense of the committee bill. The Souder
amendment would transfer $25 million
from the OSHA Federal enforcement
account. Enforcement and compliance
assistance are both important. The
committee bill strikes an appropriate
balance.

Since fiscal year 1995, compliance as-
sistance funding has increased by 79
percent. At the same time, funding for
enforcement has decreased by 5 per-
cent. Removing the careful balance be-
tween compliance assistance and en-
forcement has consequences in terms of
protecting American workers from
death and injury.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. PELosI] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Ms. PELOSI
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | urge
my colleagues to oppose the Souder
amendment. Protect American work-
ers. Keep funding priorities in balance.
Support the bipartisan committee bill
and reject once again, for the fifth time
since Friday, this attempt on the part
of the Republican majority to gut en-
forcement of safety in the workplace.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment as making sim-
ply good sense for America, urging
OSHA to work with employers to en-
sure safety, rather than to threaten
employers.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHADEGG. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, | just
wanted to respond to the comments
that we just heard and put some of this
in perspective. | think it is sad when
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we start using words like ‘‘gutting”
and ‘‘slashing,” when in fact there is
no change to the OSHA funding level in
this particular amendment proposal.
There is no change to funding at all.

Mr. Chairman, the only question is
whether it goes to the enforcement
part or to the part that helps busi-
nesses provide compliance and provide
a safe workplace. Mr. Chairman, |
heard the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] say that we need both. We
definitely need to do both of these, and
for a change | absolutely agree with
the gentleman. We do need to do both.

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment
is doing is creating more of a balance
between how much we spend in each
place. We are currently spending $127
million on enforcement and only $45
million on the other portion of this, or
the compliance portion. What this
amendment is doing is trying to create
a stronger and a better balance be-
tween these two so that the OSHA
group can become a group that is work-
er friendly and that can actually ac-
complish the goal of providing a safer
workplace for our work force.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, let me briefly state
that | think this amendment strikes
the right balance. | said, in discussing
a similar OSHA amendment last
evening, that as a young man | worked
on a construction site and | was de-
pendent upon the people who managed
that site for my safety. If they were
negligent, if they had dangerous prac-
tices, | could have been injured on that
site.

Mr. Chairman, | think worker safety
is important to all Americans. One of
my colleagues recently commented
that the last thing any employer in
America would ever do would be to call
the Federal agency charged with work-
er safety and invite them in to help
look at a job site and improve safety
on that job site. Why? Because they
would be desperately afraid that that
organization, OSHA, rather than work-
ing to solve the problem, rather than
giving them advice on how to avoid fu-
ture injuries, would simply punitively
punish them for what they had done,
slap fines on them, slap them on the
wrist and issue a critical report.

Mr. Chairman, we need a balance.
Human conduct is easy to understand.
We need to achieve goals with both the
carrot and the stick. This is a measure
to say let us give a little bit more in-
centives. Americans, humans respond
to incentives. This says let us shift
some of this money to incentives to
protect workers rather than just puni-
tive measures.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHADEGG. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, to reit-
erate this point, because we heard this
last night, this is what Mr. Dear wants
to have OSHA go to. We are not trying
to wipe out the agency. He wants to
move to working more toward busi-
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nesses. We started that process and we
are merely accelerating a process that
the committee acknowledges that they
want to do. Nobody accuses them of
slashing and gutting.

Mr. Chairman, we have to make some
adjustments in the rhetoric here on the
floor. In consultation visits with the
State money for grants, we have made
26,000 visits, which is $1,200 a visit.
When they do the inspection, they
made 35,000 for $125 million, which is
$3,000 per inspection.

Mr. Chairman, we can reach more of
these businesses. It will not take 277
years to get to every business in Amer-
ica. Furthermore, not every business in
America is a violator. If we fund more
for conferences, more for consulta-
tions, more for working with busi-
nesses, then we can have a declining
amount in enforcement focused on
those who are not following through.
So when we have the follow-up to see
whether the people have worked with
it, and the checking, we can have more
targeted enforcement because we will
have more people understand.

Mr. Chairman, that is what we are
doing. We need an adjustment in the
rhetoric on the floor in this debate.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, it seems to me that
we can improve the climate on job sites
across America by this kind of meas-
ure. My brother is in the construction
business in Tucson, AZ. He builds
homes. And he, rather than having a
working relationship with OSHA, lives
in daily fear of OSHA. That is not the
kind of model we ought to be encourag-
ing. That is not the kind of structure
which will enhance to the greatest de-
gree possible worker safety in this
country.

Mr. Chairman, | commend the gen-
tleman from Indiana and | join him in
his amendment. | think it does strike
the proper balance for worker safety in
this country, which is achieved
through both incentives to improve
worker safety and punishments for
those who choose to be negligent,
choose to have unsafe work sites, and
choose to cause injuries by their own
negligent conduct.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHADEGG. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman indicates that we ought to set
OSHA up so that businessmen can re-
spond to positive incentives.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SHADEGG] has expired.

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SHADEGG was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, | was
under the impression that what we
learned when we reformed welfare is
that there are some people who respond
to positive incentives and some people
who respond to negative incentives,
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and we need to have both in order to
make the world work.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, that is precisely
what | believe the gentleman’s amend-
ment does. It strikes a proper balance
between incentives and punishment.
And, indeed, that is what he seeks to
do by the amendment, and that is what
I believe he is doing.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, and if
I could complete my thought, I was
simply going to say that | think that
many businesses respond to those posi-
tive incentives because they know that
if they do not, they have the possibil-
ity of fines coming at them. That is
why we are trying to preserve the bal-
ance between the programs.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, again
reclaiming my time, | guess | have a
more positive view of human nature
than does the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY]. | do not believe that
those businesses across America re-
spond to worker safety challenges just
because they are afraid of OSHA. In-
deed, | believe employers across Amer-
ica genuinely care about safe working
conditions for their employees.

Indeed, the businesses | know recog-
nize that skilled and valuable employ-
ees who become injured are a grave loss
to them. That skilled and valuable em-
ployees who are lost to a job site be-
cause of an injury, they do not fear the
OSHA penalty. Of course that is some-
thing that causes them problems, but
they fear the economic impact they
lose by the loss of that employee. | do
not think it is appropriate to give
them as a motive the belief that all
they do is respond positively because of
their fear.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would again continue to yield,
that is not what I am suggesting. What
I am suggesting is that there are plen-
ty of both types of businessmen and we
need to be able to respond to both
types.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, again
reclaiming my time, what | think this
amendment shows is that we believe
there is not a proper balance. We be-
lieve there ought to be more incen-
tives.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, continuing the discus-
sion that we have been having here this
morning, | would rise to suggest that
while the majority of businesses in fact
want to do the right thing regarding
their employees, it makes economic
sense, it makes good sense as employ-
ers who care about their employees.
The reality is that this is about bal-
ance. And when, in fact, there is a
problem, when, in fact, someone is
knowingly proceeding to create a situ-
ation that is dangerous for workers,
OSHA has to have the ability to re-
spond and to protect workers and, as
well, protect the majority of businesses
by standing up to those that proceed in
a way that hurts workers.
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We have heard this morning various
comments and discussions about what
Joseph Dear has been doing and OSHA,
what has been done, no question about
it, moving on the right track, reinvent-
ing OSHA, moving more toward the no-
tion of education and voluntary com-
pliance, and those are the kinds of
things that we want to see done.

I am in full support of that. I want
very much to see that continue as an
emphasis. But | think that it is impor-
tant to understand what Mr. Dear him-
self believes about this amendment. |
would like to read a statement that he
has just issued this morning:

When | began the task of reinventing
OSHA in 1993, one of the first realizations we
at the agency had was that in order to be
fully effective, OSHA must utilize a full
range of tools and options. We -carefully
crafted a program that was a balance of com-
pliance assistance and enforcement, knowing
that a credible enforcement effort is nec-
essary to ensure that employers would not
look upon the agency as merely a paper
tiger.

The effort in the House to shift 16 percent
of OSHA'’s budget, $23 million, from enforce-
ment to compliance assistance does not
serve either the program or America’s work-
ers well. Under the new OSHA, serious viola-
tors know they will face serious con-
sequences. The Agency has demonstrated it
does not penalize those employers who take
workplace safety and health seriously and
act in good faith. It is unthinkable that the
new OSHA’s proven track record, short
though it may be, should be cutoff at this
critical juncture with the shortsighted shift
in priorities.

I would agree. | would urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’”” on this amend-
ment.

Frankly, as a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, | understand as
well, working on food safety issues,
that there is a direct relationship be-
tween what my constituents are con-
cerned about in food safety as consum-
ers and what happens in terms of
OSHA. When we look at the fact that
we have now through Hudson Foods
seen the largest recall in the history of
the country in meat, and we know that
they were, in fact, under investigation
by OSHA for violations on safety, there
is a relationship. There is a relation-
ship when they are cited for their place
of employment not being kept clean
and orderly or in a sanitary condition
and that pieces of chicken and chicken
fat were allowed to accumulate on the
floors and under elevated platforms in
the fillet and cut-up department, thus
causing slip and fall injuries.

I would suggest it not only causes
slip and fall injuries but that it also
caused sanitary problems that related
to what was happening there at the
plant that resulted in the recall of
meat and the safety of the public being
jeopardized as it related to food safety.

There is a relationship. When Hudson
was cited for drainage not being main-
tained when they used their wet proc-
esses, it is not only a safety issue, it is
a food safety issue and a worker safety
issue.
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I would urge my colleagues to vote
““no”” on this amendment. | appreciate
the fact that the focus that is desired
by my colleagues is on education and
on voluntary compliance. | support
that. But it is very important that we
have a balance that allows in those sit-
uations, which | believe are few but se-
rious, it is critical for the health and
safety of the public and American
workers that OSHA have the ability to
step in and protect health and safety.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. STABENOW. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, | be-
lieve | heard the gentlewoman state a
figure that was beyond where the
amendment went. The amendment only
takes 20 percent of enforcement and
moves it to compliance. It leaves 80
percent of compliance dollars there at
the Federal level and the State compli-
ance dollars there, so there is nearly
$200 million of the $220 million left in
enforcement. It increases the compli-
ance only $20 million. 1 wanted to
make it clear that 80 percent of the en-
forcement is still there.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
BEREUTER). The time of the gentle-
woman from Michigan [Ms. STABENOW]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Ms.
STABENOW was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, | ap-
preciate the fact that the dollars are
still there for enforcement. My concern
is that this amendment would cut
OSHA'’s enforcement staff by 25 per-
cent. | think, given the climate in
which we are in, the concerns about
food safety, the concerns about worker
safety, the injuries and deaths that are
still occurring across the country, |
would suggest 25 percent is too much
and it goes in the wrong direction and
we need to maintain the balance.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words, and | rise to oppose the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot
during the discussion on this amend-
ment about moving funds from Federal
enforcement to Federal compliance as-
sistance. | have to tell my friend from
Indiana and my colleague from across
the border in Wisconsin that that is ex-
actly what | have been doing as chair-
man of the subcommittee for the last 3
years. We have consistently moved
more money into compliance assist-
ance and taken the money from Fed-
eral enforcement and made a better
balance.

The gentleman from Arizona said we
have got to find balance in this. How
do we find balance? Do we do it by sim-
ply saying, ‘‘I know what balance is?”’
“Balance is more my way than anyone
else’s way?”’” No, we find it by sitting
down between majority and minority
and working out where there is an ac-
ceptable balance. In doing so, we must
recognize that the minority has a
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greater concern with those businesses
that violate the law and do so, as some
do, intentionally. We have a greater
concern with trying to find a coopera-
tive way to have business and govern-
ment work together.

I believe that we have found, through
the process of negotiation, the right
balance in this account. We have in-
creased money for compliance assist-
ance overall by 22 percent, and the in-
crease for enforcement is only 1 per-
cent in the bill.

This funding decision has moved us
further in the direction of compliance
assistance. We have done so consist-
ently over the last 3 years. | think the
amendment is simply one that would
do exactly what | believe cannot be
done, and that is lose the bipartisan
basis upon which this bill has reached
this point and eventually, | would be
afraid, lose the bill entirely.

| would say to the gentleman that we
have done what the gentleman wants
us to do philosophically and that this
amendment can only provide mischief
and lead to the bill being defeated,
which | think would be a terrible mis-
take.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PORTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | would

like to recite the numbers to dem-
onstrate the change that has occurred
since the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] has become chairman.

The enforcement portion of OSHA’s
budget has declined by 5 percent in
those 3 years. The compliance portion
of the budget has been increased by 80
percent, from $45 to $81 million. | think
that is a very large swing in emphasis
which continues under this bill. 1 hope
that the House will recognize the good
efforts made by the gentleman from II-
linois.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PORTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, the
Compliance Assistance Program, which
I realize is only part of all the compli-
ance efforts, is $45 million and it was
$30 million, or roughly $34 million prior
to the $11 million increase. So the in-
creases sound larger, but, in fact, the
dollar amount of a smaller increase in
enforcement is about two-thirds of the
dollars of the increase in compliance.

When we came in, in the authorizing
committee and were first working with
OSHA reform, we were proposing much
more dramatic changes. | understand
that inside this you have moved it in
the right direction. Part of what this
debate is about is that at one point we
were talking like 75/25. Now we are

talking such small, incremental
changes and what we are, in effect,
doing is upping that incremental

change but still leaving the dispropor-
tionate balance for enforcement at al-
most 3 to 1, exact opposite of what we
started with.
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This amendment in trying to re-
spond, many of us wanted to move the
dollars over to education. But if we are
going to keep it in OSHA, then we
think that we should have accelerated
that process. We are not disagreeing on
the thrust of where you and the rank-
ing minority member were going, but
we believe it should of occurred at a
faster rate.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
SOUDER].

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 164, noes 255,
not voting 14, as follows:

de-

[Roll No. 373]

AYES—164
Aderholt Ganske Pickering
Archer Goode Pitts
Armey Goodlatte Pombo
Bachus Goodling Portman
Ballenger Goss Pryce (OH)
Barr Graham Radanovich
Barrett (NE) Granger Ramstad
Bartlett Greenwood Redmond
Barton Gutknecht Riggs
Bass Hall (TX) Riley
Bereuter Hansen Rogan
Bilirakis Hastert Rohrabacher
Bliley Hastings (WA) Royce
Blunt Hayworth Ryun
Boehner Hefley Salmon
Bono Hill Sanford
Brady Hilleary Saxton
Bryant Hoekstra Scarborough
Bunning Hostettler Schaefer, Dan
Burr Hulshof Schaffer, Bob
Burton Hunter Sensenbrenner
Buyer Hutchinson Sessions
Calvert Inglis Shadegg
Campbell Istook Shimkus
Canady Jenkins Shuster
Chabot Johnson, Sam Skeen
Chambliss Jones Smith (M)
Chenoweth Kasich Smith (OR)
Christensen Kelly Smith (TX)
Coble Kingston Smith, Linda
Coburn Klug Snowbarger
Collins Largent Solomon
Combest Latham Souder
Cook Lewis (KY) Spence
Cooksey Linder Stearns
Cramer Lucas Stenholm
Crane Manzullo Stump
Crapo McCollum Sununu
Cubin McCrery Talent
Deal Mclnnis Tanner
DelLay Mclntosh Tauzin
Doolittle McKeon Taylor (MS)
Doyle Mica Thornberry
Dreier Moran (KS) Thune
Duncan Myrick Tiahrt
Dunn Nethercutt Traficant
Ehrlich Neumann Upton
Emerson Norwood Wamp
Ensign Nussle Watkins
Everett Packard Watts (OK)
Ewing Pappas Weldon (FL)
Foley Paul Weller
Fowler Paxon White
Frelinghuysen Pease Wicker
Gallegly Peterson (PA)

NOES—255
Abercrombie Bateman Blumenauer
Ackerman Becerra Boehlert
Allen Bentsen Bonilla
Andrews Berman Bonior
Baesler Berry Borski
Baldacci Bilbray Boswell
Barcia Bishop Boucher
Barrett (WI) Blagojevich Boyd
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Brown (CA) Hyde Ortiz
Brown (FL) Jackson (IL) Oxley
Brown (OH) Jackson-Lee Pallone
Callahan (TX) Parker
Camp Jefferson Pascrell
Capps John Pastor
Cardin Johnson (CT) Payne
Castle Johnson (WI) Pelosi
Clay Johnson, E.B. Peterson (MN)
Clayton Kanjorski Petri
Clement Kaptur Pickett
Clyburn Kennedy (MA) Pomeroy
Condit Kennedy (RI) Porter
Conyers Kennelly Poshard
Costello Kildee Price (NC)
Coyne Kilpatrick Rahall
Cummings Kim Rangel
Cunningham Kind (WI) Regula
Danner King (NY) Reyes
Davis (FL) Kleczka Rivers
Davis (IL) Klink Rodriguez
Davis (VA) Knollenberg Roemer
DeFazio Kolbe Rogers
DeGette Kucinich Ros-Lehtinen
Delahunt LaFalce Rothman
Delauro LaHood Roukema
Deutsch Lampson Roybal-Allard
Diaz-Balart Lantos Rush
Dickey LaTourette Sabo
Dicks Lazio Sanchez
Dingell Leach Sanders
Dixon Levin Sandlin
Doggett Lewis (CA) Sawyer
Dooley Lewis (GA) Schumer
Edwards Lipinski Scott
Ehlers Livingston Shaw
Engel LoBiondo Shays
English Lofgren Sherman
Eshoo Lowey Sisisky
Etheridge Luther Skaggs
Evans Maloney (CT) Skelton
Farr Maloney (NY) Slaughter
Fattah Manton Smith (NJ)
Fawell Markey Smith, Adam
Fazio Martinez Snyder
Filner Mascara Spratt
Flake Matsui Stabenow
Foglietta McCarthy (MO) Stark
Forbes McCarthy (NY) Stokes
Ford McDade Strickland
Fox McDermott Stupak
Frank (MA) McGovern Tauscher
Franks (NJ) McHale Taylor (NC)
Frost McHugh Thomas
Furse Mclintyre Thompson
Gejdenson McKinney Thurman
Gekas McNulty Tierney
Gephardt Meehan Torres
Gilchrest Meek Turner
Gillmor Menendez Velazquez
Gilman Metcalf Vento
Gordon Millender- Visclosky
Green McDonald Walsh
Gutierrez Miller (CA) Waters
Hall (OH) Miller (FL) Watt (NC)
Hamilton Minge Waxman
Harman Mink Weldon (PA)
Hastings (FL) Moakley Wexler
Hefner Mollohan Weygand
Herger Moran (VA) Whitfield
Hinchey Morella Wise
Hinojosa Murtha Wolf
Hobson Nadler Woolsey
Holden Neal Wynn
Hooley Ney Yates
Horn Northup Young (AK)
Houghton Obey Young (FL)
Hoyer Olver

NOT VOTING—14
Baker Gibbons Quinn
Cannon Gonzalez Schiff
Carson Hilliard Serrano
Cox Oberstar Towns
Dellums Owens
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Mr. PASCRELL and Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut changed their vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘““no.”

Mr. EWING and Mrs. KELLY changed
their vote from ““no”” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
373, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no.”
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHADEGG

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SHADEGG:

Page 24, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: “‘(reduced by $25,000)"".

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, let me
begin by bringing my colleagues two
bits of what | think will be good and
welcome news. The first is that having
gone through more than 2 days | be-
lieve of debate on title | to this bill,
this is the last amendment to title |
and with luck we can debate it with
relative speed.

I want to compliment the members of
the committee and the subcommittee.
At two separate points in this legisla-
tion, the bill sets what | think are im-
portant standards for the expenditure
of the moneys being appropriated. |
think it is critical that we do that. Our
task here is to ensure that the moneys
that we take from taxpayers and allo-
cate to various programs are spent in
the most effective and efficient way
possible. To ensure that, at two sepa-
rate points in this bill, the bill sets a
limit on the maximum amount of
money which may be paid to an em-
ployee or a contractor of the National
Institutes of Health to perform under a
grant of $125,000. At a separate point in
the bill, it sets a similar limit. This
limit is imposed upon independent con-
tractors and administrators who are
performing work for the Job Corps, and
it says that no one shall be paid under
the funds appropriated in this bill at a
rate of more than $125,000, as a contrac-
tor or administrator, as their salary
for one year.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment before
us simply says that while | agree that
a cap of $125,000 is an appropriate limit
for a researcher at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, | submit that it is an
excessive salary and a misuse of the
funds appropriated under this bill to
pay an administrator or a contractor
under the Job Corps program, whose
function is to educate and train chil-
dren, a salary of $125,000 a year. The
amendment says that the salary for an
administrator or a contractor within
the Job Corps, whose job it is to inspire
and train our youth, should not be ex-
cessive.

Why is it important that we change
that number? Because every dollar
that goes to administration within the
Job Corps program is taken away from
education and training. | think it is ap-
propriate that we say, let us use those
dollars to the greatest extent possible
to educate and train the disadvantaged
youth within the Job Corps program.
Let us not use them to pay what is in
America today an excessive salary.

And so the amendment | have offered
says that the maximum amount alloca-
ble under the legislation for one year’s
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salary for an administrator within the
Job Corps or a contractor or employee
performing that function would not be
$125,000 a year, but rather would be
$100,000 a year.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHADEGG. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Did the gentleman say
that this is the last amendment to title
1?

Mr. SHADEGG. | did.

Mr. OBEY. In that case on this side
of the aisle, we would be delighted to
accept the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHADEGG. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we will be delighted to accept the
amendment, too.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I am
thrilled with the willingness to accept
the amendment, and | accept that.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
BEREUTER). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES
HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES

For carrying out titles 11, 111, VII, VIII, X,
X1, XIX, and XXVI of the Public Health
Service Act, section 427(a) of the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act, title V of
the Social Security Act, and the Health Care
Quality Improvement Act of 1986, as amend-
ed, $3,616,068,000, of which $225,000 shall re-
main available until expended for interest
subsidies on loan guarantees made prior to
fiscal year 1981 under part B of title VII of
the Public Health Service Act: Provided,
That the Division of Federal Occupational
Health may utilize personal services con-
tracting to employ professional manage-
ment/administrative and occupational
health professionals: Provided further, That
of the funds made available under this head-
ing, $2,500,000 shall be available until ex-
pended for facilities renovations at the Gillis
W. Long Hansen’s Disease Center: Provided
further, That in addition to fees authorized
by section 427(b) of the Health Care Quality
Improvement Act of 1986, fees shall be col-
lected for the full disclosure of information
under the Act sufficient to recover the full
costs of operating the National Practitioner
Data Bank, and shall remain available until
expended to carry out that Act: Provided fur-
ther, That no more than $5,000,000 is avail-
able for carrying out the provisions of Public
Law 104-73: Provided further, That of the
funds made available under this heading,
$203,452,000 shall be for the program under
title X of the Public Health Service Act to
provide for voluntary family planning
projects: Provided further, That amounts pro-
vided to said projects under such title shall
not be expended for abortions, that all preg-
nancy counseling shall be nondirective, and
that such amounts shall not be expended for
any activity (including the publication or
distribution of literature) that in any way
tends to promote public support or opposi-
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tion to any legislative proposal or candidate
for public office: Provided further, That
$299,000,000 shall be for State AIDS Drug As-
sistance Programs authorized by section 2616
of the Public Health Service Act: Provided
further, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available under
this heading may be used to continue operat-
ing the Council on Graduate Medical Edu-
cation established by section 301 of Public
Law 102-408: Provided further, That, of the
funds made available under this heading, not
more than $4,600,000 shall be made available
and shall remain available until expended for
loan guarantees for loans made by non-Fed-
eral lenders to health centers under section
330(d) of the Public Health Service Act as
amended by Public Law 104-299, and that
such funds be available to subsidize guaran-
tees of total loan principal in an amount not
to exceed $53,300,000: Provided further, That
notwithstanding section 502(a)(1) of the So-
cial Security Act, not to exceed $105,624,000
is available for carrying out special projects
of regional and national significance pursu-
ant to section 501(a)(2) of such Act.

MEDICAL FACILITIES GUARANTEE AND LOAN

FUND
FEDERAL INTEREST SUBSIDIES FOR MEDICAL
FACILITIES

For carrying out subsections (d) and (e) of
section 1602 of the Public Health Service Act,
$6,000,000, together with any amounts re-
ceived by the Secretary in connection with
loans and loan guarantees under title VI of
the Public Health Service Act, to be avail-
able without fiscal year limitation for the
payment of interest subsidies. During the fis-
cal year, no commitments for direct loans or
loan guarantees shall be made.

HEALTH EDUCATION ASSISTANCE LOANS
PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of guaranteed loans, such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
purpose of the program, as authorized by
title VII of the Public Health Service Act, as
amended: Provided, That such costs, includ-
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
these funds are available to subsidize gross
obligations for the total loan principal any
part of which is to be guaranteed at not to
exceed $85,000,000: Provided further, That the
Secretary may use up to $1,000,000 derived by
transfer from insurance premiums collected
from guaranteed loans made under title VII
of the Public Health Service Act for the pur-
pose of carrying out section 709 of that Act.
In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the guaranteed loan program,
$2,688,000.

VACCINE INJURY COMPENSATION PROGRAM
TRUST FUND

For payments from the Vaccine Injury
Compensation Program Trust Fund, such
sums as may be necessary for claims associ-
ated with vaccine-related injury or death
with respect to vaccines administered after
September 30, 1988, pursuant to subtitle 2 of
title XXI of the Public Health Service Act,
to remain available until expended: Provided,
That for necessary administrative expenses,
not to exceed $3,000,000 shall be available
from the Trust Fund to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, could I in-
terrupt to ask which page the Clerk is
on? | think Members had been under
the impression that we were still read-
ing title I.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk is currently on page 29.

The Clerk will resume reading.
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The Clerk read as follows:
CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND

PREVENTION
DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING
To carry out titles II, Il1l, VII, XI, XV,

XVII, and XIX of the Public Health Service
Act, sections 101, 102, 103, 201, 202, 203, 301,
and 501 of the Federal Mine Safety and
Health Act of 1977, and sections 20, 21 and 22
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970, title 1V of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act and section 501 of the Refugee Edu-
cation Assistance Act of 1980; including in-
surance of official motor vehicles in foreign
countries; and hire, maintenance, and oper-
ation of aircraft, $2,343,737,000, of which
$20,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for equipment and construction and
renovation of facilities, and in addition, such
sums as may be derived from authorized user
fees, which shall be credited to this account:
Provided, That in addition to amounts pro-
vided herein, up to $48,400,000 shall be avail-
able from amounts available under section
241 of the Public Health Service Act, to carry
out the National Center for Health Statistics
surveys: Provided further, That none of the
funds made available for injury prevention
and control at the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention may be used to advocate
or promote gun control: Provided further,
That the Director may redirect the total
amount made available under authority of
Public Law 101-502, section 3, dated Novem-
ber 3, 1990, to activities the Director may so
designate: Provided further, That the Con-
gress is to be notified promptly of any such
transfer.

In addition, $45,000,000, to be derived from
the Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund, for
carrying out section 40151 of Public Law 103-
322.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to cancer, $2,513,020,000.

NATIONAL HEART, LUNG, AND BLOOD INSTITUTE

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to cardiovascular, lung, and blood diseases,
and blood and blood products, $1,513,004,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to dental disease, $209,403,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DIABETES AND
DIGESTIVE AND KIDNEY DISEASES

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to diabetes and digestive and kidney disease,
$874,337,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF NEUROLOGICAL
DISORDERS AND STROKE

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to neurological disorders and stroke,
$763,325,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ALLERGY AND
INFECTIOUS DISEASES

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to allergy and infectious  diseases,
$1,339,459,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF GENERAL MEDICAL

SCIENCES

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to general medical sciences, $1,047,963,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF CHILD HEALTH AND

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of

the Public Health Service Act with respect
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to child health and human development,
$666,682,000.
NATIONAL EYE INSTITUTE

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to eye diseases and visual disorders,
$354,032,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH SCIENCES

For carrying out sections 301 and 311 and
title IV of the Public Health Service Act
with respect to environmental health
sciences, $328,583,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON AGING

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to aging, $509,811,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ARTHRITIS AND
MUSCULOSKELETAL AND SKIN DISEASES

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to arthritis and musculoskeletal and skin
diseases, $269,807,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON DEAFNESS AND OTHER
COMMUNICATION DISORDERS

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to deafness and other communication dis-
orders, $198,373,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF NURSING RESEARCH

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to nursing research, $62,451,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON ALCOHOL ABUSE AND

ALCOHOLISM

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to alcohol abuse and alcoholism, $226,205,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON DRUG ABUSE

For carrying out section 301 and title 1V of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to drug abuse, $525,641,000.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL HEALTH

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to mental health $744,235,000.

NATIONAL HUMAN GENOME RESEARCH INSTITUTE

For carrying out section 301 and title IV of
the Public Health Service Act with respect
to human genome research, $211,772,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to have an amend-
ment that | have at the desk read.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, | would like to
know which amendment that is.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Wisconsin reserves the
right to object.

Will the gentleman from Oklahoma
identify the amendment for the Clerk?

Mr. COBURN. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
page 25, 26, and 37.

Mr. OBEY. | am sorry, Mr. Chairman,
we are already past that point in the
bill and I am constrained to object.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it is important, the
whole purpose for this bill is to make
sure that we have a fair and open and
honest debate on what is occurring in
this bill. 1 have been standing at this
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point patiently trying to be polite as
we read this bill, wishing to be recog-
nized and not interrupting. Although |
may not have followed the exact proto-
col of the House, nevertheless | have
been standing here prepared to offer
this amendment which was preprinted,
which was available.

This is an amendment that should be
considered by this House. The reason it
should be considered is there are sev-
eral thousand people in the United
States who are HIV positive who will
not be able to get drug treatment. This
amendment brings money for those
people. If this body wants to on a tech-
nical error deny people triple drug
therapy that will prolong their life and
delay the onset of AIDS, then so be it.
But it is a shameful act if in fact we do
not consider a debate or a characteriza-
tion of this amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that this amend-
ment be heard and considered on the
floor of this House. Lives are depending
on it, thousands of lives are depending
on it. It is unconscionable that we
would not even debate additional mon-
eys for people who will die should this
therapy not be available to them. |
would beg and plead with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin that he would
allow consideration of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pend-
ing the request, the Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment for clarity.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 34 offered by Mr. COBURN:

Page 25, line 18, after the first dollar
amount, insert the following: ““(increased by
$34,868,000)"".

Page 26, line 22, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: “(increased by
$51,000,000)"".

Page 37, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘““(reduced by $2,388,000)".

Page 41, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ““(reduced by $22,668,000)".

Page 44, line 16, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ““(reduced by
$4,812,000)"".

Page 45, line 11, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ““(reduced by
$5,000,000)".

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to consideration of the amendment?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I would simply
make this point. | stood on the floor
just a moment ago and interrupted the
Clerk to make certain that Members
understood exactly where she was, be-
cause | did not want Members to miss
their opportunity to offer amendments.
I did that as a courtesy to Members
who | knew had amendments, but it is
not my responsibility to then do their
job for them. Their job is to be ready to
offer the amendments at the appro-
priate point in the bill. I went out of
my way to try to alert people to the
fact that the Clerk was in title II. |
cannot help it if the gentleman did not
respond to that.

The fact is that we have already al-
most doubled the account the gen-
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tleman wants to add some more money
to. We went in this bill from $167 to
$299 million. That is hardly a failure to
meet our responsibilities.

The fact is that this committee has
already well responded to this issue. |
would further point out that the House
has been informed that this bill is
going to be debated this week and next
week. We have not attempted in any
way to cut off debate, but we are cer-
tainly not going to allow the gen-
tleman to ignore the rules of the House
for the purpose of extending debate
after we purposely engaged in a cour-
tesy that alerted people to where the
Clerk was in the bill. At this point, 1
am sorry, but | object.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. Further reserving the
right to object, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

0O 1245

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, | would
say to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY], there is no question that |
am not a career legislator, and there is
no question that | do not have the Par-
liamentary skills of a skilled, long-
term legislator like the gentleman.
But there is nothing wrong with the in-
tent of my heart and my desire to
bring forth an issue that has to do with
life and death, although my skills as a
legislator are somewhat less.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | reclaim
my time under my reservation to say |
have not questioned the gentleman’s
heart or motives in any way. | at-
tempted to do him a courtesy. He did
not take advantage of it. That is not
my fault.

I am not going to allow Members to
get around the rules in order to con-
tinue to engage in a protracted fili-
buster, and | do object.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
BEREUTER). Objection is heard.

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman yield back the time on
his pro forma amendment or does he
wish to proceed?

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, may |
ask how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
COBURN] has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. COBURN. | would like to con-
tinue discussing this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Oklahoma is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, this de-
bate is characterized by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] as a way to
delay this bill. That is completely false
and not true. This amendment comes
at the heart of everything that | have
been trying to do on the HIV epidemic
in this country, and to not allow an
amendment to offer additional treat-
ments, lifesaving treatments, is wrong.

Yes, this committee did increase that
funding, but there still are going to be
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30,000 Americans who will not have tri-
ple drug therapy available to them. Un-
fortunately, most of them will not be
associated with what we most often
identify with, because many of the
ones that have been in programs that
have been there long-standing will
have the treatment.

The people that will not get this
treatment are going to be African-
American women, they are going to be
1V drug users, they are going to be peo-
ple who have no means whatsoever to
fend off this disease. We have spent bil-
lions of dollars researching this dis-
ease, and now we bring forth an amend-
ment.

| stood at this stand trying to be po-
lite, failing to interrupt. My mistake,
there is no question, | would say to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY],
but I did not intend to go around the
rules of this House. | did not intend to
be an obstructionist. | intended to offer
this amendment to save the lives of
people who will not, will not, have
these drugs available to them.

If, in fact, this House says that we
should not offer this amendment be-
cause we did not interrupt at the prop-
er time while somebody else was speak-
ing in an attempt to be orderly and to
be appropriate, then so be it. I find
that disgusting. | find it unconscion-
able that our House would not consider
this amendment, if in fact it is unim-
portant to this body to treat everyone
in this country who has HIV.

If it was any other disease that was
killing people, the No. 1 Kkiller between
25- and 44-year-old people in this coun-
try, this body would not have any ques-
tion about considering any amendment
at any time to make sure that that
took place.

The fact that this is viewed as only
an obstructive amendment and is not
taken for the purposes for which it was
offered is offensive to me, but, most
importantly, it is offensive to those
poor people who will not be treated.

Mr. Chairman, this is a genuine
amendment. It takes money from pro-
grams and brings them down to the
President’s own request. It takes no
money below anything that the Presi-
dent asked for. It uses those moneys
that were in excess to help people who
do not have insurance, who are unaided
by any other way, to allow triple drug
therapy for them in the treatment of
this deadly and dreaded disease.

I would beg the House to reconsider
the position. 1 would ask the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] once
again to reconsider his position. If not,
then | will be resigned to the will of
the House, but | am embarrassed and
ashamed of the position of the House.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | simply want to re-
peat some facts and make a point. The
program that the gentleman seeks to
add money to has already been in-
creased by the committee under the
leadership of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. PORTER] this year in this bill
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from $167 million to $299 million. 1
challenge you to find a larger percent-
age increase in a large program in the
bill. 1t will be very difficult to do.

I think, under the circumstances, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
and the subcommittee, and the full
committee that reported this bill to
the House on a bipartisan basis, have
more than responded to the need.

Now, the gentleman is perfectly enti-
tled to his view that there ought to be
more. But the fact is the newspapers
have been full of accounts from Mem-
bers who are offering these amend-
ments, including the gentleman, that
they intend to keep us here for a long,
long time on this bill.

The rules of the House require Mem-
bers to be here in a situation in which
they are prepared to offer their amend-
ments at the proper time. Because it
was apparent to me that we were al-
ready in title Il, even though it was a
Parliamentary disadvantage to the
committee and to myself, | interrupted
the Clerk’s reading in order to note to
the House that we were already far
ahead into title Il.

That should have alerted the gen-
tleman. | extended a courtesy to him.
The gentleman should be thanking me
instead of attacking me.

Mr. Chairman, | would simply say
that | have tried to be courteous to
Members on both sides, and | have
tried to extend many courtesies, in-
cluding the opportunity to strike the
last word many times, when the nor-
mal course of events in the House and
the normal rules would not provide for
that.

With all due respect, | am sorry the
gentleman did not offer his amendment
at the proper time, but the rules are
meant to eventually enable the House
to produce legislation. | think we have
been more than fair to those who have
been taking a good deal of time. |
think the committee has been more
than fair to the program at hand.

This subcommittee takes a back seat
to no one, certainly the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] does not,
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI] does not, and other Members,
when it comes to dealing with this
problem.

I would say that | think the most
sensible thing for the House to do at
this point is to move on. There are a
good many other amendments, and I
have already been informed by the gen-
tleman and others that we will be here
for at least 2 weeks on a bill that was
expected to take 2 days. | think | have
been very patient, but | do not intend
to be a sap.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. | yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I want to associate myself with his
remarks about the fine work of the
subcommittee under the leadership of
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. POR-
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TER], and our ranking member, and the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY],
to increase the funding for the ADAP
program by $132 million. These funds
for drugs for people with HIV and AIDS
is very, very important.

The gentleman’s attempt to put in an
amendment to increase that number,
while taking money from other areas
that affect people with AIDS, | think is
not well-founded.

Had the gentleman offered the
amendment, | would have opposed it.
As one who has had over 13,000 people
die of AIDS in my district, | believe |
have some standing on this issue. | cer-
tainly want the highest figure, and the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] worked for the highest figure,
and will continue to work with the ad-
ministration for an even higher figure
by the end of the day, but not at the
expense, for example, of the Office of
Civil Rights, which works to end dis-
crimination against people with HIV-
AIDS and against a number of other
functions within our bill.

Mr. Chairman, | have frequently said
this bill is lamb-eats-lamb. That is to
say, everything in it is good; there is
no place to go get an offset. Unfortu-
nately, the gentleman’s offsets are not
productive, and, indeed, work counter
to the interests of people with HIV-
AIDS.

Mr. Chairman, once again | commend
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] for his courage on this issue.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | think what we have
reached here is a situation where this
House can decide fundamentally do we
want to allow Members to be heard on
what are critical issues in this bill or
do we want to adopt a gag procedure
that says we are not going to allow you
to address issues having to do with
treating AIDS patients, issues with
how our title X family planning
amendments are going to be passed, is-
sues that are very important in con-
structing this bill and determining
what the will of the House is.

What | would like to do, Mr. Chair-
man, is once again try to do this in an
effort of accommodation, without hav-
ing to disrupt the procedures of this
Committee of the Whole or the Whole
House, and ask unanimous consent
that we return to page 25, line 18, and
proceed to consider the bill from that
point forward.

Mr. OBEY. Mr.
again, | object.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, in
that case, | move that the Committee
do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCINTOSH].

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

Chairman, once
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RECORDED VOTE
Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 42, noes 375,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 374]

AYES—42
Aderholt Hilleary Sabo
Bachus Hostettler Scarborough
Barr Jones Schaffer, Bob
Barton Largent Shadegg
Bryant Manzullo Shimkus
Cannon Mclintosh Smith, Linda
Chenoweth Neumann Snowbarger
Coburn Norwood Souder
Combest Pappas Strickland
Doolittle Pitts Thune
Duncan Riley Tiahrt
Graham Rogan Wamp
Hastert Royce Weldon (FL)
Herger Ryun Yates

NOES—375
Abercrombie Cunningham Hamilton
Ackerman Danner Hansen
Allen Davis (FL) Harman
Andrews Davis (IL) Hastings (FL)
Archer Davis (VA) Hastings (WA)
Armey Deal Hayworth
Baesler DeFazio Hefley
Baker DeGette Hefner
Baldacci Delahunt Hill
Ballenger DelLauro Hinchey
Barcia DelLay Hinojosa
Barrett (NE) Deutsch Hobson
Barrett (WI) Diaz-Balart Hoekstra
Bartlett Dickey Holden
Bass Dicks Hooley
Bateman Dingell Horn
Becerra Dixon Houghton
Bereuter Doggett Hoyer
Berman Dooley Hulshof
Berry Doyle Hunter
Bilbray Dreier Hutchinson
Bilirakis Dunn Hyde
Bishop Edwards Inglis
Blagojevich Ehlers Istook
Bliley Ehrlich Jackson (IL)
Blumenauer Emerson Jackson-Lee
Blunt Engel (TX)
Boehlert English Jefferson
Boehner Ensign Jenkins
Bonilla Eshoo John
Bonior Etheridge Johnson (CT)
Borski Evans Johnson (WI)
Boswell Everett Johnson, E. B.
Boucher Ewing Kanjorski
Boyd Farr Kaptur
Brady Fattah Kasich
Brown (FL) Fawell Kelly
Brown (OH) Fazio Kennedy (MA)
Bunning Filner Kennedy (RI)
Burr Flake Kennelly
Burton Foglietta Kildee
Buyer Forbes Kilpatrick
Callahan Ford Kim
Calvert Fowler Kind (WI)
Camp Fox King (NY)
Campbell Frank (MA) Kingston
Canady Franks (NJ) Kleczka
Capps Frelinghuysen Klink
Cardin Frost Klug
Castle Furse Knollenberg
Chabot Gallegly Kolbe
Chambliss Ganske Kucinich
Christensen Gejdenson LaFalce
Clay Gekas LaHood
Clayton Gephardt Lampson
Clement Gibbons Lantos
Clyburn Gilchrest Latham
Coble Gillmor LaTourette
Collins Gilman Lazio
Condit Goode Leach
Conyers Goodlatte Levin
Cook Goodling Lewis (CA)
Cooksey Gordon Lewis (GA)
Costello Goss Lewis (KY)
Cox Granger Linder
Coyne Green Lipinski
Cramer Greenwood Livingston
Crane Gutierrez LoBiondo
Crapo Gutknecht Lofgren
Cubin Hall (OH) Lowey
Cummings Hall (TX) Lucas
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Luther Paul Skelton
Maloney (CT) Paxon Slaughter
Maloney (NY) Payne Smith (MI)
Manton Pease Smith (NJ)
Markey Pelosi Smith (OR)
Martinez Peterson (MN) Smith (TX)
Mascara Peterson (PA) Smith, Adam
Matsui Petri Snyder
McCarthy (MO) Pickering Spence
McCarthy (NY) Pickett Spratt
McCollum Pombo Stabenow
McCrery Pomeroy Stark
McDade Porter Stearns
McDermott Portman Stenholm
McGovern Poshard Stokes
McHale Price (NC) Stump
McHugh Pryce (OH) Stupak
Mclnnis Quinn Sununu
Mclintyre Radanovich Talent
McKeon Rahall Tanner
McKinney Ramstad Tauscher
McNulty Rangel Tauzin
Meehan Redmond Taylor (MS)
Meek Regula Taylor (NC)
Menendez Reyes Thomas
Metcalf Riggs Thompson
Mica Rivers Thornberry
Millender- Rodriguez Thurman

McDonald Roemer Tierney
Miller (CA) Rogers Torres
Miller (FL) Rohrabacher Traficant
Minge Ros-Lehtinen Turner
Mink Rothman Upton
Moakley Roukema Velazquez
Mollohan Roybal-Allard Vento
Moran (KS) Rush Visclosky
Moran (VA) Salmon Walsh
Morella Sanchez Waters
Murtha Sanders Watkins
Myrick Sandlin Watt (NC)
Nadler Sanford Watts (OK)
Neal Sawyer Waxman
Nethercutt Saxton Weldon (PA)
Ney Schaefer, Dan Weller
Northup Schumer Wexler
Nussle Scott Weygand
Oberstar Sensenbrenner White
Obey Sessions Whitfield
Olver Shaw Wicker
Oxley Shays Wise
Packard Sherman Woolsey
Pallone Shuster Wynn
Parker Sisisky Young (AK)
Pascrell Skaggs Young (FL)
Pastor Skeen

NOT VOTING—16
Bentsen Gonzalez Serrano
Bono Hilliard Solomon
Brown (CA) Johnson, Sam Towns
Carson Ortiz Wolf
Dellums Owens
Foley Schiff
0 1321
Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. MCDERMOTT

changed their vote from “‘aye’ to ‘“no.”

Messrs. PITTS, DoOLITTLE, CANNON,
SHIMKUS, SCARBOROUGH and BARR of
Georgia changed their vote from ‘“‘no
to “‘aye.”

So the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to engage the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER],
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Labor, Health and Human Services and
Education, in a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, | know that the gen-
tleman from Illinois is aware of the
food safety initiative that the Presi-
dent has made a top priority as a result
of increased incidence of food-borne ill-
ness in the United States. | know, from
serving on the Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies that we have provided $28.8
million to improve inspections done by
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the Food and Drug Administration and
expand preventive safety measures.

The other significant component of
the food safety initiative is found in
the bill we are considering today for
the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention. The major contribution
the CDC will make to the food safety
initiative deals with surveillance. We
need to not only monitor the food sup-
ply, but to develop a rapid response to
outbreaks due to food-borne illnesses.

Mr. Chairman, the CDC received an
allocation of $2.4 billion in this year’s
bill, which is $86 million more than the
administration requested. I know by
tradition the committee does not
specify how the CDC must use the addi-
tional funds; however, it is clear that
the committee has provided the re-
sources necessary to fully fund CDC’s
portion of this new and promising food
safety initiative.

Mr. Chairman, | would ask could the
gentleman from Illinois comment on
the committee’s view of the impor-
tance of the $10 million of the addi-
tional funding provided for the CDC
going toward the agency’s involvement
in this food safety initiative?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FAZIO of California. | yield to
the g