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wrote it and they will be darned if they
are going to change it. That is not how
we do rules, particularly ones that cost
billions of dollars, without getting the
desired effect. That is the purpose of a
rule, to get a desired effect. This one
will not get the desired effect.

It is interesting to note the Bureau
of Labor Statistics says, without the
rule, United States employers reduced
ergonomic injuries by 29 percent. What
do the hearing records show? With the
ergonomics rule they would get zero
percent the first year and 7 percent the
second year. American business is
doing better than that without the
rule. How are they doing it? Somebody
is helping them to figure out what they
need to do.

Small business in this country has
trouble handling the OSHA rules. They
have over 12,000 pages of regulations
they have to digest. If you are a small
employer, you cannot read 12,000 pages
in a year. Any time they get help on
knowing what they can do to provide
safety in the business, they do it. It is
shown time and time again on every
kind of injury there is. So we put in
the motion to slow down OSHA a little
bit, to make sure they took the nec-
essary time to look at the rule and to
get rid of this perception that their
first idea was the only idea and the
right idea and going to be the final
idea. Somehow, they have to work past
that perception.

The amendment is a reasonable 1-
year delay. It will ensure that OSHA
takes the time to evaluate all 7,000
comments it has received and try to re-
solve the problems with the rule. It
also gives Congress the time to perform
its appropriate oversight function.

So there is a reason for a delay.
Rules in OSHA have been extremely
permanent. Any one that has ever
passed has had court trials and a num-
ber of them have been reversed. But if
they make it through the court trial,
did you know they have not been re-
vised in the time that OSHA has been
around? Do you think technology has
changed a little bit? Do you think
there is any reason we ought to look at
rules that are 29 years old? We prob-
ably ought to. Instead, we are rushing
into an area here that not only pro-
vides a rule without sufficient over-
sight, but it provides a rule that gets
into workers comp. Yes, it gets into
workers comp. In its preamble, OSHA
specifically prohibits any right to im-
pose on workers comp, and there is
good reason for that. Workers comp
has been around a long time. There are
precedents that have been developed.
They are important precedents.

Here is the biggest problem with it.
You can get paid twice for the same in-
jury. It is kind of a rule of mine: If I
can make more by not working than I
can working, don’t expect me to show
up. That is going to cause some major
problems for business in this country.
It is something that needs to be re-
vised. Again, there is no indication at
all it would be revised.
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So the House folks and the Senate
folks—not just the House folks, as has
been written up in some of the papers—
have been incensed the President is in-
sisting this rule be allowed to go into
force but not to be enforced until next
year. That is not the way we do it.
That is one of the things that is keep-
ing Labor-HHS from being approved
now. It should not be the major crux of
an appropriations bill, but it is a very
important point that we need ensure
that any changes made in rules that
work on the worker get the proper
amount of oversight.

That is all we are asking for, an op-
portunity to do the proper oversight on
it and to get an indication of some sort
from OSHA that they are going to pay
attention to any of the 7,000 comments
they received.

We are at a point where we need to
wrap up this session. We are at a point
where we need to get the work done.
But that is one item | will stay around
here for until next year, if | have to, to
be sure we do the job right and not in
a hurry. We do not need to rush things.

I thank the Senator from lowa, and |
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lowa.

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY,
NOVEMBER 1, 2000

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, for
the leader, | have a unanimous consent
request.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business
today, it recess until the hour of 9:30
a.m. on Wednesday, November 1. | fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that on
Wednesday, immediately following the
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be
approved to date, the time for the two
leaders be reserved for their use later
in the day, and the Senate then pro-
ceed to a cloture vote on H.R. 2415, the
bankruptcy legislation, as under the
previous order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Further, | ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate stand in
recess from the hour of 12:30 to 2:15
p.m. for the weekly policy conference
meetings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. GRASSLEY. For the information
of all Senators, the Senate will con-
vene tomorrow at 9:30 a.m. A cloture
vote on the bankruptcy bill is sched-
uled to occur immediately following
the prayer and opening statement. Fol-
lowing the vote, under rule XXII, the
Senate will begin 30 hours of
postcloture debate on the bankruptcy
bill. The Senate will recess for the
weekly party conferences from 12:30 to
2:15 p.m. Senators can expect a vote on
a continuing resolution late tomorrow
afternoon and will be notified as to
when that vote is scheduled.
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ORDER FOR RECESS

Mr. GRASSLEY. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Sen-
ate, | now ask the Senate stand in re-
cess under the previous order, fol-
lowing the remarks of myself and Sen-
ator SESSIONS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI1). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

BANKRUPTCY

Mr. GRASSLEY. We have had a good
discussion on the bankruptcy bill. We
will have further discussion
postcloture. 1 think we have a good
product. This conference report is basi-
cally the Senate-passed bankruptcy
bill with certain minimal changes
made to accommodate the House of
Representatives. The means test re-
tains the essential flexibility that we
passed in the Senate. The new con-
sumer protections sponsored by Sen-
ator REeD of Rhode Island relating to
reaffirmation is in our conference re-
port before the Senate. The credit card
disclosure sponsored by Senator
TORRICELLI is also in this final con-
ference report. We also maintain Sen-
ator LEAHY’s special protections for
victims of domestic violence and Sen-
ator FEINGOLD’s special protections for
expenses associated with caring for
nondependent family members.

| think it is pretty clear that on the
consumer bankruptcy side, we main-
tain the Senate’s position. Anybody
who says otherwise has not read the
conference report.

It is also important to realize how
much of an improvement this legisla-
tion is for child support claims. The or-
ganizations that specialize in tracking
down deadbeat fathers think this bill
will be a tremendous help in collecting
child support.

I have a letter I am going to ask to
have printed in the RECORD from Mr.
Philip Strauss of the Family Support
Bureau of the San Francisco district
attorney’s office. Mr. Strauss notes
that professional organizations of peo-
ple who actually collect child support

. . . have endorsed the child support provi-
sions of the Bankruptcy Reform Act as cru-
cially needed modifications of the Bank-
ruptcy Code, which will significantly im-
prove the collection of support during bank-
ruptcy.

There you have it. According to peo-
ple in the front lines, the bankruptcy
bill is good for collecting child support.
So | say to my colleagues, if you have
concerns about child support, look at
this letter.

I ask unanimous consent to have it
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DISTRICT ATTORNEY FAMILY
SUPPORT BUREAU,
San Francisco, CA, September 14, 1999.
Re S. 625 [Bankruptcy Reform Act].

DEAR SENATORS: | am writing this letter in

response to the July 14, 1999 letter prepared
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