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Mr. BOEHNER. I can tell.

Mr. HOYER. And how I stand here in
anticipation of that fact. If the leader
does not mind, I will hold him to that.

Mr. BOEHNER. I will do my best.

Mr. HOYER. Thank you, sir.

On the supplemental appropriation,
we know that the President has made a
request. Can you tell us when the sup-
plemental appropriation might be con-
sidered?

Mr. BOEHNER. In discussions with
Chairman LEWIS of the Appropriations
Committee, there is a lot of work being
done, hearings scheduled. Again, I do
not think we have a firm timetable for
moving the supplemental, but over the
next week or so I think we will have a
much better idea. And I will be glad to
inform you as soon as I know.

Mr. HOYER. I see there is not a rep-
resentation, however, that I will be the
first to know on this one.

Mr. BOEHNER. I am protecting my-
self.

Mr. HOYER. I appreciate that.

Last, these are all important and
while we are being humorous to some
degree about when we know about
these, clearly we have a lot of impor-
tant business to do, and we are now
going into the third month of the year.
Can you tell us what your expectations
are on the tax reconciliation con-
ference report? Obviously, that was a
very contentious bill as it passed out of
the House as you know, Mr. Leader;
and we would like to be prepared for
that bill when it comes back, when the
conference committee comes back to
the House.

Mr. BOEHNER. The tax reconcili-
ation bill is in conference. I know there
have been some discussions. From my
standpoint, I would rather have that
conference report sooner rather than
later. But I have not had any indica-
tion from Chairman THOMAS that it is
imminent; and secondly, it is impor-
tant for the House to go to conference
with the Senate on the pension bill. We
are approaching a very critical dead-
line on the interest rate used to cal-
culate the obligations of a defined ben-
efit pension plan that expired at the
end of the year. That interest rate
needs to be reset in the large pension
overhaul bill. T have got to tell you
that we are waiting on Senate action.
Because there are tax provisions in it,
they have to take up the House bill. I
suspect they will reject the House bill
and go to conference. But it is impor-
tant for us to get into conference on
the pension bill and action is going to
be required rather quickly. I do expect
the tax reconciliation bill, over the
next couple of weeks, I would hope that
they will be finished.

Mr. HOYER. I appreciate the leader’s
information.

Again, in closing, I would ask the
leader if he would use his good offices
on the food bill because there is sub-
stantial controversy around the coun-
try, as well as on the House floor, on
that bill to provide for as full a consid-
eration and amendatory process as pos-
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sible. I appreciate the leader’s atten-
tion to that.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 4167.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PRICE of Georgia). Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?
There was no objection.
———
NATIONAL UNIFORMITY FOR FOOD
ACT OF 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 702 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4167.
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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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4167) to
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act to provide for uniform
food safety warning notification re-
quirements, and for other purposes,
with Mr. BOOZMAN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
DEAL) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of H.R. 4167, the National Uniformity
for Food Act. The manufacturing and
distribution of the things we eat and
drink is now a national industry. Coca-
Cola, which is based in my home State
in Atlanta, Georgia, for instance, is
shipped to every corner of the country
and throughout the world. Many be-
lieve that it is just common sense for
these types of food manufacturers and
distributors to have one labeling stand-
ard for the country, not 50 standards
for 50 States.

More importantly, in order to make
informed choices, consumers need con-
sistent information. When a food warn-
ing is supported by science and con-
sumers need to know it, the same
warning should be applied to food ev-
erywhere. H.R. 4167 achieves that re-
sult.

With a mobile society, inconsistent
warning requirements are guaranteed
to confuse. When it is a matter of
health and safety, a little confusion
can have catastrophic effects.
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A person in North Augusta, South
Carolina, for example, can walk into a
store and buy a product with no warn-
ing label. The same person could walk
across the street to a store in Augusta,
Georgia, and buy the same product but
have a warning label attached. Does
this make any sense? Of course not. It
does not make any more sense to the
shopper than it makes here in the
House today.

When people need to be warned that
a food product may hurt them, every-
one needs to be warned. Uniformity in
food regulation and labeling is not
without precedent. Meat and poultry
are regulated under uniform standards.
The Nutrition Labeling and Education
Act of 1990 requires uniform nutrition
labeling. If consistency in nutrition la-
beling is warranted, consumers should
certainly have the benefit of consist-
ency in warning labels of the food they
eat.

Some have rightfully argued that
State-specific circumstances might ne-
cessitate a warning unique only to
their State. This bill acknowledges
that fact by inviting States to assert
their unique problems and ensure that
they will get a fair and fast response
from the Food and Drug Administra-
tion.

I would also like to dispel some of
the misinformation that opponents of
the bill have been perpetuating. In no
way will this bill hinder the ability of
States to respond to public emer-
gencies. If a State feels there is an im-
minent public health threat that must
be protected by requiring manufactur-
ers and distributors to put a warning
label on their product, they can do it
immediately. All this bill requires is
they tell the FDA of the threat. That is
something they should be doing any-
way and in most cases are already
doing.

Additionally, this bill does not affect
a State’s ability to issue its own notifi-
cation to the public, to embargo a
product, or to issue recalls when they
deem that necessary.

Finally, this is mostly a question
about food safety, but there is a broad
economic aspect to it too. Making con-
sumers deal with 50 different labeling
requirements is not without cost. In ef-
fect, it divides America into 50 dif-
ferent markets where each of the prod-
ucts cost the consumer just a little
more to buy.

The men who wrote our Constitution
decided that letting each State wage
trade wars with its neighbors was a ter-
rible idea, so they outlawed it by put-
ting the Federal Government in charge
of interstate commerce. It is hard to
see the Framers changing their minds
today so that one big market for Amer-
ican food can revert to 50 little mar-
kets where consumers pay more and
get less.

Consistent requirements will lead to
consistent results for those who make
our food, and consistent information
will lead to consistently better and
safer choice for our consumers.
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