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Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 

This amendment would ensure that the Environmental Protection Agency could not use funds in this legislation to accept, consider, or rely on studies from outside parties that intentionally expose human beings to pesticides. It would also ensure that the EPA could not spend any funds conducting its own studies which intentionally expose humans to pesticides. 

According to EPA Administrator Stephen Johnson back in 2001, EPA ``believes that we have a more than sufficient database, through use of animal studies, to make licensing decisions that meet the standard, to protect the health of the public, without using human studies.'' 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. SOLIS. I yield to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, if we withdraw any objection to this amendment, is the gentlewoman envisioning a rollcall vote or just a simple voice vote? 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, no rollcall vote. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw any objection to this amendment. 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume, and I thank the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. Chairman, I will submit the remainder of my statement for the RECORD, and I would ask that Members of the House approve this amendment. It is long overdue. I am very grateful to accept support from the other side of the aisle. 

Despite this statement, the EPA can devise and conduct studies where humans-children and adults--are exposed to pesticides. 

Current practices also allow the EPA to accept studies from the pesticide industry and other outside sources so these studies can be used to help develop regulations or approve pesticides. 

Right now, the United States Environmental Protection Agency--the agency in charge of protecting public health from environmental toxins--is encouraging industry to use human beings as guinea pigs. 

What may be the greatest offense yet, is that the EPA is conducting and engaging in these studies with no binding safeguards to make sure these tests protect public health. 

The EPA has chosen to go against the recommendation of the National Academy of Sciences and against the wishes of its own Science Advisory Board and Science Advisory panel. 

Not only are there no binding safeguards for EPA conducted studies, but many of the outside studies which the EPA accepts fail to meet minimum international standards established in the Nuremberg Code and in the Helsinki Declaration of the World Medical Association. 

This behavior is deplorable, unethical, and wrong. Our amendment is critical because, in the absence of binding standards at EPA, the pesticides industry has increased its use of human testing studies and putting more humans at risk for what are frequently statistically invalid studies. The trend of using humans--both children and adults--as guinea pigs is a trend that needs to stop. The EPA needs to have binding safeguards in place, and we need to have information about how a better understanding of how dangerous and toxic these pesticides are for our children. Without these safeguards the EPA should not be conducting tests which dangerously expose humans to pesticides nor should it be developing policy based on third party studies which fail to meet even basic internationally accepted standards. 

My colleagues, the Solis-Bishop amendment is supported by environmental and diverse religious organizations and among more than 80,000 others who have written to me saying they oppose the CHEERS study and support a moratorium on this type of testing . 

I urge you to support our amendment and prevent the unregulated and unethical testing of pesticides on humans.  

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from New York (Mr. Bishop), the cosponsor of this amendment. 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the gentlewoman from California for her leadership on this issue and for yielding me this time, and I want to thank the chairman for accepting our amendment.  

I have a statement that I will submit for the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman from California (Ms. SOLIS), for yielding and introducing this amendment, which I'm proud to cosponsor. 

Mr. Chairman, how do you make a bad idea worse? If you're EPA, offer families $970 to videotape their children reacting to bug sprays, carpet cleaners, and other household pesticides.  

Then, invite the American Chemistry Council as a partner in this study, knowing that in exchange for $2 million paid toward the study, it wants looser regulations for the pesticide industry, which in turn wants to use humans instead of animals so it can justify relaxed exposure limits. 

EPA's study is as poorly conceived as its acronym: CHEERS--which stands for the Children's Health Environmental Exposure Research Study. It's a trifecta of unethical, immoral, and unscientific research.  

It violates the post World War II ``Nuremburg Code,'' which outlawed medical testing, including pesticide testing on people. 

It advances private rather than medical interests, putting industry ahead of public health. 

And despite EPA's own Science Advisory Board and Scientific Advisory Panels recommendening strict safeguards for human testing , EPA failed to adopt them. 

Mr. Chairman, we all want to understand how common chemicals like those found under the kitchen sink can hurt children, the elderly and the most vulnerable to poisoning. But the way to collect that information should not involve hurting the very people we want to protect. 

The government should not be asking families to turn their babies into lab rats. We should be protecting children, not exposing them to pesticides. 

Although we passed this amendment by unanimous consent two years ago, EPA resurrected the study when the fiscal year expired in October. We need to pass the Solis-Bishop amendment to ensure EPA's research is based on sound science with the highest ethical standards. Our amendment is supported by a broad coalition of environmental advocates, including the Alliance for Human Research Protection in my home state of New York. I strongly encourage my colleagues to support this amendment, again thank the gentlewoman from California for her excellent work. 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered by the gentlewoman from California (Ms. Solis). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

