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measure that actually weakened, in
the name of clean water, the existing
law, because it had been written behind
closed doors by the various polluters
who had a vested interest in this mat-
ter.

Mr. PALLONE. Exactly. And the fact
of the matter is a lot of the provisions
in that dirty water bill are still at-
tached as riders to these appropria-
tions, as well as some of these stopgap
spending bills that continue to come
up, so they are not going away. They
are still there, but now they are sort of
hidden a little more.

I think it is incumbent upon us, as
Democrats, and whether Democrat or
Republican Members of this body who
feel that the environment needs to be
protected, in celebration, if you will, of
Earth Day, that we continue to be vigi-
lant and make the point that this Con-
gress has been terrible, has been the
worst Congress on record with regard
to environmental protection. We have
to bring to the light and to the public
the fact of how they are going about
this, and how the Republican leader-
ship continues with this
antienvironmental agenda.

So I want to thank the gentleman
again for being here tonight, and I
know we are going to continue to make
this point leading up to Earth Day next
Monday and beyond.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
focus our attention on the upcoming Earth Day
commemoration. Earth Day is a day we
should all pause and consider where we are,
where we have been, and where we are
going. Earth is our home; we have no other.
If we exhaust her resources; if we pollute her
water, air, and land, there is no other place we
can go. Rachel Carson first apprised us of the
danger to our environment in ‘‘The Silent
Spring’’ in 1962. Consciousness about the
overharvest of renewable resources, endan-
gered species, and pollution resulted in efforts
on the local, state, national, and international
levels to address these issues. Acting in the
best interest of all the people and in the long
term, Congress passed a number of laws that
significantly improved the living environment of
all Americans and helped to heal the damage
done out of ignorance and greed the previous
decades.

The Clean Water Act was passed in 1972.
It protects surface and ground water. It pro-
vides water quality standards to control indus-
trial and municipal pollution. It also provides
federal grants to help states modernize public
sewage treatment plants and reduce sewage
discharges. As a result of this act, millions of
pounds of industrial pollutants have been
eliminated from our drinking water and from
our rivers and lakes. Although the nation’s wa-
ters are cleaner than they’ve been for dec-
ades, 40 percent of the Nation’s waters are
still not clean enough for fishing and swim-
ming. Thus, we still need to maintain a strong
Clean Water Act.

However, the Republican majority wants to
substantially weaken the Clean Water Act.
They want to exempt 70,000 chemicals from
the act, allowing industries to pollute the Na-
tion’s waters as much as they like without any
hindrance. They want to slough off the costs
of their industrial production onto the American

people. The big industries want the American
people to pay for industrial pollution, and we
will pay—with environmental losses. Fish will
be poisoned, rivers and lakes will die, and we
will be unable to swim and fish. The Repub-
lican majority wants to reduce funding for
cleanup projects, which may reduce taxes in
the short-term, but it will raise them later, be-
cause if we don’t clean up the mess now, our
grandchildren will have to do it.

The Safe Drinking Water Act has also been
the focus of Republican attacks. The Repub-
lican majority killed Safe Drinking Water Legis-
lation in 1994, and has made significant cuts
in funding the safe drinking water infrastruc-
ture. Currently, a weaker bill—the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act Amendments of 1995—is being
considered. Without a strong Safe Drinking
Water Act, we will pay with our health, from
the potential negative effect of ingesting
chemicals over the long term.

The Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act
[CERCLA] Superfund was created in 1980. Its
purpose is to clean up the most polluted haz-
ardous waste sites. It requires polluters to pay
75 percent of the costs of cleaning up the
sites they pollute. The Federal Government
pays the balance of the costs. Of the 1,400
sites identified for cleanup, only 349 have
been completed. Because of the lack of com-
mitment to cleanup by previous administra-
tions, 60 percent of these sites have been
cleaned up during the Clinton administration
alone.

The CERCLA Superfund needs to be made
more effective and efficient, not less. The Re-
publican majority wants to change CERCLA to
provide fewer cleanups. Instead of cleaning up
hazardous waste sites, they want to merely
contain them. They also want to shift more of
the cost form the polluters to the government,
making government—the taxpayers—pay 50
percent of the cost instead of 25 percent. The
Republican majority has also halted designa-
tion of new sites and reduced the amount ap-
propriated for cleanups.

The Republican majority has also been giv-
ing away America’s natural resources to spe-
cial interests. In years past, Congress created
the National Park system, wildlife refuges, and
National Forests. In 1995, the National Park
system alone enabled 270 million people to
commune with Nature. The National Park sys-
tem includes National Parks, seashores, pre-
serves, scenic riverways and trails. While
these areas are in need of maintenance, the
Republican majority has cut its operating
funds.

In addition, the Republican majority wants to
open up the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
(ANWR) to drilling for oil and natural gas with-
out important environmental safeguards.
ANWR is home to a wide variety of animals
and plants, which will be negatively affected
by drilling. They are also attempting to open
up over 20 million acres of America’s Redrock
Wilderness to development.

The Republican majority wants to open up
national forests to logging above the levels
that are sustainable over the long term. They
want to allow logging in old growth forests, the
home of many endangered species of ani-
mals, birds, and plants. In the guise of salvage
logging of dead and dying trees, they have
passed legislation that opens up logging in
these ancient forests, without compliance with
environmental laws. The Republican majority

is even proposing to dissolve the Tongass Na-
tional Forest (America’s largest rainforest),
transfer ownership to the State of Alaska, and
open it up to logging and other development.
Thus, the heritage of all Americans is being
sold to oil and timber companies, who don’t
care about the long-term health of the forests
or the animals, birds, and plants that are de-
pendent on them for their survival.

The Republican majority has also been at-
tempting to gut the Endangered Species Act.
Masquerading as reform, the bill was drafted
by timber, mining, ranching and utility interests
who would prefer to do business without re-
gard to the harm it causes to endangered spe-
cies and their habitat.

The Republican majority has resisted reform
of the Mining Law of 1872, which allows min-
ing companies to take minerals from federal
lands without paying royalties for them. Com-
panies need only pay $2.50 to $5.00 per acre
to carry off all the minerals they can extract.
These are nonrenewable resources that are
literally being given away to mining compa-
nies. The American people has a right to a
reasonable return for their common property.
But the Republican majority is resisting this
needed mining reform.

The Republican majority has done all they
can to cripple federal environmental laws. In
addition to weakening individual environmental
laws, they are attempting to undermine the en-
forcement of environmental laws by drastically
cutting the budget of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) and by limiting the au-
thority the EPA has to implement and enforce
those laws.

In the guise of ‘‘regulatory reform’’ the Re-
publican majority is attempting to undermine
the environmental laws passed during the past
25 years. Calling environmental safeguards
‘‘red tape,’’ they are trying to trick the Amer-
ican people into allowing big businesses: to
pollute America’s water, air, and land; to pay
less than full value for America’s timber and
minerals; and to destroy America’s wilderness
and wildlife. In true Orwellian fashion, the Re-
publican majority is trying to steal the common
heritage of the American people, obfuscating it
with anti-government rhetoric.

Earth Day is an excellent time for all of us
to take the time to consider what kind of home
we want to live in, and what kind of home we
want to leave for our grandchildren. Will there
be clean water, air, and land? Or will they be
polluted, ugly, and toxic? Will we have any for-
ests left? Will there be any wilderness and
wild animals left? Clean water, air, and land is
the birthright of all Americans. Forests, wilder-
ness, and wild animals are our heritage too.
Will our grandchildren curse us because we
wasted their inheritance?
f

b 1900

REFORM INITIATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
METCALF). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I come to speak to my colleagues
tonight here in the House to discuss
some of the reforms that we have
achieved thus far and where we need to
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go in the next few months to make
sure we complete our agenda to create
jobs, to have reforms and to make sure
the institution that we are serving in
and the public we are serving for are
being properly represented in every
way imaginable inasmuch as in a bipar-
tisan way as possible, in that total ef-
fect.

Let me just review, Mr. Speaker, if I
may, with you some of the important
reforms we have achieved.

First on opening day we cut one-
third of committee staff, eliminated 3
committees, 25 subcommittees. At the
same time we also passed a rule for
this 104th Congress in the House, there
would be no tax increase unless with
three-fifths of the Members present
voting for that tax increase, and I can
report to you we have had no tax in-
creases to date.

We also have one-third cut in the
franking privileges, the free mailing
privileges that Members have, and
since that time some other additional
reforms I think are worth repeating
and worth underscoring for my col-
leagues.

We have passed a ban on gifts from
lobbyists. Up until December 1995, lob-
byists could give gifts to Members,
whether it be a trip, or a dinner, or
anything like that. And we took a
stand, I think very strongly, very prop-
erly, saying since no Member in this
House would want the adverse infer-
ence that their vote would be changed
by a lobbyist giving a gift, we have now
banned those gifts, the first Congress
in history.

And we certainly are on the right di-
rection as well, requiring lobby disclo-
sure. We now know because we passed a
bill that is signed by the President, bi-
partisan Congress, House and Senate.
Lobby disclosure for the first time has
been effectuated here, and because of
the task force on the form, which I now
serve on, a bill will be forthcoming to
bring about campaign reform, as well,
which I think would be the final chap-
ter of this Congress’ achievement, a
ban on gifts, lobby disclosure, and fil-
ing campaign reform.

We have already saved through these
reform measures, Mr. Speaker, $150
million on just the operation of the
House. I think that is a testimonial to
the kind of hard work that the Repub-
licans have initiated as a majority
party, and we have had bipartisan sup-
port in all of those initiatives, and I
think that says a lot about the mem-
bership reflecting the will of the people
back home.

But beyond those reforms in the in-
stitution, we have also made great
strides, moved forward to our agenda
to try to make sure that we have a bal-
anced budget. This House has passed
for the first time since 1969 a balanced
budget. Now, since we started that bal-
anced budget, which was presented to
the President and not yet signed, we
have moved $440 billion closer to the
President’s figures in trying to achieve
the kind of an agreement that will not

only bring us a balanced budget, but we
are still $440 billion on Medicare, Med-
icaid, environment and education, four
areas that in a bipartisan way the Con-
gress is moving to protect.

We just saw a week ago, Mr. Speaker,
that a line-item veto was signed into
law by the President. This will allow
the President for the first time, like 43
Governors, to be able to cut out waste-
ful pork-barrel projects, ones that
House Members in the past or Senators
may insert into the budget just to get
a reelection effort or just to take care
of their districts, but would not have
regional or permanent value, that
would be a project worthy. Now the
President will have that line-item
veto, and that is certainly a reform
that this Congress can be very proud
of.

We have also passed congressional ac-
countability. That law says that any-
thing that we pass will be applied to
our staffs as well. In prior Congresses,
as you know, Mr. Speaker, the fact is
that the Congress itself was exempt
from bills in the past, whether it is
OSHA, or fair labor standards, or
whether it is civil rights law. It is the
last paragraph; Congress is exempt
from the application of this law. And
that was wrong in two ways. First, it
was wrong because we did not under-
stand the pain or the suffering put
through some individuals and busi-
nesses with requirements of Federal
law; and, two, it was unfair to the
staffs of the Congress in being able to
have the protections that laws can af-
ford. And so the President did sign that
law into effect, sometimes called the
Shays Act, and CHRIS SHAYS, who is
from Connecticut, deserves a great deal
of credit for having moved that bill for-
ward, and we adopted it here in the
House and the Senate, and the Presi-
dent signed the law.

The unfunded mandates reform; I
know that you back—Mr. Speaker, and
served in Washington State, and you
know that the Federal Government for
years before you arrived here in Con-
gress would send mandates back to
Washington State or to your home
community or your school district and
said the Federal Government requires
this, you got to pay for it. Well, that
almost bankrupt some local commu-
nities, trying to see to the wishes of
the Federal Government, least sen-
sitivity of the funding that goes along
with these programs that we imple-
ment.

So the unfunded mandates reform
has been passed, and no longer can the
Federal Congress, the House and the
Senate, and together with the Presi-
dent, send back a mandate to home
without the money that goes with it. I
think the benefit of that is that we can
make sure that what we send back is
certainly going to be something that is
worthy of having the Federal Govern-
ment be involved with the funding as
well as the initiative.

We also passed in this Congress a new
crime bill, not just for more police on

the street, which is certainly a positive
step to take care of all local commu-
nities, but we also passed on this $10.2
billion new program more funds for po-
lice officers on the streets, more money
for police equipment, for crime preven-
tion, maybe for a drug court, and leave
to each community, county and mu-
nicipality, or State the initiatives on
their own part to decide where the
anticrime, where the prevention pro-
grams, should have the money best
spent.

In some communities it might be es-
tablishment of drug court. In other
communities it might be prevention
programs. Still in others it might be
rehabilitation programs to make sure
first-time offenders no longer become
full-time or professional criminals.

These kinds of initiatives will go a
long way to improve our anticrime pro-
grams and to work with the attorneys
general in each State and our U.S. At-
torney General in trying to bring about
more safety in our communities and in
our States.

We have also passed initially in this
House welfare reform. Now, the Presi-
dent said in 1992, when he ran, he want-
ed to end welfare as we know it. Now
we send a bill over to the White House;
it was welfare reform in a bipartisan
fashion, passed by the House and Sen-
ate, has been vetoed, But we are still
hopeful here in the House that there
will be a bill upon which we can have
the consensus and can get a final pas-
sage.

The kinds of things we are trying to
get is to make sure there is a safety
net for those who are unemployed or
unemployable, but those who are able-
bodied, what we are trying to do, Mr.
Speaker, is make sure they have job
counseling, job training, job place-
ment, and day care, if necessary, to
make sure that every individual who
wants to work, who has the ability to
work, will be able to work and have the
pride of work.

But also part of the welfare reform
legislation was appropriate funding and
increased funding for food nutrition
programs for schools and the WIC Pro-
gram, the Women, Infants and Children
Program. We think this goes a long
way in trying to get the problems ad-
dressed because while we have spent 15
percent in the cost of one of those two
programs, the WIC and the food nutri-
tion, in the proposal that we have be-
fore the House right now is to have
those programs block granted to the
State, but the way we do it is we told
the Governors you can only spend 5
percent on administration; with the
other 10 percent that is in the budget,
the money must go toward feeding
more children more meals under the
national standards of the National
Science Foundation.

So, with those kinds of safeguards,
we think the programs, closer to the
people without the fraud, abuse and
waste for anything will give us a better
job back home, will give us a better
chance to feed those children and to
serve them well.
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Our pro-jobs agenda has been one

that I think that we can take a lot of
pride. You know, many people said,
well, what kind of health care provided
for workers, for those employed? Well,
H.R. 3103 passed last week in the House
provides several things. Most notably,
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3103 is going to make
sure that our people who employed,
when they move from one job to the
other, or if they lose their jobs, that
the insurance is portable. And that is
very, very important. It also insures
that no matter what preexisting condi-
tion you have you cannot be denied the
coverage. It also provides medical sav-
ings accounts.

So these are very positive things for
workers that we want to make sure,
hopefully the Senate will agree, and
the President, as well, will sign.

We also want to try to get 100 percent
deductibility on health insurance to
encourage employers to provide the
health insurance for their workers.

We also are discussing investment
tax credits and research and develop-
ment tax credits for the purpose of
making sure we encourage investment,
encourage new jobs, retaining jobs, and
to make sure that we keep our busi-
nesses here in the country and not
overseas.

We also are looking for regulatory re-
lief, and our purpose is to try to make
sure that we do not duplicate what
States are already doing. Mr. Speaker,
we cannot really have regulation upon
regulation when they have already
have made sure that they done in the
States, they have to duplicate in the
Federal Government.

We have with us tonight our col-
league, Congressman TAUZIN, who I
hope will join us here and talk about
some of these reforms that we have had
in the Congress and where we go in the
future of this second session of the
104th Congress. I will yield to him to
give us his thoughts on where he
thinks the continuation of this revolu-
tion will go.

Mr. TAUZIN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I particularly wanted to join you be-
cause I listened to the special order
that preceded you, and if you were to
listen to that special order, you would
assume that much of the regulatory re-
form efforts that you just referred to
that were conducted during the pre-
vious year in this Congress were some-
how aimed at destroying the environ-
ment, creating dirty water and dirty
air and somehow making life unsafe
and unhealthy for us, when nothing
could be further from the truth.

The fact is, as we approach Earth
Day and we celebrate a much cleaner
environment for America, the fact is
that we ought to reflect upon what we
fought for earlier this year, that some
of which remains yet undone and some
of which needs to be accomplished in
this session of Congress or the next.

Now, one of that is regulatory re-
form. Now, again, if you would listen
to that special order that just oc-

curred, you would think, for example,
that the clean water bill that this
House produced was somehow a par-
tisan special-interest piece of legisla-
tion that was not designed to do any-
thing about clean water in America.
The truth was that it was supported by
a large majority of this House, biparti-
san in nature, Democrats joining Re-
publicans, attempting to bring some
rationality to the section of laws that
deal with clean water regulations in
America, particularly trying to define
wetlands in a way that we can properly
respect the preservation of real wet-
lands and at the same time respect the
rights of property owners and people in
America who are affected by those reg-
ulations.

Now, the properly rights bill itself
was one that was supported by many
Democrats in this House, and we sent
it down to the Senate. It was a bill
that simply set up due process rights
for property owners who were affected
by some of the regulations dealing with
either the Endangered Species Act or
the pull for wetlands regulations.

In regulatory reform, you will recall
that when this House passed its regu-
latory reform bill, the Republican ma-
jority was joined by many Democrats
who agreed with us that it was time to
put some risk-benefit cost analysis
into the process by which the govern-
ment makes regulation. Why? Because
we simply want to make sure that reg-
ulation makes common sense, that you
look at the real risk you are going
after, analyze it carefully and look for
the least-cost method of achieving a
reduction of that risk in our society,
making sure, in fact, that regulations
issued by bureaucrats made common
sense.

Was that an attack on the environ-
ment? Of course not. We want a safer,
cleaner, healthy environment for
America, but we simply want the regu-
lators in Washington, who are some-
times out of control, sometimes not
living in the real world, to simply take
people into account and to make their
regulations make common sense.

This House overwhelmingly endorsed
that proposal and sent it down to the
Senate. We have still not seen that en-
acted into law. But we stand for those
propositions tonight as we did earlier
this year. We stand in this week when
we celebrate the planet and clean air
environment, we stand for a cleaner
healthier, safer place for Americans to
live, but one in which Federal bureau-
crats start treating people with a little
less arrogance, when they start making
regulations that take risk and cost
into account, that they start respect-
ing property rights in America, that
they start respecting the very people
they are supposed to serve in America
rather than ramming regulations down
their throat that sometimes do not
make sense.

In short, we are looking for more ef-
fective environmentalism, more effec-
tive regulatory structures that really
work. We are looking for as much vol-

untary agreements and conservation,
voluntary agreements, as possible, con-
sultation with local folks, bringing, in
fact, environmentalism back home
where it belongs instead of here in
Washington in some Federal agency.

I remember recently when Bruce
Babbitt, Secretary of Interior, visited
Louisiana, he went down and talked
about the Republican assault on the
great outdoors. My comment was, Mr.
Babbitt, you don’t understand some-
thing. Sir, we love the great outdoors
as much as you do, perhaps more than
you do, in Louisiana. We grew up in the
great outdoors. It’s the great indoors
that we complain about, the indoors
where all these Federal bureaucrats
who have lost sight of reality and
make all these regulations that just
don’t make sense that Americans can’t
live with and that in many cases dis-
respects constitutional rights, civil
rights, like the right to own private
property in our country.

And so as we fight to balance those
things, as we fight to bring some com-
mon sense to regulatory reform, re-
spect for property rights, and some reg-
ulations dealing with wetlands and
clean water and clean drinking water
that indeed are based on good risk
analysis, cost-benefit analysis; in other
words, regulations that achieve their
results more accurately for Americans.
As we make that fight, we will also cel-
ebrate with our colleagues on the other
side Earth Day this week.

b 1915
We are going to try to see to it in the

coming weeks and months, for exam-
ple, that we make a new Superfund law
for America, one that does not waste
all the money that is collected in a
courtroom with lawyers and others
making all the money in the system
and nothing getting cleaned up.

The President in his State of the
Union address, his first State of the
Union address, pointed out to us how
awful that was, and called upon us to
change that law. We are going to try to
do that, JON, to pass a good Superfund
law, a good clean drinking water law,
and get the Senate, hopefully, to agree
with us eventually on good, safe, clean
water acts and property rights and reg-
ulatory reform.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I would say this to the gentleman.
One of the items he brought up about
being commonsensical about the envi-
ronmental laws, our chairman of the
Committee on Science, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, BOB WALKER, said
we should have strong environmental
laws but they should be science-based,
based on what—we know we can im-
prove the environment, but based on
those who are expert in the field com-
ing forward and telling us how can we
achieve that end. I think that is very
important.

Certainly you hit an item on
Superfund. We have seen since 1980
when Superfund was first created, most
of the funds have been spent unfortu-
nately not on the cleanups, which are
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in some cases not that great a deal of
money, but we have been fighting over
who the potentially responsible parties
are under the Superfund law. So the
money is going into lawsuits instead of
the cleanups.

I think with the reform that you are
speaking to, that the House is going to
be addressing, it is going to finally get
some of these cleanups going. Most of
the companies that have been involved
want to do the cleanup, but they are in
court because of one party or the other
is disputing what percentage of liabil-
ity they have.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, why
they do that, the reason they spend so
much time in court battling over li-
ability, is that the current law as it is
written has this so-called deep pockets
provision in it. So if you contributed 1
percent of whatever is in that site, you
could be liable for 100 percent. If you
are caught having contributed that 1
percent and you are told that the other
parties are not found liable, you are
going to have to cough it all up, you
are going to try your best to bring
them all to court and fight over that li-
ability forever.

The result is the government spends
the taxpayers’ dollars in that court-
room, the private parties spend inter-
minable amounts of time and money in
that courtroom, and in the meantime
the citizens out there waiting for the
cleanup to occur wait and wait and
wait, and the money is wasted and no
cleanup occurs. That is what is wrong
with this system. It lacks common
sense.

If we had a system, for example, that
said if you are known to have contrib-
uted 20 percent and you are willing to
put up your 20 percent cost up front
without a legal fight, so we can take
that 20 percent and go start cleaning
up that site, would that not make bet-
ter common sense?

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. It cer-
tainly would.

Mr. TAUZIN. Of course it would.
That is what we are trying to do in this
reform. In short, we are trying to bring
commonsense environmentalism to
America. We are not trying at all to
back away from our commitment to
the environment.

I believe, and I know most Members
of this House believe, that we are here
as guests on this planet and that we
share it with other forms of life, and
we all breathe the same air and drink
the same water. We all cherish clean
water and safe environments for our
family. But we ought to have common-
sense regulation out of this Federal
Government, and very often we do not.
We end up wasting the money, the pre-
cious dollars that ought to go to clean-
ing up places in America and making it
a safer, healthier place for our chil-
dren.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I think
what we need to do is to work with the
EPA, work with the advocacy groups,
with our colleagues, to make sure this

is a bipartisan issue, because there is
no one party that is for the environ-
ment. Both parties are for the environ-
ment and both the Congress and the
White House are for the environment.
Now it is a question of how do we get
up there.

Mr. TAUZIN. Yes, but you would not
believe that by listening to some of
this debate on the floor. The fact of the
matter is there are quite a number of
lobby groups in this town on both sides
of this equation who have very special
interests. There are environmental
lobby groups who have very special in-
terests in keeping a fight going, raising
more money and fighting some more.
There are other groups out here who
obviously would like to not see any en-
vironmental protection in the land.

Neither one is right. What we have to
do is find the balance to make sure
that neither one of the lobby groups
sneak away with the issue and we
never get anything done, but that in
fact Americans get a cleaner,
healthier, and safer place to live in out
of this maze of regulation and legisla-
tion.

The bottom line is we ought to be
asking the simple question, does this
work. If it does not work to bring us a
cleaner, healthier place, if it does not
work to save a species, if it does not
work to really protect wetlands, then
let us build a better system. Let us
build one that makes common sense
and works and delivers for Americans
what they are paying for, which is
cleanup of hazardous sites, which is
protection of endangered species,
which is protection of valuable wet-
lands, and protection of the clean
water and the air and the lands upon
which we live. If we deliver on that
promise, it will be the best bipartisan
gift we can give to America, not only
on this Earth Day, but on every Earth
Day.

But if you listen to some of the de-
bate on this floor, I mean, you would
believe that some of us really do not
want clean air and clean water and a
clean place for our families. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The
fact is we all want it, we just disagree
on how to achieve it. We disagree on
how in fact to attain that good envi-
ronment for our families.

In the end, that is a debate that we
ought to have, but we ought to do it
with a little less of this partisanship, a
little less of this acrimonious sort of
name-calling and get-ready-for-the-
next-election, which seems to pre-
occupy this Chamber too much.

If we remember as we approach Earth
Day that we have a common goal here
to make regulations work for the good
not only of our environment but for
the citizens who live in it, then I think
we will be on solid ground.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I think we
will.

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman’s
approach, which is one that is global,
that is pro-environment, pro-people,
and one that is going to bring about

positive change with common sense, I
think that is what the American people
want. They do not want to see anymore
rhetoric, they want results. I think by
following the Tauzin plan, we will
achieve that.

I think just as important as achiev-
ing the protection of our environment,
as the gentleman has outlined, whether
it be Superfund or endangered species,
clean water, clean air, we also need to
have FDA reform. I have been working
with you and others on your Commit-
tee on Commerce, and I know the gen-
tleman from Texas, GENE GREEN, was
the task force chairman that the gen-
tleman from Virginia, TOM BLILEY, has
appointed, and I am very excited about
the progress we are going to make in
that area not only on the drugs and
medical devices, but also in the food
area, to make sure that we speed up
the approval of drugs and medical de-
vices so life-extending drugs and life-
saving drugs will be approved more
quickly, because we do not want that
technology or the work force or the
jobs to be going overseas. We can keep
it here, whether we reorganize FDA,
that they need more people, or they
need to be out of their morass of over-
regulation. We need to save lives. That
is what the name of the game is. With
FDA reform and environmental protec-
tion, we might find people living much
longer and much better.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, in all this
process of RDA reform, we have to
keep our eyes, again, on the ball. The
ball in this case is to make sure that
food products Americans enjoy are safe
products. That has to be our pre-
eminent goal. Our second preeminent
goal ought to be to make sure as we
regulate good and drugs in America,
that we do have a climate where new
inventions and developments can reach
consumers as rapidly as possible after
they have been appropriately tested, so
Americans do not have to run to other
countries to get treatments that
should be available in America, so that
new devices and new drugs and new
treatments can be available to citizens
here, and so that in fact they can be
available at an early date to save a life
or prolong a life.

FDA reform is critically needed in
that regard. I want to join you in the
hope that we can accomplish that be-
fore the year is out.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, the average drug now might take 12
years and $350 million to come to mar-
ket. Some people cannot wait 12 years
to get that miracle life-extending drug,
and $350 million is a lot of money for a
company to invest without ever get-
ting approval.

Mr. TAUZIN. Guess what, too, after
they have invested 12 years in that
drug and $350 million, where do you
think they get that money from? It
goes into a much higher costing drug
that Americans may need to save their
lives or prolong their lives.

If we can simply have a better proc-
ess that does not take 12 years, that
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does not cost $350 million, we will also
be providing life-saving and life-pro-
longing drugs and treatments to Amer-
icans at more decent prices, which is a
critical component of our health care
reforms. We hope to accomplish again
some of that this year.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. The work
that has been done so far by the gen-
tleman from Texas, JOE BARTON, the
gentleman from Wisconsin, SCOTT
KLUG, and, as well, the work of the
gentleman from North Carolina, RICH-
ARD BURR, they have been appointed
along with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, JIM GREENWOOD, in your com-
mittee to move this initiative forward.
I am very much heartened that it has
been a bipartisan area of legislation.

I think besides the environmental
protections you have discussed and
some of the pro-jobs things we have
also discussed, getting FDA reform this
year is one of the most important areas
in which I think that we have accom-
plishment.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask the gentleman, did he mention the
success this House had in passing a
health care reform bill this year? That
came from our committee as well. For
the first time, we finally got a bill out
of this House that deals with the ter-
rible issue of portability, as Americans
move from job to job and lose their in-
surance.

This bill now says you can take your
insurance with you when you move
jobs. It also takes care of this terrible
problem of preexisting conditions.
When you move from one job to the
next, you might not have been able to
get insurance for the thing you had,
that you had coverage for at your old
job.

That bill dealt with that preexisting
condition problem, and made other
good cost-saving reforms in mal-
practice insurance, in paperwork re-
form, waste, fraud and abuse. It was
the first real targeted effort to begin
the process of reforming insurance for
medical care in America, and reform-
ing the availability and affordability of
those systems for more Americans.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. While still
retaining the choice of doctor and hos-
pital for each patient.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to have the
gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. GIL
GUTNECHT, join us in this dialog. It is
very important. He has been one of the
very hardworking reformers in this
104th Congress, trying to make sure we
move forward in our agenda to be re-
sponsive to the American people, and I
thought he might want to join us.

I yield to him for the purpose of giv-
ing his reflections on where we have
been up until this point and where he
might see us going for the remainder of
the 104th Congress.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, it has been a privilege
to be part of this 104th Congress. The
gentleman and I, and I think most of

us, went home and had town meetings,
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
TAUZIN], and I suspect you did as well.
One of the most frustrating things that
I found was how many times what we
really have accomplished, what has
really happened in this Congress, has
been in some respects misrepresented
by some of our adversaries and not al-
ways accurately reported by the press.

As a matter of fact, one of the things
we did in our town meetings, talking
about reform and saving the Medicare
system, it has been difficult some-
times, because we have to go over the
same ground, and I found in my town
meetings where we could explain ex-
actly how much we are spending today
in Medicare, how much we are propos-
ing to spend in Medicare, and it goes
from about $161 billion in fiscal year
1995 to $247 billion in the year 2002.

Once people get those numbers, some
of them actually scratch their heads
and say, ‘‘Well, wait a second, I keep
hearing you are cutting Medicare,’’
when in fact we are making big in-
creases in Medicare. As a matter of
fact, a few say, ‘‘GIL, maybe that is
true, you go from $161 billion to $247;
yes, that is probably an increase, but if
you divide it by the number of seniors,
there are going to be more seniors in 7
years than there are today, so what is
that number?’’ That number is $4,800,
and it goes to over $7,100 in just 7
years.

Mr. TAUZIN. Even accounting for
the increase in seniors.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Exactly. That
takes into account all the new seniors
that are coming. One of the things that
I found that really began to get peo-
ple’s attention is when I would stop
after I had made that presentation,
giving the real numbers and our budget
numbers, and said if we do this we can
save the system. If we continue to do
what we have always done, the system
goes bankrupt.

Then I would always tell them that I
was born in 1951, and that may not be
significant, but when I graduated from
college, the Speaker at our commence-
ment address was the director of the
U.S. Census. He told us something that
day that I think is very important. He
said that there were more babies born
in 1951 than any other year. We are the
peak of the baby boomers. There are
more people right now 45, and, well,
that has probably changed somewhat,
but at that time there were more peo-
ple 22 than any other single age.

Both of my parents are living, and
God bless them, I am happy to have my
parents both living and we are de-
lighted, and it is a blessing to have
them with us. They are both on Social
Security, they are both on Medicare.
As a baby boomer, I feel that I have a
moral responsibility to my parents.
But on the other hand, I have three
teenagers. I have a moral responsibil-
ity to them, too. I think we ought to
offer them the same kind of opportuni-
ties, the same opportunities of the kind
of standard of living which we enjoy
today.

So in some respects, I think baby
boomers stand on the hinges of history.
I think we have a moral responsibility
to seniors to make sure they get the
kind of care and benefits they are enti-
tled to, but on the other hand, if we
allow the system—as my grandmother
used to say, if you always do what you
have always done, you will always get
what you have always gotten. What we
have got is a system that is going
bankrupt.

Frankly, I think we have a moral re-
sponsibility to do what is right, to save
the system, not only for current sen-
iors but for future generations of sen-
iors. I am proud to say this Congress
has been tackling that issue head on,
and by using competitive forces, some
of the marketplace changes that are
happening out there in health care
today, we can save Medicare. The same
is true with the environment.

One of my favorite Presidents was
John Kennedy. He said that we all in-
habit this same small planet, we all
breathe the same air, and we all cher-
ish our children’s future.
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I might add, parenthetically, we are
all environmentalists. Is there anyone
who does not want clean air and clean
water for their kids? I do not think
there is anybody. But the question is,
will we continue to impose $50 solu-
tions, Washington-based solutions on
those problems out in the States and
the districts?

I think if we work together, if we
have an honest dialog, we can have a
cleaner environment, we can have a
balanced budget, we can have a lot of
these things we are talking about, be-
cause we have got to get the whole no-
tion that all good ideas reside in Wash-
ington, we have got to get that out of
our system, because it has not worked.
The evidence is overwhelming.

In fact, if Washington-based solu-
tions worked, Washington, DC, would
be the most efficiently run city in the
world, and we all know that is not true,
because we live here. We see it every
day. There is a lot of common sense in
Louisiana, in Pennsylvania, in Min-
nesota, all over this country. We have
got to tap into it.

So I am proud of what we have done
in the 104th Congress, I think we are
doing the right things, making the re-
forms that need to happen. I must con-
fess that we have not always commu-
nicated very well, but we have got to
do a better job of that.

I think once the American people un-
derstand what we are trying to do and
how we are trying to do it, to decen-
tralize the bureaucracy, put more of
the decision-making back in the dis-
tricts and in the States and in the
hands of individuals, all sharing the
same goals, I think we are going to
change the course of history. I think
once the American people understand
that, they are going to be far more sup-
portive than sometimes the polls show
them.
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Mr. TAUZIN. I want to thank the

gentleman for joining us and congratu-
late him on an excellent statement.

My mother is on Medicare. I got a
wonderful call from her just today tell-
ing me that she is finally out of the
hospital, been discharged, doing well.
She is a twice cancer survivor on Medi-
care. Do not think for a second that I
am going to not do everything I can to
make sure Medicare does not go bank-
rupt, for her and for everybody’s moth-
er and father that we cherish and love
as much as I love my own mother.

The bottom line is, we cannot let
that system go bankrupt. If we do not
face that problem head on, as the gen-
tleman has said, and provide new solu-
tions for it while at the same time in-
creasing the benefits per beneficiary,
as our plan did, and preserve for every
Medicare recipient the right to go to
the doctor of their own choice and to
stay in the Medicare system if that is
what they choose, if we do not do that
kind of a reform, how are we going to
save this system?

And if we do not save it, 7 years from
now, when it is about to go bankrupt,
are we going to let that happen? No.
We know what is going to happen
around here. There will be a doubling
of the payroll taxes to save it, and then
the next generation will be threatened
with bankruptcy. We will have been
imposing an undue burden on the chil-
dren and grandchildren to save a sys-
tem that we should have saved and
could have saved today, and the gen-
tleman is so right in that regard.

When it comes to the business of
finding common sense in America, I
agree with him. The best common
sense resides in those town hall meet-
ings back home. That is where I really
learn the truth about many of the is-
sues we debate here in Washington.
That is where folks really tell us how
the real world works and where the
good ideas are, and more of us I think
ought to spend time in those town hall
meetings and less time here in Wash-
ington.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. They do
not feel any qualms about telling us
where to go and how to get there. That
is good. That is how we learn.

But let me say this about the Medi-
care situation. We are the individuals
in the majority party that said, look,
we think seniors are very important.
We want to roll back that unfair 1993
tax on Social Security. We passed a bill
to that effect. We are the ones who
said, look, we want to raise the income
eligibility from $11,280 without deduc-
tions from Social Security for those
under 70 to $30,000 a year. We passed
that.

We are the same ones who are saying,
look, we love our seniors, want to
make sure they live long and well, as
long as possible, but what we want to
make sure of is we take out the waste,
fraud, and abuse in the system, $30 mil-
lion a year, and make sure we keep
those savings for health care only, not
to go somewhere else in the budget.

We also want to take the medical
education, now part of Medicare, for di-
rect and indirect costs for interns and
residents, a very valuable program but
it should be a separate line item in the
government. We should make sure that
those dollars also go to Medicare for
seniors.

We want to see paperwork reduction
from 12 percent of Medicare costs to 2
percent while still offering Medisave
accounts and managed care for Medi-
care.

Doing all that together, we are talk-
ing about a 7.5-percent increase a year
for Medicare, double the rate of infla-
tion. And frankly, knowing the biparti-
san House we have here now, if we need
to make increases in Medicare, we will
do it.

But to have people say through dem-
agoguery or rhetoric that any one
party does not want to do what is right
for seniors is absolutely wrong, because
we are looking for increases here to
make sure Medicare works but get that
fraud, waste, and abuse out of it, be-
cause I want to make sure those dol-
lars are being spent for seniors’ health
care and not for a provider to become
rich.

Mr. TAUZIN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] said something
worth repeating. At one of the town
hall meetings during the break, it hap-
pened to occur on the 4-year anniver-
sary of my father’s death. I spent that
morning with my mother.

We recalled together how one of the
things my dad had always asked me to
try to do as his Congressman, as his
son and friend, was to do something
about that awful income earnings limi-
tations that we put on seniors under
Social Security. My father was living
under Social Security until his death,
and the idea that we told him and
other seniors, ‘‘Don’t go try to earn
more money to have a good life, be-
cause we’re going to take your Social
Security away if you dare go out and
continue to work,’’ was an insult to
him.

One of the sterling accomplishments
of this Congress has been to raise that
earned income limitation now to
$30,000, so now seniors can earn up to
$30,000 without affecting their Social
Security check. I remember telling the
audience that night, I said, ‘‘Dad, this
one’s for you.’’

This one is for all the seniors who
have been asking us to do that for so
long, and to stop this awful tax on
their Social Security benefits that was
imposed during the early years of the
Clinton administration, and this House
did that. It has repealed the tax on the
Social Security checks that seniors get
around the country. I hope, frankly, we
can see that enacted into law in a
much bigger income tax reform that all
Americans can benefit from before this
Congress is over.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. One of the
other areas we are working on for sen-
iors that the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT] and the gen-

tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]
have been the leadership point for, and
I think it is very important and worth
repeating, is that we are also trying to
make sure we have enough funds for in-
home services. While people are living
longer and better, we want them to live
longer at home and less in a nursing
care situation for as long as we can put
that off by having additional funds for
in-home services.

And also I think what is very impor-
tant is that we are spending money,
and it should be, on women’s health
care initiatives. That is a very impor-
tant program that we in a bipartisan
fashion are trying to move forward, ad-
ditional funding of research for
osteoporosis, for cardiovascular dis-
eases, for cancer, for uterine, ovarian,
and breast cancer, additional research
in that area as well as for menopause.
We are also talking about, instead of
having every other year under Medi-
care for mammograms, doing them
yearly.

Those are the kinds of changes this
Congress is moving forward on because
we want to make sure our seniors and
others are living longer and living bet-
ter.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. This is part of the
frustration, the list that the gentleman
just went through. I suspect most
Americans, particularly American
women, do not know how much this
Congress has really done. It is so frus-
trating because it seems to me—and I
do not mean to be critical of the press
but maybe I guess I am—these are the
kinds of things that need to be re-
ported more, and frankly too many
Americans do not know how much this
Congress has accomplished.

But, again, I am proud of the 104th
Congress. This has been a can-do Con-
gress from the very first day. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX]
remembers as I do that very first day,
and the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
TAUZIN] was on the other side of the
aisle that day, but it is great to have
him with us now.

But the point is that from the very
first day, we were enacting reforms
which a lot of people, and I am sure the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAU-
ZIN] included, had been trying to get
reformed here in this Congress for
many, many years. The very first bill,
H.R. 1, the Congressional Accountabil-
ity Act, the Shays Act, to make Con-
gress abide by the same laws as every-
body else.

We actually for the first time in I do
not know how many years had an audit
of the Congress, and frankly what the
auditors found was, this Congress itself
has not been very good at managing its
own funds and has not been very ac-
countable for its own funds. If we look
at item after item, this Congress has
really changed the course of history
and we have changed the nature of the
debate in this body.

Frankly, it is frustrating sometimes
to go home and have to re-explain that,
because I think in some respects the
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press has done such a miserable job, in
my opinion, of telling how many good
things this Congress has done, and so
sometimes it is very frustrating for us
to have to go back and tell the story.
But on the other hand, I guess that is
part of our job, as well, to talk about
what is happening.

Frankly, let us also admit we have
made some mistakes. That is part of
being a democracy, that is part of a
democratic republic. We are going to
make mistakes, but I think on balance
I am proud of the record of accomplish-
ment of this Congress.

It has been a Congress that has been
dedicated to reform, whether it was
welfare reform, Medicare reform, Med-
icaid reform, or even reforming the
way we keep our environment clean
and pure. We have been willing to take
a look and take some of the tough
votes, take some of the criticism, be-
cause I think in the long light at the
end of the tunnel, at the end of the
day, I think the American people will
look back and say, hey, they were
doing the right things, moving in the
right directions, taking power away
from Washington, decentralizing, using
market forces wherever possible and
ultimately trying to get more services,
more good, more bang for the buck for
the taxpayers who pay the bill.

I am proud of this Congress. I am de-
lighted to have the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] with us as a Re-
publican. The gentleman gave a great
presentation at noon for the consump-
tion tax, sales tax, whatever we want
to call it. I think that is another issue.

We saw on April 15 the American peo-
ple have had enough with our current
tax system. I do not want to take too
much of the time, but 6 billion man
hours are invested in keeping records
and filling out forms for the IRS.
Frankly, the time has come for all
Americans, we need a national tea
party, because this country was found-
ed by tax protesters who said enough is
enough.

Six billion man-hours, and put that
in perspective. That is how many man-
hours that are used to build every car,
every truck, and every airplane built in
the United States. That is how much
time is spent just keeping records and
filling out forms for the IRS. We have
had example after example. Money
Magazine has surveyed, you can go to
50 different tax professionals, you can
go to 3 different IRS offices and get dif-
ferent answers from all of them.

The truth of the matter is, we all
know that the system we have in terms
of collecting revenue for the Federal
Government is broken. We have had
the courage, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana [Mr. TAUZIN], the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CHRYSLER], and
others have had the courage to take
this issue on, go forward and begin to
put some programs on the table, some
bills on the table, so we can have a na-
tional debate, a national dialogue, and
really come to a conclusion in terms of
what kind of tax policy we ought to

have, what is the maximum amount
the Federal Government ought to get
and what is the simplest way, the most
efficient way for the Federal Govern-
ment to raise the revenue.

I congratulate the gentleman. His
presentation at noon was one of the
best I had ever heard. I congratulate
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SCHAEFER] and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CHRYSLER], as well, be-
cause they have all been working to-
gether. In fact, when they started on
that proposal it was clearly bipartisan.
We hope to encourage more Democrats
to join that debate as well.

Mr. TAUZIN. I thank the gentleman.
One of the reasons why I think this has
been a do-something Congress that has
been unrecognized is that much of
what we have done and completed went
to the White House and got vetoed. We
have got to remember that.

We did pass Medicare reform through
both houses of this Congress and it got
vetoed. We did pass a balanced budget
bill for this country and it got vetoed.
We passed a Medicaid reform bill and it
got vetoed. We passed welfare reform
twice and it got vetoed. We passed
product liability reform and it is sched-
uled to get vetoed.

We had a liability reform bill dealing
with securities laws. That got vetoed.
We mustered a two-thirds majority to
override on that one, but most of these
bills have been vetoed. We do not have
a two-thirds majority to override.

But this Congress has produced and
believe me, if we could, this Congress
would produce a complete repeal of the
IRS and the income tax, as our bill
would do, and the whole mess of guilty
until proven innocent and double tax-
ation and the awful mess the IRS has
created for this country. If we could
appeal it this year and substitute an
alternative tax system that was fair
and made sense for Americans, I would
love to see it done this year.

We have at least put an idea on the
table. That is part of what this Con-
gress has been all about, putting new
ideas, new reform concepts on the
table, passing many of them, as the
gentlemen from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FOX] has pointed out, some of which
has become law, many of which we are
still fighting over because they have
been vetoed. But we are going to keep
up that fight until we win those re-
forms.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I think the
people driving it frankly are the people
back home. They are saying they want
a simpler, fairer, flatter tax. They also
say they want the IRS to be changed.
Some want to eliminate it, to be sure.
But the Taxpayer Bill of Rights which
the gentleman has been active on, with
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON], is going to provide, I
think, part of the first antidote for the
problem.

Mr. TAUZIN. That was passed yester-
day with a huge bipartisan majority.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. And it pro-
vides, if I recall correctly, that the tax-

payer will have an advocate at the IRS
who will intervene on their behalf. It
waives the interest charges and pen-
alties when the IRS is at fault. It ex-
tends time for taxpayers to pay delin-
quent taxes without being subject to
interest charges from 10 to 21 days. It
expands measures to protect rights of
divorced filers. It provides the IRS
with authority to return levied prop-
erty. It increases the maximum award
amount from $100,000 to $1 million for
reckless collection actions by IRS, and
establishes accountability by requiring
the IRS to file an annual report to the
tax writing committees, of which the
gentleman is a part, documenting mis-
conduct by IRS employees.

So I think that it does take for the
first time a bold step, saying, sure,
there are good employees at IRS, we
are not saying that. We are saying we
want a system that is fairer. They are
doing their job. We are saying we want
to make sure that the taxpayers also
have rights, they also are heard, and
not treated as a number but as people
who want to pay their fair share, want
to pay it but they want to make sure
they have their rights protected. That
is what this law does in a very strong
way for the first time.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I think if I could
jump in here, I think the Taxpayer Bill
of Rights is a giant step in the right di-
rection, but ultimately what we need is
a much simpler tax system than we
have today.
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The idea that Americans are spend-
ing six billion hours, are intimidated
by an agency that has 110,000 employ-
ees, that idea is an idea whose time has
passed. The idea whose time has come
is a much simpler tax system, whether
it be the consumption tax, whether it
be a flat tax, or whatever. I am not cer-
tain what the right answer right now
is. Representative TAUZIN does a beau-
tiful job. I hope he will have some spe-
cial orders between now and the end of
summer so the American people can
begin to understand what we are really
talking about, what the problem is,
and how your particular solution will
address that.

But I think we need that national
dialogue, and ultimately what we need
is a much simpler tax. Frankly, the
taxpayers Bill of Rights does begin to
level the playing field. Because here-
tofore the IRS had a huge advantage
and they used the power of intimida-
tion over individuals.

Mr. TAUZIN. Think about it, there is
no other place in America, not even
our Federal courts, where you go and
you are presumed guilty. Even in Fed-
eral criminal court you are presumed
innocent, and until the State proves
you guilty you walk out a free person.
With the IRS, you are presumed guilty
until you prove yourself innocent.
What an awful type of situation Ameri-
cans find themselves in.

Worse than that, as you know JON,
the IRS is a double taxation system.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3575April 17, 1996
Not only does it tax your income, but
every time you buy anything made in
America, you are paying the tax of
every business that contributed to the
manufacture of that product. Econo-
mists tell us that could be a hidden tax
of between 10 and 14 percent on the
price of everything made in America.
Unfortunately, we do not charge that
tax to products imported. So, guess
what? We import more products.

It is a system that tells us do not
earn money, do not save money, do not
invest because we are going to penalize
you, do not try to leave anything for
your kids because we got inheritance
and gift taxes that will catch you then.
Even when you spend money, you bet-
ter buy foreign products, because if you
buy anything made in America, we are
going to double tax you.

It is a horrible system, and it is time
we think about changing it for the
good of every taxpayer; but, more im-
portantly, for every wage earner and
every business in America that would
like to manufacture things here in-
stead of manufacturing them all over
the world.

If we have that debate, honestly and
forthrightly and in a bipartisan fash-
ion, to make sure whatever we sub-
stitute for this system is indeed a fair
system, it is simpler, makes better
sense, does not double tax us, does not
tax American products only, but taxes
fairly all products in our society, so we
can encourage manufacturing again, if
we have that debate as part of this
agenda to do something in this Con-
gress, move these reforms forward, I
will feel a lot better than I do already
about a Congress that has made some
great progress to this date.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. If I can
ask you, Mr. TAUZIN, beyond the dis-
cussion we had on flat tax, with or
without deductions for mortgage, the
Armey and Specter versions, as well as
the Forbes version, and the consump-
tion tax and national sales tax, what
other programs are your committees
looking at as far as tax reform?

Mr. TAUZIN. The Committee on
Ways and Means is the committee
doing it. I do not actually serve on it.
BILL ARCHER is the Chair, and we are
working closely with BILL. Mr. ARCHER
actually supports this consumption tax
concept. But he is not making that de-
cision right now.

What he is doing is the right thing.
He is going to hold hearings on this
proposal for a national sales tax. He is
going to hold hearings on the Armey
flat tax proposal. He will hold hearings
on alternative proposals, such as the
value added tax or anything anybody
wants to come up with.

By October, the Committee on Ways
and Means will report to the American
public. Hopefully the candidates for
President will join in that debate, and
by next Congress, maybe we can have
an American tea party, and Americans
can express themselves and dump this
whole system into the Boston Harbor
and rewrite something that makes
sense for Americans again.

What we recommend is to pull the
IRS and the income tax out by its
roots, to get rid of the whole mess, to
throw away the inheritance and gift
taxes along with it, and substitute a
simple national retail sales tax at the
end of every purchase, providing a com-
plete rebate to incomes under the pov-
erty level, so that no one is hurt under
poverty, and providing the same treat-
ment for home ownership the current
code does to encourage families to own
their homes and build their families
here in America.

It is an awfully interesting concept,
but it is only one of many. The Com-
mittee on Ways and Means is going to
look at them all and hopefully report
to the American people by October
which one they think makes the best
sense, and we will have this debate
next Congress.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I think
Congressman GUTKNECHT and Congress-
man TAUZIN, as much as it is important
to reform the tax structure, and, be-
lieve me, the American people want
that, they also want to make sure we
have a more business friendly Congress
and business friendly government.

What I am talking about now is peo-
ple who have tried to deal with the
Federal Government to do work. I had
a gentleman who has a business in my
district that wants to do business with
the Federal Government, but he had
187 pages he had to fill out for a $25,000
contract. He had to hire an accountant,
an attorney, and an engineer to assist
him in that regard.

I do not think we are not a business
friendly government if we cannot fig-
ure out a way to make sure that we en-
courage people to be vendors, those
who can come forward with their Gov-
ernment, give a quality product, and
try to sell it to the Government on a
bid process.

I am talking about getting the best
product for the lowest price. Well, he
may have had the best product, but the
Federal Government will never have
the chance to buy it, because he did
not want to go through 187 pages of pa-
perwork.

So I think that has to be part of our
initiative, to make sure this is a gov-
ernment that works leaner and works
better.

Mr. TAUZIN. Indeed, to go back to
taxes, the Kemp Commission reported
that the average small business in
America spends $4 complying with the
Tax Codes for every $1 they send the
Federal Government. Think about
that, when our forms and our regula-
tions are so complex that you have got
to hire so many accountants and go
through so much paperwork to send
the Government $1 you have got to
spend $4 in your business. And guess
who pays all of that? The consumer
does in the end. When our systems are
so complex that people cannot bid to
do Government work because they can-
not get through the bureaucracy and
the paperwork, when businesses cannot
even pay their taxes without spending

four times as much as the tax liability,
spending it on paperwork and account-
ants and auditors, then something is
wrong in America. We have got an inef-
ficient system.

If it does say to people ‘‘Do not come
do business with this government,’’ we
are locking out people that could be
doing business for us, perhaps in a
much more efficient way than our cur-
rent vendors, our current suppliers.
That ought to get changed.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. It is just
as important as the tax reform.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I was going to say,
whether you are talking about tax re-
form, health care reform, Medicare re-
form, welfare reform, reforming the
way Congress does business, opening up
the process, really what this debate is
about is whose country is it, and whose
government is it, and who is in charge,
and whose money is it? And for too
long we have sort of taken, or our pred-
ecessors have taken the attitude in
Washington that it is Washington’s
money and Washington’s government.

One of my favorite Presidents once
observed we are a people with a govern-
ment, and not the other way around.
And really all of these reforms are
about opening up the process. The
beauty of this Congress is for the first
time we are having honest and healthy
debates about what kind of a Medicare
system we are going to have, what kind
of welfare system should we have?

We have agreed that the problem
with our welfare system is not that it
costs so much money. The problem
with our welfare system in America
today is that it costs too much in
human potential. We have created de-
pendency.

When Representative TAUZIN talks
about our tax system, it is a system
riddled with perverse incentives.
Throughout all of our programs, it is a
system of perverse incentives. No good
deed goes unpunished. Frankly, it is
wrong, and the America people know it
is wrong.

If there is a reform party, I think
once the American people get a chance
to look at these issues, what has really
happened in the 104th Congress, how
the process has been opened up, how we
finally had honest debates about real
reform, returning more power back to
the people, I think they will agree that
there is a reform party in the United
States of America, and it is our party,
and it is this party that forged those
reforms, it is this freshman class, if
you will, that has really forced the
agenda to make those changes, to
change the attitudes in Washington,
and begin the process of giving the peo-
ple the power back. And that is what
this Congress is about.

I hope that as we go forward, we will
have more opportunities this spring to
have this kind of a dialog, this kind of
a discussion, because I believe facts are
our friends, and once the American
people have the facts, whether it is
about our budget, about Medicare,
about tax reform, all of those other is-
sues, I think it makes it very easy for
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us to win the debate, for them to win
the debate, because facts are our
friends and, as John Adams said,
‘‘Facts are stubborn things.’’

Mr. TAUZIN. You know, the fresh-
men, JON, all of you guys, have taken
a lot of heat in the press, being too
hardnosed, too rigid, inflexible. The
truth is, the freshmen came to this
House with a very refreshing concept.
It was a concept that the Government
ought to be our servant, not our mas-
ter. And you came with a simple notion
that we needed to make Government
user friendly again. It needed to be re-
sponsive to people and helpful to peo-
ple, instead of control and mandating
and, indeed, inaccessible to people be-
cause its formularies and regulations
were too difficult for people to under-
stand. It is a very refreshing attitude.

I often comment to folks back home,
thank God we have a huge crop of
freshmen that have that attitude. I
think it is great that we have the infu-
sion of new ideas and new thought. We
have seen it in the form of a willing-
ness to tackle issues that sometimes
no one wanted to tackle before; to face
head on the crush and calamity of Med-
icare collapsing into bankruptcy and to
try to deal with it, to face head on the
fact we have got a welfare system that
is condemning people to dependency,
instead of rescuing them from depend-
ency; to face head on the fact that
Medicaid in our country is about to
cripple the ability of our States to take
care of people who are uninsured and
need the assistance of others for their
health care; and to face head on com-
plex issues like immigration policy,
and issues like, indeed, environmental
reform, which are very contentious and
very difficult to debate sometimes.

Freshmen, in my view, have added a
great deal to this Congress, and I am
glad you are here.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Congress-
man TAUZIN, we certainly appreciate
the fact you are an honorary freshman,
you have joined us in that regard, be-
cause your enthusiasm to find biparti-
san solutions and work to make a posi-
tive difference is what I think all the
Congress is about.

You would not be here and would not
have the privilege of serving if you
could not make a positive difference.
The thing we have to do is make sure
we continue listening back home. Back
home are the best ideas on keeping
costs down, on keeping government ac-
countable for what they want, and to
make sure we in fact have a govern-
ment that is user friendly. In that re-
gard, for any final comments Congress-
man GUTKNECHT may have?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania and Louisi-
ana for the special order. I appreciate
the opportunity to participate. I want
to thank you for the kind words about
the freshmen. I think in many respects,
though, the freshmen just represent
the common sense values and views of
the American people.

This Congress started with a lot of
excitement and fanfare, but I will

never forget the day after this Con-
gress started, I was out in the hall, out-
side the House chambers, and a re-
porter came up to DICK ARMEY, the ma-
jority leader of the House Republican
Conference, and she said to him, ‘‘How
does it feel now that the American peo-
ple have given you all this power?’’
And he said something very important
and very profound. He said, ‘‘The
American people did not give us power.
They gave us responsibility. They
loaned us power.’’

That is part of the attitude I think
reflected in this Congress. The Amer-
ican people have given us responsibil-
ity. For as long as we have that respon-
sibility, I think particularly speaking
on behalf of the freshmen, we are going
to do everything we can to give the
power back to them, because we know
that ultimately here in the United
States it is the people who are sov-
ereign. For too long, they felt as if
there was a government that had the
people, rather than a people with a
government.

Frankly, I think we are bringing
fresh attitudes, I think we are willing
to tackle the tough issues. Have we
done everything right. No. Have we
made mistake? Yes. We may make mis-
takes in the future. But we are always
guided by the basic notion that it is
the people who are sovereign, and we
work for them, and ultimately we have
a responsibility to this generation, but,
more importantly, to the next genera-
tion as well.

So I want to thank Representative
TAUZIN and Representative FOX. It has
been a great special order. We need to
do this more often. As I said earlier,
facts are our friends.

Mr. TAUZIN. I just want to reecho
that thought, that this is the people’s
House, and in this House the people
rule. That is an awfully statesmanlike
approach to take, and it is surprising,
indeed, that more folks do not realize
that in this Chamber.

In the end, when we go back to the
town hall meetings back home, we are
asked a simple question: Have you ad-
vanced an American agenda? Not a
Democrat or Republican agenda. Have
you advanced the cause of this coun-
try? Have you made it a place where
there is more liberty, instead of less
liberty? Have you made it a place
where we can advance our family’s fu-
ture more easy instead of more dif-
ficult. Have you made this a place
where indeed our children can have a
brighter future than we ourselves
have?

If we can say yes to all of those ques-
tions, then we can go home proud and
pleased with the work we have done
here. I think we are well on the way.
We have accomplished a lot. We have a
lot left to do. But I think this ‘‘do
something’’ Congress will be heard
from much more in the days ahead.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I want to
thank Congressman GUTKNECHT and
Congressman TAUZIN for their leader-
ship, not only in presenting the re-

forms that they have worked for, but
in trying to forge a bipartisan agenda,
one that is going to make this Con-
gress continue to be pro-jobs, pro-re-
form, anti-tax, and one that relies
more on the individual responsibility
and relying on the fact that the Gov-
ernment does not run the country, the
people do, and they do lend us that re-
sponsibility and that authority to act
in their behalf.

So while we want to see term limits,
we want to make sure the time we are
here is made valuable, because what we
have done is made positive changes.
That will always be our guiding
thought.

I thank you for letting us have this
time period, Mr. Speaker, to have this
dialogue. We will return again to give a
further review in the future. We appre-
ciate the input of our colleagues, from
our constituents and the American
people.
f
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TRIBUTE TO A TRUE PATRIOT,
RON BROWN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
METCALF). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PAYNE of new Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on and include therein
extraneous material on the subject of
the special order today by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.

Speaker, as chairman of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, I wanted to take
some time this evening to pay tribute
to a man so many of us knew as a great
friend and a real true patriot. Sec-
retary of Commerce Ron Brown was a
person we all knew and loved. So many
people across this Nation have been in-
spired by Ron Brown, it is fitting that
we celebrated his remarkable life and
legacy.

Even in the midst of our grief over
his untimely passing, we recognize that
Ron was the kind of person who would
want to be remembered for how he
lived his life rather than how he died.
It has been said that a man’s reach
should exceed his grasp. Throughout
Ron Brown’s wonderful life he kept
reaching, seizing each challenge with
boundless confidence, with enthusiasm,
with energy, with vision. Both in the
private sector and in the public life he
displayed that all-American can-do at-
titude, refusing even to entertain the
thought that any obstacles would be
insurmountable.

It was this spirit that won him so
many firsts. First black fraternity
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