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House of Representatives

The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. DEAL].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 19, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable NATHAN
DEAL to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes,
but in no event shall debate continue
beyond 9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] for
5 minutes.

OPEN DEBATE ON NATIONAL PARK
SYSTEM

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, |
call the attention of my colleagues to
the votes today on the Suspension Cal-
endar. On the Committee on Resources,
as the ranking member of Public
Lands, Shenandoah Valley National
Battlefields partnership Act, a good
bill that deserves support, the Alaskan
Native Claims Settlement Act, the
same, a good bill that deserves support,

and the Presidio bill, a good piece of
legislation, all of these are bipartisan.
But | have to call attention to my col-
leagues to one bill that deserves rejec-
tion, H.R. 260, and that is the park clo-
sure bill, a bill that would threaten 198
of the smallest parks in the National
Park System, and | will be inserting in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a list of
those parks and many are in many of
my colleagues’ districts.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
pay close attention to this list because
it represents the potential first draft of
the new park closure list which will
undoubtedly result from the rec-
ommendations of the Park Closure
Commission created by H.R. 260, a bill
that is opposed by every environmental
organization and is opposed by the
Clinton administration, the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and many others.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 260’s Parks Closure
Commission would have the authority
to recommend to Congress specific
units of the park system for closure,
privatization, or sale to the highest
bidder. Many of the proponents of this
bill claim that it is the same one that
we passed unanimously last year. H.R.
260 is not the same bill we passed last
year. This is how.

First, H.R. 260 puts the decision of a
Park Closure Commission at the front
of the train. It takes the statutory au-
thority Congress currently has and
places it in the hands of a politically
appointed commission.

Second, H.R. 260 sends a strong signal
to the American people that Congress
does not have the political will to
carry out its responsibilities of over-
sight over the National Park Service,
and H.R. 260 exempts the 54 national
park units from closure, leaving the
less visited, smaller budgeted parks at
the mercy of the Park Closure Com-
mission.

Unfortunately, national treasures,
such as Valley Forge, Mount Rush-

more, the Statue of Liberty, the Wash-
ington, Lincoln, and Jefferson Memori-
als, and the Martin Luther King Na-
tional Historic Site could find them-
selves on the chopping block.

As my colleagues, Mr. COLEMAN and
Mr. PALLONE, stated so eloquently yes-
terday on the House floor, why does the
bill only exempt the national park
units from the Park Closure Commis-
sion? Are supporters of H.R. 260 making
some sort of value judgment on the dif-
ferent units of the park system? Are we
thinking that some units of the system
are more deserving of protection and
enjoyment than others?

Mr. Speaker, if the bill exempts na-
tional park units, shouldn’t it also ex-
empt national monuments, historic
battlefields, historic sites, and national
battlefield parks? If the bill sponsors
are so concerned about an honest, ob-
jective review of the entire system,
why did they not leave every unit on
the chopping block and subject to the
recommendations of the Park Closure
Commission?

I had planned to offer amendments to
H.R. 260 and had made note of my in-
tention to—in a ‘“‘Dear Colleague” let-
ter to everyone in this body this sum-
mer. Despite my stated intentions and
the distinct impression | had from the
committee leadership that | would be
able to offer these amendments as | did
in subcommittee, H.R. 260 is being
rammed through the House without
the opportunity for full discussion and
debate. There has been a lot of talk re-
cently about accountability, yet it ap-
pears that business as usual continues
here in the House.

H.R. 260 is opposed by the League of
Conservation Voters. In fact, they have
issued a letter declaring that this orga-
nization is going to consider this vote
when considering its 1995 environ-
mental voting scoring rating.
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Environmental groups oppose this
bill. The National Parks and Conserva-
tion Association, the Wilderness Soci-
ety, the American Hiking Society, De-
fenders of Wildlife, Environmental Ac-
tion Foundation, Sierra Club, Friends
of the Earth and the lzaak Walton
League of America. Editorials against
H.R. 260 have appeared in newspapers
around the country, the New York
Times, the Salt Lake Tribune, the
Miami Herald, the Philadelphia
Enquirer, the St. Louis Post Dispatch,
the Las Vegas Sun, and the Wichita
Eagle.

The administration has issued a
strongly worded condemnation of this
bill. National Park Service Director
Roger Kennedy has been direct and
straightforward with Congress in enu-
merating the reasons to oppose this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, all I am asking is that
this bill be returned to the Rules Com-
mittee. Let it come up next week under
a closed rule where amendments offer-
ing alternatives, which | would offer
with several other colleagues on a bi-
partisan basis that would deal with fi-
nancing the parks through a changed
fee system, a trust fund, and a change
in the concessions policy is a far more
Democratic way to deal with this issue.

| urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
H.R. 260 today.

PRESERVING AND PROTECTING
MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. TiAaHRT] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, | wanted
to spend a few minutes this morning
talking about a very important issue of
preserving and protecting Medicare. |
want to quote from the Los Angeles
Times who printed just a week ago,
““the House GOP plan to save Medicare
is a sensible start toward fixing a pro-
gram whose costs are out of control.”
The Democrats are wrong to balk at
the restraining of soaring costs of the
popular Medicare Program. The cur-
rent path doubles the program’s budget
every 7 years. It is not sustainable and
they know it.

Mr. Speaker, I am not an expert on
Medicare, and so | went back into my
district during the August district
work period and | got together 33 mem-
bers of the health care industry, of peo-
ple who were concerned about preserv-
ing and protecting Medicare, of people
who were involved in taxpayer groups,
the AARP, United Seniors Associates,
and we got together and we met all
morning at Wichita State University
about what problems we were facing
with Medicare and how we could best
preserve and protect it, and today |
have with me a copy of the draft report
that we submitted and that | also used
to testify before members of the Com-
mittee on Commerce; it is the sub-
committee for the Committee on Ways
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and Means, in coming up with some so-
lutions for preserving and protecting
Medicare.

Some of the ideas that we had that
came out of the Fourth District of
Kansas are now being implemented
into the legislation. These members of
this task force came to this meeting
with three methods of preserving and
protecting Medicare. We went around
the room and we discussed each one of
these solutions in depth.

Mr. Speaker, | was expecting them to
come scared because a lot of the rhet-
oric that has been said right here on
the floor of the House, a lot that has
been printed across through the elite
media, and so | was somewhat anxious
about the meeting, but when | got
there, the people of America were not
scared about losing Medicare. They
were concerned, but they came with ex-
cellent ideas. They wanted to give the
best ideas of Kansas to have them
brought here, and some of the ideas
came right out of the work force.

A gentleman named Zim Zimmer-
man, who works for Evcon industries
in Wichita, KS, one of the leading air-
conditioner suppliers across the Na-
tion. He was just 90 days away from re-
tirement and he said, if I could just
take my health care insurance as pro-
vided at Evcon and carry it on into re-
tirement, | would be completely satis-
fied. Other seniors wanted to have the
same system that is available to them
now, Medicare. Some wanted a type of
system that is a managed care system
because it provided more alternatives
to them, and some wanted medical sav-
ings accounts.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation that is
currently being drafted does keep our
Nation’s commitment to Medicare and
it remains as an option to seniors, with
no increase to copayments or
deductibles. We also, in the legislation
that we are right now pushing forward,
allowing seniors the same health care
choices that are available to others
like Zim Zimmerman and other seniors
in the Fourth District, and we came up
with some good ideas on how to root
out waste and fraud and abuse so that
we can maximize the health care dol-
lars that we are spending.

We also have in this legislation ways
of placing financial responsibility on
those who can best afford it and try to
provide the benefits to those who are
truly in need without great demands
on their financial responsibility. We
also want to set up a guaranteed sol-
vency through a budgetary fail-safe
provision.

As the task force discussed some of
these problems, particularly in waste,
fraud, and abuse, it was very apparent
that fear has been used all across the
Nation. In our report that was given to
us by a gentleman who is administer-
ing a hospital in Halstead, KS, his
name is Jeffrey Feeney, he used to
work in a Florida hospital, and a physi-
cian came to him and said, | would like
to use a room to talk with some of the
seniors. And he says, well, what were
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you going to use the room for? He ex-
plained that the doctor was talking to
the seniors about an autologous blood
process by which he was parlaying the
fear of seniors, the fear of contracting
AIDS or other social STD or HIV in-
fected blood through the process when
they had surgery. They have to use
others’ bloods, so this autologous blood
process, they would take their own
blood, he would store it for them at no
cost to them, and then in the future, in
the event they needed blood, it would
be available to them.

Many of them would never need this
blood. They would never have surgery,
but yet he was being paid by Medicare
on a daily basis for storing this blood.
So he parlayed this fear into bilking
the system out of hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars.

Mr. Speaker, when | think about
what has happened here recently, even
for my own parents, when people try to
come in and try to use scare tactics, in
Kansas we call that scams, and this is
not Mediscam. We are talking about
preserving and protecting Medicare.

So, Mr. Speaker, as we submit this
report and as we proceed with Medicare
legislation, | hope that the American
public will see that the loss of credibil-
ity for using scare tactics is more and
more apparent and that the plans that
we have forwarded as represented by
the Los Angeles Times are going to be
effective in preserving and protecting
Medicare.

MEDICARE SAVINGS DOUBTED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as this
House was concluding its business last
night, | was discussing the concerns
that every senior across this country
should have about what is about to
occur on Medicare, and indeed, listen-
ing to the remarks of my colleague
from Kansas just now, | would say that
if seniors are not scared, they ought to
at least be very concerned about what
is happening on Medicare, and | would
think that any senior who has been ob-
serving closely what is occurring with
reference to Medicare would be very
near scared at the consequences that
are about to befall them.

You know, we have awaited a Repub-
lican plan and now another day has
passed. It is September 19, and we have
yet to have any member of the Repub-
lican Party come to the floor of this
House and spell out the details of their
plan. All that American seniors know
about this Republican plan is that it
boils down to: Pay more, get less. That
is what the Republican plan is, the pay
more, get less plan.

Mr. Speaker, it was curious that the
gentleman from Kansas just now would
refer to the Washington Times because
yesterday’s Washington Times, the
banner first page story was: Republican
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