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agreement, the only problem is, their
employee, the special trade representa-
tive, Charlene Barshefsky, does not
seem to share their views.

When pressed in a press conference
last week to expand upon what is the
United States talking about here, they
cannot be serious about putting labor
protections into an international trade
agreement, by God, then what would
capital do? How could it run around
the world looking for the most ex-
ploited sources of labor?

She said, quote, this is not a negoti-
ating group. It is an analytic working
group designed to draw upon the exper-
tise of other multilateral institutions
in order to answer a series of analytic
points.

Now, that does not sound an awful
lot like labor protections. It does not
sound like it will get us to the point
made by the previous gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH), stopping traf-
ficking in goods produced by forced
child labor around the world. No, that
is a little too far for the World Trade
Organization, and if Ms. Barshefsky
has her way, it will be too far for the
United States of America to go. That is
pathetic.

She goes on to say, the issue of sanc-
tions is nowhere in this proposal and it
is certainly not on the table, and then
she goes on in another much longer
quote I do not have time to give, to say
that this analytical look at labor pro-
tections will lead everybody to the con-
clusion that the best way to bring up
labor standards around the world is not
to have any; sort of like the theory of
the Republicans here in Congress. If we
did not have a minimum wage the mar-
ket would set one and it would be good
for everybody.

Well, maybe not the people who earn
the minimum wage or just above it,
but it would be good for the employers.

The same thing with the World Trade
Organization and Carlene Barshefsky.
They want to say the market will bring
about in the future some sort of labor
protections without these horrible dic-
tates.

In fact, they are undermining our
own laws here in the United States
with the World Trade Organization, a
little secretive body of 3 people who are
exempt from conflict of interest, ex-
empt from public disclosure, make
binding decisions on trade disputes.

The U.S. has lost a number of trade
disputes on environmental issues over
the last few years, but they have won
one big one.

We are going to force the Europeans
to take hormone-laced beef. By God,
that is a big victory for the U.S. and we
should have more of this. We do not
want to reform this organization. We
do not want transparency and doing
away with conflict of interest rules. We
do not want any system of juris pru-
dence the American people can under-
stand. We do not want to allow envi-
ronmental groups or labor groups to in-
tervene and mess up the decision-mak-
ing process of the World Trade Organi-
zation.

We have a tremendous opportunity as
the United States of America to lead,
and maybe we have to get rid of Ms.
Barshefsky to do that.
f

QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP AND
FOREST HEALTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, we have
a forest health crisis in this country
and the Clinton-Gore administration’s
current do-nothing policies are utterly
failing to address it. A government re-
port released in April states that ap-
proximately 39 million acres of our
western national forests are at ex-
tremely high risk of catastrophic fire.

Alarmingly, this same report indi-
cates that the Forest Service has failed
to advance a cohesive strategy to treat
this 39 million acres at risk, despite
the fact that the window of oppor-
tunity for taking effective manage-
ment action is only about 10 to 25 years
before catastrophic wild fires become
widespread.

Last year, Congress passed historic
legislation that was intended to pro-
vide the Forest Service a tool with
which to proactively address and com-
bat this forest health crisis.

The bipartisan Herger-Feinstein
Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery
Act, which passed last Congress by an
overwhelming margin of 429-to-1, man-
dated a project to manage our forests
for health and safety, while providing
for a responsible, ecologically sound
level of harvesting to benefit local
economies.

The Forest Service was assigned the
responsibility of carrying out this spe-
cific plan, but made several last
minute additions to the environmental
analysis that have drastically tilted
the bipartisan balance that this Con-
gress struck in the law and the Quincy
Group struck in its plan.

These changes, based on a combina-
tion of bad science and special interest
politics, will prevent treatment on al-
most all of the 21⁄2 million acres to be
protected from catastrophic fire under
the original plan. The decision was
made behind closed doors, without pub-
lic input.

Mr. Speaker, the Forest Service has
taken it upon itself to circumvent a
law that this Congress passed almost
unanimously. The Quincy plan pre-
sented us with an opportunity to
proactively prevent the very type of
catastrophic forest and wildland fires
that have ripped through 5 counties in
my district in Northern California in
the past 8 weeks, tragically taking two
human lives.

These fires have also burned more
than 250,000 acres of public and private
property, destroyed more than 100
homes, eliminated thousands of acres
of wildlife habitat and various species

of wildlife, and generated tons of
smoke. In addition, the American tax-
payers have paid close to $100 million
to fight these fires.

However, the Forest Service has re-
jected this plan and has scaled it back
to the point that it is almost meaning-
less, perhaps hoping the fire risks will
somehow go away, despite the fact that
the risk of catastrophic fire across the
West is increasing.

The agency proposes to lock up our
choked, fire-prone forests and allow
prescribed fires to achieve its so-called
forest management goals, even though
this policy causes serious air pollution
and poses a very real risk that a burn
will get out of control, as it has on a
number of occasions.

To add to this outrage, Mr. Speaker,
the administration recently proposed
to lock up an additional 40 to 50 mil-
lion more acres of national forests, pre-
venting the very management strate-
gies that our fire experts are telling us
we absolutely must take.

This attempt to shut down access to
the public’s forest lands is too much
about what special interest groups de-
mand and too little of what their own
elected government and science rec-
ommends.

This Clinton-Gore administration has
needlessly put our lives and property
at risk in a selfish attempt to create an
environmental legacy. The reality of
our forest health crisis is that more,
not less, of our forests must be avail-
able for pursuing forest management
strategies.

We must begin to take proactive
steps before catastrophic fires become
more widespread. The forest service
and this administration have refused to
respond and have neglected congres-
sional attempts to address the crisis.
They appear ready to serve special in-
terest environmental politics until
well after the election.

Regrettably, forest fires are not that
patient.

Mr. Speaker, our forests and our
communities are at risk and we intend
to do everything possible to hold this
administration accountable for its neg-
ligence.
f

A LIVABLE COMMUNITY IS ONE
WHERE FAMILIES ARE SAFE,
HEALTHY AND ECONOMICALLY
SECURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, a
livable community is one where fami-
lies are safe, healthy and economically
secure. While much attention is given
to the damage that unplanned growth
can have to the physical environment,
the physical blight, traffic congestion,
loss of open space, wildlife habitat, it is
clear that a community that is not liv-
able can also have direct impacts on
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the physical and psychological health
of families as well.

Just this week, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District in South-
ern California released a report docu-
menting the danger to people breathing
the toxic air that is concentrated near
southern California’s congested free-
ways. This danger has increased the
risk of cancer. People today are in-
creasingly concerned about the soaring
rates of asthma among our children
which clearly appears related to the
toxins we are putting into the air.

Recently, there was an article that I
found amusing in the Washington Post,
about how some people really enjoy the
real long commute. It helps them cen-
ter themselves and prepare for a long
day.

I suppose that may be true for some,
but when the average American spends
more than 50 work days a year trapped
behind the wheel of a car, just getting
to and from their occupation, and when
we have lost 43 more hours in the last
5 years to commuting, there are direct
implications. I would venture that for
a much larger number the commute to
work is not the highlight of their day.

The National Sleep Foundation has
reported that the 158 hours added to
the yearly work commutes since 1969
have been subtracted from the time
many Americans sleep. Carol
Rodriguez, director of the Institute of
Stress Medicine in Norwalk, Con-
necticut, observed that people with
lengthy commutes often exhibit signs
of stress in the workplace.

Marriage and family counselors in
the Bay Area see patients struggling
with the increased demands and stress
placed upon them from their longer
work commutes. This struggle is mani-
festing itself in family problems and
even divorce. It has been noted that di-
vorce itself is no longer a reliever to
the stress of long commutes and sepa-
ration because often, after a family
breaks up, the difficulties of two house-
holds in coordinating the needs of chil-
dren and employment are usually
greater in terms of time and miles
driven to hold things together.

The job-related problems where em-
ployers increasingly, in congested com-
munities, never seem to know when
their employees are going to show up,
seems tame by comparison.

One of the most interesting develop-
ments may be found in a report from
the Center for Disease Control and pre-
vention on increasing obesity rates in
the United States. Rates have been in-
creasing since 1991 all across America,
but there was particular concern about
an increase of over 101 percent in Geor-
gia.

In 1991, when the study began, metro-
politan Atlanta had one of the lowest
obesity rates. What is the reason for
the increase? Some blame the tradi-
tional southern diet, which it is true is
often high in fat, but the South’s diet
is not that much different than the
rest of the country today. In any case,
it certainly does not explain why Geor-

gia has the worst problem than the rest
of the South.

It is interesting that the researcher
placed part of the blame on the prob-
lems that metropolitan Atlanta is fac-
ing as the community has become less
and less livable. The skyrocketing obe-
sity rates coincide exactly with the ex-
plosion of unplanned growth around
metropolitan Atlanta which some
claim is the highest growth rate in his-
tory.

Dr. William Deats, one of the study’s
co-authors, points out that the time in
the car encourages not just more fast
food, it eats into the time for exercise.
Others have noticed that Atlanta’s un-
planned growth has shortchanged the
opportunities for outdoor exercise. It is
not a walkable community. Sidewalks
do not lead anywhere and even if peo-
ple had the time and a place to exer-
cise, the increasingly bad air makes
the benefits of exercise problematic.

It is important for us to reflect on
why the political landscape is being in-
fluenced by the discussion of livable
communities and why it is such a
major issue. It seems at some level the
American public understands that
their health, both emotional and phys-
ical, of the family, the ability to be fit,
reduce stress, adequate sleep and for
the family to live together is one of the
first casualties if a community is not
livable.

I strongly urge my colleagues to join
with me in making sure that this ses-
sion of Congress does its job for the
Federal Government to be a better
partner in maintaining and enhancing
the livability of American commu-
nities.
f

REPUBLICANS ARE NOT
ISOLATIONISTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I have
not participated in morning hour be-
fore but sometimes we hear things in
the news that just cause us to be so
upset we come to the floor, and that is
what I am doing here today.

President Clinton, Mr. Speaker, made
an address to Georgetown University
yesterday and some people say it was
an extension of an olive branch to Re-
publicans who he had labeled as isola-
tionists and who he criticized for par-
tisanship when the other body refused
to approve a comprehensive test ban
treaty.

I welcome his initiative but I would
like to set the record straight here
today and raise a few questions that re-
late to some of my Democratic col-
leagues, too.

I have tried to provide bipartisan
leadership in the House Committee on
International Relations. Indeed the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BAR-
RETT) and I come from the only state

legislative body that is nonpartisan,
our State legislature of Nebraska, so I
find the degree of partisanship here in
the Congress to be very unusual and
not productive. However, I would have
to say this, Mr. Speaker, to the Presi-
dent, when national security advisors
and secretaries of defense of both par-
ties from past administrations are crit-
ical of the proposed treaty and suggest
that it should not be ratified in its cur-
rent form, then I think it is inappro-
priate for this administration and for
this President to label any opponents
of the treaty as isolationists.

This use of the isolationist label con-
tributes further to something that the
National Journal perpetrated a few
weeks ago when their cover story sug-
gested that Republicans, particularly
those in the House of Representatives,
were isolationists.

I have to say to my colleagues, that
yes, there are people that I suppose
could properly be labeled isolationists
on the Republican side of the aisle and
some whose actions I certainly do not
approve of in terms of their impact on
foreign policy, but I would have to say
also, Mr. Speaker, to the President and
to the Administration, that when it
comes to isolationism, he may look to
his own party, particularly in the
House.

It is, after all, Democrats who were
only willing to give 20 percent of their
votes to fast track authority for trade
agreements to their own President.
This is the first President, since we
began the process of fast-track, since
President Ford, who has been denied
fast track authority to negotiate bilat-
eral and multilateral trade agree-
ments. Only 20 percent of the members
on the Democratic side of the aisle
were willing to support that. At least
80 percent on the Republican side were
willing to vote for fast-track authority
for President Clinton by whip counts
conducted by the two respective par-
ties.

I would also say this goes on top of
the fact that the major opposition to
the Africa trade bill and to the Carib-
bean trade bill came from the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle; there were more
votes on the Republican side of the
aisle for fast-track in both Houses.

I also think it is important that we
look at what happened last April, when
Premier Zhu Rongji came here from
the People’s Republic of China with a
commercially viable trade agreement
for accession to the WTO. Everyone
was shocked with the fact that this Ad-
ministration rejected it. As I under-
stand it, all of the President’s primary
substantive advisors suggested he
should seize the moment and agree to
what was a much more beneficial
agreement from the United States
point of view than we had expected. His
political advisors said, no, do not do
this, Mr. President.

Now, there are many suggestions
that this is because of the relationship
and controversy related to alleged Chi-
nese campaign contributions to the
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