Advocate Summary

Issue:  Modifying the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996
Advocate:  EPA - Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances – Denis Deziel & Douglas Parsons
Date of Interview: 8/9/02
[This is paraphrased they didn’t feel comfortable about being taped]

Basic Background

Hagel did the Senate bill and Pombo did the House bill. There was a lot of talk, rumors, that the legislation was written by the industry folks, that they just wrote it and gave it to Pombo. There was a Washington Post article, May 13 2000 that said that it looks like most of this bill wasn’t written in Washington but in a law firm in Virginia, Ed Gray was the industry lawyer.  There was a Coalition of Pesticide Manufactures that he represented.  There was also a story on NPR, it was really good by Peter Oberby, same thing – talking about how industry wrote the legislation.  
The bill in the House had about 230 co-sponsors but it turned into a big symbolic thing, they signed on and it said that they were supporting the farmers. 

Prior Activity on the Issue 

[Supported the implementation of FQPA in 1996]
Advocacy Activities Undertaken

EPA responded to some Congressional questions for the record in the EPA appropriations bill, we are funded under the VA and HUD appropriations bill. And we responded to a letter presenting our views on the bills. We ended up talking a lot to Hill staff. We never testified on it because they didn’t want us to express our views. They wanted to build momentum without having it out in the open. We think the EPA’s arguments would have carried the day if we were given the opportunity to voice them. But that’s not what they wanted so on the few hearings they did have they only invited the Farmers – the ag groups, and maybe one or two environmental groups.
Future Advocacy Activities Planned

The issue died out, it didn’t really go anywhere even though there were so many co-sponsors, we haven’t really heard any more about it, I don’t think it was even re-introduced in this Congress. 
There’s a lot of reasons why it might not have gone through, just scheduling, and that there were higher priorities and Commerce is more moderate than the Ag committee, the Ag committee is known as being pretty conservative, so the more moderate Republicans didn’t want to go that far, and there were some changes when the Republican administration came it, so it didn’t go anywhere in the end. 
Key Congressional Contact(s)/Champions

Waxman from California and Dingell in Michigan were supportive.
Targets of Direct Lobbying

Not applicable.  “As an agency we’re not allowed to lobby Congress.”
Targets of Grassroots Lobbying

Not applicable.
Coalition Partners: Names/Participants

“As an agency we’re not allowed to lobby Congress.” We don’t work with the environmental groups we don’t go to them and say support us, we just try to get our position out there whether it is through letters or responses to congressional questions. We don’t work with environmental groups though, they do their own thing. 
Other Participants in the Issue Debate

Lin Goldman at Hopkins was involved on the public health side of it, and Philip Landrigan at Mount Sinai Medical Center. 

The environmental groups did some letters and some press releases, Caroline Brickley, who headed up Campaign for Pesticide Reform, but now it is called something else, was one of the leading environmental voice on this. And Erik Olsen at Natural Resources Defense Council and 

Richard Wiles from the Environmental Working Group.

Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence

The EPA felt that the FQPA was a real accomplishment, it was good for public health, it was a great victory of the Clinton administration, when Clinton signed it into law 1996 he said some good, strong things about it. 
We felt these changes to FQPA would undermine the agency’s ability to protect the public health.

Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence

And that it would slow down the process, they were asking for essentially unlimited time to submit additional data so it would have drawn the length of the process out.
Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence

None mentioned.
Nature of the Opposition

The pesticide manufacturers and the chemical companies were very sophisticated and got the farmer groups, the commodity groups, to stand with them and then the farmer groups got their members active - and this goes back to all politics being local - except that it wasn’t, it was completely a Washington push but the farm groups are very sophisticated at getting their members to write their member of Congress, so it looks like it’s coming from the grassroots, from the district, but it is really being initiated here. 
The Farm Bureau got involved and they, along with the pesticide people had a coalition – IWG – the Implementation Working Group, and that included the Agri-business people, and the Cotton Council. They did a big report I think, a big red book I remember. You’d have to ask them who all was active.
Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition 

They were worried that EPA would bar all sorts of pesticides. And there was this widespread misconception that EPA was doing wholesale blocking of these chemicals, generally they were saying FQPA was broken, and that it was ultimately going to lead to loss of products and EPA was rushing through the process without proper oversight. 
Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition

None mentioned. 
Targeted Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition (and Targets)

So the farmers are saying if the EPA has its way then farmers are going to lose all sorts of stuff. And the Farm Bureau was very good at engaging specific districts, getting local farmers to go into their members and say they are going to take away this pesticide and if they take this product away I’ll lose my crop.  And it is much easier to support farmers, it’s easier to be sympathetic toward them. 

Described as a Partisan Issue

No.
Venue(s) of Activity

House Agriculture
House Commerce

Senate Agriculture

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers

No action pending, died in committee in both chambers the 106th Congress.
Policy Objective(s) and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo

EPA was supportive of the status quo - the standing FQPA - and did not want to see it modified by these two bills.
Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience

Not obtained.
Reliance on Research: In-House/External (Code for Organizational Advocates Only)

Number of Individuals Involved in Advocacy (Code for Organizational Advocates Only)

Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy (Code for Organizational Advocates Only)

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets (Code for Organizational Advocates Only)

Type of Membership: None, Institutions, Individuals, Both (Code for Organizational Advocates Only)

Membership Size (Code for Organizational Advocates Only)

Organizational Age (Code for Organizational Advocates Only)

Miscellaneous

Possible additional contacts:
· John Goldberg – House Agriculture Committee

· Nancy Forester – American Crop Protection

· Jessica Carter – Representative Pombo’s office

· Greg Dodsen – Waxman’s office

· Jim Ideala - ? – 703-312-8518 [They didn’t mention his affilitation]
· Caroline Brickley – previously: Campaign for Pesticide Reform in AZ – 520-647-7036


That’s her home number but she works from home. She was the leading environmental 
voice on this. 

· Erik Olsen – Natural Resources Defense Council

· Richard Wiles – Environmental Working Group – 202-667-6982

· Lin Goldman at John Hopkins was involved on the public health side of it, and Phil L. at Mount Sinai Medical Center. 
