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Bring me up to date on the work your organization is doing on this issue. Things have changed since I talked with you. 

“The good news is that I’m now legislative director so I don’t have to focus on that issue 100 percent. But, the Bush administration has been excellent at stalling, dismantling, and rolling back environmental regulations, particularly those enacted during the last year of the Clinton administration. The roadless rule is one of them. They didn’t roll it back but [their strategy] is that when the timber industry sues, the Department of ________ and the Department of Justice refuse to fight back. They just let it go from there. The Bush administration has also gone forward with sales so the administration is undoing the roadless rule that way too.”

“We—the environmental movement—has sent 500,000 comments to President Bush. The next stage is an environmental litigation strategy. I couldn’t tell you the [details of that]. And, potentially, there’s proactive legislation for this. You remember Bush on the arsenic rule?” Yes, it reminded me of ketchup as a vegetable during the Reagan administration. “Except that ketchup can’t kill you. We got through a positive legislative rider on it that said the administration couldn’t write a rule that would do anything less than the Clinton rule. We got that through the House and Senate. We got through a positive legislative rider on mining, except that one got weakened in the Senate after it passed the House because of Sen. Harry Reid. Not all the Democrats__________. He’s good on some environmental issues, but mining isn’t one of them. It’s probably a useful strategy for_______.” [was unclear if they were going to go ahead with this strategy on the roadless rule.]

When I interviewed you initially, you listed three arguments that you were using when you were pushing for this policy. One was that this is a ripoff of taxpayers. Two, a general preserve the environment argument—what you said was the one you used when you talked to the greenies. And third, that timber harvesting in the national forests was bad for water quality. Are you still emphasizing these three, has one taken precedence, or are using something else?

“The argument this year is that 2.2 million people have written comments on the roadless rule [over the years]. Ninety-five percent of those have been in favor of protecting the national forests with this rule. That’s what we’re leading with this year. We have it broken down state-by-state. That’s a pretty amazing figure.”

“There is still a fiscal argument to be made. The Forest Service loses money on this and it’s only because of [imaginative] accounting that it doesn’t show up [in the balance sheets]. Hmmm, maybe we should that now with [the Enron, Arthur Anderson accounting scandal]. It took a GAO study in 1996 to show that this is a shell game.” 

“We still use that argument. Now, instead of a budget surplus, you have a budget deficit. I’m not sure we can have it scored [which would help a lot if we could get that done]. If you could get CBO to score, if you could get them to do it, that would be a powerful argument. Now, in the aftermath of September 11th, you have everybody in Washington with their hands out stretched.”

Tell me how your job has changed with the Bush administration in office. As I recall, you were pretty critical of the Clinton administration when I interviewed you.
“The Clinton administration had its problems. The Bush administration is the problem. The Clinton administration allowed industry to water down regulations. The Bush administration is industry. Politically, we could at least count on the Clinton administration on key issues. We could count on them to veto certain things. So we only had to have 34 votes. He promised to veto Yucca Mountain [the nuclear waste repository]. Congress passed it anyway. He vetoed it. We upheld it with 34 votes. Just 34 votes.”

How about the Congress, with the Democrats now in control of the Senate, how has that affected things?

“The good news is that the Senate is more environmentally friendlier. But let’s not forget that polluters have access to both sides of the aisle. But at least we have Sen. Bingaman rather than Murkowski as chairman of ________? He’s not the greatest environmentalist but at least opening up the Artic National Wildlife Refuge isn’t at the top of his agenda. Bob Smith, as chair of Environment and Public Works [?], was an environmental moderate but he wasn’t very effective at stopping the polluters [from influencing the committee]. But with Jeffords, that’s a huge change.”

Has your organization been effective on this issue?
“Oh yeah. It wouldn’t have happened without us. Now, whether we preserve it [whether the rule ultimately stays in place] is an open question. I don’t know if it will. It’s an open question.”

