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Websites 
you can use 
to learn more
about ESIPRI 
and its partners

   The three websites featured 
here are excellent portals into the world 
of natural resource management. They also 
provide links to other sites that provide a wealth 
of usable background.

www.evergreenmagazine.com
   The official website of the non-profit 
Evergreen Foundation is reportedly the most visited 
forestry website in North America.  Click on “Best of Ever-
green” and find PDF files for issues of our flagship Evergreen 
Magazine dating back to 1996. 
   Also on this site, which is updated weekly:  Quotable 
Quotes, Speeches, Forest Facts, Editor’s Column, Guest 
Columns, Notes from All over, News from the Society of 
American Foresters, newsletters from several forestry 
organizations that support Evergreen’s mission and a Photo 
Gallery containing more than 1,000 images from past issues 
of Evergreen Magazine, first published in 1986.

www.ORWW.org
   The official website of the non-profit Oregon Websites 
and Watersheds Project, Inc., developed by Bob Zybach, 
who is an ESIPRI board member and long-time Evergreen 
contributor. This is a spectacular site featuring online 
science-based tools that can be easily accessed by students 
and teachers who are interested in learning more about 
Oregon’s natural and cultural resources. Participating 
students learn how to use computer technologies, historic 
documentation, scientific reasoning and methods, com-
munity outreach, long-term monitoring and environmental 

enhancement projects – all essential tools in the quest to 
improve Oregon’s quality of life. The site has been online 
continuously since 1996.

www.ESIPRI.org
   The official website of the non-profit Environmental 
Sciences Independent Peer Review Institute features im-
portant information concerning the organization and its 
mission, including its’ formal peer review guidelines, a list-
ing of its science advisors, board member biographies and 
contact information. Because ESIPRI is new, its website 
does not contain the depth or breadth of information you 
will find on the Oregon Websites and Watersheds or the Ev-
ergreen Foundation, but it is a site worth checking regular 
for new postings. For more information, contact business 
manager Jerry Hutter, 1240 W. Sims Way, PMB No. 148, 
Port Townsend, WA, 98368, hutter.jerry@gmail.com or call 
him at 619-890-6520.
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In This Issuen this issue, we tell a remarkable 
story about how the stars are lin-

ing up over a tiny and beleaguered 
Oregon timber town called Westfir. 

But the story is actually much larger 
than Westfir, population 276. And it is 
actually three stories in one. Serendipity 
brings them together around a central 
idea – the idea being that ours is still a 
nation of laws and that those who are 
governed by laws still have a right to 
their day in court.
 The lead character is our story is a 
scientist who has never been to Westfir, 
much less heard of it. His name is Alan 
Moghissi. He is a PhD chemist who went 
to work for the newly minted Environ-
mental Protection Administration [EPA] 
when it was formed in 1970. He was 
rightly proud of its early work in air and 
water quality improvement.
 But by 1985 he had become disen-
chanted with what he perceived to be 
EPA’s unexplainable rejection of science-
based regulatory reform. He quietly 
retired and has spent the last 40 years of 
his life beating the drum for Best Avail-
able Science, capitalized here because it 
is a formal term used to describe science 
that is, according to Moghissi, “cold-eyed, 
dispassionate, open-minded, skeptical, 
transparent, reproducible, explainable 
and non-partisan.”
 Moghissi’s supporting cast includes 
two distinguished Navy veterans: Karl 
Duff, a PhD mechanical engineer who 
worked on the Navy’s stealth ship and 
hydrofoil programs and Kenn Brooks, a 
former Vietnam-era aircraft carrier pilot 
and physicist who later in life earned a 
PhD in marine biology. Also retired but 
affiliated with the Navy for many years - 
Robert “Bob” Benze, a ramrod-straight 
GS-14 civilian engineering manager who 
can still do 100-push-ups a day. Benze 
worked for the Navy Nuclear Program 
and later served as an environmental 
expert with the Navy in Washington, D.C. 
 Other cast members include Marty 
Cannon, a former Procter and Gamble ex-
ecutive; Jerry Hutter, a CPA with Fortune 
500 experience; Bob Alverts, a retired 
BLM forester and Bob Zybach, a PhD 
forest scientist who debuted on the cover 
of Evergreen Magazine in 1994, when he 
was working on his master’s thesis in for-
estry at Oregon State University. Reprint-
ed nearby is the cover from the magazine 
that featured our explosive interview with 

I

him. The topic was pre-settlement forest 
conditions in the Pacific Northwest. We 
sat in his living room for the better part 
of a day, surrounded by boxes filled with 
information about the roles wildfire and 
Indian fire had played in shaping the 
region’s vast forests – roles the govern-
ment’s spotted owl scientists had denied.
 Although Moghissi met once with 
Duff and Benze, he really only knows 
one member of our supporting cast: Bob 
Alverts, who he has known for about five 
years. But I have known Bob since some-
time in the 1970s. Although neither of us 
can remember exactly when we met, we 
believe that he was then working for the 
Bureau of Land Management in Med-
ford, Oregon, at least ten years before 
Evergreen’s formation.
 The story of how the ESIPRI cast 
came together two years ago is as 
unlikely as any we’ve encountered in 
Evergreen’s 26-year history.  Brooks 
hosted their first formal meeting, with 
his Washington State colleagues, at his 
farm near Port Townsend, Washing-
ton. Alverts drove up from his Tigard, 
Oregon home on the strength of his hav-
ing earlier played a minor role in a book 
that Brooks co-authored – a stunning 
503-page treatise describing the poten-
tial impacts of the use of treated wood in 
aquatic environments. 

 The meeting at Brooks’ farm led to 
the formation of the Environmental Sci-
ences Independent Peer Review Institute 
[ESIPRI, pronounced “S-ah-pre”], an 
ambitious new non-profit group whose 
plain-as-day mission is to help restore 
the credibility of the natural resource-
based sciences by re-injecting indepen-
dent peer-reviews into federal and state 
environmental policymaking and regula-
tory processes that control or limit 
activity in industries that grow, harvest 
or extract public or privately-owned 
natural resources: forestry, farming, 
ranching, mining, fishing and energy 
and water development.
 If ESIPRI’s goal seems like a no-
brainer, it is because it is; but if you 
think independent peer reviews are 
already standard fare in the government 
policymaking process, you are wrong. 
State and federal agencies – especially 
EPA - frequently make policy deci-
sions based on nothing more than their 
partisan feelings.  Moghissi cites several 
examples in our interview, which begins 
on Page 6. Of his laundry list of examples, 
none seems more egregious to us than 
the federal government’s 1990 decision 
to list the northern spotted owl as a 
threatened species without anything even 
approaching an independent peer review.
 ESIPRI has big plans for shaking up 
over-reaching state and federal regulators 
by offering its science-based services to 
resource-based industries, organizations, 
communities and often beleaguered local 
governments interested in independent 
peer reviews of politically-inspired poli-
cies and regulations. We aim to help it in 
every way we can, if for no other reason 
than the fact that our own mission, to 
help advance public understanding for 
science-based forestry and forest policy, 
runs parallel to theirs. 
 Appearing in a cameo role in our 
story is 97-year-old Bill Hagenstein, who 
we have known since 1971. He is the for-
mer executive vice president of the long 
gone Industrial Forestry Association. No 
forest industry executive – living or dead 
– has ever come close to his prolific or 
well-informed output. 
 We have added Hagenstein to our en-
semble cast because of an essay he wrote 
in 1973 titled, “Uncle Sam Must Practice 
Forestry Too.” It begins on Page 14. After 
you have read it, you will understand why 
we have included it in this special report.

Bob Zybach, now a PhD forest scientist, on 
the cover of Evergreen in 1994, when he was a 
graduate student at Oregon State University
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 Hagenstein, who is a two-time past 
president of the widely regarded Society 
of American Foresters, has reviewed a 
guidebook on peer review that Zybach and 
Alverts are preparing for ESIPRI.  He was 
thrilled to do it because he sees the guide-
book as a useful tool in the long overdue 
effort to restore public trust in the sci-
ences that were for decades the foundation 
beneath natural resource management and 
policy development in the United States. 
He should know, having been mentored 
by W.B. Greeley, the third chief of the U.S. 
Forest Service and the principal architect 
of both the fabled Tree Farm System and 
federal legislation creating the nation’s 
forest firefighting apparatus.
 Now to tiny Westfir, a once prosperous 
timber community southeast of Eugene 
that fell on hard times after the northern 
spotted owl was added to the federal govern-
ment’s threatened species list 22 years ago. 
Westfir and neighboring Oakridge have 
never recovered. Surrounded by federal 
timber now reserved for owls, they are towns 
without purpose. Worse, they are now in the 
crosshairs of EPA and Lane County regula-
tors who want to impose a new air quality 
standard that even nature cannot meet – and 
they are hell-bent on doing it without the 
necessity of an independent peer review of 
their decision. Now you get the picture.
 Air quality is gauged by the size of 
particles [particulate matter] suspended in 

the atmosphere as measured in microns. 
The old PM-10 standard tagged particles no 
larger than ten microns in size, but the new 
standard counts particles no larger than 2.5 
microns – about one-thirtieth the width of a 
human hair. Neither standard distinguishes 
between natural particles – tree pollen, for 
example – and particles kicked up by human 
activity – passing vehicles, smoke from 
wood stoves or dust from farmer’s fields. 
 Westfir has already met the new 2.5 
standard but the EPA refuses to credit its 
achievement, despite verification by local air 
quality authorities. Why? Because Oakridge, 
four miles distant, has not met the new 
standard and Westfir is still locked inside the 
Oakridge Air-shed Map arbitrarily drawn by, 
guess who, the EPA. At its August meeting, 
a fed up Westfir City Council unanimously 
requested an independent peer review of 
both the map and the PM-2.5 rule.
 Rob DeHarpport, who grew up in the 
Westfir area and served on the Lane County-
Oakridge Air Advisory Committee, reports 
that one way to violate the new PM-2.5 
standard is to crush two charcoal briquettes 
in your hands, then disperse the resulting 
dust over a half-square mile area from a 
height of about 50 feet. As we have said, na-
ture cannot meet this standard, nor could 
any so-called “green” businesses we could 
name, including the politically favored 
windmills and solar panels.
 DeHarpport notes that there is scant evi-

dence than any of Westfir’s aging population 
is dying from the effects of smoke and dust 
generated by the town’s once thriving saw-
mills, where, by the way, most of the town’s 
workforce was employed for more than 80 
years. He is thus not happy over the fact 
that local elected officials seem unwilling 
to challenge the 2.5 standard, apparently 
because they fear the EPA’s deplorable 
reputation for retaliation. 
 “We desperately need more economic 
opportunity in this area,” he wrote in a 
recently published essay. “There is a balance 
between good environmental practices and 
economic reality. A prosperous and healthy 
society depends on that balance. I choose 
to be an economic and environmental 
realist. You simply cannot have any type 
of economy without extracting, growing, 
harvesting, manufacturing and producing 
from our natural world.”
 The EPA’s callous disregard for peer 
reviewed science is in full throat in Westfir. 
It is the reason Alan Moghissi is on the war-
path, and it is the reason why he has lent his 
Seven League reputation to ESIPRI. It will 
be interesting to see if the stars now come 
into perfect alignment in the skies above 
this once thriving timber community.
Onward we go,

 Jim Petersen, 
 Co-founder & Executive Director   
 The Evergreen Foundation 
 Yamhill, Oregon

ESIPRI’s founders and current board members, left to right: Karl Duff, ScD, ESIPRI President and a founder; Kenn Brooks, PhD, a founding board 
member; Marty Cannon, director; Don Flora, PhD, a founding board member; Robert “Bob” Benze, board member; Norman MacLeod, a founding 
board member; Bob Zybach, PhD, board member; Jerry Hutter, CPA, board member and Bob Alverts, board member.
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lan Moghissi is one of America’s 
best known and most respected 
scientists. He witnessed the 

birth of the Environmental Protection 
Agency [EPA], a sprawling and fearsome 
federal agency created in 1970 through 
the merger of parts of 13 federal agencies, 
including the U.S. Public Health Service. 
At the time, Dr. Moghissi was Director of 
Research at the Service’s laboratory in 
Las Vegas, where he was studying the en-
vironmental impacts of nuclear weapons 
testing in the Nevada desert. 
 Over the next 15 years, Dr. Moghissi 
held several important EPA posts: Direc-
tor of the Bioenvironmental/Radiological 
Research Division, Principal Science 
Advisor for Radiation and Hazardous Ma-
terials and Manager of EPA’s Health and 
Environmental Risk Analysis Program.
 Dr. Moghissi was born in Iran, but 
educated in Switzerland and Germany. He 
is a graduate of the University of Zurich, 
the Federal Institute of Technology, also 
in Zurich, and the Technical University 
of Karlsruhe [now Karlsruhe Institute 
of Technology] in Germany, where he 
earned a PhD in physical chemistry.
 Moghissi is an honorary member 
of the National Council on Radiation 
Protection and Measurement, a member 
of the International Academy of Indoor 
Air Sciences, an Academic Councilor of 
the Russian Academy of Engineering, and 
an Academic Councilor of Universidad 
Popular Autonoma del Estado Puebla 
in Mexico. He is a Fellow of the Ameri-
can Society of Mechanical Engineers, a 
unique honor for one who is not a me-
chanical engineer. He is also the recipi-
ent of many awards, including the EPA’s 
Distinguished Carrier Award.
 Then Secretary of State, Colin Pow-
ell, appointed him to a Commissioner’s 
seat on the U.S Commission to the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 
a position to which the subsequent 
Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, 
reappointed him. He has also served on 
numerous national and international 
panels, including the U.S. Committee on 
the International Hydrology Programme.
 Dr. Moghissi has served in numer-

Dr. Alan Moghissi: A breath of fresh air in a smoke-filled room 

A ous academic capacities: Associate Vice 
President for Environmental Health and 
Safety at Temple University in Philadel-
phia and Assistant Vice President for 
Environmental Health and Safety at the 
University of Maryland in Baltimore, 
where he also served as a Professor of 
Medicine. He was a visiting professor at 
Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, 
and the University of Virginia in Charlot-
tesville. He was also affiliated with the 
University of Nevada at Las Vegas and the 
Catholic University of America in Wash-
ington, D.C. He is an Adjunct Professor 
in the School of Medicine at Georgetown 
University in Washington, D.C., and a 
Senior Research Fellow at George Mason 
University in Fairfax County, Virginia, 
and he is a member of the Board of Re-
gents and a Senior Fellow at the Potomac 
Institute for Policy Studies in Washing-
ton D.C., an organization that assists 
decision makers in developing polices 
based on sound science. 
 Dr. Moghissi is currently the Presi-
dent of the Institute for Regulatory Sci-
ence [RSI], a non-profit organization he 
founded that is dedicated to the idea that 
societal decisions must be based on Best 
Available Science [BAS] and Metrics for 
Evaluation of Scientific Claims [MESC] 
based on BAS. RSI’s work includes 
research, independent peer review of sci-
entific projects, scientific assessment and 
science education at all levels, especially 
the education of minorities.
 The depth and breadth of Moghissi’s 
research is impressive, and includes the 
development of the BAS/MESC concept 
and its relevance and application to the 
scientific foundations of laws, regulations, 
judicial decisions and public education. 
He has published several books, more 
than 400 papers and at least 300 reports 
based on peer reviews and scientific as-
sessments that he personally led. His work 
has been sponsored by several national 
and international organizations and gov-
ernments, including the U.S. Congress.
 Moghissi has testified numerous 
times before U.S. House and Senate com-
mittees, most recently last November, 
when he appeared before the Subcom-
mittee on Energy and the Environment 

of the U.S. House Committee on Science, 
Space and Technology. The title of his 
presentation was “The Need for Regula-
tory Science Transparency at the EPA.”
 Moghissi also served as Editor-in-
Chief of for Environment International, 
Waste Management and Technology, a 
publication that traces its origins to the 
Journal of the Franklin Institute, one 
of the oldest technical journals in the 
United States. He is currently spear-
heading development of a new journal, 
Regulatory Science and Technology. 
 Dr. Moghissi is a bedrock believer 
in the principle that, in representing 
society’s interests, our government must 
base its policy decisions on Best Avail-
able Science – meaning science that 
has passed successfully though rigorous 
independent peer review. He is thus 
lending his time and considerable scien-
tific credibility to the formation of the 
Environmental Sciences Independent 
Peer Review Institute [ESIPRI], a new 
and ambitious non-profit organization 
based in Port Townsend, Washington. 
ESIPRI, which is the focal point of this 
special edition of Evergreen Magazine, 
has set its sights on providing an im-
pressive array of third party peer review 
services to governments and industries.
 For reasons having to do with the 
U.S. employer obsession with youth, 
otherwise known as age discrimination, 
Dr. Moghissi refuses to divulge his age. 
But he came to the United States in 
1963 under the aegis of Operation Paper 
Clip, a long-running Department of De-
fense [DOD] program designed to bring 
the best scientific talent in the world 
to the U.S. after World War II. Among 
its legendary finds: the late Werner Von 
Braun, principal architect of the U.S. 
space program. DOD recruited Moghissi 
after he published a widely praised paper 
on uranium isotopes.
 Suffice it to say, when ESIPRI’s 
Board of Directors invited us to talk to 
Moghissi, we jumped at the chance to 
interview him in his Alexandria, Virginia 
home. He is an engaging and good hu-
mored man, a classically trained violin-
ist who laughs loudly and brims with the 
energy and passion of a man half his age. 
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Alan Moghissi takes his stand in front of the nation’s capital 
building.

“The EPA has a political agenda that 
doesn’t have much of anything to do 

with science.”
A conversation with Dr. Alan Moghissi, one of America’s finest and most outspoken scientists

Evergreen: Tell us a bit about your 
early life

 I was born in Iran, but our fam-
ily eventually moved to Switzerland. 
There were six siblings. All of us 
earned a doctorate degree of one 
kind or another. Apart from science, 
my life’s passion has been music. I 
am a classically trained violist, and 
I had a devil of a time deciding be-
tween careers in music and science. 
My father made the decision for 
me. In hindsight, it was the right 
decision.

Evergreen: Was school easy for 
you?

 Yes and no. Although math was 
very easy for me, I was dyslexic, so I 
could not add or subtract because I 
could not distinguish “17” for “71” 
or “38” from “83.” I overcame it – 
Attention Deficit Syndrome – with 
the help of my loving mother and 
grandmother. I was a curious boy 
who questioned everything. It is a 
habit that has served me well as a 
scientist

Evergreen: Are you still interested 
in music?

 Oh, heavens yes. I love the classics, 
especially Beethoven’s Pastoral Sym-
phony No. 6 in F major. It premiered in 
Vienna on December 22, 1808, and is 
thought to have been composed while 
he was walking through the Vienna 
Woods, which are similar to the Black 
Forest near where I spent much of my 
youth.
 Music is my catharsis. It has helped 
my overcome my frustrations with 
the politicization of science, especially 
within the Environmental Protection 
Agency, which has squandered much of 
its hard-earned public credibility in nu-
merous agenda-driven pursuits, includ-

ing climate change and nuclear waste 
disposal.

Evergreen: How so?

 It’s a long story, and I’m sure we’ll 
cover most of it in this interview, but 
let’s first acknowledge the fact that the 
EPA has done some excellent work in 
the air and water quality, and many 
other arenas since its formation in 
1970. I know this because I was an EPA 
scientist for 15 years, beginning when 
the agency was formed. I was Director 
of Research at the U.S. Public Health 
Service laboratory in Las Vegas when the 
Service was folded into EPA.

Evergreen: Where did EPA lose 
its way?

 When the EPA was formed 
it faced an avalanche of laws 
needing regulations. Historically 
EPA is given enough discretion-
ary power to develop regulations 
using a mixture of proven science 
(information that anyone with 
right training and tools could re-
produce) and the judgment of the 
staff. Over the years, with a few 
exceptions, there was no longer 
an urgent need for regulations 
but the staff continued the past 
habit and did not recognize the 
need for impartiality in formulat-
ing public policy. Many of them 
have personal agendas, which 
explains why the regulations they 
are writing often have an imbal-
ance between proven science and 
their judgment. During the first 
decades, the ratio of benefits to 
costs of EPA regulations was high, 
sometimes very high. Now the sit-
uation is reversed and the ratio is 
small and sometimes nonexistent. 
It is why I am advocating for the 
Regulatory Science Sunshine Act, 
a proposal I have written that, in 

law, would require the EPA to develop 
scientifically sound processes, proce-
dures and methods for every regulatory 
decision they make. The public needs to 
be able to see and understand what the 
EPA is doing that impacts our daily lives.

Evergreen: But isn’t the EPA’s work 
too complicated for most people to 
understand?

 At times, yes, but the solution isn’t 
to keep the public in the dark, which 
the EPA and its advocates seem to favor. 
Bill Ruckelshaus, who was EPA’s first 
Administrator, and my boss, used to 
remind us of Thomas Jefferson’s famous 
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admonition to his colleagues, which I 
can still quote verbatim: “I know of no 
safe depository of the ultimate powers of 
the society but the people themselves; 
and if we think them not enlightened 
enough to exercise their control with a 
wholesome discretion, the remedy is not 
to take it from them but to inform their 
discretion.” The EPA is not informing 
the public’s discretion. It is hiding its 
work from independent scrutiny.

Evergreen: Was Ruckelshaus a good 
first EPA administrator?

 Ruckelshaus was a nice person. He 
had to make decisions that were forced 
by legal mandates. He certainly made 
mistakes – banning DDT being the worst 
decision he ever made – but he was a 
nice guy and a capable administrator. 
You have to understand that environ-
mental advocacy was at fever pitch when 
he arrived on the scene. The prevailing 
view among environmental advocates was 
that our planet was dying and humans 
were the reason why. Of course, it wasn’t 
and still isn’t, but Ruckelshaus tried 
to accommodate their worries as best 
he could. For that reason, alone, many 
political conservatives did not like him.
 
Evergreen: Are you suggesting that 
politics has played a role in EPA’s 
growth?

 Politics has played a huge role in 
EPA’s growth. Advocacy became a huge 
influence, even in my time. Those who 
were honest, and who did not wish to 
pander to environmental advocates’ 
alarmist claims, had a very difficult road 
to hoe. It is why I left the agency in 
1985.

Evergreen: What were the circum-
stances of your departure from EPA?

 I was director of the research por-
tion of EPA’s health and environmental 
risk assessment program at the time. 
Over the objections of my superiors on 
the administrative side, I commissioned 
a study of ecological risk assessment – 
the main objection being their claim 
that it was not possible to define ecosys-
tems. I disagreed. I also hired a second 
lab and asked them to quantify uncer-
tainty in health risk assessment. Word of 
what I was doing soon got out and I was 
fielding dozens of calls from members of 
Congress who wanted to know more.

Evergreen: What did you tell them?

 I told them that I believed it was pos-
sible to define ecosystems and measure 
the risks associated with the impacts 
our actions were having on the natural 
environment. Insurance companies use 
statistics to measure risk every day. It 
is how they set premiums for the life, 
health and accident policies they sell in 
the marketplace.

Evergreen: What was the reaction from 
your superiors on the administrative side?

 They weren’t very happy with me. 
The time soon came when I realized 
that, while I wanted to stay with EPA, the 
time had come for me to go. I thought it 
morally and ethically irresponsible for me 
to stay with the agency. I resigned a few 
days before Ruckelshaus resigned.

Evergreen: Has the EPA continued to 
insist that risk cannot be measured?

 Let me rephrase your question: Is 
it possible to objectively quantify risk? 
Because in various stages of risk assess-
ment the necessary information is not 
always available, the scientists must 
make assumptions and use judgments. 
These must be made based on science 
rather than ideology.  Instead they make 
exaggerated claims. The worst of these 
claims is that the environment is fragile, 
easily destroyed and irreplaceable. This is 
nonsense. Our natural ecosystems have 
countless built in redundancies. They 
are very resilient, despite claims to the 
contrary by environmental advocates.

Evergreen: Why do you think envi-
ronmentalists make such exaggerated 
claims?

 Let me answer this question by 
describing the distinction between two 

groups interested in environmental 
protection. The first group is ideologi-
cally driven and constitutes the core of 
environmental advocacy. The strategy 
of this group is to scare the public silly. 
It is how they make money and how 
they consolidate political power. The 
second group consists of individuals and 
organizations that I call ecological or 
environmental shepherds. As you know, 
shepherds take care of their herd, have 
dogs that protect the herd, ensure that 
the field has enough plants useable for 
herd, and many other activities. The 
shepherd lives on the farm and ensures 
its sustainability. Most unfortunately, 
this group has little or no influence 
because it does not scare people.
 
Evergreen: Can you give us an example 
of exaggerated claims by the EPA?

 One of the worst ones for which I 
have personal knowledge is the regula-
tion of exposure to ionizing radiation. 
EPA’s limit is 0.15 milliSievert (mSv) 
per year. The average natural radiation 
background in the US is about 3 mSv. 
The medical exposure is estimated to be 
anywhere between 0.5 to 3 mSv. Moving 
from Baltimore to Denver increases the 
radiation exposure several times higher 
than EPA’s regulatory limit.  Where is 
the justification for the EPA’s limit?

Evergreen: How about climate change? 
Same problem?

 Same problem. But let’s remember 
that clean air and clean water are worthy 
societal and regulatory goals. But we 
don’t have to tear down our economy to 
get there. What we must do is let science 
be our guide, and in this case, science 
tells us that if we want to get away from 
carbon dioxide [CO2] emissions that 
fossil fuels produce, we need to empha-
size nuclear power, which is the cleanest 
energy source we have, and the only one 
that does not emit CO2 into the atmo-
sphere.

Evergreen: Has EPA become a rogue 
agency?

 Again, allow me to rephrase your 
question. Whenever we give a public 
agency the freedom and the money Con-
gress has given EPA we can expect that 
the agency and its people will become 
increasingly arbitrary in their decision 
making. It is human nature.

William Ruckelshaus was named administra-
tor of the Environmental Protection Agency 
when it was founded in 1970.
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Evergreen: Give us an example?
 I can think of none more egregious 
than EPA’s decision to label CO2 an 
atmospheric pollutant. Without CO2, 
there would be no ecosystems. Yet EPA 
wrote a document, without independent 
peer review, and announced that CO2 is 
a pollutant that harms human health. 
And now they are writing the regula-
tions that will have insignificant impact 
on global CO2. Currently, the U.S. 
contributes about 15-17% of global 
CO2 emissions, as compared to China 
with about 25%.

Evergreen: Is there any margin for 
error in their claim?

 Within the next decades the BRIC 
nations - Brazil, Russia, India and China 
- will substantially increase their CO2 
emissions so that the US contribution 
will be at most 10% of the global emis-
sions. Given this fact reducing the CO2 
emissions in the US will have insignifi-
cant impact, even if the CO2 is assumed 
to be the cause of global warming. 
However, it would have major adverse 
economic consequences.
 

Evergreen: Who has oversight respon-
sibility for the EPA?

 The EPA has the status of a De-
partment. As such, it reports to the 
President. Congress has the only true 
oversight. It can use the appropria-
tions process or pass laws that limit and 
control EPA’s activities. For example, the 
Data Quality Act requires that the Office 
of Management and Budget [OMB] make 
certain that proposed new regulations 
with costs above certain limits are based 
on an appropriate cost benefit analysis. 
Unfortunately, EPA’s regulatory cost 
estimates are almost always underesti-
mated.
 
Evergreen: Generally speaking, what 
do we learn from cost-benefit analysis?

 We learn that the low hanging fruit 
is the cheapest to pick. Air and water 
quality regulations are a good example. 
The cost of, say, an 80 or 90 percent 
reduction in particulate air emissions 
or pollutants discharged into rivers isn’t 
high when you consider the alterna-
tive. But the cost of chasing pollutant 
amounts that are so small that we can’t 
reliably measure them using today’s best 
available science and technology can 
be staggering. You have to ask yourself 

whether it’s worth it given the societal 
impacts – loss of jobs and tax revenue 
for example. Moreover, given the current 
situation at EPA, we don’t know what 
the beginning assumptions were – and 
if we don’t know what the assumptions 
were we can’t know what was saved or at 
what cost.

Evergreen: What was EPA’s reaction to 
your recent House testimony concern-
ing the need for more transparency in 
its decision and rule making processes? 

 There has been no reaction, zero, 
nothing but silence. It is as though I 
never testified. Even people on my side, 
those who favor a rigorous, science-
based policy making process, haven’t 
said much. I sensed that the Democrats 
on the committee did not know what to 
do with me. Of course, part of the prob-
lem stems from the fact that it would 
have taken hours for me to explain why 
a Sunshine Law is needed. Forcing the 
EPA to come clean on its own clandes-
tine rulemaking agenda will not be easy.

Evergreen: We have all the time you 
will allow us. Why not walk us through 
your testimony?

 Alright, but I first want to add to 
my earlier comments about Bill Ruck-
elshaus. I said earlier that environmen-
tal advocacy was at a fever pitch when 
the EPA was formed in 1970, and that 

Fall descends over the Lolo National Forest near Lookout Pass between Wallace, Idaho 
and St. Regis, Montana. This region’s once robust timber industry has struggled might-
ily under the weight of litigation, and in the absence of any science-based oversight 
of policy being made by agenda-driven federal agencies, including the EPA, the U.S.  
Forest Service and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
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was true. But Bill’s already challenging 
job was made even more difficult by 
the fact that Congress left too much to 
personal interpretation. 
A lot of law and regulation was subse-
quently written in haste by people who 
were working very hard to meet man-
dated deadlines. The process wasn’t very 
tidy. Decision making based on discre-
tion got out ahead of decision making 
based on science, and it’s pretty much 
stayed there. During this time, the 
phrase “regulatory science,” was coined 
at EPA.

Evergreen: So is regulatory science a 
good place to start?

 It’s as good as any. Not many know 
this, but the EPA has a very well-funded 
research and development program that, 
at least theoretically, forms the basis for 
its regulatory decisions. The program 
includes many scientific disciplines: 
toxicology, ecology, hydrology and the 
atmospheric sciences. The approach is 
similar to that which is used to segment 
other scientific disciplines, including 
chemistry, which covers organic and 
inorganic chemistry, biochemistry, 
physical chemistry, chemical engineer-
ing and medicinal chemistry. All we’re 
really talking about here are fields of 
inquiry based on more refined scientific 
activities.
 
Evergreen: It sounds simple enough.

 It is in an organizational sense, but 
at EPA the process isn’t sufficiently 
transparent. The agency almost al-
ways substitutes its own assumptions 
whenever the scientific information it 
needs isn’t there or is incomplete. It 
also makes judgments in applying what 
scientific information it has to specific 

needs. And it uses default data - mean-
ing it arbitrarily picks numbers it likes if 
the values it needs are not available from 
reliable sources. The regulated commu-
nity – business and industry – and the 
scientific community - have the right to 
know what assumptions and judgments 
were made, what default data were used 
and what would happen to the EPA’s 
conclusions if other assumptions, judg-
ments and default data were applied?
  
Evergreen: Not so simple after all?

 No, it isn’t. One of the most often 
violated requirements of regulatory 
science is the government’s inclusion 
of societal objectives and ideological 
objectives in science. Regulators claim 
they must include these non-scientific 
objectives to protect human health, the 
ecosystem and numerous other goals. 
What is overlooked is that all of these 
goals, as desirable as they may be, are 
outside the purview of science and must 
be made after the science is resolved. 
This is why my Sunshine Law is needed.

Evergreen: It sounds as though the 
process by which regulatory science is 
developed needs to be tightened up? 

 This is true. I spent most of my EPA 
career working with colleagues to de-
velop a systematic approach for evaluat-
ing science information. And we’re still 
working on it.
 
Evergreen: And what exactly has your 
work included?

 We had to identify fundamental 
underlying principles, not just for regu-
latory science but, equally important, 
principles for assessing the reliability 
of scientific claims regardless of their 
source. Finally, we had to find a way 

to separate science from issues that fall 
outside the purview of science, and we 
had to find ways to assess the maturity 
of scientific information that is being 
used to promulgate regulations.

Evergreen: You’ve been at it a long time?

 More than 40 years. Out of my work 
and that of many others has come a 
process for identifying “best available 
science” [BAS] and a system for evalu-
ating it called “Metrics for Evaluation 
of Regulatory Science Information,” 
[MERSI]. MERSI is actually the outcome 
of our earlier BAS work and both BAS 
and MERSI have, in turn, led to our 
advocacy for an independent peer review 
process.

Evergreen: Why is an independent peer 
review process needed?

 To protect the integrity of the entire 
process, including the selection of Best 
Available Science as well as the metrics 
that are used to evaluate the science the 
EPA is using as a basis for the regula-
tions it is writing.
  
Evergreen: What are these metrics that 
you reference? 

 There are five unambiguous prin-
ciples – rules if you will – that must be 
followed in evaluating the science that 
justifies regulation. 
 The first is open-mindedness. 
Science evolves as new research and 
new technologies tell us more about a 
particular subject or discipline. The EPA 
and the public must be willing consider 
new knowledge and new 
scientific claims. 
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 The second is skepticism. All scien-
tific claims should be approached with 
a good deal of old fashioned skepticism. 
Hence, those who make scientific claims 
must be willing to provide supporting 
evidence that builds confidence and trust.
 The third is the universal scientific 
principle. It embodies a set of principles 
and standards that are basic to all scientif-
ic inquiry. A good example would be grav-
ity. We’ve all heard the story of Newton’s 
apple tree, and we know that no matter 
where we are on earth, apples fall from the 
tree in the same predictable manner. So 
we know gravity exists and that its pull is 
the same everywhere, except inside atoms, 
but that is a story for later.
 The fourth principle is transparency. 
Those who make claims have an ethical 
obligation to identify the maturity and 
reliability of the science that supports 
their claim. 
 The fifth and final principle is repro-
ducibility. Those who make claims based 
on science must be able to reproduce their 
science. This is the proof of their claim.
 
Evergreen: These principles seem 
pretty straightforward.

 Well, you’d think so, but you would 
be amazed by the number of EPA 
regulations that don’t meet these basic 
requirements. I mentioned the EPA’s 
decision to write rules regulating CO2 
emissions based on the claim that CO2 
is harmful to human health. As I said 
earlier, the EPA today has a political 
agenda that doesn’t have much of any-
thing to do with science.

Evergreen: What is science and how do 
we do it?

 Let’s divide your question into two 
parts, what is science and then how it is 
done. It may be easiest to define science 
by first defining what it isn’t. 
 Science isn’t ideologically driven 
and it has no agenda. It isn’t based on 
someone’s judgment, opinion or values, 
nor is it based on someone’s wishes, 
hopes or feelings. 
 Science is the unceasing search for 
knowledge. It begins with observation 
from which hypotheses are developed, 
tested and finally proven or disproven. 
It is dispassionate, cold-eyed, robust, 
wide-ranging, exacting, open-minded, 
skeptical, transparent, reproducible, 
explainable and non-partisan.

Evergreen: Is there a hierarchy or 
classification system for scientific 
information?

 Yes, there is. Proven scientific Infor-
mation [SI] is reproducible, predictable 
and reliable. Gravity and the speed of 
light fall into this category. So does the 
fact that the earth is round, not flat, and 
that our planet revolves around the sun.
 The overwhelming majority of all SI, 
including regulatory science, falls into 
Evolving SI. This class of SI ranges in 
terms of maturity, reliability and other 
relevant factors from Reproducible SI to 
Partially Reproducible SI, and eventu-
ally to judgment and speculation. Then 
we have junk science or pseudo-science, 
which is information given to regulators 
by special interest groups.

Evergreen: Is science today fulfilling its 
societal role?

 Yes and no. The medical and engi-
neering sciences are largely fulfilling 
their roles, but many other sciences, 
including a segment of the environ-
mental sciences including ecology and 
several other disciplines, are failing 
us.  The reason is that the only way you 
make money in science is to first make 
exaggerated claims in the hope that you 
can scare the public into funding your 
agenda-driven research. This is the case 
with climate change, nuclear waste 
disposal and endangered species listings.

Evergreen: How so with endangered 
species listings?

 Again, we have here agenda-driven 
regulation, bypassing rigorous scientific 
inquiry or, more importantly, indepen-
dent peer review of the SI that forms the 
basis for regulation. You are from the 
Pacific Northwest. The northern spotted 
owl listing is a classic example. I would 
love to conduct an independent peer 
review of the government’s decision to 
list the owl as a threatened species.

Evergreen: Many documents supporting 
the listing decision were destroyed by the 
government. Where would you begin?

 I would first test the statistical 
validity of the assumptions made by the 
government’s scientists. The listing deci-
sion may have been justified, but before 
we can know if it was justified we must 
first determine whether the principles we 
discussed earlier – transparency, skepti-
cism, open-mindedness and reproducibil-
ity – were followed. An independent peer 
review would either justify the listing 
decision or prove it in error. There is no 
other way to know.

Evergreen: How is statistical validity 
determined?

 By testing the underlying math-
ematical assumptions that support the 
scientific claims that are made in the re-
port we are reviewing. The mathematics 
need to be expressed in a written format 
that can be understood and verified by 
independent peer reviewers. This is why 
my Sunshine Act is needed. It forces 
EPA – in fact all government agencies – 
to explain their work in plain English.
 I know this sounds complicated, but 
it isn’t. Let’s say that I tell you that I am 
such a fine fisherman that I can predict 
the number and size of fish I will catch 
in my favorite fishing holes on any given 
day. If it turns out that my predictions 
are accurate 90 percent of the time, 
I’m a pretty good fisherman and you 
can make public policy on the basis of 
my predictions. But if it turns out the 
my predictions were only 45 percent 
accurate, I still need a lot of practice and 
you should not be making public policy 
based on my predictions.

Evergreen: Using your analogy, how would 
you rate the EPA’s fishing skills?

 The current EPA would have difficul-
ties proving that it is a good fisherman. 
You best stop at the store and gets some 

The federal government listed the north-
ern spotted owl as a threatened species in 
1990 without subjecting its decision to an 
independent peer review.  More than 50,000 
timber workers lost their jobs and many of 
the region’s small sawmilling communities 
have never recovered. 
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steaks for dinner or 
you’ll go hungry tonight!

Evergreen: Is EPA’s 
political agenda anti-
business?

 Some who work 
at EPA are definitely 
anti-business, but many 
others are not. The more 
relevant question is, 
“Are EPA’s regulations so 
complex that compliance 
is virtually impossible?”
 I spent years writing 
regulations and none of 
them were difficult to 
understand. But when 
you build up layer upon 
layer of regulation that 
often conflicts with other 
regulations, you have a 
big problem in the mak-
ing. It is now possible to spend years, and 
millions of dollars, attempting to master 
EPA compliance only to discover that the 
regulations that apply to your business or 
industry are subject to the value judg-
ments of someone at EPA, or of a federal 
court judge who sees the regulations in a 
very different light. This is wrong – and it 
speaks volumes for the need for regula-
tory transparency which can only be 
assured by forcing the EPA to explain its 
decisions in plain English. 
 At the risk of belaboring a point I’ve 
already made, this is why my Sunshine 
Act is needed. Businesses and citizens 
should not have to guess about what the 
regulations require.

Evergreen: We suppose many who 
work in resource-based businesses will 
want to support your proposal, but how?

 By staying engaged in the political 
process. Our side – those who believe 
federal policies should be based on Best 
Available Science and believe in environ-
mental shepherding – got discouraged 
and left the playing field some time ago. 
This is unfortunate because the govern-
ment’s scientists are not high priests 
and they are not sacrosanct. Although I 
have respect for many of them, I know 
many scientists working in private 
industry or academia are better quali-
fied than the government’s scientist, 
but they’ve gone underground because 

they don’t want to appear to be biased 
or partisan. The result of their silence 
is that our society is now subjected to a 
constant barrage of misinformation and 
disinformation based on junk science.

Evergreen: Didn’t Bill Ruckelshaus 
challenge the scientific community to 
find its voice?

 He certainly did, and there was a 
reason why. Again, you must remember 
that Congress tasked Bill with finding 
ways to peacefully reconcile the cultures 
and traditions of 13 different federal 
agencies, each with its own research 
arm. And he had to do it amid a lot of 
political unrest and a dearth of reason-
ably well done peer reviews. In some 
cases, his starting point was limited to 
literature – basically propaganda - pre-
pared by advocacy groups.
 
Evergreen: What did Ruckelshaus say 
to encourage scientists to step forward?

 I remember him saying that noth-
ing would erode public confidence faster 
than the suspicion that politically mo-
tivated policy considerations had been 
allowed to influence risk assessment. He 
was right. Earlier this year, I co-wrote a 
paper published by the Potomac Insti-
tute titled “The Ruckelshaus Effect” in 
which I quote him liberally. It’s here 
somewhere. Oh yes, here it is. Allow me 
to read some excerpts.
 “…all scientists must make it clear 

when they are speaking 
as scientists – ex cathedra 
– and when they are rec-
ommending policy they 
believe should flow from 
scientific information…
What we need to hear 
more of from scientists is 
science.”
 “…the standards we 
set, whether technology 
or health, must have a 
sound scientific basis…
risk assessment…must 
be based on scientific 
evidence and scientific 
consensus only.”
 “…we should make 
uniform the way in 
which we manage 
risk across the federal 
regulatory agencies. The 
public interest is not 

served by two federal agencies taking 
diametrically opposed positions on the 
given health risk…”
 “…scientists must be willing to take 
a larger role in explaining risks to the 
public – including uncertainties inher-
ent in any risk assessment. Shouldering 
this burden is the responsibility of all 
scientists…”

Evergreen: Would we be correct in as-
suming that Ruckelshaus influenced the 
course of your research long after you 
and he left EPA?

 That’s a fair statement. Although I 
did not always agree with Bill’s decisions, 
there is no doubt that his views led many 
of us down the path toward defining 
risk assessment. The National Research 
Council, which is the research arm of the 
National Academy of Sciences, teamed 
with the National Academy of Engineer-
ing and the Institute of Medicine to 
produce a landmark report called the “red 
book” that made the critically important 
distinction between risk assessment, 
which is the purview of science, and risk 
management, which is the purview of 
policy makers. The stated purpose of risk 
assessment is to reduce the uncertain-
ties associated with risk management 
decisions by comparing the range of 
available options for policymaker consid-
eration. Unfortunately, today’s agenda-
driven EPA is not doing what needs to 
be done. As stated before, society has 

Oakridge, Oregon and the old Sportsman Café, located on busy Highway 58, was 
a once popular gathering spot. It is now closed and for sale, further proof that 
tourism, favored by environmentalists, cannot replace lost timber jobs. Sadly, one 
of the biggest businesses in neighboring Westfir is the St. Vincent DePaul Store.

Ph
ot

o:
 R

ob
 D

eH
ar

pp
or

t



12     Evergreen

the right to know what assumptions or 
judgments were made, what default data 
were used, and why societal objectives 
were included in the process. We also 
need to know what happens if other 
choices were made.

Evergreen: What has been the role of 
modern-day environmentalism in our 
federal government’s obsession with 
avoiding risk at all costs? 

 It is largely a philosophical role 
based on unproven assumptions. 
Modern-day environmentalism traces its 
origins to nineteenth century conser-
vation, which was rooted in society’s 
acknowledgement that civilization could 
only move forward through its use 
and stewardship of natural resources. 
There is no denying that everything we 
have comes from the earth – our food, 
clothing, shelter, energy, medicines and 
technologies, all of our wealth, both 
intrinsic and tangible.  The conservation 
philosophy is the foundation of eco-
shepherding as I described it 
 In the early 1960s, the anti-nuclear 
weapons movement began to imbed 
itself in the environmental movement by 
advocating for the idea that nature knows 
best and that every species on earth 
has a right to an uninterrupted natural 
progression through its life cycle. In this 
scenario, human beings are just another 
species with no more right to impact an 
ecosystem than any other species. 
 If you accept this hypothesis, you 
are obliged to acknowledge the elephant 
standing in the middle of the room, 
and the elephant is a question and the 
question is, “If this natural system is so 
efficient, how come so many species have 
been lost through the millennia, mil-
lions of years before man appeared and 
thousands of years before the Industrial 
Revolution began?”
 The answer to this question is that 
the hypothesis is flawed. Nature is not 
some all-knowing or all-seeing force. 
Quite the contrary, nature is a terrible 
manager. It has no special knowledge or 
wisdom and it can’t make decisions for 
us. We must accept this responsibility 
and we must make our decisions based 
on Best Available Science, not value-
laden political agendas.

Evergreen: You seem to be suggesting 
that ecosystems have both physical and 
social components?

 They certainly do, but when our gov-
ernment diminishes social systems, as 
it does with draconian regulations that 
lack scientific basis or public scrutiny, 
the opportunity and the social respon-
sibility for finding science-based ways 
to reduce risk is lost. We end up with 
value-laden political agendas that deny 
society the right to solve its own prob-
lems. Environmental advocacy assumes 
most of us are too stupid or greedy to 
make good decisions by ourselves. This 
is morally and ethically wrong.

Evergreen: Can we insulate scientists 
– who are only human - from politicians 
and advocacy groups?

 Of course we can. Independent peer 
reviews of the science underlying their 
policy decisions will provide them with all 
of the political cover they will ever need.

Evergreen: But aren’t some peer re-
views rigged to insure the outcome?

 Rigged is a strong word, but yes there 
are some scientists of the same value-lad-
ed persuasions that review one another’s 
work. These reviews have an inherent 
conflict of interest that no ethical scien-
tist would ever tolerate.
 
Evergreen: Explain how independent 
peer reviews are supposed to work?

 There are books that describe the 
process, including one I wrote. And 
there are manuals that take you through 
step by step.  Allow me to summarize 
the process for you in short order.
 The first question a peer review 
team must ask itself is, “Why are we 
doing this? What is our objective?” 
Once this question is answered to our 
satisfaction we develop review criteria. 
These are the all-important questions 
we hope to answer in the course of our 
peer review. It is vital that the questions 
be reasonably concise because if they 
aren’t we give ourselves too much lati-
tude. Once we have our questions nailed 
down, the job is to prove or disprove the 
veracity of the scientific claims we’ve 
been asked to examine.

Evergreen: Is independent peer review 
work expensive?

It can be, but the price can vary from a few 
thousand dollars for a simple review to a 
$500,000 for more complex reviews that 
require large multi-disciplinary teams.

Evergreen: Given the federal govern-
ment’s propensity to allowing political 
agendas to influence its research pro-
grams, do you believe the government 
should get out of the research business?

 No, I don’t. Some questions are sim-
ply too large to be addressed by private 
industry. But I do believe the govern-
ment should also fund scientists who are 
skeptical about the government’s claims. 
The juried, independent peer review is 
the best – and only defense society has 
against errant claims that lead to ulti-
mately destructive policies.
 
Evergreen: What role should the press 
play in ferreting out government poli-
cies rooted in bad science?

 Again, skepticism is the key. Un-
fortunately, many journalists take a lot 
of political baggage to work with them 
every day. I accept the fact that bad news 
makes headlines, but some of what is be-
ing reported is too damaging to society 
and the environment to be overlooked.

Evergreen: Can you give us an example?

 Not long ago, three of my colleagues 
joined me in writing a paper titled the 
“Wakefield Effect,” in which we discussed 
the public fallout that accompanied 
Andrew Wakefield’s claim that he had sci-
entific evidence that the measles-mumps-
rubella [MMR] vaccine was causing autism 
and a rare bowel syndrome in children. 
 Wakefield, who was a British sur-
geon at the time, was joined by 12 other 
authors in a paper published in Lancet, 
a hybrid British medical journal that 
features both peer reviewed articles 
and general news features. Their paper, 
which was published in 1998, turned out 
to be based on fraudulent claims. Worse, 
it caused mass hysteria among parents 
of small children – many of whom still 
refuse to get their children vaccinated 
despite the vaccine’s safety. For a time, 
the press fed on their hysteria. 

Carcinogenic smoke from forest fires is a leading cause of respiratory problems in the West. Oddly, this 
deadly pollutant was excluded from regulation when the federal Clean Air Act was ratified in 1970.
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 It was only after a London Sunday 
Times reporter named Brian Deer looked 
into the matter that Wakefield’s many con-
flicts of interest, including financial, were 
uncovered. Lancet subsequently printed 
a retraction, but the damage lingers in 
the public consciousness. We can only 
wonder how many children are now at risk 
because they have not been vaccinated. 
 It could have all been avoided if 
Lancet had subjected Wakefield’s paper 
to an independent review before publish-
ing it, and the daily press had been more 
skeptical and less anxious to jump on 
Wakefield’s bandwagon.

Evergreen: At the risk of editorial com-
ment, we have long believed the press 
erred in embracing the environmentalist 
claim that logging in old growth forests 
was pushing northern spotted owls to 
the brink of extinction.

 I agree. The federal government’s 
decision to add the owl to its threatened 
species listing would make an excellent 
topic for independent peer review. Soci-
ety’s social and ecological interests have 
not been well served.

Evergreen: Who are science’s heroes?

 Oh my, such a question. Well, 
Einstein for sure for his general theory 
of relativity; Edison for the electric light 
bulb and so much more; Bell for the 
telephone; my friend and former Wash-
ington State governor, Dixie Lee Ray, 
for her work in nuclear waste disposal; 
Edward Teller, who I also knew, for his 
work in atomic energy ; Nobel laureate 
Willard Libby, for his work in radiocar-
bon dating, Von Braun, for rocketry and 
pioneering our space program; John 
Bardeen for his work in semiconduc-
tors; George Washington Carver for his 
research in peanuts, soy beans and sweet 
potatoes; and Nobel laureate Norman 
Borlaug, an awfully nice guy who I knew 
well, whose work in genetics and plant 
pathology has probably saved billions 
from starvation.

Evergreen: What qualities do these 
scientists share?

 Clearly, an unceasing devotion to 
the scientific process. Great discipline. 
Integrity. Courage in the face of adver-

sity and discouragement. Less obvious, 
but no less important, is the fact that 
their contributions don’t begin and end 
with science. They also made remark-
able and enduring contributions to 
the advancement of civilization.
 
Evergreen: Is science in decline, are 
we losing these qualities in our scien-
tific disciplines?

 Science is not but certain scientists 
are in decline. Who can ever forget 
Trofim Lysenko, the pseudoscientist who 
was the director of Soviet biology under 
Joseph Stalin, and who destroyed Rus-
sian agriculture; or those who claimed 
that Jews and blacks are genetically 
inferior? Science eventually proved they 
were wrong. But fallacious information 
still exists, including numerous claims 
concerning politically charged environ-
mental issues that lack any scientific 
basis. Even so, I continue to believe that 
the future looks very bright for science, 
especially in biomedical and Information 
technology fronts.

Evergreen: What can we do to regain 
lost credibility in the environmental 
sciences?

 Forcing the EPA to justify its regula-
tory decisions on the basis of indepen-
dently performed peer review would 
be a good place to start. And - as we 
discussed - the public needs assurances 
that all of the assumptions, judgments, 
default data and areas outside the pur-
view of science are identified and scru-
tinized. More broadly, our universities 
need to rededicate themselves and stop 
chasing agenda-driven research dollars 
from Washington, D.C.

Evergreen: You referenced ESIPRI a 
few moments ago. Why lend your name 
and considerable scientific credibility 
to a new organization with no track re-
cord? Why not a well- established group 
that has experience under its belt? 

 As I said a moment ago, the scien-
tific foundation of environmental claims 
is in dreadful disarray. I am pleased 
that ESIPRI’s directors are stepping in 
and are willing or able to shore up the 
public’s dikes. That’s why I’m doing 
everything I possibly can to help ESIPRI 
get up and running.

Evergreen: Have you made any formal 
agreements with them concerning the 
use of your work?

 I have asked only two things of ESI-
PRI: that they follow the principles laid 
out in my many writings concerning Best 
Available Science and that they utilize 
our metrics for evaluating regulatory 
science. They are also welcome to use all 
of the experience and knowledge we’ve 
gained through our Institute for Regula-
tory Science, and I have invited them to 
make use of our oversight committee, 
which follows peer reviewed principles 
and guidelines developed by the Ameri-
can Society of Mechanical Engineers.

Evergreen: Do you know anyone at 
ESIPRI?

 I do. Bob Alverts, who is an ESIPRI 
board member, is a long-time friend. 
I’ve known him since his days with the 
Bureau of Land Management and U.S. 
Geological Service, where he had a 
long and distinguished career. It was he 
who brought ESIPRI to my attention. I 
trust his commitment to sound sci-
ence, which is a good thing because I no 
longer have the time it takes to organize 
and manage these peer reviews.

Evergreen: What does ESIPRI need to 
do to build on your work?

 I have been working on problems as-
sociated with Best Available Science and 
peer review for 40 years. From experi-
ence, I know that you have to stay at 
it, especially when you are alone and 
discouraged.  If I have 
learned nothing 
else in my life as 
a scientist, I have 
learned that the 
truth has a marvel-
ous way of eventually 
rising to the surface, 
just as it did in Nazi 
Germany at the end of 
the Second World War. 
Society must never give 
up in its pursuit of Best 
Available Science. ESIPRI 
can contribute much to 
this effort by holding the 
federal government’s feet to 
the fire.
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Uncle Sam Must Practice Forestry Too
By W. D. Hagenstein, Executive Vice President, Industrial Forestry Association

Editor’s Note: No forest industry as-
sociation executive has ever equaled, 
much less surpassed, W.D. Hagen-
stein’s prolific output. In the 35 years 
that he ran the venerable Industrial 
Forestry Association [IFA], he testified 
before Congress some 250 times, spoke 
publicly 770 times and wrote at least 
500 newspaper columns and maga-
zine articles. Reprinted below from the 
December 15, 1973 edition of Southern 
Lumberman is an article he wrote titled, 
“Uncle Same Must Practice Forestry 
Too,” that is as timely today – if not 
more timely – than it was when Hagen-
stein wrote it more than 39 years ago. 
Now 97, Mr. Hagenstein retired in 1980 
and lives in Portland, Oregon. IFA went 
out of business with the 1987 formation 
of the Northwest Forestry Association, 
which merged with another association 
in 2001, forming the Portland-based 
American Forest Resource Council.

       he establishment in 1905 of  
    the National Forest System was  
    one of the great forestry accom-
plishments of all time. Most American 
foresters are brought up to believe this.  
This writer believes it too. Yet despite 
the congressional charge that the Na-
tional Forests were to provide a continu-
ous flow of water and an adequate supply 
of timber for the use and necessities of 
the citizens of the United States, there is 
today a strong reluctance by the Execu-
tive Branch of government to fulfill this 
promise made almost 70 years ago.
 With our growing population and 
its need for more of everything – jobs, 
commodities, services and tax revenue 
– Americans can no longer afford the 
luxury of not practicing intensive for-
estry on their National Forests.
 Some think this struggle is a contest 
between “interests” that want to prohibit 
or severely restrict forestry on National 
Forests and those who want to intensify 
forest management in areas most suited 
to it. It may be that such a contest exists, 
but let’s take a closer look at who the 

“interests” are. Those who don’t want to 
practice forestry are those who would 
prohibit forestry because they don’t be-
lieve in harvesting trees. Those interested 
in seeing forestry intensified believe that 
the renewable forest is our best means 
for assuring a great abundance for all. 
A growing country needs abundance so 
it can be employed and housed and pay 
taxes proportionate to the wealth the 
renewable forest can produce.
 Since 1969, there’s been an attempt 
in the Congress to figure out some way 
of sustaining a progressive forestry 
program for the National Forests, the re-
sult of skyrocketing lumber and plywood 
prices during active homebuilding years, 
The contest over legislation always pits 
those who don’t want to practice forestry 
against those who know that our timber 
resource must play a much greater part 
in America’s life, if only because it is a 
renewable natural resource.
 The fact that for the first three cen-
turies our nation was housed principally 
from timber harvested from private 
lands leaves the National Forests today 
with the largest single inventory of mer-
chantable timber in the United States. 
Forestry critics say that had private 
lands been properly managed they would 
still be the most important single source 
of timber, thus relieving the “pressure” 
now being brought on the National 
Forests to start playing their role in 
fulfilling their congressional founders’ 
dream of an adequate supply of timber 
for the use and necessities of the citizens 
of the United States.
 In 1969, following hearings of the 
Senate and House Banking and Currency 
Committees, the House Committee on Ag-
riculture heard a bill designed to provide a 
continuous means of financing better for-
estry on the National Forests. The bill was 
favored by the Committee, but because 
of pressure by those who don’t want 
to see better forestry on the National 
Forests, the House took no action.
 Now, four years later, after another 
supply-price crunch caused by record 
homebuilding in 1972, similar hear-
ings were again held and, again, it was 

concluded that something needed to be 
done to put pants on the National For-
ests. Every knowledgeable person agrees 
that if the old-growth timber inventory 
on western National Forests is to be 
saved from waste it must be harvested 
in increasing quantities. To insure that 
there is no hiatus in future timber sup-
ply, old-growth forest conversion should 
be accelerated and management on con-
verted forests should be intensified. If we 
didn’t know how to do this, and we do, 
there would be a greater argument for 
adhering to the old theory of even flow, 
balancing growth and harvest, so that by 
the time we harvest the last old-growth 
stands, a beautiful distribution of age 
classes would have taken their place. 
 Meanwhile, with mortality on the 
National Forests in the neighborhood 
of six billion board feet per year, the 
country is losing enough wood to build 
300,000 new homes every year, and this 
figure assumes that only half of what is 
dead can be salvaged in time. Yet neither 
Congress nor the Executive Branch has 
come up with a politically viable plan 
for continuously financing road build-
ing, tree planting and improvements in 
forest protection; this despite the half 
billion taxpayer dollars that have already 
been invested in Forest Service research 
in the hope that the government will 
figure out how to practice the kind of 
forestry the American people need for 
their use and necessities.  
 In the current Congress, there is an-
other attempt to develop a plan for get-
ting the National Forest timber train on 
the track so it can arrive at the station 
on time. Most of these proposals have 
centered on finding some means for 
sustaining funding so that the National 
Forest contribution to the nation’s wood 
basket can be increased. One proposal 
would earmark a portion of all National 
Forest harvest receipts from which 
Congress could appropriate regularly on 
a budget justified annually by the Forest 
Service. But Congress has a tendency to 
disfavor ear marking, although manage-
ment of National Forest timber is one of 
few Government activities that brings in 
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revenue from public lands.
 Another consideration is the effect 
the environmental movement is hav-
ing on Government activity.  The Forest 
Service has surely had its share of public 
criticism in the name of environmen-
talism. This has markedly slowed the 
application of its own knowledge in 
forest improvement.  The chief cause is 
the misnamed National Environmental 
Policy Act [NEPA], the environmental 
impact statements it mandates and 
resulting lawsuits by those who don’t 
agree with the Forest Service’s environ-
mental impact statements, and further, 
by pressure from influential members 
of Congress who are riding the environ-
mental hobby horse.
 There are other possibilities for im-
proving forestry on the National Forests 
that have not been publicly discussed. 
One is a requirement that whenever 
environmental constraints or land with-
drawals reduce harvesting receipts on 
National Forests, Congress should auto-
matically appropriate sufficient money 
to fund more intensive forestry on the 
remaining land so that the allowable cut 
is maintained or increased where land 
productivity makes such an increase 
possible. The justification for this is that 
the Forest Service has as much respon-
sibility to guarantee opportunities for 
employment from its lands as do private 
owners and the states. Just because for-
estland is publicly owned doesn’t exempt 
government from its responsibilities 
for providing employment, furnishing 
commodities and services, and providing 
either harvest receipts or some other 
means of replacing tax revenues that 
local government loses. This was evident 

ging railroads, logged timber and manu-
factured lumber for aviation military use 
in World War I.
 In World War II, the Rubber Reserve 
Corporation and the U.S. Commercial 
Company were assigned a huge task - 
rounding up strategic materials needed by 
the military. They did if far more efficient-
ly than Government agencies function 
today. Why not run the National Forests as 
a business and make certain that they do 
practice the kind of forestry that is needed 
to provide the American people with jobs, 
commodities, services and taxes? 
 Some think that with the timber 
volumes now extant on National Forests, 
and with a more realistic allowable cut 
based on the ability of these forests to 
grow more timber, business manage-
ment of the national forests could not 
only be self-sustaining, but could yield 
a significant sum over and above their 
costs, and could thus help retire our 
huge national debt.
 The time for decision making is now. 
What we do in forestry in the near fu-
ture on our National Forests will deter-
mine the adequacy of timber supplies for 
people yet unborn. Our National Forests 
should be providing far more building, 
packaging and communications material 
than they provide, and they should be 
paying more money to the rural coun-
ties that lost much of their property tax 
bases when the National Forests were 
established in 1905. 
 All of this can be done without any 
draft on funds collected from taxpayers. 
Forest products consumers will pay the 
bill, and gratefully so, if the National 
Forests do their part. It’s easy to blame 
the other fellow for an inadequate 
timber supplies, but Uncle Sam must 
practice forestry, too.

60 years ago, 
when Con-
gress decreed 
that National 
Forest har-
vesting rev-
enue  would 
be shared 
with local 
governments 
because the 
lands had been 
withdrawn 
from their tax 
jurisdictions.
 Another way we could do a better 
job of forestry on our National forests 
is to amend NEPA to require that the 
social costs [the denial of jobs, payrolls, 
building materials and taxes] be clearly 
spelled out in every environmental 
impact statement that advocates for 
a reduced harvest on National Forest 
timberlands that have heretofore been 
managed for multiple uses.
 One other suggestion, which comes 
from a Federal District Court decision in 
North Carolina, is that any time a class 
action lawsuit is brought in an envi-
ronmental matter, plaintiffs  should be 
required to post a bond of sufficient size 
[should they lose their case] to reim-
burse the public for its interim losses in 
jobs, wages, commodities and taxes.
 Another idea worth considering is 
the formation of a Government corpora-
tion that would manage the National 
Forest timber business. The precedents 
for this are many, including the Spruce 
Production Corporation, an arm of the 
Army’s Signal Corps, which bought 
great stands of Sitka spruce, built log-

W.D. “Bill” Hagenstein is 
still preaching his forestry 
gospel at age 97
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     he Evergreen Foundation is a   
   non-profit forestry research and  
      educational organization dedicated 
to the advancement of science-based 
forestry and forest policy. To this end, 
we publish Evergreen, a periodic journal 
designed to keep Foundation members 
and others abreast of issues and events 
impacting forestry, forest communities 
and the forest products industry. 
 In our research, writing and pub-
lishing activities, we work closely with 
forest ecologists, silviculturists, soil sci-
entists, geneticists, botanists, hydrolo-
gists, fish and wildlife biologists, histo-
rians, economists, engineers, chemists, 
private landowners and state and federal 
agencies responsible for managing and 
protecting the nation’s publicly owned 
forest resources. 
 All statistical information appear-
ing in Evergreen is taken from publicly 
supported federal 
and state forest 
data bases 
in place 

T since the 1950s. Industry information is 
also used, but only when it can be inde-
pendently verified. 
 All Evergreen manuscripts are re-
viewed before publication to ensure their 
accuracy and completeness. Reviewers 
include those interviewed as well as 
scientists, economists and others who are 
familiar with the subject matter. While 
not a peer review, this rigorous process 
makes for strong, fact-based presenta-
tions on which the Evergreen Founda-
tion stakes its reputation. 
 Evergreen was founded in 1986. 
Initial funding came from a small group 
of Southern Oregon lumber companies 
interested in promoting wider citizen 
involvement in the federal govern-
ment’s congressionally mandated forest 
planningprocess. In the years since 
its’ founding, Evergreen has assumed 
a much wider role, providing public 
forums for scientists, policymakers, 
landowners, federal and state resource 
managers and community leaders across 
the nation. 
 Support for our educational mis-
sion comes from Foundation members 

and other public and private sector 
organizations that share our com-

mitment to science-

based forestry. We also generate revenue 
from reprint sales and from“Our Daily 
Wood,” a hand-finished four pound wood 
block that is the volumetrice quivalent 
of the amount of wood fiber consumed 
every 24 hours by each person on the 
Earth. 
 The Foundation operates under 
Internal Revenue Service 501(c)(3) 
regulations that govern the conduct of 
tax-exempt organizations created for 
charitable, religious, educational or 
scientific purposes. As such, we do not 
lobby or litigate. Forestry education is 
our only business. Contributions to the 
Foundation are tax deductible to the 
full extent the law allows. To become a 
member or order reprints of this issue, 
please log on to our website: 
www.evergreenmagazine.org
 For more information concerning 
our work, contact Jim Petersen, The 
Evergreen Foundation, P.O. Box 1520, 
Carlton, OR 97111 or
 jim@evergreenmagazine.com
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