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ISSUE AREAS
George W. Bush’s campaign had not returned LCV’s 
presidential environmental questionnaire as of Oc-
tober. The following text is a condensed and revised 
version of LCV’s presidential report card, released in 
June 2003; President Bush received a grade of “F” on 
LCV’s report card.

 CLEAN AIR

The Bush record on air has earned widespread criti-
cism from the environmental and public health com-
munities. During his 2000 campaign for office, George 
W. Bush pledged to reduce power plant emissions of 
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, mercury and carbon 
dioxide.1 However, in February 2002, the Bush admin-
istration announced its “Clear Skies” initiative, a plan 
to promote a “cap and trade” program for achieving 
only limited reductions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 
oxide and mercury by the electric utility industry2. 
“Clear Skies” not only fails to address emissions of 
carbon dioxide, the primary cause of global warm-

ing, but also would allow individual facilities actually 
to boost their polluting emissions. Environmentalists 
maintain that the plan would raise sulfur emissions 
targets by up to 50 percent and delay by up to 10 years 
major cuts in sulfur emissions required by the Clean 
Air Act and allow millions more tons of smog-form-
ing nitrogen oxides and three times more mercury 
emissions than current law.3

In November 2002, the Bush administration also 
finalized rules to weaken new source review, a Clean 
Air Act provision that requires older plants to up-
grade their pollution controls if  they make signifi-
cant renovations or expansions that would increase 
emissions of harmful pollutants.4 In December 2002, 
nine northeastern states, citing their disproportion-
ately high pollution burden, filed a legal challenge 
against the Bush administration proposal.5 In Au-
gust 2003, the administration announced further 
changes to new source review, and again a number 
of northeastern states announced their intent to take 
legal action.6
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OVERVIEW
President Bush’s environmental performance may be gauged by the fact that he received an “F” on his most 

recent LCV Presidential Report Card—the first failing grade given to a president in LCV’s history. On issue after 

issue—public lands, clean air and water, toxics, energy, wildlife conservation—the Bush administration, at the 

behest of its corporate allies, has worked systematically to dismantle and subvert fundamental environmental 

protections while obscuring their actions with “green” rhetoric. The results have been nothing short of disastrous 

for America’s natural resources and have made unseating President Bush LCV’s primary goal for 2004.  
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T H E  C A N D I D A T E  I N  H I S  O W N  W O R D S

In a lone positive note, in April 2003 the Bush 
administration announced proposed new rules that 
would reduce off-road diesel emissions by as much as 
95 percent.7 If adopted, the new rules could prevent 
more than 9,600 premature deaths, 16,000 heart at-
tacks, and 260,000 respiratory problems in children.8 

 CLEAN WATER

As of 2000, according to the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, some 45 percent of America’s waterways 
remained too polluted for drinking, fishing or swim-
ming.9 Yet in early 2003, the Bush administration 
proposed sweeping changes to the Clean Water Act 
that not only would preclude cleanup of the 45 per-
cent of rivers, lakes and streams that remain polluted, 
but also would put more than 30 years of clean water 
progress at risk. In January 2003, administration of-
ficials began requiring Corps of Engineers and EPA 
regulators to seek permission from Washington, D.C. 
headquarters before they enforced clean water rules 
for “isolated” waters, including wetlands and season-
al streams.10 The administration also began a process 
that could further impair the Clean Water Act by lim-
iting the law’s jurisdiction to “navigable” waters. By 
EPA’s own estimates, the rule changes under consid-
eration could exempt as many as 20 million acres of 
wetlands and 60 percent of the nation’s streams from 
federal protection.12

In addition, the Army Corps of Engineers and 
the EPA have weakened a regulation that requires 
developers who fill in wetlands to create or restore 

wetlands in another area. The new policy would 
move away from ensuring acre-for-acre replacement 
of lost wetlands and would focus instead on restoring 
specific functions or ecological benefits—a far less 
specific objective and a fundamental abandonment of 
the “no net loss of wetlands” goal.13 

 TOXICS

From the Bush administration’s earliest days in of-
fice, it has exhibited a disregard for the public health 
impacts of toxic chemicals. In March 2001, EPA 
Administrator Christie Whitman announced she was 
delaying the implementation of regulations to lower 
the allowable amount of arsenic in drinking water 
to 10 parts per billion—a new standard proposed by 
the Clinton administration—arguing that the stricter 
standard would unduly burden drinking water sup-
pliers with little benefit to the public’s health.14 Only 
after a storm of public criticism did Whitman reverse 
direction and, in October 2001, announce the adop-
tion of the proposed Clinton standard.15 

In 2001 the Bush administration signed an in-
ternational treaty phasing out 12 persistent organic 
pollutants (POPs), including PCBs, dioxins, and 
DDT—chemicals that are directly toxic to people, 
wildlife and ecosystems.16 Although the president has 
formally requested that the Senate ratify the treaty, 
environmentalists and some senators have charged 
that White House obstruction and stalling over leg-
islation needed to carry out the treaty have helped to 
delay the Senate’s ratification of the agreement.17 

Three decades after the first Earth Day, our air is cleaner, our water is purer, and our lands and 
natural resources are better protected. 
 My administration is building on these accomplishments through new and innovative policies. 
We will reduce power plant pollution by 70 percent. We will restore forest health, preventing 
catastrophic wildfires that devastate communities, wildlife habitat and the landscape. And 
we will promote energy efficiency and security, and improve and protect water quality, while 
encouraging economic growth. To help accomplish these goals I have proposed legislation—
Clear Skies, Healthy Forests and the Hydrogen Fuel Initiative—which I call on Congress to pass 
this year.

— President George W. Bush, Earth Day Statement, 22 April 200311
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Superfund
President Bush has all but abandoned the Superfund 
program to clean up the nation’s worst toxic waste 
sites. Funded since its inception by a corporate “polluter 
pays” fee, Superfund was signed into law by President 
Reagan in 1980, reauthorized by President George H.W. 
Bush, and supported by President Clinton. However, 
the fee expired in 1995 and since that time, Superfund’s 
assets have declined from more than $2 billion in 1995 
to near exhaustion in 2003.18 To address this shortfall, 
the Bush administration has begun to shift the funding 
burden from corporate polluters to citizens. In 2004, for 
example, revenue from taxpayers will make up nearly 80 
percent of Superfund’s budget, as opposed to only 18 
percent in 1995. By 2005, taxpayers will fund virtually 
all of the cost of toxic cleanups. Meanwhile, Superfund’s 
dwindling resources have forced EPA officials to cut back 
on cleanups. By the late 1990s, the EPA was cleaning up 
an average of 76 sites per year; in 2002 and 2003, the pace 
of cleanups dropped by nearly 50 percent.19

 

 PUBLIC LANDS

From its very first day, President Bush’s administra-
tion has declared virtual war against America’s public 
lands. As a New York Times editorial noted: “From 
the beginning, President Bush has been far more in-
terested in exploiting the public lands for commercial 
purposes than in protecting their environmental val-
ues.”20 In April 2003, for example, Interior Secretary 
Gale Norton announced that the Interior Department 
would halt the process of reviewing the 262 million 
acres managed by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) for potential protection as wilderness and 
would restrict the amount of BLM land eligible for 
such protection nationwide to wilderness areas and 
wilderness study areas designated prior to 1993. This 
change in policy leaves more than 200 million acres 
nationwide without protection from mining, oil and 
gas development and off-road vehicle use—activities 
that could make them permanently ineligible for fu-
ture wilderness designation.21 

At the same time, the Bush administration an-
nounced yet another anti-wilderness decision. Fol-
lowing several years of closed-door negotiations 
between the state of Utah and the Interior Depart-
ment, the administration signed a memorandum of 
understanding to begin recognizing rights of way, and 
allowing roads to be built, on public lands through 
the use of a loophole in the outdated Mining Act of 
1866. That loophole, known as Revised Statute 2477, 
could allow local governments and property rights 

advocates to claim thousands of miles of long-aban-
doned dirt roads, mining routes, wagon trails, and 
cattle paths as rights of way for the use and benefit of 
logging companies, mining companies and off-road 
vehicle enthusiasts.22

President Bush has also failed to live up to cam-
paign pledges to “fully fund” the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF), which authorizes up to 
$450 million annually to acquire land for national 
parks, forests and wildlife refuges and an additional 
$450 million in matching grants for states to cover 
the costs of state parks and recreation facilities. In 
reality, the funds specifically earmarked for LWCF 
acquisition declined from $429 million in fiscal year 
2002 to $187 million proposed for fiscal year 2004—a 
far cry from President Bush’s pledge and far less than 
America’s parks, forests and refuges require.23

National Forests
Upon taking office at the end of January 2001, the 
Bush administration immediately began dismantling 
a Clinton administration rule that would have banned 
new road building on 58.5 million acres of national 
forests in 38 states. Environmentalists had hailed the 
“roadless rule” for providing important long-term 
protection for America’s few remaining wild forests. 
In 2002, after a federal judge blocked the rule from 
taking effect, the Bush administration reopened the 
rule for public comment, claiming that they wanted 
more input from rural communities. Environmental-
ists, noting that the Forest Service had held 600 public 
meetings and received 1.6 million comments before it 
initially issued the rule, claimed that this new com-
ment period was a prelude to the Bush administration 
reversing the rule.24 In December 2002, a federal ap-
peals judge lifted the injunction on the roadless rule 
and it is now the law of the land.25

Environmentalists were also highly critical of 
President Bush’s “Healthy Forests” initiative, arguing 
that it used the pretext of fire prevention to increase 
logging in national forests. The proposal would limit 
public involvement, circumvent the environmental re-
view required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and curtail the ability of the federal courts to 
halt logging while hearing legal challenges. In ad-
dition, because the plan would allow the logging 
of large, fire resistant trees and the building of new 
logging roads, it could actually increase the risk of 
catastrophic fires.26 

The Bush administration has also proposed new 
forest management regulations that would fundamen-
tally change the way national forests are managed, 
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giving economic considerations the same weight as 
ecological ones and removing a requirement developed 
during the Reagan administration that forests be man-
aged to protect populations of native wildlife.27

Mining
In October 2001, under pressure from the mining 
industry, the Bush administration announced it was 
reversing key provisions of Clinton administration 
regulations on hard-rock mining on public lands—in-
cluding provisions to set environmental performance 
standards for mining operations and to give the Bu-
reau of Land Management authority to deny permits 
to environmentally damaging mines.28 Interior Secre-
tary Gale Norton did sign off on a Clinton-era regu-
lation requiring mining companies to post a financial 
guarantee to ensure cleanups of toxic mining waste. 
In April 2002, however, she convened an internal task 
force to further study the issue, leaving many environ-
mentalists concerned that she would bow to industry 
pressure and weaken the bonding requirement.29 

Bush administration officials have also continued 
to allow coal companies to remove the tops of the 
mountains where they are mining and dump the 
rubble into nearby valleys and streams. In addition to 
scarring the land and destroying freshwater wildlife, 
this practice also pollutes local water sources. In May 
2002, the administration issued a rule that essentially 
granted this destructive practice an exemption from 
the Clean Water Act by classifying the waste as “fill 
material” and allowing it to be dumped in rivers and 
streams. In May 2003, the Bush administration issued 
a draft Environmental Impact Statement that con-
firmed that mountaintop removal mining practices 
are highly destructive to the environment. However, 
rather than putting a stop to the practice, the draft 
EIS proposes to “streamline” the permitting process 
for mountaintop removal.30

National Parks
During his presidential campaign, George W. Bush 
pledged to eliminate the National Park System’s $4.9 
billion maintenance backlog within five years. Al-
though in April 2003, the administration claimed to 
have made significant progress towards reducing the 
backlog, environmentalists charged that the adminis-
tration had reduced the backlog by only $370 million 
in new funding, using creative accounting techniques 
to credit all funding for park maintenance and con-
struction with reducing the backlog.31

In 2002, the Bush administration ignored the 
findings of its own scientists and the comments of 

more than 333,000 citizens in overturning a proposed 
phase-out of snowmobiles in Yellowstone and Grand 
Teton National Parks, which have poor winter air 
quality due to heavy snowmobile use. Instead, admin-
istration officials put forth a much weaker proposal 
to limit snowmobiles to 1,100 per day and to require 
quieter, less polluting machines.32

 ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 
AND REGULATORY REFORM

From the very beginning of his administration, Presi-
dent Bush’s appointees to key environmental posts 
within his administration have been highly contro-
versial. The nomination of Secretary of Interior Gale 
Norton drew the fire of the environmental commu-
nity, and her tenure in office, as detailed throughout 
this profile, has seen rollbacks in numerous protec-
tions for public lands and wildlife. Environmentalists 
viewed EPA Administrator Christine Todd Whitman 
as a potentially moderate Bush appointee.33 However, 
when she resigned her office in May 2003 the New 
York Times noted: “[S]he must surely be thankful to 
leave behind a bureaucratic struggle in which she usu-
ally emerged the loser.”34 In August 2003, President 
Bush announced his appointment to replace Whit-
man—Governor Mike Leavitt of Utah.35 Leavitt’s 
gubernatorial record has been criticized by environ-
mentalists and Democratic senators have seized on 
his nomination as an opportunity to highlight the 
Bush administration’s poor environmental record.36

One of President Bush’s most controversial ap-
pointments—John Graham, head of the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) at the 
White House Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB)—has taken an increasingly hands-on role in 
shaping regulations according to so-called economic 
calculations, which has had the consistent effect of 
weakening or eliminating key environmental regula-
tions. Among the regulations flagged by Graham was 
a rule for reducing emissions from off-road vehicles 
like snowmobiles.37 Graham even pushed for EPA and 
other agencies to include age as a factor in cost-ben-
efit analyses and to lower the value of human life for 
those over 70 to only $2.3 million. In May 2003, fol-
lowing protests from senior groups and environmen-
talists, the EPA announced that it would discontinue 
using age adjusted cost-benefit analysis.38

Another controversial appointee was Deputy Inte-
rior Secretary J. Steven Griles, a former coal company 
executive and industry lobbyist. Griles has played an 
instrumental role in the policy rollbacks instituted by 
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the Interior Department—many of which benefit his 
former clients. His alleged continuing contacts with 
these clients—including officials from the National 
Mining Association and the Edison Electric Institute—
have made him the subject of an ethics investigation by 
the Interior Department’s inspector general.39

Under the guise of reforming or streamlining 
regulations, the Bush administration has been quietly 
rolling back many key environmental protections. 
Perhaps the administration’s biggest target has been 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). On 
everything from the “Healthy Forests” initiative to 
seismic and sonar testing, Bush administration of-
ficials have been trying to sidestep NEPA provisions 
that require them to solicit public participation and 
to undertake extensive environmental reviews of any 
projects that could harm natural resources.40

In another disturbing trend, the Bush administra-
tion has worked systematically to “stack” scientific 
advisory committees by replacing eminent scientists 
with industry representatives. Advisors with direct 
financial ties to the chemical industry, for example, 
replaced virtually all the members of a Health and 
Human Services committee charged with assessing the 
impacts of chemicals on human health. In addition, 
Bush administration officials have shown no compunc-
tion about overriding, ignoring, or even distorting the 
findings of their own government scientists—includ-
ing a U.S. Geological Survey study that concluded oil 
drilling posed significant harm for the wildlife of the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.41 In June 2003, the 
EPA released a report on the state of the environment 
that deleted references to scientific studies showing that 
human activities are a cause of global warming.42

On a related front, the Bush administration has 
been using budget cuts to undermine the EPA’s ability 
to crack down on polluters. Since President Bush took 
office, the EPA’s Office of Enforcement and Compli-
ance has lost more than 120 inspection and civil en-
forcement positions. The total number of EPA staffers 
conducting inspections and enforcing environmental 
regulations is now at its lowest level since the agency’s 
founding. These budget and staff reductions, coupled 
with the weakening of existing environmental laws 
and regulations, have hamstrung EPA’s ability to se-
cure appropriate penalties from polluting industries. 
During fiscal year 2002, for example, the number of 
penalties recovered in federal settlements was half 
that of the previous three years.43 

Environmentalists have also charged the Bush 
administration with using lawsuit settlements as a 
pretext to make fundamental, back-door changes in 

environmental policy. Lawsuits brought by the timber 
industry have prompted the government to review 
Endangered Species Act protections for the northern 
spotted owl and marbled murrelet, to discontinue 
biological surveys of federal forest lands, and to block 
protections for declining forest species in the Pacific 
Northwest. Litigation by the snowmobile industry 
resulted in a reversal of a snowmobile ban in Yellow-
stone and Grand Teton national parks, and a lawsuit 
by the state of Utah was resolved when Interior Secre-
tary Norton halted all wilderness reviews of Bureau 
of Land Management lands in the West.44

 ENERGY

On energy more than any other issue, the Bush 
administration’s policy approach reflects its strong 
ties to industry and its willingness to adopt policies 
that reflect corporate interests. In May 2001, the 
Bush administration released an energy plan that 
relied heavily on traditional sources of energy—oil, 
gas, coal and nuclear power—and was developed 
by an internal task force, headed by Vice President 
Cheney and operating in secret.45 The media reported 
numerous meetings between task force members and 
officials from the energy industry. However, adminis-
tration officials refused to identify who had advised 
the task force, prompting an unprecedented lawsuit 
from the General Accounting Office.46 A federal 
judge dismissed the lawsuit in December 2002, but 
the courts have yet to rule on a lawsuit filed by the 
Sierra Club, Natural Resources Defense Council and 
Judicial Watch, seeking more information on energy 
task force meetings.47 

Nuclear Issues
President Bush’s national energy plan, released in May 
2001, called for more nuclear energy production.48 In 
addition, in 2002, President Bush signed off on plans 
to build a permanent nuclear repository at Yucca 
Mountain, Nevada—a site that environmentalists 
and public health advocates believe carries too great 
a risk of nuclear contamination to the surrounding 
community and communities nationwide as waste is 
shipped to Nevada by truck and rail.49

Fuel Economy/Energy Efficiency
After months of stonewalling, the Bush administra-
tion announced in December 2002 a very modest 
increase in fuel efficiency standards for sports utility 
vehicles and light trucks—1.5 miles per gallon over 
the next three years. Administration officials, how-
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ever, did nothing to raise mileage requirements for 
other passenger cars, which have remained static for 
more than a decade due, in large part, to well-funded 
and highly vocal opposition from the auto industry.50 
A recently issued EPA report found that in 2002, the 
average fuel economy of cars and trucks purchased by 
U.S. consumers fell to its lowest level in 22 years, with 
the new car fleet averaging only 20.4 miles per gallon 
for the 2002 model year.51

In May 2002, the Bush administration announced 
it would weaken a regulation designed to require 
greater energy efficiency from residential air condi-
tioners.52 Consumer groups and the EPA criticized 
this rollback, noting that the higher standard would 
reduce both energy demand and air pollution.53

Oil Drilling
President Bush made oil drilling in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge a central feature of his na-
tional energy plan, despite the fact that the refuge’s 
coastal plain houses large concentrations of wildlife, 
including caribou, polar bears and migratory birds. 
Environmentalists have also pointed out that invest-
ing in energy efficient technologies and developing 
clean, renewable energy sources would do more to 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil than drilling 
for oil in the Arctic refuge, which would amount to 
only six months of U.S. supply. The Senate has so far 
resisted drilling efforts, but Interior Secretary Norton 
has vowed that the administration will press forward 
with its plans to develop the refuge.54  

In addition, the Bush administration has pushed 
for energy exploration in such sensitive areas as the 
Upper Missouri Breaks National Monument, a re-
mote and spectacular region of sandstone cliffs along 
the Missouri River, named a national monument by 
President Clinton.55 The Bureau of Land Manage-
ment has also announced plans to streamline its oil 
and gas permitting requirements and expedite the ap-
proval process—steps that environmentalists warned 
could mean less time for thorough environmental 
review and public input.56

The Bush administration did call off efforts to 
drill for oil in the waters off Florida, where President 
Bush’s brother Jeb serves as governor. However, the 
administration failed to extend the same offer to Cali-
fornia, where Governor Gray Davis asked the federal 
government to buy back offshore oil and gas leases as 
it had done in Florida. Interior Secretary Norton de-
nied the request in June 2002; however, after a federal 
appeals court called a halt to drilling in California 

waters, Secretary Norton announced that it would 
not appeal the court decision.57 

Renewable Energy
President Bush’s national energy plan slighted clean, 
innovative, available renewable energy technolo-
gies—such as wind, solar and geothermal energy—in 
favor of more domestic oil and gas drilling, increased 
nuclear power production and an upsurge in coal pro-
duction and use.58 

 GLOBAL WARMING

Although the United States has only four percent of 
the world’s population, it produces 25 percent of all 
greenhouse gas emissions.59 President Bush has stead-
fastly rejected the Kyoto climate treaty, negotiated 
in Japan in 1997, which calls for 38 industrialized 
countries to make cuts in greenhouse gas emissions.60 
He called instead, for more research before the U.S. 
considers mandatory restrictions on global warming 
emissions. The administration’s research plan was 
subsequently criticized by a National Academy of 
Sciences panel for failing to set priorities and rehash-
ing questions that have largely been settled.61

The Bush administration has failed to institute 
any meaningful reductions in the carbon dioxide pol-
lution that contributes to global climate change. In 
February 2003, the Bush administration announced 
a new, voluntary initiative aimed at reducing “emis-
sions intensity”—defined as CO2 pollution relative 
to economic output.62 Environmentalists pointed out 
that, with expected economic growth, total emissions 
will actually increase under the Bush plan.63

The Bush administration also supported U.S. auto-
makers in their suit against a new California law that 
requires carbon dioxide reductions in all vehicles sold 
in the state, beginning in 2009.64

 WILDLIFE

Under the direction of Interior Secretary Norton, 
the cash-starved Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has 
proven unable to carry out many of its core programs 
to protect endangered wildlife, and the Interior De-
partment has developed a reputation for basing con-
servation decisions on politics, not biology. In May 
2003, for example, Assistant Interior Secretary Craig 
Manson announced that the Fish and Wildlife Service 
had run out of funding to designate critical habitat 
for endangered species. Manson blamed the funding 
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shortfall on litigation and argued that critical habitat 
offers little conservation benefit to declining wildlife. 
Conservationists countered that the financial crisis 
was of the administration’s own making—they have 
consistently failed to request sufficient funds from 
Congress for the program—and that the identifica-
tion of critical habitat is an essential component in 
helping species to recover.65

The Bush administration has a generally poor 
record of protecting endangered species. In early 
2003, the Fish and Wildlife Service announced that 
gray wolves would be downlisted from “endangered” 
to “threatened” in the Upper Midwest and Northern 
Rockies—a move that environmentalists called pre-
mature and potentially dangerous for still-imperiled 
wolf populations.66 Interior Secretary Norton also 
scrapped a previously approved plan for reintroduc-
ing grizzly bears into the Selway-Bitterroot wilderness 
area along the Idaho-Montana border.67 The Fish and 
Wildlife Service took years, risking a contempt cita-
tion, to put together a court-ordered protection plan 
for Florida manatees threatened by powerboat colli-
sions.68 And in 2002, Bush administration officials 
ignored the findings of government scientists and 
ordered more water to be diverted for farmers around 
Washington state’s Upper Klamath Lake and Klam-
ath River—prompting the largest recorded salmon 
dieoff in U.S. history.69

On another front, in the spring of 2002, the 
Defense Department, citing the need for military 
readiness, asked Congress for exemptions from some 
of the nation’s most important environmental and 
public health laws, including the Endangered Species 
Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Clean 
Air Act, and the Superfund toxic waste cleanup law.70 
In 2002, President Bush signed a narrower bill that 
exempts the Defense Department from the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, a 1918 law that protects some 850 
species of birds.71 In 2003, the Pentagon continued to 
pursue exemptions to the Endangered Species Act in 
Congress.72

 INTERNATIONAL

The Bush administration has abandoned its leader-
ship role on the paramount environmental issues 
facing the global community. This was particularly 
evident when the President decided not to attend the 
second United Nations Summit on Sustainable Devel-
opment in Johannesburg, South Africa in the summer 
of 2002.73 And at the November 2002 meeting of the 

Convention on Trade in Endangered Species, admin-
istration officials wavered on, and in some cases, 
abandoned long-standing U.S. support for several 
at-risk species.74

Population
On his first working day in office, President Bush reis-
sued a policy, suspended during much of the previous 
administration, which restricts U.S. funding for inter-
national population programs. The so-called “Mexi-
co City policy” or “global gag rule,” denies funding 
to any foreign non-governmental organizations that 
use their own private funds to provide abortion ser-
vices, counseling or referrals.75

In January 2002, President Bush went a step further, 
placing a temporary hold on U.S. contributions to the 
United Nations Population Fund, which works in over 
140 countries to give women access to voluntary fam-
ily planning, economic opportunities, and education. 
Administration officials cited concerns over UNFPA 
support of China’s family planning programs, even 
though a team of investigators appointed by President 
Bush confirmed that the UNFPA supported only volun-
tary family planning in China and recommended that 
the U.S. release the funding. Nevertheless, in July 2002, 
the Bush administration cut the entire U.S. contribu-
tion of $34 million for UNFPA.76 

Trade
A self-avowed “free trader,” President Bush has shown 
strong support for a new round of global trade talks 
under the World Trade Organization (WTO) and 
for the development of a free trade area among the 
countries in the Western Hemisphere. The president 
and his trade representative, Robert Zoellick, actively 
pushed Congress to pass a bill granting the president 
“fast track” authority to negotiate trade agreements, 
arguing that the war against terrorism makes pursu-
ing open markets even more urgent. Unfortunately, 
this legislation, approved by Congress in 2002, makes 
environmental negotiating objectives strictly volun-
tary and does nothing to protect U.S. environment 
and public health laws from closed-door challenges 
under trade agreements.77 

The Bush administration was involved in other 
issues that clearly demonstrated the impact of trade 
policies on the environment. In December 2002, the 
administration quietly announced it would weaken 
the “dolphin safe” label requirement for tuna sold 
in the United States to reflect the findings of a WTO 
panel that the regulation was a barrier to trade.78 And 
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in May 2003, the administration filed a formal WTO 
challenge to the European Union’s moratorium on the 
sale of foods that contain genetically modified organ-
isms. The temporary moratorium applies to both 
U.S. and European products and reflects widespread 
European concerns that these foods may pose a threat 
to public health.79 
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