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In less than a year, the Trump 

administration has overturned 

or delayed dozens of regulations 

of, proposed massive budget 

cuts for, and reduced staff  and 

enforcement at the Environ-

mental Protection Agency (EPA) 

as part of a broad challenge 

to existing US environmental 

health policy. This approach is 

not without historical precedent. 

Comparison with similar initia-

tives during the administrations 

of Ronald Reagan and George 

W. Bush sheds light on the roots 

of the Trump assault, while 

clarifying what is new about it. 

The early Reagan administra-

tion (1981–1983) launched 

an overt attack on the EPA, 

combining deregulation with 

budget and staff  cuts, whereas 

the George W. Bush adminis-

tration (2001–2008) adopted a 

subtler approach, undermining 

science-based policy. The Trump 

administration combines both 

these strategies. It also operates 

in an institutional and cultural 

context that is more favorable to 

the new administration’s designs 

on an agency critical to the 

nation’s environmental health. In 

this history, we suggest a diffi  cult 

period ahead and off er hope for 

sustaining this agency’s role in 

protecting environmental health.

We focus on the EPA because 

the Trump administration has 

targeted it and because the 

EPA is the primary federal 

regulator of environmental 

health. Other agencies also deal 

with environmental health, 

but less centrally, and many 

do not make and enforce 

regulations. None produces 

as many regulations with as 

many environmental health 

benefi ts as the EPA.1 We used 

secondary sources, newspapers, 

government documents, and 

54 interviews with current 

and former EPA employees 

conducted by the Environmental 

Data and Governance Initiative 

(EDGI). EDGI identifi ed 

interviewees through preexisting 

relationships, responses to an 

alumni association invitation, 

and snowball sampling. 

Approximately half had or still 

worked primarily at the District 

of Columbia headquarters, 

two fi fths at regional offi  ces, 

and the rest split time between 

headquarters and regions. 

Interviewees worked across a 

broad range of agency offi  ces 

and had a range of professional 

backgrounds. Our questions 

concerned presidential 

transitions, workplace morale, 

and the politics of science and 

policy in the agency.2

Attacks on the EPA are 

especially concerning because of 

the strong connection between 

the agency’s activities and public 

health. The EPA’s hazardous 

waste, drinking water, and 

air pollution regulations have 

reduced many health problems, 

including cancer, reproductive 

problems, fetal toxicity, lowered 

IQ, heart attacks, asthma, and 

numerous other cardiovascular, 

respiratory, and chronic health 

conditions. From air pollution 

control alone, economists have 

estimated enormous benefi ts 

over time, including an estimated 

$50 to $400 billion in benefi ts 

between 1970 and 2000 and $2 

trillion in benefi ts since 1990.3

Despite these benefi ts, 

the new administration is 

convinced that the EPA needs 

to be brought to heel. Current 

conditions favor its resolve in 

ways that those in earlier decades 
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did not. The Republican Party 

has shifted to the right and 

now controls the executive 

branch and both chambers 

of Congress (unlike in the 

early Reagan administration). 

Wealthy donors, think tanks, 

and fossil fuel and chemical 

industries have become more 

infl uential in fi ghting regulation. 

In the broader public, political 

polarization has increased, 

the environment has become 

a partisan issue, and science 

and the mainstream media are 

distrusted. For these reasons, 

the eff ects of today’s ongoing 

regulatory delays, rollbacks, and 

staff  cuts may well surpass those 

of the administrations of Reagan 

and Bush, whose impacts on 

environmental health were 

considerable.

THE REAGAN ASSAULT
The EPA was created by 

an executive initiative of 

the Republican president 

Richard Nixon in 1970, the 

culmination of decades of 

rising environmental concern 

and growing dissatisfaction 

with absent or ineff ective 

environmental regulation at 

the state level. President Nixon 

proposed a “strong, independent 

agency” with a “broad mandate” 

to control pollution, and a 

bipartisan Congress passed land-

mark acts for clean air (1970) 

and clean water (1972) that the 

new agency would enforce. 

Over the next few years these 

and other laws gave the new 

agency ambitious goals and 

powerful tools to set and enforce 

national pollution standards. 

But as this new agency pushed 

against private interests, and in 

some cases the prerogatives of 

state regulators, powerful resis-

tance arose.4

New antienvironmental 

conservatives in the Republican 

Party found a champion in 

Ronald Reagan, who in 1980 

won offi  ce through a campaign 

against government overreach 

by federal bureaucracies, 

including the EPA. As president-

elect, he snubbed a moderate 

environmental policy blueprint 

drafted by Republican 

environmentalists in favor of a 

plan written by the Heritage 

Foundation, a right-wing think 

tank then less than a decade old, 

that devolved EPA functions and 

authority back to the states.5

Once in offi  ce, Reagan 

abandoned the practice of 

previous administrations of 

appointing agency heads with 

federal government experience 

and sympathy for the agency’s 

mission. Instead, he chose people 

from industry who shared his 

antiregulatory views. To run 

the EPA, Reagan selected 

Anne Gorsuch, a 38-year-old 

corporate lawyer and two-

term Colorado legislator who 

had opposed the Clean Air 

Act, water quality rules, and 

hazardous waste protections.6 

Other EPA appointments were 

also based more on ideology 

and loyalty than government 

experience, with many coming 

from the industries that they 

were tasked with regulating, 

including Aerojet General and 

Exxon.7

Gorsuch demoralized, 

marginalized, and reorganized 

EPA staff . In her inaugural 

speech, according to one 

interviewee, Gorsuch told 

employees, “We’re going to do 

more with less and we’re going 

to do it with fewer of you.” She 

realized part of this promise, 

reducing staff  at the agency by 

21% between 1981 and 1983. 

She also reorganized the agency 

in disruptive ways, dissolving 

the Offi  ce of Enforcement, for 

example, and distributing its staff  

to other offi  ces. In the fi rst year 

of the new administration, civil 

enforcement cases fell by about 

three quarters. The removal of 

“strong environmental players” 

through reorganization made 

everyone feel vulnerable, as 

did the hostility of political 

appointees to career staff . 

Congressional hearings 

eventually revealed that agency 

higher-ups had hit lists of career 

staff .8

The Reagan administration 

erected powerful new checks 

on agency rule making. An 

early executive order required 

regulatory review and cost–

benefi t analysis for new 

regulations, which was enforced 

by a new Offi  ce of Information 

and Regulatory Aff airs (OIRA). 

It disproportionately targeted 

EPA rules and acted with little 

transparency, allowing business 

infl uence to go unchallenged. 

Reagan also created the 

Presidential Task Force on 

Regulatory Relief, headed by 

Vice-President George Bush, 

to solicit industry complaints 

about environmental rules. 

Among those from which the 

task force sought relief was 

an EPA regulation to phase 

out leaded gasoline, which it 

only backed away from after 

tremendous public outcry.9

For all of Gorsuch’s and 

Reagan’s eff orts to dial back 

this agency’s mandates, rules, 

and reach, they faced a serious 

obstacle in Congress, where 

Democrats still controlled 

the House. The Reagan 

administration was nevertheless 

able to slash the EPA budget, 

by coaxing support from 

conservative Southern House 

Democrats (some of whom 

soon switched parties), although 

not as much as Gorsuch had 

originally proposed.10 Between 

fi scal years 1980 and 1983, 

under Gorsuch, the EPA’s 

operating budget fell by 27%. 
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The science budget tumbled 

58% (Figure 1).

The Reagan administration 

also launched interventions into 

science-based decision-making. 

It placed industry-aligned 

scientists on the EPA’s recently 

created Science Advisory Board. 

New administrators abruptly 

abandoned standard scientifi c 

and risk analysis methods. For 

example, despite evidence to 

the contrary emphasized by 

their own scientists, the assistant 

administrator for toxics at 

EPA, John Todhunter, resisted 

classifying formaldehyde as a 

human carcinogen. The Reagan 

administration also stonewalled 

the scientifi c consensus on acid 

rain, potentially delaying controls 

on air pollution that would 

eventually bring large public 

health cobenefi ts.11

The health tolls of this 

antiregulatory push at Gorsuch’s 

EPA were likely signifi cant. 

Dysfunction and corruption 

in the Superfund hazardous 

waste program lead to delays 

that a House Energy Oversight 

Subcommittee investigation 

found had “increased 

signifi cantly the risks of adverse 

health eff ects to thousands of 

people.” The agency’s seven-

year refusal to recognize 

formaldehyde as a carcinogen 

meant that for many more 

years users of particle board and 

plywood had to breathe in this 

cancer-inducing chemical. From 

neglecting to warn about dioxin 

levels in Great Lakes fi sh to 

dragging its heels on a clean-up 

of heavily leaded soil around a 

Dallas, Texas, smelter, revelations 

of the literally toxic inaction of 

Gorsuch’s EPA eventually helped 

end her turn at the helm.12

RESISTANCE
The Reagan administration’s 

attacks soon encountered resis-

tance and setbacks as scandals 

surged over confl icts of inter-

est, obstruction of justice, and 

cuts to enforcement. Former 

EPA employees pointed to the 

key role of a Congress partly 

controlled by the Democrats 

in investigating, halting, and 

ultimately toppling the Gor-

such regime. But congressional 

investigations would not have 

been possible without the help 

of EPA staff , journalists, environ-

mental groups, and concerned 

individuals.

Congressional investigations 

were often initiated and 

sustained by leaks engineered 

from inside the EPA in 

particular. An oppositional 

culture bloomed among career 

staff , who gathered in bars to 

plot strategies of resistance 

and unionized themselves to 

promote job security and 

scientifi c integrity. Assistant 

Administrator Bill Drayton, 

aided by a group of nearly 

600 former EPA employees 

calling themselves “Save 

EPA,” funneled documents 

to members of Congress 

that initiated investigations 

into the Superfund program. 

When Gorsuch refused a 

congressional subpoena for 

further documents, 55 

House Republicans joined 

the Democratic majority to 

charge her with contempt. 

Congressional and Justice 

Department investigations went 

on to expose major corruption 

and misconduct, much of it 

centered in the Superfund pro-

gram, with director Rita Lavelle 

jailed for perjury. Gorsuch quit 

when the White House refused 

to defend her, joining some 

21 other political appointees 

who were also driven out.13
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Source. “Budget of the United States Government,” Government Publishing Office from 1972 to 2018, https://fraser.

stlouisfed.org/title/54; Government Accounting Office, “Historical Tables,” https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/

Historicals (accessed October 5, 2017).

Note. FY = fiscal year. The budget excludes grants to states and a few other EPA programs. Presidents propose a budget for 

the FY following the year they take office and for the FY after they leave office. As the graph shows, the EPA faced sharp 

cuts under the first Reagan administration (beginning in FY 1982) and faced even steeper proposed cuts in the Trump 

administration’s FY 2018 budget. Graph by EDGI.

FIGURE 1—Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Budget for Operations and Science: 1970–2018
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In the less fragmented media 

environment of this time, media 

coverage and prioritizing of 

these revelations were vital, 

including the willingness of 

the New York Times to report 

on radical proposals for 

budget cuts and the mounting 

attention from other outlets. 

A sustained engagement of 

journalists, adeptly nourished by 

agency staff  and environmental 

advocates, helped stir public 

concern about the threat to 

institutions and laws designed to 

protect the environment. Across 

the country, membership and 

contributions to environmental 

groups increased.14

Under pressure to restore 

EPA legitimacy, Reagan 

appointed the EPA’s fi rst 

administrator, William 

Ruckelshaus, to replace Gorsuch. 

Ruckelshaus, a Republican 

environmentalist respected 

by both parties, promised 

that the EPA would operate 

“in a fi shbowl”: transparently, 

avoiding confl icts of interest, and 

enabling public participation. 

He helped revitalize staff  morale 

and bipartisan support for the 

EPA. But the agency’s budget 

was only partially restored. And 

Reagan’s initial expansion of 

White House authority over the 

agency was sustained, bolstering 

a longer-term corrosion of the 

EPA’s political independence.15

After Reagan, the presidency 

shifted back to Republican 

leadership more supportive of 

the mission of the EPA. George 

H. W. Bush appointed the “fi rst 

professional environmentalist” 

to head the agency. William 

Reilly, previously president of 

the Conservation Foundation 

and the World Wildlife Fund, 

was sworn in at a special 

ceremony headlined by Bush 

himself that off ered a pointed 

contrast to Gorsuch’s frosty 

inaugural. Over Bush’s four 

years, he strengthened the 

Clean Air Act and signed 

an international Framework 

Convention on climate change, 

acknowledging the human role 

in global warming. In the 1992 

presidential campaign, he battled 

Clinton over who had the best 

environmental record.16

Clinton’s victory launched 

another round of ambitious 

environmental agenda setting, 

punctuated by the signing of the 

Kyoto Protocol and an executive 

order addressing environmental 

injustices, but progress slowed 

when the 1994 election swept 

conservative Republicans into 

power in Congress. Increasingly 

infl uential conservative media 

and think tanks, funded in part 

by fossil fuel industries, bolstered 

these Republicans’ campaigns. 

Many EPA employees remember 

1994 as a watershed after which 

environmental policy and 

science became more politicized. 

Conservative congressional 

dominance initiated a “slow but 

steady starvation” of the EPA, 

with budget cuts and a refusal 

to reauthorize the tax that 

supported Superfund cleanups. 

The agency’s budget shrank 

even as it gained new laws 

and regulations to implement, 

with court-ordered deadlines. 

Legislative gridlock set in as 

environmental politics became 

increasingly polarized, further 

propelling the executive 

branch to the forefront of 

environmental policy.17

THE BUSH ASSAULT
The election of George W. 

Bush in 2000 brought a diff erent 

strategic emphasis to presidential 

attacks on environmental health 

policy. In the campaign, Bush’s 

moderation refl ected what were 

still considered the lessons of the 

Gorsuch era: he pledged to bal-

ance environmental protection 

with expanded development of 

coal, oil, and gas. In offi  ce, Bush’s 

challenge to the EPA remained 

less overtly confrontational but 

also more sophisticated than 

Reagan’s, relying on delay-

ing decisions and undermining 

science rather than on cutting 

budgets. Although he did not 

set out to dismantle the EPA, 

his appointees launched off enses 

that shocked agency staff  as well 

as outside scientists, state and 

local governments, environmen-

tal organizations, and much of 

the public.18

Bush’s appointment 

strategy was mixed: whereas 

many agency leaders were 

ideologically at odds with the 

environmental agencies they 

were charged to run, after the 

manner of Reagan, his choice 

to head the EPA was not. 

Chief among the former was 

Vice-President Dick Cheney, 

previously an oil executive, 

who served as a coordinator 

for much of the energy and 

environmental policy carried 

out under Bush. But the new 

EPA administrator Christine 

Todd Whitman had an agreeable 

environmental record as New 

Jersey governor and was well 

regarded by our interviewees.19

Like Reagan, the Bush 

administration turned to OIRA 

to gain tighter control over 

agency deliberations and rule 

making. Industries gained rights 

to challenge scientifi c research 

and economic analyses of federal 

agencies at the OIRA level, 

nudging Bush’s OIRA to turn 

remarkably selective. “It insisted 

on scientifi c rigor,” historian 

Richard Andrews wrote, “only 

when this served business’s 

agendas.”20 Such pressures 

slowed EPA proposals of new 

rules as well as the enforcement 

of established ones.

The Bush administration 

improved some health 
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protections, such as diesel 

emission standards, but in 

many cases it sought to remove 

or delay protections. EPA 

employees remember the 

administration as generally less 

inclined to reject action than to 

“avoid having to actually take 

some action” through delays. 

A “timidity in policymaking” 

in water quality standards 

made it “almost impossible 

to make any progress,” and 

a growing host of what staff  

saw as spurious requirements 

prevented fi nal decisions on 

storm water. The administration 

delayed a stricter drinking 

water standard for arsenic and 

temporarily excluded some 

facilities from Clean Air Act 

requirements. Reversing a 

2000 EPA decision to regulate 

mercury emissions from power 

plants, Bush’s EPA proposed 

a less stringent replacement, 

“the Clean Air Mercury Rule.” 

When the courts vacated it 

as not suffi  ciently protecting 

public health, the agency failed 

to formulate any substitute. 

At the EPA, enforcement staff , 

investigations, and convictions 

fell. Staff  reported diffi  culties 

with enforcement actions 

at facilities owned by Bush 

campaign donors.21

Even more systematically, the 

Bush administration sought to 

tilt the EPA’s scientifi c personnel 

and procedures toward politically 

favored policies. In reversing 

the earlier mercury rule for 

power plants, for example, the 

administration hid an EPA 

report on mercury’s health 

eff ects from public release and 

bypassed key EPA staff  and a 

federal advisory panel in rule 

writing. In another instance, 

the administration increased 

the threshold for reporting 

toxic releases from 500 to 5000 

pounds, drastically reducing how 

many events were reported.22

Bush’s most comprehensive 

assault on science involved 

climate change. Despite a 

campaign promise to regulate 

carbon dioxide, President Bush 

turned to denying the reality of 

anthropogenic climate change. 

Cheney, whose Energy Task 

Force recommended reducing 

regulations to promote coal, oil, 

and gas industries, frequently 

undermined Whitman, who 

quit in frustration. Web sites 

on climate change were not 

updated, reports were required 

to include language about the 

uncertainty of anthropogenic 

global warming, and EPA 

employees were prohibited from 

discussing or even mentioning 

climate change.23 These moves 

gave Bush, Cheney, and others 

the cover to withdraw from 

Kyoto Protocol talks, promote 

fossil fuel development—for 

example, by exempting fracking 

from the Safe Drinking Water 

Act—and downplay renewable 

energy and energy conservation 

policies.24

The Bush administration’s 

reluctance and obfuscation had 

signifi cant consequences for 

public health, which protests 

such as a 2004 letter signed 

by thousands of scientists had 

trouble allaying, but which 

were sometimes successfully 

challenged in court. Failing 

to tighten rules for mercury 

emissions from power plants 

until 2011 produced years 

of more harmful exposures 

to this and other hazardous 

air pollutants, despite solid 

science. The delays on mercury 

translated into thousands more 

neurobehavioral disorders 

from prenatal exposure 

and premature deaths from 

cardiovascular ailments among 

adults.25 On the climate front, 

the administration’s aggressive 

indiff erence delayed a regulatory 

reckoning with accumulating 

fi ndings about climate change 

and public health. Only in 2009, 

after being pushed by a lawsuit 

and court decision, did the 

EPA publish its endangerment 

fi nding—that greenhouse gases 

were indeed a danger to public 

health—demanding regulation 

under the Clean Air Act. Had 

it done so earlier, regulations 

might already have been put in 

place to alleviate greenhouse 

gases’ current and future 

impacts, including worsening 

air pollution, intensifying storms 

and heat waves, and increases 

in water- and food-borne 

pathogens, on which the science 

had already accumulated.26

THE TRUMP ASSAULT
National environmental 

health policy is under assault 

again. President Trump, who 

campaigned to reduce the EPA 

to “little bits,” has pursued an 

attack on this agency that revives 

Reagan’s overt antiregulatory 

strategy and melds it with the 

science targeting of George W. 

Bush.

Like the early Reagan 

administration, Trump’s high-

ranking appointments to the 

EPA, including Administrator 

Scott Pruitt, are hostile to the 

agency’s mission. Unlike Reagan 

era counterparts, however, they 

are more seasoned, with years 

of substantial backing from 

powerful think tanks and fossil 

fuel and chemical industries.27 

The EPA’s leadership has 

pointedly marginalized career 

employees; for example, 

when Trump visited EPA 

headquarters, energy executives 

were present rather than career 

employees. Also like Reagan, 

the administration has sought 

deep budget and staff  cuts at 

the EPA, more so than for 

any other agency. The 31% 

budget cut proposed for fi scal 
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year 2018 is greater than what 

Reagan and Gorsuch achieved 

in two years. Pruitt has also 

pushed ahead with voluntary 

buyouts that reduced the EPA 

workforce to levels not seen 

since Reagan’s fi nal year. These 

staff  reductions are slated to 

continue. The consequences for 

EPA enforcement were already 

evident after nine months: there 

were one third fewer civil cases 

than under Obama and a quarter 

fewer than under George W. 

Bush.28

Like both Republican 

predecessors, the new 

administration has challenged 

agency regulations. It issued 

a fl urry of executive orders 

exceeding both Reagan’s 

and Bush’s in their number 

and scope. These include the 

requirement that two rules be 

revoked for every new one 

proposed and the imposition of 

regulatory budgets that do not 

consider benefi ts. In addition, 

as of December 2017 the 

administration is reconsidering, 

delaying, or reversing 67 

environmental rules, one third of 

these initiated by the new EPA 

leadership.29

Like the second Bush 

administration, the Trump 

administration has tried to 

control and manipulate the 

EPA’s use and dissemination 

of science. It has removed or 

obscured information about 

climate change from Web sites, 

dismissed scientifi c advisory 

panels, blocked scientists 

who receive EPA grants from 

advisement, and put a political 

appointee in charge of scientifi c 

grants. Pruitt now plans to 

sponsor a public “red team/

blue team” debate to artifi cially 

litigate settled questions in 

climate science.30

As with formaldehyde 

under Reagan and mercury 

emissions under Bush, scientifi c 

studies demonstrate the public 

health benefi ts underlying the 

regulations that Pruitt’s EPA is 

contesting. Pruitt overturned a 

scheduled ban on chlorpyrifos, 

a widely used pesticide tied 

to low birthweight, attention 

problems, lowered IQ, and 

motor delays in children as 

well as health problems in 

pregnant women. On the basis 

of the EPA’s risk assessment, 

women of childbearing age 

will exceed the estimated safe 

level of dietary exposure to 

chlorpyrifos by 6200%, whereas 

children aged 1 to 2 years will 

exceed it by 14 000%. Pruitt 

and Trump have also declared 

an end to the nation’s primary 

climate change regulation, 

the Clean Power Plan (CPP). 

Designed to reduce carbon 

dioxide emissions from power 

plants, the CPP and policies 

favoring wind and solar power 

have spawned growing literature 

about health cobenefi ts, such 

as reducing small (< 2.5 μm) 

particulate and ozone pollution, 

that could forestall thousands of 

hospitalizations and premature 

deaths. Until the CPP or some 

comparable regulation goes into 

force, these preventable burdens 

of disease will continue.31

Trump’s and Pruitt’s 

deregulatory ambitions for the 

EPA are historically unrivaled, 

outstripping those of Reagan 

and Bush. Unlike during 

the Reagan administration, 

congressional investigations into 

improprieties are unlikely as 

long as conservative Republicans 

control Congress. Although 

congressional EPA budget 

proposals have not gone as far 

as Trump’s, they do include 

signifi cant cuts. In addition, 

continuing legislative inaction 

on climate change is likely unless 

Democrats gain ground in the 

2018 midterm elections. Thus, 

the courts will continue to be a 

critical arena for environmental 

politics. But Trump has 

infl uence over these too, with 

the opportunity to fi ll more 

judgeships than any previous 

president, and has begun packing 

these positions with extremely 

conservative judges.32

That the new administration 

enjoys so many more advantages 

refl ects just how much the 

political and media landscapes 

have changed. Since the 

1970s, party politics have 

become more polarized and 

environmental protection 

more partisan. As late as 1990, 

however, there was strong 

bipartisan public support for 

environmental protection. But 

many conservative Republican 

elites had already begun 

identifying environmentalism 

as an existential threat to 

American values. By 1994, 

when conservatives swept 

Congress, public attitudes 

on the environment had 

become far more partisan. 

Republican politicians have 

since increasingly voted against 

environmental protections, 

whereas Democrats have favored 

them.33 Nudging this shift, fossil 

fuel and chemical industries 

concerned about environmental 

regulations have increasingly 

funded antiregulatory think 

tanks and politicians, the latter 

especially so since the 2010 

Citizens United Supreme Court 

decision.

Industries and think tanks 

have also sought to manufacture 

doubt about climate change and 

toxic threats, nourishing political 

and attitudinal divides.34 All 

these trends have been bolstered 

by how splintered the news 

media has become. After the 

1980s, the rise of conservative 

talk radio, cable television 

networks such as Fox News, and 

the budding World Wide Web 

created a hospitable ecosystem 
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Pruitt, for example, as Oklahoma 

attorney general, led a coalition 

of conservative states to block 

EPA regulations, including 

the CPP. But many states, 

particularly Northeastern and 

West Coast states, have pushed 

for stronger EPA regulations 

or have bypassed the national 

government in pursuing stronger 

state regulations and regional 

programs, such as the Regional 

Greenhouse Gas Initiative. 

Many of these states are now 

challenging the CPP rollback 

and are, along with cities, 

creating alliances to meet Paris 

Climate Accord goals.39

Finally, although bipartisan 

support for environmental 

health protection has withered, 

it is not dead. Nine years ago, 

the Republican standard-bearer, 

John McCain, favored carbon 

emissions reductions, and just 

last year, a bipartisan reform 

of toxics legislation actually 

passed.40 Reviving the legacies 

of Republican environmentalism 

and bipartisanship can fend 

off  the current attacks and 

ultimately break through 

gridlock to produce policies that 

will protect the environmental 

health of all people.  
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