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JF:  Okay, we're starting Tape 18, the second tape for Mark Trautwein.  When we left off 
before, you were just telling me something about a story about Mo Udall and a block of 
cheese. 
 
MT:  This was really one of my earliest experiences with Mo, when I had just been hired 
by him in 1979.  It was a standard thing, when people got hired on the committee, you 
went out to Tucson and got introduced around so that people got to know you and you 
got to know people, and that kind of thing.  And I went out to Tucson to do that, and one 
night Mo and Bruce Wright, his A.A. [administrative assistant], and I were together, and 
Mo was giving some remarks to some local political group or other, and Mo suggested 
that the three of us meet back at his apartment at the Redondo and sit around and have 
some beers and stuff together.  I had just been hired by Mo Udall two months before.  I 
was thirty years old, I was still in the "awe" period.  Mo Udall was a great man, and I 
really hadn't interacted with him at all, and I was just very much in awe of this great 
figure, and was really excited at this idea of going back and actually having beers with 
him.  I couldn't imagine what this would be like, sort of my wildest dreams.  So Mo 
finished talking and he said, "Look, I'll go back, and why don't you guys get the beer, and 
I'll meet you back there."  We said, "Fine."  So Bruce and I went off, got the beer, Mo 
had gone ahead of us.  When we walked into the apartment, there was Mo.  He was lying 
on a couch, and he was wearing a pair of cutoff blue jean shorts and nothing else--no 
shirt, no socks, it was a hot night--just wearing nothing but a pair of cutoff shorts with 
that big long body sticking out of either end of the shorts, and he had a can of beer on the 
floor.  He was sitting there reading something.  And sitting on his bare chest was this big 
block of cheddar cheese with a knife stuck in it, just sitting there on his chest.  All the 
kind of awe that I had walked into that room with just dissolved right there.  I realized 
he's just a guy.  He's just a guy havin' a beer and loppin' off hunks of cheese with a knife, 
just like any schmo.  Mo was always that kind of informal man.  He was always a man 
utterly without pretense, utterly without any kind of show.  He was never ever fussy 
about himself or anything.  Remember, he was the guy who got the House to allow 
members to wear bolo ties on the floor.  That was one of his (chuckles) great 
achievements.  (laughter) 
 
 I think that moment, seeing Mo in a pair of cutoffs with a block of cheese with a 
knife stuck in it on his bare chest was the moment when I realized that all these guys--
congressmen, senators, presidents, whoever--they're just people.  They’ve got offices and 
titles and [so on and so forth], all this stuff, but they're just human beings, like anybody 
else.  And when you understand that, it frees you up, just as a worker bee--it frees you up 
to understand what's really going on. 
 
JF:  Yes, I think that's very true.  Let's jump ahead five years to June of 1989, which is 
when Mo introduced--I believe they were introduced as two separate bills--the Arizona 
Desert Wilderness Act, and the Arizona Refuge Wilderness Act.  They would eventually 
become the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act.  Were you as involved in that bill? 
 
MT:  Oh, yes.  I played the same role on those bills as I did.... 
 



JF:  Including the selection of what sites would be included in it? 
 
MT:  Yes, very much so. 
 
JF:  Now, there were hearings in Lake Havasu and Phoenix for that bill.  (MT:  Yes.)  Did 
you attend those?  (MT:  Oh, yeah.)  Sounds like you've got some stories. 
 
MT:  Actually, there are tapes....  Mo did not attend the hearings. 
 
JF:  Oh, he didn't?! 
 
MT:  No.  At this point, Mo's health was deteriorating pretty badly, and so his travel was 
very limited at that point.  But I do remember the Phoenix hearing, really, really well.  
The members who attended, we had Bruce Vento, who was chairman of the Parks 
Subcommittee was there.  I think maybe Wayne Owens might have been there, from 
Utah.  But also some of the other Arizona members were there.  Bob Stump was there, 
Jay Rhodes I think was there, John McCain was there.  The funniest thing I remember 
about this hearing was that kind of halfway into the hearing, one of the policemen who 
were assigned to do security for the hearing, because there was some thought that 
feelings ran a little high on wilderness bills, and there was some fear that there might be 
some disruption at this.  So anyway, this policeman comes up to me and he says, "I've got 
this girl over here, and she's wearing a mask, but she says she's one of the witnesses.  You 
can't let her testify in a mask, can you?"  "Of course you can!  We're here to hear the 
public, and they can do whatever they want."  He was like keeping her outside of the 
room or something, preventing her from even entering the room.  I said, "You can't do 
that!  Let her in here!"  So she did testify, and it was a performance artist.  This woman 
was a performance artist from Sedona, and she wore this pink, flowing, diaphanous robe, 
and she had this other little woman with her who had a little triangle, and she would like 
"ding, ding."  Her testimony was this performance of dance and this sort of poetry.  She 
would say, (dramatically) "I am the wind" and she'd (whoosh), she'd pretend to be the 
wind.  Well, her little sort of Sancho Panza would ding the little triangle.  (dramatically) 
"I am the mighty tree."  And she'd dance around and kind of be a tree.  Well, the whole 
while, these members are sitting there, and they're like trying to keep straight faces, but 
they just think this is one of the most bizarre things they've ever seen.  She concludes this 
whole thing by chanting, "Remember this dream.  Remember this vision."  And she 
reaches into her pocket....  And at this point I can see all of these policemen around this 
room sort of (laughs) reaching for their weapons, because they don't know what she's 
reaching for.  But she pulls out a bunch of rose petals and she starts walking in front of 
the members, and dropping these rose petals on the desk in front of them, "Remember 
this dream, remember this vision."  (chuckles)  I think I was sitting behind Congressman 
Stump, and the veins on his neck were just bulging.  He just hated watching this so much.  
It was all we could do to sort of burst out laughing.   
 
JF:  You probably all remembered the vision, too! 
 



MT:  I remember the dream, I remember the vision, and I try (laughing) to be faithful to 
it, I guess.  These issues could bring out the best and the worst on both sides. 
 
JF:  Was there much opposition expressed in these hearings? 
 
MT:  Oh, yes, absolutely.  These two bills were far more difficult to do than the Forest 
Service Bill had been in 1984.  These were BLM lands and wildlife refuge lands.  They 
were considered working lands, in more ways than the Forest Service lands were.  It was 
also later in the eighties, opposition to passing wilderness bills was growing.  This was 
the first BLM wilderness bill, and to this day is the only BLM wilderness bill that has 
ever been passed.  Arizona is the only state, other than Alaska, that has completed doing 
all of its wilderness bills for all the federal lands--Park Service, BLM, Forest Service, 
Fish and Wildlife Service--which is one of Mo's great achievements. 
 
 There were many, many issues in the BLM and Fish and Wildlife bills that were 
extremely difficult and extremely controversial--the water rights issue being the prime 
one among them. 
 
JF:  Is this the reservation of water rights? 
 
MT:  Right.  By the time--I'm still dusting off my memory--by the time we got to do this 
bill, there had been a couple of court cases and law suits filed by environmentalists in 
Colorado and elsewhere, that environmentalists had won, in which the courts had said 
that when Congress set aside wilderness areas, they at the same time implicitly claimed a 
right to water flowing through those areas sufficient to protect the wilderness values and 
qualities of those areas.  This set off earthquakes throughout the western states, and in the 
water communities in those states, because it threatened to introduce into water allocation 
issues, which are, of course, the life blood--and highly controversial under the best of 
circumstances in western states--introduced the federal government into these decisions.  
And, the federal government, in a pursuit of an interest that was sort of inimical to 
development interests, to keep water in these areas to protect fish and wildlife, 
essentially.  It wasn't so much an issue in the Forest Service bills, because most of the 
Forest Service wilderness areas are high in the mountains, at the headlands of these water 
courses, and the only users of the water for most of the Forest Service areas are 
downstream.  So as a practical matter, it's not an issue.  With BLM areas, that's not the 
case.  BLM areas tend to be downstream.  There are people above and below these 
potential wilderness areas who have water rights and are taking water out of these rivers.  
And for me, as I was approaching the kinds of choices and decisions about which areas 
should be in and [which] should be out, I placed the highest possible priority on including 
areas in the bill that had water in them.  I mean, this is a desert bill.  If you want to 
protect desert wilderness, it seemed to me you have to start with areas where there is 
water.  In the desert, where there's water, there's life.  And the whole point of these bills 
is to protect wild life in all of its forms.  So I knew that unless we could solve this water 
rights issue, that these bills were just dead--going to be dead as a doornail. 
 



 I went through a very similar process to the one I'd gone through in 1983 and 
1984 on the previous bill in terms of soliciting the input from all the groups.  And I 
would say that process went in a fairly smooth way, very similar to the previous bill--the 
same kind of phenomena of once you got all this information in, you could look at it and 
you could see which areas everybody agreed should be in, which areas everybody agreed 
should be out, and the remaining areas of controversy.  There were a lot of differences, 
though, and one thing, Barry Goldwater was no longer in the Senate.  We had Senator 
DeConcini and Senator McCain.  Jim McNulty was no longer in the House.  Jim Kolbe 
was now in that seat.  So the political dynamic of the Arizona delegation had changed.  
And at this time, there was always this sort of mantra within the Arizona delegation about 
doing things together as a delegation.  This was something they all sort of strived 
mightily to do, which is really quite extraordinary when you consider how difficult that 
was.  It was especially difficult when you had a guy like Mo there, because Mo was 
different from every last one of them, and Mo had different points of view.  But he was 
also essential to them, because of his position, his power, and his prestige.  They needed 
Mo.  And so once again, I think Mo was dragging the entire delegation sort of through 
this process. 
 
 There was a very distinct sense, particularly with certain members, that they were 
doing this for Mo, they recognized that this was a legacy bill for Mo.  And out of respect 
and affection for him, they wanted to get this bill done, come Hell or high water.  And 
that was, I think, especially keen with John McCain, first and foremost--also with Senator 
DeConcini and Jim Kolbe.  And there was a lot more active member involvement in this 
bill than in the previous bill--much more, I think because of the level of controversy, on-
the-ground controversy, about these bills.  It was all over the map.  In the Fish and 
Wildlife Service Bill we had the Cabeza Prieta Wildlife Refuge, which is 800,000 acres 
in one chunk, and also at the same time is part of what is now called the Goldwater Air 
Force Range.  (JF:  Bombing range.)  So we had the whole issue of the military use of 
this area that we are trying to do wilderness in.  We have the military and wilderness 
interacting together here, which is a real culture clash, and a real political clash.  We had 
the water rights issues.  We had the ranchers in sort of open revolt over ... the kinds of 
changes that might be required of their operations when you have a grazing allotment in 
an area that's designated as wilderness--whether those changes are ones that make sense 
for them economically and that kind of stuff.  And there were a lot of horror stories about 
what the Forest Service and the BLM had done to people in the situation, almost all of 
which turned out to be apocryphal.  And on and on.  These were difficult bills.  These 
were real mountains to climb. 
 
JF:  As I understand it, the bills that were initially looked at, BLM and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service had one set of figures as far as how many acres to set aside, and 
DeConcini and McCain had considerably lower acreage that they recommended.  Mo's 
was higher than both of those, but as I understand it, by the time the bill actually passed 
both houses, it was awfully close to what Mo had initially asked for. 
 
MT:  Yes.  Again, we tried very much to take this posture that we weren't going to get 
into this splitting-the-difference kind of legislating, that when Mo.... 



 
JF:  "We" being? 
 
MT:  Mo and I.  ... that when Mo introduced a bill, it represented what in his judgment 
was the reasonable balance kind of thing, and let's debate, and let's get into debating 
specifics about areas and that kind of thing.  And I think, again, we were largely 
successful in that.  And in the final analysis, I do think that most of the other members 
really didn't care too much about specific areas.  They cared more about some of these 
larger policy questions, water rights, military over-flights of Cabeza Prieta, policy on 
grazing allotments in wilderness areas--things of that nature. 
 
 The water rights thing was the biggest one, and the hardest one, and the worst 
one.  We were extremely fortunate in working out language on that one.  It was difficult.  
Congressman John Kyl, who was a congressman at the time, had litigated Indian water 
rights issues before the United States Supreme Court, and he felt he had a kind of a 
special knowledge of this, and was very aggressive and was a tough sell.  We thought we 
had reasonable compromise language.  In the final analysis, I have to say that I think the 
whole wilderness water rights issue is kind of a fraud, in the sense that I think it addresses 
potentialities and possibilities that are almost never going to happen, given the way water 
is actually allocated.  We really were in the area of theology in this whole area, but it was 
important for us to maintain the principle that....  We couldn't allow these bills for the 
first time to be a forum for a denial of what clearly under any other sort of law, or any 
other scheme, would be a federal right.  The federal government should be free to assert 
this right.  But we had to do it in a way that would reassure people who were 
uncomfortable with the idea of the federal government coming into state water courts and 
asserting this right, that this wouldn't upset the apple cart.  Ultimately, we were able to do 
that through many long, long difficult hours of negotiating.  This was not an area in 
which I was terribly comfortable, because I'm not a water lawyer.  This is a highly 
technical area, and we had to get a lot of help from outside, people who really understood 
this stuff, people like John Leshy, who was later to work on the committee before he 
became the solicitor of the department. 
 
JF:  That's right, he did go back there. 
 
MT:  John Leshy ultimately came to work on the committee specifically to work on this 
wilderness water issue, and in his brief tenure there, was invaluable. 
 
JF:  Was Mary Doyle ever involved in that?  Does that name ring a bell at all? 
 
MT:  I don't recall. 
 
JF:  Okay.  Should we move to Mt. Graham? 
 
MT:  (mock enthusiasm)  Oh, let's!  Let's have a good ol' time!  Before we leave this, 
though, I do want to say that I'm intensely proud of those two bills.  I think they're 
extraordinary achievements, to have an 800,000-acre chunk of wilderness in Cabeza 



Prieta is extraordinary.  In the final analysis, every single area that had water in it, that 
could have been designated as wilderness, was designated as wilderness.  It's a very 
aggressive bill.  I also think it was a very fair bill to the other interests in the state, who 
had legitimate interests in terms of grazing and mining and other kinds of development.  I 
think the bill is a real monument to Mo's principles and the way he tried to have things 
done. 
 
JF:  Was the Buenos Aires Refuge part of the second one or the first? 
 
MT:  No, it wasn't.  And before we get on to Mt. Graham, which is maybe one of the low 
points, I'd like to mention Buenos Aires, because to me, it's a small thing, but it's maybe, 
at times, I've thought it's the thing I'm most proud of having been involved in.  That 
happened fairly early.  I forget exactly when, but it was in the early eighties.  That was 
not something that had to be legislated, it was a matter of acquiring funds through the 
Appropriations Committee to purchase that property.  At the time, it was a large ranch.  
The owner of the ranch was a foreign national, a Mexican national, who was interested in 
selling it.  There were only two conceivable buyers for it:  one was a Japanese 
conglomerate that wanted to turn it into a resort with condos and golf courses. 
 
JF:  This was near Sasabe? 
 
MT:  Yes, it's in the Altar Valley, near Sasabe, right down on the Mexican border, in a 
very remote valley, but it's only a little over an hour from downtown Tucson, which made 
it of just enormous value, from many points of view.  So between the Japanese and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service was interested in it, number one, 
because it was habitat for an endangered species, the masked bobwhite quail, but also in a 
larger sense because it was a large intact piece of property in a totally pristine valley.  It 
was the Fish and Wildlife Service that originally brought it to my attention.  They were 
seeking funds from the Appropriations Committee to buy it.  In order for that to happen, 
you have to have political support, especially the support from the member in whose 
district any land acquisition is located--and in this case, it was Mo's district.  So this was 
something I did a lot of, having to sort through these sorts of requests for Mo's support 
for land acquisitions.  I looked at this and I got very excited by it, because I just thought it 
was an extraordinary opportunity, an extraordinary piece of property. 
 
JF:  Had you been there? 
 
MT:  No, I had never been there.  Ultimately I've been there on a number of occasions, 
and it really still thrills me to this day.  But there was this problem which centered around 
this bird, this quail.  The press got wind of this, and it was sort of like a snail darter thing.  
People kind of forget, in this day when Mo has become an icon and "Arizona's natural 
resource” or “Arizona’s giant" kind of thing, how vilified Mo was--particularly in the 
press, and particularly in the Phoenix Press and the Arizona Republic.  I got Mo to sort of 
support--this was going to be an appropriation that would have to take place over several 
years, because it was a fairly large acquisition.  The press got wind of this, and they just 
started dumping on Mo--all kinds of snide, sneering editorials about how much this was 



going to cost per bird, and columnists wrote columns suggesting, literally, positing the 
idea that the reason why Mo was supporting this was because he was going to retire to 
the house that was located on this ranch, because there was an airstrip there.  So he was 
going to fly in and out of there.  You know, scurrilous kind of stuff.  And he was being 
made fun of.  Mo could handle a lot of things, almost everything.  Nobody likes being 
made fun of, and I remember sort of in the middle of this, I went to Mo and I said, "Mo, 
you're getting hammered, [and so on and so forth].  I just want to make sure that you're 
cool with this, because if we're going to do this, we're going to have to support 
appropriations for this over three or four years."  The only thing he asked me was, did I 
think it was the right thing to do?  "This is a good thing, isn't it?  The resources here are 
extraordinary, aren't they?"  And I said, "Well, yeah!"  It was a no-brainer for him, there 
was no....  And this was something, it wasn't like Alaska, we didn't have John Denver and 
Robert Redford giving concerts to save Buenos Aires.  This was a small thing in his 
district in his state, but he was getting clobbered over this.  How many politicians today 
would do this?  You know?  Just about zippo.  But Mo stuck to his guns and stuck by 
this.  Not only with the original acquisition, we ended up acquiring additional lands, the 
Eva Cruz property along Arivaca Creek to the east of this. 
 
JF:  That's what I wondered, if that area in Arivaca was included in that. 
 
MT:  Not in the original part, but after the initial base property was acquired, then the 
Fish and Wildlife Service was successful in convincing Mrs.ÿCruz to sell.  That was 
acquired, I think, in two additional chunks later on.  I don't know, to me, because it was 
the kind of thing where it simply took the courage of one man saying he wanted to do the 
right thing in the face of a lot of dunderheads who didn't know anything about what they 
were talking about, but had access to a typewriter and a newspaper willing to publish it, 
the fact that....  I mean, that is a very noble thing to me.  And I think one of the things that 
Mo understood, Mo always was very proud of the fact that that whole ring of parks and 
wilderness areas--county, federal, state lands--that surrounds Tucson, which Tucson has 
now grown up to and beyond, to him was an enormous metaphor for his conservation 
vision, which is that you have to think way down the road.  When those areas that 
surround Tucson were originally designated and stuff, they were controversial, but no one 
thought that much of it, because they were so far away from Tucson.  Well, where would 
Tucson be today without that open space available to it?  And I think he saw the same 
thing about Buenos Aires Refuge.  "Oh, yeah, it's way the hell out there in the Altar 
Valley, and all that kind of stuff.  But one of these days...." 
 
JF:  It'll be discovered. 
 
MT:  And to have, a little over an hour from downtown Tucson, such an extraordinary 
place, with such an intact ecosystem, with so much wildlife, so many opportunities to 
actually view wildlife there, and an absolutely gorgeous environment, will be invaluable.  
So anyway, that little thing, to me, was one of the proudest things I ever participated in 
for Mo. 
 
JF:  With good reason. 



 
MT:  Yes, it's quite a place. 
 
JF:  It's one of my favorite places, it really is. 
 
MT:  So from the sublime to the ridiculous.... 
 
JF:  . . . to the ridiculous, on to Mt. Graham.  (laughter)  You had mentioned earlier that 
sort of the kernel of Mt. Graham started with the 1984 Arizona Wilderness Bill.  As I 
understand it, the Forest Service had recommended inclusion of the entire top of the 
Pi¤ale¤os as wilderness.  The University of Arizona expressed interest in building 
telescopes on Mt. Graham, so that the top was sort of left out, as a "study area," I think is 
what it was termed. 
 
MT:  What we did was--it really would have been, I think, quite impossible, and really 
contrary to the Wilderness Act, to have put the entire top of Mt. Graham in wilderness, 
because there was a road, a developed road, running right up to the top of that mountain 
and around the top of the mountain.  There were cabins, and it was not a pristine area, by 
any means.  It got a lot of heavy recreational use that was not consistent with wilderness:  
cabins and all that kind of thing.  So at the time we did the 1984 Wilderness Bill, Jim 
McNulty was very much aware of the University's proposal for telescopes there, and the 
committee report, as a matter of fact, makes mention of the University's proposal.  And 
the report says that the reason why the boundaries were drawn the way they were--and 
what you have, basically, is a wilderness area that kind of goes down the sides of Mt. 
Graham, but leaves the top and the corridor for the existing road out of wilderness area, 
and is just regular Forest Service land.  The committee report is quite clear in stating that 
the reason why that was done, was to permit the consideration of the University's 
proposal to go forward.  There's nothing in that act, or in the way the boundaries were 
drawn, which presumed that the University's proposal would go forward, would be 
approved, by the Forest Service.  There was no presumption one way or the other about 
whether those telescopes would actually get built. 
 
JF:  And at that point in time, too, as I understand it, the Grand Canyon Chapter of the 
Sierra Club supported leaving the wilderness designation out.  At that point, I think they 
were more concerned about Chiricahua wilderness, in essence. 
 
MT:  Yes.  Looking back on it, it's interesting.  I mean, at the time, there really wasn't any 
sort of great controversy about it.  I think Jim McNulty, and most especially his staff 
person who did the work, Linda Lewis, who did a spectacular job on that bill for Jim 
McNulty, and was a top-notch staff person, and very, very dedicated to conservation....  
This was sort of a no-brainer at the time.  There wasn't much controversy or question 
about the drawing of that boundary.  We did not hear from the Sierra Club or anybody 
else about, that this was (sigh) a bad idea, or we were going to rue this day, or anything of 
that nature.  To me, it was kind of a, oh, I don't know, the idea, this whole thing about the 
University wanting to have this telescope park up there was sort of a vague, kind of off-
in-the-distant-future kind of problem. 



 
JF:  That was 1984. 
 
MT:  Yes, it wasn't off in the future enough.  (laughter) 
 
JF:  In 1985, a significant event happened, the Mt. Graham red squirrel was listed under 
the Endangered Species Act.  And I gather the following year, 1986, the University began 
very actively lobbying Congressman Udall, along with other members of the delegation, 
to approve some telescopes.  Who was doing the lobbying, and what were they asking? 
 
MT:  Well, I'll tell you, I was largely unaware of the University's activity on this.  I don't 
recall any meetings between University lobbyists and Mo on this issue in Washington.  
Maybe they were talking to him about it in Tucson, but I don't recall any meetings about 
this until, I suppose it would have been 1989, when push was coming to shove, and the 
Forest Service was about to render its decision under the Endangered Species Act about 
the habitat conservation plan and that sort of thing, which was potentially a very 
damaging thing to the University.  And the University was coming to Congress seeking a 
legislative (JF:  Solution.) solution to this. 
 
JF:  Now, how about a year before that? 
 
MT:  I'm pretty fuzzy about my dates. 
 
JF:  I think you're right on the 1989 on that.  They year before, though, in 1988, I had a 
note of a meeting in your office.  I got this from the Chuck Bowden article that was in 
City magazine. 
 
MT:  Which is an excellent article, by the way.  I recommend it to anyone--except for his 
snide reference to congressional staff and their red ties.  (chuckles)  It's a very good 
article. 
 
JF:  He mentions a meeting in your office with Margie McGonagill, who was the director 
of federal relations for the University, Peter Strittmatter of Steward Observatory, and 
John Mogue, the lobbyist for the D.C. law firm of Patton, Boggs, and Blough. 
 
MT:  That was after....  Well....  (both talking at once)  I'm fuzzy about my dates. 
 
JF:  (both talking at once)  I think this was January.... 
 
MT:  I remember this meeting very, very clearly, but I do remember this meeting. 
 
JF:  Well, tell me about the meeting, and we can always clarify the date at another time. 
 
MT:  Well, those individuals did come to my office in the Longworth Building.  The 
subject matter was Mt. Graham.  My recollection, it was perking along at that point, 
although you're right, the Forest Service had not made its decision yet.  The decision was 



coming soon.  And they came to me, representing the University, with a request--if you 
can put it that way.  The request was that Mo contact Mike Spear, who was the regional 
director for the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the one responsible for making the 
decision, and indicate to him that the kind of decision that Mo would like to see--which 
was, of course, a decision that the University wanted to see.  I told them that I would take 
that request to Mo, but that I had to tell them that under no circumstances would I 
recommend to him that he do that, and it was inconceivable to me, no matter what I told 
Mo, that Mo would do that, because we just didn't do that.  We did not interfere.  This 
really was an article of faith in the Udall operation, from Mo, through Stanley Scoville on 
down, that you....  This was the kind of thing that got the Keating Five in trouble.  You 
did not interfere in the appropriate decision-making--particularly regulatory decision-
making--processes of federal agencies in this case, land managers.  It was simply wrong 
and inappropriate. 
 


