





(2]

AGENCY

Printed on recycled paper.

ARTICLES

John R. Quarles, Ir.

Acting Administrator KEEPING YOUR WATER SAFE PAGE 3
Marlin Fitzwater, ’;‘C‘i‘.‘g Director of An interview with Dr. Andrew W. Breidenbach on efforts
ublic Affairs bein, de to improve America’s drinking water
Charles D. Pierce, Editor cing made 10 1mprove € nxing )
Staff: Van Trumbull, Ruth Hussey QUENCHING THE WORLD'S THIRST PAGE 4
David Cohen

A report on the work being done to solve the problems ot
providing potable water in developing nations.

A COUNCIL'S ADVICE PAGE 6
How an advisory group has played a key role in guiding EPA
in implementation of the new safe drinking water law.

PHOTO CREDITS

COVER PHOTO
Berke, Aspen, Colo.

Page 4—U.N. UNDERGROUND WATER PAGE 7
Page 9—Earnest Bucci Our enormous supplies of underground fresh water need

Page 11 —Ron Hoffman* protection.

Page 12— Ernst Halberstadt*

Page 13— Bureau of Reclamation ARE WATER PURIFIERS WORTHWHILE? PAGE 8
Back Cover— Al Wilson Some points to think about in buying a home water purifier
*Documerica device.

COVER: Skier sends snow flying in SKIING AND THE ENVIRON MENT PAGE 10
Aspen. Colo. by John Jerome

A review of the impact of ski resorts on the environment and

The EPA Journal is published what can be done about it.

T‘]’"‘R’y‘ with gogbinedbiessugi e SAFETY IN THE LABORATORY PAGE 14
uly-August and Movember- December. | An interview with Alvin L. Alm on steps being taken to protect

by the U.S. Environmental . . .
'P)r/otection Agency. Use of employees who work in EPA’s laboratories.

funds for printing this periodical has MONITORING NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS PAGE 18

been approved by the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget An account of the work performed by EPA to help protect the
Nation from nuclear fallout.

Views expressed by authors do not

nCecets§2rily reﬂec:ctl EPA policlil. d be ENVIRONMENTAL ALMANAC PAGE 22

ontributions and inquiries shou :

addressed to the Editor (A-107), A glimpse of the natural world we help protect.

'\xal%r.side Mall)l,é();o%t&&w-, GAINS ON THE AIR AND OCEAN FRONTS PAGE 23
ton, D.C. .

peerlrsnilsr;%o?lnnécessary to repr%duce EASY ON THE SALT by Peter Acly BACK PAGE

contents except copyrighted photos
and other materials. Subscription:

$8.75 a year, $.75 for single copy, D E P A R T M E N T S

domestic; $11.00 if mailed to a foreign

address. No charge to employees. PEOPLE PAGE 9
Send check or money order to

Superintendent of Documents, U.S. NATION PAGE 16
Government Printing Office, INQUIRY PAGE 24
Washington, D.C. 20402. NEWS BRIEFS PAGE 25

PAGE 1







KEEPING

YOUR WATER SAFE

An interview with Dr. Andrew W. Breidenbach, Assistant Adminis-
trator for Water and Hazardous Matenals.

Q. Is our drinking water safe?

A. Generally speaking, yes. There are still about 4,000 instances of
water-related illnesses reported each year. related to microbiologi-
cal contamination. But you have to remember that the means for
assessing how many people get sick because of poor water supply
aren't as developed as we would like. Separating illnesses caused
by water supply from those caused by breathing, food intake, or
other sources is a difficult problem. We do know that the water
that Americans drink is generally good. It compares most favorably
with water supplies in other countries, as well.

Q. Why did Congress pass the Safe Drinking

Water Act?

A. Congress and many others were concerned about deficiencies in
existing systems and about the long-term effects of small quantities
of organics and other contaminants in drinking water. some of
which are suspected carcinogens.

Q. Why aren't the procedures which were used

before passage of the Safe Drinking Water Act

adequate to ensure public health?

A. Looking back over the last 25 years, you can see what has
happened to our country, how much industrialization we've gone
through, the number of organic chemicals which have been
synthesized and brought into our society for use in very beneficial
ways. You can see how the water treatment procedures that were
established in an earlier time period can be very easily outdated.
and become candidates for updating to the technology required to
cope with today's contamination.

But for the most part, existing procedures will be used to solve
today’s problems. The Safe ‘Drinking Water Act provides the
incentive to apply such procedures as effectively as possible, while
also providing for research into the need for and application of new
technology.

Q. What does the Safe Drinking Water Act

require?

A. Essentially it sets up two programs, the public water supervision
program and the protection of underground sources of drinking
water. The public water supervision program will focus on quality
of water at the tap through the application of the contaminant limits
of the Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations. Later there
will be Revised Drinking Water Regulations, to be based on a
major National Academy of Sciences study of the health effects of
the contaminants we were talking abowt earlier.

Q. What is the difference between the primary

regulations and the secondary regulations men-

tioned in the Act?

A. Primary Regulations, which go into effect this June, prescribe
monitoring procedures and maximum concentrations for contami-
nants that are health related. They have to do with controlling
arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, nitrates,
silver, radioactivity, and other contaminants where we have informa-
tion that these substances cause adverse effects on human health.
In addition to that we have set standards for coliform bacteria

which are an indication of fecal pollution from mammals in the
water.

The Secondary Regulations are concerned with aesthetic factors
such as taste, odor, and color. Since these are clearly secondary
to public health concerns, they will not be mandatory Federal
regulations. However, we anticipate that a number of States will
adopt them as mandatory. They are important factors in the
public acceptance of drinking water supplies.

Q. Whom will these regulations cover?
A. All community water systems regularly serving 15 or more
customers or 25 or more people. Additionally, non-community
supplies such as trailer camps, parks and recreation sites, roadside
motels, and so on are also covered.
Q. How many water suppliers are there in
America and how many will not be able to meet
the standards?
A. There are about 40 to 50 thousand systems serving residential
communijties and perhaps 200 thousand smaller systems that serve
non-residential systems. And as far as how many are not going to
be able to meet the standards. that is very difficult to predict. With
the advent of the monitoring program established under the
Primary Regulations. we will begin to get an answer in the next
year or so.
Q. When will the public see implementation of
the new regulations?
A. The Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations become
effective in June of this year. States and water suppliers are
immediately involved but the public probably won't see the effects
of the program until problems are uncovered.
Q. How will the public know?
A. The Act requires a supplier to notify his customers when
contaminant limits have been exceeded. On that notice. the supplier
of the water will, in addition to saying what contaminant limits have
been exceeded, explain the significance of the problem and aiso
what he is doing to ameliorate that condition. If customers are
aware of the problem, they are going to have the tendency to
support the changes in treatment that will be required. Knowledge
by the consumer of what he is buying and what he is drinking is a
very important keystone in getting the support that that water
supplier needs to make such changes. Incidentally, suppliers will
also be required to notify their customers if they fail to monitor
their water according to the schedules set forth in the regulations.
Q. Who is going to see to it that water suppliers
adhere to the regulations?
A. The Act is a shared Act.”” Any State that wishes to accept
the responsibility for the Safe Drinking Water Program as the
Federal Government defines it in its regulations can apply. This
also makes them eligible for grants to help with the cost of
exercising “'primary enforcement responsibility” or “‘primacy’’ as
it is called. Following the intent of Congress, our goal is to have
all States accept primacy. We feel that is the best organizational
Continued on page 20
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QUENCHING
THE WORLD’S

THIRST

International Development {A1D); the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment; the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare; as well as non-governmental
organizations including the International In-
stitute of Environment and Resources for
the Future; and the Bolton Institute.

*The drinking water problems facing de-
veloping nations are huge, but they are
impossible to ignore,”" Mr. Kimm said.
* For instance, the Pan American Health
Organization examined the deaths of 35,095
Latin American children—all under five
years of age—in a recent study. The results
indicated that the major underlying cause
of death in 29 percent of those cases was
diarrheal disease. That affliction is closely
related to contaminated drinking water.”

Normally, Mr. Kimm's responsibilities in-
volve the administration of the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act of 1974, which established a
program to improve the quality of drinking
water in the United States. But his under-
standing of water supply problems in the
developing nations is not academic. Be-
tween 1962 and 1966 he was engaged in
planning and implementing a variety of
development projects in Latin America.

*Qur task force faced a difficult problem
in trying to generalize about the worldwide
water supply problems of developing na-
tions.”” Mr. Kimm said. ""Our ability to

understand the magnitude of the problem is
severely limited due to the lack of consistent
data, although persistent problems can be
seen.

“Water supply improvements are not one-
shot capital investments; they must be prop-
erly operated and maintained if the desired
benefits are to be achieved. Similarly basic
sanitation facilities must be installed and
operated o protect water supply improve-
ments.

" These requirements for ongoing opera-
tions require the creation of stable institu-
tions, ongoing funding, and managerial and
technical skills which are serious problems
in industrialized nations and even more
difficult problems for developing nations.

*Since much of the unserved worldwide
population is among the very poor. each
nation must deal with the questions of
subsidizing some of the costs for those who
can't pay full user charges. Since developing
nations have limited capabilities to subsidize
all types of development projects, they face
very difficult allocation choices, and water
supply activities must get into each nation's
overall development priorities.

**However, the availability of adequate
quantities of good quality water is a prime
prerequisite for many types of economic
developments and can contribute to quality
and productivity of the labor forces. Hap-

pily, almost all developing nations have pro-
grams in water supply and related sanita-
tion. Judging from available figures, the
developing nations currently spend about
$2.7 billion annually toward this goal of
which about 15% comes from international
sources as well as associated technical as-
sistance.

If current expectations for individual serv-
ice connections are extended into the future
a |5-year program to provide reasonable
access to safe water for all human settle-
ments by 1990 could cost $50-5100 billion;
which is two to three times current irivest-
ment levels.

“However, these huge figures should not
mask the fact that millions of people could
be provided more healthful water supplies
through modest increases in international
assistance and more efficient utilization of
existing resources."’’

M. Kimm's task force has advised that
the U.N. Conference recommend the
following measures:

¢ That all countries recognize that reason-
able access to safe and adequate drinking
water is a fundamental right of all people.

e That all nations include realistic and
specific goals for expanding and upgrading
water supplies and related sanitation within
their national development priorities.

e That all international assistance pro-
grams give added priority to training, tech-
nical assistance and funding water supply
improvements as part of broader urban and
rural development projects.

The task group is also working with the
Agency for International Development to
develop more specific U.S. commitments
which might be put forth at the conference
should the new Administration choose to do
$0.
The paper which Mr. Kimm's task force
submitted on behalf of the United States
does strike a hopeful chord: '*Although the
task is enormous, significant improvements
can be made in the provision of safe
drinking water to millions of people through
more efficient utilization of existing re-
sources, increased financial support. more
local participation in planning such improve-
ments and better application of technology
which is appropriate to the place of applica-
tion. Toward this end, the United States will
continue to provide financial and technical
assistance through the Agency for Interna-
tional Development.” The U.S. international
assistance program has already provided
about §1 billion directly for water supply
and sanitation activities. 1t is anticipated that
AID will commit $275 million to such
projects between July 1, 1975, and Septem-
ber 30, 1978. m
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ARE WATER PURIFIERS
WORTHWHILE?

ohn Harrison's morning coffee didn't

Jlasie good. His evening highball didn't
seem quite right either. And his motherin-
law, in from the country on a visit, was
complaining again about the city water.

Al that chlorine. ugh!" she said.
“Water's not like that up at the farm.”

Wasn't there something in the papers re-
cently about chemicals in drinking water?
Organics. some suspected of causing can-
cer? Tiny amounts. nothing to be alarmed
about, but the authorities were looking into
it.

Then Mr. Harrison recalled a disturbing
detail: chlorine that kills the germs might be
combining with harmless chemicals to form
dangerous ones.

So he bought a home water treatment unit.

There were lots of them advertised in the
newspapers and magazines. Wide range of
prices. from less than $10 to more than
$250. Some claimed the ability to remove
bacteria and organic chemicals; others in-
cluded suspended microscopic particles.
cven asbestos fibers. All said they would
remove odors and bad tastes.

Mr. Harrison bought one from the bottom
of the price range: $39.95 plus tax. and
installed it himself. It had a cannister that
mounted under the kitchen sink. copper
tubing hitched to the cold water line. and an
extra faucet for tapping the treated water
that came through the unit.

Did he get his money's worth? We asked
this question of Frank Bell. an engineer in
EPA’s Office of Water Supply. Mr. Bell, a
specialist in water treatment. has been field-
ing questions about home treatment devices
for nearly two years.

Mr. Bell said **1 can't tell you if Mr.
Harrison got his money's worth. because
there are three big ifs. I'll take them one at
a time:

“First. if he likes the taste of the water,
and he probably does. Any charcoal filter
will take the chlorine out and improve the
taste of coffee. teu. frozen juice, things like
that. You can get a charcoal filter for less
than ten dollars that you just hold under the
tap and let the water run through into your

glass or coffee pot.™
The second big if. Mr. Bell explained. is

maintaining the treatment. No device is
worth the money if its beneficial action
stops while the user thinks it's still working.

Filters get clogged after a while and must

be replaced or rejuvenated. Some can be
“back-flushed”” with water to remove the
gunk that has accumulated. Charcoal filters
work by adsorbing chemicals onto the mi-
croscopic. honeycomb surface of the char-
coal. The organic chemicals cannot be
flushed or blown away, but they can be
driven away by heat and the charcoal made
ready again to adsorb unwelcome odors and
tastes. This can't be done at home," said
Mr. Bell. "The customer will have no way
of knowing when his filter ceases to remove
chioroform or other volatile organics. He
won't know when his filter needs regenera-
tion or replacement.”

The third big if with home water treatment

devices lies in their action on bacteria in the
water. All devices tend to collect bacteria,
he said. and therein lies a danger.

*City water supply operators take great
pains to reduce the bacteria in water. And
they succeed. Your city water is safe to
drink, which means the bacteria count is
below a certain level. No water system in
the world is entirely free of bacteria.

“'When you get a few bacteria trapped on a
filter along with the organic material they
feed on. they can multiply tremendously.
After a while it's possible for a batch of
bacteria to break away from the filter and
give you a glass of water with a very high

bacteria count. Chances are you wouldn't
notice; the water would taste all right, but it
might be harmful.”

To prevent bacterial build up. many manu-
facturers use silver in their filters. The level
of silver applied doesn't kill the bacteria, but
it inhibits their growth. Silver ions adhere to
the microorganisms and stop them from
growing. This is called ''bacteriostatic’” ac-
tion, and scientists don't yet fully understand
how it works.

The bacteriostatic action, like filtration, has
a limited time of effectiveness, which will
vary for different devices and different rates
of use. Well before that time is up the silver
impregnated filter must be replaced.

Any device advertised as effective against
microorganisms must be registered by
EPA's Pesticide Office, since bacteria qual-
ify as pests. Court decisions have held that
merely calling a device a ““purifier” implies
an anti-pest claim. Elijah F. Brown Jr., who
heads the Disinfectants Branch, is in charge
of water treatment pesticide registration.
Registrations are issued only for pesticides
that are effective and properly labeled.
which includes instructions for timely re-
placement. At the end of 1976 about 30
home water treatment devices had been

tegistered as pesticides by EPA. and about

40 applications were under consideration,
Mr. Brown said.

When no bacteriological action is in-
volved—that is, when the device is designed
to remove only non-living substances, dirt,
discoloration, etc.—it does not have to be
registered.

At the present time,”’ said Mr. Bell, “'we
don't recommend the use of home filters
because of the unknowns. It is usually safer
and cheaper to rely on public water sup-
plies.”

The Water Supply Office nevertheless
keeps close watch on all water treatment
devices and on their labeling and advertising
claims. The Office is planning a scientific
study of how well the common types of
home water treatment devices succeed in
removing trace organic compounds.

Mr. Bell is drawing up detailed specifica-
tions for the 15-month study that would be
performed by an independent testing labora-
tory under an EPA contract. The study. due
to start this summer, is expected to be the
most thorough and definitive of its kind ever
made. @
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SKIING

AND Tt

kiing is a clean and invigorating sport, a

healthy recreation pursued in scenes of
sublime natural beauty and unspoiled gran-
deur. That environmental damage can result
from it therefore seems almost contradic-
tory. But skiing has tremendous ecological
impact, particularly in its most popular
form: lift-served, downhill skiing that re-
quires installation of substantial ski resorts
as service areas. An awareness of the nature
of that impact can help all skiers cooperate
10 keep additional impact to a minimum,
and to understand better the limitations that
their sport may very well have to face in the
future.

Mountain terrain is among the most fragile
in all of nature. Very thin soil, short growing
seasons, severe weather conditions, steep
slopes which can hold neither moisture nor
nutrients—all these conditions make the
very places that we want for our skiing also
the places where we are apt to do the most
environmental damage by our intrusion. It
takes roughly a hundred years for natural
processes 10 create an inch of topsoil at high
altitude; a poorly designed or poorly main-
tained ski trail can wash out acres of that
topsoil, to a depth of several feet, in a single
spring downpour. The plant life that holds
the soil in place must fight ferocious battles
against uprooting winds, long periods of
killing cold and brief blasts of overstimulat-
ing heat, a water supply that seems to vary
only from too much to too little, destructive
weights of ice and snow, too little atmos-
phere and too much radiation. Every
hundred feet of altitude is the rough equiva-
lent of another day of winter in the annual
growth cycle. Sometimes it seems a miracle
that anything green survives in the moun-
tains at all.

The skier's concern for the environment
must primarily be for that greenery, even
though in ski season it is so seldom in
evidence. In fact, it is the snow that hides
the greenery—the snow that is the primary
signpost of both winter and altitude—that is
the savior of the high-mountain terrain.
Snow insulates and preserves, holds the
water supply in place and releases it gradu-
ally, reflects the sun’s radiation back into
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By John Jerome

space so that the killing effects of that
radiation’s penetration of thin mountain air
is reduced to safe levels. If it weren't for the
stabilizing presence of the snow we ski on,
the mountains would in summer be rocky
deserts, and would erode away into unski-
able flatness at a much more rapid rate than
they now do.

In view of the precariousness of that snow-
covered environment, it seems almost unfair
to put ski resorts into it. The initial shock of
such an installation~heavy construction,
clearing of mountain forest, provision of
power supply, sewage disposal, and other
“civilized" services—is severe, but it is
relatively controllable. These impacts are
reasonably well understood, and if ap-
proached with care and concern for the
environment can be substantially minimized.
The secondary effect is the one of concern
to the thoughtful skier: a ski resort by
design brings great numbers of people, and
their unavoidable impact, into that precar-
ious high-mountain environment. Again,
within design limits, the effects are controlla-
ble. But the best-designed ski resort in the
world will become destructive to the envi-
ronment if it operates continuously beyond
its design capacity. Not so incidentally, it'll
also be a miserable place to go skiing while
operating at that overload.

The prime responsibility for environmen-
tally sound ski-resort skiing must inevitably
lie in the design and management of the ski
resort itself, about which the consumer skier
can't do a great deal. But the first step a
skier can take to help preserve the skiing
environment is to recognize sound environ-
mental management on the part of the
resort; to ski at resorts where it is practiced
and to avoid those where it is violated; and
to let ski resort management know that
these considerations influence your patron-
age. The following points can help you spot
sound environmental management of ski
areas.

John Jerome is a contributing editor for
Skiing Magazine and his writings cover
everything from snow, mountain geology,
and alpine fauna to trees.

¢, ENVIRONMENT

AIR QUALITY. Most ski resorts lie in
narrow mountain valleys where the thin air
is subject to temperature inversions and
temporary stagnations. Everyone loves a
cheerful fire in the fireplace, particularly
after a hard day's skiing, but six thousand
fires in six thousand condominium unit
fireplaces—in a tightly enclosed valley—is
an invitation to emphysema. That's one
place where an individual skier can do
something for the environment, simply by
refusing to contribute to the smoky pall.
Similarly, huge influxes of weekend traffic in
private cars can turn the valley that holds a
major ski area into a smog-filled disaster.
Automobile engines run richer (more gaso-
line, less air) and therefore emit more
unburned hydrocarbons at high altitude; a
tune-up for altitude before your ski vacation
is a good investment as well as a public-
spirited act. Ski resorts and individual skiers
that encourage car pooling and bus and rail
transportation to ski areas are acting in the
public interest. Similarly, use of your car
within the ski resort vicinity should be kept
to an absolute minimum. Cold engines gen-
erate more emissions, waste a great deal of
fuel, and suffer unusually heavy wear, so
short-hop use of your car on a ski vacation
is a particularly bad idea. Most responsible
ski resorts have worked out systems of
shuttie buses or other conveyances to help
reduce unnecessary car use.

Many ski resorts generate their own power
to run the ski lifts—and, in fringe snowfall
areas, to make artificial snow—by means of
hydrocarbon-fueled power plants which gen-
erate noxious emissions. The choice of
power sources is often dictated by short-run
economies, but in the hitherto clean moun-
tain air, any substantial addition of poliu-
tants becomes quickly and distressingly ap-
parent. At best, a responsible ski resort will
use electric power, generation of which
affects air quality far from the sensitive
mountain region. At very least, a responsi-
ble ski resort will make sure it has the
cleanest-burning power sources available,
with adequate emission controls.

All ski resorts use overthe-snow tracked
vehicles for maintenance, snow-grooming,












Safety In The Laboratory

Alvin L. Alm; Assistant Administrator for Planning and Management,
explains in an interview what is being done to reduce
the risk of handling dangerous materials in EPA’s laboratories.

Q. What sparked the current concern for the

health and safety of employees at EPA’s labora-

lories?

A. Last year the General Accounting Office reviewed EPA
laboratories to determine whether laboratory employees were
protected by EPA's occupational health and safety program. and
also whether we had an adequate health monitoring program.

The GAO investigators found that EPA laboratory employees
performed various operations that could expose them to toxic and
hazardous substances. They noted a number of deficiencies in our
laboratories, and they also indicated that most laboratories were not
covered by a comprehensive health monitoring program.

As | indicated in a letter responding to the report, EPA is both
concerned about GAO's findings., and committed to a very strong
occupational health and safety program. Even though our accident
and illness reporting system has not indicated any unusual rate of
harmful exposure. we are very concerned that the potential for
harmful exposure is significant. Because of research work that will
grow out of new statutory authority, the potential for harmful
exposure will be growing. In the past few years, the frequency and
volume of hazardous materials handling in our laboratories has
grown steadily.

Our mission requires that we deal with a wide variety of toxic
substances. We conduct virology and bacteriology studies. cancer
research studies, analysis of pesticides. reference standard prepara-
tion, toxicity studies, emissions testing, and air and water sampling.

Most of our laboratories test potentially harmful substances in
fulfilling their missions.

Q. What have you done to corvect the problems?

A, Last summer. even before the GAO report was issued, |
ordered on-site inspections of all EPA laboratory operations. We
used these inspections to identify the extent and nature of problems
in specific laboratories, and to establish psiorities for industrial
hygiene and occupational health surveys.

These inspections revealed numerous health and safety deficien-
cies in the 55 laboratories at 40 locations that we visited. About 65
percent of the nearly 500 deficiencies identified were in the
category of poor housekeeping. Over half of these deficiencies
were such things as improper flammable liquid storage, lack of
proper protective clothing and devices, and improper use of
compressed gases.

These items were reported to the laboratories’ supervisors. and
most were corrected immediately. About 35 percent of the problems.
were caused by deficiencies in the laboratory buildings. These take
longer to correct. but are now being worked on. The reason that
they take longer is that GSA must approve and make new facilities
available for the Agency.

We have begun a series of hygiecne surveys in the laboratories to
determine the actual and potential hazards the employees face, so

*See News Briefs, Page 25.

that protective and preventative standards can be applied and
enforced. The hygiene surveys also assist the occupational health
physician in developing a prevention-oriented health monitoring
program.

We are developing a comprehensive health monitoring program for
all EPA laboratory employees. About 650 employees are now
covered by medical monitoring programs.

In another six months, we expect to have virtually all of EPA’s
2.000 laboratory employees covered.

We are asking for designations of laboratory health officers for
each laboratory site. They will be responsible for assuring the day-
to-day observance of approved health and safety procedures. We
are developing an inventory system so that each laboratory will
maintain strict control on the stocking, labeling, dispensing, and
disposal of hazardous chemicals and materials used in the labora-
tory.

Organizationally, we have upgraded the occupational health and
safety program. That program will now report directly to the
Assistant Administrator for Planning and Management and will be
headed by a supergrade official.

We are following up with frequent but unannounced inspections
to assure compliance with Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, (OSHA) and EPA standards and regulations.

I might add that the GAO indicated in their review of EPA's
program that the steps taken indicate a strong commitment by the
Agency to upgrading and improving its occupational health and
safety program.

As far as | am concerned, EPA's program should be a model for
the rest of the government, and not merely meet minimal
standards.

Q. ! understand that you have closed some labs.

Could you tell me which ones? .

A. First we closed the Pesticides Laboratory at the Denver
Federal Center based upon preliminary information GAQO provided
to me and to Jack Green, Region VIII Regional Administrator.
Jack Green took the initiative and has undertaken a number of
corrective actions to bring that laboratory up to standards. As a
result, it has been reopened.

In June the pesticides laboratory at the South Agriculture Building
here in Washington was closed permanently. lts activities were
moved to Beltsville, Md. 1 ordered the closing of that laboratory
because of overcrowding and numerous facility-related deficiencies.
These are being corrected.

The Region 111 Laboratory at Annapolis was closed in August.
It reopened in November on a restricted basis.

Q. Do you plan to close any more?

A. We don't have any current plans to close any laboratories. We
are strongly committed to closing any laboratory where there is any
significant health or safety risk to employees.

Q. Are most laboratory employees now covered

by a medical ‘monitoring program? If not, when

will they be covered?
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A. About one-third of the laboratory staffs are covered by some
form of medical monitoring. The laboratories in Duluth, Minn.;
Gulf Breeze, Fla.; and Bay St. Louis, Miss.; have had excellent
programs for some time. Other laboratories, including those at
Cincinnati, Ohio. and Research Triangle Park. N.C.; are in thé
process of establishing monitoring programs.

Early this year. we will be issuing guidelines to all laboratories on
basic standards and procedures to be foliowed in establishing
medical monitoring programs. Also, we will provide professional
occupational medicine and industrial hygiene specialists to assist in
setting up individual programs. We expect that within six months
virtually all laboratory personnel will have had a baseline medical
examination and will be covered by a comprehensive health
monitoring program.

I believe that a health monitoring program is critical both to
protect individual employees, and to assure the laboratory opera-
tions are continually safe.

Q. What are we doing now about training?

A. We have found there are no existing courses relevant to the
needs of our laboratory personnel. The American Industrial
Hygiene Association and the National Institute of Occupational
Safety and Health offer a few courses which are partially relevant.
In cooperation with NIOSH, however, we are developing a
curriculum specifically designed for our laboratory professionals
and supervisors which we will be offering in the spring. First
priority for enrolling in this course will be given to designated
laboratory health officers and laboratory supervisors. According to
the NIOSH officials, this will be the first course specifically
designed for Federal agency laboratory personnel.

We also have other specialized safety training programs under
development. For example, we have programs for such high-hazard
activities as stack sampling and scuba-diving. This fall and winter
we have been offering through an interagency agreement with the
US. Army Special Force a pilot 40-hour course in emergency
treatment of injuries. This year an improved 32-hour version of the
course will be offered at 15 EPA locations around the country.

Q. Can our laboratory operations ever be safe?

A. With the proper precautions, our laboratory operations can be
made at least reasonably safe. There is always an element of risk in
any occupation. In the laboratory, the potential risk may be high
particularly in the presence of flammable, toxic, pathogenic. or
carcinogenic materials. The purpose of our program is to reduce
the potential risk to an absolute minimum, and to eliminate it if
possible. We can do this with the proper use of physical facilities,
protective safety devices and clothing, containment, isolation, and
dilution of hazardous substances in the lab, and above all, through
the use of operating procedures designed to reduce exposure and to
prevent accidents.

If I may use an analogy, driving a car in heavy traffic is a
statistically low-risk activity if the driver is alert, and if the car is in
good working order. If all of these things are not present, the
statistical chance of an accident goes up.

Our challenge is to make our laboratories as safe as possible, and
that challenge we are taking very seriously.

Q. What are the respective responsibilities of the

health and safety staff and line management in

implementing the health and safety program?

A. The primary responsibility for occupational heaith and safety
within EPA falls on the line managers. The occupational health and
safety staff is responsible for issuing standards and regulations to
meet OSHA and other health and safety requirements. It is also
responsible for collecting information, for monitoring implementa-
tion of the program, and for conducting inspections to assure
compliance.

I view that staft’s role as one of providing a prod to upgrade
EPA's health and safety activities across the country. Ultimately.
we have the authority and responsibility to close the laboratories or
take other necessary steps if laboratories pose health and safety
problems. But if the program is to work correctly, the occupational
health and safety staff's role will be one of assisting laboratories in
meeting standards.

Line management has the primary responsibility for providing safe
and healthful working conditions. This line includes Assistant
Administrators, Deputy Assistant Administrators, laboratory direc-
tors and individual supervisors. These people supervise day-to-day
operations of which occupational health and safety is an important
compenent. In the final analysis, line managers are responsible for
the failure or success of our health and safety program.

Q. What responsibilities do the employees have?

A. Employees have a very significant responsibility to be alert and
observant for their own protection and for that of their coworkers.
They have to be informed about the actual and potential hazards, to
participate in developing and implementing health and safety
procedures, and to identify and report the existence of unsafe and
unhealthful conditions. Their rights and responsibilities are spelled
out in simple language in the OSHA brochure, entitled ' About
OSHA Programs,”” and in considerable detail in the OSHA
Regulation entitled '“Occupational Safety and Heaith for the
Federal Employee.”” We have distributed this regulation to all EPA
employees.

Q. Are we in compliance with OSHA requirements?

A. The simple answer is no. We have as a matter of policy adopted
all of OSHA's standards and regulations, but we are not in full
compliance primarily because of insufficient implementation. By the
end of this fiscal year we plan to be in compliance with all OSHA
requirements.

Q. Are there any special benefits available to me

if I suffer a job-related accident or illness?

A. Yes. Under the General Employee Compensation Act, you are
entitled to up to 45 days of administrative leave, and you may be
entitled to continuation of pay for certain types of job-related
injuries. Additional information about these benefits can be found
in a pamphlet “*When Injured At Work," available from your
personnel office. Detailed information on obtaining benefits is
contained in the ** Federal Personnel Manual.™’

Q. How do you feel about how the Agency has

handled and is going to handle this probiem?

A. Frankly, in the past 1 don't believe occupational health and
safety had a high Agency priority. At the working level our
employees understandably were concerned with accomplishing
EPA's mission. Within the Office of Planning and Management, the
function was buried at a fairly low level, which impeded the ability
of some very dedicated and talented people to carry out the
function adequately.

I'think we now have under way a series of actions that can make
EPA’s occupational health and safety program the best in the
government. There is a sense of commitment and purpose. | also
believe there is an awareness by managers and employees that the
Agency has a problem that has to be dealt with aggressively.

My one concern about the future is that the Agency continue the
momentum of this program. Often a concern is raised and a very
vigorous response is initiated but as time passes implementation
tends to drop off as new priorities emerge. 1 am hopeful that what
has been set in motion will continue to have the strong support of
top management, of middle management, and of EPA employees. If
that level of commitment continues, EPA could have one of the
best, if not the best, occupational health and safety programs in the
government.
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BOSTON

legislation roundup

L.awmakers in Massachusetts and Connecti-
cut will be considering mandatory inspection
and maintenance of automobile emission
controls when they meet for the 1977 legisla-
tive sessions. Proposed bills provide for
annual inspections by private firms under
contract to the State. Rhode Island's inspec-
tion system, adopted last year, will go into
effect this summer,

Bills requiring deposits on beverage con-
tainers 1o encourage reuse and recycling
have been filed in Massachusetts, Connecti-
cut. New Hampshire, and Rhode Island.
Vermont already has such a law, and Maine
voters approved a “bottle law™ in the
November clection. A similar referendum
wias narrowly defeated in Massachusetts.

NEW YORK

water recharge

Nassau County. N.Y., has called for bids on
a demonstration project designed to con-
serve the supply of ground water on Long
Island. A full-scale (5.5 million gallons per
day) wastewater treatment plant will inject
the treated water into the sandy ground to
prevent the intrusion of salt water in the
county’s wells. An EPA grant of $24.6
million will help build the plant, which will
treat water from Nassau County Sewer
District 3. which serves portions of the
towns of Hempstead, North Hempstead,
and Oyster Bay and the village of Free-
porl.
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hudson sampled

Region Il personnel have been sampling
bottom silt and mud from the lower Hudson
River to check on the levels of polychlon-
nated biphenyls (PCB’s). industrial com-
pounds suspected of causing cancer. Sam-
pling began in mid- December, using a spe-
cially equipped helicopter, at the request of
the N.Y. State Department of Environmen-
tal Conservation.

Primary source of the PCB’s has been
General Electric Co. plants at Hudson Falls
and Fort Edward. about 165 miles upriver
from New York City. The company and the
State are jointly sponsoring a $7-million
PCB cieanup program for the Hudson.

\

PHILADELPHIA

toxic oil

Experts from Region 111 are working to
prevent waste oil containing a toxic chemi-
cal, pentachlorophenol. from entering a
creek that empties into the Delaware River
near the Tinicum National Wildlife Refuge,
the last freshwater tidal marsh in Pennsylva-
nia.

The problem started more than 14 years ago
when a manufacturer of the wood-preserving
chemical disposed of the waste oil by inject-
ing it into the ground at the plant near
Haverford. Pa. The practice was stopped by
State authorities in 1963, but the wastes had
already begun to saturate the soil and enter
Naylor's Run, a small creek only eight miles
from the wildlife refuge.

Region 11I's Emergency Response Branch
supervised the digging of holes and trenches
to collect the oi] and keep it from the
stream. Several test wells have been dug o
locate the main underground reservoir of oil.
EPA’s mobile treatment unit, a self-con-
tained pumping and filtering apparatus, was
brought in to remove the pentachlorophenol
from the oil. Cleanup operations are ex-
pected to take several months.

deadline upheld

The U.S. Third Circuit Court of Appeals
has upheld the deadline set by EPA for the
Bethiehem Steel Corporation to comply with

its wastewater discharge permit schedule.
The company had asserted that the mid-
1977 deadline was impossible to achieve and
appealed to EPA and then to the court.
which ruled that the deadline date in the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act was
“intended by Congress to be a rigid guide-
post.”” Regional Administrator Daniel J.
Snyder 111 said, " The decision provides us
with a precedent for future cases.”

)

ATLANTA

court rulings

A Federal judge has ruled that Region 1V
overstepped its authority in setting water
quality standards for. Alabama more strin-
gent than the State had set. District Judge
Frank McFadden said EPA's order to up-
grade all Alabama streams to a “fish and
wildlife’” classification was arbitrary and
based, not on Federal law, but on an internal
memorandum that did not go through proper
channels and “does not say what EPA
contends it does.™

The court action against EPA was filed by
Associated Industries of Alabama and was
later joined by U.S. Steet Corporation.
Agency attorneys are considering an appeal.
In another court action, Region 1V re-
quested and received a summary judgment
against Velsicol Chemical Co. of Memphis,
Tenn., for permit violations. Velsicol was
charged with discharging endrin and hepta-
chlor into the Mississippi River in violation
of the permit. The maximum potential fine
is $3.6 million.

\
CHICAGO

power plant suit

A suit to prevent the startup of a new coal-
fired electric power plant in Gibson County.
Ind.. has been brought at the request of
Region V Administrator George R. Alex-
ander, Jr. The suit alleges that the Public
Service Company of Indiana’s boiler will
emit five times the allowable amount of
sulfur dioxide. The company has announced
no plans for emission controls at this unit or
at another scheduled to start up in January
1979 at the same plant.



fine buys fish

Region V recently arranged to turn over a
portion of a river polluter's fine to help
restock the river with fish. A $55,000 settle-
ment was obtained by Region V attorneys
from the Williams Pipe Line Co., Tulsa,
Okla., for damage to the Embarras River in
Jasper County, lil., by a leaking pipeline.
The sum of $24,000 was turned over to the
State Department of Conservation for re-
stocking fish in the river.

The company agreed to halt all pumping of
chemicals through the worst section of the
line until repairs are made. Thereafter it will
upgrade the remaining sections of the pipe-
line.

/

DALLAS

-$25,000 penalty

A civil penalty of $25,000 has been
assessed against the duPont Company for
failing to report production increases at its
chemical plant at LaPorte, Tex., and
thereby violating its discharge permit. The
consent agreement, reached in Federal
District Court Dec. 28, modified the
plant's permit to discharge ammonia
nitrogen and extended the compliance
deadline by two years, to Jan. 1, 1979. The
company said it was unable to develop the
necessary treatment methods before the old
deadline.

208 seminar

A seminar was held in Dallas Jan. 12-13 to
acquaint State and local officials with the
areawide planning process and the public
education called for under Section 208 of the
Water Pollution Control Act.

KANSAS CITY

joint sewer plan

A joint sewer system serving part of John-
son County, Kan., and Kansas City, Mo.,

has been recommended by EPA's Region

V11, after a detailed study and cost analysis.

The Mid-America Regional Council. with
funding by EPA, is now studying the steps
necessary to organize a regional sewer
authority, which would require intergovern-
mental agreements and proportionate user
charges 1o qualify for Federal aid.

EPA officials believe the regional concept is
the best way to meet the wastewater needs
of the Big Blue River basin, which crosses
the Missouri-Kansas boundary, They esti-
mate that monthly charges to Johnson
County residents under the proposed joint
system would be about half what an inde-
pendent system would cost. They also be-
lieve the joint system would eliminate long-
standing complaints of sewer odors and
esthetic degradation in the Indian Creek
basin in Johnson County.

/

/

DENVER

high-altitude cars

Special legislation to assure that autos oper-
ated in Colorado's high altitude control their
exhaust emissions has been proposed by the
State's Air Pollution Control Commission.
The proposed law would require the annual
inspection and corrective maintenance, if
necessary, for all cars registered in 10
Colorado counties, including the Denver
area and the ' Front Range." where alti-
tudes average a mile or more above sea
level. The program would start in 1979 and
apply to all cars of the 1977 mode!l year and
later.

This is the first model year for which EPA’s
emission standards for carbon monoxide,
hydrocarbons, and nitrogen dioxide specify
tuning for the altitude where the car is to be
sold and used, rather than the altitude at the
manufacturer’s plant. Autos are responsible
for about 90 percent of the carbon monoxide
and 85 percent of the hydrocarbons in the
Denver area's air, the Commission said. and
they contribute significantly to air pollution
in other Front Range communities.

SAN FRANCISCO

fresno aquifer

Region 1X is cooperating in a study of the
public water supplies in Fresno County,
Calif., 1o determine if they need special
protection under the Safe Drinking Water
Act. The area gets most of its water from
aquifers, or underground sources. The study
being made by EPA and other Federal,
State, and local agencies will decide whether
ground water is the sole or principal source
of drinking water for the area and whether
contamination of the aquifer would be a
significant hazard to public health.

monoxide boiler

Regional approval has been given to the
Lion Oil Co. to construct a carbon monox-
ide boiler at its refinery at Bakersfield,
Calif. The unit will have no adverse effect
on air quality. according to Richard
O'Connell. Enforcement Division Director.

SEATTLE

permit penalty

Armour and Company has paid a $5,000
civil penalty for violating the wastewater
discharge permit for its meat processing
plant at Nampa. Idaho.

EPA monitoring teams discovered last sum-
mer that the plant was dumping more
ammonia into Indian Creek than its permit
specified. and referred the case to the US.
Attorney. The penalty was entered in US.
District Court in Boise. The permit called
for the Nampa plant to limit ammonia in its
wastewater to a daily average of 15 pounds
by Dec. {, 1975. EPA found ammonia levels
of more than 100 pounds per day. Regional
Administrator Donald Dubois said low lev-
els of ammonia can stimulate algal growth in
a stream and high levels can kill fish and
other animal life.

In the settlement, Armour agreed to meet
the effluent limitations no later than next
July.
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drinking water supplies has also been associated
with chioroform, a contaminant considered to be
carcinogenic. Can you elaborate on this situa-
tion?
A. This is really a scientific dilemma. For years we have used
chiorine to kill the bacteria and hopefully the viruses in water
which were suspected of causing disease. But we have Jearned in
the past year or two that chlorine, in reacting with the natural
organic material in the water will produce chlorinated hydrocar-
bons, such as chloroform (trihalomethanes). Earlier this year, the
National Cancer Institute reported that chloroform caused tumors
when fed to rats and mice in high doses. The possibility of harmful
effects from the presence of very low levels of chloroform in water
must be weighed against the great benefit that chlorine provides.
Transmission of serious disease in disinfected drinking water is now
virtually unheard of. We are developing technical procedures that
would allow us to continue to use chlorine and other disinfectants
without generating harmful amounts of undesirable chemicals. A
great amount of progress is being made in this area.
Q. There have been problems about organic
contaminants in the drinking water supplies of
Cincinnati, New Orleans and some other places.
How do you evaluate the dangers there?
A. We are doing several national organic monitoring studies and
we are reviewing the data on them. In fact, the raw data have
been given to the cities and communities in which the samples
were taken and some are already taking action. The studies have
identified the existence of certain organic compounds in the water
supplies of some cities. We want to do two things in order to
evaluate this data now. First of all, the National Academy of
Sciences is reviewing the whole organics problem for us to assess
the associated risk.

Secondly, last July we published an Advance Notice of Proposed
Rule-Making on organics, with several options. We have received
public comment on that from all quarters and are now writing
regulations for trihalomethanes in drinking water. The National
Academy of Sciences report is due on March 1, {977. That, in
conjunction with other studies will help us decide what the level of
danger is and what should be done in various cities.

Q. Let's turn to the other major program of the

Act, the Underground Injection Control pro-

gram. What is underground injection and why

should we regulate it?

A. Man uses the crust of the Earth for many purposes. In some
cases, we inject things like steam or other pressurized fluids to
force out a needed resource. This is done, for example. in solution
mining and in oil production. If there is water in the area where an
injection process is operating, one must have some degree of
protection to ensure that the process doesn’t impact the quality of
water, even if it is only a potential water supply. Part C of the Act
is fully devoted to underground injection concerns. We have
published our proposed regulations for preventing possible contami-
nation from underground injection so the public, and particularly
the States and affected industries, can become involved in develop-
ing the progitam. We expect these proposed regulations to be
revised and to become final in the spring of 1977.

Q. Just how widespread and serious is the

problem of underground injection?

A. It varies from place to place, from State to State. Obviously,
wherever oil and gas are being produced, protection of ground
water is a concern. In other areas, we find waste disposal wells,
salt water intrusion wells, and so on. There are eight kinds of
wells covered by the regulations, so there are few areas not
concerned to one degree or another. The proposed regulations

define a well as any man-made hole in the ground that is deeper
than it is wide. There are hundreds of thousands of such wells
around the country and if they are used for the emplacement of
fluids—for storage, disposal, or any other reason—they will be
covered by the regulations. So we are talking about a practice that
is truly widespread. As for seriousness, keep in mind that about
half the population of the country depends upon ground water for
its drinking water. Should that source be jeopardized, how would
we ever replace it?

Q. You mentioned that the States have been

involved in developing the Underground Injec-

tion Control Regulations. Are they to have

“primacy’’ in this program. too?

A. Yes. But the process begins with the designation by the

Administrator of which States are to be covered this year and
which next year. Eventually all will be involved. but not at the
outset.

Here again in this program, State agencies have to meet certain
requirements to be given primary enforcement responsibility. The
regulations governing this aspect of the program have also been
proposed and commented on. The final version will be promulgated
soon. And as in the drinking water program, grants are available to
States that apply, and EPA will conduct the program where any
designated State does not take on the job.

Q. Would people be better off drinking either

bottled water or water treated by home purifica-

tion devices?

A. This is a hard question for me to answer because the guality
of water depends on the site and its desirability is subject to
individual preferences. First, bottled water or home treatment
units can never be a substitute for a safe, adequate public water
system.

However, some citizens object to unesthetic characteristics of
different waters, such as high mineral content. chlorine tastes. and
the possibility of other contaminants, and these people have a
right to resort to home treatment or bottled water. Home
treatment units can be designed to handle a variety of esthetic
water quality problems but they may also present bacterial or
endotoxin problems or they may deteriorate if not properly
maintained. We also suspect they may have limited effectiveness
in comparison to the advertising or sales claims that are made for
them. We are currently initiating a research contract to look into
these matters.

The Food and Drug Administration has responsibility for bottled
water control, but FDA bases its standards on the EPA Primary
Drinking Water Regulations. Our own studies in recent years have
shown that bottled water may not be a panacea since it is subject to
a variety of contaminants and to bacterial aftergrowths.

Q. In your opinion, is the Safe Drinking Water

Act itself adequate to ensure safe drinking water?

A. Although the Act is a very good piece of legislation, no. In
addition to the legislation we must have the cooperation of the
citizens and people in the country—the State officials, the Federal
officials. the community people—working as a team with the
legislation as a base. If we receive this type of support then we
will have a system which has a great chance of making drinking
water safe. It’s best to look upon the Safe Drinking Water Act as
part of a comprehensive legislative/regulatory program to control
contamination of the environment. That program includes the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, and the Toxic Substances Control Act. With
the collaboration of State and local officials, industry, and the
public. these four statutes offer great hope for the protection of
drinking water and the public health.m
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GAINS ON THE
AIR

he National Air Quality and Emissions Trends Report, which was

T released recenlly by EPA, says that fewer Americans were
exposed to unhealthy levels of air pollutants last year. In addition 1o
the improvement in ambient (outside) air quality, emissions levels of
five major air pollutants also declined over the last five years.

The report examines progress in achieving ambient standards that
were set by EPA in 1971 under the Clean Air Act: primary standards
to protect public health, and secondary standards o0 protect public
welfare.

The report compares pollutant measurements with primary stand-
ards for long (annual) and short-term (24 hours or less) exposures. it
measures the impact ol changes in air quality, which resutted from
emission control plans, and points out the changes in the number of
people exposed to air quality levels above the national standards.

The report examines emission reduction in each of several
categories of sources that have resulted in ambient improvements
over the five-year period for each major pollutant.

Average national ambient air levels of particulates have improved
about four percent per year. The Northeast and Great Lakes areas
have exceeded this rate of improverment. The West has not iollowed
this paitern because of regional differences in the nature of the
problem; wind-blown dust is a major factor in some areas, and
around Los Angeles pholochemical particles contribute to the
pollution. Neither of these problems responds well (o ordinary
particulate conlrol measures.

Less burning of coal by factories, installation of control equip-
ment by industries and coal burning utilities, and less burning of
solid waste have all contributed to the reduced levels. Production
curtailment by some industries because of economic recession
during 1974-75 also helped cut the amount of particles in the air.

Urban ambient levels of sulfur dioxide have decreased by an
average of 30 percent since 1970.

Carbon monoxide levels in the ambient air are closely tied to use of
motor vehicles. Nalionally 75 to 80 percent of the carbon monoxide
emissions are atributed to lransportation; in some major metropolitan
areas vehicles may contribute as much as 99 percent. Depending
on the concentration of traffic, the problem may be localized on a
few street corners or it may extend the length of a commuter route.
The control of carbon monoxide is directly related to motor vehicle
emission controls, This is reflected by the seven percent per year
improvement in emissions in California compared to the five percent
figure for the rest of the Nation. California has more stringent
standards on carbon monoxide emissions than those applied o the
vehicles sold in other parts ol the country.

Although levels of photochemical oxidants have been recorded in
California for many years, most parts of the country have less than
three years of data about this poliutant, too short a time to determine
national trends. In California, there has been a general improvement.

Summertime oxidant levels in eastern cilies seem (o be lower over
the past three years. Bul no firm conclusions can be drawn from the
imited data.

Insufficient data on nirogen dioxide ambient levels also hampers
attempts lo evaluate national lrends. Scattered monitoring shows
mixed resulls.

Estimated national total emissions of nitrogen dioxide increased 7
percent between 1970 and 1975, butl suspended particulates were
reduced 33 percent, sulfur dioxide 4 percent, hydrocarbons 9
percent, and carbon monoxide 15 percent from the 1970 level.

The resulls in the report are based on dala submitied to EPA from

A

AND OCEAN FRONTS

the Stale and local air pollution control agencies. The report was
witten by Wiliam E Hunt, Jr. (editor), Thomas C. Curran, Neit Frank,
Wiliam Cox, Robert Neligan, Noman Possiel, and Charles Mann,
with assistance from Joan Bivins and Willie Tigs.

Copies of National Air Quality and Emissions Trends Report, 1975,
are available from the Moniloring and Data Analysis Division, Office
of Air Quality Planning and Standards, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Research Triangle Park, N.C. 27711.

OCEANS

Despile a slight increase in sewage sludge disposal, the overall
lotal of wastes dumped inlo our oceans has decreased.
according to the Fourth Annual Report to Congress on QOcean
Dumping in the United States, which was recently issued by EPA.

The amount of indusinal wastes dumped annually dropped from
over 5 million tons in 1373 10 under 3.5 million tons in 1375, Further
decreases can be expected, the report said, as individual dumpers
are phased out and alterate methods of disposal are found.

As more municipal waste lreatment plants are built, the amount of
sludge—the residue left after sewage lreatment—increases and
much of it is disposed of in the ocean. The report notes that
pressure to dump more of these wastes in the ocean may be a
major problem in the fulure.

Under the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of
1972, commonly called the Ocean Dumping Acl, ocean disposal of
radiological, chemical, or biological warfare agents, and high-level
radioactive wastes is banned. The only material that the law allows to
be discharged into the ocean withoul a permit is fish wasles, and
then only when the disposal does not endanger a harbor or other
protected area. Permits for dumping dredged material are controlied
by the Army Corps of Engineers. Permils 10 transport malerials for
dumping and permits to dump all materials except dredged matenal
are controlled by EPA.

The law provides for both civil and criminal penalties for violations
uniess materials are dumped as an emergency action to safeguard
life at sea. The Coast Guard, which is responsible for surveilance of
ocean dumping, reported eight violations of the Act to EPA in
1975. Civil penallies were assessed and paid in six of those
cases, and the other two are still pending, according to the
1eport.

EPA is trying to find and use the least environmentally damagng
site and disposal method for each waste, said the report, whether it
involves land, air, or water.

The Act authorizes the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration (NOAA) to conduct research 1o find ways 10 minimize of 10
end all ocean dumping within five years of enactment. EPA s
requiring ail holders of ocean dumping permils 10 explore and
implement other methods of disposal. The report noles that Philadel-
phia, Pa., and municipalities in the New York-New Jersey metropob-
tan area must stop dumping sewage sludge into the ocean by 1981

Those cilies are working 10 meet the deadline. Philadelphia has a
sludge giveaway program, and is pursuing land application of
sludge o paslures, strip-mined areas, and marginal land on a trial
basis. The cities in the New York-New Jersey Metropolitan area are
studying land-based alternatives for sfudge disposal.

EPA has over $11 million obligated for pilot siudies inlo new ways of
utilizing sludge so that it won't have to be dumped into the ocean.

Copies of Ocean Dumping In the United States-1976 are
available from EPA's Marine Protection Branch (WH-548), Wash-
ington, D.C. 20460.
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