






































tive. This gives them a stake in the entire
neighborhood’s well being and a good
renovated home at affordable cost. Most
important, Washington Hill exists today as

a fully integrated area. Practically all
sources agree that Washington Hili is
SECO’s most impressive showcase for what
can be done in urban neighborhoods.

Reinvestment Initiatives: This program has
involved several initiatives to encourage
investment of local salaries and wages
directly into the East Baltimore area for use
by residents as loans.

Anti-Redlining Strategies: Redlining is a
term which banks employ to restrict or
prohibit mortgage and improvement loans
to certain neighborhoods or blocks that
are considered poor risk areas. While it

is not always clear why certain areas are
being “redlined”. it was common knowiedge
that several areas of East Baltimore have
been off-limits as far as the banks and
lending institutions were concerned. A
combination of factors are working to turn
this problem around and it doesn’t hurt
when banks and other lending institutions
can see the visible progress that the ares
is making with several of its other projects.

Other emerging programs have included
the establishement of an active senior
citizen program and a senior citizen’s
center, creation of a community health
center and strong youth diversion programs
that have cut down the rate of vandalism
considerably. Trash and garbage are dis-
appearing from the streets and the large
trucks no longer rumble over the side streets
of East Baltimore. To anyone who has wit-
nessed what has happened, the changes
in East Baltimore have been positive and.
in some cases, dramatic. It's small wonder,
therefore, that SECO has instituted a series
of community tours to take visitors through
neighborhoods. Candidate Jimmy Carter
was one of the first guests to be taken
through during May, 1978. East Baltimore
has developed pride from what has been
accomplished and the people there have
an encouraging story to tell. That's a good
tonic in these days when so much of what
we read about older cities is bad.

What [t Means for EPA
Itisn't always easy or feasible to mesh
these neighborhood programs with EPA’s
mandates and to some it may seem like
trying to push the proverbial square peg
into the round hole. But EPA has more in
common with old communities like East
Baltimore than is apparent to the casual
observer.

itis clear that urban residents, including
blue collar, minority, ethnic and "non-
professional” populations are well aware
of the health problems and neighborhood

blight caused by environmental degradation.

We are talking about a highly sophisticated
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population (and a potentially powerful
constituency) that has at least one per-
ceptive advantage over outsiders. They
know their own neighborhoods and work-
ing environment inside and out. They know
that poliutants are affecting their heaith.
EPA doesn’t have to educate them about
their problems. Many people who live in
old neighborhoods are concerned with
broader environmental and conservation
issues. But they will primarily respond to
EPA because of what the Agency can do
for their health and welfare. In common
sense terms, ali kinds of urban people will
listen to EPA and perhaps be guided by the
Agency provided they hear officials who
understand life as people in the cities ex-
perience it.

* The long-range success of most programs
in urban areas must include outreach
programs to the neighborhoods and com-
munities that comprise each metropolitan
area. Strong neighborhood coalitions like
SECO wouldn't have developed to the ex-
tent that they have if traditional urban in-
stitutions had been responding effectively
to human needs. These newer groupings
are increasingly powerful, autonomous
and often anti-establishment in nature.
They include church groupings, ethnic and
racial organizations, local small businesses,
consumer groups, block associations, and
many others organized around common
concerns. Few outside sources can in-
fluence what these groups do, but what
they do affects directions and priorities

in most urban areas.

« {in communicating with these urban neigh-
borhood groupings, EPA must have the
support of local city or county governments
in order for these efforts to produce
success. It is more likely now than in the
past that some form of working relfation-
ship can be established since these govern-
ments, too, are relying more heavily on

the neighborhood/community coalitions
and other non-governmental institutions.

* To communicate effectively with urban
residents like those in East Baltimore, we
have to look to things that these people

are most familiar with. The community
weeklies are probably the most important
and immediate source available to EPA. The
large dailies and the network news pro-
grams are often regarded as part of “"the
establishment.” Most East Baltimorians
have never seen a copy of the New York
Times or the Washington Post. Many others
don’t even read the major Baltimore daily
newspapers on a regular basis. But “just
about everyone in East Baltimore reads the
East Baltimore Guide from cover to cover,”
according to several residents of the area.

¢ There are specific areas where EPA’s
program objectives are dependent on
whether or not old communities like East

Baltimore make it Any kind of environ-
mental program faces almost insurmount-
able problems if it is trying to function in
areas dominated by decaying neighbor-
hoods, poor housing, and a host of social
and economic problems which must take
priority over anti-poliution programs since
they concern the day to day survival of
neighborhood and people. On the other
hand. as areas like East Baltimore continue
to improve. local tolerance for pollution
will probably diminish. And neighborhood
people who have accomplished much them-
selves are far less likely to accept the
fatalistic notion that jobs must be sacri-
ficed for a clean environment.

» Concern for old neighborhoods has led
1o situations where outsiders begin to
romanticize areas like East Baltimore or
exaggerate the progress that has been made
in recent years. Even pioneering communi-
ties like East Baltimore have a long way to
go. Problems remain and several aspects
of life are still unpleasant for many resi-
dents. Far from being romantics, people in
East Baltimore have had to be tough and
disciplined. There's too much at stake in
terms of community survival for them to
become sentimental about what they do.

EPA and the old neighborhoods have
much in common but it remains for us and
them to recognize our common interests,
articulate them clearly, and make them
work to our mutual advantage.

Conclusion: ATwo-Way Delivery System
Is Needed

EPA can develop an accommodation with
old urban neighborhoods provided we take
the time and foster the discipline to look

at things the way people in these areas look
at things. An effective “delivery system” in
urban areas must be a two-way street. The
cold and hard facts of political life dictate
this. There will be no free ride for EPA or
any other government agency with urban
groupings.

The newer groupings have replaced the
old political machines in some areas but
in most cities, the two are reaching ar
accommodation based on common interests.
The “rules of the game”, however, continue
to be clear and simple. In the old days. the
neighborhood and ward organizations
used to deliver the votes and the machine
delivered patronage and services. It was a
two-way delivery system and it wasn't an
altogether unenlightened arrangement con-
sidering the alternatives available.

The newer urban groupings like SECO
are issue-oriented rather than electorally
inclined, but the old two-way delivery sys-
tem is still in effect. In order to get their
support and participation {as well as that
of many city governments), they are going
to have to be convinced that EPA has a set
of anti-pollution programs in place that will
provide payoffs in terms of improved health
and long-life. O
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this shift was simply weather.
Large areas of the country were
hit by drought during 1976 and
the extremely dry soil conditions
were believed to have contri-
buted to wind-blown dust.

* The long-term improvement
in the Los Angeles Basin in the
percentage of days when the
one-hour oxidant standard was
violated reversed itself in 1975
and 1976. People there were
exposed to a concentration
above the standard on an
average of 176 days per year in
1965-66, 105 days in 1973-74,
and 112 daysin 1975-76. The
trend over the last four years
appeared to be caused by an
increase in days when the
weather failed to disperse
pollutants effectively.

» The early 1970's saw dramatic
decreases in ambient sulfur
dioxide levels in the Nation's
urbanized areas. Since then the

national trends have become
more stabilized, and violations
of the standard are generally
confined to areas around
specific sulfur oxide sources.
The report noted that urban
sulfur dioxide levels have
traditionally been higher in the
Northeast and Great Lakes areas
where emissions are associated
with space heating. The general
improvement in levels is indica-
tive of trends in urban areas.

¢ Approximately three fourths
of the 202 carbon monoxide
trend sites showed improve-
ment in the period studied.
California sites had a slightly
higher rate of improvement of
seven percent compared with
six percent per year for sites
outside that State with four or
more years of data. One en-
couraging sign for the future
occurred in New Jersey, which
has an aggressive program in-
cluding inspection/maintenance
to reduce auto-related pollu-
tion. A chart prepared by the

State Department of Environ-
mental Protection shows that
carbon monoxide ambient
levels declined from 4 parts
per million {12-month average)
in 1973 to well under 3 ppm by
1977. During this same period
total gailons of gasoline con-
sumed by motor vehicles
showed a marked increase.

» Photochemical oxidants now
rank as one of the most serious
and pervasive air pollution
problems in the country, accord-
ing to the report. In 1975, 86
percent of the ozone sites re-
porting to EPA exceeded the
National Ambient Air Quality
Standards. California sites were
basically stable during 1870-
76, but other sites showed a
slight tendency for increasing
patterns with 55 sites “up” and
46 sites "down.”

« For nitrogen dioxide, the
trends are stable in California
but elsewhere there were twice
as many sites showing “up”

as “down” patterns. However,
since most of the sites have
accumulated only three years
of data, it is too early to draw
definite conclusions on trends
outside California.

+ A major feature of the EPA
report is the presentation of
multi-color air quality maps for
total suspended particulates,
sulfur dioxide, and photochem-
ical oxidants {smog). The maps
show how air quality varies from
one location to another across
the United States.

* The trends report is prepared
annually. Copies are available
free from the Monitoring and
Data Analysis Division, Office of
Air Quality Planning and
Standards, EPA, Research
Triangle Park, N.C. 27711, or
may be ordered by phone at
(919)541-5351. (]

despite good-faith efforts. The
Act authorizes up to an 18-
month extension of the 1977
deadline in cases where the
Administrator determines that
the discharger of a pollutant
has made a serious commit-
ment to achieve compliance
with clean-water standards.
Assuming polluters meet the
criteria for receiving such an
extension, compliance with dis-
charge requirements is to occur
no later than January 1, 1879.
Additionally, the new Amend-
ments permit the extension of
deadline requirements for
municipal treatment plants on
a case-by-case basis where con-
struction cannot be completed
or where Federal funds have
not been made available. For
such cases, the deadline may
be extended from July, 1977, to
no later than July, 1983.

A tough toxic pollutant con-
trol program is established.
The Act sets “best available
technology” (BAT) require-
ments for toxics by 1984. It also
revises procedures for estab-
lishing and publishing Federal
toxic effluent standards more
stringent than BAT and extends
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the period for compliance after
the issuance of a standard from
one to up to three years. Costle
said that “the mandate is still
clearly to eliminate the discharge
of toxic pollutants in dangerous
amounts. This is the only prudent
direction for an industrial
society to follow and the only
course of action which will
adequately protect the public
health.” With regard to the
1984 “best available tech-
nology deadline,” Costle added.
“The requirement is an outcome
the Administration strongly
preferred.”

In addition, the Act grants
new authority to EPA to regulate
toxic pollutants at plant sites
through the device of requiring
best management practices.
This authority will allow the
Agency to require, at a plant
site, effective controls to pre-
vent spillage and leakage of
toxic pollutants into the Nation’s
waters.

Other deadlines for installa-
tion of best available control
technology were eased, de-
pending on the type of pollutant.
For " conventional” pollutants,
the mid-1983 deadline must

now be met by 1984, For con-
trol of non-conventional, non-
toxic pollutants, best available
technology guidelines must be
adhered to by no later than
1987.

Protection of wetlands is
established under a compre-
hensive and integrated dredge-
and-fill program. “Congress has
essentially adopted the Presi-
dent’s recommendation on the
protection of wetlands,” Costle
explained. "Considerable
attention has been focused on
the so-called ‘Federal project
exemption.’ It must be under-
stood, however, that since the
protection of wetlands from
Federally authorized projects
is under Administration control,
and the President has a clear
policy, including issuing of an
Executive Order, to have all
Federal agency activities con-
ducted in a manner so as not
to jeopardize wetlands, this
provision should not adversely
affect the protection of
wetlands.”

Oil spill liability and cleanup
requirements have been ex-
tended {out to 200 miles off-
shore) and toughened. The
limits of liability are raised for

both cleanup of oil or hazardous
substances discharges from
vessels and for cleanup of oil

or hazardous substances dis-
charged from onshore and off-
shore facilities.

Farmers and labor interests
should find several provisions

of the new Act encouraging. The
Amendments assist farmers in
meeting pollution control re-
quirements. Under Section 208,
Areawide Waste Treatment
Management, funds are author-
ized for use by the Secretary

of Agriculture in cost-sharing
programs to implement best
management practices on non-
point sources of poliution {which
now include irrigation return
flows).

Besides the $24.5 billion
construction grants program,
other provisions of interest
to labor include manpower
training grants and contracts,
which have doubled to a total
of $500.000. Also. the use of
American products in the con-
struction grants program is re-
quired, except in cases where
the Administrator determines
that it would not be in the
public interest. (|
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toxic substances. We now know
that many substances., un-
questioned until only a few years
ago. pose even deadlier threats
to health and safety than the
pollutants which were the
original target of environmental
legislation when EPA was still
a young agency. Heavy chemical
use or production characterize
much of the industry of New
Jersey in particular, and also
New York and Puerto Rico.
Therefore, tighter control of
the manufacture, processing,
distribution, use and disposal of
toxic chemical substances is a
high regional priority, as is pre-
treatment for industries dis-
charging toxic wastes into
municipal systems. Polychlorin-
ated biphenyls (PCBs) were dis-
- covered by an EPA sampling
program in the environment in
New Jersey and Staten Island
for the tirst time outside of
Michigan. We have done further
sampling to determine the extent
of the contamination and are
now working with a Federal
inter-agency work group con-
sidering regulatory approaches
to the PCB problem.

Another major issue in the
region, closely related to toxics,
is industrial waste disposal,
especially with regard to ocean
dumping and industrial land-
fills. | consider the landfill
problem, as typified in New
Jersey, New York and Puerto
Rico. a major challenge for
our regional solid waste, toxics
and drinking water strategies.
Even though some of these
landfills have been closed down.
they may stand like ticking
time bombs. For years landfills,
no matter how toxic their
wastes, have been put directly
over aquifers, in important
wetlands. or in other sensitive
locations chosen only for eco-
nomic advantage or political
expediency. | don't intend to
fet this cheap and expedient
form of disposal continue while
acceptable alternative disposal
technology stands ready. We
are now in the midst of a legal
action against one of the major
landfills in New Jersey. We are
seeking a civil penalty of several
million dollars, an injunction
against continued discharges,

a closure program that is
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acceptable to EPA, and finally,
we are asking'that the operators
be made to post a substantial
bond against the day when the
ticking bomb goes off and pose
an even greater threat to the
surrounding ground and sur-
face waters. In Puerto Rico,

the problem is one of dozens

of small uncontrolled dumps
where open burning is common
and water supplies are
threatened.

Ocean dumping of municipal
sewage sludge, industrial
wastes. and dredged material
in the coastal waters off New
York and New Jersey is another
regional issue of intense public
interest. In 1976, dumping in
the New York Bight area ac-
counted for more than 80 per-
cent {by volume) of all ocean
dumping nationwide, excluding
dredged material. When Puerto
Rico is included, the percentage
rises to 84 percent of the
national total. To give another
dimension to the problem, it
has been estimated that while
waste treatment plants in New
York and New Jersey now
generate 5 million dry tons of
sludge each year, that figure
will double by 1990.

In the past two years, Region
2 has phased out 24 industrial
dumpers off the coast of New
Jersey. Only ten remain and
these are on compliance
schedules to develop alter-
native methods of waste dis-
posal before December 31,
1981, unless their wastes have
been proven not to be damaging
to the ocean environment and
alternative methods are environ-
mentally unacceptable. In
Puerto Rico. all but one of the
industrial waste dumpers are
under compliance schedules to
phase out ocean dumping by
the end of 1979,

In 1976, Region 2 put the 14
municipal sludge dumpers on
notice that they would have to
develop alternative land based
disposal methods by the end of
1981. This deadline was made a
condition of the interim permits
under which these dumpers
operate, and we are supporting

the planning. design and con-
struction of the alternatives
with Water Pollution Control
Act grants.

in 1977, five of the dumpers
asked for extensions on the
interim dates in their permits.
| have made it clear to them we
will tolerate no slippage of the
1981 phase-out date. In late
October. Congress supported
EPA’s pasition by making the
1981 date mandatory in amend-
ments to the Marine Protection
Act signed into law by President
Carter on November 4.

These examples show how
our water quality programs in-
volve and are inextricably bound
with all other environmental
concerns: Land use; solid
waste disposal; sewage treat-
ment; resource recovery:
conservation. And they con-
cern every level of government
and every citizen those govern-
ments are organized to protect.

Who then is going to ad-
minister, monitor and enforce
the policies on which our very
lives may depend, if not an un-
fragmented and unified environ-
mental constituency. And, in
this mix of jurisdictions and re-
sponsibilities— | see my role and
that of EPA regionally not only
as one of program approval,
granting and enforcement—but
as a constant reminder at the
grass roots level that just as the
environment is a seamless web—
its constituency, too, must be
all-encompassing.

Economic questions are par-
ticularly sensitive in Region 2.
Unemployment is high in the
Northeast and the Caribbean.
The industrial plant is old and
inefficient. EPA finds itself
getting some of the blame for
cutbacks at Buffalo area steel
plants or being attacked for
opposing such job-generating
projects as Westway in Man-
hattan. We must make doubly
sure that our judgments on
risks and benefits are carefully
made, that we apply the laws
even-handedly and justly and
that we are acting toward
clearly defined and accepted
environmental goals.

The problems of Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands are
special. Today unemployment is
high in the islands. Pressures
are strong to accept any poten-

tial development, no matter
what the enviornmenta con-
sequences. The Virgin Islands’
delicate coral reefs and Puerto
Rico’s vital mangrove wetlands
must be protected | have found
a strong awareness of these and
other environmental needs
among our collegues in the
islands’ governments and a
determination to deal with
them. How. for example.

can we insist that the

operation and maintenance of
the sophisticated new sewage
treatment plants we are funding
be supported by.user charges
when they are serving areas
where basic housing and em-
ployment needs have not been
met? And where will the

trained peoplie come from to
operate and maintain these
plants? | am exploring the ways
we can work with the Common-
wealth to overcome these
obstacles.

Doug Costle has pledged that
"EPA’s regulatory tasks will be
approached with objectivity,
openness and scrupulous re-
gard for the facts. But blatant
non-compliance will not be
tolerated.” In order for the laws
to be applied. they must first
be understood. | will do every-
thing in my powaer 10 support
programs of citizen education
and training; to foster debate
on environmental issues; to
assist in pointing out the con-
nections between the many
different kinds of environmental
problems which tend to frag-
ment constituencies and under-
mine accord.

During my tenure as Regional
EPA Administrator | may not
be able to solve ali the problems,
or clean up all the messes that
we have either inherited or
continue to make. But if | can
build broader constituencies,
establish links between the
various levels of government,
and build bridges across the
gaps in understanding and
action which now exist —| will
feel that | have fulfilled my
mission and, in this way, made
a major contribution to the
mission of EPA,
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Urban Guide
to EPA

Air

Keeping track of the
opportunities offered by
EPA programs, and antici-
pating the impact of EPA
activities on urban areas
can be a difficult task for
local officials. Yet many of
the laws that set forth the

Agency’s mandate require

public participation and

some sections are specifi-
cally designed to put
Federal funds and exper-
tise to work at the local
level.

While the first point of
contact for environmental
information will usually be
the county, regional, or
State environmental

Pesticides

agency. this guide to EPA
programs offers a sam-
pling of Agency projects
and information that can
be useful to city people.
EPA has ten Regional
Offices (see box for loca-
tion and phone number)
across the country that
work with State govern-

ments. For more informa-
tion about any of the
projects mentioned in this
article, contact the appro-
priate program office at
the Regional Office
serving your State.

The Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1970 directed
EPA to establish national
air quality standards for
all important air pollutants
to protect the public
health. The Agency has set
limits on the levels of air
pollutants emitted by
stationary sources like
power plants, incinerators,
and industries. Emission
standards are set for new
motor vehicles and for
hazardous air pollutants.
The 1970 Act also re-
quired States to develop
and implement programs
to control air poliution
under EPA supervision.

The 1977 Amendments
to the Clean Air Act re-
quire increased involve-
ment of local elected
officials in the develop-
ment, implementations,
and enforcement of plans
to solve the Nation's air
pollution problems. One
particular area where local
involvement is necessary
is in preparing plans for
those areas that have not
met the air quality stan-
dards for carbon monox-
ide and/or photochemical
oxidants.

Local elected officials
have an opportunity to
decide which agency will
be designated to take the
lead in coordinating the
preparation of a plan. They
should have reached
agreement on the desig-
nated agency early this
month. In areas where no
consensus is reached, the
Governor will designate
an organization of focal
officials or a State agency
to prepare the plan. The

volved agencies for these

planning, implementation,

and enforcement activities.

A plan to attain the air

quality standards by Dec,

31, 1982 must be sub-
mitted prior to Jan. 1,
1979. However, in some
areas with severe carbon
monoxide or photo-
chemical oxidant prob-
lems, the standards may
not be attained by 1982

despite all reasonable
efforts. in these areas,

under certain conditions,
an extension of the attain-
ment deadline up to 1987
is possible.

The new amendments
authorize additional funds

for organizations of local

elected officials for plan
preparation. These funds
have not yet been appro-
priated.

Many of the plans for
non-attainment areas will

contain transportation

control measures. EPA

intends to work with the
designated agencies to
ensure that transportation

activities aimed at helping

to produce clean air are a
product of the ongoing,
comprehensive, coordi-

nated and continuing
{3C’s) transportation

planning process required

by the Department of

Transportation.

More information on

these aspects of the Clean
Air Act Amendments of

1977 and a wide variety

of general pamphlets on
air quality are available
from the Regional Offices.
A directory of air pollution
control agencies for local
officials is available from

State and the local officials the Library (MD-35),

must jointly determine the
division of responsibilities
among the various in-
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EPA, Research Triangle
Park, N.C.27711.

The Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenti-
cide Act, as amended in
1972 and 1975, directs
manufacturers of any
insecticide, herbicide,
fungicide, disinfectant, or
any other substance used
to control pests to register
their products with EPA.
EPA s in the process of
classifying pesticides for
general use or restricted
use and requires that
applicators be certified so
they may handle restricted
use pesticides. Most States
have programs to train
and certify individuals who
will use pesticides classi-
fied as restricted. City pest
control agencies may be
interested in the general
publications EPA makes
available, such as “The
Suspended and Cancelled
Pesticide List,” “Safe
Storage and Disposal of
Pesticides,” and “Keep
Poison Baits Out of
Children’s Reach.” These
can be obtained from the
Regional Offices.

Inner City
Initiatives

EPA is cooperating with
the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare's
Administration on Aging
on a pilot program to em-
ploy older Americans in
environmentally related
activities. The Senior
Environmental Employ-
ment (SEE) program
includes ten State projects
and one national noise
abagement project (the
Quiet Communities Pro-

gram) and employs 220
peopie.

The jobs include survey-
ing toxic chemicals used
in industrial areas, educat-
ing the public on areawide
water quality planning,
educating the public on
programs in noise abate-
ment, establishing and
managing agency environ-
mental libraries, present-
ing educational programs
on the uses of pesticides
and the hazards of poison-
ing to farmworkers, and
working on surveys of
environmental carcino-
gens. The high proportion
of older people in inner
cities has prompted EPA
to exvlore the possibilities
of setting up new pro-
grams that can meet both
employment and environ-
mental needs.

The Agency has also
cooperated with the De-
partment of Labor on
several employment and
training projects that
involved environmental
jobs. One was a Work
Incentive Program that
trained and placed 800
people, including putting
women to work in such
non-traditional jobs as
pesticide application,
waste treatment plant
operation and mainte-
nance, and waste collec-
tion.

A recent grant to the
National Urban League
from EPA was used to
study current environ-
mental job recruitment
and training programs in
Boston, New York, Newark,
Philadelphia, Baltimore,
and Washington, D.C. The
main aim of this project is
to develop a strategy for
recruiting and training

minority workers in envi-
ronmental jobs. The study
will find out how many
jobs exist in the private
and public sectors as a
result of EPA programs,
and will forecast employ-
ment opportunities related
to EPA’s construction
grants program.

Information about these
and other environmentally-
related employment pro-
grams is available from the
Environmental Workforce
Coordinators in the
Regional Office.

Research and
Development

~

A wide variety of environ-
mentally-related scientific
studies are carried onin
EPA laboratories and
through grants and con-
tracts with universities,
research organizations
and public agencies. The
research and development
program has many pro-
jects that may be of interest
to cities, including studies
of water supply, municipal
wastes, urban run-off, air
quality, and health effects
of pollution. Work related
to environmental aspects
of energy development is
also underway. Methods
of sewage sludge disposal
are being investigated, as
are ways to recycle and
reuse solid waste. Reports
of EPA findings in these
areas can be obtained by
contacting the Regional
Office or the Technical
Information Division
(RD-680), EPA, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20460.
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Waten

Federal legislation gives
EPA responsibility for
many aspects of water
quality protection. Under
the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act of 1972
the Agency was author-
ized to seek public partici-
pation in the development
and enforcement of water
poliution control regula-
tions, to issue construc-
tion grants to help munici-
palities build wastewater
treatment plants, and to
issue grants to assist
States in areawide waste
treatment management
planning. The 1977
Amendments to the Act
updated these authoriza-
tions and increased.the
funds available through
EPA for certain purposes.
Under the Safe Drinking
Water Act of 1974 EPAis
responsible for setting
mipimum national stan-
dards to ensure that drink-
ing water is protected, and
is authorized to help States
improve the quality of
their drinking water.

Water Quality
Management Planning
The problems posed by
water pollution in urban
areas are diverse and com-
plex. Often no single
control can be applied to
resolve the dilemma be-
cause materials such as
silt, chemicals, and human
wastes can enter the water
cycle from many points
and in many ways. Con-
gress addressed this diffi-
cult situation in section
208 of the 1972 Water
Act by calling for the
development of localized
comprehensive manage-
ment programs for major
water pollution sources
such as septic tanks, farm
fields (agricultural run-off),
and construction sites.
Water quality manage-
ment plans, as defined by
the Act, are more than
technical studies. Section
208 requires that com-
munity priorities and
values be considered as
integral parts of the
planning process through
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public participation. Each
State has designated an
agency; local, regional, or
statewide, to handle co-
ordination of water quality
management plans.

Initial plans are being
submitted to EPA now but
there is still time to ensure
that local priorities are
included in planning and
implementation of future
environmental controls.
While the planning struc-
tures of 208 programs
vary from State to State,
all offer opportunities for
involvement by local
officials. Each State must
include local officials on at
least one policy advisory
committee for the desig-
nated planning areas. '

EPA otfers a pamphlet
called ‘Where Do We Go
From Here? to help ex-
plain water quality man-
agement planning and its
effect on local officials.

If you are not familiar

with the 208 planning
effort in your area and
want to get involved or
would like further informa-
tion, contact the Water
Planning Division at the
EPA Regional Office.

Safe Drinking Water
The Safe Drinking Water
Act of 1974 set minimum
water quality standards
that apply to all communi-
ty suppliers serving 15 or
more connections of 25
people, and to non-
community suppliers such
as trailer parks, camping
sites, and roadside motels
that have their own
sources. Suppliers whose
water does not meet the
standards must notify the
public. Most larger public
drinking water systems
already meet the standards
but smaller systems that
cannot always deliver high
quality drinking water may
need to apply for an ex-
emption while they seek
ways to improve their
service or may apply for a
variance because of the

poor quality of water
coming into their system.
Public hearings must be
held whenever a supplier
applies for an exemption
or a variance, and none
will be granted if there is
any risk to public health.

In many cases State
governments have as-
sumed primary responsi-
bility for enforcing the
provisions of the Safe
Drinking Water Act. In
States that do not have
adequate water quality
standards or enforcement
power the program is
conducted by the EPA
Regional Office. An EPA
pamphlet called “Is Your
Drinking Water Safe?”
explains the requirements
of the law and lists Water
Supply Agencies for each
State. The pamphlet is
available from Regional
Offices.

A 30-minute film on
water quality also entitled
“Is Your Drinking Water
Safe?”looks at the nature
of water treatment in
large cities, where the
only available water is
heavily polluted, as well as
in rural areas where the
supply may come from an
underground source. The
film is available from
Modern Talking Picture
Service Central Library,
2323 New Hyde Park Rd.,
New Hyde Park, N.Y.
11040. Refer to film
#31486.

EPA has given a grant
to a consortium of public
interest groups to hold
seminars on the safe
drinking water program
for local officials. The
materials used in conduct-
ing such seminars are
available through the
American Water Works
Association at 6666 W.
Quincy Avenue, Denver,
Colo. 80235. An instruc-
tion package costing $45
includes an audio-visual
presentation, an instruc-
tors guide, and partici-
pants handbook. The
participant’s handbooks
cost §3 apiece if pur-
chased separately.

Municipal Sewage
Treatment Construction
Under the 1972 Water
Act EPA was authorized to
give grants for up to 75
percent of the cost of
planning, designing, and
building municipal sewage
treatment facilities. The
Agency committed over
$18 billion for this purpose
through 1977, The Clean
Water Act Amendments of
1977 authorized approxi-
mately $25 billion more
through 1982 to continue
this important work. Some
aspects of the new law
amend the administrative
policies of the construc-
tion grants progrem and
others direct that certain
funds<are to be used for
specific new applications.

EPA is now authorized
to provide technical and
legal assistance in the
administration and en-
forcement of any contract
connected with Agency-
funded treatment works,
at the request of the
grantee.

A provision to encour-
age the use of innovative
and alternative tech-
nologies in sewage treat-
ment was included in the
new Act, as well. It allows
certain percentages of
authorized funds for each
fiscal year to be set aside
for funding a greater
portion of costs, 85 per-
cent instead of 75 percent,
of plants that incorporate
such features as cost
reduction, improved

reliability, energy conserva-

tion, and recycling or
reclamation of nutrients or
sludges. A case-by-case
waiver procedure has
been introduced for com-
munities that can show
that existing discharges
into deep marine waters
require less than secon-
dary treatment.

EPA has many publica-
tions that explain how to
apply for sewage plant
construction grants, and
guide the municipal official

through the construction
process. A complete list of
publications is available by
writing to Municipal
Construction Program
Mailing Applications, GSA
Central Mailing List
Service (8 FSS). Denver
Federal Center, Denver,
Colo. 80225. Ask for EPA
7500-21. Some general
pamphlets and an informa-
tive slide presentation on
the program are available
from EPA Regional Offices.

After the sewage treat-
ment plant has been built,
properly trained personnel
are needed to operate it.
EPA aids cities by develop-
ing training materials and
granting funds through
Regional Offices and
States for operations and
maintenance training
seminars. The Agency
gives grants for training
of technicians that are
matched by funds from
the Department of Labor.
At its laboratory center in
Cincinnati EPA maintains
an Instructional Resource
Center that has a compre-
hensive collection of train-
ing materials and holds
seminars for operations
and maintenance instruc-
tors. For more information
write Instructional Re-
source Center, National
Training and Operational
Technology Center, US
EPA, Cincinnati, Ohio
45268, or call (513)
684-7501.
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Noise

Radiation

Solid Waste
Managemgnt

Noise pollution is a grow-

Another Noise Office

ing problem in urban areas project entitled Each

because of the increasing
number of sources that
produce high sound levels
and the growing popula-
tion density. EPA’s Office
of Noise Abatement and
Control was mandated by
the Clean Air Act of 1970.
The Noise Control Act of
1972 required the Agency
to set levels of noise that
protect the public health
and welfare. In addition to
identifying major noise
sources, suggesting con-
trol techniques, and set-
ting standards for each
type of noise source, the
Noise Office has initiated
a number of projects that
can help cities.

The Quiet Communities
Program is putting retired
citizens to work in Allen-
town, Pat, with 20 people
sutveying noise problems.
This project helps com-
munities to pinpoint which
noise sources are most
bothersome to people and
plan ways to combat the
problem. The Noise Office
has developed an Attitudi-
nal Survey for helping
communities to assess
citizen concern about
noise. The Attitudinal
Survey will help communi-
ties to focus their efforts
to effectively solve their
noise problems. These
surveys are available from
the Regional Offices. A
model strategy document
for the program is being
completed and will soon
be available from the
Office of Noise Abatement
and Control (AW-471),
US EPA, Washington,
D.C. 20460.

Community Helps Others
{ECHO) began last month
with a meeting between
city officials from Lincoln,
Neb. and Des Moines,
lowa. ECHO pairs up
urban communities of a
certain size that have on-
going programs to assist
communities of like size
with similar problems to
develop a noise program.
EPA funds pay out-of-
pocket expenses so that
municipal officials can
meet and share their
expertise. Matching up
similar communities helps
cities to avoid elaborate

plans that cannot succeed.

To help communities
deal with the problem of
aviation noise EPA offers
a 15-minute film entitled
‘Jet Roar.’ The movie dis-
cusses what can be done
and what is being done by
pilots, planners, and
people who live in the
neighborhoods around
busy airports. it is avail-
able on free loan from
Modern Talking Picture
Services Central Library,
2323 New Hyde Park
Road, New Hyde Park,
New York 11040. Refer to
film #31781.

Other resources avail-
able through Regional
Offices include a Model
Community Noise Ordi-
nance and a series of
pamphiets on different
aspects of noise—around
the home, at work, and at

play.

EPAis responsible for
providing Federal guid-
ance on all radiation
matters that could have
effects on public health
and for setting environ-
mental standards. The
Agency proposes guides
and standards for control-
ling ionizing radiation,
which is produced by
X-rays and residues from
testing of atomic weapons,
and is deciding whether to
develop guidelines for
sources such as nuclear
power facilities, emergen-
cy actions, and power
plants, and non-ionizing
radiation, such as that
produced by radio and
television transmitters and
microwave devices. The
Office has aiso developed
information on the levels
of non-ionizing radiation
surrounding high voltage
electrical transmission
lines. The Radiation Pro-
gram has set standards for
radiation levels under the
Safe Drinking Water Act
of 1974 and under the
Atomic Energy Act for the
Uranium Fuel Cycle. The
program is also promul-
gating Federal Guidance
in medical X-ray, plutonium
in the environment and
many other areas where
people could be exposed
to radiation.

EPA operates a network
of monitoring stations
across the country that
monitor radioactivity levels
in air, water, and milk,
among other things. In
addition technological

radiation assessments are
performed through this
program and are available
from radiation representa-
tives in the Regicnal
Offices.

Areas located near
nuclear facilities are ad-
vised to have plans of
action in case of radio-
logical emergencies. The
Radiation Program offers
a Manual of Protective
Guides and Protective
Actions for Emergency
Response Planning to help
State and local govern-
ment in this task.

A study of radio fre-
quency radiation levels is
being conducted in major
cities across the country
by the Electromagnetic

Radiation Analysis Branch.

The project measures ex-
posure of urban residents
to non-ionizing radiation
from radio, television, and
other radio frequency
sources such as micro-
waves. A 25-minute video-
tape on this subject en-
titled “Non-lonizing Radia-
tion” is available from the
Regional Offices.

Mavyors of the Nation’s
cities declared in 1973
that managing enormous
quantities of residential,
commercial, and institu-
tional wastes is the biggest
problem the cities face.
Coliection is expensive and
land for disposal is scarce.
About 135 million tons of
these wastes were col-
lected and disposed of in
the U.S.in 1976. There
are also 7 million annual
tons of wastewater treat-
ment sludge, which U.S.
cities are finding increas-
ingly difficult to dispose of
in ways that are environ-
mentally safe.

Surrounding the cities
are industries producing
about 375 million tons of
manufacturing waste
every year—35 million
tons of which could con-
tain toxic chemicals, pesti-
cides, acids, caustics,
flammabiles, and
explosives.

Cities and their inhabi-
tants find that fuel and
energy are becoming
increasingly expensive.
Yet, burning mixed munici-
pal solid wastes from the
larger U.S. urban areas
could generate energy
equal to as much as
400,000 barrels of oil per

States Served by
EPA Regions

Region 1 (Boston}
Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New

Region 2 (New York
City)

New Jersey, New York,
Puerto Rico, Virgin
{slands

212-264-2%25

Kentucky

Region 3 {Philadelphia)
Delaware, Maryland,
Pennsyivania, Virginia,

Region 4 (Atlanta)
Alabama, Georgia,
Florida, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee,

Hampshire, Rhode Island, West Virginia, District of  Minnesota
Vermont Columbia 312.353-2000
617-223-7210 215-597-9814

Region 6 (Dallas)

Mexico
214.767-2600

404-881-4727

Region 5 (Chicago)
\llinois, Indiana, Chio,
Michigan, Wisconsin,

Arkansas, Louvisiana,
Oklahoma, Texas, New

Ragion 7 (Kansas)
lowa, Kansas, Missouri,
Nebraska
816-374-5493

Region 8 (Denver)
Colorado, Utah,
Wyoming. Montana,
North Dakota, South
Dakota
303-837-3895

Region 9 {San
Francisco)
Arizona, California,
Nevada, Hawaii
415-556-2320

Region 10 (Seattle)
Alaska, ldaho, Oregon,
Washington
206-442-5810
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