














EPA and Pesticides:

An Interview with Edwin Johnson

In the following interview, Edwin
Johnson, the Director of EPA’s Office of
Pesticide Programs, spells out how the
agency regulates pesticides and explains
EPA’s present concerns and priorities
regarding these chemicals. (Since this
interview, Johnson has been named
Director of the EPA Office of Water
Regulations and Standards, and Steve
Schatzow, who has headed that office,
has been named Director of the

Office of Pesticide Programs. See story
on p.7.}

Q What is EPA’s role in the pesticide
field?

A First and foremost, EPA’s raole is to
control each pesticide product marketed
in the United States. No product can be
sold without EPA’s approval. We have a
pre-market clearance process which
requires that manufacturers submit a
substantial amount of health and safety
data before approval is granted.

EPA attempts to provide an objective
view in balancing risks and benefits of
pesticide use as required by law. We are
neither pro-industry nor anti-chemical.
One of the reasons pesticide decisions
can be so controversial is that we are
often in what Russ Train called “the
embattled middle,” making tough calls
on where the line should be drawn
between where benefits begin to
outweigh risks and vice-versa. It's not a
quiet spot, but it's challenging and
important 1o virtually every American,
since everyone uses pesticides or is
exposed to pesticides in their daily lives.

Q Both industry and environmentalists
have criticized the pesticide reregistration
process. Are you planning to make any
changes in it?

A ! understand both concerns: industry
wants the chemicals they produce to be
cleared of any safety questions while
snvironmentalists want assurance that
pesticides will not harm people or upset
nature’s balance. The systematic
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approach to reregistering the
approximately 600 old pesticide
chemicals is progressing, and by the end
of the 1984 fiscal year, the Agency will
have reviewed 90 old chemicals. At
present, the pace of reregistration is a
function of resources rather than the
process itself,

It is important to note that the 90
chemicals which will have been reviewed
by the end of this year reflect close to
50% of the total pesticide usage in the
United States. Our reregistration effort is
designed to focus first on high volume
production and food use chemicals to
which exposure is greatest. Also, |
emphasize that people often overlook the
fact that one of the initial steps in the
reregistration process was to identify
chemicals with known potential health
effects and to then examine their risks
and benefits. As a result, many of these
proven “bad actors” have been removed
from the market or restricted in ways to
reduce risks.

There are some steps we are taking to
accelerate related programs which will
ultimately facilitate our review and
reregistration of old chemicals. For
example, the “data call-in” program
which requires submission of missing
chronic health effects data will be
accelerated so key chronic studies are
avsilable as soon as possible. The
agency is also taking steps to see that
the industry complies with FIFRA
provisions which require them to inform
EPA of any adverse health effects data
that may arise from new testing. These
pesticides are then dealt with on a
priority basis.

Finally, because of the public scrutiny
and concern about the pace of
reregistration, the Administrator has
asked the recently formed Pesticide
Advisory Committee to look at options
for improving the process. We will be
sharing our own thoughts on this issue
with them shortly.

Q What is your response to the charge
some have made that 80-90 percent of
pesticides now in use haven't been
adequately tested for health effects,

especially long-term chronic effects such
as cancer?

A There is some validity to this criticism
since many pesticides were registered
years ago when data requirements
focused primarily on acute health effects
and efficacy. Under current registration
requirements, new chemicals must be
tested for a wide range of chronic health
effects as well as environmental fate and
wildlife impacts. There is no doubt that
old chemicals need to be similarly
scrutinized, and to this end we are
requiring additional testing to upgrade
our knowledge.

The agency has already required
submission of missing chronic health-
effects data for about 167 chemicals.
Unfortunately, the type of data we need
can’t be generated in a matter of weeks
or months. For example, laboratory
studies to assess cancer effects typically
take four years to complete.

The agency has already received a
number of chronic studies generated as a
result of the data call-in program.
However, next year, we expect to receive
literally hundreds of studies assessing
cancer, reproductive effects and the like.
Review of these studies is and will be a
top priority of the pesticide program.

Q How many pesticides need to be
reviewed and reregistered to insure that
they are acceptable from a health and
safety standpoint?

A The agency has identified just under
600 basic chemicals used to manufacture
the over 45,000 to 50,000 currently
registered pesticide products. Data on
each chemical will be reviewed to
determine the terms and conditions
under which products containing that
chemical can be reregistered.

Q How long will reregistration take?
A According to present plans, we

anticipate reviewing 25 chemicals per
year. At this pace, reregistration will be
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which public input is most acuveiy
needed. We have also recently begun to
publish for comment proposed actions
for pesticides for which we have had a
difficult time in making decisions. For
instance, when we have conflicting data
on which to base a risk assessment, we
must carefully weigh all the information
before us; we are trying to do a better
job of explaining that thought process to
the public, and offering more opportunity
to have other views presented.

The focus of the debate on public
access to pesticide decisions has been on
the data submitted to EPA by the
registrants. Our position has been
strongly in favor of making such health
and safety data available to the public. In
1978, Congress amended the pesticide
law, at the request of the Administration,
to make it clear that such data should
indeed be publicly accessible.
Unfortunately, we have been tied up in
the courts by the industry ever since
those amendments were passed. We are
now pursuing the matter in the Supreme
Court. | believe that making these data
available to the public is critical to
maintaining the credibility of EPA's
decisions.

The public should also interact with the
Congress on their views on how
pesticides should be regulated. Congress
provides the broad direction to the
Agency on pesticide matters, and we try
very much to stay in tune with our
Congressional directions in making
decisions, big and small.

Q Are the dangers from pesticides
being exaggerated in the public’'s
concern?

A The public in many cases wants
assurances of safety. We can’t give that.
Because pesticides are by their very
nature designed to be biologically active
and kill pests and weeds, we speak in
terms of relative risks, rather than
“safety.” Much of the debate about
pesticides centers on this issue. To the
extent that some people focus on the
risks only, and are not cognizant of the
benefits side of the equation, the risks
can be overexaggerated.

We do risk assessments to help us
separate big problems from smali
problems and often need to make
assumptions or assess "worse-case”
scenarios to make up for gaps and
uncertainty in our knowledge. These
crude estimates are often taken and used
in the same way as actuarial statistics
based on observed events rather than
worst-case indicators or upper-bound
estimates of risk.

it's difficult to convey that these risk

estimates are not absolute predictors or
what will happen in the real world, but
rather help regulators sort out what
chemicals are riskier than others. The risk
numbers take on a life of their own, and
even though they may look pretty scary,
they aren't always real. EPA probably
does contribute to the confusion in its
presentation of quantitative risk
estimates. We need to do a better job
explaining our risk assessment
processes, and what these numbers do
and do not mean.

Q Do the tolerance ievels EPA sets also
apply to imported foods?

A Yes, absolutely. We are just as
interested in protecting U.S. consumers
from pesticide residues on imported
foods as those on domestically produced
commodities, and we apply the same
legal standard. The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) monitors imported
food and feed to ensure that they do not
exceed tolerance levels established in
this country.

Q What does EPA do about the
so-called “circle of poison” where
American consumers aliegedly are
exposed through imported foods to
residues of pesticides which have been
banned in this country due to health
hazards?

A EPA has instituted a tolerance
revocation policy which calls for revoking
tolerances for the many pesticide uses
we have banned. This policy will serve to
break the “circle of poison” and protect
Americans from exposure to pesticides
whose use has been banned in this
country. For banned pesticides which
may persist in the environment even
after the use stops, FDA will use "action
levels” which can be easily adjusted in
place of the revoked tolerances to protect
American consumers. The agency is now
analyzing data on current residue levels
of several cancelled pesticides in various
food and feed crops, and will publish
these actions soon. In the future, EPA will
conduct cancellation and tolerance
revocation proceedings simultaneously,
as we have with EDB.

In addition, under the provisions of
section 17 of FIFRA, EPA shares
information with foreign governments
and purchasers concerning pesticides
that are unregistered in the United
States. Foreign purchasers must sign
acknowledgment statements when
purchasing U.S.-produced pesticide
products that are not registered for use
in the United States {under section 17a).
EPA must also notify all governments

world-wide of U.S.pesticide registrations,
cancellations and suspensions {under
section 17b}.

In my experience, other countries are
very concerned about their public,
international image and reputation, and
want to maintain their credibility as
exporters. EPA is actively involved
through the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Association (FAO) in assisting
other countries as they establish systems
to better regulate pesticides and
agricultural exports and work closely
with individual countries as problems
arise,

Q Does EPA have any special
requirements for identifying and
controlling pesticides which may present
a ground-water hazard?

A Yes, EPA has set forth the data
requirements required to support
registrations of outdoor use pesticide
products in a final rule scheduled to be
published this summer, aithough the
requirement is already in effect. During
pesticide registration, EPA routinely
assesses the ground-water contamination
potential of each outdoor use pesticide.
This assessment is based on laboratory
and field studies on the environmental
fate of the chemical in combination with
the field characteristics of the proposed
use area and the use directions. If our
review of these data shows
environmental persistence and
leachability of pesticide residues and that
shallow unconfined aquifers likely exist
in the proposed use area, then additional
field testing is required of the registrant.
If on the basis of both laboratory and
field monitoring data it appears that
ground-water contamination is likely,
EPA looks at ways to control use of the
pesticide and may deny the proposed
use if that's the only way to prevent
problems. OPP is applying this policy
retroactively to old chemicals as we
move to make reregistration decisions on
all existing pesticide products and has
accelerated calling-in missing
environmental fate data on some 40
chemicals which may be leachers.

O After the EDB experience, can EPA
assure consumers that the foods they
purchase are not contaminated with
hazardous fevels of pesticides?

A Although EPA cannot provide blanket,
pat assurances that all food commodities
in the channels of commerce are free of
hazardous pesticide residues, the system
has provided a high degree of practical
safety to food consumers over the years.
And through the review of existing
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were not acutely toxic to applicators.
Unfortunately, the state-of-the-art in
science was still too unsophisticated to
predict chemicals’ long-term impact on
the environment or human heaith. The
turning point came in the late 1960s
when Rachel Carson's Silent Spring
increased scientists’ and regulators’
realization that use of pesticide chemicals
might have broad health and
environmental effects. Since then,
technology has advanced to the point
where chemicals can be detected in
environmental media down to parts per
billion and, in some cases, parts per
trillion. Current data requirements for
pesticide registration reflect advancing
technology and should permit us to
mitigate environmental damage and
potential human health effects.

Q What are some of the side effects of
pesticide use?

A People shouldn’t assume that a//
pesticides have side effects; many are
indeed relatively risk-free if they are used
properly. On the other hand, many
pesticides are toxic, with effects such as
acute poisoning symptoms and organ
dysfunction in humans and harm to fish
and wildlife populations. Some pesticides
produce chronic health effects in
laboratory animals, but generally
pesticide applicators and consumers are
only exposed to levels which are well
below those that caused the adverse
effects in the laboratory. Also, acutely
toxic pesticides are usually restricted to
use only by certified pesticide applicators
or people under their supervision, so the
general public’'s exposure is limited.

Q How risky are pesticides to the
general consumer compared to the
applicator?

A Generally, the people in our society
who are most highly exposed to
pesticides are applicators, be they
private, home users, or commercial. The
general consumer usually is exposed to
pesticides primarily through the food he
or she consumes, which is covered by
the tolerance system discussed
elsewhere.

Although applicators are exposed to
the highest levels of pesticides, they toc
are protected in several ways. Because
their exposure is not involuntary or

inadvertent, they have available to them
the use instructions and precautions on
pesticide product labels, which are
designed to ensure the safest possible
use of pesticide products. In addition,
home users are protected by the fact that
the pesticide formulations available to
them are generally far less potent and
therefore less toxic than formulations
available to commercial applicators.

Q Is wildlife more vuinerable than
humans to pesticides?

A In some cases, yes; but certainly not
across the board. It depends on the
characteristics of the pesticide and on the
sensitivities of the particular species.

Q How big a difference is there
between the theoretical risk of a pesticide
extrapolated from tests on laboratory
animals and the actual risk?

A The theoretical risks generally
overstate the case; that is, they indicate
artificially high risk levels. Actual risks are
much more likely to be lower because of
the many assumptions that must be
made in quantitative risk assessment.
Furthermore, people are not usually
exposed to high levels of only a single
pesticide, as are laboratory animals in
feeding studies. in real life, people are
exposed to many competing risks from
events which override the effect of
pesticides. From a practical standpoint,
sorting out and evaluating these risks
and effects is difficult, if not impossible.
Therefore, EPA as a regulatory agency
must depend on theoretical assessments
of risk in making pesticide decisions, but
we should always remember that these
are indicators of re/ative risk and not
absolute predictors of risk in the same
sense as actuarial tables.

Q Do you make choices about how
much risk is acceptable in pesticide use?

A Yes. That's the main responsibility of
the job. The acceptability of the risk
depends, of course, on the amount of the
benefit to be received for taking the risk.
Not even a low risk is acceptable if there
are no benefits. For a pesticide with
tremendous benefits to agriculture or
vector control, acceptance of a higher
risk is more reasonable.

It's obviously one of the most difficult
parts of regulating pesticides. While we
are assisted by quantitative risk analyses
and extensive benefits analysis, it all
comes down to a subjective judgment as
to when the benefits outweigh the risks.
Value judgments can’t be reduced to

simple formulas or legisiated. We also
wrestle with equity questions, since the
people taking the risks aren’t always
those who are reaping the largest
benefits. This is why pesticide decisions
are difficult to make and are perceived
simultaneously as good and bad by the
many different interests in the field,
based on the same set of facts.

O Are the benefits from a pesticide
taken into account when you examine its
risks?

A Risk assessment deals only with the
potential risks a product may pose to
human or wildlife health; this does not
include consideration of benefits. Risk
management — what you decide to do
about a risk from a regulatory standpoint
—takes all other factors into consideration,
such as the benefits of the chemica!l to
society, and the alternatives for reducing
risk.

Q Is there anything you would tlike to
say in closing?

A  want to encourage a reasonable
dialog about pesticide use in this
country. The Administrator’'s new
Pesticide Advisory Committee, which
represents interests from a wide
divergence of views in society, is a good
step in that direction. We need to reduce
the rhetoric and increase the logic. We as
a society shouid consider pesticide risks
in the overall context of the risks we all
take every day. At the same time, the
agency must increase its credibility,
which Bill Ruckelshaus and Jack Moore
have already taken major steps to
accomplish. And | would say to industry
that it needs to live up to its words about
product stewardship through its dealings
with developing countries, its attitude
toward providing information to the
public, and its approach to the regulatory
system. For example, don‘t solicit the
submission of emergency exemptions or
special need registrations just to get on
the market earlier, since it only makes
the job of the agency and the states
harder, and generates mistrust. Finally,
all of us must be willing to talk to each
other, understand if not accept others’
points of views, and approach the
difficult issues in pesticide regulation
with candor and maturity. [
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Putting the

Environmental Issue

in Perspective

By William D. Ruckelshaus

mna speecn iviady £«£ [0 ne ivatiornial rFress
Club in Washington, D.C., the
Administrator of EPA, William D.
Ruckelshaus, spoke about what he called,
“Plateau of Hope: Some Perspectives on
Environmental Achievement.” Here are
excerpts of his comments:

8 ne mnmng we coura ao wiin mare o1

Uin Washington is perspective. An
understanding that there is in national
government a continuing movement
towards reaching some important
national goals, and that such progress
takes place in a time period somewhat
longer than the ordinary purview of the
six o'clock news, is difficult for many
people to grasp. It's even difficuit for
people running the government to grasp;
I recall that the average tenure of cabinet
officers over the last few years has been
something like eighteen months, just
enough time for a reorganization and a
long-range planning seminar.

“So | consider myself uniquely
fortunate to have become a recidivist in
my present job, and to have been given
some of that rare perspective in
connection with our nation’s efforts to
protect the environment. Today I'd {ike to
share some of that perspective with you,
because in my opinion it's nearly
impossible to understand our current
environmental situation or to form an
intelligent view of what we still must
accomplish without a good
understanding of where we've been.

“When | first spoke to the National
Press Club a little over thirteen years ago
| had about five weeks’ experience as
head of the newly created Environmental
Protection Agency. Putting the agency
together and responding to the cries for
instant cleanup — it was a job |
compared to running a 100-yard dash
while taking your own appendix out. The
speech | gave was titled: ‘The
Environmental Crisis—Our Work Has Just
Begun.’ The subtitle was certainly a
reasonable assertion under the
circumstances, and the use of the word
‘crisis’ was for once entirely
appropriate, as a reference to the
circumstances that led to the formation
of the Environmental Protection Agency
and the protective legisiation of the
Seventies.

mere s one man’'s perspecuve. In 1470,
air poliution was obvious and pervasive
and immediately threatening to public
health in many places. In fact, one of the
first things EPA did as an agency was to
get a court order shutting down the
factories of Birmingham, Alabama, to
avert a threatened health disaster. In
1870, sixty million people were on
sewage systems that discharged raw
sewage—two million tons a year of
organic wastes—into surface waters. In
that year industry discharged two miilion
tons of organic wastes, around a quarter
of a million tons of toxic heavy metals,
and tens of thousands of tons of other
toxic chemicals into the same waters.
Again, pollution was pervasive and
obvious. No one can forget the Cuyahoga
River in Ohio bursting into flames. Many
responsible scientists were predicting the
death of Lake Erie. In Pensacola Bay, they
used to report fish kills in square miles of
dead fish. Vast areas of the Atlantic Coast
and the Great Lakes shoreline had been
closed to swimming and fishing.

“In 1970, despite the warnings, we
used over 30 million pounds of DDT;
DDT residues in human tissue were up to
eight parts per million and the bald eagle
and other birds of prey were headed for
extinction in America as the pesticide
destroyed their eggs. Wetlands continued
to vanish to the developer; Florida alone
lost 169,000 acres and California lost
nearly 50,000 acres in the decades
between 1950 and 1970.

“That was the nature of the crisis then;
perhaps the most troubling thing about it
to the public was the sense that nothing
significant was being done to correct
these grave problems. Although there
were strong state programs in some
places, many doubted that states could
ever cope with their industrial citizens
without a powerful national instrument
for environmental protection.

“It is thus remarkable in retrospect that
almost all of that first speech in 1971 was
a defense of the environmental ethic.
This is another point of perspective: the
immense mental distance we all have
come in our attitudes toward the
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the bald eagle; we have convincing
scientific evidence that endangered
populations of our national bird have
come back much more guickly than had
been expected, and that this resurgence
is strongly correlated with the ban on
DDT.

“We could go on and on like this, but
what | wanted to do was to demonstrate
that given reasonable goals we can make
reasonable progress against them. The
major sources of air and water pollution
we identified in 1971 are under control.
Note that this does not mean that they
are gone. Control of industrial and
mobile sources of air pollution and water
pollution from manufacturing and
sewage are still the subject of perhaps
the bulk of EPA's ordinary activity, but
they no longer enter the popular
consciousness as overwhelming
problems.

n

Imagine how different life would be if
we had not acted when we did. Imagine
that we were driving today's vehicle
miles—that's 24 percent more
driving—in cars with the emissions
characteristics of 1970 cars. (Never mind
that we could never afford the gas bill.) A
1984 car emits 95 percent less carbon
monoxide and hydrocarbons and 76 per-
cent less nitrogen oxides than a 1970
gas-guzzler. Imagine the smog and the
sickness and the public outcry if they
didn’t. Although a lot of our
environmental achievement is
attributable to the switch from coal to oil,
we're starting to use more coal again. If
we had not put controls on sulfur and
particulates in place when we did, and
reduced, for example, sulfur emissions
from a projected 41 million to 27 million
tons per year nationwide, we might
today be faced not only with an acid rain
controversy but with a grim choice
between health and energy.

“l don't mention these achievements to
pat EPA on the head, nor do | wish to
suggest that the environmental
challenges now before us, such as
hazardous waste and toxic chemicals, are
in any sense trivial. But these are real
improvements, and they should generate
public confidence that we can handie
serious environmental problems.
Occasionally we should stop flagellating
ourselves as a nation for problems
unsolved and recognize that we are
moving forward as mankind has always
progressed—one step at a time.

“This is where some perspective can
help. On both of the occasions on which |
assumed the responsibilities of
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Administrator of EPA | saw my primary
task as the establishment of public
confidence in the ability of the agency to
carry out its mandate. In 1971 that meant
swinging vigorously at a few fat targets;
in 1983 we had to show that we could
still swing, even though the targets had
become more numerous and more
subtle.

“Although the current chalienges are
certainly more complex, | would feel like
a fool giving you another speech today
entitled ‘The Environmental Crisis: Our
Work Has Just Begun.’ { realize that
good news is no news, but the message
must be sent to the American people that
there is no need for legitimate concern to
descend into despair and panic. Instead
we should stand today on a plateau of
hope, built by yesterday's assault on
tough problems, problems that only then
seemed intractable.

“We must learn to take heart from
those past achievements. There is no
reason why we should lack confidence
that hazardous waste dumps or harmful
toxics in the environment or acid rain will
be controlled as we have controlled car
exhausts and sewage. That is what my
personal perspective teaches me.

“But there is no denying that many
people have difficulty believing this. That
difficulty arises not only from the failure
to comprehend how far we have come in
that first phase of our battle against
pollution, but also from the changing
nature of the environmentai problems
that seem to concern most people. These
problems are related to toxic substances
that have been associated with certain
dread diseases, such as cancer or birth
defects; substances that are insidious,
invisible, seemingly omnipresent,
possibly potent at vanishingly small
concentrations; substances that number
in the thousands; substances whose
effects in most cases we know little
about.

“It is enough to make one wistful
about sewage. Because while anyone can
tell the difference between clean water
and dirty water, it takes an expert to tell
the difference between safe and unsafe
with respect to toxic contaminants.
Worse, the experts don’t always agree,
and more often than not the data on
which a reasonable consensus might be
based simply doesn’t exist.

“So dealing with toxics, either as
products, emissions, or leakage from
waste dumps, puts us in a very different
sort of business. Instead of being able to
speak of allowable doses and adequate
margins of safety, we now must speak in
terms of risk.

“People don't like that. They want
assurances, not probabilities. One form

of relief for this discomfort, which has
been embodied in a number of our
governing statutes, is to mandate the
danger away by means of a zero
discharge or zero risk goal. It is argued
that such idealistic goals are necessary
even if not immediately practicable—that
man’s reach should exceed his grasp.
While | appreciate the reasons for such
idealism, | don’t agree that such goals
are helpful in the workaday world of
environmental protection, which is an
intensely physical world, a world of
hard-won increments. It is like climbing a
mountain; if you reach for something
you literally can’t grasp, you‘re going to
fall. The real problem with unrealistic
goals is that they weary us with the
sense of failure and cancel out much of
the confidence that we should feel as the
result of our successes.

“We must accept the fact that risk from
toxic substances cannot be eliminated in
an industrial society, although it can be
significantly reduced. Fixing the extent of
reduction and calculating and presenting
to the public the balance between the
protection thus afforded and other social
and economic values has become an
important part of our agency’s mission.

“But there are some important
limitations on our ability to do this as
well as we might. The first is the public’'s
unfamiliarity with environmental issues
expressed in terms of risk. Some of this
is our problem, of course, and we are
currently involved in a major effort to
improve the way we communicate such
issues to the public and to improve the
guality of debate on such questions. But |
also think the press has a responsibility
to inject some sense of the complexity of
environmental health issues into its
reporting.

M

What, for example, are people
supposed to think when they read that
some substance in their environment is
' a suspected carcinogen’? Will the
reporter tell them how strongiy
suspected? On what evidence? How
potent is it? What are the risks involved,
and how do these compare to other risks
in life? | realize that the press is obliged
to head for the controversial and that
qualifications of this type do not make
exciting copy. Still, the complexities are
real, they're a legitimate part of the
news, and a better effort to capture them
ought to be made.

“The second, and perhaps more
important, limitation arises from the
tendency of.environmental health issues
to become an occasion for political
posturing. This is, of course, nothing
new. Throughout the 1970s Congress
adopted many absolutist positions on
environmental protection without
necessarily thinking through what those
positions wouild mean in practice, in
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terms of cost or palpable environmental
improvement. In a sense, EPA’s statutory
framework is less a coherent attack on a
complex and integrated societal problem
than it is a series of petrified postures.

“But we know more now and we
should know better. We can’t afford to
continue the acrimony and posturing of
the Sixties and Seventies into the present
and coming decades. As | said earlier,
the point has been made, the penny has
dropped, even in the boardrooms of
industry. No responsible segment of
society now denies the importance of
environmental protection. Why then,
since we are all in the same canoe, can't
we put our paddles in the water instead
of flailing them at each other’s heads?
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This tendency should concern ali of
us as the coming Presidential campaign
heats up. There is some evidence that
the environment will be used as a
partisan issue, even though there is no
evidence that either party has a
monopoly on environmental virtue. A
few days ago a Presidential candidate
stood at a hazardous waste site in
California and promised the people of the
surrounding community that if elected he
would immediately clean it up. That's a
reasonably safe position, if not a notable
contribution to environmental policy,
especially as it implies EPA is not
working as hard as it possibly can to fix
these immense and fong-standing
problems.

“Another candidate was dump
stumping in New Jersey just last
weekend, and his contribution to the
debate was to say that under this
Administration not one toxic dump has
been cleaned up in the last 3 1/2 years.
That this is untrue hardly needs saying,
but that a major presidential candidate
could make a statement like that and
expect to be believed is something that
should concern us all.

“Let me put this in context: when we
look at hazardous waste dumps we're
looking at a public health engineering
enterprise of almost unprecedented
magnitude. It's not something you can
dispose of with a stroke of the pen or a
casual promise. To imply that thousands
of hardworking professionals at EPA are
not fully committed to the swiftest
possible solution to this problem, or that
the infinite and tedious labors that go
into cleaning up a real dump, as opposed
to a rhetorical one, will be miraculously
rendered unnecessary by an election
must strain the credulity of all but the
most partisan minds. Contrary to political
rhetoric we are not spending all day in
the Environmental Protection
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Agency plotting to increase risk to the
public. Short of helping the Democratic
nominee for President what conceivable
political motive could impel us to less
than a maximum effort to clean up the
dumps?

“This job of cleaning up waste dumps,
like the jobs we've tackled successfully in
the past, has got to be done carefully and
has got to be done right, and it's going
to be done about the way we're doing it
now, whoever’s in the White House in
January. You can’t bury that stuff in the
Rose Garden.

“What concerns me most is that
should the desire to make political capital
out of legitimate environmental concern
prove irresistible, a situation could
develop that would be inimical to the
achievement of any real progress in this
area. If people running for office start
wrapping themselves in the green flag of
environmental purity, the chances are
that even more unworkable legislation
and more impossible strictures will
continue to burden the Environmental
Protection Agency far into the future. If
political divisions become severe enough
by November, damage may be done that
will take many Novembers to repair. The
major iesson of the unpleasant events of
last year was that the American people
will not tolerate the involvement of
partisan politics in the operation of
environmental programs. | hope that we
all can keep that in mind as we thunder
toward November.

“I've talked some about the past and
tried to give you some perspective,
derived from that experience, on the
environmental problems of today. That
leaves the future, which, as Mort Sahl
pointed out, lies ahead. | think one of the
reasons we are so careful about
husbanding the resources that people
want us to spend pursuing the headline
risk-of-the-month is that we are starting
to become more concerned about
environmental protection in the wider
sense of the word.

“Now, as in the past, we are repairing
the damages we have done to each other
and to certain obvious natural resources.
But the environmentai movement was
founded on a wider vision, of the earth
as a living entity, of nature as a seamless
web, which we had the power to rend if
we were stupid or knit up if we were
wise. This vision has been our sustaining
ideal, but we have hardly deait directly
with the great issues of planetary heaith.
That time, ! think, is almost upon us.

"We have aiready discovered that
certain chemicals used in aerosol sprays
and cooling systems have the potential
for disrupting the ozone layer that
protects the earth from radiation. We
have begun to explore the effects of

carbon dioxide buildup on our climate.
These are both controversial associations
and our positions on them have been
questioned, but | believe that we must
continue to expose issues of such global
magnitude to public and scientific
scrutiny. EPA is the natura! focal point for
such concerns.

“We are also starting to find that
atmospheric pollutants can have effects
far from their sources; acid rain is the
most familiar example, but there may be
others. Pesticides banned in the United
States appear to be blowing in from
other countries and showing up in fish in
American lakes.

“We are losing topsoil at an alarming
rate, and the most effective methods of
preventing this, such as low-till or no-till
agriculture, involve the use of larger than
normal quantities of herbicides,
quantities whose effects we are still
unable to estimate. In our urban areas
we have found that controlling point
sources of pollution is not sufficient to
clean the waters; non-point run-off must
also be controlied, but this is 3 much
more complicated endeavor, which could
require planning, and possibly
construction, on a very large scale.

,

Our energy problem is sleeping for
the moment, but we all know it will wake
again, and we will have to make
decisions — coal or biomass, solar or
nuclear—which will have global
environmental consequences.

“For reasons | have suggested it is
hard to focus attention on issues that do
not have immediate political reievance.
We should have begun a major program
of acid rain research ten years ago. We
did not, and so we have crisis, and the
possibility this entails of making grave
errors in our rush to action. But we must
at least try to live up to the promise in
our name—the Environmental Protection
Agency. Only then will we be able to
fulfill our mission in its deepest sense,
which is to shape the planet we intend to
leave to our children.

“But as we move toward that lofty goal
let’s do so with confidence based on
what we've already done. We should be
facing the future on a plateau of hope,
not a canyon of despair. If we don’t
forget that we'll be alright.” [J









“At the same time the task force teams
were developing answers to the policy
questions, we set out to integrate our
management system. That system must
fit the circumstances of the Agency's
management environment — in our case
heavy decentralization to field operations
and substantial delegation of program
responsibilities to the States. In order to
successfully run an organization like
ours, three essential elements are
necessary:

o Clear, consistent guidance from the
top.

o Timely, results-oriented follow-up to
ensure things are happening at the
operational level.

e Technical assistance as necessary to
enable the operational managers to
succead where problems arise.

“The result is what we call SPMS—the
Strategic Planning and Management
System. Let me describe the system in
some detail because it is at the core of
how we run EPA.

“First of all, the system provides
annual guidance. The Agency guidance is
intended to give headquarters and
regional office managers and staff, as
well as our state and local partners, a
clear indication of EPA’s goals, operating
objectives and priorities.

“The first part of our guidance includes
a statement of agency goals by the
Administrator. This section also contains
the Administrator’s view of the
fundamentai principles which must
underlie our work to meet EPA’s goals
efficiently and effectively.

"The second part of the guidance is the
Deputy Administrator's detailed
operating guidance. That guidance wil!
focus on those program activities where
the agency will spend the most time,
attention and resources. it does not
intend to include everything the Agency
must do to fulfill its general statutory,
judicial or other requirements. Rather, it
concentrates on those activities we deem
most critical to meeting our
environmental goals and objectives. This
includes such priorities as achieving

enforcement and compliance objectives,
protecting our ground-water resources,
implementing superfund programs and
reducing risks from existing chemicals.
“The third part of the guidance is the
establishment of the agency's priorities.
These priorities are the product of
extensive discussiohs between the
Agency’s senior managers, industry
representatives, environmental groups
and State environmental directors. This
year the priority list includes 31 items.

The priority list helps the operating
managers make the necessary trade-offs
they will inevitably face throughout the
year. To give you a fee! for our thinking,
the top four priorities address program
activities to control hazardous wastes.
Other major goals include expeditiously
reissuing NPDES permits, implementing
the ground-water strategy, and working
with the States to incorporate non-point
source control measures.

“The next step is for the national
program managers to develop the two-
year operating guidance, consistent with
the goals and the priority iist. This year
we made major changes to the guidance
document itself and to the process to
ensure effective support of our overall
goal of unified environmental
management with the States. Thus, a
comprehensive document has been
developed that explicitly describes the
broad direction for the Agency, the
strategies our programs are using to get
there, and clear operational guidance to
implement those strategies.

“An important first principle was to
fully involve Regions and States in
preparing the program strategies which
comprise the main body of the guidance
so they can have a meaningful role in
influencing the directions and
approaches that are established by
headquarters. Participation by the
Regions and States at this point is
particularly important because, later on,
these parties will have the lead role in
establishing the management
commitments and evaluation measures
which, in the aggregate, will comprise
our national system of oversight.

“After the Agency’s managers have
prepared their program goals and
strategies, they are consolidated into one
document of manageable size. It clearly
sets forth where the Federal and State
environmental programs should be

moving over the next two years and
summarizes the management and
operations strategies we will use to get
there. This year the guidance was issued
in time for the Regions and States to use
in their grant negotiations commencing
in March.

“The guidance becomes the basis for
agreements between EPA Headquarters,
the Regions and the States on actual
performance. Commitments are made by
EPA regions to the Deputy Administrator,
and between the Regions and States. For
example, the cammitments might include
issuing so many permits, making so
many inspections and the like.
Headquarters program offices also
commit to specific actions such as
completing so many health assessments,
standards, or policy documents.

“Any subsequent guidance issued
during the year must be cleared by me.
This is particularly important because the
guidance is much more than a policy
document. it includes the specific
activities that will be used to measure
success throughout the year. These are
the measures we will use for establishing
accountability within the Agency in
evaluating managers’ performance and in
oversight of State programs as well.

"But none of our planning is very
useful unless we have a good system of
follow-up. Follow-up is the glue between
plans and performance. We carefully
track our progress on commitments to
ensure we are getting the desired results.

“Each quarter, we produce a formal
progress report from SPMS for every
program area at the national, regional
and State levels. When the report comes
off the press | sit down with each
Assistant Administrator and go over the
comprehensive picture of his or her
program’s performance. | also use the
quarterly report as the basis for my
biannual visits to the ten regional offices.
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| also review their progress against the
commitments we mutually established at
the beginning of the year.

“] consider this direct two-way
communication essential to our success.
At these meetings, we will pursue any
problems that are interfering with the
timely achievement of our commitments.
Rather than adversarial meetings, | see
these as constructive opportunities to
discuss each region’s performance and
for me to assist them in overcoming
barriers.

Usually when | visit the Regions, | also
try to meet with the State environmental
directors. As in any large organization,
information gets filtered. These meetings
give me an opportunity to receive direct
feedback and to reinforce the direction
EPA is going.

"We have developed a new
complementary action tracking system
{ATS) at Headquarters to reinforce and
strengthen SPMS. There has been
historical criticism directed at EPA that it
takes forever to get something done in
the Agency. We discovered quickly how
things can get months behind; the
answer is one day at a time. To remedy
this condition, | have begun biweekly
meetings with the senior managers of
the Agency to go over our progress for
such priority actions as major regulations
and standards, significant policy
documents and responses to court-
ordered deadlines.

“We may have a couple hundred of
these actions in the system at any one
time; we focus on every overdue item.
ATS has created a tremendous amount
of discipline in the organization’s
management. It allows us to highlight
and resolve problems that otherwise
could drag on endlessly at the staff level,
and to keep things moving.

“ At EPA, however, accountability is
more than an organizational concept. At
the heart of our management approach is
one important premise: systems don't
ultimately accomplish results, people do.
When Bill Ruckelshaus returned to EPA
last year, he found EPA’s greatest
resource to be the same as when he
started—its people. He was given a free
hand to choose the people to lead the
agency. We were able to reach out and
get some of the most distinguished
people one could find in their fields to
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“But we have some generic problems
with our personnel system. These were
identified by the National Academy of
Public Administration in a report on
EPA's personnel system. We have not
grown our own managers at EPA
because we lack a career development
system. We don’t encourage maobility and
career development because we do not
systematically plan for our human
resource needs. We need to encourage
people to develop a broad range of
experiences before they undertake more
senior management jobs in the Agency.

“We are creating an Office of Human
Resources to develop a real career work
force at EPA. That office will deal with
persennel policy and career
development; it will not perform the
transactional functions of most personnel
offices. What we are trying to get out of
creating this new office is not a
personnel system under ancther name.
Rather, we hope to achieve a revolution
in the way we plan for training and guide
career development in the Agency. The
new approach would link together the
States, EPA regional offices and
Headquarters into an integrated
personnel management and human
resources system. As a long-term
objective, EPA should be willing to
devote a significant number of top
managers to work in the States, with
comparable numbers of state personnel
serving at EPA. If we are seriously
dealing with an integrated environmental
management system, then the personnel
system has to be integrated also.

“Before | close, I'd like to briefly touch
on where we are going in managing
performance. We are just now beginning
to make the important shift toward
managing for resuits—in this case,

and healthy environment. We understand
the need to direct our attention to EPA’s
‘bottom line’—what happens in the
environment as a result of our
management actions.

“To this end, we are taking a number
of initial steps. We are strengthening our
monitoring programs to get the
environmental data necessary to
confidently measure success. To assure
that this effort does not become a grand
abstraction, we will be asking EPA
officials to describe the environmental
status in their programs and to justify
how additional resources will result in
either enhancement or protection of
public health and the environment. This
is admittedly an initial step along a long
road. But EPA must keep open the vision
of managing for environmental resuits
even if it cannot be accomplished quickly
or easily.

“Let me conclude by summarizing the
kinds of things we need to develop a
management system within EPA.
Foremost, we need a vision of where we
want to go and how we want to get
there. We need a system that will take
into account the decentralized and
delegated status of EPA programs. We
need to assure that EPA and the States
not only understand but manage major
policy guidance throughout the entire
system. We need a system that assures
accountability for success and allows for
clear agreement on objectives and then a
system of oversight. We need a system
that provides continued follow-up. And
finally we need a system that supports a
career development system tying
together these elements.

“l am absotutely convinced that the
formidable obstacles in public sector
management can be overcome. What
you need is to work smarter with more
effective tools and to involve your career
people in the accomplishment of your
objectives. | believe our system does
both.” O
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labeling that precisely describes the
proposed sites of use, application rates
and methods, and any special limitations.
For all pesticides, EPA expects that the
applicant will have conducted efficacy
trials to verify that the product is
effective for its intended purpose.
However, recent amendments to the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act allow the agency to
waive the requirement that these data be
submitted and reviewed. If the pesticide
is intended for use on a food and feed
crop, then the pesticide provisions of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
require EPA to establish a tolerance, or
maximum legal residue level, for that
chemical on the treated commodity. So,
for a food-use pesticide, the company
must submit, in addition to the
registration application, a petition for a
tolerance. This petition is supported by
residue data from the company’s field
trials, to show that the proposed
tolerance is not likely to be exceeded,
and copies of long-term toxicology
studies, to show that the proposed
tolerance will adeguately protect public
health.

The second phase of the registration
process is EPA's initial administrative
processing, including assignment of the
application to a product manager to track
and manage its review, assignment of
file numbers, and review of application
materials for administrative correctness
and completeness.

in the third phase, agency scientists
conduct an in-depth evaluation of all the
health and environmental protection
data, including the data supporting the
tolerance petition. The scientists first
critically examine the study protocols and
the record-keeping techniques used to
generate the reported data, using agency
guidelines as a standard. Then they offer
their own conclusions on what the data
imply about the properties and potential
effects of the pesticide, and on whether
the data support the uses and conditions
specified on the proposed label. For
proposed food crop uses, a tolerance
assessment is performed in response to
each petition.

In the last phase of the registration
process, the product manager informs
the company of the scientists’
conclusions. If the data satisfactorily
supported the proposed uses, then a final
label is worked out to show all the
appropriate warnings and precautions,
tolerances are formally established, and
the registration is announced in the
Federal Register. If the supporting
studies were inadequately performed,
yielded ambiguous results, or indicated
unreasonable risks to man or wildlife,
then the company is so informed. In
response, it may choose to aiter the
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proposed uses or generate additional
data to support its original proposal.

Once a new pesticide chemical is
registered, companies may wish to
register other uses or formulations of the
same active ingredient. The same
four-phase registration process is
followed for these apptications, but the
required supporting data is limited to
that which pertains only to the new
product.

Updating
Old Reviews

In addition to stengthening the health
and environmental safety provisions of
the registration process, the 1972
amendments to the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act required
EPA to undertake the monumental task of
rereviewing, by today’s scientific
standards of safety, all previously
registered pesticides. Between 1947,
when FIFRA was first passed by
Congress, and 1970, when EPA inherited
responsibifity for FIFRA and parts of
FFDCA from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, approximately 600 active
ingredients and 50,000 different pesticide
products were registered and marketed
in the U.S. The registration files passed
to EPA contained hundreds of thousands
of safety and efficacy reports that had
been submitted by the products’
manufacturers in support of their
applications.

EPA pursued a deliberate long-term
strategy for reviewing these old
chemicals, dealing first with identified
problem chemicals, obtaining new data
on chemicals with data bases inadequate
by current standards, and modifying or
reaffirming previously approved uses on
the basis of the new data.

First, EPA identified the problem active
ingredients, and under a new authority
granted by the 1972 amendments to
FIFRA, issued notices of intent to cancel
old registrations which appeared to
present risks of unreasonable adverse
effects. For the first several years, these
notices (such as the one for DDT)
resuited in lengthy, formal adjudicatory
proceedings, where risks and benefits
evidence was presented in trial-like
hearings.

In 1975, the agency initiated a more
efficient way of acting on problem
chemicals. EPA's 1975 regulations on
pesticides included a list of pesticide
effects which the agency would
“presume” to be unreasonable — effects
such as tumor induction, birth defects,
and sterility in humans, and significant
population reductions in wildlife. This
“presumption” couid be “rebutted” by
the registrant or the public, by showing
that the effects data were not valid, that
risks could be reduced, or that the

chemical’s benefits outweighed its risks.
The new process for dealing with
problem chemicals was called
“Rebuttable Presumption Against
Registration” or RPAR. More recently, it
has been renamed the “special review”
process.

Since this process became operational
in early 1976, some hearings have still
been held to challenge and test the
validity of agency decisions. But because
the special review process involves
public and other external reviews
through the analysis of risks, benefits,
and regulatory options, it has proven to
be an equitable and effective means of
dealing with the old chemicals already
suspected of posing extreme hazards.
Special reviews of suspect chemicals will
probably continue to be conducted as
new data are obtained on old chemicals
with deficient data bases.

The agency’s program for upgrading
the data bases of old chemicals is known
simply as Data Call-in (DCI). Letters are
sent to registrants, identifying long-term
toxicology testing needs, and requiring
the immediate initiation of these
important health-protection studies.

Finally, the actual reregistration of old
pesticides, as mandated by the 1972
FIFRA amendments, is taking place under
a program called “Registration
Standards”. Registration Standards are
published reviews of all the data
available on a particular pesticide's active
ingredient. They are called “Standards”
because, on the basis of the data
reviews, they set the standards of
manufacture, use, formulation,
packaging, labeling, and product-specific
testing which must be met for a
company to register a product containing
that active ingredient. The Data Call-In
program is timed so that all critical data
will be available by the time a
Registration Standard review is begun.
After each Registration Standard review
is published, all the old pesticide
products which contain the reviewed
active ingredient are compared to the
standards it sets out. Only those products
which meet the standards will be
reregistered. Registrants may later apply
for an amendment to a Registration
Standard on the basis of new data, so
that new uses or formulations may be
added to it.

EPA's strategy for reviewing old
chemicals — including adjudicatory
hearings, RPAR special reviews, the Data
Call-In program, and Registration
Standards — has made considerable
progress in examining the major
pesticides used in this country. Virtually
all of the sixty-two largest U.S.
production insecticides, herbicides, and
fungicides will have been subject to one
of the above actions by 1985. [
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farrow-to-finish operation and what our
cattle leave around the barn is hauled to
the edge of a field and put in windrows
for composting. We incorporate the
compost with an offset disk in the fall in
fields going into corn. For a winter cover
crop, we use rye.

Since we haven't used herbicides since
1967, we couldn’t very well follow the
standard no-tili methods so popular
today. Instead, in corn and soybeans, we
use ridge-tillage that relies completely on
cultivation for weed control. By not
buying fertilizer or herbicides, we save
about $90 an acre from the start. We
treat early weeds as an asset, rather than
a liability, especially the legumes that
come back from hay crops the year
before.

To us, organic involves a different way
of thinking, an inner feeling, that then
changes the way you act toward the
environment and your fellow man.
Perhaps the word regenerative better
explains our feelings. The problem may
be in the land, but the cause is in the
heart of man. Unti! there is a
regeneration or change in the hearts of
people toward the land, all the good
intentions and government programs
won't accomplish a thing.

But is this way of farming what most
people would consider profitable? To
best answer that question, we should
perhaps quote from Dick's Congressional
testimony last fail in support of the
Agriculturai Productivity Act. U.S. Rep.
George W. Brown, Chairman of the
House Subcommittee on Department
Operations, Research and Foreign
Agriculture, was a bit puzzled by our
statement about operating on cash flow.

Brown: You mean you are independently
wealthy and you don‘t have to go to the
bank, sir?

Dick: | didn’t quite say it that way.

| said we are working on cash flow. We

have enough income coming to pay our
bills and we are updating our machinery
without going to the bank.

Now, | know what the other side is like.
Prior to that, when | was trying to
expand, buying feeder cattle and feeder
pigs, | was a good friend of the bankers.
If we hadn’t made the change in 1967...
maybe our farm would be for sale now
by the bank.

Brown: That does give a fairly good
picture of financial soundness .... But it
also doesn’t tell me whether you are
living in voluntary poverty or whether
you are providing yourseif a good
standard of living off of that cash flow.

Dick: I try to avoid this kind of situation,
but | will say this: We have just

purchased two new John Deere tractors
and they are paid for. Does that help? ]
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Safer Use of
Rodent Baits

EPA is exploring ways to insure safe
use of rodenticides through better bait
protection.

To attract rodents, many registered
baits have an oat, wheat, or corn base,
with added sugar. Some even have
special flavors such as fish, meat, cheese,
or apple.

Unfortunately, the same poison that
attracts rodents also attracts children and
“non-target animals” like pets, farm
animals, wild animals, and birds. The
substances in bait that are toxic to
rodents are also generally toxic to other
vertebrate animals, including people.

First Step:
Labels

About 20 years ago, the U.S. Department
of Agriculture’s Pesticide Regulation
Division—the predecessor of EPA’s Office
of Pesticide Programs—took the first step
towards bait protection. It required that
labels for rat and mouse baits bear a
statement such as, “Treated baits should
be placed in locations not accessible to
children, pets, wildlife and domestic
animals, or in tamper-proof bait boxes.”
This language, which began appearing
on labels in 1966, was retained by EPA
when it assumed responsibility for
regulation of pesticides.

In 1974, in response to requests for
clarification of the language, EPA defined
the term, “tamper-proof bait box.” In
1976, the agency developed proposed
criteria for tamper-proof bait boxes that
included such characteristics as weather
resistance, capability of being securely
anchored, and use of baffles, mazes,
small entrances, or other devices that
would let target animals in but keep
larger, non-target animals out.

The proposed criteria provoked
criticism that the required stations were
technically impossibie to build; that
tamper-proof bait boxes would be
unavailable, uneconomical, and
ineffective; and that the term “tamper-
resistant” shouid be substituted for
“tamper-proof.”

EPA began receiving, in response to
the criteria, an increasing number of
requests for assessment of bait station
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A The panel was very complimentary of
the emplioyees. They argued for more
simplicity in the management system so
that the employees can take on more
responsibilities. They think that there is a
little too much red tape here, that we
have a lot of rules and regulations that
we create, and that we have a lot that
have been laid on us by other agencies
of the government or by the Congress for
that matter; and they argue that the
employees here, if treated with respect,
can be very responsible and are very
imaginative in problemsolving. They
would like to see, particularly, the
emphasis placed on freedom to manage.

O What did the study learn about the
agency’s program managers?

A The panel found that the managers
have concerns about the possible
arbitrariness in decision-making in the
personnel system.

Managers have to feel that they are a
part of something fair and the report
emphasizes that fairness will come out of
participation. The managers in this
agency want to participate in the major
decisions that affect future careers. The
panel argued that there should be strong
advisory committee structures built from
the employees and the managers to the
new Office of Human Resources
Management. It suggested that we seek
assistance from other federal leadership,
peoplie who have an interest in the
environment, and from people from state
governments who understand the agency
and who could help us build a good,
strong and fair personnel system.

! think the panel was reflecting a
feeling that managers here want a role in
the future of EPA, and they want to be
assured that role will be treated with
respect and be decided on fairly.

Q Did the study propose steps to
improve EPA’s budget-making process?

A It did. They discussed the efforts we
are now making to link the budget with
the accomplishments system and other
management processes of the agency.
They suggested that if we had more
fiexibility we would run a better
budgeting and management process.

They had a number of insightful
remarks about the research and
development budget, putting emphasis
on simplifying what they saw as a very
complicated budgeting system. At the
same time, | think they felt that our
budget process as a whole was healthy,
allowing participation by a lot of different
people.

38

One of their recommendations that we
are following up very vigorously is to
allow regional managers to participate
more fully in budget decisionmaking.

All in all, we got pretty good marks on
the budget process.

O Did the study recommend any steps
to eliminate the overlap between the
laws EPA administers?

A Yes. They agreed with Bill
Ruckelshaus that it's a very difficult
agency to manage. It has no coherent
legislative base, only a coliection of
complex and sometimes conflicting
statutes to administar. And those laws
are always undergoing changes as our
knowledge of the environment expands
and as federal, state and local
governments adapt their laws and
institutions to this expanding knowledge
base.

The panel suggested that we work
towards a single comprehensive
environmental law. We're already doing
a review of our statutes and a great deal
of authority is up for renewal. It's an area
to which a lot of future thought will be
given.

O Are there any particular positions in
the agency that the report recommended
not be presidentially appointed any
more?

A The panel had a long debate about
the number of presidential appointees in
this agency. | want to put that debate in
context by pointing out that among the
members of the Academy panel were
White House personnel directors for
previous presidents — William Walker for
President Ford and Robert Merriam for
President Eisenhower. So, we really had
some professional thinking from all
spectrums of political thought and
expertise. The panel felt that 13
presidential appointees, Senate
confirmed, is a fairly large number for an
agency of this size. They concluded,
however, that the controversial issues
that this agency deals with make
accountability to the Congress and the
President that presidential appointees
have a desirable thing.

They suggested that two of the jobs
should be looked at very carefully for
modification. The first was the Assistant
Administrator for Research and
Development. They argued that perhaps
in order to bring some stability to the

long-term needs of research the position
should have a five- or six-year term.

The second position they looked at was
my own. They argued that the Assistant
Administrator for Administration and
Resources Management should be a
career position because it could be a
point of continuity and stability for the
agency.

We are going to think about their
suggestions. There are some pluses and
minuses to the ideas and we'll have to
consider them. The panel also suggested
that our deputy regional administrator
positions should clearly be reserved for
career officers. We agree with that very
much. The deputy regional administrative
jobs have been traditionally career and
should stay that way.

O The panel made some special
recommendations regarding R & D in the
Agency. What were they?

A They discussed primarily the research
management system and how it can be
made more easily understood and more
effective and less cumbersome. They
also had a number of structural concerns
in the R&D area and | know that
Assistant Administrator Bernard
Goldstein will look at these with great
care.

O Would you describe the overall
changes the panel proposed as requiring
a major reworking of management at
EPA?

A No, it isn't so much a reworking of
management. It's rather a reinvigorating
of management, suggesting a set of
principles that we want to install here
that the panel saw as clearly helping us
over the long run. They are the principles
of professionalism and fairness in
decisionmaking.

O. Would you say that EPA has a
tougher management job than other
agencies?

A [ have been in seven federal agencies
and my work in the Office of
Management and Budget as well as

the Congressional Budget Office
acquainted me with a lot of federal
agencies. Management at EPA is
significantly more difficult than almost
any agency l've worked in because it
combines a very complicated regulatory
mission with a very sophisticated
research mission and an extremely
complicated set of ideas that we’re trying
to deal with in environmental issues.
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So it isn’t a surprise to me that this
agency would go through a long period
of judgment and concern. Some of the
past months seem to be better than
others but by and large for 13 years EPA
has been on a course which | think will
ultimately be very satisfying to the
country.

Q Given the tough job EPA has, how
much improvement can be expected
from the panel’s recommendations?

A it depends how believable they are.
This is an agency made up of
individualistically minded people who are
very skeptical about whether change in
this agency can be brought about even
though they themselves bring about
change in a public way every day. What
we have to do is put the
recommendations of the National
Academy in front of the employees along
with concrete ways in which those
recommendations can be made to
happegn. | think that if we get the support
of the employees and their active
participation in carrying out this set of
recommendations, and with Bill
Ruckelshaus’s follow-up, the steps
proposed by the panel will become a
very important part of the agency’s
system.

O. Did the study suggest that EPA needs
to become more mature, or does it still
need to be feisty, with the
experimentation that characterizes a new
agency?

A A good question. It is feisty. That's a
fact. It is very much like a teenager; in
fact, numerically it is a teenager. It's I3,
almost 4 years old.

At moments it acts with great insight
and maturity and at other moments it
kicks you in the pants. We still have
some growing pains ahead of us but |
think our assets are among the finest in
the federal government and will do very
well.
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Q Does EPA already have management
changes under way to help it become
more efficient?

A We have done a number of things
well in this year alone. We have worked
out a very good management system
within the agency. Our regions are
healthy and strong and getting stronger.
We turned over 60 percent of the new
resources we won from Congress in the
budget amendment last year to the
regions. We have a deputy administrator
who is an experienced professional
manager and very dedicated
environmentalist. | think we are in pretty
good shape.

PA Administrator William D.

Ruckelshaus announced the
establishment of the Office of Human
Resources Management (OHRM} to
ensure that EPA has employees with the
right skills in the right positions to carry
out its mission in the future.

The new office, to be staffed by 30
agency employees selected from the
personnel, management and information
science fields, is expected to significantly
change EPA's recruitment strategies,
career development programs and
employment policies, Ruckelshaus added.

OHRM is charged with the systematic
planning and implementation of
workforce strategies that will affect how
agency managers supervise and how
employees plan their careers, the
Administrator said. The office will work
with the environmental community in
staffing exchanges to make sure that
competent people are available to solve
environmental problems at all levels of
government.

"EPA is part of a network of people
who work together to protect the
environment,” Ruckelshaus said. "We
must knit together staffs and
organizations in the environmental
community that can combine their
professional talents and scientific
knowledge to face environmental
challenges.”

EPA is creating the office in response to
a series of recommendations from a

Q Is there any additional comment you
would like to make?

A It is laudable and encouraging that
people of the caliber of John Gardner,
Frank Carlucci, Robert Merriam, and
other members of this panel would take
their time to help this agency. | find it
very assuring. John Gardner said that
this impartial panel will be our friend
inside and outside the agency. We are
going to take John at his word and keep
that kind of person involved. Based on
my experience with the panel, | want to
share with the employees my sense that
we are not alone in caring about the
environment. [J

National Academy of Public
Administration (NAPA) panel, which
proposed that EPA change its personnel
management function to emphasize
human resource development.

Former Common Cause Chairman
John Gardner and Sears World Trade
Chairman Frank Carlucci, two members
of the panel, presented their findings to
Ruckelshaus shortly before the
Administrator swore in Kirke Harper as
OHRM's first director. Harper has been
serving as EPA's Director of
Administration.

Gardner praised Ruckelshaus’ "swift
action” in implementing the human
resources initiative, saying, “parochial
interest must be put aside if we are to
create an environmental corps that is
competent, resilient, and effective. This
office will improve this country’s capacity
to manage its environmental program for
years to come.”

Ruckelshaus also announced that EPA
will be establishing two outside advisory
committees to OHRM, one composed of
members of the NAPA pane!l and the
other of federal, state and local
colleagues. O
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Air Cleanup Progress

America has made significant
progress in improving its air
quality during the period 1975 to
1882, according to a new report
by EPA.

“America’s air is getting
cleaner,” said Joseph A. Cannon,
Assistant EPA Administrator for
Air and Radiation. “There are
long-term improvements in
almost all of the major
poliutants. However, there is still
much to be done in order to
have all areas of the country
fully meeting the nationatl air
quality standards.”

Citing figures from the latest
EPA air pollution study,
“National Air Quality and
Emissions Trends Report, 1982,"
Cannon pointed out that from
1975 to 1982:

® Sulfur dioxide air quality levels
improved 33 percent

e Carbon monoxide levels
improved 31 percent

e Particulate levels improved 15
percent

e Ozone levels improved 18
percent

® Lead leveis improved 64
percent

e Nitrogen dioxide levels
deteriorated from 1975 to 1979
and then began improving,
resulting in no long-term change.

Proposed Asbestos Penalty

EPA is assessing a proposed
$24,000 penalty against the
Washington, D.C., public school
system for federal asbestos rule
violations at three schools and
the school district’s
administrative office.

The administrative civil
complaint, issued under
authority of the Federal Toxic
Substances Contro! Act {TSCA),
alieges that the D.C. schools’
administrative office violated part
of EPA's asbestos rule by failing
to keep adequate records of
inspections at schools under its
jurisdiction.

"This action, coming within
weeks of EPA civil penalties
against 13 other school systems,
should send a clear and
unequivocal message to school
officials throughout the country
that we will not tolerate
continuing violations of EPA's
asbestos rule,” said EPA Deputy
Administrator Alvin Alm. “This
rule, designed to alert parents to

any asbestos danger faced by
their children, was made
effective and fully publicized in
May, 1982. Schools were given
over a year—until June 28,
1983—to come into compliance.
There is no excuse for
continuing violations, and EPA
has no intention of letting this
potentially hazardous situation
continue.”

Voluntary Recall

American Motors Corporation
has voluntarily offered to service
approximately 62,400 1979
model year vehicles to improve
the performance of their
emissions system for controlling
hydrocarbons and carbon
monoxide, EPA recently
announced.

The affected vehicles are 1979
Concord, Spirit and Pacer
models equipped with the
258-cubic-inch displacement
engine and automatic
transmissions. California vehicles
are not included in this action.

Testing conducted by EPA has
shown that these vehicles have
average hydrocarbon and carbon
monoxide emissions which
exceed the 1979 federal emission
standards of 1.5 and 15 grams
per mile, respectively.

Proposed Funding Sanctions

EPA has announced a proposed
cut-off of federal highway funds
for the Chicago and East St.
Louis areas of lllinois as a resuit
of the state's failure to comply
with the automotive emissions
inspection and maintenance
requirements of the Clean Air
Act.

Under the Act, areas of the
country which could not meet
federal ozone and/or carbon
monoxide poliutant standards by
1982 were required to implement
a tailpipe emissions inspection
as a condition for receiving a
five-year extension of the
deadiine. Both the Chicago and
East St. Louis metropolitan areas
received extensions but failed to
start the inspections programs,
as required, by December 31,
1982.

The proposed restrictions
would withhold federal highway
and air quality planning grants
from lllinois for the areas
affected.

Enforcement Activity Increases

Nationwide enforcement activity
has increased significantly since
January, EPA announced
recently.

The agency released new
figures refiecting enforcement

activity from January - March
1984 (second quarter of the fiscal
year). The figures indicate a near
doubling of administrative and
tripting of referrai activity over Ist
quarter levels (October -
December, 1983},

Administrative Orders (direct,
non-judicial enforcement actions)
increased from 402, first quarter,
to 712, second guarter. Judicial
case referrals from the regional
offices to EPA and the
Department of Justice
headquarters in Washington
increased from 22, first quarter,
to 95, second quarter.

The activity is the result of
new enforcement management
steps implemented agency-wide
to facilitate case development
and referrals. The steps included
increasing enforcement budgets,
especially at the regional level, to
allow regional offices to increase
the number of inspections and
levels of administrative
enforcement actions.

Hazardous Waste Report

EPA has issued a final report on
its estimates of the volume of
hazardous wastes generated and
managed by American industry
in 1981, the first full year that the
Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) was in
effect.

Final estimates put the volume
of wastes generated in 1981 at
264 million metric tons, equal to
71 billion gallons. This volume is
approximately equal to the 71.3
billion gallons managed in
treatment, storage, and disposal
facilities during that year. The
figures for the volume generated
represent a 60 percent increase
over a preliminary EPA estimate
made last August.

However, the agency said
there are enough EPA-regulated
treatment, storage, and disposal
facilities to manage the larger
waste volume safely.

The regulation of hazardous
wastes in this country essentially
began in 1981 under the
Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). The
newest estimate based on the
1981 data gives EPA its most
accurate picture to date of the
annual quantity of wastes now
being regulated nationwide
under the RCRA rules.

Waste Cleanup Role

Policies and procedures
designed to expand the role of
private companies in the cleanup
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of hazardous sites where they
are responsible for
environmental contamination
were recently released by EPA.
A policy memorandum to
agency regional administrators
explains when responsible
parties will be permitted to
participate in development of
remedial investigations and
feasibility studies at Superfund
priority sites. Participation would
occur under strict agency
guidelines. The agency then
would determine a final remedial
solution based on the results of
the investigations and studies.

EDB Tolerance Levels

Federal tolerance tevels for
residues of the pesticide
ethylene dibromide (EDB) on raw
grains have been issued by EPA.
These tolerance levels, together
with the action levels adopted
previously for residues of EDB
on grath-based food products,
are enforceable immediately.
The action sets the maximum
permissibie residue level of EDB
on raw grains at 900 parts of
EDB per billion parts of grain
(ppb), the same maximum
initially proposed in February.
The tolerance level will apply to
raw barley, corn, oats, popcorn,
rice, rye, sorghum {milo), and
wheat. The maximum residue
level for ready-to-eat
products— bread, cold cereals,
baked goods, etc.—is 30 ppb. For
intermediate grain-based food
products which require cooking
before eating the residue level is
150 ppb. The intermediate
category includes fiour, hot
cereals, mixes for baked goods
and similar products.

Conditional Registration

EPA has proposed to grant
conditional registration for the
use of the pesticide cyromazine
(larvadex) to control fly larvae in
the manure of egg-producing
chickens.

The agency also is proposing
to set tolerances for maximum
residues of cyromazine in eggs,
poultry meat and meat
by-products, and to establish
feed-additive regulations to
permit use of this pesticide in
poultry feed.

The proposed use of
cyromazine would be limited to
layer hens. If the conditional use
of the larvacide is approved, it
would only remain in effect until
December 31, 1985. :

The agency has concluded that
the benefits of cyromazine are
significant: the product is
effective for controlling
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disease-transmitting flies which
are a major problem in caged
layer hen operations; it poses
less risk than many, if not all, of
the conventional pesticides
registered to control flies in
poulitry operations; the product
is easily applied; and it has little
or no adverse effect on natural
predators of flies.

Ethylene Oxide Rules

New requirements are being
enacted by EPA which wiil
change the way the pesticide
ethylene oxide (EtO), a fumigant
and sterilant, is used in hospitals
and health-care facilities. The
agency made this decision after
determining that EtO may
present unacceptable health risks
to workers at current levels of
exposure.

in order to reduce hospital
and health-care facility worker
exposure to EtO, the agency has
requested that registrants of EtO
products make label changes
which will require users to
modify work-place practices and
the way in which work-places are
designed.

1,3-Butadiene

EPA announced an Advanced
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(ANPR]) to consider regulation of
a chemical called |,3-Butadiene.

Recent taboratory tests
indicate that i,3-Butadiene may
cause cancer.

A colorless gas, 74 percent of
1,.3-Butadiene is produced as a
by-product of ethylene
manufacture during petroleum
refining.

The primary potential for
human exposure to |,3-Butadiene
appears to occur via inhalation
of the gas.

EPA is currently evaluating the
carcinogenic, teratogenic and
reproductive effects of
|,3-Butadiene.

EPA is seeking public
comment in five areas: {l} health
effects; (2) manufacture,
processing, use and disposal; {3)
human exposure; {4) appropriate
controls and their costs; and {5}
chemical substitutes.

Ocean Dumping Action

EPA is proposing to end disposal
of siudge 12 miles offshore in
the New York Bight Apex and is
designating two disposal sites at
the so-called 106 Mile Ocean
Waste Dump Site off the Atlantic

Coast to receive municipal
sewage treatment sludge and
agqueous industrial wastes.

At the same time the agency is
designating a site known as the
Mud Dump Site in the New York
Bight for the disposal of dredged
materials.

With regard to the tentative
determination to deny petitions
to redesignate the 12-Mile Site,
Jack E. Ravan, EPA Assistant
Administrator for Water, said, “It
is generally acknowledged that
the New York Bight Apex is
heavily degraded. The agency
has determined that the
dumping of municipal sludge at
the 12-Mile Site contributes to
this degradation. We anticipate
that this decision, along with a
series of other agency programs,
will heip to improve the overall
quality of these waters which are
a source of food and recreation
for millions of people annually
and vital to the economic
well-being of the entire New
York and New Jersey
metropolitan area. *

At-sea Incineration

A decision to deny the use of
at-sea incineration for hazardous
waste disposal was announced
by Jack E. Ravan, EPA’s
Assistant Administrator for
Water.

At the same time, Ravan
directed that a comprehensive
research plan be developed
before any further research
burns may take place.

Ravan’s decision came one
month after receiving the EPA
Hearing Officer's
recommendations on the
agency’s tentative determination
to issue special {operational} and
research permits for at-sea
incineration of hazardous wastes
in the Gulf of Mexico. The burns
would have been performed by
two specially designed ships,
Vulcanus | and Hl, at a site
approximately 195 miles east of
Brownsville, Texas.

Underground Disposal Rules

EPA announced that it will
establish programs in 22 states
and territories to control the
underground disposal of liquid
wastes.

With this rulemaking, EPA will
be directly administering an
Underground Injection Control
(UIC) program for ait types of
wells in 18 states and for certain
types of wells in four more.
Some 26 states have already
been granted complete
responsibility for running the
program, in most cases for all

types of injection wells. EPA’s
action, together with the state
programs now in effect, provides
coverage of nearly all of the
wells handling hazardous waste
and more than 90 percent of
those injection wells associated
with oil and gas production.

Coat Wastewater Rules

EPA recently announced that it is
proposing revised regutations for
the control of pollutants in
wastewater from coal mines and
coal preparation plants.

The new rules are the result of
a settlement between the agency
and the National Coal Association,
the Commonwaeaith of
Pennsylvania, and the West
Virginia Mountain Streams
Monitors, Inc., an environmental
group. The three orgsanizations
had sued EPA after it
promuigated regulations October
13, 1982, for the industry; the
parties agreed to a settlement
last August based on
modifications in the rules.

The agreement covers
proposed regulations for
discharges from coal mines
caused by precipitation; revises
new source performance
standards for coal preparation
plants; and modifies the
agency'’s definition of new
source coal mines.

In addition to the settlement
agreement, EPA also is
proposing technical changes
involving coal-mining water
pollutants known as settleable
solids, as well as permits for
new source coal mines and coal
preparation plants.

Refinery Pollution Control

A three-party settlement of
litigation involving the control of
pollutants in wastewater from
petroleum refineries was
reported by EPA.

The settiement will lead to
more stringent control of certain
wastewater poliutants as weli as
the regulation of pollutants in
storm water from refinery
property.

The settlement includes the
agency, the Natural Resources
Defense Council, inc. (NRDC),
and the American Petroleum
Institute (API) and its members.
NRDC sued EPA after the agency
promulgated regulations on
October 18, 1982 for the
industry, and APl then joined the
lawsuit. The parties had
conducted protracted settlement
negatiations since July 1, 1983,
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