
































Environmental Polls:
What They Tell Us

by Frederick W. Allen
and Roy Popkin

National polls consistently show a
strong and broadly held interest in a
cleaner environment. This suggests the
presence of a strong environmental
ethic. But is this the whole story? When
one looks beyond the available polling
data, it is clear that people frequently
oppose the specific measures needed to
achieve this goal, especially when such
measures involve personal sacrifice. The
attitude seems to be, “Someone else
should bear the burden.” This is a
recipe for frustration for both
government officials and the public they
serve.

The most recent Roper poll data show
that Americans continue to be quite
concerned about environmental issues
and favor greater efforts by both
government regulators and the business
community to protect the environment.
These data are consistent with many
other national polls taken during the
past two decades.

What the people are tellin
the pollsters is important, %ut
it is only part of the story on
the present state of the
environmental ethic.

As a priority for increased spending,
the environment ranks fifth on a list of
13 national problems surveyed by
Roper, exceeded in concern only by
health, education, drug abuse, and
crime, and above such activities as
energy, public transportation, space,
military expenditures, and foreign aid. It
ranks in the middle of another list of
issues that peaple are considering in
voting for president.

This support is broad-based. The poll
results show relatively little difference
in response according to sex, family
size, income, education, job level, or
geographic location. The only notable
variations are that the concerns of
people in the Northeast are often
stronger than those of the South, and
respondents at the Jowest educational
and economic levels appear less
concerned {but not unconcerned) about
some issues.

Moreover, respondents with divergent
political beliefs do not differ
significantly in supporting increased
expenditures and regulation. The levels
of such support are just about as high
for Republicans, Democrats, and
independents, and for respondents who
described themselves as conservatives,
moderates, or liberals. When the polls
separate out “PSAs,” people who are
“politically and socially active” (and
who, as a result, represent a certain
amount of community influence and/or
leadership), the percentages reflecting
environmental interest are even higher
than those for the general public.

The results of some of the other
questions asked by Roper show a
consistent stary. Over half (54 percent)
of the respondents feel that the United
States spends too little on the
environment, an increase from a decade
ago. In contrast, 31 percent say we are
spending about the right amount, and
only 7 percent say we are spending too
much.

Do people feel that business is
meeting its responsibility to clean up its
own pollution? While 78 percent feel
that business has a definite
responsibility in this area (exceeded on
a list of 12 responsibilities only by
making safe products and providing
good quality products and services), just
37 percent feel that business is meeting
the responsibility. A bare 11 percent
believe business would clean up its own
air and water pollution without
governmental oversight. In fact, 85
percent of Americans (and 90 percent of

those in the PSA category) feel that
government must “keep an eye out to be
sure that business cleans up any air and
water pollution it creates,” says Roper
Vice President Richard Baxter, adding,

Neglect of the environment—
polluting air and water—stands in first
place as a criticism of business
management, showing a striking
increase in mentions from 1976 to
1982 to 1987. It is named by many
more people than the runner-up—
inattention to product quality. In 1987,
73 percent of the public (84 percent of
the PSAs) held this view.

Asked whether they feel that each of
22 special interest groups has too much,
too little, or about the right amount of
influence, only 13 percent thought
environmental groups are too
influential, ranking them 17th on the
list.

Large numbers of people
oppose many of the specific
measures needed to improve
environmental quality ....

With evidence of such widespread
support for environmental protection, it
might seem that the issue ought to be
pretty well decided. However, it is
obvious to even the most casual
observer of environmental regulation
that large numbers of people oppose
many of the specific measures needed to
improve environmental quality,
especially when such actions affect
them as individuals.

In a recent speech before the Air
Pollution Control Association, EPA
Administrator Lee M. Thomas
commented that many people favor
clean air but oppose mandatory auto
inspection, and favor clean water but
oppose construction of new sewage
treatment plants in areas near their
homes. They want wetlands protected,
but frequently oppose restrictions on
waterfront development. He noted that
even though polls may reflect vast
public support for a clean environment,
large numbers of people oppose many of
the specific measures needed to achieve
this goal. “The public tends to balk,”
he added, “if they find they've got to
do something differently.”
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What Nixon—and subsequent
presidents—couldn’t accomplish is
to address in a rational way the cost of
pollution abatement control: how fast
should the nation clean up and at what
cost? In the early 1970s, our polls
clearly showed the public demanded a
cleaner environment, but data on the
public’s willingness to pay was
ambivalent. Our initial Opinion
Research polls showed that about
three-fourths of the public supported
more government spending for air and
water pollution abatement programs,
that support existed in all population
groups, and that it was particularly high
among the young. But this did not mean
that taxpayers had committed

The feverish pitch of Earth
Day 1970 passed, but the
environmental movement
did not go away.

themselves to spending their own
money to improve the qualitly of the
environment. Spending for government
programs never seems to equate in the
public’s mind with spending their own
money. Opinion Research reported that
in May 1971, three-fourths of the public
would pay small price increases for
pollution control, but six out of 10
opposed large price inreases for that
purpose.

A Harris poll in October 1971
indicated that 78 percent of the public
would be willing to pay (how much was
not specified) to have air and water
pollution cleaned up, and 48 percent
would accept a 10-percent reduction in
jobs for a cleaner environment. Poll
editor Hazel Erskine indicated that
individuals were not "“personally
anxious” to foot the bill for correcting
pollution damage, although willingness
to pay for pollution control was
growing.

Congress received even stronger
messages. Twenty-two congressmen, in
a survey of 300,000 Americans in
varying kinds of congressional districts,
asked constituents if they were willing
to pay more for pollution control.
Respondents in all but three districts
answered affirmatively. Representative
Gerald Ford asked his Michigan
constituents, “Should the federal
government expand efforts to control air
and water pollution even if it costs you
more in taxes and prices?” The answer:
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68.3 percent yes, 27.5 percent no.
Subsequently, Ford voted to override
President Nixon's veto of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972. (Nixon vetoed it
largely because of the very heavy federal
expenditures, particularly for sewage
treatment plants.) Not surprisingly,
because the perspective almost always
changes inside the oval office,
President Ford later tried unsuccessfully
to hold down sewage treatment
expenditures, as has every president
since then.

Nixon knew he would pay a political
price by not proposing the “toughest”
and costliest pollution control
standards, but after looking at the
federal budget and the macro-economic
impact, he chose a more moderate
course. As it turned out, Congress,
fanned by the political hurricane of the
environmental movement, enacted
deadlines that could never be met, like
the 1977 deadline for secondary
treatment of municipal waste, and an
$18 billion appropriation over the
three-year life of the law, which
couldn’t even be dispensed under the
law’'s cumbersome grant system.
Similarly, Congress legislated
technology that didn’t exist by setting
emission standards for automobiles that
couldn’t be met and later had to be
postponed. The missed 1987 year-end
ozone deadlines is another glaring
example of Congress' tendency to
legislate non-existent technology.

Early in the process we recognized
that Congress and the executive branch
mistrusted each other’s cost impact
figures for various pollution reduction
strategies. Even in executive branch
meetings, the EPA staff repeatedly
seemed to minimize pollution costs,
while other agencies weighed in with
high costs to meet the identical
pollution standard. Often, we halved the
difference, relaxing the standard more
than EPA wanted, but keeping it much
tighter than Commerce, for example,
found acceptable.

We might have missed a chance in
those early days to help resolve the
debate. Russ Train, chairman of the
Council on Environmental Quality, and
I proposed setting up a national body
with think tank funds plus matching
federal funds to study cost-benefit
analysis for pollution controls. We
hoped that if a body removed from
Congress and the executive branch did
the number crunching, then perhaps the
results would be more acceptable to all
parties inside the beltway. The idea
never reached the President, largely
because Chuck Colson opposed our
candidate to head this study group, and
Colson beat me out in the White House
staff warfare that goes on in any
Administration.

Today Americans spend $77 billion
annually for environmental
improvements and that cost could easily
reach $100 billion by the end of the
century. Rather than ask where the next
billion dollars can be spent, we must
pause and again ask how clean and how
fast? Today we have infinitely more
scientific capability and sophisticated
cost-benefit analysis to steer a course
toward a cleaner environment. The
question is, will our elected officials
and executive branch regulators be
willing to lean into the political winds,
as we did, and act on the basis of
objective information? O

{Whitaker was President Nixon's
Cabinet Secretary (1969); associate
director of the White House Domestic
Council for environment, energy, and
natural resources policy (1969-1972);
and Undersecretary of the Department
of the Interior (1973-1975). He is now
Vice President, Public Affairs, for Union
Camp Corporation.)
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environmental communities. All the
signs suggest that this reconciliation
will continue during the next decade
and that the commitment to a clean
environment will grow stronger in our
society.

The Search
for Solutions

The environmental issues on which we
focus our attention are a shifting target.
Environmental issues almost never
totally disappear from public
discussion, but they change in the
degree of importance attached to them.
For example, the issues of acid rain and
toxic waste disposal have risen in
importance in the last few years relative
to such issues as energy production and
potential natural resource limits to
economic growth. Since pollution takes
many forms, from the chronic problems
of carbon dioxide to the acute problems
of diexin and heavy metals, an
enormous range of complex policies
must be established. And, much room
for conflict obviously exists between the
business and environmental
communities in their attempts to
establish pollution guidelines.

Since there is no absolutely correct or
indisputable standard for most forms of
pollution, environmental policy
decisions will ultimately be political
decisions. This reality has brought
environmental issues into the political
campaigns of individual candidates and
political parties. In turn, politicization
has leant itself lo compromise, as
candidates, parties, lobbyists, and
private individuals seek to find
solutions to environmental problems.

A key challenge in policy-making
involves selecting policy instruments
that give the best combination of
effective control at the lowest possible
cost. Should governmental bodies levy
pollution taxes, set physical limits on
emissions, establish markets in
pollution rights, require environmental
audits of firms, or institute other
policies to control pollution? The fact is
that we are still in the infant stages of
designing policy tools for achieving our
environmental goals. Each new problem
requires a pioneering effort in policy
making.
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We are still trying to decide which
characteristics of air and water we
should measure, and we have only the
beginning of a body of historical data by
which to measure our progress in
controlling pollution. The measurement
and interpretation problems become
even greater when international
environmental issues are involved.

The remainder of the twentieth
century is likely to be a time of
“learning by doing” in the area of
environmental policy development.
There certainly is no monopoly on
truth, and there is a lot of room for
experimentation. The type of pollutant
being dealt with will determine the
policy flexibility available to us. Some
pollutants are so deadly that zero
emissions must be the standard. The
vast majority of pollutants, however,
allow for substantial flexibility and
experimentation.

In most cases, the wisest policies will
be those that limit the levels of
emissions or tax them but leave the
means of control up to individual firms.
This will encourage innovation and take
advantage of the creativity and incentive
systems of the marketplace. More
flexible, localized decision-making is
the direction in which policy is moving
in the mid-1980s.

Success Depends
on Public Support

It is common to think of environmental
policy as an area in which government
will make most of the decisions, but
this is certainly not the case. The vast
majority of pollution control decisions
are made by thousands, perhaps even
millions, of business-people, engineers,
consumers, and other private
individuals who, on a day-to-day basis,
pull the levers, inspect the filters, tune
the engines, and handle the chemicals
and materials that make the difference
between a clean or polluted
environment.

Laws, regulations, and guidelines
matter, but there will never be a large
enough environmental police force to
ensure environmental protection in an
economy and society as decentralized
and individualistic as the United States.
For environmental protection to work,
there must be a widespread ethic or
belief in its importance and a feeling
that the rules and guidelines are
reasonable, necessary, and not
economically crippling to individuals or
firms. If government policies are too
stringent or too far ahead of public
opinion, cheating and non-observance
will render them meaningless. If they

are perceived as being fair and
reasonable and the public supports
them, the need for government
enforcement will be greatly diminished.

One of the themes that emerges in the
search for acceptable environmental
protection policies is the importance of
“selling.” The business community has
to be “sold” or convinced that
pollution-control devices will not ruin
their profitability. Plant engineers have
to sell the EPA on the idea that they
sometimes have superior ideas and
techniques for achieving environmental
goals. Labor unions have to be sold on
the idea that pollution controls will not
result in the exportation of jobs. And
the public has to be sold on the
importance of the whole process to its
long-term welfare. Selling has always
been a critical ingredient in the political
and economic processes of democratic
capitalism. It is one aspect of American
society with which those in the
nonprofit sector often feel
uncomfortable, but it is an aspect of our
system that policy-makers at all levels
must not ignore if they wish to see their
policies succeed.

Undoubtedly, the next few years will
see a great wave of innovation in
environmental policies at all levels.

"New means of measurement will be

developed, new technologies of
conservation and materials flow will
emerge, new environmentally benign
products will be created, and new and
cleaner production techniques will
appear. Hopefully, the inertia and
dynamics of change that are so evident
today will not be restricted by an
inflexible regulatory structure. O

(Dr. Gilbreath is Associate Dean of the
Hankamer School of Business at Baylor
University in Waco, Texas, and a
member of the Board of Directors of the
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas.)

(Copyright © 1988, BUSINESS Magazine, College
of Business Administration, Georgia State
University, Atlanta, Georgia. Reprinted by
permission.)
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requires continued development. The
two are inseparable.

What do these beautiful words mean
in practice? What a conservation
strategy means to Inco—and this view
seems to have been accepted by the
Task Force—is: Don't exploit the
resources at a rate which exceeds your
ability to develop another or develop a
substitute product. The fundamental
message is: Don't compromise the
sustainability of the host environment,
the air, the water, and terrestrial
resources.

From philosophy, the National Task
Force moved on to concrete
recommendations. In the governmental
area, we recommended that integration
of the environment and the economy
should be a regular agenda item at
Canada’s First Minister conferences, no
less important than tax reform and f{ree
trade. Major government economic
development documents should be
required to demonstrate that they are
both economically and environmentally
sustainable. Formal mechanisms should
be established to hold development
ministers accountable for the
environmental scundness of their
projects and environmental ministers
accountable for the economic impact of
their proposals. Governmental funding
programs should be conditioned on
meeting environmental standards.
Governmental processes for evaluation
of economic development projects
should include socio-economic and
environmental analysis.

On the industry side, we
recommended that both the Business
Council on National Issues, which
consists of the chief executive officers of
Canada's 150 largest businesses, and the
Canadian Chamber of Commerce, which
includes many smaller companies,
establish environment/economy task
forces. We urged that industry
assaciations endorse, support, and
promote environmental assessment and
that individual companies adopt clear
environmental policies, including
annual reviews of environmental
performance by corporate boards of
directors. We recommended that
companies behave outside Canada as
they are required to behave inside
Canada. In Inco’s case, [ was able to tell
the group, when we established a mine
and smelter in Indonesia during the
early 1970s, although there were no
environmental regulations affecting us,
we designed 1o Ontario standards.

We called attention to the need for
improvements in analytical
methodologies. In the area of
cost-benefit analysis, traditional
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methods of determining Return On
Investment (ROI) do not work in
relation to the environment. For
example, Discounted Cash Flow (DCF)
ROI renders insignificant benefits
arising more than five or six years out,
but environmental impact goes on for
generations. In the free enterprise world,

Inco believes it is in our
interest to pursue sound
environmental practices.

we compete for investment capital, and
unless we provide returns that satisfy
investors, we don't get it. So we need to
find better ways to analyze and evaluate
environmental risks and impacts.

We need carrots as well as sticks. I
don’t much care for contaminant charge
schemes and tradeable
emission/discharge rights. To me, they
smack of buying the right to pollute. We
also hear about such devices as
performance deposits. In our view,
thought also needs to be given to
investment tax credits, credits for
improving on environmental standards,
reduced interest bonds, and other such
incentives.

We need to upgrade environmental
education at the elementary and junior
high school levels and to include
courses in environmental economics at
the high school and college
undergraduate levels.

These recommendations were
accepted at the First Ministers’ meeting
in December 1987, and the Business
Council on National Issues has written
the Prime Minister endorsing the
National Task Force’s report and
recommendations.

Some members of the environmental
community may regard Inco's
participation in this effort with
suspicion. The waste landscape
surrounding our operations in Sudbury
and the Inco superstack are familiar
environmental nightmares. Practices
dating back to the turn of the century
may well have justified the image of the
Sudbury region as “the backside of the
moon” or “Pittsburgh without the
orchestra,” although 1 would point out,
the technology used even then was
state-of-the-art for that period. Heavy
lumbering by others to construct
railways and to rebuild Chicago after
the great fire had denuded Sudbury’s
hills, and eliminating sulfur from our
ores to get at the nickel killed what few
trees and vegetation that remained.
Erosion completed the process.

By the time the world came to
understand that the environment could
be exhausted and destroyed, Inco had
already begun to turn the corner. During
the 1950s, we developed our oxygen
“flash furnace” smelting technology,
which greatly improved our capacity to
capture sulfur dioxide. We also
invented a means of magnetically
separating pyrrhotite, a high-sulfur iron
mineral, which was rejected before it
reached the smelter. Sulfuric acid
operations were greatly expanded in the
1960s, even though the fertilizer
business, its main outlet, was not at all
economic, and we began an extensive
program of reforestation and of planting
grass and grain on eroded mine tailings.

Our tall stack was constructed during
this period to replace three smaller
existing Sudbury stacks so as to ensure
minimum, harmless ground-level
concentrations of sulfur dioxide. It
turned Sudbury into one of the “clean
air” communities of Ontario. Though it
was the latest technology at the time
and was a decided step forward in our
comprehensive program to reduce the
environmental impact of Inco’s
operations, the superstack also became a
target of environmental activists and a
symbol of growing concern about
airborne transportation of pollutants and
acid rain.

The symbolism has obscured the fact
that Inco’s total emissions have been
reduced by some 70 percent since the
high point in the mid-1960s. That
represents the largest tonnage reduction
by far of any organization in North
America. By 1994, we plan to reduce
emissions by a further 60 percent,
which would bring total sulfur
containment to over 90 percent. During
this decade alone, our company has
spent $120 million on its sulfur
abatement program, and we are
continuing to press ahead on our
commitment to reduce sulfur dioxide
emissions to 265 kilotonnes per year by
1994 from the current level of 685
kilotonnes. We will get there.

Inco believes it is in our interest to
pursue sound environmental practices.
We are convinced that it is cheaper,
easier, and better in the long run to
build clean plants than to have to clean
them up later under governmental edict.
We want to run a sound and successful
business for our employees, for our
shareholders, and for our
customers—today and tomorrow. And
we want to leave both a livable
environment and a sound economy to
our children and grandchildren. O
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An Editorial

by John Heritage

Is it time to broaden the focus of
environmental protection? Should we
concentrate not just on the big E of
government pollution control programs,
but think as well of the little e—the
whole environment in which we live
and strive together?

Why is this question important now?
The answer comes from the heart. And
it comes from the mind.

While some might argue that there are
exceptions, EPA’s clean-up efforts have
largely been colorblind. Reducing lead
in gasoline is as helpful to the health of
ghetto residents as it is to people who
live in the suburbs. The federally
backed drive to clean up hazardous
waste sites is as beneficial to the poor as
to others. The lungs of inner city people
benefit as much from the national push
to stop ozone pollution as do the lungs
of residents on the fringes of
metropolitan areas.

But is something amiss? Many of the
people who live in our inner cities are
suffering a savage assault on their
mental health and well-being because of
an environment of poverty, joblessness,
crime, poor education, and deteriorating
housing. How much good are the
billions of dollars of modern
environmental clean-up programs doing
to help these people deal with the
environment that is crippling their
lives? From the heart, shouldn't the
quality of life of the American inner city
be a major concern of the nation’s
environmental effort? Shouldn’t the
mental health and well-being of these
people be high on the list of priorities
for a decent, healthy American
environment?

The environmental protection drive
wasn't meant to be simply government
pollution control programs—the big “E.”
The environmental movement that
blossomed in the early 1970s was
socially oriented and broad-based. It
involved tens of millions of people of
all ages, incomes, and parts of the
country. Its objective, as often
articulated by its leaders, was people
living in dignity and harmony with each
other and with the planet.

In short, the modern environmental
movement has a message of hope. It is a
hope that people can do a better job of

living together, more respectfully, more
sensitively, as corporations, as cities
and towns, as individuals. The
environmental effort was born with this
dream. Is it all that different from the
dream of Martin Luther King, Jr? Is the
environmental protection effort that has
developed from the outpouring of
public concern in the early 1970s now
thinking as broadly as it should?

There is a second reason for raising
the question about a big “E"” and a little
“g” now. The front pages of the
newspapers and the nightly news
broadcasts on television feature
harrowing reports of a deteriorating
international environment.
Chlorofluorocarbons stripping the
atmosphere of its health-protecting
constituents. A Greenhouse Effect that
poses threats to crops, climate, and sea
coasts. Acid rain that carries its
devastation over the borders of states,
regions, and nations. Chernobyl-type
accidents with effects that span large
portions of the globe.

Have these modern environmental
problems gotten beyond the reach of the
big “E"—the clean-up regulation in the
Federal Register, or the provisions of a
Clean Air Act passed 18 years ago?
From the mind, are the institutional
capabilities of this nation and other
nations broad encugh to grapple
effectively with these planet-threatening
issues?

To this observer, the most moving
speech at the U.N. Conference on the
Environment in Stockholm in 1972 was
by Indira Ghandi, then Prime Minister
of India. Her thrust was not toward a big
“E"—pollution contrel—but toward a
dream of a human race uniled in a
struggle to save civilization and live in
dignity and mulual respect, as
concerned about the poverty of the
Third World as with the wastes of
industrial societigs. Not the big “E,” but
the little “e,” the environment which
everybody shares in common, and an
environmental movement concerned
with human attitudes and values as
much as with natural conditions.

Gandhi’s theme continues up to
today, if we listen for it. In this issue of
EPA Journal, the Prime Minister of
Norway writes that “global issues
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require global solutions. The time has
come to take a giant leap forward in the
upgrading of civilization.” Is this a job
for the big “E” as we know it, the effort
to clean up rivers and air and be safe
from pesticides and toxic industrial
chemicals? Or is it more, much more:
Institutions in every nation that are
concerned with the survival and the
quality of the world environment, the
little “e” which we must pass on from
generation to generation?

A skeptic says: “If you broaden the
objective from pollution control, if you
open the door to mental health and
well-being in the inner city and to the
values and attitudes of the human race,
where is the end?” It may be that there
is no end, only a goal, one that we can
strive for, but never completely achieve:
Decency, compassion, hope. It may be
that every cause must, fundamentally,
have this aim. Not simply because it is
right, but because, on a planet with
great benefits, but also, great risks, it is
realistic.

Some observers may say, “When you
translate these goals of a healthier, safe
inner city and a livable planet into
government action, you'll have a $10
trillion debt.” The answer may be that it
is not what government can do alone,
but what all the participants in the little
“e” can do together, from household to
school, from community to corporate
boardroom. This was the spirit in the
birth of the environmental movement—a
spirit of togetherness, of common
themes, and common efforts. That was
the idea: That life is a quilt of billions of
lives and thousands of institutions. It
moves and grows as one, not as one
program, or one agency, but as one with
many units, small and big. Government
has a role, but it does not provide a
single, simple answer. Hope and
initiative spring from many voices, from
the great diversity of existence.

The Journal welcomes the responses
of its readers to the questions presented
here. We may not have the space to
print all of the comments, but we hope
that we can stimulate a dialogue which
will continue on these pages and
elsewhere.

Following this editorial is a box
presenting some examples of what
something as tame-sounding as
environmental education might achieve
in helping the youth of inner cities.
Awareness, which journalism can
promote and teachers can build, can be
a beginning. O

(Heritage is Editor of EPA Journal.)
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Environmental Education and the Inner City

ln spite of concerns about the
importance of environmental
awareness in the inner city, at
present there are relatively few
programs aimed at creating such
awareness or encouraging minority
students to seek professional
careers related to
environmentalism and natural
resource protection. But the
number of such programs is slowly
growing. Here are some examples:

® Milwaukee, Wisconsin—The
Schlitz Audubon Center on Lake
Michigan, just north of this
industrial city, found field trips by
inner-city youngsters were exciting
for them, but largely irrelevant; the
kids’ attitude: very nice, but what
does it mean to me? We don’t even
have trees on our street. The
Center recognized that
environmental awareness must be
created where the youngsters live,
not in rural surroundings that are
“unreal” to them. They developed
curriculum guides and
materials—"“Living Lightly in the
City” and “Living Lightly on the
Planet.” For lower grades, these
guides begin with simple
approaches to children’s feelings

about the urban ecology (like a
class walk around the block
looking for environmental
problems). For high schoolers,
more sophisticated activities, like
debates on acid rain, are used.
According to the Center,
10,000-20,000 Milwaukee school
children use the materials
annually, perhaps another
50,000-60,000 elsewhere. A survey
found that 89 percent of the
teachers who had received the
curriculum materials were using
them.

¢ Boston, Massachusetts—Perhaps
the largest such program in
existence is run by the Thompson
Island Education Center on an
island off South Boston. The
15-year old project, which the
Center believes may have already
reached 100,000 children, is
designed to help the Boston public
schools teach about ecosystems of
both the island itself and various
Boston neighborhoods. The
Center’s special Harbor
Environments program brings
students from predominantly
white and black schools together
for four-week summertime study
programs on the island, where
both academic and ecological
studies are shared. The project also
provides materials used in
after-hours projects during the
regular school year, with special
emphasis on the ongoing cleanup
of Boston harbor, one of the
nation’s most polluted bodies of
water. State and private funding
support the Center’s activities.
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& Washington, DC —What can
‘one teacher accomplish? At
virtually all-black Ballou High
School here, environmental
science teacher Carl Keels has
taught youngsters to relate to the
environment around them—they
have studied home and school
najse levels, asbestos flaking from
school basement pipes, solar
heating, Washington’s sewage
disposal system, and other subjects
in addition to formal programs in
biclogy and ecology. The students
also visit environmental agencies.
Keel’s classes have won EPA’s
President’s Environmental Youth
Award and have also been filmed
by the Agency.

e Philadelphia, Pennsylvania—In
the vanguard of EPA’s
Adopt-A-School (or Partners in
Education) program, Region 3
employees have adopted three
schools. One of these is heavily
minority-attended Abraham
Lincoln High School in northeast
Philadelphia. Now in its third
year, the program involves about
600 students in environmental
activities, including testing nearby
Pennypacker Creek for pollutants
and cleaning up the stream, having
visits by EPA staff, including the
regional administrator, to discuss
acid rain, air and water pollution,
waste disposal, and other subjects
with environmental science
classes, taking tours of Agency
Superfund response facilities, and
holding an annual Environmental
Day. Participation has doubled in
just two years. The other schools
have been adopted by the Region’s
Black and Hispanic employment
offices. Other regions and
headquarters plan similar projects.

e New York City—For 13 years,
mathematical physicist Mario
Salvadori has conducted a program
in New York City schools that is
designed to sensitize students
{K-12) to the “built environment”
in which they live. In the past two
years, the New York City Board of
Education has formally sanctioned
the program, installing itin a
Bronx middle school, where 150
“at risk” urban, black, and
Hispanic students were taught
math, science, and other subjects
with a “built environment”
emphasis. Other program
components include architectural
planning, landscaping, and city
planning. Earlier this year, all 150
of these students, more than half
of whom were expected to be
dropouts, graduated and went on
to high school.

® New Mexico—A number of
minority colleges and
universities—black, Hispanic, and
Native American—offer
specialized programs aimed at
encouraging an interest and
possible careers in professions
related to natural resources and
the environment. New Mexico
Highlands University, for example,
offers both associate and bachelors
degrees in environmental science.
Considerable emphasis is given to
solving pollution problems. About
60 percent of the students are

Mexican-Americans. (Also Tuskegee

Institute, in Alabama, has a
well-known pre-forestry program
that is drawing a growing number
of black students into the field of
forestry-related resource
management. )

¢ Washington, DC —Since 1983,
the Human Environment Center
has provided minority
environmental science internships
that enable 10 to 25 Washington
metropolitan area students to
spend their summers working
under the tutelage of voluntary
mentors at various federal and
local environmental and natural
resources agencies. This year’s
program, for example, finds
students assigned to the Patuxent
Wildlife Research Center, the
Urban Ecology Center, and the
National Arboretum. Other
agencies where they have worked
include EPA, the Smithsonian
Institutions, the Interstate
Commission on the Potomac River
Basin, and the DC Department of
Public Works. The program's goal
is to encourage minority students
to seek professional careers in
environmental fields, where
minorities have long been
under-represented. The Center also
has programs at the college level,
and is currently expanding to
include law and pre-law students
in the hope that they will
ultimately work with
environmental agencies or groups.
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Environmental Literacy Test

ublic opinion poll data indicate that

Americans are, generally speaking,
highly concerned about environmental
problems, and certainly public opinion
plays a key role in the process of
determining environmental priorities
and policies. Glearly, then, it is
important for the public to be
adequately informed on environmental
issues.

To assist Journal readers in assessing
their own understanding of current
environmental issues, the following 20
questions are offered as a kind of
“environmental literacy test.” Readers
are invited to take the test by simply
circling the proper answer for each
guestion. Answers are given on page 37.

{Questions and answers prepared by
Arthur Koines, Regulatory Integration
Division, in EPA’s Office of Policy,
Planning, and Evaluation.)

1. Which of the following phenomena
is believed to be associated with the
greenhouse effect?

a. global warming

b. melting of the polar icecaps
c. sea level rise

d. all of the above

2. Which of the following gases is
believed to cause the greenhouse effect?

a. oxygen

b. carbon monoxide
c. carbon dioxide
d. all of the above

3. Today, 18 years after the passage of
the Clean Air Act, nearly all major cities
in the United States are in compliance
with national air quality standards.

O True  [JFalse
4. Which of the following

environmental problems has EPA found

to be the most threatening to public
health?

a. hazardous waste sites

b. radon in homes

¢. toxic chemicals in drinking water
d. leaking underground storage tanks

5. Which of the following
environmental problems is the
American public most concerned about?

a. hazardous waste sites

b. radon in homes

¢. contaminants in drinking water

d. leaking underground storage tanks

6. Which of these is a major source of
air pollution in homes?
a. building materials and furnishings
b. electrical heating and cooking
appliances .
¢. tobacco smoke
d. none of the above

7. Ozone is beneficial to our
environment at high altitudes, yet
harmful at low altitudes.

O True (1 False

8. If dioxin is such a serious public
health threat, why doesn't EPA just ban
it?
a. It is a key material in the
production of vital consumer
products.

b. Industries that use dioxin are able
to exert a powerful political
influence on Congress.

¢. EPA is unable to ban dioxin
because it is an unwanted
by-product of many industrial
activities.
d. None of the above.
9. The federal government provides

the majority of funding for
implementing environmental programs.

O True [OFalse
10. In what way can people be
exposed to lead in the environment?
a. in their drinking water

b. in dust from lead paint in their
homes

c. in lead-contaminated soils
d. all of the above

11. What adverse health effects have

been associated with human exposure to
lead?

anemia

learning disabilities in children
hypertension in adult males

all of the above

oo o

12. Natjonally, which of the following
is the biggest polluter of our air?

a. the chemical industry

b. automobiles

¢. hazardous waste incinerators

d. none are big polluters.
13. Which of the following is the
source of radon in homes?

a. ultraviolet radiation

b. delective home heating systems

c. wuranium in naturally occurring
rock formations

d. none of the above

14. Which of these answers comes
close to the amount of garbage created
annually by the average American?

a. 10 pounds

b. 100 pounds

c. 1,000 pounds

d. none of the above

15. What do we do with all the
garbage we create?

a. dispose of it in landfills
b. burn it in incinerators
c. recycle it

d. all of the above

16. A ground-water aquifer is most

a. an underground lake

b. an underground river
¢. an underground sponge
d. none of the above

17. Which of the following best
describes an estuary?
a. a large inland water body
b. an ancient river bed

c. the confluence of fresh water and
salt water bodies

d. none of the above

18. Estuaries are important because
they:
a. are major sources of drinking
water
are vital marine habitats

c. normally occur near large
population centers

d. all of the above

19. Although the pollutants causing
acid rain are generated mainly in the
Midwest, what region of the United
States has experienced the worst effects
from acid rain?

a. the Northwest
b. the Northeast
c. the Southeast
d. the Southwest

20. In the past, which of these groups
has enjoyed cost savings from
inadequate pollution controls?

a. industry
b. the American consumer

c. federal, state, and local
governments

d. all of the above
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On Another Subject:
Agricultural Workers and Pesticides

Introduction

EPA has recently proposed new worker
protection regulations that revise and
expand existing standards governing the
protection of agricultural workers from
pesticide exposure under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA). Since 1974, when EPA
established its original farmworker
protection standards under FIFRA,
significant numbers of pesticide
poisonings have continued to occur due
to occupational exposure among
agricultural workers. This information,
considered together with an apparent
need for clarifications on issues such as
responsibility, triggered the Agency’s
initiative to improve the standards.

In 1985, EPA began a “regulatory
negotiation,” involving the
collaboration of the various parties
affected by a rulemaking action, to
develop a detailed proposal to better
protect agricultural workers from
pesticides. A committee of 25 members
was formed, representing industry,
pesticide user groups, farmworkers,
state officials, and federal agencies.
However, some representatives
withdrew in 1986 without a committee
consensus; EPA then completed the
preparation of the proposed standards
recently released for public comment.

44

The current proposal expands the
scope of the 1974 regulations so that, in
addition to field laborers, the proposed
new requirements cover workers
involved in any aspect of the pesticide
application process and all workers
engaged in agricultural tasks on the
premises of farms, forests, nurseries,
and greenhouses. Altogether, this
includes roughly 2.3 million hired
agricultural workers nationwide.

The proposal also revises existing
requirements and contains a number of
new provisions intended to strengthen
the protection of workers and help
clarify the respective responsibilities of
owners, supervisors, workers, labor
contractors, and pesticide application
contractors. For example, the 1974
regulations set specific “re-entry
intervals” (intervals of time after
pesticide application required to lapse
before workers may enter
pesticide-treated areas without special
protection) of either 48 or 24 hours for
just 12 individual pesticides. The
current proposal includes 48- or
24-hour re-entry intervals for many
additional pesticides, particularly the
organophosphate and carbamate
pesticide compounds now widely used
in agriculture. The 1974 regulations
established a basic protective clothing
requirement for any warker who had to
re-enter treated fields before a re-entry
period had expired. The current
proposal specifies particular items of
personal protective equipment based on
a combination of factors including the
type of task being performed, the
circumstances of potential exposure,
and the toxicity classification of the
pesticide.

EPA’s proposal also broadens
notification requirements applicable to
all workers who will be working in or
near a pesticide-treated area and puts
forward a number of requirements that
are entirely new. Among other things,
these include:

® Decontamination provisions
requiring employers to provide potable
water (and, in some cases, eye wash
dispensers} soap, and disposable towels
for workers who may be exposed to
pesticides during tasks related to
pesticide application or re-entry of
treated fields.

® Training requirements for pesticide
handlers and early re-entry workers.

® Blood testing to monitor
organophosphate exposure among
commercial pesticide handlers.

® [Emergency provisions requiring

employers to provide transportation to
medical assistance, and information to
workers who may have been poisoned.

The formal public comment period on
EPA’s proposed new regulations closes
October 6, 1988. The Agency is seeking
as much public input on this proposal
as possible. To help focus the debate,
EPA Journal has asked two participants
in the deliberations of the original
Advisory Committee on Worker
Protection Standards for Agricultural
Pesticides to comment briefly on the
proposed new rules: Claudia Fuquay of
the United Fresh Fruit and Vegetable
Association and Dr. Marion Moses, a
physician who has been actively
involved in farm safety and
occupational health issues. Their
summary comments follow:
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