




















exposure. It seems reasonable that the
same forces that operate in the
marketplace should be given more of a
chance to operate to limit pollution than
they have in the past.

The most difficult aspect of the EPA’s
mission is that it is expected to be
simultaneously the national advocate for
a better environment and the agent
responsible for balancing environmental
goals against other social values.
Credibility is the key to accomplishing
this mission. If the Agency is seen as
bold and swift in the location and
reduction of substantial risks, it is likely
to be granted the leeway it needs to
perform the appropriate balancing
judgments, even when this requires
declining to control certain minor risks.

The success of this approach will
depend on its demonstrated superiority
in actually reducing palpable excessive
risk (as opposed to issuing regulations
designed to “control” this or that type of
pollution). It will be difficult to do this
if environmental policy continues its
traditional reliance on
command-and-control regulation, since
EPA and the states will never have the
resources actually to enforce every such
regulation on every source.
Environmental policy must begin to
maove toward an incentive/penalty
approach based on severity of the risk
generated by polluters.

® The relation between the federal
environmental effort and those of the
various states must be redefined.

Where risks affect local populations,
remedial solutions should be tailored to
fit the local situation, and state and
local governments should play a major
role in doing this. A credible approach
of this type requires three things:

~— It must be well-understood that
pollution havens will not be allowed.

— The federal authority must be
vigorously applied if it appears that a
locality is suffering from pollution
produced in another locality.

~— The technical resources of EPA must
be to some extent re-focused to support
locally designed risk reduction.

The relationship of the federal
environmental effort to those of the
states must therefore be redefined.

EPA’s media programs spend an
inordinate amount of time checking up
on what state programs have done, and
approving changes in those programs.
Such policies arise from the need to
check that federal resources are being
properly spent, which is reasonable, and
from the program oversight functions
built into the statutes. These statutory
oversight provisions are based largely

The EPA should re-focus its
resources, and concentrate on
the big problems again, both
those that remain in the
United States, and those of the
global community.

on the continuing suspicion that, left to
themselves, some states will become
pollution havens. Although states vary
in their enthusiasm for environmental
protection, there is no evidence that this
has ever translated into differential
choices on the part of firms. This is a
large and diverse country, and
flexibility in implementing programs
seems an obvious necessily.

Elaborate second-guessing of states
uses resources that might better be spent
doing things that the states can not do at
all—controlling interstate movement of
pollution, for example. States also have
a limited ability to perform intensive
and costly monitoring in areas
particularly susceptible to
environmental risk, and EPA could help
here as well. In general, EPA could
increase its ability to supply state
governmenf{s with the information base
for effective and efficient control of
particular local pollution problems.

Can such changes really occur?
Perhaps not, and certainly not all at
once. But it is difficult to see how
significant progress can be made by a
continuation, or even a substantial
expansion, of business-as-usual. Over
the past five years, policy-making at
EPA has been dominated by the struggle
to control relatively small increments in
the incidence of a single human disease:
cancer. Cancer tends to dominate
environmental debate now, not only
because it is dreaded and widespread
but because a technical peculiarity of
risk assessment, the inability to set a
threshold (i.e., an exposure level at
which there is zero risk) for many
carcinogens, ensures that when some
exposure is found, some risk can be
calculated. This calculated risk then
galvanizes a public outcry and thereafter
the policy-making process.

This is a long way from the original
ideal of the environmental movement,
which was nothing less than to bring
technological society into harmony with
the natural world. Today it seems that
the natural world—the planetary
ecology—is less in danger from high
technology than from low. Half the
world's people still have firewood as
their only fuel. In some places this
dependence has disastrous
consequences for local
ecosystems. Economic development in
many countries proceeds in a manner
that is wholly oblivious to
environmental effects. In the Amazon,
an area of rain forest the size of Austria
is destroyed each year. This destruction
may have global consequences.

It appears that we may experience
planetary warming in the next few
decades due to the production of
greenhouse gases by technological
civilization. Major changes in this
civilization may be necessary to keep
this trend from developing into
widespread catastrophe.

On the health front, we might wonder
why we are willing to spend millions of
dollars to (perhaps) avoid a fraction of a
case of cancer each year, when each day
about 25,000 people throughout the
world die of easily preventable
water-borne diseases or from the effects
of insufficient water. Obviously, we do
not yet know how to deal with global
problems. But, just as obviously, 20
years ago we did not know how to deal
with national problems, and we have
dealt successfully with many of them.
In the EPA the nation forged an
instrument that was able to confront
national pollution problems of
staggering complexity and to avert what
many saw as inevitable disaster. The
EPA should re-focus its resources, and
concentrate on the big problems again,
both those that remain in the United
States, and those of the global
community. p

(Gruber is an EPA staffer on temporary
assignment to the Department of
Natural Resources in the State of
Washington under an Intergovernmental
Personnel Act program. He is a
long-time environmental observer and
writer.)
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Dona Krueger,
Independent
Salesperson,
Hastings, Nebraska

The top priority should be
water quality—our drinking
water, our lakes and marine
resources. Among other
things, this means enforcing
the Clean Water Act and
getting serious about cleaning
up Superfund sites. There’s a
definite need for more
enforcement of the laws that
are supposed to protect the
environment.

It’s time to make the
contaminators of the
environment take
responsibility for the
consequences of their actions
and pay for cleanup. If |
don’t pay my bills, or if
someone is hurt on my
property, I am responsible.
But the same rules don't
‘hecessarily apply to big
industry. It seems like the
nation as a whole is
intimidated by industry,
afraid to hold big industry
accountable.

It’s also hard for ordinary
citizens to get practical
information on the
environmental problems that
affect them in their own
communities. I'd like to see
EPA upgrade its hotline
services in this area.

Kathy Taylor, Student,
(biology major),
Utah State University

Radioactive waste is
definitely a big
priority-—especially the
problem of how to dispose of
it. Also, one of the biggest
problems now is the amount
of trash we routinely produce
every day, and a lot of it is
not biodegradable. We need
to stop using plastic (the
plastic hamburger cartons are
everywhere) and return to
paper products. Something
also needs to be done to stop
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pollution of the ocean with
all kinds of waste.

There are regulations to
protect the environment from
some of these things, but
they need to be enforced. 1
think we need more
enforcement.

Radon gas is another kind
of big environmental
problem. To protect people’s
health, 1 would be in favor of
mandatory testing of public
buildings, maybe even
private homes. At the least,
there should be a strong
program to make people
aware of the health risks.

Vernon Weaver,
Real Estate Inspector,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

I think the first and foremost
environmental issue is radon,
especially now that it’s been
found in water systems.
Second would be the
problem of depleting the
ozone layer, since this could
affect people worldwide.

Third, the seas and coastal
areas have a whole set of
environmental problems. In
the South in particular, we
are losing a lot of coastal
marshes for different reasons,
which means lost
environments for fish.

Acid rain is another
priority issue, probably more
so for people who live in
other regions than the South.
Also, there are still safety
problems with some
pesticides.

Martin Bander,
Hospital Public
Relations Director,
Boston, Massachusetts

We desperately need to find
a safe way to store nuclear
waste. Second, we need to
find out whether we are
entering an age of the
Greenhouse Effect, and if so,
we need to move rapidly to
address the problem. This
has to be done on a
worldwide basis and must
include reforestation, not
deforestation.

My personal belief is that
we need to wage an all-out
war on pollutants of the air,
earth, and water. D

Kathy Chamberlin,
Fiight Attendant,
Washington, DC

Flying on a routine basis, 1
am struck with the pollution
I see in the sky over so many
cities. Doing as much as we
can to eliminate air pollution
should definitely be a high
priority. Sometimes the air is
so bad over cities like New
York, San Francisco, or
Washington, DC, that all you
see is a layer of dirty smoke,
sort of a black film, as the
plane makes its approach.

I realize a lot of things that
contribute to air pollution are
difficult to control. You can't
stop people from driving, and
you can’t make people junk
their older model cars. But
there are things that can be
changed. For one thing,
maybe the technology for
emissions control isn't as
good as it could be.

I also worry about all the
trees being felled all the time.
The more trees that go down,
the more pollution there is.
It’s not really necessary to
bulldoze whole fields in
order to build a housing
development. We need to
stop the heedless destruction
of trees because there could
be more consequences than
we know about.

Jo Lombard,
Piano Teacher,
McLean, Virginia

There are so many
environmental problems, all
inter-related, that it's hard to
separate out particular
priorities. We need action,
not more talk, on lots of
fronts: clean air, clean water,
the ozone layer, the
disappearing rain forests,
waste products (like plastic)
that won't go away. Maybe
the important thing is not the
order in which we list the
problems, but how the issues
are related to each other,
because we have one
environment, one
atmosphere, one earth.

Part of the overall problem
is that our society is not
structured to be responsive to
environmental issues on
principle, but responds
mainly to money issues. We
have a society that can sell
pet rocks and all kinds of
offbeat fads, but can't sell the
idea of teamwork to conserve
the environment. ! think it
would be well worth the
taxpayers’ money to hire a
Madison Avenue public
relations firm to raise
national consciousness about
our common stake in the
environment.

As a society, we need to
start making some changes
that aren’'t money-makers but
make sense if we want to
preserve the environment. O

{EPA Journal Assistant Editor
Karen Flagstad conducted
these telephone interviews.)
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prevention of environmental problems,
not simply their cleanup after the fact.

Qver a year ago, EPA Administrator
Lee Thomas requested the Science
Advisory Board (SAB) to advise him on
ways to improve strategic research
planning at EPA. In response to that
request, the Research Strategies
Committee of the SAB prepared a
report, Future Risk: Research Strategies
for the 1990s (September 1988},
that—together with its five technical
appendices—provides clear guidance for

shaping a strong environmental research
program.

The report lists 10 specific
recommendations (see box) that, in a
nutshell, make three major points. First,
EPA's research funding has to be
increased dramatically. Second, EPA’s
research program has to be reoriented to
include a much greater emphasis on
long-term research not necessarily
linked to its regulatory programs. Third,
particular emphasis must be placed on
understanding the status and trends of
ecological systems to anticipate

potential future problems. If we can take
the steps necessary to implement those
recommendations, then I am confident
we will have the scientific and
engineering tools we need to solve the
most pressing environmental problems
of the 1990s and beyond, no matter
what they may be. O

(Alm is Chair of the Science Advisory
Board’s Research Strategies Committee
and President and Chief Executive
Officer of Alliance Technologies
Corporation.)

In its September 1988 report,
Future Risk: Research Strategies
for the 1990s, the Science
Advisory Board made 10 specific
recommendations that relate to the
long-term goal of preventing and
reducing environmental risk.
These 10 recommendations are
summarized below:

1. EPA should shift the focus of its
environmental protection strategy
from end-of-pipe controls to
preventing the generation of
pollution. EPA should use a
hierarchy of policy tools that
support national efforts to 1)
minimize the amount of wastes
generated; 2) recycle or reuse the
wastes that are generated; 3)
control the wastes that cannot be
recycled or reused; and 4)
minimize human and
environmental exposures to any
remaining wastes.

2. To support this new strategy,
EPA should plan, implement, and
sustain a long-term research
program. In conjunction with
EPA’s program offices and the
external scientific community,
EPA'’s Office of Research and
Development should develop basic
core research programs in areas
where it has unique
responsibilities and capabilities.

3. EPA needs to establish better
mechanisms to ensure that a
coherent, balanced R&D strategy is
planned and implemented. EPA
needs to establish an internal
Research Strategy Council to
oversee its R&D program; a
standing committee of the Science
Advisory Board should provide an

Ten Recommendations for the 1990s

independent review of EPA’s core
research program; and the
Assistant Administrator for
Research and Development should
be changed from a political to a
career position.

4. EPA must improve its capability
to anticipate environmental
problems. EPA should explicitly
develop and use monitoring
systems that help the Agency
anticipate future environmental
conditions, and it should create a
staff office that would be
responsible for anticipating
environmental problems and then
recommending actions to address
them.

5. EPA should provide federal
leadership for a national program
of ecological research by
establishing and funding an
Environmental Research Institute.
The Institute would conduct a core
ecological research program,
monitor and report on trends in
ecological quality, and provide a
catalyst for ecological research
efforts funded by other federal
agencies, state governments,
universities, and the private sector.

6. EPA should expand its efforts to
understand how and to what

extent humans are exposed to
pollutants in the real world. To
help improve current understanding
of human exposure, EPA should
place much greater emphasis on the
use of personal monitors and
biomarkers, and it should validate
many of its human exposure models.

7. EPA should initiate a strong
program of epidemiological

research. Such studies should be
designed to support regulatory
efforts and to develop informaiion
on potential new environmental
and health problems.

8. EPA should expand its efforts to
assist all those parts of society
that must act to prevent/reduce
environmental risk. Since state,
local, individual, and private
sector actions will become
increasingly important for
reducing the amount of waste and
pollution generated, EPA needs to
improve the education, training,
technology transfer, and research
programs that support such
actions.

9. EPA needs to increase the
numbers and sharpen the skills of
the scientists and engineers who
conduct environmental research.
EPA should increase grant
programs and initiate training
programs to increase the national
supply of technical personnel, and
it should use existing mechanisms,
such as the Intergovernmental
Personnel Act, to bring about a
closer collaboration between EPA
scientists and engineers and the
external scientific and engineering
community.

10. EPA’s R&D budget should be
doubled over the next five years. If
the nation is willing to spend $70
billion per year cleaning up and
protecting the environment, then it
is reasonable—indeed, barely
sufficient—to spend one percent of
that amount on EPA research that
helps determine how the national
environmental protection budget
can be allocated most effectively.
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environmental media—air, water, and
soil—so as to avoid an “environmental
merry-go-round” whereby regulation of
one medium simply shifts pollution to
another.

There are sound reasons supporting a
cross-media, preventive approach:

® The sheer volume of wastes generated
in the United States is threatening to
overwhelm the absorptive capacity of
our environment. The nation generates
enough garbage each year to fill a
convoy of 10-ton trash trucks 145,000
miles long.

® Burning all our wastes is not the
ultimate answer. Incineration can
reduce waste in some circumstances,
but it also generates ash which may
need to be managed as a hazardous
waste.

¢ Pollution prevention can make
economic sense. U.S. industry currently
spends $70-80 billion annually on
pollution control. Preventing pollution
can save a company money through
product and energy cost savings and
lower outlays on pollution control
equipment.

The job of preventing pollution
cannot rest solely with EPA or with
government in general. EPA does not
plan to dictate how each factory should
operate its production processes, nor to
dictate to consumers whether to select
plastic bags or paper bags at the
supermarket checkout line. But we will
be helping all sectors of society to take a
close hard look at how our choices are
affecting the environment, and to
consider ways in which we can create
fewer pollutants.

Industrial managers at the plant level,
for example, can examine materials and
process changes, as well as inventory
control methods in order to release
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fewer and less toxic chemicals into the
environment. Consumers can purchase
fewer disposable products, or recycle
their garbage, or purchase products that
contain recycled materials.

EPA’s new Pollution Prevention
Office will be the focal paoint for the
Agency’s prevention activities and a

Many of the benefits of
controlling pollution have
already been achieved.
Further environmental gains
must come from preventing the
release of pollutants.

major impetus behind an integrated,
cross-media approach to pollution

prevention. An important early action of.

the Office will be the publication of a
Pollution Prevention Policy Statement
in the Federal Register. It will announce
the development of the Agency’s
multi-media prevention strategy and
commit the Agency to working with
public and private individuals and
organizations to foster the adoption of
this new environmental ethic into our
national culture. The Pollution
Prevention Office will be guided in this
and other efforts by an advisory
committee comprised of senior
representatives from EPA’s Headquarters
program offices and regional offices.

State and local governments will be
encouraged to play a leading role in
helping to shift managemen{ priorities
of industry and the public. Because the
states will be central to the success of
this policy, one of EPA's primary goals
is to support the development of state
and local pollution prevention
programs.

Other elements of the Otfice’s strategy
include an aggressive outreach program
directed at state and local governments,
industry, and consumers to publicize
the opportunities and benefits of
pollution prevention. A multi-media
clearinghouse will provide educational
and technical information on source
reduction that will be especially helpful
to medium and small industrial
facilities. The new Office will work
closely with EPA’s program offices to
identify and address any existing
regulatory barriers to pollution
prevention and to incorporate pollution
prevention into every feasible aspect of
Agency decision-making and planning.

Our agenda is ambitious, but the
stakes—maintaining a livable
environment in the 1990s and
beyond—are high. Pollution prevention
is an idea whose time has come. O

(Kotas heads EPA’s newly created Office
of Pollution Prevention within the
Office of Policy, Planning, and
Evaluation.)
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In the Office of Underground Storage
Tanks (OUST), we, like private industry
franchisers, “have to achieve all our
results in the field, in thousands of local
communities.” We too see il as our
primary job “to help the local
franchisees (in our case, the individual
states) succeed”; we too “have no cash
registers at headquarters.”

We learned some pragmatic lessons.
Most importantly, if you want to be
successful as a franchiser, your
overtiding concern has to be helping the
franchisee succeed, and that spirit and
attitude must be the basis of everything
you do. For us, that means helping the
local and state agencies carry out the
actions needed for a successful program.
In OUST we have no alternative—we
can succeed only through our
“franchisees.”

The factor critical to our success is
the EPA regional office staff (corre-
sponding to franchiser district offices).
Our OUST regional staff represent EPA
to the states on a day-to-day, year-to-
year basis. The private sector franchisers
all made frequent trips to the
franchisees for assistance and review.
For OUST to do the same, we had to get
significantly higher travel allowances
for our regional program managers and
their staffs.

In the private sector, when district
office representatives visit the
franchisee, they must, as a rule of
thumb, bring something to the table. In
our case, simply bringing grant funds
isn't enough to get the environmental
job done right. Some of the tools we
have developed or are developing for
regional staff to bring to the table
include:

® Pilot projects on improved methods
of cost recovery, site assessment,
corrective action, and priority setting for
site response.

® A computerized system designed to
help states decide on appropriate
clean-up actions (now being tested in
Nebraska, Massachusetts, and Missouri).
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® A computerized review of the
regulations, which provides a number of
easy ways to look up any portion of the
regulations and to get additional
interpretation.

® Videos on tank closure and on tank
installation, shot in the field with “real
workers” and made available to the
franchisees, and also broadcast over the
National Fire Protection Association
satellite network to fire stations across
the country.

Just like the franchisers we
have actions that will occur
tens or hundreds of thousands
of times ....

& Handbooks on: Funding Options for
States and Local Governments; Cleanup
of Releases from Petroleum USTs; and
Building State Compliance Programs.

In addition, for the broader community
concerned about tanks, we produced a
simplified, plain-English, illustrated
version of the regulatory requirements
primarily for tank owners and operators,
called “MUSTS for USTS.”

We strive to ensure that these are all
distributed through our regional
program managers, and not from
headquarters, thus building their role as
the key contacts for the
states/franchisees.

Finally, like the franchisers, we have
been developing “assembly lines” or
“flow charts™ of all the processes
involved in carrying out the UST
program. For example, the “tank
closure” assembly line has over 75
steps, ranging from déciding whether it
is best to close the tank in place or
remove it from the ground to deal safely
with explosive vapors, to checking the
site for contamination to see if clean-up
action is needed. As we view it, every

step is an “opportunity for
improvement.” Because just like the
franchisers we have actions that will
occur tens or hundreds of thousands of
times, and improvements in each step
can mean dramatic improvements when
applied nationwide.

All of this relies on training, training,
training! For us, the focus is on training
state personnel so that they are prepared
to conduct inspections and make
decisions on approving new tank
systems, on completing safe closures,
and on determining clean-up actions.
The successful national franchisers tell
us that training is one of the most
essential and useful services they
provide their nationwide networks. The
headquarters staff don’t necessarily do
the training themselves, but provide the
tools and mechanisms (videos,
handbooks, workshops) to make it
happen in the field.

Some of the other things the
franchisers stressed were:

¢ Doing applied research to make each
task simpler and to ensure quality
control.

¢ Listening to your franchisees—that’s
where most of the ideas for
improvement and new services come
from.

This is an experiment for OUST. We
feel we've already gained a lot from
taking a “franchise approach” to our
work. We still have a long way to go in
building trust and expertise, and
providing tools. But remembering that
there are 2 million underground tanks
out there that can affect 240 million
Americans, we hope one day we’'ll be
able to say “240 million customers
served.” O

(Brand is Director of EPA’s Office of
Underground Storage Tanks.)
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as permanent, and too many “solutions”
have been piecemeal and ineffective.

Hundreds of local, state, and federal
environmental laws have been passed.
Tens of thousands of pages of
regulations have been issued. Millions
of pages of environmental impact
reports have been prepared. Huge
environmental bureaucracies have been
established and institutionalized. But it
cannot be seriously argued that the
nation, or the world, is in better shape
today than it was in 1970.

The Issues

Most of the fundamental problems of
1970 still plague us. Moreover, we now
face a huge array of new, complex,
seemingly intractable ills: Greenhouse
gaseg heat up the atmosphere. The
ozone layer becomes thinner. Deserts
expand. Rain forests shrink. Oil usage
skyrockets. Solar stock portfolios
plummet. Agricultural pests become
resistant to modern chemistry. Garbage
barges navigate the world's oceans,
searching in vain for a welcoming
harbor. Beaches clog with styrofcam and
lethal medical waste. Aquifers fall ever
lower. Ground water reeks of industrial
waste. Endangered species
disappear—forever—at the rate of one
per hour. Human populations explode,
while urban slums implode. And the
image of nuclear winter, with its
concomitant extinction of vertebrate life,
has left its indelible mark on the public
consciousness.

Viewed properly, environmental
concerns are gut issues: survival issues.
Homo sapiens is uniquely of this world.
We are designed for it, and are
inextricably linked to it. As the Earth
sickens, we are afflicted. If it dies, so
will we.

The greatest strength, and perhaps the
greatest weakness, of the Earth Day
concept lies with the multifaceted
nature of cur environmental problems.
This complexity is a source of strength
because every community on Earth has
some environmental problem—e.g. toxic
wastes, firewood shortages, asbestos,
pesticides, dam inundation, lead paint,
surfeits of garbage, or desertification—in
its own backyard. Organizers can more
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easily stir people to get involved in
issues that affect them so directly, and
which they can directly influence.

At the same time, these dozens of
local issues can lead to a diffuseness
that could dilute the impact of a global
event. It is critically important that
narrow issues are linked to broader
concerns. For example, concerns over a

Viewed properly,
environmental concerns are
gut issues: survival issues.

local garbage dump should be linked to
resources policy, recycling, and toxic
wastes. People must understand that
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs),
manufactured in the United States, that
later escape from a junked refrigerator
in Brazil, are destroying the ozone layer
over Antarctica. Unless the context is
carefully structured, participants and
media alike may fail to communicate a
coherent message.

Public Support

Public opinion polls find the average
American places an extremely high
value on environmental protection.
Indeed, the average man-on-the-street
appears to hold far stronger views than
do many so-called environmental

. “leaders.”

® Fifty-eight percent of the public
thinks we spend too little on the
environment; 6 percent thinks we spend
too much.

e Fifth-nine percent thinks there is too
little environmental regulation; 7
percent thinks there is too much.

¢ And—according to a New York
Times/CBS Poll conducted in July
1988—65 percent of the American
public believes that environmental
protection standards “cannof be too
high” and that environmental
improvement should be made
“regardless of costs.” Only 22 percent
disagreed with this “Earth First/Deep
Ecology” sentiment. When this “cannot
be too high” question was first asked
in 1981, 45 percent agreed with the
statement and 42 percent disagreed.

Earth Day: 1990

The time has come to galvanize a new
outpouring of public support for
environmental values, and to enlist a
new generation of activists in the
environmental struggle. Toward that
end, we should organize a global Earth
Day, to be held the week of April 22,
1990, on the 20th anniversary of the
original.

The 20th anniversary of the original
Earth Day provides a superb
opportunity to sum up all that we have
learned in the last 20 years. It provides
an opportunity to explore the ecological
implications of new developments, from
Star Wars defense to an
information-based economy. It will offer
a framework in which to reexamine the
wisdom of past eras, and of diverse
cultures.

Earth Day 1990 offers an opportunity
to reach out to new constituencies; to
build alliances that transcend
boundaries—reaching across countries,
cultures, and continents; to carry the
environmental agenda to the far corners
of the planet. Recent reforms in the
Soviet Union and China have left these
lands more open to environmental
concerns. Numerous leaders in Africa
and South America have begun to resist
the use of their lands as open pit mines
and toxic waste dumps.

The most critical environmental
issues cannot be solved by any single
country acting by itself. Even where the
United States is the largest single source
of a problem, such as oil depletion,
carbon dioxide production, or
ozone-destroying emissions of CFCs,
America’s contribution remains only a
fraction of the global problem.

Japan, for example, ranks fourth in
the world in carbon dioxide emissions,
but less than one-third of the Japanese
public is concerned about the
greenhouse effect. Japan experienced the
Minimata disaster, and it suffers much
of the world’s worst air pollution. Japan
produces 10 percent of the world’s
CFCs, imports a huge quantity of exotic
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Letter to the Editor

September 12, 1988

Editor
EPA Journal

Dear Sir:

Re: “Hatching an Environmental Battle Plan in
Jacksonville” in the Cities and Environment issue of
EPA Journal.

I recently read this article, authored by Khurshid Mehta
and Jim Manning, and am delighted to see Jacksonville
receiving its due credit for being on the leading edge of
both technology and development of rules on a situation
as subjective as odor. However, ! would like to correct
some factual misstatements in the article.

The article mentions that some physiological effects
have been noted but omitted information that the
Health, Welfare and Bio-Environmental Department
(HWB) has that there is no relationship between odor
and these physical problems. The facts are that
Jacksonville is a non-attainment area for ozone, as
reported by HWB {and on the EPA “bad” city list}, and
the preponderance of evidence suggests that these
physical symptoms are due 1o Jacksonville’s significant
ozone problem.

The article also states that one of the effects of odors
has been reduced property values. This is absolutely
false and any research into the value of property in
Jacksonville would demonstrate continuing appreciation
of property in all segments of the city.

The authors state that “the odoriferous conditions are
caused primarily by...” and go on to cite several sources;
in fact, those sources inclusively represent less than 40
percen! of the odor complaints received by HWB.

While it's true that wastewater from chemical plants
does contain Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS) and terpenes,
the TRS content is typically less than 20 parts per
million {ppm). Collectively, the plants represent about
one-half percent of the effluent sent to the city sewage
plant; it’s hard to accept that if 0.5 percent of the
effluent has 10 ppm TRS in it that this could be a major
source of odors at a sewage treatment plant, the type of
facility well known for malodorous emissions.

It's true that Jacksonville now has a “standard” on
odor that says that, within a 90-day period, if any five
people object to any smoke, mist, dust, gas, fume, vapor,
or odor from any property, that property owner is
subject to a $10,000-per-day fine. That sort of criteria is
hardly an objective, technical, scientific standard. It is
an opportunity for vigilantism.

The statement that inspectors obtain data about odor
intensity is patently false. There is no such effort to
measure odor intensity.

The statement that the law provides a regulatory
mechanism that includes the development of
industry-specific emission/work practice standards is
also absolutely untrue.

The authors talk about many steps that pulp mills are
taking on odor abatement, with the implication that
these efforts are due to the new ordinance. These steps
were in motion since the early 1980s and the companies
had committed the funds for these projects years before
the ordinance mentioned in the article was even
discussed.
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The authors are also inaccurate in stating that the
chemical plants are the only ones in the United States
using turpentine to derive terpenes. There are a number
of other plants in the United States including two in
Florida and two in Brunswick, Georgia, 60 miles from
Jacksonville.

Glidco is proud that one year before the ordinance
became law (and months before the current Mayor was
elected), we had volunteered with the Mayor's office to
establish a specific program of identifying and
implementing projects designed to eliminate/reduce
malodorous emissions.

[ can only assume that this article was written
sometime before it was published because the odor
measurement approaches described by the authors have
proven to be technically unsound and practically
unusable.

Jacksonville is, indeed, the Bold New City of the
South and has made tremendous strides in abating
odors. As a proud corporate citizen here for the last 78
years, SCM Glidco is delighted to have helped our city
achieve its potential as an “all American city.”

Sincerely yours,

George W. Robbins
President

SCM Glidco
Jacksonville, Florida

The authors respond:
To the Editor:

The comments in Mr. George Robbins’ letter of
September 12 were brought to the attention of and
reviewed by the Bio-Environmental Services Division of
the City of Jacksonville. The authors continue to stand
behind the veracity of the information presented in the
article. In view of the fact that the technical issues
raised in Mr. Robbins’ letter have been addressed in the
past at public meetings, the authors decline to make any
further comment.

Signed,

Khurshid K. Mehta
James L. Manning

Letters to the editor are published at the discretion of
EPA Journal, which reserves the right to edit them for
clarity or brevity. As with other articles in the Journal,
letters express the opinions of the authors, and do not
necessarily reflect EPA policy. The Journal invites
readers to send letters and appreciates the time and
effort that go into them. Letters become the property of
EPA Journal and will not be returned.
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