














extending from the Alaska oil spill to
Detroit auto manufacturing, and from
acid rain in the Adirondacks to a
stymied nuclear power industry from
coast to coast.

For 20 years, ever since the Santa
Barbara oil spill, the oil industry and
federal authorities have been trumpeting
about technological and strategic
progress in oil spill control measures
and mechanisms. Yet when the crunch
came in Alaska, we didn’t even have the
proverbial seven maids with seven
mops.

Last November a group of leading
organizations presented then
President-elect Bush with a list of no
fewer than 700 environmental matters
they said needed Executive attention.
One observer asked if such a list would
be any longer in Zaire.

The Nations Act

To date, the 1972 Stockholm conference
has been the world’s closest approach to
collective action in dealing with
environmental problems. The 10-day
assemblage far exceeded the
expectations of many, while
disappointing the wistful hopes of
some.

Under the masterful helmsmanship of
Canada’s Maurice Strong, the 130
participating nations formally assumed
responsibility for the earth’s
environmental welfare and endorsed an
“Action Plan” of some 109 items to be
pursued. The Action Plan was long on
scope, but short on commitments. In
deference to national sovereignties, the
109 items largely were couched in terms
of “recommendations to governments,”
and many called simply for “studies” or
research.

Yet the concrete results were many.
They included programs for worldwide
monitoring of critical environmental
factors—the impetus for the current
apprehensions concerning the
stratospheric ozone layer and global

warming. Other Action Plan items set in
motion unprecedented scientific
collaboration, such as the teamwork
between American and Russian
specialists, which has grown steadily
without regard to diplomatic
vicissitudes. A “heritage” program was
initiated for preserving—on behalf of all
nations—sites and areas of unique
environmental significance. The
conference laid the groundwork for a
number of regional pacts for
ameliorating pollution of the

With environmental populism
gathering such momentum, it
seems only a matter of time,
and not too long a time, until
it brings significant changes in

national lifestyles . . . .

Mediterranean, Baltic, and Caribbean
seas and other ocean areas.

The conference stopped short of
creating a permanent international
organization with authority to oversee
global environmental developments,
formulate collective policies, and exert
telling influence on implementation of,
and adherence to, such policies.

Yet conference organizers considered
it a signal achievement that
delegates—and later the United Nations
General Assembly—were persuaded to
create an ongoing agency to be some
sort of focus of international
environmental activities: the United
Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP).

Conspicuously deprived of muscle,
UNEP was placed under a 58-member
governing board bound to reflect the
tensions and schisms within the United
Nations itself. It was situated
inaccessibly in Nairobi, Kenya, and
given minuscule financing. (Its budget
recently has been around $30 million a
year——amounting to less than one cent
for each of the world’s citizens whose
interests the agency is expected to
further.)

Given these limitations, UNEP has
functioned impressively. It has served

as an information clearing-house;
instigated progressive environmental
programs in selected areas; organized
multi-national collaboration on specific
problems; and strived to elicit
cooperation from the array of U.N.
affiliates such as the World Health
Organization and the Food and
Agriculture Organization that have
environmental overlaps.

Yet UNEP comes nowhere near
encompassing the collective concerns
and aims embodied in the Stockholm
conference itself. In addition, UNEP is
not in a position to achieve vigorous
implementation of the Action Plan.

What Next?

A global organization to coordinate
international action against global
threats would seem to be an
imperative—an idea whose time has
long since come, albeit whose
realization has so far eluded us.

On the eve of the Stockholm
conference, the eminent Indiana
University environmental scholar, Dr.
Lynton Caldwell, foresaw a need for a
compact international council of no
more than 25 members, empowered to
delineate global environmental priorities
and policies. He suggested that such an
agency might well be under the aegis of
the United Nations. But Stockholm and
the ensuing years have indicated that
such an arrangement would simply
subject international environmental
initiatives to another layer of politicking
and to the United Nations’ procedural
ponderousness.

Apart from the United Nations, it
seems most unlikely that the world’s
nations will be disposed to cede
sovereignties to the degree necessary to
create any sort of global environmental
“super-agency” with definitive
authority.

But such a quantum leap may not be
necessary.

The problem of galvanizing,
coordinating, and integrating
international activities to cope with
global environmental threats suggests, in
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“ Future historians,” predicts former

National Securily Advisor
Zbigniew Brzezinski, a careful observer
of international events, “will almost
certainly hail the last years of this
century . .. as a watershed in world
affairs.”

As events in China, Russia, Eastern
and Western Europe, and Latin America
suggest, change—rapid, even
revolutionary change—has clearly
beconit the watchword for the closing
years of the 20th Century.

What do political changes of global
magnitude have to do with the
environment? Just this: as Dr. Brzezinski
points out, the breathtaking upheavals
in the world today present the United
States with an unprecedented array of
“challenges begging to be exploited as
opportunities.”

And nowhere are these
challenges—and opportunities—greater
than in the-area of environmental
protection. People everywhere are
expressing concern over a deteriorating
global environment. The term “national
security” is being redefined to include
security from environmental, as well as
military, threals. Environmental issues
were highlighted at the recent Western
economic summit in Paris as never
before in the 15-year histary of the
event. The environment, in other words,
has moved from the margins to the
mainstream.

What’s more, our understanding of
environmental problems is changing. No
longer are our concerns over pollution
defined by geographic boundaries or
specific environmental media. Global
problems like the Greenhouse Effect,
deforestation, stratospheric ozone
depletion, and acid rain already are
beginning to usher in a new era of
cooperative international action.

What must we do, as individuals and
as a society, to meel the challenge of
political and environmental change in
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the 1990s? Above all, we must be
willing to change—to adjust to the new
realities of our age, to think about the
environment from a fresh perspective, to
give up outmoded assumptions and
“black-hat, white-hat” preconceptions of
the past in favor of cooperative,
innovative approaches to environmental
protection. New ways of thinking about
the environment can lead to
significantly more effective ways of
protecting it.

A good place to start fostering these
new attitudes and approaches is right
here at EPA and at other institutions

New approaches to
environmental protection—like
market incentives and
pollution prevention—mean
that EPA, too, must change.

and organizations responsible for
protecting the global commons.
Government and private institutions
alike must begin to move beyond
traditional environmental protection
programs, which—despite past
successes—no longer offer solutions to
today’s problems.

One example of a new approach that
shows great promise for enhanced
environmental protection is market
incentives, incorporated in President
Bush's recent proposal to amend the
Clean Air Act. The President’s proposal
establishes tough standards and
deadlines for reducing emissions of
toxic chemicals and other pollutants. It
also contains a number of market
incentives that should encourage
industries to participate much more
willingly—and effectively—in pollution
control efforts.

Under the President’s plan, the
private sector will have much of the
responsibility for defining how and
when harmful air emissions are cut. As

long as overall targets are hit, industry
is given considerable flexibility in
deciding, for example, if greater
emissions reductions should be made at
one plant in exchange for lesser
reductions at another.

This approach—combining traditional
“command-and-control” regulation and
vigorous enforcement with a flexible,
market-based system of incentives and
tradeoffs—can be applied to many other
issues besides clean air. Senators John
Heinz and Tim Wirth outlined many of
them last year in their comprehensive
“Project 88" report on market-based
environmental initiatives.

I find the market-incentive approach
especially appealing for two reasons: it
makes the private sector a partner,
rather than an adversary, in controlling
pollution and reducing environmental
risk; and it leverages the government's
limited resources by exploiting market
forces to achieve environmental goals.

Incentives also can be used to
advance another much-needed
approach: pollution prevention.
Programs to control pollution at its
source—before it enters the environment
and becomes subject to traditional
end-of-pipe controls and cleanup—are
now a top priority at EPA.
Pollution-preventing ideas are beginning
to take hold throughout the ’
environmental and business
communities as their advantages in
reducing environmental and health risks
become more and more obvious.

Like the market-incentive approach,
pollution prevention offers both direct
and indirect benefits to parlicipating
industries. Not only can it save a
company money by promoting
production efficiencies and reducing the
costs of hazardous waste disposal, but it
also can contribute to community
goodwill. What better message could a
plant send its neighbors than that it has
been able to reduce greatly the amount



of hazardous substances it uses and
releases into the community?

The movement toward pollution
prevention is complicated by the fact
that current environmental law tends to
require media-specific, if not
pollutant-specific, controls. Make no
mistake—laws like the Clean Air Act,
the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking
Water Act, and the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act were
landmark achievements that have made
remarkable progress cleaning up the
environment over the past two decades.

But nearly 20 years' experience has
shown us that single-medium laws
based on containment and treatment of
individual pollutants have limitations.
They usually don't remove pollutants
from the environment, but merely shift
them from one environmental
medium—air, water, land—to another.
And current laws provide little or no
incentive for industries to develop
creative, cost-effective methods of
eliminating or reducing pollution at its
source, or to adopt environmentally safe
methods of recycling those pollutants
which cannot be eliminated.

The time has come to consider
applying market incentive/poliution
prevention approaches to environmental
programs across the board. With that in
mind, we are considering asking
Congress for limited authority to use an
integrated, multi-media approach to
reducing health and environmental
risk—one that would give EPA the
flexibility to look at a facility’s tota!
emissions to all environmental media,
and then impose controls that would
result in the greatest risk reduction at
the least cost.

10

I know this is a controversial
proposal. Some environmentalists and
members of Congress may be
uncomfortable with the idea of giving
EPA the authority to waive pollution
controls set by law. Yet if EPA can show
that such an approach can reduce risks
and costs at the same time, then |
believe it is a proposal well worth
pursuing—especially if we see results
that would transform our understanding
of what will be needed to fight
pollution in the years ahead.

New approaches to environmental
protection—like market incentives and
pollution prevention—mean that EPA,
too, must change. We will have to
develop new skills, and broaden our use
of old ones, as we work in a climate that
emphasizes regulatory flexibility,
multi-media pollution prevention, and
decentralized decision-making.

For example, the ability to listen to
the public’s concerns and to
communicate effectively with citizens
on issues related to environmental risks
and tradeoffs will become an
increasingly valuable attribute in the
EPA of the 1990s. Communication skills
also will be important as we increase
our emphasis on consumer
education—making individuals and
families aware of the environmental
risks of life in an industrial society. EPA
must improve its efforts to help people
understand how we all contribute to
pollution and what we can do to
eliminate it from our daily lives.

In this, we atl EPA must serve as
examples as well as advocates. As we
urge citizens and communities to
separate and recycle their wastes in
order to relieve the pressure on our
nation's overburdened landfills, EPA
itself has to practice what it preaches.
Each of us has to participate in
Agency-wide efforts to recycle paper,
purchase recycled supplies, cut back on
the use of non-degradable products and
producls with excessive packaging, and
so forth. What better place to begin

changing this country's “throw-away”
mentality than right here at EPA?

In short, my vision of EPA in the
closing years of the 20th Century
consists of two related images—a
clenched fist, representing our
continued emphasis on controlling
pollution and vigorously enforcing our
nation’s environmental laws; and an
open hand, symbolizing our receptivity
to new ideas, our desire to work with
the public and other organizations to
develop new and better ways of
reducing environmental risk, and our
willingness to help citizens get the
information they need to protect
themselves and their families from
environmental risks in their homes and
communities.

A new EPA—an EPA that is equally
proficient at employing an open hand as
well as a clenched fist—will be well
prepared to respond to the momentous
changes taking place in the world
around us. And we will be well
prepared to exploit all the opportunities
those changes will bring. 0

(Reilly is Administrator of EPA.)
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itself from the actions—or inaction—of
others. No existing institution matches
these criteria ....

The United States, in particular, will
have to assign a far greater prominence
than it has heretofore to the practice of
multilateral diplomacy. This would
mean changes that range from the
organization of the State Department
and the language proficiency of the
Foreign Service, to the definition of an
international role that allows leadership
without primacy, both in the slogging
work of negotiation and in adherence to
final outcomes.

Above all, ways must be found to step
around the deeply entrenched
North-South cleavage and to replace it
with a planetary sense of shared
destiny. Perhaps the successes of the
U.N. specialized agencies can be built
upon for this purpose. But certainly the
task of forging a global energy policy in
order to control the Greenhouse Effect,
for example, is a very long way from
eradicating smallpox or sharing weather
information . ...

Today’s negotiating models—the Law
of the Sea Treaty, the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty, even the
promising Convention to Protect the
Ozone Layer—are inadequate. Typically,
such agreements take about 15 years to
negotiate and enter in force, and
perhaps another 10 before substantial
changes in behavior are actually
achieved .... Far better approaches
will be needed.

Among these new approaches,
perhaps the most difficult to achieve
will be ways to negotiate successfully in
the presence of substantial scientific
uncertainty. The present model is static:
years of negotiation leading to a final
product. The new model will have to be
fluid, allowing a rolling process of
intermediate or self-adjusting
agreements that respond quickly to

growing scientific understanding. The
recent Montreal agreement on the
stratospheric ozone layer supplies a
useful precedent by providing that
one-third of the parties can reconvene a
scientific experts group to consider new
evidence as it becomes available.

The new model will require new
economic methods for assessing risk,

Einstein’s verdict that “we
shall require a substantially
new manner of thinking if
mankind is to survive” still
seems apt.

especially where the possible outcomes
are irreversible. It will depend on a
more active political role for biologists
and chemists than they have been
accustomed to, and far greater technical
competence in the natural and planetary
sciences among policymakers. Finally,
the new model may need to forge a
more involved and constructive role for
the private sector . ...

International law, broadly speaking,
has declined in influence in recent
years. With leadership and commitment
from the major powers it might regain
its lost status. But that will not be
sufficient. To be effective, future
arrangements will require provisions for
monitoring, enforcement, and
compensation, even when damage
cannot be assigned a precise monetary
value. These are all areas where
international law has traditionally been
weak.

This is only a partial agenda for the
needed decade of invention. Meanwhile,
much can and must be done with
existing means. Four steps are most
important: prompt revision of the
Montreal Treaty, to eliminate
completely the production of
chlorofluorocarbons no later than the

year 2000; full support for and
implementation of the global Tropical
Forestry Action Plan developed by the
World Bank, the United Nations
Development Programme, the Food and
Agricultural Organization, and the
World Resources Institute; sufficient
support for family planning programs to
ensure that all who want contraceptives
have affordable access to them at least
by the end of the decade; and, for the
United States, a 10-year energy policy
with the goal of increasing the energy
productivity of our economy (i.e.,
reducing the amount of energy required
to produce a dollar of GNP) by about
three percent each year.

While choosing four priorities from
dozens of needed initiatives is highly
arbitrary, these four stand out as
ambitious yet achievable goals on which
a broad consensus could be developed,
and whose success would bring
multiple, long-term global benefits
touching every major international
environmental concern.

Reflecting on the discovery of atomic
energy, Albert Einstein noted,
“everything changed.” And indeed,
nuclear fission became the dominant
force—military, geopolitical, and even
psychological and social—of the
ensuing decades. In the same sense, the
driving force of the coming decades may
well be environmental change. Man is
still utterly dependent on the natural
world but now has for the first time the
ability to alter it, rapidly and on a global
scale. Because of that difference,
Einstein’s verdict that “we shall require
a substantially new manner of thinking
if mankind is to survive” still seems
apt. ©

[Dr. Mathews is Vice President of the
World Resources Institute.)
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these pollution problems and eliminates
the need for such controls. And again, it
is necessary to choose between the
control strategy and the preventive one.
Some 80 percent of the trash
components can be either burned or
recycled, but obviously not both.
Moreover, as a recent pilot test done by
the Center for the Biology of Natural
Systems showed, 84 percent of the
household trash stream can be
recycled—a disposal capacity even
greater than that of the incinerator,
which is about 70 percent.

EPA has recently confronted the
choice between prevention and control
in trash disposal. This choice arose in
connection with a proposed
trash-burning incinerator in Spokane,
Washington. Opponents argued that
according to the Clean Air Act, the
facility must employ “best available
control technology” (BACT), which the
Act defines to include existing means
for the removal of potential pollutants
from fuel. In practice, this would mean,
for example, removing and recycling
nearly all of the trash components, for
most of them contribute to the
pollutants generated by incineration.
Citing the Thomas statement, EPA
Region 10 agreed with this position and
referred it to the Administrator for
decision. He had a momentous
opportunity to signal EPA’s turn toward
prevention by supporting the Region 10
position. Unfortunately, the decision
has given us the wrong signal.

Apart from legalisms, the decision to
disagree with Region 10 and deny the
petition makes only one substantive
argument: that the experimental
evidence does not support the
conclusion that separating potentially
polluting materials from trash will in
fact reduce toxic air emissions. The
experiment cited showed that removal
of metals and glass from trash clearly
reduced the toxic metal content of flue
gas before it entered the emissions
control system. But the decision
concludes that the study does not show
“that there would be a reduction in
pollutant emissions had conventional
pollution control devices been in
operation.”

This conclusion is unwarranted;
simple logic tells us that when the
amount of toxic metal entering a control
device is reduced, if it works, even less
will leave it. More serious is the
decision’s failure to recognize a major
point in the Thomas statement: that
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prevention avoids a serious fault in the
control strategy—the problem of shifting
pollutants from one medium to another.
This is precisely what an incinerator
emissions control system does: it shifts
heavy metals and other toxic materials
from emissions to the deposited fly ash.
Clearly this problem is avoided when
separation reduces the toxic metal
entering the incinerator. 1 am afraid that
this decision misconstrues the facts and

Evidently, the entry of the
prevention strategy into the
nation’s environmental
program is not likely to be
particularly smooth or
uncontroversial.

seriously weakens the role of prevention
in EPA policy.

Evidently, the entry of the prevention
strategy into the nation’s environmental
program is not likely to be particularly
smooth or uncontroversial. Another
example is President Bush’s Clean Air
bill. Just before announcing the bill, Mr.
Bush proclaimed himself not only an
environmentalist but also a
preventionist. In reporting the
President’s June 9 address, the
Washington Post said that “his goal will
be prevention, not just cleaning up,
environmental problems.”

Yet a few days later Mr. Bush
announced that polluters will be
encouraged to buy and sell the right to
pollute. This is of course a perverse
parody of the “free market,” in which
instead of goods—useful things that
people want—being exchanged, “bads”
that nobody wants are traded. Clearly a
market in pollutants cannot operate
unless the market is provided with what
it is supposed to exchange-—pollutants.
This proposal not only fails to prevent
pollution but actually requires it. But
there are ways to prevent air pollution.
Smog was created when
high-compression engines were
introduced to power the large
post-World War Il cars; running hot, the
engines generate nitrogen oxides which
trigger the photochemical smog reaction.
Preventing smog calls for new engines
that produce little or no nitrogen
oxides—for example, the stratified
charge engine or electric motors.
Applied to the acid rain problem,
prevention calls for energy conservation
and non-burn power sources such as
photovoltaic cells.

The most serious hindrance to the
prevention strategy is implementation; it
will be much more difficult to persuade
farmers and manufacturers to change
the way they grow corn or construct
automobiles than to attach controls to
their tractors or smokestacks. Current
methods of production are the
presumably profit-maximizing responses
to economic forces, and there will be a
good deal of resistance to changing
them.

This is a hurdle that can be
surmounted only by government action.
The federal government could overcome
the auto industry’s resistance to
producing new kinds of cars and trucks
by specifying smog-free engines in the
$5 billion of vehicles it buys annually.
With that large an incentive, the engines
will surely be built and take over the
private market. Similarly, if the federal
government placed an order for some
$0.5 billion of photovoltaic cells to be
installed in government facilities, their
price would drop by more than 90
percent and open up a vast new market
for these pollution-free sources of
electricity.

As we approach the 20th anniversary
of the birth of environmentalism in
1970, it is fitting that we should review
what has been done and from it learn
how to improve the nation’s thus-far
failing environmental record.
Reorienting the environmental program
toward prevention can assure that in the
next 20 years we can at last accomplish
the purpose set forth 20 years ago in the
National Environmental Policy Act:

“to promote the efforts that will
prevent or eliminate damage to the
environment and biosphere.” O

{Dr. Commoner is Director of the Center
for the Biology of Natural Systems at
Queens College, City University of New
York.)

Editor's Note: Dr. Commoner’s speech,
“The Environmental Failure,” given at
EPA headquarters on January 12, 1988,
as part of the Office of Radiation
Programs’ Environmental Seminar
Series, will be one of eight speeches by
guest speakers included in a
forthcoming EPA publication.
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under the federal yoke. Efforts at
defining and redefining the federal-state
relationship took precious energy away
from the common task of protecting the
environment.

... and construction sanctions for
cities unable to attain national
standards for ozone .. ..

Today's environmental bureaucracy is
something of a Rube Goldberg
organization. It is most imposing when
viewed from the local level, where three
layers of law, regulation, and
bureaucracy vie for jurisdiction. For
example, here the individual person or
businegs discovers how a simple permit
request can involve red tape from
several government agencies.

The emissions testing area is now in
plain view. Succumbing to the heat, a
car in line ahead stalls out, bringing the
slow procession fo a temporary halt.
After a couple of awkward minutes,
doors on two nearby cars swing open as
their drivers step out to help move the
disabled vehicle out of line.

The news continues:

And in local news, city officials
have expressed concern over the
limited capacity of the city’s aging
municipal wastewater treatment
plant ....

Local economic growth has placed
increasing demands on environmental
services in some places; local economic
decline has eroded tax bases, causing a
shortage of funding for such services in
others. Local governments everywhere
are straining against the competing
social goals of economic development
and sustained environmental quality to
find the right balance for their own
communities.

With the planned phaseout of
EPA’s construction grants
program, city officials must look to
local sources, such as tax
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increases, to finance the future
facility.

Environmental protection is costly.
Much of the money for it comes out of
local government budgets and is used to
construct basic infrastructure for
providing environmental services. A
municipal waste incinerator can easily
cost a city $500 million to construct. A
public drinking water system for a
medium-sized city adds up to
construction costs of $100 million. Even
a small municipal sewage treatment
plant costs an average of $15 to $20
million.

Decisions concerning how to fund
these facilities and where to site them
are nearly always politically unpopular
and thus are avoided, if possible, by
elected officials. But delay has its own
costs. Today, it is common to find
municipal governments confronting
several such costly, politically sensitive
decisions. Twenty years of close federal
and state oversight has made local
governments reluctant environmental
decision-makers.

Only three cars are now ahead of me
in line. I can see the state insignia on
the sleeve of the jump suit worn by the
young, female attendant. I need be
patient only another few minutes.

The news continues:

And on the international scene,
President Bush today announced
plans for a conference of world
leaders to discuss deepening
concern over the apparent
warming of the earth’s
atmosphere . . .

The changing global climate has
robbed us of our optimism about the
future. Public confidence has been
shaken by revelations of environmental
problems not even imagined by the
organizers of Earth Day 1970.

. which could cause a melting
of the polar ice cap and result in
future flooding of some major
coastal cities.

Who will find the wherewithal to
meet these new challenges? How can we
do a better job of addressing the old

ones? In a world of limited financial
resources, a decision to address one
environmental problem generally
implies a decision not to address
another, We can't do everything, yet we
try. We've stretched the fabric of
environmental protection in this
country so thin that it seems as if it
must soon come apart. Holes are
beginning to appear at the local level,
where bureaucracy, budget shortfalls,
and competing social goals have
combined to frustrate our efforts toward
improved environmental quality.

The traffic light turns a bright green. I
lift my foot from the brake pedal one
last time, allowing my care to drift into
the testing area. Settling back in my
seat, | turn off the radio to enjoy the
crystal clarity of one final thought:

The system for providing
environmental protection is on
overload, and it isn't going to improve
on its own. Our episodic efforts as a
society to respond to environmental
threats have led to institutions lacking
in unified direction and efficient
organization. To improve them, we must
establish common environmental goals
and set realistic priocrities.

It’s time to get it together, and the
local level is a good place to start. After
all, here businesses live and die on the
implications of words printed in
environmental regulations; the average
American pays his water, sewer, trash
collection, and utility bills; and here |
sit in line at the automobile emissions
testing station. O

(Koines is a Branch Chief in the

Regulatory Integration Division of EPA’s
Office of Policy Analysis.)
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environmental conditions.

To bring about such changes, state
government must begin by changing the
way it manages the environment by
adding new approaches to the
environmental programs which have
been successful so far. In particular, the
following deserve consideration:

® We should use economic incentives
to modify individual and corporate
behavior at levels that are not amenable
to regulation.

This will mean new roles for state
regulators of public utilities. It will
require, among other things, new
programs to make recycling mandatory
(and to sustain markets for recycled
material}). Deposit-and-return
requirements for environmentally
harmful products also warrant
consideration.

Public utility regulators have
traditionally set water, sewer, and
electric rates to ensure that the public is
protected from excessive rate increases
by utility monopolies. Utility
commissions are generally not
considered environmental agencies.
However, since water, sewer, and
energy use are effectively influenced by
rate structures, environmental goals
should be given weight in rate
decisions. This would require new
formal channels of communication
between utility regulators and
environmental agencies and
collaboration on decisions such as the
disposition of any windfall revenue
derived from environmentally driven
rate setting.

As the first state to implement a
mandatory statewide solid-waste
recycling program, Rhode Island has
found that, while citizens are
remarkably cooperative, economically
successful recycling does not happen by
itself. It is necessary to restructure
manufacturing in several industries to
accept vast quantities of recycled
material in order to achieve the
often-stated goal of recycling 25 percent
of the nation’s solid waste stream.

This goal can be accomplished only if

30

recyclables are collected and marketed
in a standardized way. State agencies
must move to organize collection,
ensure quality control, and work with
other states to develop reliable markets.
Deposit-and-return legislation may be
an effective economic means for
achieving safe disposal or reuse of
certain environmentally harmful
products. With deposit systems, unless

Many state transportation
departments still see
environmental concerns as
secondary to the goal (;f
achieving desiretf leve
transportation service.

an item (say a car battery or tire) is
returned to the dealer and then to the
manufacturer, the deposit required at
the time of purchase is lost.

Deposit-and-return systems encourage
manufacturers to develop ways of
reusing or reprocessing returned
materials. Given the questionable
success of hazardous waste tracking
laws, a deposit-and-return system might
even make sense for industrial
chemicals.

® State transportation and public lands
policies as well as local land-use
planning should be integrated with
environmental goals.

Automobile use has profound, direct
impacts on air and water quality. Public
investment in roads and mass transit
alternatives is crucial in influencing
land development decisions. However,
many state transportation departments
still see environmental concerns as
secondary to the goal of achieving
desired levels of transportation service.
The basic approach to state
transportation planning must be
changed within the nation's urban
corridors so that environmental
improvement becomes an explicit
purpose of transportation investment
that makes use of state and federal
funds. This would require governors to
restructure transportation
decision-making in most states to give

environmental agencies much more say
in transportation policy at every level.

We have learned that natural systems
such as forests and wetlands can help
preserve the quality of air and water.
Wetlands process pollutants; vegetated
buffer zones protect water from
nonpoint sources of pollution. Green
areas can reduce air pollution and
separate conflicting land uses. While
many states have wetlands protection
laws, few use the acquisition and
management of park and forest land as
part of pollution-control strategies. As
with transportation, progress in
integrating public lands policies with
environmental goals will require new
kinds of cooperative action among state
agencies.

Most land-use regulation remains in
local hands. This is unlikely to change,
but local decision-makers could become
much more informed about the
environmental implications of land-use
decisions. States could use tools such as
Rhode Island’s statewide computerized
Geographic Information System to
provide local officials with information
on ground water, surface water,
wetlands, and other environmental
concerns, in order to improve the
quality of local land-use actions.

® Environmental data-gathering within
regulatory programs needs to be

simplified and integrated in a way that
allows regulated industries and public

_officials to better understand the nature

and impacts of industrial wastes.

Despite all the discussion of the need to
address environmental problems in a
unified way, states are required by
federal legislation and EPA regulations
to collect and analyze data from
industry in accordance with each
separate air, water, and hazardous waste
program. Businesses are thus confronted
with a dizzying variety of forms to
document their compliance with
pollution-control legislation. All of this
helps perpetuate the problem of
pollutants being moved from water to
air to land, without sufficient thought
being given to overall pollution
reduction.
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Gaylord Nelson

support the measures
required for success. The
traumas of auto inspection
and maintenance, the
resistance to many other
methods of control, and the
continuing love affair of
Americans with their
cars—all testify to the fact
that we have missed
opportunities to reduce levels
of ozone, even after that
problem was clearly
recognized.

" But environmental abuse
often does leave a permanent
scar. Despite the massive
investments in water

which disregard its ecological
underpinnings. Part of that
price can be redeemed
through special efforts, but
certain wounds cannot be
easily healed.

Obviously, it helps to get
on the right course at the
start. It helps to see the
serious problems coming. But
even more important is the
strength of our response. As a
general rule, even where
problems have become
serious, we have been able to
overcome them if we have
been committed to that
result.

The regulatory apparatus
which EPA implements, and
indeed the existence of EPA
itself, reflect on our capacity
to meet new challenges.

pollution control, and the
noteworthy progress those
efforts have brought to our
rivers and lakes, the
sediments are still loaded
with nasty compounds. At
many sites the soils and
ground water are
contaminated beyond a
likelihood of rehabilitation.
Vast areas of wetlands are
gone forever, and, for miles
along our coastlines,
beautiful natural sand dunes
have been permanently
replaced with concrete
bulkheads.

In fact, it is in the use of
land (and the establishment
of our transportation systems)
that many of our most
irrevocable mistakes cast a
long shadow into our future.
When one flies the course of
the “megalopolis” from
Washington to Boston, the
landscape that unfolds is
packed with such dense
development that many a
child will seldom stroll in a
meadow.

From this quick review, it
is possible to conclude that
nature has a great redemptive
capacity, and that human
progress has made it possible
for us to lend a helping hand.
Even so, we pay a price for
those practices of civilization
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When the focus shifts to
global concerns, the difficulty
of the problems increases,
and the limitations on our
ability to act are more severe.
But whether it be
stratospheric ozone
depletion, deforestation,
global warming, or some
other emerging trend that
threatens the future of
“spaceship earth,” many of
the same factors that have
affected American response
to ecological danger will
operate similarly in the
international sphere. The
democracy among nations,
like the democratic character
of our own political system,
will require that world
opinion be mobilized to bring
sufficient pressure for change
in established practice.

This dynamic means that
we will have little alternative
than to wait until
environmental problems
assume proportions of reality
before major efforts can be
launched to bring relief.
Doubtless we will incur
permanent damage to certain
attractive and important
features of our world-wide
environmental and resource

base. Let’s hope we can
nonetheless react in
sufficient time and with
sufficient intensity to avert
catastrophic effects.

For those who feel that this
prognosis does not provide
sufficient satisfaction, let me
reiterate the fundamental
point that we are operating in
a democracy. In placing
liberty and equality at the top
of our priority list, we may
forego a theoretical capability
to anticipate every problem
and achieve ideal protection.

What our system does
provide, however, is an
adaptive capacity to correct
our past mistakes. By giving
effective force to the power
of public opinion, we can
enjoy the benefit of a
dynamic corrective process.
But the success of that
process requires first that we
as citizens see the need and
second that we unite to
respond to it. In America, the
security of our future
depends on all of us.

(Quarles, currently a partner
in the Washington Office of
Morgan, Lewis and Bockius,
served as EPA’s first General
Counsel and was Deputy
Administrator of EPA from
1973 to 1977.)

The 20th anniversary of
Earth Day 1970 is just 10
months away. Twenty
million people participated
in that dramatic event.

The main purpose of Earth
Day was to organize a -
nationwide, grassroots
demonstration of public
concern for the environment
that would get the attention
of the politicians and force
the environment issue into
the mainstream of political
dialogue. The politicians got
the message, and they
responded with major
legislative initiatives at the
national, state, and local
levels.

While we have made some
significant progress here and
there since Earth Day, a
continuance of efforts at
current levels will fall far
short of what is needed and
will not prevent continued
steady environmental
decline.

The resiliency of the living
planet has already been
dangerously compromised. It
is rapidly losing its capacity
to renew itself. The insults to
the land, water, and air are
too many and too massive.

In short, threads of the net
that hold the world
ecosystem together are
breaking and unravelling.
Only & massive, coordinated
worldwide effort will save
what is left of the natural
world and give nature a
chance to repair some of the
damage we have caused.

If this sounds like alarmist
talk, it is, because the
situation is nothing short of
alarming.

Plans for a worldwide
Earth Day in 1990 are well
underway. Indications are
that this will be the largest
grassroots demonstration in
history.

The single most important
objective of this 20th
anniversary celebration is a
worldwide public
demonstration so
overwhelming that it literally
shakes the political
leadership of the world out
of its lethargy and galvanizes
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Lessons about

Environmentalism in Congress

by Robert T. Stafford

or more than two decades, Congress

has set the course for our nation’s
quest for clean and healthy air, water,
and land. The House and Senate have
enacted an extraordinary number and
variety of laws that have helped to keep
our environment safer than it would
otherwise have been.

But if we are to help mankind achieve
its eternal and universal goals of
happiness and prosperity, we shall have
to change our approach in the future.
We shall have to put more emphasis on
anticipation than on response. We shall
have to concentrate more on prevention
than on cleanup. And we shall have to
extend our environmental concerns
beyond the boundaries of our nation.

To those ends, we shall have to
guarantee that environmental
considerations be a major part of all
significant policy decisions, in and out
of government. If we are to continue to
encourage the kind of orderly growth
and development that bring prosperity,
we must recognize that our efforts to
provide at the same time a safe
environment will require new ways.
Needed will be legislation that
anticipates the use of a variety of
processes, ranging from regulation to
conservation, to changes in lifestyles, to
forcing the development and use of
technology.

The twin pressures of global
population growth and the ambition for
a better life by struggling billions in
developing countries call out for the
United States to assume a position of
world leadership in the necessary effort
to secure a safe environment. Congress
must play a critical role in this effort.

In the early 1960s, we spent much of
our time trying to learn as much as
possible about our environment and
about ways to deal with threats to that
environment. As we learned those
things, we quickly became aware of how
important it was—and still is—to get the
public involved in environmental
issues. We found very quickly that the
public demanded margins of
environmental safety far stricter than
industry thought was reasonable and
politicians thought practicable.

Emboldened by this public support,
Congress moved slowly to engage an
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ill-defined adversary. We authorized
development of the expertise needed to
understand the scope of environmental
problems. We established programs to
measure the development of state and
local regulatory programs. We set up
modest federal enforcement capability
to deal with environmental problems
that crossed jurisdictional lines.

Our knowledge expanded. The public
became more aware of environmental
problems. As a result, Congress
attempted to respond to public demand
for a higher level of performance
dealing with pollution control. The
landmark Clean Air Amendments came
in 1970, followed by the 1972 Clean
Water Act.

It seemed then like such an
ambitious effort. But, in
reality, it was a limited
environmental agenda.

These laws had—and still have—two
basic objectives: first, to establish
specific regulatory requirements and
precise timetables to achieve those
requirements and, second, to establish
long-term policy goals for
environmental programs.

To justify this federal intrusion into
the environmental process, we focused
on protection of human health in our
efforts to control air pollution. That
concern for health has become the
hallmark of most of the environmental
legislation that followed, and the Clean
Air Act and Clean Water Act have
evolved as among the most important
public health laws of this nation. Public
health standards became the scientific
basis for pollution controls, and a body
of law based on health protection has
developed in the United States. These
laws continue to enjoy overwhelming
and increasing public and, thus,
political support.

It seemed then like such an ambitious
effort. But, in reality, it was a limited
environmental agenda. It has been said
we asked for too little in the 1960s and
too much in the 1970s. The truth is, of
course, that we have not done enough.

Our early environmental concerns did
not include toxics, hazardous wastes,

acid rain, or ground-water
contamination, each of which has
generated massive problems in our
country. Nor did we spend much time
thinking about the Greenhouse Effect
and resulting climate changes, depletion
of the ozone layer, desertification,
deforestation, or species extinction, all
of which affect not only our nation, but
our entire planet.

Our early effarts came in response to
dramatic events—a smog that killed,
water pollution that closed beaches,
chemical dumps that leaked into water
supplies, and toxic releases from
factories.

The laws we wrote in those responses
were imperfect, but they were superior
to the enforcement and support they
received from the regulators at both the
state and federal levels. Too many
waivers were issued, and too many
deadlines were allowed to pass.

But we have learned that we do not
have unlimited time to meet the
environmental problems of the future.
We have also learned that we are all
inhabitants of a single ecosystem of a
fragile planet and that we had better pay
more attention to each other’s habits,
policies, and ambitions.

It is in our own national interest to
assume world leadership of the effort to
prevent environmental catastrophe. This
decade has seen the four hottest years in
recorded history. The planet’s ozone
shield is three percent thinner because
it has been weakened by manmade
chemicals. Levels of ozone closer to the
earth’s surface have doubled.

There is a growing consensus among
scientists and more and more
policymakers that these and other
circumstances pose a potential threat to
human survival that must be addressed
now. Humanity has moved closer to the
edge of an environmental abyss, and we
will surely plunge over it unless we
change our ways.

To permit and encourage our nation
to assume the world leadership required
to prevent environmental disaster, the
federal government will have to develop
a new spirit and system of cooperation
that will make environmental concerns
an integral part of all national—and
even international—planning.
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