









































public informed, meet deadlines, and so
on.

One can argue about what is adequate
support for EPA. While some would like
to see its budget increased manyfold,
few familiar with the magnitude and
complexities of pollution problems
would advocate fewer dollars. Yet EPA's
funds were cut in the first Reagan
Administration budget. Fortunately,
recognizing the error of this position, as
well as public and Congressional outcry
at the erosion of support for the agency,
the Administration has modified its
position.

But with the possible exception of
Superfund, EPA programs will have to
scrimp. Particularly in the area of toxic
pollutants, failure to build and sustain a
strong research program will have
long-term adverse effects.

It has not been easy for the agency to
respond to its competing overseers. EPA
officials report to more than a score of
Congressional subcommittees. The
White House and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) are
always to be reckoned with. Witness the
escalating tug of war between OMB and
EPA over how much independence EPA
can exercise in setting its regulatory
agenda and in finalizing regulations.
Splintered lines of accountability are
likely to continue, forcing EPA to make
the best of a difficult situation.

EPA’s constituencies—business,
environmental organizations, farm
groups, and others—also have been
demanding critics. Lawsuit after lawsuit
has plagued the agency. Sometimes
court directives have prodded the
government to move more quickly. But
more often than makes for good
government, lawsuits have merely
delayed agency actions and introduced
uncertainties into environmental policy.
If there is a hopeful note, it is that after
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a rocky road, EPA is beginning to
engage its critics, experimenting with
new methods—regulatory negotiation is
one—to get beyond the adversarial
character of so many past environmental
debates.

Nor has it been easy to deal with its
primary mission, pollution control. The
compartmentalized nature of EPA’s
programs is in part attributable to the
jurisdictional divisions of Congress. In
part, it seems a normal state of affairs
for a government agency that functions,
after all, like any large bureaucracy with
rules and procedures and forms in
triplicate. But dealing separately with
pollution problems in air, water, and
land defies a growing understanding of
pollution problems. Pollutants
generally, toxics in particular, tend to
move readily among air, water, and
land. A disparity exists between the
multiple environments defined by
statutes, regulations, and Congressional
committees and the one natural
environment with which those policies
and institutions try to deal.

An appreciation of the “cross-media”
phenomenon, as many now call it,
underlay the creation of EPA in 1870
when several offices scattered
throughout the federal government were
combined into a single line agency. That
appreciation was lost in the day-to-day
dynamics of creating a new agency, only
to be rediscovered as the problems
posed by toxic chemicals became better
understood. As the still rudimentary
process of assessing risks from
chemicals improves—we would do well
to keep in mind that only a small
fraction of chemicals used in commerce
have been adequately tested for health
and environmental effects—EPA could
find itself confronting the need for a
major overhaul of its pollution control
authorities.

The extent and seriousness of air and
water contamination by toxic chemicals
was hardly recognized by the drafters of

the Clean Air and Water acts 15 years
ago. Today, public concern is mounting
over toxic air pollutants indoors and
outside, over pesticides and other
chemicals washing off farmlands and
other “nonpoint™ sources into our
waterways, over pollution of ground
water, over the slow pace of cleanup in
the Superfund program, over the effects
of acid rain. The agency has yet lo tame
these problems.

Problems with toxic chemicals are
cropping up worldwide, in industrial
accidents, in farmworker health, in
migrating wildlife. This parallels the
growth of environmental awareness
around the globe. In 1972, at the United
Nation’s Stockholm conference on the
environment, scarcely more than a
dozen developing nations had agencies
addressing environmental matters. The
developing world tended to cast the
issue as if they, too, deserved the
chance to pollute their way to economic
well-being. Since then, more than 100
developing countries have formed some
kind of environmental ministry. Some
are newly receptive to benefiting from
U.S. experience in pollution control.
Many recognize the increasingly clear
international dimensions of
environmental problems. Finding a
proper, effective role for EPA—technical
assistance, sharing research and
information on standards and risks,
initiatives in international
forums—remains an ongoing concern.

Undaunted, EPA at age 15 has going
for it one major plus: as solid,
competent, knowledgeable, and
dedicated a staff of civil servants as can
be found anywhere. Their commitment
bodes well for the agency despite some
formidable challenges, current and
yet-to-come. Among the most pressing:
toxic pollutants, ground-water
contamination, and acid rain.
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minute quantities of substances feared
to be harmful to human health.

Congress has responded by making
EPA responsible for implementing a
complex set of laws to protect human
health by controlling such exposures.
The agency often comes under
fire—unfairly—for failing to accomplish
its goals with optimum efficiency.
Nonetheless, it is being asked to
perform Herculean tasks, and some
resolution must ultimately be reached
about what government can reasonably
be expected to accomplish. Above all,
our society needs to come to terms with
the issue of what degrees of what kinds
of risks are acceptable, and at what
price.

EPA must play the honest broker
among legitimate competing societal
concerns. Insufficient knowledge cannot
justify failure to act, so the agency must
constantly operate in the context of
scientific uncertainties. There is a
growing gap between EPA's obligations
and authorities and its ability to deliver
satisfactory results by traditional

administrative means.

To fulfill its mandates, EPA does need
increased resources far beyond the 1981
levels to which Congress has recently
barely restored it. But even a substantial
infusion of money and staff will not of
itself get the job done, and increases of
any notable magnitude are unlikely in
the face of competition for finite
government resources for other pressing
social needs.

The agency needs to draw on two
invaluable internal assets: the spirit of
dedication and professionalism that
characterized its employees throughout
the first decade of the agency's creation
and maturation, and a renewed resolve
to tap the best minds in the scientific,
business, academic, and political
communities to devise better ways of
achieving environmental goals.

EPA must consistently be its own
sternest critic, always evaluating
whether it is using the most effective
means to attain its ends. The agency
needs, for example, to examine and
adopt innovative approaches—such as

using private sector auditors, inspectors,
and certification processes—to
maximize the resources that government
can directly bring to bear. It needs to
deal creatively with non-technical
problems, such as liability issues. It
must re-engage in intensive public
education efforts to frame complex
scientific/technical issues so that people
can make informed judgments about
managing risks in our society. It needs
to restore decimated government
research programs and to stimulate new
non-governmental efforts to realize
answers to the unknowns confronting
us.

Living on the razor's edge is never
comfortable, but whoever promised
anyone in public service any kind of
garden? EPA does, indeed, live in
interesting times, and that is its only
constant prospect in this age of change
and challenge.

These are classic, text-book management
problems.

Finally, in regard to weaknesses, there
is the problem of priorities. EPA
operates under a set of commands from
the Congress, commands which have
been written into the law. Once they
exist, they must be answered, even if
changing times result in changing
priorities. There has always been—and I
hope always will continue to
be—within EPA a conflict between what
we are required to do and what we
would like to do. But that conflict, if
properly managed, can result in a
healthy working atmosphere. I believe
we established, in my 22 months, an
effective way of meeting our statutory
requirements while being mindful of
priorities.

As for strengths, it must be mentioned
first of all that EPA is still a very young
agency with a very high degree of
commitment. And that makes it a very
exciting place to work. It is full of new
ideas. But the same youthful enthusiasm
and commitment can be a
‘“positive-negative.” (Indeed, EPA is
filled with positive-negatives, which is
not at all a bad thing, even if it does
create internal conflicts.)

During my time at EPA we instituted
four changes which I feel are all
definitely “strengths.” They are: 1) the
management system, whereby we made
sure people knew what they were to do
and to whom they were responsible; 2)
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the peer review system, which enabled
us, for example, to take Superfund from
a piece of paper recently passed inlo
law to a full-blown federal program; 3)
the revamping of the enforcement
system, a highly controversial change
that nonetheless allowed the agency for
the first time in years to speak with a
single voice, and to return to a proper
attorney-client relationship; and, 4) the
budgetary hearings procedure, which for
the first time in EPA history gave the
Administrator direct involvement in the
agency’s various budget decisions, with
the result being better environmental
results for the money, or, even, for less
money.

It should be remembered that I came
to office as part of a new Administration
that brought a different approach to
solving the problems of government.
One of the tenets of that approach was
what we called New Federalism, or the
idea that there were any number of
services being provided by Uncle Sam
that could be better provided by the
states themselves. Under that theory,
while at EPA, we were the only agency
in Washington that was truly practicing
New Federalism. The amount of
delegation we accomplished in 22
months was truly enormous. And with
each delegation we increased the
manpower in the country dedicated to
environmental protection.

All of these changes, I am proud to
say, remain in effect today, and
continue to prove their worth.

I don't mean to sound parochial,
however, by mentioning only those
strengths which my peaple and 1
introduced. There was a lot of
fundamental good in EPA when we
arrived, and it remains.

As a long-time career person at EPA
told me recently, “When we tackle a
problem, there are few agencies in town
that can tackle it as well as we can. For
example, | think we came to terms with
the problem of asbestos in the schools
more quickly than anybody else could
have.”

If pressed to name EPA’s greatest
strength, | would have to say that its
real strength is the fact that the agency's
mission enjoys enormous popular
support among the people of America.

I think ali of us who have ever
worked for EPA can be proud of the
accomplishments of the last 15 years,
especially in the areas of air and water.
And now there is also a strong
Superfund program in place (the
funding for which will most certainly be
extended and increased). But | would be
remiss if | didn't mention my fears
about how EPA is dealing, through
RCRA, with the problem of waste.

Paradoxically, waste represents both
EPA's greatest strength and its greatest
weakness: we have done a fine job of
cleaning it up, but a poor job of
preventing it. That is EPA’s challenge
for the future. O
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Margaret Chung
Secretary
Alexandria, Va.

The exhaust from cars still makes the
air filthy. There’s still some work to be
done in that area.

1 eat a lot of fish. I do worry a little
bit about that. EPA should keep the
rivers clear of toxic elements. But I still
eat the same amount of fish. That's my
favorite dish, you know.

James Blackerby
School teacher and part-time farmer
Ft. Worth, Tex.

They’ve made the air cleaner, due to
emission controls on automobiles and
restricting the lead in gasoline. I think
that’s the best and the biggest
accomplishment.

There was some asbestos in the
building where I work. They made 'em
seal the cracks. I'm sure it was the EPA
that made 'em do it. I feel better about
that.

Ken Fassler
Caretaker
Glen Echo, Md.

You can't have an organization that is
trying to do something good, which is
what I assume that EPA is doing, and
have the rest of society on a whole
different track. In order to really deal
with environmental problems, you also
need a lot of volunteer help from the
whole community. For example, one of
our members (of the Sycamore Island
Club on the Potomac River) is a
volunteer walker—he walks streams
looking for clues to pollution. There are
a lot of activities like that, that people
can indulge in, as a community service,
without pay. Until we have that
attitude, anything EPA tries to do will
be in vain. Because it's not big enough
to take care of the damage that millions
and millions of people have been
causing.

I've lived on the river for more than
10 years. I can see things that go on in
the river that are undesirable, but all the
pollution can’t be attributed to EPA
because the real problem is this: if
somebody puts something into the,
system somewhere, it’s very hard to
trace. Still, if things don't go right, the
EPA is at least somebody to blame.

Bili Vincent
Pharmacist
Weatherford, Tex.

EPA has a stigma attached to its name.
EPA has probably meddled in other
people’s business. Some people feel like
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the government has no place telling a
guy what he can do or can’t do in the
area of pollution control.

John Lynch
Letter carrier
Cabin John, Md.

When I was a kid, I was always down
on the C&Q0 Canal. It was pretty dirty
and it smelled a lot. Now the Potomac
seems cleaner to me. It seems like
there’s more fish down there; you see
more people fishing.

Delivering mail, I come across a lot of
yards that have been sprayed. You can
always tell when someone has sprayed
their yard because, you know, you can
smell the pesticides on it.

Louis Kraniak
Engineering technician
Crowley, Tex.

EPA has accomplished quite a bit. But
they've accomplished it by dismantling
the businessman. An example [ would
cite is with this lead control, where
they're making these plants shut down
after years and years of building up a
business. They're hitting the
businessman rather than settling
something with the public. It has to be a
50-50 proposition, where the
businessman concedes a little, and the
public concedes a little.

Richard Banks, Jr.
Bank employee
Boston, Mass.

EPA seems grossly underpowered in
terms of manpower and enforcement
power. Certainly in the field of
hazardous waste, EPA has not been able
to prevent people from dumping
illegally. I don’t believe we'd have the
toxic dump problem we do if EPA
regulations were being followed. Also
there has been much use of pesticides
in ways which EPA has ruled out. I am
thinking especially of an incident
involving watermelons in California.
The people who ate them became ill.

The regulations EPA makes don't
seem to be feared as are the rules of
other government agencies like the
Securities and Exchange Commission
and state bank comptrollers. The
Executive Office has not adequately
backed EPA in recent years, especially
the current Administration. Air
pollution, acid rain, and toxic chemicals
cannot be adequately controlled by the
states without strong federal
involvement. We need more federal
support to enforce regulations by
policing industry and punishing the
offenders.

Michael J. Gilbert
Legal assistant
Washington, D.C.

EPA has created an awareness of things
that need to be cleaned up. As with all
things, the process is slow, and the
progress is slow. But people are more
aware, and they're trying to do their
share.

Lillian Marsh
Registered nurse
Weatherford, Tex.

People are not aware of the amount of
damage that’s being done to the human
body by things that are happening in the
environment—things like the aldicarb
mess with the watermelons; the Bhopal,
India, event; and other chemical spills.
It's becoming an almost daily event
where people are evacuated from
somewhere for a tanker truck that has
spilled with a pesticide or a chemical in
it. We're really going to have to look at
our practices here before we wipe out
too large a segment of our population.

James Kirtland

Automotive service writer
Arlington, Tex.

The restrictions they've put on the cars
for smog pollution—they organized that
at EPA. During the first years, they
didn't do too bad. They were still young
and small. But now in the later years,
they've put such restrictions on the
automakers that it’s detuned the
engines, taken away their horsepower,
and it doesn’t help the running of the
cars as well as it used to. It's restricted
everything that you can do to a car.

-Harold Goldstein

Muffler shop operator
Gaithersburg, Md.

We used to have a tremendous number
of requests to remove catalytic
converters. That has tapered down to
almost none at all now, although we
still do get a very rare request. People
are much more aware of the strictness of
the law, and are less apt to ask us to
break it than they would have been 15
years ago.

I find that people have become
educated to the pollution idea now,
which they were not 15 years ago. They
really couldn’t see any more than just
bureaucratic interference. But today
people have not only come to accept
EPA; I think they have also come to
respect EPA, because most people feel
the way I feel, that the air is noticeably
cleaner, and that each individual is
contributing to that situation.
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