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options. | wou

palities to shal

making such dewsunnauons witn
the regulatory agencies. | believe
they will do so and do so respon-
sibly as they recognize better
than we at the Federal ievel that
the lower the risk the higher the
cost.

Nhat are your views con-
cerning EPA’s responsibilities
to protect the oceans from
pollution?

must confess that | have a
strong affinity for the oceans
having spent my youthful days
diving on Florida's coral reefs
and in later years serving in the
Navy. I've always viewed the
oceans as the last great
frontier—as a source of
sustenance for a large part of the
world’s population, as a reservoir
of ecological wealth and enjoy-
ment and as a medium which
ties hations together. The oceans
are also vast, complex, and
mysterious to us and it is not
clear what the fate and effects of
pollutants in the oceans are.

Nothwithstanding the impor-
tance of the oceans as a resource
and the uncertainty regarding
their ability to assimilate wastes,
I think the oceans should be con-
sidered as a viable option for
waste management, at least for
an interim period. Recent scien-
tific research supports this posi-
tion,

The Agency has begun the
task of revising the regulations
which control the dumping of
sludge into the ocean. In a
general sense | would like to see
two key features in the regula-
tions. One, that a very rigid en-
vironmental test be established
for determination of those
sludges which are suitable for
ocean disposal without causing
unreasonable degradation. Two,
that the burden of proof is placed
on the polluter to show that
there will not be unreasonable
degradation of the marine en-
vironment and that all feasible
fand-based alternatives are less
suitable from an environmental
point of view. | think the role of
economics in such determina-
tions will become more impor-
tant where the environmental
risks of a land-based alternative
versus an ocean disposal alter-
native are equivalent.
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agency uu vwnei it cannot
predict the fate and effects of
pollutants in the ocean or any
other medium?

l'he environment does not

iena itself to precise predic-
tability. This is true whether one
is considering waste disposal in
the air, on land, or in the ocean.
The answer to your question lies
in science and in praocess. We get
as much factual data and infor-
mation as we can; we apply the
most sophisticated analytical
procedures and analysis that we
have available to us. and we
discuss and debate the facts and
hypotheses in open public
forums. Once having made a
decision we rely upon monitoring
and further research to assure
that adequate protection is being
provided. Finally, we review the
situation periodically and adjust
decisions according to the
evidence using a similar process.
Our various planning and per-
mitting tools serve this need to
review past decisions.

| believe that the EPA can do
a better job in coordinating with
other Federal, state, and local
agencies in conducting research,
and in developing analytical
procedures and monitoring
programs which will reduce the
uncertainty with respect to the
fate and effects of pollutants in
our waters,

| like to think of poliutants as
resources waiting to be
rediscovered. As we plan for the
management of our sludge,
whether it is for ocean dumping
or some land disposal method,
we should give equai if not
greater attention to resource
recovery and reuse. | am op-
timistic that as resources
become more scarce, as cost ef-
fective technologies become
available, and as the public
becomes more demanding of
reutilization of resources, that
the focus of the future will be
more on the side of resource
recovery than it will be on waste
disposal. | am optimistic about
the future in this regard.

Are any new steps needed
at the Federal level to assure
that Americans have a safe
supply of drinking water?

A major objective of this ad-
ministration generally, is to
delegate fully the authority and
responsibility for the administra-
tion of various environmental
programs to the States where the
environmental laws permit. The
Safe Drinking Water Act en-
visioned a primary role and
responsibility for States in the
regulation of public water sup-
plies and controlling injection of
contaminants into ground water
aquifers. In keeping with this
overall policy we will be working
very hard to fully delegate these
responsibilities to state agencies.

With respect to public water
supply systems, | believe that the
Agency should develop with
states strategies which are more
effective at anticipating and deal-
ing with the special problems
faced by the 62,000 rural com-
munity systems. In the past,
EPA’s attention and resources
have been focused primarily on
the 2,000 or so major water sup-
ply systems. These urban
systems provide potable water
for the vast majority of the
American people. For the most
part they are professionally
managed and they are and will
continue to be subjected to
microscopic oversight by state
regulatory agencies and their
customers.

Groundwater is another area
where the Agency should focus
more of its attention and
resources, Old timers have said
of the hardness of the water that
comes from the well at my
Colorado homestead “you can
scarce get a bite to drink.” My
personal concern with well water
is more a matter of aesthetics
and convenience, but as the
Assistant Administrator for
Water, | cannot help but be con-
cerned with the existing and
potential future contamination of
ground water from a public
health point of view. Statistically,
greater than half of our popula-
tion receives its potable water
from the ground.

Groundwater, once conta-
minated, takes years, if not de-
cades or centuries, to purify.
Groundwater protection is
fundamentally a land use issue.
State and local governments by
far have the greater powers to
make determinations concerning
siting of facilities, designation of
underground sources of water
supply and the like. States also

have extraordinary powers under
their various health laws to pre-
vent and control ground water
pollution. | believe that the EPA
should work with the States in
the continued development of
state ground water protection
strategies. Our principal focus
should be on assuring that our
regulations governing water
supply systems, underground in-
jection, dump sites and the like
are well coordinated and that
our enforcement posture supports
state strategies concerning
ground water protection.

Are water quality stan-
aaras still a useful tool in
protecting and enhancing our
water ways?

Nater quality standards are
an important and logical next
step to ensuring adequate
protection of beneficial uses of
water nationwide. The Clean
Water Act envisioned that
technology based standards
would be set as a floor below
which municipal and industrial
dischargers could not go. The
Agency is committed to getting
into effect as soon as possible
regulations governing the control
of toxic substances from In-
dustrial dischargers. Even with
these regulations in effect, and
technologies in place, the gues-
tion remains: is there adequate
protection of beneficial uses and
water quality? The answer will lie
in the strength of a state's water
quality standards program.

There is a major effort un-
derway currently to upgrade the
quality of EPA’s guidance con-
cerning the states’ adoption and
implementation of water quality
standards.

The standards regulations
which EPA will be proposing
stress the designation of
beneficial uses and numeric
criteria sufficient to protect those
uses on a site specific base. The
regulations will also propose a
policy of protection of uses
currently attained with no
allowance for degradation of
those uses.

| am sure some States will be
concerned with the resource im-
plications of revising their stan-
dards along these lines, but { am
convinced that the regulated
community will be more than
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willing to bear their fair share of
the burden of developing
monitoring data, analysis, and in-
formation necessary to revise
standards as it is in their self in-
terest to do so. No elected of-
ficial or industry principal wants
to make an investment in poliu-
tion control unless it is well foun-
ded in scientific bases and has
public support. To help avoid
some of the confusion and mis-
conception that has grown over
the years regarding water quality
standards, the EPA is trying to
focus attention on five basic
questions which we believe cap-
ture the essence of the standards
setting process. These questions
are: What is the use to be
protected and how is it charac-
terized in physical, chemical and
biological terms and in terms of
social and economic value? To
what extent does poliution im-
pair or support the use relative to
other factors? What level of point
source pollution control is
necessary to restore and protect
the use? What level of nonpoint
source pollution control is feasi-
ble that will restore and protect
the use? Is it worth it?

This last question should be
taken in light of a policy of an-
tidegradation but it is an impor-
tant question to ask when con-
sidering the costs and benefits of
pollution control technology that
may be required to meet water
quality standards in the future.

In your judgment are
America’s waterways getting
cleaner, holding their own, or
deteriorating?

The only honest answer to
tnat question is that | don’t
know. Surely its a mixed bag and
| would prefer not to bore your
readers with the same worn out
horror stories and success stories
that have been printed and
reprinted so many times over.
The fact of the matter is, environ-
mental trends are subtle except
in the rare instances of overt
signs of pollution such as fish
kills. | don’t think the answer lies
necessarily in collecting more in-
formation. EPA’s water programs
currently place approximately
3.9 million work hours of burden
on the regulated community and
state and local governments to
collect information. | think the
answer to the question lies in
how the data is used and who
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uses it. | see three ways in which
we can do a better job of deter-
mining environmental results or
trends in environmental quality.
First, assert the need for states to
take a stronger role in assessing
improvements in water quality.
This will be a ciear reversal of
past trends where EPA has
always assumed that it was the
appropriate institution to make
such determinations. Secondly,
the focus of analyzing environ-
mental trends and results should
be on specific media on a
geographic basis. States should
review their long term monitor-
ing data and develop qualitative
assessments which address the
physical. chemical and biologicai
characteristics of the aquatic en-
vironment, the uses made of it
and any pollution events or oc-
currences which have been ob-
served.

The third approach, which is
less satisfactory from a scientific
point of view, is to use surrogate
measures. For example, knowing
that we have reduced the dis-
charge measured in pounds of
pollutants in a particular water
body over a particular period of
time, is an indicator of the effec-
tiveness of pollution control re-
quirements, whereas counting
the number of violations of
NPDES discharge permits does
not relate at all to the environ-
mental consequences of pollu-
tant loadings.

What are your views on
local government and water
quality management planning?

| have a very strong orienta-
tion toward local government as
a result of my past experience as
a health department official, local
planner and a consultant to local
government and industry. Let me
answer that question by first be-
ing very frank about local govern-
ment involvement in water
quality planning under section
208 of the Clean Water Act and
one reason why this Administra-
tion has not shown support for
continual Federal funding of
areawide agencies to carry out
planning. Lack of implementation
of water quality management
plansin my view is a direct result
of the inability of the planning

agency to adequately define the
problem. This inability was due
either to the agency’s un-
questioned acceptance of a
problem statement made by a
state or federal agency or from
having taken a one dimensional
approach at defining the
problem.

On the flip side of the coin
there have been numerous local
success stories.

In view of the lack of
familiarity with the Clean Water
Act at the start of planning and
the lack of focus in EPA’s
guidance as to what should be
planned for, local governments
have made substantial gains.

I think we should look ahead
at water quality management
planning in terms of a new
phase: one in which the plan-
ning under Federal grants is
highly focused on specific
streams or lakes which are con-
sidered to be the most valuable
and those that are most
threatened from poliution. Local
governments have an oppor-
tunity for additional funding un-
der the Clean Water Act to carry
out planning provided they can
make the case to the state pollu-
tion control agency that they are
better equipped to conduct the
necessary studies.

On a more philosophical level,
section 208 of the Clean Water
Act provides a very important
handle for local governments to
join together on a voluntary basis
to develop the institutional and
technical capacity to deal eyeball
to eyeball with the regulatory
agencies. This local roie is essen-
tial as we move into an era of
reassessing our water quality
goals in the context of revisions
to state water quality standards.

I am confident that many local
planning organizations will con-
tinue to play a major role without
Federal assistance.

Do you see a change in
emphasis on management of
the construction grants
program for publicly owned
treatment works as a result of
the 1981 amendments?

Yes. A new construction
grants bill contained two very
significant messages from my
point of view as a former local
government official. First, that
Federal grant funds are to be

targeted to restoring and main-
taining water quality and
designated beneficial uses of
water. Secondly, that local
governments are to assume a
greater responsibility for assuring
that they have the requisite
financial and management
capability to construct, operate
and maintain waste treatment
facilities.

Many of the horror stories that
you have heard of regarding the
high cost of wastewater service |
believe are attributable to a lack
of attention given to the details
of how a community is going to
implement its capital improve-
ments program from the financial
management point of view. This
in turn is an outgrowth of the
large federal grant share and
over-complicated.regulations.

The construction grants
regulations reflecting the new
amendments are being revised
and shortened to reflect more
clearly the statutory require-
ments set forth in the bill. One
new emphasis that will be placed
in these regulations will be the
requirement that the grantee
demonstrate its ability to finance
and manage the construction,
operation and maintenance of
treatment facilities funded under
this program.

| believe that this is not only a
principle of good local
government—to plan in advance
of a major capital investment—
but also necessary to assure that

. the Federal investment in such

facilities is protected. [
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tions must have a sound scien-
tific basis. Regulations that im-
pact upon the future cannot be
clearly developed nor understood
without an ongoing research
component and readily un-
derstood technological im-
plementation program.

How can the quality of
unaergraduate and graduate
school engineering students
and faculties, particularly those
working on environmental
issues, be maintained and im-
proved?

A former Committee, of
e National Research Council of
the National Academy of
Sciences which | chaired, found
that there were four reasons for
speciai concern with environ-
mental manpower. These are:

s time schedules and specific
goals that are imposed by en-
vironmental legislation;

s gpecific directions in environ-
mental legislation which call for
federal study of the appropriate
labor markets and stimulation of
manpower development in cer-
tain occupations:

e high ievels and patterns of ex-
penditures that are anticipated in
achieving environmental goals;
and

e the fact that environmentai
pollution control programs are
highly reliant on the public
sector.
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The Committee
concluded that a large-scale
shortage of pollution control
manpower was not apparent nor
was a shortage likely to develop
in the near future. However,
shortages will occur in selected
and highly specialized environ-
mental engineering and science
areas. The true environmental
manpower problem will not oc-
cur because of an inadequate
number of bodies but because
the educational level of people
available to work effectively just
will not be up to the task.

Let there be no mistake about
the fact that the flow of top-level
graduate students into environ-
mental programs has declined
because the competition for
undergraduate engineers by em-
ployers continues to withdraw
some of the most talented from
graduate studies. The
professional leadership, research
and the teaching pools are at a
critical level.

A major newspaper
commented:

"It 1s beginning to be seen in
official Washington that the
United States has absent-
mindedly permitted decay to
seep into the system for training
the “engineers” who are
indispensable to an ambitious,
high-technology probtem-laden
society.

What is the relationship
petween scientifically ade-
quate regulations and cost-
effective regulations?

Scientific adequacy.,
tecnnical feasibility and cost ef-
fectiveness are terms that really
should convey the same ultimate

meaning in environmental poliu-
tion control. However, some peo-
ple sometimes forget that there
are judgmental factors that must
enter the decision-making
process, and even such terms as
scientific adequacy may convey
some grey areas of
understanding.

Whatis your view of
crA’s peer review process?

The Executive Committee of
e Science Advisory Board
reviewed the Administration’s
peer review process when it was
in draft form. The board believes
this process reprasents a reason-
able compromise between con-
cerns over the scientific quality
of EPA contracts, publications,
and informational materials and
the need for the dissemination
of data among interested pro-

fessionals and the general public.

What issues will the
aurence Advisory Board review
in 19827

High level radioactive waste
aisposal standards, national am-
bient standards for sulphur diox-
ide and particulates. national
emission standards for hazar-
dous air poliutants, health
assessment for organic solvents,
exposure assessment guidelines,
research outlook, efftusnt
guidelines for organic chemicals,
critical assessment document for
acidic deposition, criteria for
sludge disposal, and maximum
contaminant level for organics in
drinking water, O
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