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ENVIRONMENTALISTS, SANITARIANS (OR WHATEVER) AND THE ENVIRONMENT
BY: Larry J. Gordon, M.S., M.P.H., Director
New Mexico Scientific Laboratory System

‘2929 Monte Vista, N.E.
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87106

The lacﬁ-of firm, explicit and practical manaéement foundations for many of
our nation's federal, state, and local enVironmeﬁtal health programs has been
all too obvious in recent years. This weakness has been pinpointed and noticeable
during this'"age of the environﬁent" which began in the 1ate 60's and will no -doubt
eoﬁginua far into tﬁe future. There is no longer any doubt that the anvironment
must be managed and will be ﬁanaged. The only remaining questions relate to
"how"' ane "by whom". Traditionally trained and expetienced "environmental healthers"
have frequently not exhibited the management knowledge and cepability to cope with»z
or shoﬁ leadership regarding the new found public and politiealvpressufes, organi—
zational trends, expended program methodplogy, 1egielative demands and mandates,
broadened program scope, and evolving program goals. All too frequently our
environmental health leaders have been viewed as negative obstructienistsrrather
than_constfuctive leaders and have exhibited territorial defense mechanisms in
lieu of cfeating, promoting, and justifying effective program and organizational
concepts to meet the public clamor for a quality eﬁvironment. "There go my people
and I am their leader" hes beeome a truism. |

vBasic to theeprobiem of management inadequacies has been the lack of an
understandable, stated goal for environmental health programs and agencies. A
goal may.Be «wimply defined as an "ultimate desired eondition". Even though a‘goal

may be stated in somewhat nebulous terminology, such a statement is still necessary

as a means of maintaining consistent program direction. A suggested goal of
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environmental programs might be "iﬁsuring an environment that will confer
optimal héalth, safety, comfort, and wellbeing on tﬁis a;d future generations'.

Another important and basic factor in many environmental agencies and
programs is the statement of a mission. Simply stated, a mission is a statement
indicating an agency's constituency or;clientéle. For example, an environmental
agency should have a mission of consumer protection and public service. A
laboratory should have a migsion of providing service to other agencies aﬁd
departmgnts. Certain types of agencies such as an agriculture department have
a missién of prémoting and protecting a given industry. Conflicts of interest
oceur vhen such missions are mixed with the resultant "qu in the henhouse'
syndrome. itvis patently impossible to have a mission-of consumer protection
coupled with é mission of protecting and promoting a given industry or other
special interest group. Thgse sifuations do exist and continuously result in
the public being defrauded instead of being protected.

Inasmuch as many environmental aggncies have not fuilf developed the concépt
of a mission, these agencies have been ready prey for those businesses and
industries which‘they are empowered to regulate. This has frequently resulted in
the regulating agencies actually protécting or xe§en promoting the interests of
those they are charged with regulating.

Equaily as onerous is the situation whereinvaﬁ agéncy having a.eiear’legal
ﬁandate of public service and consumer protection is saddled with a board or
commission loaded with special interest groups such as representatives of‘polluting
industries. Tﬁis.poses another conflict of interest which defrauds and effectively
disenfranchises the gitizénry;

Even laws and regulations must be viewed witﬁ skepticism to determine if they

are really designed to provide for rapid and equitable resolution of alleged

violations or if thej are 8o couched in hézy definitions and proéedural delaya as

to serve the purpose of ptotécting:the pollutet..b
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Another management concept worth understanding is that of program scope and
program~-problem reletionships. A "program" nay be defined as a rational grouping
of methods or eetivities designed to solve one or more problems. An enﬁironmental
"problem" may be defined as "a reasonably discrete enVironmental factor having
an imnaction man's health, Safety,‘comfort; or welloeing."

Program seope is usuaily defined by a governmentai body such as the Congress,
a legislature, a board, council or commiseion. However, in order to.understand
the value of and need for haVing major environmental health and environmental
protection regulatory programs managed within a single agency, it is imperative
to understand'program-problem definitions and interrelationships. Much of the
recent environmental program fragmentation at federal, state and local levelsb
might have been prevented if enrironmental program managers, citizens, and
political leaders had a working concept of these reletionsnips.

A few examplee of environmental "problems" with a biased indication of their

relative importance or level of priority might be in order, as followsi

Level I ' population numbers and density’
Level II ; energy, transportation and land-use
Level IiI‘ air pollution, solid wastes, water pollution, food,

environmental injuries; environmentallchemicals;,noise
nollution,‘radiation, and water eupply
Society;‘through its legislativeeproceeses, has generally decreed a degree
of curative’entironmental menegement through formal environmental programs for
the‘type of problems listed in friority Level III. However, formal programming
to effectively address the more basic and»prerentive issues in Levels I and II has
not been allowed or decreed.' Those iisted in Level II'are-non teiné widely discussed

but thus far most efforts have been restrained to "skirting and flirting . It will

undoubtedly be many decades before formal programming ia seriously considered to

:deal with the nost besic and higheat priority iesues - - those of (a) population
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numbers and density, and (b) population life styles and resource consumption
of the Huﬁan animal. . Environmental health and environmental protection agencies,
therefore, are usually only deaiiﬁg with the by-produéts of the basic problems.
Programs designéd to éolve the Level III problems are, therefore,gactuaily
curative rather than preventive. The Basic issues are not yet subject to
programming. However, such basic problems are still environmental and solutioﬁs
must have input from environmental agencies and‘persénnel.

The attached chart mAy be helpful to more fully understand prograﬁ-problem
solving, and the need to have méjor environmental regulatory efforts centrglized
rather than fragmeﬁted. (See attached chart). |

When stﬁdying‘the attached chart of program-problem reiationships, it can
be seen thatiit is inefficient, uneconomical, and administratively inappropriate
to seéarété certain environmental programs inasuch as a number of,gﬁpropriately
designed programs may aid in sdlving any given environmental problem. »The chaft
also indicates fhe improéer aﬁd inefficient design,of many environmental programs,
e.g., Food Quality. A ‘properly designed food,qﬁality program, for example, should
not be aimed at solving only the foéd problem but should have an impact on other
problemé as indicated.

The question of organizationél or institutional settings for.environmental
health prbgrams is anothgr management concept that has completely dumbfounded
many of the old-style "public healthers". Everyone manages the environment to
some degree. Dozens of ageﬁcies at all levels 6f government have a share of the
action in.terﬁé of regulation, education, research, demonstration, and consultation.
For reasons of»operational economy and program effectiveness, it is important and
valid to recommend that major enﬁironmental regulatory func;ions at each level .of
government be mﬁnaged within a single agency. I have previously indicafed that this‘
can be explained and supported in terms of ehvirdﬁﬁentdl.;ﬁd”#dminiéﬁféti%e”brégfaﬁ;;‘ H

problem interdigitation. '
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The type and orgenizational location of this environmental agency is another
matter. Historically, rélatively narrow, single—pnrpose (i.e., health) environmental
health programs were almost solely the province of health departments and the health

profession at all levels of government. Public and political clamor and concern

over the rapidly deteriorating environment in the late 1960's caused a widespread

re-evaluation of environmental problems, program goals, program scope, program
effectiveness, program support, environmental legislation, as well as program

organization and institutional settings. Programs were shifted to new and/or

- different agencies for a variety of reasons - - - some valid and some questipnable.

Eager citizen environmentalists and citigen action groups sometimes confused change

with progress. Public and environmental officials generally exhibited a high degree

of territorial'defense‘and a relatively low titer of organiiational and program

’ management knowledge. Powerful polluter lobbyists delighted in the oppartunity to

retard and confuse environmental management through repeated reorganizations and by

placing environmental personnel and agencies in pOSItions of greater political

responsiveness'. The federal Environmental Protection Agency has been touted as.
a model for state environmental agencies and this, in turn,;has led to further
undesirable program fragmentation in many states imbued with the desire to follow
the federal "model". |

There is novstandard "model".to be followed, but perhaps there are some basic
organizational-principles to be considered when organizing environmental agencies J
at the statedor local 1evel._ These include (1) organizational visibility,
2) programming on a multiple goal basis, (3) freedom of inter-agency communication
vand coordination, (4)'operating with a mission of public service and consumer
protection, (5) responsiveness to public sentiment, (6) ease:of.regulatory actions,

(7) comprehensive programming, (8) legislation designed for rapid, equitable results -

instead of procedural delays,(9) line item budgets for the environmental agency,

(10) programmed for environmental protection rather than environmental utilization
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and development, (11) regulatipns and standards promulgated by a board or
commission fepresenting balanced public interests.-

The foregoing principles may be attained in a.variety of organizational
arrangements ranging from an appropriate environmental agency within a health
department to a separate, free-standing en#ironmental agency or department. In
ény case, however, adherence to the foregoing principles is neéessary if there is
to be an effective énvirohmental protection effort. |

Another management component which demands understanding is that of program

methodology. Program methbds constitute programs and are simply specific me%hods.

‘of solving or abating one or more environmental problems. Historically, such methods

tended to be rather narrow and limited in scope'and thefeby in ineffectiveness.
One method; namely that of "inspectioﬁ" was so frequently utilized almost to the
exclhsionkof other méthods, that mény early-day environmental personnel were known
énd[or classified as "inspectors". To date, a veritable afsenal of program methods
are knowﬂ, authorized, utilized, and demanded by fhe public and our political
leaders. These include public infbrmatioh, fesearch, demonstfation, inspection,
sampliﬁg, laboratory identification and analysgs, survelllance, education of target
groups, environﬁéntal impact statements, coalitions with other environméntél groups,
ecbnomic’and social incentives, warnings, heé:ings,,pe:mits,vgrading, compliance»
schedﬁles, vafiances, injunctibns, penaities, and administrative fines. Other
methodology will, no doubt, be developed in direct relatiomship to the'phblic
demand fof environmental quality. |

And since>programs‘and organizations require manpower, a few words about
manpower. When one—grasps’the magnitude and scope of environmental problems,
understands their vital importance to this and future’générations, scans ‘the
maze of organizational‘arrangements for delivering'piograﬁs,_and viéws_the:yégiety ;_»;‘f
of useful progtam methods,‘it‘Bgcomgg obvious_that thé;gcope'offgﬁvirénméﬁtgi f .

manpower required is as broad as the environment. Such manpower necessitates.
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educational achievements through a ;pectrum from tﬁe.lowest assistantlor in=-
spector through the various types of doctoral level environmentalists. Truly,
the environmental programs demand an alliance of phyéical scientists, life
scientiéts, social'scientists, engineers, planners, technicians, laboratory
scientisté, veterinarians, physicians - -~ -~ the list is endleés and all types are
necessary.

Tréditianally, environmental programs were erroneousiy thqught-fo'be
(and perhaps were) the'pfovince of engineers, with other professions_éuch as

"sanitarians" playing an ancillary and subordinate role. This manpower concept

~is now known to be inappropriate and archaic. The mantle of environmental program

leadership ndw falls to those who earn.ff;be they the "doétoré, lawygrs; or Indian
chiefs". |

A final thought about the environment and the éqonomy. It isn't a case of
"versus" or "either/or". The environment and the economy are‘not‘contradictofy'
exéectafions or values and, in fact, are mutually interdependent. We can't have
an economy without an environment. And two basic ecological coﬁsidefations should

be kept foremost in mind when considering the environment and economy; (1) every=-

i

thing is connected to everything else, and (2) we should strive for the greatest

‘good for the largest nuﬁber over the longest period of time.

I am advised that "ecology" and "economy" are both derivatives of the Greek
word "ecos" (oikos) which means house. An economist was a keeper of the house and
an ecologist is a keeper of the big house we all live in -~ - - or our environment,

the place in which we gré all gbing to spend the rest of our lives.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS
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