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A CONGRESSIONAL ASSESSMENT OF THE EFFECTIVENESS
OF FEDERAL LAWS REGULATING HAZARDOUS
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INTRODUCTION BY DR. WILLIAM J. HARGIS, JR.,
DIRECTOR, VIRGINIA INSTITUTE OF MARINE SCIENCE
LUNCHEON, FEBRUARY 10, 1979
I hate to interrupt your intelligent, stimulating, perhaps even titilating
luncheon conversations, but today's program is running a little behind
time. That, plus the fact that Charter Day ceremonies are nearly upon
us, makes it necessary for us to proceed.
I'm Bill Hargis, Director of the Virginia Institute of Marine Science
which is affiliated with the College, and Dean of the School of Marine
Science, which is a part of the College of William and Mary. I am
pleased to be able to introduce the head table to you. Since we at
William and Mary are not only cognizant of the past, but are also
usually relatively conservative, I shall start on the right and move to
the left.
All of you are familiar with Mr. Voigt, who made the presentation
just before lunch. Mrs. Whitney, Professor Scott Whitney's lady. Judge
MacKenzie, a trustee of the foundation supporting the program today
with William and Mary. We are going to hear from the gentleman on
my left, Mr. Velde, in a moment, and I'm going to ask Scott Whitney
to introduce Mr. Velde when the time comes. But Mr. Velde is with
the Senate Judiciary Committee, the United States Senate, and will
speak to us briefly in a few moments. Dr. King, Susan King, who will
speak this afternoon is from the Consumer Products Safety Commission.
Next is an old friend of mine, Admiral Ross Bullard of the U.S. Coast
Guard. I've had lots of business with him, including having our ships
towed in from sea after breakdowns at the end of tow lines from his
cutters. Next are Professor Scott Whitney, Mrs. Voigt, and Mr. William
B. Cummings, trustee of the Virginia Environmental Endowment.
Now Scott, I'd appreciate it very much if you would introduce "Pete"
Velde and go forward with the luncheon ceremonies while I slip out and
go to the Charter Day ceremony.
I have enjoyed being with you all. Thank you very much for coming
to William and Mary today.
Professor Scott C. Whitney: Thank you, Bill. Congressman Eckhardt, who was originally to be the luncheon speaker, recently underwent very serious surgery involving his heart, and apparently, although
he's not had a serious relapse, is not up to the journey in the particular
weather we were having yesterday. Congressman Eckhardt's prepared
statement will be published in the proceedings of this Conference for
those interested in his expert evaluations of the effectiveness of federal
toxics programs. Fortunately, Mr. Richard "Pete" Velde was attending
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the Conference and has consented to make some remarks germane to
our proceedings.
"Pete - is an old friend of mine. He is presently Minority Counsel,
for the Senate Judiciary Committee. He was formerly the head of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and during that period
had the dubious distinction of being one of the more famous environmental defendants. He was sued by Mrs. Ely in the now famous landmark case of Ely v. Velde. So he has had his encounters with the
environment.
At this point I turn the matter over to "Pete" Velde.
Mr. Velde: Scott, thanks very much. I appreciate the opportunity of
sharing a few random thoughts, and I have to confess that's all they'll
be, because my presence here was on very short notice. I have to admit
right off the bat that I am not going to give you confessions of an
erstwhile bureaucrat, but more reflections, I hope, of an administrator,
and now of someone who is involved again in the legislative process
that will be considering some issues that I think will be of some relevance
to your discussions here today.
Scott mentioned my role as a defendant in the Ely case. He should
also have mentioned that I am still a defendant in another case, called
the Black Patrolman's Association v. Velde, in which the former
Attorney General, Mr. Levy, and I are being sued personally for $20
million each for failure to enforce the LEAA Civil Rights Compliance
Regulations effectively enough. And I hope that will not be another
landmark case. But it could well be. And it could well have a chilling
effect on any individual who has responsibility for enforcement of any
kind of federal regulations. So I speak to you with some conviction
today—and trepidation. I will not comment further on that case since
it is currently on appeal.
I was involved first as a legislative aid in the Senate Judiciary Committee in the mid-sixties with the enactment of the omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of I968 which established the LEAA program:
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. Then I had the privilege,
and I consider it a privilege in spite of the litigation attendant with it,
of having the opportunity to attempt to administer the program for
some eight years. And I am now back on the Judiciary Committee.
Just yesterday we had the first day of LEAA reauthorization hearings.
So I'll have a chance to look at the legislation again in the light of
experience in administration. And that experience has some bearing
on your discussions here today, perhaps an analogous situation. Scott
had mentioned the way in which, or one of the ways in which, the
LEAA program was touched by those concerned with protection and
improvement of our environment.
LEAA's primary mission was the improvement of the justice system
of this country, and particularly the criminal justice system, although
the civil justice to a lesser extent. This is a system that currently employs about a million people, spends about $22 billion a year, and
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probably significantly touches more of our citizens directly and meaningfully than any other aspect of our government. About 12 million
people pass through our court system one way or another, and I don't
mean minor traffic offenses, every year. Now almost a million are
incarcerated in our correctional institutions during the course of the
year. And about half of those for a long period of time. We are trying
to improve the quality of life and of government (I say we, LEAA) in
a very real sense. And that's a high mission. That is an important purpose of government. And yet, LEAA certainly was not acting in a
vacuum. And it had to be concerned with, in fact, not just the
Environmental Protection Act of 1970, but about twenty other major
federal laws which conditioned and limited the way in which LEAA
did its business. And I'd like to mention three of those ways right now.
The case of Ely v. Velde (and that case has been finally resolved by
the courts, so I can comment and talk about it) came about when LEAA
embarked on a program to try to provide conditions of incarceration fit
for human beings rather than animals in the steel cages which were
common types of zoo construction in the late 1800's but were abandoned
shortly thereafter but really continue, in fact, to the present time as far
as incarcerating human beings. LEAA had a mission to try to change
all that. Our legislation imposed a standard of employing advanced
architectural practices in trying to improve correctional housing conditions—not just prisons and jails, but community based programs and
the like. LEAA was involved in about 2500 such projects from large
state institutions to very small community based programs for juveniles.
And I'd say the impact of these other federal priorities, not just environment and historical preservation, but all the rest, really complicated our lives very significantly. Not just in Greensprings, but in downtown Manhattan and in San Diego and about 400 other localities
throughout the country.
And today, federal judges are finding all over the country that conditions of incarceration in our prisons and jails still are subhuman and
still are declaring them unconstitutional. In fact, the entire State system
of Alabama was declared unconstitutional six years ago and just last
week the federal judge appointed a court receiver for the whole State
system and took it out of the hands of the Department of Corrections.
So you had folks trying to administer a program who didn't have the
financial resources who were trying to comply with federal and state
imposed legislative and judicial standards, but were having a very
difficult time in the face of increasing inmate populations, higher costs
and this increased concern that they meet a lot of federal and state
regulation requirements.
Now we are considering whether that legislation should be renewed.
The Administration has proposed that the work LEAA has done to
improve corrections should be abolished because there was too much
regulation on the part of LEAA of state and local corrections. I'm not
sure where that's all going to end, but we have found that we got into
an area of trying to make reforms and improvements that were not
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simple at all—a lot of competing values, objectives of society, constitutional provisions, statutory requirements. And, as we look at this
legislation again, it is not an easy problem for solution.
LEAA was also involved in the energy crisis in 1974. We found that
the police fleet of black-and-white patrol cars, about some 150,000,
were standing in line, at the end of a very long line, to try and get an
allocation of gasoline during that shortage. LEAA had to intervene to
try and get another sister federal agency to provide gasoline so the
police cars could run. And that developed into what LEAA called the
Police Patrol Car Project.
We found very shortly, although our first and principal objective
was to try to improve the gasoline economy of the patrol car, that the
way a police officer drives a patrol car you get about 45% of the EPA
ratings for the fuel economy. We also found that police cars were involved in about three times the normal accident rate of the average
driver which resulted in a lot of liability on the part of state and local
governments. Also, we found that the family sedan, which is essentially
what a police car is with a few minor modifications, was not really
suited to the law enforcement or the criminal justice environment. So
LEAA embarked on a project to design a vehicle and encourage industry to manufacture one.
We ran into two problems. One, government regulations and,
secondly, really not enough market to justify the industry making any
heavy investment in an improved patrol car. LEAA got for its efforts
Mr. Proxmire's Golden Fleece Award. It also made Jack Anderson's
column six different times.
But, what we are facing today is that the 1980 models of standard
American cars will absolutely not be suitable for police use. They are
under-powered. They're undersized. They're not fast enough. I guess the
police will have to go back to their 1970 and '71 models, get them out
of the junkyard somewhere, and try to rebuild them, because there are
simply not suitable cars that are going to be offered next year for
police use.
I don't believe LEAA will get back in that business. The present
Attorney General has been very critical of that project and so, as I
understand, a number of the municipal governments are now trying to
develop some kind of a replacement for the black-and-white car.
Well, so much for LEAA. I did want to mention a bit about my
present activities on the Senate Judiciary Committee. There are some
things going on there that I think are relevant to the purposes of this
meeting today.
First, of course, we have a new Chairman and, in fact, a whole new
ballgame. We will be processing legislation in that Committee at a
record pace. We are, indeed, already. There is a great jurisdictional
battle going on now between Senator Kennedy and Senator Cannon
over who has jurisdiction over the trucking deregulation bill and I can
assure you that that is really round two in a very major Congressional
effort to deregulate as much of American business and American
activity as is humanly possible. This is a movement that has a very
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strong taxpayer and grass roots base of support, and one which will
have major impact on the way the federal government regulates whatever it regulates.
One of the subcommittees of the Senate Judiciary Committee, the
Administrative Practices Subcommittee, will shortly receive an Administration bill to generally reform the federal regulatory process.
Already last year the Committee passed out favorably what 1 would
consider very drastic bills—not passed totally by the Congress, but
which will be considered again—to reform and eliminate, wherever
possible, federal regulatory activity.
Now, in addition, the Senate Judiciary Committee in the upcoming
weeks will be considering a Constitutional Amendment which I would
predict (although it is always a risky business to predict what Congress
will do) at the very least is going to get very serious attention. And
that is to impose an overall ceiling on federal spending of some kind—
either a limitation on the federal debt, or federal spending as a relationship to gross national product, or there are a number of possibilities.
But the combination of the regulatory reform and limitations on federal
spending is going to have a very major impact on federal regulatory
activities and federal programs that are designed to improve the quailty
of criminal justice, or the quality of air, or the quality of water, or
what have you, because there are going to be some very harsh fiscal
realities that have to be faced. There are already.
Well, I guess that's really about all I had to say, but I wish I could
bring you cheery news for whatever your perspectives are here. But, in
conclusion, I want to say that there is a new mood in Congress. And
there is a new mood in Washington. They are listening to the complaints of the taxpayers, and the average citizens, and the small businessmen, and the big businessmen, and many, many others who don't like
what is happening now. They don't like to be over-regulated and overtaxed, and they don't like to see the quality of their life decline as it
has. I guess we are all seeking for that appropriate balance where we
can trade off all these values and still have a place which we like to live
and work and play in. But it is a time of change and transition in Washington. And I think this group here can focus on a lot of issues that
there is going to be some action on, that I hope can channel this energy
and this drive and this need into some constructive and meaningful
changes.
Thank you.
Professor Whitney: Thank you very much, "Pete". If anybody has
any questions, I'm sure that "Pete" would be happy to undertake to
answer them. If not, I think we should finish lunch and this afternoon
we will resume at 2:15 and will examine the question under the comoderator, Professor Graham Waite, "How Effectively Are We Protecting the Consumer?" from the point of view of exposure to hazardous
and toxic substances. So, I think as soon as you finish your lunch the
buses will be here and we'll return and get back to work.
Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN
ROBERT ECKHARDT, CHAIRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER PROTECTION AND FINANCE.
U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HOW EFFECTIVE ARE FEDERAL LAWS REGULATING
HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES-A CONGRESSIONAL ASSESSMENT
Dr. Hargis, Dean Spong and members of the audience, it is a pleasure
to be here today. I was delighted when Dean Spong invited me to the
Conference. I worked with him when he was the floor manager on the
toxic substances bill in the Senate in 1971, and I knew that coming
down to the Conference would give me a chance to renew our friendship. Of course. his presence is a two-edge sword because it means I
also have a real expert in my audience, I can only ask that if he finds
that my memory of the sequence of events in the toxic substances area
is a little faulty, he'll grant me what some people might call a poetic
license, but what might be called more appropriately "Congressional
license."
I think Dean Spong and the others who planned this Conference
have selected an excellent topic for our discussion today. They have
asked me to give a Congressional assessment of the effectiveness of the
federal laws which regulate hazardous substances. I could not have
selected a more timely topic.
In light of the very visible and apparently growing concern about
the effects of federal regulation on our economy I think it is time to
sit back and evaluate these laws.
It is virtually impossible to pick up a major national newspaper or
other publication these days and not find an article or an editorial
expressing views about big government and the costs of federal regulation. Industry groups and trade associations have mounted a major
attack on regulation in general. and our environmental health laws in
particular. Just recently major oil, chemical and automobile firms announced tbey were forming a coalition to work to obtain repeal of
some of the main provisions of the clean air amendments of I977.
On the other hand, a number of health and environmental groups
claim the public wants strong environmental laws. A recent poll by
Resources for the Future showed that the public's support for our
environmental health laws is strong and enduring. When asked to
choose between the option of higher prices to protect the environment
or lower prices but more pollution. the public chose the environmental
protection option by three to one.
In light of the on-going public debate, it seems like an awfully good
time for us to assess where we have been, where we arc now and where
we ought to be going to protect the public and the environment from
hazardous chemicals.
The last decade has been one of tremendous activity. Congress has

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW-TOXIC SUBSTANCES

135

established major programs to clean-up the air, the water and our
general environment.
The present framework for air quality protection was first defined in
the federal clean air amendments of I970. These amendments provided
a system for achieving federal air quality standards through state enforcement of regulations. The 1977 amendments to the federal clean
air act reaffirmed this system.
The 1977 amendments set new deadlines for cleaning up polluted
areas. They added protection for existing clean areas by prohibiting
significant deterioration in those areas. The 1977 amendments also required review of existing air quality standards.
There is no question that the Clean Air Act provisions have resulted
in major improvements in the quality of the air which we breathe. A
recent analysis by the council on environmental quality shows that the
number of days when people living in our densely populated urban
areas are breathing unhealthy air is declining. The severity of pollution
has also declined, resulting in an overall 29 improvement.
Although we have made significant strides in improving our air
quality, much more remains to be done. We are still quite far from
meeting the primary ambient air quality standards designed to protect
human health. The most widely violated standard continues to be the
oxidant standard and our congested urban areas continue to suffer
from excessive carbon monoxide pollution.
To complement the Clean Air Act, the Congress passed the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act in 1972. The progress under the act over
the last years has been noticeable. Just recently there were reports
salmon had returned to the Connecticut River, once one of the dirtiest
in the United States. And there is the promise that there will be continued improvement in our water quality as investment in pollution controls for industry and municipalities begins to pay off.
Although it looks as though it may be feasible to attain the goal of
having swimmable and fishable waters by 1983, many water pollution
problems remain. One of the most troubling is the presence of toxic
pollutants in ground and surface waters. This is a significant problem,
one which we are just beginning to understand and control.
The Water Pollution Control Act establishes a national policy that
the discharges of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts be prohibited. Unfortunately, we are a long way from achieving this goal. Although the
1972 amendments to the water act gave EPA authority to regulate toxic
pollutants, EPA has been slow to use the authority. EPA's initial efforts
focused on the more traditional water pollution problems, such as biological and chemical oxygen demand and suspended solids. Given the
agency's limited resources, and the overwhelming tasks assigned to it,
this was certainly not unreasonable.
Unfortunately, EPA failed to undertake the necessary R&D to develop a data base for future regulation of toxics. And as a result, now
that regulatory attention is being turned to control of toxic pollutants,
the data is often inadequate to accurately assess the hazards and the
potential control technologies.
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When EPA did begin to undertake regulation of toxics in the water,
certain statutory provisions in the Water Pollution Control Act created
difficulties. The pollutant-by-pollutant approach anticipated in the law
posed serious problems, as did certain procedural time requirements.
Congress responded by amending the law in 1977, but it is too soon
to assess the effects of those changes. One thing is certain: we arc a long
way from achieving the goal expressed in the 1972 statute of prohibiting
dangerous discharges of toxic pollutants.
The Clean Air and Water Act; were our first major responses to the
growing recognition of the hazards posed by chemical substances in the
environment. Although much was being achieved under these laws, we
came to the realization that they were not adequate to fully respond to
the threat posed by chemicals in the environment.
Back in 1971, the Council on Environmental Quality issued a report
on toxic substances. The report indicated that the then existing authorities for dealing with dangerous chemicals were fragmented and inadequate. That report recommended enactment of a new statute to
create a systematic and complete approach to the problem presented
by chemicals in the environment.
The report noted that the federal government had the power to regulate food additives, drugs and pesticides, but the government had no
power to directly regulate the literally thousands of chemicals used for
other purposes. While the Clean Air Act and the Water Pollution Control Acts provided authority to control emissions, such control often
proved infeasible or came too late to adequately protect against a risk.
Particularly critical was the fact that the government had no mechanism to require chemical manufacturers to test their existing chemicals
to determine safety, and no way of checking to make certain that new
chemicals had been adequately tested before they were released into
the marketplace.
The Congress, acting with glacial-like quickness, responded to the
1971 recommendations by enacting the Toxic Substances Control Act
in I976. As Dean Spong can attest, the reason for the delay was not
due to lack of trying. Both the House and Senate passed toxic substances legislation in the 1971-72 session. Bills were also passed in
both Houses in I974. But the House and Senate approaches, particularly with respect to premanufacture screening, were so different
that we were unable to resolve our differences and agree upon a single
approach. Fortunately, in the 94th Congress the two Houses were
finally able to agree upon an approach and legislation was finally signed
into law.
The Toxic Substances Control Act has two basic objectives. First,
because of the irreparable nature of the harm often done by dangerous
chemicals, Congress wanted to provide a practical mechanism to prevent harm, Other laws had put the government in a position of reacting
to harm after its effects became visible, rather than preventing harm.
Given the long latency period and the very serious nature of the damage
done by dangerous chemicals, society can no longer afford the luxury of
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waiting to act until the damage is manifested. Thus, the new law places
a strong emphasis on prevention through testing requirements and premarket notification requirements.
In addition, the law recognized that prevention will not always be
possible. Thus, the second basic objective of the statute is to improve
our "reaction capabilities" when a harmful chemical does get into the
marketplace or elsewhere in the environment.
The Act has been in place only two years. Thus any assessment of the
law's effectiveness would be highly premature. To an outside observer,
there seems to have been little activity by EPA toward implementing
the statute. Although I have been disappointed in some of the delays at
the agency, I don't think the number of regulations an agency issues is
an adequate yardstick of its progress.
I hope that the building process which has gone on within EPA the
first two years will result in significant visible activity in the near future.
EPA's inventory of existing chemical substances is expected to be published in April, so the pre-manufacture notification requirements will
go into effect shortly thereafter. The agency's first four testing standards
should be out in the near future, and the first rule applying the standards

to specific chemicals is expected in July. The results of these activities
and others which should be coming within the next few years should
provide us with a good basis to judge whether the new law is going to
be effective.
Some of EPA's efforts these last two years have highlighted a prob-

lem of major concern to me. It is a problem with far reaching implications for our entire federal effort to regulate hazardous chemicals. I am
referring to the shortage of toxicologists, pathologists, epidemiologists
and other persons with the technical skills essential to implementing our
environment and health protection laws. The General Accounting Office (GAO) has recently submitted a report to me showing that there
are not enough of these scientists to go around. Our demand has outstripped the supply, and current training programs appear to be grossly
inadequate in their attempts to supply the number of people needed.
Without adequately trained scientific personnel, the effectiveness of our
environmental health programs will he severely jeopardized. I am
hopeful that the new Congress will take a hard look at this problem and
see that action is taken to alleviate a potentially devastating shortage.
The same year it passed the Toxic Substances Control Act, Congress
also enacted the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act to address
the problems of hazardous wastes. The need for protection from
hazardous waste materials has been highlighted by the recent disclosures
of the problems in Love Canal in New York and the so-called Valley of
the Drums in Kentucky.
Although the Love Canal landfill has been closed for more than 25
years, homes bordering on the site now have chemical leachate and
fumes present in their basement. Disturbing scientific evidence suggests
that persons living in the area run a greater risk of having spontaneous
abortions or bearing children with birth .defects. Persons in the area also
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run a greater risk of developing chronic health problems.
Unfortunately there are thousands of closed and abandoned sites
similar to Love Canal throughout the United States. There are also an
estimated 20,000 dumps currently in use. Thus, the importance of an
adequate hazardous waste law becomes very clear.
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act anticipates a comprehensive system of standards covering the generation, transportation and
disposal of hazardous wastes. This regulatory scheme is to be effected
through a federal-state partnership. In addition, the Act gives EPA the
power to go to court to abate imminent hazards to human health or the
environment.
Hearings conducted by the Oversight and Investigation Subcommittee
last year showed that RCRA is far from being implemented. Budget
problems and inadequate staffing at EPA coupled with inadequate planning and foresight by the Agency have resulted in significant delays in
implementing the law.
Even if it is fully implemented, RCRA will not be able to prevent
the serious problems which may just be surfacing because of inadequate
disposal of harmful chemicals many years ago.
This brings us to one of the major gaps in our environmental laws:
the problem of how to compensate innocent victims of toxic substances
pollution. The people living in the Love Canal area in New York are
just one example of such innocent victims. The Michigan farmers who
lost livestock due to PBB contamination and the commercial fishermen
in the James River who lost their livelihoods because of Kepone contamination provide other examples of the harm suffered by innocent
third parties when someone else releases a toxic chemical into the
environment.
Thus far the federal response has been merely a patchwork of stop
gap remedies. For example, the Department of Agriculture has some
authority to help certain kinds of farmers who suffer due to chemical
contamination. Such programs are limited both in who they cover and
the kind of compensation they offer. Our Workman's Compensation
program is available for injured workers, but many people feel the program does not provide adequate compensation, in part because injuries
are often longterm and difficult to measure.
Private damage actions against the person responsible for contamination provide another possible remedy. However, a number of problems
exist which prevent private suits from providing totally adequate solutions. The latency period between the exposure to the harmful chemical
and the manifestation of the harm can be 20-30 years. By this time the
party responsible for the pollution may no longer exist, or it may not
have sufficient resources to adequately compensate all those injured.
Further, some states have held the statute of limitations begins to
run when the plaintiff is first exposed to the chemical. By the time the
plaintiff becomes aware of the injury, the statute of limitations bars
suit. Another particularly troublesome problem in using tort law arises
from the fact that more than one company may have been responsible
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for causing the exposure to the chemical or more than one chemical
may be implicated. This raises serious proof problems in a traditional
tort action.
Congress will soon have to confront the problem of the proper
response to the problems of toxic substances injury. There are a number of issues Congress will have to address. The threshold question is
whether we need to develop a general compensation system? Or should
we respond to poisoning incidences on an event by event basis? For
whom should we seek to provide compensation and for what losses?
All of these are questions which are going to have to be answered.
Under my chairmanship the Consumer Protection and Finance Subcommittee began hearings on these difficult questions last year. Our hearings
highlighted that the problems are extremely difficult and there are no
easy solutions. Frankly, I doubt that the questions will all be answered
in this new session of Congress, but I think we must continue our efforts
to resolve them.
Much has been said lately describing the new Congress as one
which is likely to be far more interested in conducting oversight of
existing laws rather than enacting new ones. I think this is very true.
Some commentators have implied that all the references to oversight
are simply a cover-up for a do-nothing Congress. Such commentators
have, I think, failed to see the importance of oversight. Thorough
oversight of our existing laws plays an extremely important role in our
future planning. Because I am convinced of the importance of Congressional oversight, I recently sought and was elected to the chairmanship of the Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee of the House
Commerce Committee.
Our present programs have got to be made to work if the public is
going to be willing to continue its support for such programs. I think this
is particularly true in the environmental health areas. As I noted earlier,
public support for our environmental and health protection laws is very
strong. However, that support will weaken if the laws don't seem to be
working. In a time of budget cutting, our environmental health programs may get short changed if they don't prove effective.
Congress, by serving as a watchdog, can provide an incentive to the
agencies to act with speed and planning in carrying out Congressional
mandates. Congressional oversight can help point up the deficiencies in
agency implementation efforts, and it can highlight instances of agency
inaction, lack of planning and poor coordination.
However, such Congressional oversight must be conducted in a way
which does not destroy the morale in an agency. Congress sometimes
tends to give an agency an overwhelming task and inadequate resources and then blame the agency when the statute is not fully implemented. Such congressional action only frustrates the dedicated public
servants, and there are many of them in our agencies,—and it makes
it more and more difficult for the government to keep these kinds of
people within the public sector.
In addition to pointing out deficiencies within the agencies, good
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oversight can also determine when lack of results from a program stems
from inadequacies or deficiencies within a statute. A statute may not
have given the agency adequate authority to fully deal with the problem,
or it may have been unrealistic in structuring the approach to the
problem. This, an oversight Congress which lays bear the deficiencies
in existing statutes and builds a foundation for correcting those deficiencies will be a Congress which will have accomplished a great deal.
I think this heavy emphasis on oversight in the next Congress means
that in a year or two years, we will be in a position to assess with much
greater sophistication and understanding just how effective our environmental health statutes are. I think we will also have laid the
foundation for needed improvements and will be in a position to provide better, more efficient protection to the American public.

