December 31, 1990

In Reply Refer To:

FWS /LS

Memorandum

To: Director

Through: Assistant Director - External Affairs
From: Chief, Office of Legislative Services

Subject: The New Paradigm

With further reference to my memo of December 20 on the
implications of the New Paradigm for the U.S. Fish and wWildlife
Service, the attached editorial, entitled "Environmental
Mismatches," from yesterday's edition of The Washington Post may
be of interest.

Doubts as to whether our priorities are in order highlight the
importance of the role of the Service as an "environmental
investment counselor" -- not simply in terms of direct Federal
expenditures, but also indirect costs to the environment and,
ultimately, to mankind.

An old slogan of the environmental movement captures much of the
essence of the New Paradigm:

Think globally. Act locally.

It is incumbent upon us not only to help get Federal spending
priorities right, but also to move beyond warm, fuzzy slogans to
meaningful actions based upon the principles that Jim Pinkerton
has set forth -~ collective, governmental actions that empower
individuals to act in their own, enlightened self-interest.
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The new work raises a fundamental issue that
has become increasingly difficult to discuss. Partic-
uiarly in the Reagan years, the environmental
debate in this country itself became so poisoned
that there ceased to be a middle ground. Current
environmental programs suggest a set of priorities;
preSumably they are aimed at what the country
perceives as its greatest environmental dangers.
The question is the extent to which those percep-
tions have a basis in science and the extent to
which they have been skewed by politics. ‘ '

The current cleanup programs are all hard won.
Environmentalists see any suggestion for reorder-
ing them on scientific grounds as a likely cover for
retreat. They have good grounds for their uneasi-
ness, in that environmental data are often inconchu-
sive, and offending industries have too often seized
on any weakness in the data as an excuse not to
act. Partly to offset industry’s tendencies to mini-
mize risks, environmentalists have come to exag-
gerate them. In the annual struggle for marginal
legislative and regulatory advantage, both sides in
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the debate have ended up trashing sc1ence as often
as they have invoked it. '

The laws are such that much spending, prwate
as well as public, is focused on cleaning up hazard-
ous waste from leaking industrial landfills, under-
ground storage tanks and the like. That effort takes
up more than a fourth of EPA’s modest budget. It
and the funding of mostly municipal sewage treat-
ment plants together take up more than half,

Both these are worthy activities, yet nelther inside
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No EPA administrator wants to preside over
misdivected effort. The current administrator, Wil-
liam Reilly, was recently asked about an estimate
that cleanup expenditures might rise to nearly 3
percent of gross national product. ‘What it says to
me,” he said, “Is that gt this |

ii_dght.” He
wants to stimulate a debate, yet does not want to
dismiss or .be seen as dlsm:ssmg programs. He'’s
right to try, and it would be a great step forward if
both sides—environmentalists and thelr oppo-
nents—gave him room. ,
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