RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS oF THE SUBCOMMITIEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT BY THE DEPARTMENT oF  DEFENSE ‘

}Q@es‘tion 1: Would iyo'w discuss, in the Ught of the Dégzartf‘menﬁ bf
Dezfensb ecaxperiences, the relationship between our capa ility to de-

" welop standards and_oriteria, and ¢ ¢ establishment of realistic en-

orcement programs?  (E.g., do we apply the same standards to our
 camps in the United States and at places lke Adak?) . .
“Answer: Based upon the experiences of. the Department of De-
fense, any realistic program for enforcement must recognize the wide -
range on environmental quality which may be permitted to. preserve
or enhance a specific environment for its desired utilization. major
_part of the problem, as indicated in our previous testimony is not so
‘much in the realm of technical or professional environmental experts,
‘a8 in that of socioeconomic-political value judgments. '

Not only may different standards be appropriate for faclhtlesm

" isolated and remote areas, such as Alaska, or some of the Pacific areas,
_but varying degrees of quality may be appropriate “for different loca-
tions within the continental limits of the United ‘States,  Ipso facto

application of a single “standard” for Fedéral installations would vio-
late some of the fundamental prineiples of political economics. In
“that connection both the Executive orders on water pollution and air
pollution recognize that varying degrees of control may be appro-

riate in different locations and for different situations, and. provide
~ for exemptions to the “standards” for water ollution and the use of
 “gecondary treatment.” This does not establish a degree of ‘effluent

: qgality,,but rather establishes a.treatment, ‘method to be.used ; and, one
that affords a widely varying degree of efficiency in waste water treat-

ment. As. an example,.-some secondary treatment processes -might

. Temove 85 percent of the organic loading from the influent tot m,

_others as high as 95 percent. In COm%)ination with othe; ©

“depending upon the effluent desired, and the amount of expense willing
to

o undertaken, virtually any desired degree of remova might be

achieved. The type of secondary treatment provided obviously. must:
" be based on professional judgment of the many. ‘methods which might
‘be used to provide either effluent guality, or to prevent an adyerse
~ effect on desired conditions in the receiving environment. el

The question of varying requirements for varyin% désired nses has

" Jong been studied by the specialists in the fields of water resources.
AsTong ago as the 1930 time 0}[Jeri‘od, suggestions as to the possible clas-
sification of waters by intended usages were developed. (See “Tend-
encies and Standards of Rivers and Lake Cleanliness,” Sewage Works
, Journal, vol. VI, J ulg 1934; and “Sewage Treatment,” Imhoff and
Fair, McGraw-Hill Co., 1940.) The majority of existing statutes
_of the various States follow the general philosophy éenunciated in these
and similar authoritative works. The tremendous success of the par-
ticipants in the Ohio River compacts may be attributed to the recogni--

~tion of these differences in requirements, and the use of a wide variety
' ' \ g 771




