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equipment manufacturer can help. My suggestion conc¢erns plant
operation and technique. . - . ‘ ,
Question 4: Do you belicve it is realistio.to force industry to retwrn
“pure” water to streams regardless of the cost of necessary treatment?
Are yow not afraid that lack of capital will Minder any such egort? -
Answer : Sir, a chemical engineer can never ignore costs. Granted .
that cleaning up pollution isexpensive.: Butnot cleaning up lirdll'ﬁtion ;
.is expensive, too. Industry pays to clean up its water supply. “Mu-
nicipalities pay to clean up their water supplies. There are damages.
‘to public and private property caused by filth aid corrosion.  And™
there are other costs, the esthetic losses. Tt may he, in fact, unrealistic
‘not to require industry to return clean water to streams—on a cost
basis alone. I haven’t seen a balance sheét on these costs; some say .
it will cost tqo much, and some say it will be worth the cost. A good,
complete halance sheet would be useful in permitting an objective
assessment of which approach will-actually cost. less. . Perhaps this
lopment of such a balance sheet. . -
s that you are

of living organisms’ that provide foodfor. fis
- propase to set standands for what is permissible

- Jor warious purposes,such as drinking waters

, 1y S G ng { reution, industry, in
the absence of studies of the, anqbl_em,s and.analytic techmiques and the
like which you suggest should be eliminated?. . i o
_« Answer: I'm proposing that.the standands be set for effluents er-
tering streams.. These effluents shonld be s pure;as. nee -
and technology can make ‘them, with.aggress ol
b}lsmessx‘méﬁgﬁemnt-mingzto nt:the. gleanup. is: gonducte
ciency and skillfully and that cleanup operations are upgraded jus
constantly as production operationsare. - . i gt

I do not propose eliminating all studies. Meaningful studies sug-
igest solutions and attractive suggested solutionsshouldbe tried in real-
istic programs. . I endorse meaningful studies. -« °. .o, o i
- Question 6¢ Do you believe ive shoudd instald devices bo.gontrol emvis-

as

lmv;s into the-atmospliereovenif thesmassions ane. fovnd 4o be harm.
088 4 : LR I0 S SN IEES ERENET PR IS SEAPEIE) REEHE SR Ve
- Angwer: Well, if emissitns are foundharmless through the expadi-
- ent of puttingthem out intoonr atmospheneand, seeing whe-complains
or whatthe envirenment suffess, then 11d certainly;prefer prior contrel.
Pmorunderstandmgm thewery leasts S O o TR B ey
Questioni ;- W hat ind: of legislotion: o yens beliovd is meeded. to
bring abovit.on upgrading of our pollution contrel-efforts? . .
Answer: I think that uniferm, countrywide enfercement.of past arid
. ?resentl propesed  legisiation. would upgrade polluation .control:ef-
orts: W}&’Kays should be found .to, permit increaring use of pollution
abatement field evaluation programs.and funds.te prosecute:them
forcefully should be provided. o oyl T 0
. X think that,the approach to,and the philosephy;of pollution contrel
has to be changed, as I suggested in my prepared. statement.
Question 8: How much, has been spent and is available for develop-:.
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