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FOREWORD: EXPANDING EXPERTISE AND EXPERIENCE

Social scientists tell us that organizations, like the EPA Science Advisory Board (SAB), are
subject to certain "laws" that govern their growth and development. These organizational
laws are akin to the biological laws that impact the growth and development of the organisms that are
the subject of study by biological scientists. In both cases, the entities under study
(organisms/organizations) require inputs (food/resources) in order to generate outputs
(movement/products). They encounter planned and unplanned experiences from which (if they are to
survive) they learn, grow, and adapt. And the most successful of them incorporate new assets/products
to meet the challenges of the changing environment in which they live.

In FY 2001, the SAB organization certainly did a lot and learned a lot. In addition to generating
an impressive, but prosaic, box score of 67 meetings held and 28 reports transmitted to the
Administrator, the Board learned a lot from expanding its expertise and its experiences. Some of the
learning was planned; e.g., the Strategic Planning Retreat of the Executive Committee. Some of it was
serendipitous; e.g., demonstrators at the November meeting of the Dioxin Reassessment Review
Subcommittee. Some of it was pleasant; e.g., the retrospective look at the SAB through letters of
testimony submitted to mark the retirement of Dr. Mort Lippmann following his roughly two decades
of service. Some of it was less pleasant; i.e., being the subject of a year-long investigation by the
General Accounting Office is not the unalloyed joy that some have cracked it up to be.

The experience of new leadership at the Agency and new leadership at the Board has enabled us
to look at the SAB with fresh eyes. Reaching out to incorporate new types of expertise is broadening
the Board's vision. By expanding its experience and expertise, the SAB is better-prepared to respond to
the challenges that now present themselves to the Agency, the Board, and the environment in this first
year of the 21st century.

Donald G. Barnes, PhD
SAB Staff Director
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DEeDICATION TO DR. MORTON LIPPMANN

part of the Medical Center of New York University, completed nearly two decades of service

as a Member of the EPA Science Advisory Board*. In a career that covered the Board's
nascent, adolescent, and maturation phases, Dr. Lippmann served with distinction on CASAC, IHEC, and
EC, including terms as Chair of each. Throughout, he demonstrated uncommon capacity, availability, and
commitment to the SAB's cause of enhancing the production and use of science at EPA. He will be
remembered, missed, and -- we can only hope -- emulated by others who will follow in his steps.

I n FY01, Dr. Morton Lippmann, Professor at the Nelson Institute of Environmental Medicine, a

*Guidelines for Terms of Service on the SAB, adopted with Dr. Lippmann's support, make it unlikely
that any future SAB Member will have a record of continuous service in excess of 10 years.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

his report is intended to reveal the EPA Science Advisory Board to a wide audience, to those
both inside and outside the Agency. The intent is for each reader to gain a broader
perspective of the SAB, its activities, and its impact. Morespecifically, the purpose of this Annual
Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff is three fold: a) To provide a succinct
introduction to the SAB; b) To provide a summary of the SAB’s activities for FY 2001; and c)

To offer a near-term projection of future activities.

1.1 SAB FORMATION,
AUTHORITY AND FUNCTION

he SAB was established by Congress

in 1978 by the Environmental
Research, Development, and Demonstration
Authorization Act (ERDDAA) (42 U.S.C.
4365). Since that time, the SAB has operated as
an EPA Staff Office, reporting directly to the
Administrator. Composed of non-Federal
government experts, the SAB provides the
Administrator with outside, independent advice
on scientific, engineering, economics, and social
sciences issues that impact the technical basis for
EPA positions, including regulations, research
plans, and the like. Generally, the SAB does
not address policy aspects of problems
confronting the Agency, since such matters are
the jurisdiction and responsibility of the EPA
Administrator.

In the context of the Agency’s peer
review policy, the SAB is EPA’s most high-
profile, public peer review mechanism. Asa
result, the most notable, most controversial
issues often end up on the SAB’s agenda.

The Agency’s expressed intention is to
base its positions on a solid scientific foundation.
Over the past 24 years, the SAB has assumed

growing importance and stature in this effort.
It is now formal practice that many major
scientific issues associated with environmental
problems are reviewed by the SAB. For
example, the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1977 (CAAA) require that technical aspects of
decisions related to all National Ambient Air
Quality Standards be reviewed by the Clean Air
Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC),
which is administratively housed within the
SAB.

The SAB conducts its business in public
view and benefits from public input during its
deliberations. Through these public
proceedings, Agency positions are subjected to
critical examination by leading experts in
various fields in order to test their technical
merits. At the same time, the SAB recognizes
that EPA is often forced to take a policy action
to reduce an emerging environmental risk
before all of the rigors of scientific proof are
met. To delay action until the evidence is
irrefutable might result in irreversible
ecological and health consequences. In such
cases, the Agency makes certain assumptions
and extrapolations from what is known in order
to reach a rational science policy position
regarding the need for regulatory action. In
such cases, the SAB serves as a council of peers

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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to evaluate the soundness of the technical basis
of the science policy position adopted by the
Agency.

In 1997 the Board declared its mission
to be “making a positive difference in the
production and use of science at EPA”.
Therefore, in addition to generating high-
quality peer reviews, the Board’s activities also
include providing counsel early in the Agency’s
product development process, advice on needed
research, unsolicited advice on technical topics
that the Board feels should be brought to the
Administrator’s attention, and
forums/workshops/seminars for broadening and

Annual Report

leavening the Agency’s thinking.

1.2 SAB ORGANIZATION AND
MEMBERSHIP

he Agency has continually and

successfully recruited top technical
talent to fill its leadership positions. Those
scientists and engineers who have led the SAB
(and predecessor organizations) for the past 24
years are listed in Figure 1. Appendix C3
contains a list of the distinguished scientists,
engineers, and economists who served as Chairs
of the SAB Committees in FY 2001.

Figure 1. SAB Leadership Over the Past Two Decades

Executive Committee Chairs

: & 2001-Present Dr. William Glaze

University of North Carolina

&  2001- 2001 Dr. Morton Lippmann (Interim Chair)

New York University

& 1997-2001 *Dr. Joan Daisey

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

' & 1993-1997 Dr. Genevieve Matanoski
: Johns Hopkins University

' &  1988-1993 Dr. Raymond Loehr
: University of Texas-Austin

' &  1983-1988 Dr. Norton Nelson
: New York University

' &  1981-1983 Dr. Earnest Gloyna
' University of Texas-Austin

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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& 1979-1981 Dr. John Cantlon
Michigan State University
& 1974-1978 Dr. Emil Mrak

University of California

*deceased February, 2001

page 3

SAB Staff Office Directors

&  1988- Present Dr. Donald G. Barnes
&  1981-1988 Dr. Terry Yosie

&  1978-1981 Dr. Richard Dowd
&  1975-1977 Dr. Thomas Bath

The Executive Committee (EC) serves
as the focal point to coordinate the activities of
the Board's 10 standing committees. The
organization of the SAB is depicted on Appendix
Al. The EC regularly meets to act on Agency
requests for reviews, to hear briefings on
pertinent issues, to initiate actions/reviews by
the Board which it feels are appropriate, and to
approve final reports prior to transmittal to the
Administrator. Reports from the separately
chartered CASAC and the Council are
submitted directly to the Administrator,
without need for prior Executive Committee
review or approval. The charters for SAB,
CASAC, and Council are found in Appendix A2.

Five Committees have historically
conducted most of the EPA Science Advisory
Board reviews:

(a) Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee
(CASAC):
Mandated by the 1977 Clean Air Act
Amendments

(b) Ecological Processes and Effects Committee
(EPEC)

(c) Environmental Engineering Committee
(EEC)

(d) Environmental Health Committee (EHC)
(e) Radiation Advisory Committee (RAC)

Between 1986 and 1990, five additional
committees were added:

(a) Integrated Human Exposure Committee

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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(IHEC): Mandated by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act
in FY 1986

(b) Research Strategies Advisory Committee
(RSAC): Requested by the
Administrator in response to the
Board’s Future Risk report in FY 1988

(c) Drinking Water Committee (DWC):
Evolved from the EHC in FY 1990.

(d) Advisory Council on Clean Air Compliance
Analysis (Council): Mandated by the
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments

(e) Environmental Economics Advisory
Committee (EEAC): Requested by the
Administrator in response to the Board's
Reducing Risk report in FY 1990

The Board supplements the activities of
these Committees by establishing a variety of
ad hoc Subcommittees as needed.

The Members of the SAB constitute a
distinguished body of scientists, engineers, and
economists and other social scientists who are
recognized, non-federal experts in their
respective fields. These individuals are drawn
from academia, industry, state government, and
environmental communities throughout the
United States and, in some limited cases, other
countries. As needed, the SAB also accesses
experts via the route of Federal Expert and
Invited Expert. These categories are described
in greater detail in Appendix C5, “Types of
Affiliation with the SAB.”

The number of Members is flexible. In
FY 2001, SAB consisted of 112 members
appointed by the Administrator for two-year
terms, renewable twice. Service as
Committee Chair can lead to as much as an

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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additional four years of continuous service. A
formal guideline on Membership service was
adopted by the Executive Committee in FY
1993 and has been followed by the
Administrator in making appointments (see
Appendix C4).

More than 300 technical experts,
invited by the Staff Director, serve on an “as
needed” basis as Consultants to the Board on
various issues where their expertise is relevant.
The number of Consultants is flexible, and their
one-year terms can be renewed indefinitely.
Consultants are required to meet the same
standards of technical expertise as do the
Members. InFY 2001, the SAB utilized the
services of 68 Consultants.

Appendices C6 and C7 contain a list of
the FY 2001 SAB Members and Consultants
(M/C), respectively. The M/Cs serve as
Special Government Employees (SGEs) and are
subject to all relevant Federal requirements,
including compliance with the conflict of
interest statutes (18 U.S.C. Section 202-209).

The activities of the 400 M/Cs are
supported by the SAB Staff which, during FY
2001, consisted of 22 people: a Staff Director,
Deputy Staff Director, Special Assistant, two
Team Leaders (Committee Operations Staff
(who also serves as a Designated Federal Officer
(DFO), and the Committee Evaluation and
Support Staff); six scientists/engineers who
serve as DFOs, three administrative staff, five
support staff, one detailee, one intern, and a
National Older Workers Career Center Office
Assistant (see Appendix C8 for Staff Biographies
and Staff Transitions).

The SAB Staff works with the Agency
to identify potential issues for SAB attention,
focuses questions for review, works with the
Board to identify and enlist appropriate
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Members and Consultants, interfaces between
the Board and the Agency as well as with the
public, coordinates logistics for reviews, and
produces drafts of minutes and reports for
submission to the Administrator.

1.3 SAB ACTIVITIES

s shown in Table I, the SAB’s

budget in FY 2001 totaled more
than $2.7 million. Table Il and Table 11l show
that these resources enabled the Board to
conduct 59 meetings and to issue 20 reports (see
Appendices B1 - B4). The increase in total costs
over the years reflects an increase in the
number of Board Members, increases in Federal
pay and allowances, and general increases in the
cost of
airline travel, hotel and meeting
accommodations.

The types of projects, as well as the
range of subject matter, undertaken by the SAB
continue to grow. The Board takes on activities
at the request of Congress, the Administrator,
and EPA’s various program offices, as well as on
its own initiative. In general, the trend over
time has been for more SAB reviews,
addressing more varied subjects, requested by a
wider range of individuals and organizations.

SAB reports most often present the
findings of peer reviews of nearly-completed
Agency projects and contain considerable detail
about the findings and recommendations of the
Board. An SAB report is generally structured as
a response to a formal Charge to the Board.

The Charge is a set of specific questions,
negotiated by the Agency and the SAB, that
guide, but do not constrain, the review.

1.4 SABPRODUCTS

Tables |, 11 and Il display the SAB's
operating expenses, meeting activity, report
production, and staffing for the past five fiscal
years (1997-2001).

In recent years the SAB has worked
with the Agency to produce more timely advice
that is focused at the front-end of the Agency's
involvement with an issue. First, the Board can
conduct the "Consultation” as a means of
conferring, as a group of knowledgeable
individuals, in public session with the Agency on
a technical matter, before the Agency has begun
substantive work on that issue. The goal is to
leaven EPA's thinking by brainstorming a
variety of approaches to the problem very early
in the development process. There is no
attempt or intent to express an SAB consensus
or to generate a formal SAB position. The
Board, via a brief letter, simply notifies the
Administrator that a Consultation has taken
place.

Second, the Board may conduct an
"Advisory" as a means of providing, via a formal
SAB consensus report, critical input on technical
issues during the Agency’s position
development process. In most instances, the
topic of the Advisory will later be the subject of
an SAB report, once the Agency has completed
its work.

Third, most “Reports” are full-fledged
peer reviews of essentially completed Agency
products. “Letter” reports are similar in
origin, content, and purpose to full reports.
They are simply shorter; thereby generally
resulting in more rapid advice to the Agency.
Periodically the SAB will issue the results of a
de novo other-than-peer-review project as an
SAB report; cf “Toward Integrated
Environmental Decision Making” in FY2000.

Fourth, the "Commentary" is a short
communication that provides unsolicited SAB

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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advice about a technical issue the Board feels
should be drawn to the Administrator's
attention.

Fifth, the “Workshop” denotes SAB
Workshop seminars.

Appendix B2 details meeting activity

and report preparation by Committee during
FYO1.

1.5 CONTENTOF THISREPORT

This Report consists of four principal

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff

sections, plus appendices supplementing the
discussion in the main sections. Following this
Introduction (Section 1), Section 2 summarizes
the Board’s highlights of the year; Section 3
focuses on SAB Committee activities during FY
2001; and Section 4 provides insights on the
Board’s plans for the future.

The Appendices contain important
information, such as organizational charts,
membership lists, abstracts of SAB reports, and
summaries of SAB seminars.
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Figure 2. SAB’s Estimated Expenses ($K) for Fiscal Year 2001

Other Expenses

14%
Travel
11%

M/C Compensation

Staff Compensation
53%

22%
Table |
Budget Totals for Fiscal Years 1997 - 2001*
(In thousands of dollars)

Fiscal Staff M/C Total Travel Other Total
Year Compensation  Compensation Expenses

1997 1,170 555 1,725 282 212 2,219
1998 1,250 600 1,850 285 281 2,416
1999 1,318 630 1,948 308 298 2,554
2000 1,488 603 2,091 290 312 2,693
2001* 1,505 615 2,120 310 365 2,795

*Estimated

Figure 3. SAB Activities for Fiscal Year 2001

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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Closed Meeting
2%

Public Meeting
41%

Public Teleconference
57%

Table Il

SAB Activities for Fiscal Years 1997 - 2001

Fiscal Year Public Public Closed Total
Meeting Teleconference Meeting
1997 34 21(38%) 1 56
1998 42 8(16%) 1 51
1999 33 14(29%) 1 48
2000 32 22(40%) 1 95
2001 24 34(58%) 1 59

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff



Annual Report page 9
Figure 4. Committee Reports for Fiscal Years 1997 - 2001

Notification of
Consultation
17%

Full Reports
29%

Short Reports
42%

Table 111
Committee Reports and Staffing for Fiscal Years 1997 - 2001

Committee Reports Staffing
Fiscal Full Reports  Short  Total Notifications Members Federal Staff
vears eports Consu?;ations Eq”i(VF;!”Tti::TES)
1997 11 18 29 2 97 17.6
1998 11 10 21 9 102 19.7
1999 19 21 40 8 105 19.7
2000 17 20 37 8 104 18.8
2001 8 12 20 8 112 18.8

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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2.0 MAJIOR HIGHLIGHTS OF THE YEAR:
“EXPANDING EXPERTISE AND EXPERIENCE”

iscal Year 2001 will likely be remembered in the nation's history for the attacks on New York City and

Washington, D.C. by terrorists. But for those who focus their attention on what the SAB did during the
year, they will be struck by the variety of innovations, individuals, and process changes introduced during the year that
significantly expanded the Board’s expertise and experience. These changes resulted, in part, from creativity and a
desire to "make a good operation even better" and, in part, from the publication of a year-long investigation by the
General Accounting Office (GAO) into the SAB's process and procedures for insuring that a) SAB panels are populated
by individuals who do not have conflicts-of-interests, b) SAB panels are balanced in terms of the biases that individuals
inevitably bring to the table, and c) the public is adequately informed and participating in the panel selection process.

2.1 EXPANDING EXPERTISE

his past year the SAB expanded its

involvement with the social sciences
community. The Board continued the second
year of sponsorship of a series of seminars under
the broad title of "Human Dimensions of
Environmental Protection”. Dr. Angela
Nugent of the SAB Staff, working with Dr.
Roger Kasperon of the SAB Executive
Committee, brought five top-notch speakers to
the Agency, with targeted messages for the 30-
50 Agency attendees, including in each case a
high-level manager who reacted to the
presentation. (See Section B7 for more
details.)

Considerable progress has been made in
enlisting Members from the social sciences
discipline of economics. Starting from having
no economists on the Board in 1990, the SAB
Membership now includes 20 economists whose
skills are directed at environmental problems
primarily, but not exclusively, through the
work of two economics-focused Committees
that did not exist 11 years ago; i.e., the
Advisory Council on Clean Air Compliance
Analysis and the Environmental Economics
Advisory Committee.

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff

In recent years, the Agency has
increased its efforts to address public health
issues, particularly those dealing with children.
As a consequence, the Board has expanded its
expertise in the area of health and medicine. In
FY 2001 the SAB counted 11 MDs in its cadre of
112 Members, of whom 30% were
pediatricians.

Further, in response to the GAO
report, the Board is instituting a series of steps
that “cast a wider and finer net" as it forms its
panels. The goal is to further ensure balance-of-
bias (BOB) on a panel in toto and an absence of
conflict-of-interest (COI) by any individual
member. The approach is to make the panel
selection process more open to view and input
by the public. For example, when forming a
special panel to address a particular issue (e.g.,
assessing the benefits of reducing the levels of
arsenic in drinking water), the Staff now issues
a notice in the Federal Register to solicit names
of qualified candidates to be considered for
service on the Board. This process
complements the more traditional approaches of
seeking input from the Agency and interested
and affected parties. The result of this
WIDECAST effort is winnowed down to a
NARROWCAST from which the panelists will
be selected. The Staff will be mounting short




Annual Report

biosketches of the NARROWCAST group on
the SAB Website and soliciting public input
about COI concerns they might have about any
individuals or BOB concerns about the panel in
toto.

In addition, the Staff is exploring ways
to improve and expand its current procedures
for gathering/sharing/evaluating information
about candidates. For example, the Staff is
developing procedures to insure that future SAB
panels will be marked by more uniform and
informative introductions by panel members.
The Office of the General Counsel (OGC) has
been particularly helpful to the Staff in re-
examining the processes by which COI issues
are addressed and documented.

While not without significant cost,
these administrative steps should address many
of the concerns raised by GAO.

2.2 EXPANDING EXPERIENCE

2.2.1 THE EXPERIENCE OF A
NEw CHAIR

n November, 2000, Dr. William

Glaze of the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill was appointed by the
EPA Administrator as the Chair of the SAB
Executive Committee. Dr. Glaze had previous
SAB experience as Member, then Chair, of the
Drinking Water Committee and, by virtue of
that office, as Member of the Executive
Committee in the 1990s. Since assuming his
new position,
Dr. Glaze has pushed the SAB to re-examine
itself and its operations, with an eye toward
being more responsive to its customer (the
Administrator), more experimental in carrying
out its work, and more reflective in defining its

page 11

mission. All of these new experiences promise
an SAB that will be even more effective in
helping the Agency to meet its challenges.

2.2.2 THE EXPERIENCE OF A
NEwW STRATEGIC PLANNING
RETREAT

n April 9-11, 2001, members of

the SAB Executive Committee
held a Strategic Planning Retreat at the College
of Preachers in Washington, D.C. The agenda
addressed five key questions: (a) How can the
Board be most effective?; (b) What should be
the Board's work?; (c) How can the
membership process work so the SAB is most
effective?;
(d) How can the Board improve the quality of
its work?; and (e) How should the Board
evaluate success?

To help frame the discussions, SAB Staff
conducted interviews with eleven clients and
stakeholders and compiled the information in a
background document. In the interviews, staff
asked: (a) Where has the Board made a positive
difference in the production and use of science
at EPA and what are the reasons why you
believe it to have been successful? ; (b) What
do/did you need from the Board? Are you
getting it/did you get it?; (c)What do you do
with the Board’s product?; (d) What has been
lacking from our products in the past?; (e)
What is your view of how the Board operates in
practice?; and (f) What new issues are on
the horizon that you think the Board should
address? On the first day of the retreat, EC
Members also interacted with a panel of clients,
stakeholders, old and new EC Members on
these issues. The panel included: Dr. Peter
DeFur (Virginia Commonwealth University);
Dr. Carl Mazza (EPA’s Office of Air and

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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Radiation); Mr. Jim Solyst (American
Chemistry Council); Dr. Larry Reiter (EPA,
Office of Research and Development);

Dr. Mort Lippmann (SAB); and Dr. Roger
Kasperson (SAB).

At the retreat, EC members made the
following strategic decisions:

1. They reaffirmed the vision in the 1997 SAB
Strategic Plan (“Making a positive
difference in the production and use of
science at EPA”) and committed
themselves to consider changes in
operations that may make the Board
more effective.

2. They decided to be more active in

developing
strategies to achieve that vision. This
activity was to include:

a. A commitment to work with Agency
leadership to identify strategic areas
where the Board’s advice will be
important.

b. A commitment to select and manage
the portfolio of SAB projects so that the
Board can deliver advice in strategic
areas and also maintain and improve
peer review of Agency projects.

c. Exploration of new options for
organizing the Board and ways to make
Board operations more effective and
responsive to customer needs.

Members also identified potential self-
initiated projects for the Board in the following
areas:

a. Developing an Interagency Research Agenda
Derived from a Systematic Consideration of
Key Data Gaps in a Variety Related Fields of
Environmental Sciences;

b. Industrial Ecology;

c. New “Reducing Risk Project;”

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff

d. Energy, Environment and Policy;
e. Global/Transboundary Science and
Technology Issues;
f. Precautionary Principle
The Executive Committee also charged a
subgroup, chaired by Dr. Roger Kasperson, to
make recommendations regarding the role of
behavioral, economic and social sciences in SAB
structure and function, including examples of
how this would work.

2.2.3 THE EXPERIENCE OF A
MORE INVOLVED EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE

temming from steps taken at the Strategic

Planning Retreat, the EC has become
more actively involved in shaping the activities
and direction of the Board. In addition to the
direct outputs of the Retreat, the EC has
demonstrated this activity in a number of
different ways. For example, the EC now
reviews more of the reports from its
Committees through conference calls (34 such
meetings in FY 2001) than at face-to-face
meetings (25 such meetings in FY 2001). This
process results in quicker final action by the EC
than would otherwise be the case. Also, the EC
has been more involved in discussing FY 2002
projects than it has in previous years, both
through reviewing the Agency's requests and in
developing more formalized descriptions of
proposed self-initiated projects. The EC is
pursuing this matter through meetings between
the EC Chair and the Agency’s Deputy
Administrator and a meeting between the EC
Chair and the Agency’s Science Policy Council.
Finally, the EC has established a Policies and
Procedures Subcommittee (PPS) to review and
advise the SAB Staff in developing and
implementing responses to the GAO report.
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2.2.4 THE EXPERIENCEWITH A
NEwW ADMINISTRATOR AND
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR

hortly after becoming Administrator of

EPA, Governor Christine Todd Whitman
met with the SAB Executive Committee to
begin charting a course that will align the Board
with the needs of the new Administration. In
separate meetings with Deputy Administrator
Linda Fisher, Dr. Glaze has explored an agenda
of new approaches -- experiences -- by which
the Board's expertise can be focused on the most
important environmental challenges facing the
Agency.

The Board was able to respond quickly and
successfully to a particular request from the
Governor to review the Agency's benefit
assessment of the controversial arsenic drinking
water rule.

2.2.5 THE EXPERIENCE OF NEW
APPROACHES FOR GIVING ADVICE

H istorically, the SAB has provided its
advice to the Administrator via written
reports that summarize deliberations featured at
public meetings. While this work continues to
form the bulk of SAB activity, the Board has
branched out in recent years to consider
additional avenues for providing advice. In FY
2001 the SAB introduced a new "product line"
by issuing its first report of a jointly-sponsored
workshop, "Understanding Public Values and
Attitudes Related to Ecological Risk
Management: An SAB Workshop Report”,
(EPA-SAB-EC-WKSP-01-001) that summarized
the discussion at a workshop held on May 23-24,
2001. The event focused on how researchers
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using analytical methods, tools, and approaches
from the social sciences could assist decision
makers by improving understanding of public
values and attitudes related to specific threats to
ecological resources, such as Tampa Bay
Estuary, the focus of the workshop.

FY 2001 also saw a continuation in the
Board being asked to provide input to Congress.
This advice came by the way of participation in
formal hearings, as well as a briefing for
Congressional Staff:

a. House Science Committee Hearing on HR 64
that would establish a position of
Deputy Administrator of Science at
EPA:

1) Dr. Raymond C. Loehr, testifying on
behalf of the NRC

2) Dr. William Glaze, providing an
SAB perspective.

b. House Science Committee: Hearing on
Science and Technology Budget Request
for FY 2002 at EPA, October 3, 2000:

1) Dr. Philip Hopke, providing a
summary of the Board's Advisory on the
USEPA’s Draft Case Study Analysis of
the Residual Risk of Secondary Lead
Smelters, EPA-SAB-EC-ADV-00-005
2) Dr. Morton Lippmann, providing a
comparison of the risks from hazardous
air pollutants and criteria air pollutants.

c. American Chemical Society (ACS)/Society
for Risk Analysis (SRA): Briefing for
Congressional Staff on H.R. 64 --

Dr. Raymond C. Loehr.

d. ACS/SRA Briefing for Congressional Staff

on the General Accounting Office's
(GAO) report on the SAB.

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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e. Dr. Donald Barnes provided OSAB’s
response as part of a panel of folks from
GAO, Natural Resources Defense
Council
(NRDC), and American Chemistry
Council (ACC).

2.2.6 THE EXPERIENCE OF
NEW INTERACTIONSWITH
INTEREST GROUPS

In FY 2001 the SAB reviewed a
number of controversial issues; e.g.,
dioxin reassessment and benefits of arsenic
reduction. In the dioxin case, members of the
public demonstrated graphically, but quietly, at
the public meeting to express concerns about
the make-up of the panel. These actions
supplemented concerns raised in letters to the
Administrator, Congress, and the SAB Staff
Director. Asa result, OSAB initiated a series
of meetings with individuals from industry and
the NGO community to explore these
concerns. In the arsenic case, elements of the
NGO community were active and direct in
providing input to the panel selection process.
While this input did not have a direct bearing
on the process, its presence further encouraged
OSAB to expand its process for seeking and
acting on suggestions from members of the
public (See 2.2.5 above.)
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2.2.7 THE EXPERIENCE WITH
DIFFERENT OFFICES IN THE
AGENCY

temming in part from receipt of the

GAO report, OSAB has been in
greater contact with the Office of the General
Counsel (OGC) who provide advice to Agency
offices on matters such as the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (FACA) and ethical issues. A
close working relationship is developing
between OSAB Staff and OGC staff, principally
Ken Wernick (ethics) and Marilyn Kuray
(FACA), both of whom joined the Agency in FY
2001. With their assistance, OSAB is
developing procedures to document more
carefully decisions on conflict-of-interest and to
address nettlesome issues, such as the
Emolument Clause of the U.S. Constitution.

For the first time, in FY 2001
operational contacts have been established with
the Office of the Inspector General (OIG). The
OIG may be of assistance in evaluating the
adequacy of the OSAB response to the GAO
report. On a separate track, OIG has conferred
twice with the SAB (RSAC), seeking
input/assistance in a major project they have
envisioned to analyze the impact of science on
decision-making at EPA. If OIG goes forward
with their plan, the SAB may serve a continuing
advisory role.
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3.0 FY 2001 CoMmMITTEE ACTIVITIES

he main activity of the SAB are the projects undertaken by its various Committees. In the

face of more requests than current resources can address, the Board has had to be selective
about its choice of projects. In selecting projects, the SAB has generally been guided by criteria that
were originally generated in a “self study” retreat in 1989 and updated at a Strategic Planning Retreat of
the Executive Committee in 1997. Provided below is a list of the SAB criteria.

1. General Criterion
a. Provides an opportunity to make a difference in Agency Operations.

2. Client-related Criteria
a. Supports major regulatory or risk management initiatives.
b. Serves leadership interest such as those of the EPA Administrator or Congress.
c. Support strategic themes of current interest.

3. Science-driven Criteria
a. Involves scientific approaches that are new to the Agency.
b. Deal with areas of substantial uncertainty.

4. Problem-driven Criteria
a. Involves major environmental risks.
b. Relates to emerging environmental issues.
c. Exhibits long-term outlook.

5. Organizational-related Criteria
a. Serves as a model for future Agency methods.
b. Requires the commitment of substantial resources to scientific or technological development.
¢. Transcends organizational boundaries, within or outside EPA (includes international
boundaries).
d. Strengthens the Agency’s basic capability.

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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3.1 EXeEcUTIVE COMMITTEE (EC)

Annual Report

Dr. Henry Anderson
Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services
Dr. Trudy Cameron
University of California-Los Angeles
Dr. Kenneth Cummins
Humboldt State University
Dr. Linda Greer
Natural Resources Defense Council
Dr. Philip Hopke
Clarkson University
Dr. Hilary Inyang
University of North Carolina-Charlotte
Dr. Janet Johnson
Shepherd Miller, Inc.
Dr. Roger Kasperson
Stockholm Environment Institute

Board of Scientific Counselors

Dr Gerald Schnoor
University of lowa

3.1.1 BACKGROUND

he EC coordinates the work of 10

standing Committees and numerous
ad hoc subcommittees. The EC had 4 active
subcommittees during the year.

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff

EC Members

Chair: Dr. William Glaze, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

Dr. Morton Lippmann

New York University Medical Center
Dr. Raymond Loehr

University of Texas -Austin
Dr. M. Granger Morgan

Carnegie Mellon University
Dr. William Smith

Yale University
Dr. Robert Stavins

Harvard University
Dr. R. Rhodes Trussell

Montgomery Watson Harza Engineering
Dr. Mark Utell

University of Rochester Medical Center
Dr. Terry Young

Environmental Defense

Liaison from Other FACA Committees

FIFRA Scientific Advisory Panel

Dr. Ronald Kendall
Texas Tech University

Children’s Health Protection Advisory Committee

Dr. Joel Bender
Monsanto Company

(a) Benefits and Costs of Arsenic Reduction

Subcommittee

Chair: Dr. Maureen Cropper
The World Bank

(b) Dioxin Reassessment Review Subcommittee
Chair:  Dr. Morton Lippmann
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New York University

(c) National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA)
Subcommittee
Chair:  Dr. Mitchell Small
Carnegie Mellon University

(d) Scientific and Technological Achievement
Awards (STAA) Subcommittee
Chair:  Dr. H. C. Ward
Rice University

With a Membership consisting of a
Chair, the Chairs of the 10 standing
Committees, and four At-large Members, this
FACA-chartered institution is the nerve center
of SAB activity, reviewing reports from the
standing Committees (with the exception of
reports from the separately chartered CASAC
and Council), discussing proposals from standing
Committees, and directing the work of ad hoc
subcommittees that address complex issues
calling for multi-disciplinary expertise.

3.1.2 ACTIVITIES

n FY 2001, the EC met four times in

face-to-face FACA meetings, plus one
non-FACA Strategic Planning Retreat. In
addition, the EC conducted four publicly
accessible conference calls to review formally
reports from SAB committees and
subcommittees.

The EC’s four subcommittees
introduced in the previous subsection
collectively met face-to-face four times and five
times by publicly accessible conference call. In
addition, the subcommittees conducted another
five non-FACA conference calls to work on
aspects of reports that were later reviewed in
public session. In these activities, the EC

utilized the services of 30 Consultants.

In addition, the EC authorized the
continuation of SAB lecture series, “Science and
the Human Side of Environmental Protection”
(see Appendix B7), held at the Agency. The
second year program consisted of the following
noted speakers:

(@) Dr. Larry Susskind, Ford Professor of Urban
and Environmental Planning and
Head, Environmental Policy Group
at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology (MIT) and Director,
MIT-Harvard Public Disputes
Program

““Who Says So?” The Uses and
Organization of Environmental
Policy Studies”

September 22, 2000

(b) Dr. Roger Kasperson, Executive Director of
the Stockholm Environment Institute
“Human Vulnerability to Global

Environmental Change”
December 6, 2000

(c) Dr. Caron Chess, Director of the Center for
Environmental Communications at
Rutgers University
“Evaluating Public Participation;
Feedback for Mid-Course
Corrections”
February 22, 2001

(d) Dr. Ortwin Renn, Director of the Center
of Technology Assessment, in Baden
Wourttenberg, Germany and Chair
of Environmental Sociology at the
University of Stuttgart.

"Analytic-deliberative Processes in Risk
Management; Opportunities,
Problems, and Practical Experiences

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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from a Risk-Management
Perspective.”
March 13, 2001

(e) Dr. Robin Gregory, senior researcher at
Decision Research (Eugene,
Oregon) and Associate Director of
the Eco-Risk Research Unit,
University of British Columbia,
Vancouver.

“Decision Aiding, Not Consensus: Using

Structured Decision Processes to
Link Consultation and Analysis”
April 4, 2001

Finally, the EC also sponsored a workshop in
conjunction with Agency program offices on
Understanding Public Values and Attitudes Related to
Ecological Risk Management (see Appendix B4 for
details). A workshop activity from FY 2001 on
Science and Stakeholder Involvement was
completed through one publicly accessible
conference call to discuss a report that
summarized the lessons learned through the
workshop experience.

3.1.3 PrRODUCTS
he EC’s efforts resulted in the following

advice being sent to the Administrator in
FY 2001:

(a) Dioxin Reassessment: An SAB Review of
the Office of Research and

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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Development's Reassessment of Dioxin
(EPA-SAB-EC-01-006)

(b) Scientific and Technological Achievement
Awards (STAA): Recommendations on
the FY 2000 Nominations: An SAB
Report
(EPA-SAB-EC-01-007)

(c) Arsenic Rule Benefits Analysis: An SAB
Review
(EPA-SAB-EC-01-008)

In addition to these three reports, the
EC generated one Commentary in FY 2001:

(@) Improving Science-Based Environmental
Stakeholder Processes: An SAB
Commentary
(EPA-SAB-EC-COM-01-006)

The EC also conducted one Consultation
during FY 2001:

(a) Notification of a Consultation on the
Agency's Plans for a Cumulative Risk
Framework
(EPA-SAB-EC-CON-01-004)

Appendix B4 contains abstracts of these
documents; complete documents are available on
the SAB Website, http://www.epa.gov/sab.
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3.2 ADVISORY COUNCIL ON CLEAN AIR COMPLIANCE ANALYSIS
(COUNCIL)

COUNCIL Members

Chair: Dr. Trudy Cameron, University of California

Mes. Lauraine Chestnut
Stratus Consulting Inc.

Dr. Maureen L. Cropper
The World Bank

Dr. Don Fullerton
University of Texas

Dr. Lawrence Goulder
Stanford University

Dr. Jane Hall
California State University

Dr. James Hammit
Harvard University

3.2.1 BACKGROUND

he Council has its origin in the

requirements of Section 812 of the
Clean Act Amendments of 1990. That section
mandated that a Council be established to
provide independent advice on technical and
economic aspects of analyses and reports that the
Agency prepares concerning the impacts of the
Clean Air Act on public health, the economy,
and the environment of the United States; i.e.,
overall costs and benefits.

3.2.2 ACTIVITIES

n FY 2001, the Agency asked the

Council to review its draft analytical
blueprint for the second prospective analysis of
the costs and benefits of implementation of the

Dr. Charles Kolstad
University of California
Dr. Lester B. Lave
Carnegie Mellon University
Dr. Paul Lioy
UMDNJ-Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Dr. Paulette Middleton
RAND Environment, Inc.
Dr. V. Kerry Smith
North Carolina State University

Clean Air Act, projected over the period
2000-2020. A special panel of the Council,
which included members of its Health and
Ecological Effects Subcommittee (HEES) and its
Air Quality Modeling Subcommittee (AQMS),
provided the Administrator with advice to
strengthen the proposed analysis.

The Council conducted one meeting and
two publicly accessible teleconferences in FY
2001. The AQMS and HEES each conducted one
publicly accessible teleconference.

The Committee used 13 Consultants in
FY 2001.

3.2.3 PRODUCTS

he Council generated the following
Advisory in FY 2001:

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff
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(@) Review of the Draft Analytical Plan for
EPA's Second Prospective Analysis -
Benefits and Costs of the Clean Air Act

1990- 2020
(EPA-SAB-COUNCIL-ADV-01-004)

Annual Report

Appendix B4 contains abstracts of these
documents; complete documents are available
on the SAB Website, http://www.epa.gov/sab.

3.3 CLEAN AIR SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CASAC)

Dr. John Elston

Dr. Frederick Miller
Chemical Industry Institute of Toxicology
Dr. Arthur Upton
UMDNJ-Robert Wood Johnson Medical School

3.3.1 BACKGROUND

he CASAC is a separately chartered

Federal advisory committee that is
administratively housed within the offices of the
SAB. As an independent advisory committee,
the Committee reports directly to the EPA
Administrator. The Chair of CASAC serves as a
Member of the SAB Executive Committee, and
the Members of CASAC are also Members of
the SAB.

The CASAC has a statutorily mandated
responsibility (under the 1977 and 1990 Clean
Air Act Amendments) to review and offer
scientific and technical advice to the
Administrator on the air quality criteria and
regulatory documents which form the basis for

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff

CASAC Members

Chair: Dr. Philip Hopke, Clarkson University

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy

Dr. Sverre Vedal
University of British Columbia

Dr. Barbara Zielinska
Desert Research Institute

the national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS). NAAQS have been established for
lead, particulate matter (PM), ozone and other
photochemical oxidants (O3), carbon monoxide
(CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and sulfur oxides
(SOx). The CASAC process includes a peer
review of the Office of Research and
Development's Air Quality Criteria Document
(CD) for a given NAAQS, followed by peer
review of the Office of Air and Radiation's Staff
Paper (SP) for that NAAQS. The CD contains
all the relevant scientific and technical
information on the pollutant, while the SP is the
bridge between the science in the CD and the
policy decision that has to be made by the EPA
Administrator. When asked by EPA, the
Committee also reviews the scientific and
technical issues in the regulatory proposal for a
NAAQS prior to its promulgation. The
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Committee also offers research
recommendations for individual NAAQS
pollutants on a periodic basis, often in
conjunction with a review of the Agency’s
Strategic Research Plan for that pollutant.

3.3.2 ACTIVITIES

he CASAC met four times during

FY 2001 — two face-to-face
meetings, one publicly accessible conference
call, and one face-to-face meeting of the CASAC
Subcommittee on Particle Monitoring. A total
of 19 Consultants participated in CASAC
activities during the year.

More detailed information on CASAC

NAAQS-specific activities are found in Appendix
B3.

3.3.3 PrRODUCTS

he CASAC issued the following
reports during FY 2001

page 21

(a) Review of EPA’s Health Assessment
Document for Diesel Exhaust
(EPA-SAB-CASAC-01-003)

(b) Review of the EPA Air Quality Criteria for
Particular Matter
(EPA-SAB-CASAC-LTR-01-001)

(c) Commentary on Exploring Opportunities for
Accommodating Emerging Technologies
for Continuous Monitoring in Routine
Air Monitoring Networks
(EPA-SAB-CASAC-COM-01-003)

(d) Consultation on the Agency’s Preliminary
Staff Paper and Risk Assessment Scoping
Plan for Particulate Matter
(EPA-SAB-CASAC-CON-01-005)

Appendix B4 contains abstracts of these

documents; complete documents are available on
the SAB Website, http://www.epa.gov/sab.
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3.4 DRINKING WATER COMMITTEE (DWC)

Dr. David Baker
Heidelberg College
Dr. Richard Bull
MoBull Consulting
Dr. Mary Davis
West Virginia University
Dr. Ricardo DeLeon
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Dr. Yvonne Dragan
Ohio State University
Dr. John Evans
Harvard University

DWC Members

Chair: Dr. R. Rhodes Trussell, Montgomery Watson Harza Engineering

Dr. Sidney Green
Howard University
Dr. Barbara Harper
Yakama Indian Nation
Dr. Lee D. McMullen
Des Moines Water Works
Dr. Christine Moe
Emory University
Dr. Philip Singer
University of North Carolina
Dr. Gary Toranzos
University of Puerto Rico

3.4.1 BACKGROUND

he DWC provides independent

advice and peer reviews to EPA’s
Administrator on the technical aspects of
problems and issues associated with the drinking
water program, including the research that
supports the program. Consequently, the
primary clients for the Committee are EPA’s
Office of Water (OW) and the Office of
Research and Development (ORD).

The importance of SAB interactions with
the Agency was reinforced in the Safe Drinking
Water Act Amendments which requires Agency
consultation with the SAB on many Drinking
Water actions.
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3.4.2 ACTIVITIES

he DWC conducted two face-to-face
meetings during the year. Topics
discussed during the meetings included:

(a) Contaminant Candidate List Research Plan

(b) Proposed Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface
Water Treatment Rule (LT2ESWTR)
and Stage 2 Disinfection/ Disinfectant
Byproduct Rule (S2DBPR)

(c) Proposed Arsenic Drinking Water Standard

The DWC used one consultant in FY 2001.

3.4.3 PRODUCTS
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hese efforts resulted in the following
advice being sent to the EPA
Administrator during the year:

(a) EPA Arsenic Proposed Drinking Water
(EPA-SAB-DWC-01-001)

(b) Revised Microbial Risk Assessment

Framework: An EPA Science Advisory
Board Notification of a Consultation
(EPA-SAB-DWC-CON-01-008)

Appendix B4 contains abstracts of these
documents; complete documents are available
on the Sab Website, http://www.epa.gov/sab.

3.5 EcoLoaGIcAL PROCESSES AND EFFECTS COMMITTEE (EPEC)

Dr. Miguel Acevedo
University of North Texas
Dr. Steven Bartell
Cadmus Group
Dr. Gregory Biddinger
Exxon Mobil
Dr. Kenneth Cummins
Humboldt State University
Dr. Virgina Dale
Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Dr. lvan Fernandez
University of Maine

3.5.1 BACKGROUND

he EPEC is the primary committee

responsible for reviews and advice
relating to ecological issues, including
environmental monitoring and assessment,
ecological risk assessment, and ecological
criteria. Traditionally, the Committee has
sought to elevate the Agency’s attention to non-

EPEC Members

Chair: Terry Young, Environmental Defense

Dr. Cynthia Gilmour
Academy of Natural Sciences
Dr. Lawrence Master
Association for Biodiversity Information
Dr. Paul Montagna
University of Texas
Dr. Charles Pittinger
Procter & Gamble, Co.*
Dr. Frieda Taub
University of Washington

1 Joined SoBran, Inc. during this year

chemical stressors (e.g., habitat issues, physical
alterations of ecosystems, and introduced
species) and to raise the visibility of ecological
risks in an Agency often preoccupied with human
health concerns.

3.5.2 ACTIVITIES
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he EPEC held two face-to-face
meetings and two teleconference
meetings in FY 2001. The topics addressed at
the meetings include the following:
(a) Review of the STAR Water and Watersheds
Program
(b) Review of draft guidance, “Planning for
Ecological Risk Assessment: Developing
Management Objectives”
(c) Review of the Southeastern Ecological
Framework
(d) Framework for Reporting on Ecological
Condition

A total of two consultants were involved in
these

Annual Report

activities
3.5.3 PRODUCTS

he Committee’s final report is

scheduled for release in Spring 2002,
will discuss six ecological attributes and include
case examples to illustrate potential applications
of the reporting framework for EPA programs
and projects.

3.6 ENVIRONMENTAL EcoNoMIcs ADVISORY COMMITTEE (EEAC)

Dr. Dallas Burtraw
Resources for the Future

Dr. Lawrence Goulder
Stanford University

Dr. Michael Hanemann
University of California

Dr. Gloria Hefland
University of Michigan

Dr. Dale Jorgenson
Harvard University

Dr. Paul Joskow
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Report of the EPA Science Advisory Board Staff

EEAC Members

Chair; Dr. Robert Stavins, Harvard University

Dr. Catherine Kling
lowa State University
Dr. Richard Norgaard
University of California-Berkeley
Dr. Richard Revesz,
New York University
Dr. Jason Shogren
University of Wyoming
Dr. Hilary Sigman
Rutgers University
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3.6.1 BACKGROUND

he EEAC provides advice to the

Administrator on cross-cutting
guidance for EPA's office that conduct analyses
of economics, cost, and benefits of
environmental regulations. The Committee
also advises the Agency on its economic
research efforts. On occasion, the Committee
provides independent advice and peer reviews
to EPA's Administrator on the technical aspects
of specific economic analyses that are used in the
development of regulations or other Agency
initiatives. All parts of the Agency are
potentially clients for the Committee.

3.6.2 ACTIVITIES

he EEAC held one face-to-face
meeting in FY2001.
Topics during the meeting included:

(a) Discussion of Premature Mortality
Valuation (PMV) Issues

b) EPA’s Plans for Implementing
Executive Order 13141 Environmental
Review of Trade Agreements
A total of two consultants were

involved in these activities.

3.6.3 PRODUCTS

he Committee issued a Notification
of Consultation

(a) Trade and the Environment, An EPA Science
Advisory Board Notification of a
Consultation
(EPA-SAB-EEAC-CON-01-003)

3.7 ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING COMMITTEE (EEC)

Dr. H. Barry Dellinger
Louisana State University
Dr. Terry Foecke
Waste Reduction Institute
Dr. Domenico Grasso
Smith College
Dr. Michael Kavanaugh
Malcolm Pirnie Inc.
Dr. Byung Kim
Ford Motor Company

EEC Members

Chair: Dr. Hilary Inyang, University of North Carolina-Charlotte

Dr. John Maney
Environmental Measurements Assessment
Dr. Michael McFarland
Utah State University
Dr. Thomas Theis
Clarkson University
Dr. Valerie Thomas
Princeton University
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3.7.1. BACKGROUND

he EEC is one of the original five

SAB committees. The interests/
responsibilities of this interdisciplinary
Committee, anchored by the presence and
leadership of environmental engineers, have
grown to include such cross-Agency issues as
industrial ecology, technology diffusion, and
implementation of the Quality System.

3.7.2 ACTIVITIES
he EEC and its Subcommittees
conducted two face-to-face meetings

and 13 publicly accessible conference calls. The
EEC used 13 consultants in FY 2001.

3.7.3 PRODUCTS

he EEC's work resulted in the
following advice being submitted to
the Administrator:

(a) Monitored Natural Attenuation: USEPA
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Research Program — An EPA Science
Advisory Board Review
(EPA-SAB-EEC-01-004)

(b) EPA Science Advisory Board (SAB)
Commentary Resulting from a
Workshop on the Diffusion and Adoption
of Innovations in Environmental
Protection
(EPA-SAB-EEC-COM-01-001)

(c) Measures of Environmental Technology
Performance: a Commentary by the
EPA Science Advisory Board
(EPA-SAB-EEC-COM-01-005)

(d) Notification of a Consultation on
Environmental Systems Management
Research
(EPA-SAB-EEC-CON-01-006)

Appendix B5 contains abstracts of these
documents; complete documents are available on
the SAB Website, http://www.epa.gov/sab.
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3.8 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COMMITTEE (EHC)

Dr. Cynthia Bearer
Case Western Reserve University
Dr. John Doull
University of Kansas Medical Center
Dr. Paul Foster
Chemical Industry Institute of Toxicology
Dr. David Hoel
University of South Carolina
Dr. Abby Li
Monsanto Life Sciences

3.8.1 BACKGROUND

he EHC, one of the original five

SAB Committees, now shares
responsibilities for the review of health effects-
related issues with several Committees of the
Board (DWC, IHEC, RAC, and CASAC). Over
the past several years, the principal focus for the
EHC has been on issues related to development
and use of guidelines for health risk
assessments, rather than the review of agent-
specific
assessments which had previously been a major
activity.

3.8.2 ACTIVITIES

he EHC, in conjunction with the
IHEC, conducted 1 face-to-face

EHC Members

Chair: Dr. Mark Utell, University of Rochester Medical Center

Dr. George Lambert
UMDNJ-Robert Wood Johnson University
Dr. Grace Lemasters
University of Cincinnati
Dr. Ulrike Luderer
University of California-Irvine
Dr. Roy Shore
New York University

meeting during FY 2001. The Joint
Committees reviewed the Office of Radiation
and Indoor Air’s (ORIA) draft methodology to
generate an “order-of-magnitude” screening-
level ranking and selection of key air toxics
indoors. 1 Consultant was used for this review.

3.8.3 PrRODUCTS

he report for the above referenced
meeting is in preparation.
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3.9 INTEGRATED HUMAN EXPOSURE COMMITTEE (IHEC)

Dr. Annette Guiseppi-Elie
DuPont Engineering

Dr. Robert Harley
University of California

Dr. Michael Jayjock
Rohm and Haas Co.

Dr. Lovell Jones
University of Texas

Dr. Michael Lebowitz
University of Arizona

Dr. Randy Maddalena
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

3.9.1 OVERVIEW

In 1996, the Executive Committee
established the Integrated Human
Exposure Committee (IHEC) in growing
recognition of the need for the Agency -- and
the Board -- to consider risk factors, including
exposure, in a more holistic fashion. The IHEC
was essentially a re-naming of the Indoor Air
Quality Committee (IAQC) that was formed in
response to a Congressional determination
(Superfund Act of 1986) that the actual
exposure, including indoor air, of the human
population to various environmental agents is a
key factor in determining the nature and extent
of possible health risks.
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IHEC Members

Chair: Dr. Henry Anderson, Wisconsin Department of Health & Family Services

Dr. Rebecca Parkin
The George Washington University
Dr. Barbara Petersen
Novigen Sciences, Inc.
Dr. Jed M. Waldman
Calfornia Department of Health Services
Dr. David Wallinga
Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy
Dr. Charles Weschler
UMDNUJ-Robert Wood Johnson Medical School

3.9.2 ACTIVITIES

he IHEC, in conjunction with the

EHC, conducted 1 face-to-face
meeting during FY 2001. The Joint Committees
reviewed the Office of Radiation and Indoor
Air’s (ORIA) draft methodology to generate an
“order-of-magnitude” screening-level ranking
and selection of key air toxics indoors. One
Consultant was used for this review.

3.9.3 PrODUCTS

he report for the above referenced
meeting is in preparation.
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3.10 RADIATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Dr. Lynn Anspaugh
University of Utah
Dr. Vicki Bier®
University of Wisconsin

Dr. Bruce Boecker
Lovelace Respiratory Research Institute

Dr. Gilles Bussod
Consultant

Dr. Thomas F. Gesell
Idaho State University

3.10.1 BACKGROUND

he RAC is one of the original SAB
Committees. Throughout its
history, the RAC has had the Office of

Radiation and Indoor Air as a principal customer.

Over the years, the emphasis given to radiation
issues at the Agency has slackened. At the same
time, there has been an increase in the attention
that the Agency gives to inter-agency aspects of
radiation protection. As a consequence, EPA is
actively involved in a number of joint projects
with other significant players in the radiation
field; e.g., the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, the Department of Energy, and
the Department of Defense. The products of
several of these inter-agency efforts have been
jointly brought to the RAC for critical,
independent peer review.

RAC Members

Chair: Dr. Janet Johnson, Shepherd Miller, Inc.

Dr. Richard Hornung
Dr. Jill Lipoti

Protection
Dr. John Poston

Dr. Genevieve Roessler

University of Cincinnati

New Jersey Department of Environmental

Texas A&M University

Consultant

3.10.2 ACTIVITIES

n FY 2001, the RAC conducted 1 face-
to-face meeting. The Committee
involved 5 Consultants in their work during the
course of the year.
This meeting addressed the following
Issues:

(@) The Interagency Steering Committee on
Radiation Standards’ (ISCORS) draft
guidance document for sewage
treatment plant operators on dealing
with radioactive material in sewage
sludge.

(b) Planning for review of the Multi-Agency
Radiological Laboratory Protocols
(MARLAP) review
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3.10.3 PrRODUCTS

hree reports were submitted to the
EPA Administrator in FY 2001:

(a) Advisory on EPA's Proposed Approach for
Evaluating Occurrence and Risks of
Technologically Enhanced Naturally
Occurring Radioactive Material
(TENORM)
(EPA-SAB-RAC-ADV-01-001)

(b) Advisory on ORIA’s Use and Adaptation of
The GENII Version 2 Environmental

Radiation Dosimetry System
(EPA-SAB-RAC-ADV-01-002)

(c) Advisory on the Interagency Steering
Committee on Radiation Standards’
(ISCORS) Proposed Sewage Sludge
Dose Modeling Scenarios
(EPA-SAB-RAC-ADV-01-003)

Appendix B5 contains abstracts of these
documents; complete documents are available on
the SAB website, http://ww.epa.gov/sab.

3.11 RESEARCH STRATEGIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE (RSAC)

Dr. William Adams
Kennecott Utah Copper Corp.
Dr. Richard Bull
MoBull Consulting
Dr. Philip Hopke
Clarkson University
Dr. Alan Maki
EXXON Mobil
Dr. Genevieve Matanoski
Johns Hopkins University
Dr. Maria Morandi
University of Texas

3.11.1 BACKGROUND
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RSAC Members

Dr. Raymond Loehr, University of Tex