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EPA Region 5 Science Integration for Decision Making Fact-Finding Interviews  
January 22, 2010 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 
 
 Four members of the SAB Committee on Science Integration for Decision Making 
conducted three interviews in EPA Region 5: Drs. James Johns, Catherine Kling, and Thomas 
Theis in person and Dr. Wayne Landis by telephone.  For each interview, Dr. Anthony 
Maciorowski, Deputy Director of the SAB Staff Office, provided a brief introduction to the 
purpose of the interview and the Designated Federal Officer, Dr. Angela Nugent, took notes to 
develop a summary of the conversation.  All interviewees were provided a copy of the 
committee's Preliminary Study Plan in advance. 
 
 Dr. Maciorowski noted in each interview that the purpose of the interview was to help 
SAB Committee members learn about Region 5's current and recent experience with science 
integration supporting EPA decision making so that the SAB can develop advice to support 
and/or strengthen Agency science integration efforts.  Dr. Maciorowski thanked participants for 
taking time for the interviews and thanked Dr. Carole Braverman for serving as liaison with the 
SAB Staff Office in planning the interviews 
 
Meeting with Acting Regional Administrator and Acting Deputy Regional Administrator 
(9:45 a.m. - 10:30 p.m.) Participants 
 
 Mr. Bharat Mathur, Acting Regional Administrator 
 Dr. Walter Kovalick, Acting Deputy Regional Administrator 
 
 The Acting Regional Administrator observed that EPA regions share several common 
features in their approach to science.  They depend on headquarters offices for science, technical 
assistance, and guidance; they do communicate across regions; and they all have regional-
specific science councils. 
 
 Region 5 uses science across all its media programs and many different activities (e.g., 
permits, inspections, and clean-ups).  In some cases, "science is prescriptive," as in the air 
program, where there are EPA- approved methods.  In other programs, Superfund and RCRA, 
for example, there is more flexibility in the interpretation of EPA methodologies and choice of 
modeling methods.   
 
 Typically, the Regional Administrator and Deputy Regional Administrator become 
involved in problem formulation when an issue involves complex, novel, or controversial 
science.  The region delegates other types of problem formulation down the management chain.  
The region fosters an environment where Region 5 staff is able to pursue "true science" without 
some of the political pressures program offices may experience at headquarters.  This situation 
may foster a bit of inflexibility, where a region 5 scientist may not view "outside science" (e.g., 
sometimes new science from other regions, or from regulated entities) as initially credible.  
There is a tension between the need for consistency within EPA and concern that consistency 
may sacrifice keeping pace with evolving state of the science outside EPA.  Region 5 scientists 



 2

typically keep abreast of scientific and technical literature in their fields and integrate 
information from published literature into regional strategies, such as the region's refinery 
initiative.  One area for expansion may be in the area of economics.  There may also be a need 
for Region 5 to consider economics more than it currently does in the formulation of different 
kinds of decisions. 
  
 Although the region does not conduct hypothesis-based research, it applies and generates 
scientific information.  Regional scientists develop new analytical methods for EPA and compete 
and win ORD RARE and monitoring grants. 
 
 To create an atmosphere where science is a major input for decision making, the region 
tries to hire "smart people" with an ability to network with scientists across the agency; "interfere 
as little as possible" in their work; and consistently send the message that Region 5 relies on the 
"best science and the best law" to protect the environment.  With 1,200 employees, Region 5 is 
the largest region.  It has a 3% annual turnover; departures generally occur among the 
"Millennials" (employees in late 20's) and employees in the 40-50-year-old range.  The regional 
Science and Technology Council develops programs and seminar series to benefit Region 5 and 
"refresh scientists."  Region 5 has developed an orientation program for "Millennial" employees 
designed to inform them about different programs (and possible career opportunities) in the 
regional office.  There is a need to recruit new scientific and technical staff with a holistic 
approach to environmental protection.  Environmental science departments increasingly train 
students with a broad perspective, so that new graduates have backgrounds not only in their 
specific disciplines, but also in information technology and teamwork.   
 
 Region 5 also has a need for scientists who have an ability to listen to and assimilate 
public input and interact with communities.  There's a need for new mechanisms for encouraging 
exchange of ideas with the public beyond traditional public meetings with the usual follow-up 
"responsiveness summary".  There is a need to teach these skills and for leaders to encourage 
them. 
 
 The region finds it difficult often to find a match between ORD's research and regional 
science needs.  Region 5 is now exploring a possibly larger role in ORD's choice of topics for 
solicitation of grants and is in the process of reviewing STAR grants awarded in the Region over 
the past ten years to connect Regional scientists with relevant research and to identify possible 
speakers for a new seminar series.  Overall, there is a need for a system where regional needs get 
adequate priority or possibly a new role for ORD, where they can be a broker, pointing to other 
agencies that can provide regions with needed science.  Where Region 5 has strong relationships 
with ORD, as with its Duluth laboratories, the relationship usually springs from personal 
contacts among scientists and is not institutionalized as an important agency function.   
 
 The Acting Deputy Regional Administrator also provided the committee members with a 
publication summarizing Region 5 efforts to promote innovative technologies and a summary of 
FY 2009 Region 5 Science & Technology Council Accomplishments (see Attachment A). 
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Meeting with Region 5 Senior Managers (10:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.) Participants. 
 Mr. Doug Ballotti, Deputy Director Superfund Division 

Mr. Jose Cisneros, Remediation and Reuse Branch Chief, Land and Chemicals Division 
Mr. Dave Cowgill, Program Manager, Great Lakes National Program Office 
Ms. Jerri-Anne Garl, Materials Management Branch Chief, LCD 
Ms. Linda Holst, Water Quality Branch Chief, Water Division 
Mr. Dean Maraldo, Wetlands and Watersheds Deputy Branch Chief, Water Division 
Mr. Bruce Sypniewski, Deputy Director Air and Radiation Division 
Ms. MaryPat Tyson, Air Toxics and Assessment Branch Chief, Air and Radiation 
Division 
Mr.. Alan Walts, Director Office of Enforcement and Compliance 
Mr. Dennis Wesolowski, Director Chicago Regional Lab 

 
 Managers provided perspectives on science integration from different program areas.  
The air program responded to a state request to define an exceedance, which could have had an 
impact on a PM non-attainment decision, as an "exceptional event."  Region 5 conducted unusual 
analyses, engaged cross-disciplinary experts (e.g., meteorology, chemistry, monitoring), and 
requested additional sampling to make a determination of whether the exceedances related to a 
fireworks display.  Analysis of the data point was critical to a significant decision and merited a 
high level of scrutiny. Region 5's efforts led to national committee to develop science methods 
(e.g., protocols, quality assurance, audits, procedures for monitoring for bias) to support 
determinations for exceptional events,   
 
 Remediation programs take a team approach to science integration.  For Superfund and 
RCRA clean-ups, teams of biologists, chemists, engineers, geologists, and toxicologists typically 
meet to scope the problem and problem solving is tailored to issues at particular sites.  Region 5 
scientists reach out to state counterparts and scientists in the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
U.S. Geological Survey.  One area for improvement may be to develop skills for communicating 
with and listening to communities affected by clean-up sites. 
 
 The Superfund Program is not a delegated program.  The Region 5 Division Director 
signs Records of Decisions resulting from evaluation and assessment of risks at sites.  The 
Superfund Program relies on Headquarters guidance for human health and ecological risk 
assessment and decisions based on that analytical process have huge impacts.  Costs can be in 
the billions.  The nation's largest river remediation site is the Fox River in Wisconsin, which will 
likely take 15 years to remediate.  In making decisions, managers consider the cancer slope 
factor and RfD for the relevant chemicals.  In the case of the Fox River, exposure concern related 
to human fish consumption and contamination through sediments.  Region 5 did generate an 
ecological risk assessment, but human health concerns drove the clean-up decision.  The 
Superfund program mandates community involvement at multiple steps. 
 
 EPA does not conduct a formal benefit-cost analysis.  Instead it considers the benefits of 
different remedial options, against the cost and time for recovery.  Region 5 managers find it 
difficult to communicate the cost-effectiveness of different options to the public. 
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 Region 5's enforcement office looks for science to support cross-cutting issues, such as 
environmental justice, cumulative risk, and community based risk assessment.  Science offers a 
tool for targeting work of enforcement programs on higher levels of risk.  Science needs for this 
work include 

• Need for simpler analytical tools for problem formulation. 
• Need to link cumulative risk analysis to more holistic problem solving than just to a list 

of actions that individual programs can take 
• Need for process for developing methods to address emerging issues 
• Investment in validation of analytical methods by multiple laboratories. 

 
 Region 5 has a Materials Management Branch, which relies on scientific information for 
a voluntary program aimed at preventing hazardous materials from entering the environment and 
encouraging reuse, recyclying , and safe waste disposal.  Science needs include: 

• Information on emerging chemicals 
• Research on lifecycle analysis 
• Information on beneficial use of coal ash and a variety of building materials 
• Social science for communicating technical information and risk communication 

 
 Region 5 includes the Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO), whose main 
mission is to track and report the health of the Great Lakes and to work with Canadian 
government, states, tribes, and other federal agencies on Great Lakes issues. The region supports 
two research vessels, the Lake Guardian, which monitors well-mixed water trends and the Mud 
Puppy, which monitors sediments.  The program also has a clean-up component and 
administrators a new fund ($475 million) for Great Lakes Restoration, of which $250 will be 
transferred to other federal agencies and other funds will be awarded through grants.  The overall 
focus is on actions to improve the Great Lakes. 
 
 Science issues range widely.  Air deposition forces consideration of environmental issues 
on a continental scale.  Each Great Lake has separate issues.  Invasive species are an important 
concern, raising new scientific questions for which policy has not been established (e.g., the 
validity and use of tests for environmental DNA in water related to possible presence of Asian 
Carp).  There are multiple mechanisms for public involvement.  The Great Lakes Restoration 
Initiative arose from environmental concerns throughout the basin,.  Each lake has a community 
involvement group, as do 30 coastal cities, known as “Areas of Concern”.  The State of the 
Lakes conferences work on developing indicators, and sharing research results with government 
managers.  GLNPO now is looking to states, cities, port authorities, and industries as sources of 
cost sharing for sediment clean-up efforts, however states have great difficulty generating the 
non-Federal match.  GLNPO finds it challenging to communicate the benefits of sediment clean 
up to help persuade potential partners and has identified the need for economic science related to 
ecological valuation. 
  
 
   For the Water Quality Standards program, the principal science integration issue is lack 
of data.  One success story, where Region 5 worked across disciplines and organizations to fill a 
key data gap, involves sulfates.  EPA's existing water quality criteria for sulfate was set at a level 
designed only to protect livestock from drinking water contaminated by sulfates.  EPA has no 
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national criteria recommendation for sulfates to protect aquatic life.  Environmental groups asked 
Region 5 to review and object to state of Illinois NPDES permits for mine wastes contaminated 
by sulfates because Illinois EPA was issuing mining permits based on a less stringent alternative 
effluent standard for sulfate, rather than limits based on the sulfate water quality standard.   Upon 
review, EPA agreed and the Agency objected to the issuance of numerous subsequently proposed 
permits.  As a result, Illinois EPA backlogged the issuance of more than 80 existing mining 
permits and permits for six new mining facilities because the applicants could not comply with 
water quality-based effluent limits to meet Illinois' water quality standard for sulfate  
.  The issue became controversial as coal companies contacted the Administrator and Regional 
Administrator about permit delays.   
 
 To address the problem, Region 5 collaborated over 10 months with a diverse group 
(including Office of Water scientists, a representative from ORD's Duluth laboratory who 
authored EPA's aquatic guidelines, a representative of the coal company and their contractor, and 
environmental groups) to develop a new assessment of the science, including a review of the 
literature and new toxicity data.  The resulting assessment determined that sulfate toxicity is 
affected by chloride and water hardness and resulted in complex criteria equations that the state 
adopted, were approved by EPA and that the "coal companies and environmental groups could 
live with."  Several other states are working to adopt the approach.  The effort was successful 
because EPA kept the focus on defensible criteria that were protective of aquatic life and was 
open to new information. 
 
 Regulatory time constraints impose a significant barrier for science integration in the 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) program.  States assess waters every 2 years to determine 
impaired waters [i.e., waters that do not meet state standards and designated uses and that are 
listed on the states 303(d) list].  If waters are impaired, states must develop a TMDL for point 
sources of pollution.  Region 5 has 30 days to review and approve proposed states' proposed 
lists.  This is a challenging timeframe because waters can be complex.  Region 5 has asked states 
for draft copies of the list so there will be additional time for the review. 
 
 Review of TMDLs can involve significant integration of science and data from multiple 
sources.  Last year, for example, Region 5 disapproved a portion of the proposed list provided by 
Illinois, which wanted to remove nitrogen impairments, on the rationale that nitrogen was not an 
environmental problem  Region 5 worked with Office of Water experts and academic contacts to 
develop a rationale for disapproving that action. 
 
 The TMDL program uses its grant-making authority to build science capacity at the state 
level.  It has awarded grants to help the State of Wisconsin work with local communities and the 
University of Wisconsin to develop the science base for TMDL decisions, especially for non-
point source.  Region 5 also recognizes the need for social science to build understanding of best 
management practices that can reduce non-point source pollution. 
 
Meeting with Region 5 Scientific Staff (1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m) Participants 

Dr. Carole Braverman, ORD Regional Science Liaison 
Dr. James Chapman, Ecologist, Superfund Division 
Mr. Chris Choi, Superfund Division 
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Mr. Michael Compher, Environmental Scientist, Air and Radiation Division. 
Ms. Kimberly Harris, Team leader for the multimedia perfluorinated chemicals (PFC), 

Water Division. 
Dr. Mario Mangino, Toxicologist and risk assessment specialist, Land & Chemicals 

Division 
Mr. Bob Newport, Environmental Protection Specialist, Water Division 
Ms. Michele Knox Palmer, Region 5’s Science and Technology Coordinator 
Mr. Randy Robinson, Regional Meteorologist, Air and Radiation Division 
Mr. Paul Ruesch, Environmental engineer, Land & Chemicals Division 
Dr. Maryann Suero, Children’s Health Program Manager, Land and Chemicals Division 
Ms. Louann Ungar, Environmental Engineer, Water Division 
Dr. Luanne Vanderpool, Geologist, Superfund Division 
Dr. Mary White, Ecologist, Land and Chemicals Division 

 
 The first participant described how staff scientists both apply science in ways approved 
by national program offices (e.g., through use of approved models), and develop science where 
national guidance does not fit. 
 

Impediments to science integration across all the categories of interest to the SAB 
committee include: 

• Difficulty in communicating uncertainties 
• Short time frames for science to support decisions.   
• Limited resources 
• Limited data to support decisions (because of limited time and resources) 
• Limited public interest in ecological risk, as compared with human health risks 
• Limited interaction in some programs between risk assessment staff and decision 

makers.  Some staff report decision making as a "black box experience;"  
scientific input goes to a project manager and division directors make decisions, 
but technical staff don't know how the decision was made 

• Outdated IRIS assessments 
• Annual commitment measures that create barriers to adoption/testing of new 

approaches, such as ecosystem services  
• Need for science approaches for cross-program initiatives like children's health 

(e.g., EPA is not using tools consistently, building a common strategy for using 
public health data) 

• Difficulties learning about ORD research efforts underway, ORD experts regions 
can tap, and ORD products relevant to regional needs. 

• Lack of Regional expertise in energy and environmental impacts 
• Reduced size of Region's traditional library; lack of awareness about how to use 

on-line library tools; difficulty of finding scientific information in EPA's on-line 
dockets 

• Limited hiring of new staff; especially expertise at a senior level 
• Lack of succession planning to replace experienced staff who retire 
• Lack of travel money and time for professional conferences 
• Lack of advancement and promotion potential for scientific staff 
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 Factors that help science integration across all the categories of interest to the SAB 
committee include: 

• Information exchange with states, ORD. 
• Information exchange with OAQPS on air modeling issues 
• Information exchange through the Groundwater Forum with experts in other 

regions, states, ORD's Ada Oklahoma laboratory, and OSWER 
• Adequate time for staff to keep current on relevant research 
• Successful roll-outs of ORD products and tools.   
• Consultations with Headquarters and ORD when issues raised by an emerging 

contaminant fit no single environmental programs or guidance.  Discussions of 
how solving a regional issue could strengthen a larger program can result in a 
study that can generate data to help a regional need and help solve a potential 
national problem. 

• Partnerships with associations and non-governmental organizations (e.g., US 
Green Building Association and Center for Neighborhood Technologies) to 
strengthen the science base and impact of voluntary programs 
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