


published in a French journal in 1984. Dr. Lisk cited the French study in a pap
published in 1988:

"Zmirou et al. (1984) reported a retrospective epidemiologic study
of the consumption of medicines for respiratory problems over a 2-
year period among residents in a French village at distances of
0.2, 1 and 2 km from a MSW incinerator. The consumption of medicines
was determined by examining prescription (social security) forms
filed by the residents after each purchase. The preponderance of
respiratory medicines (bronchodilators, expectorants, antitussants,
etc.) purchased decreased significantly as the distance of the
residences from the incinerator increased." Lisk, D., 1988,
"Environmental Implications of Incineration of Municipal Solid.
Waste and Ash Disposal," The Science of the Total Environment,
74, page 57.
The reference to the French study: Zmirou, D., B.Parent and
J-L. Potelon, 1984. Etude epidemiologique des effets sur la
sante des rejets atmospheriques d'une usine d'incineration de
dechets industriels et menagers. Rev. Epidemiol. Sante 
Publique, 32: 391-397.

EDITORIAL: IT'S TIME TO COLLECT THE DATA

Undoubtedly, the industry's response to the French study cited above is that it i Ian
old	 report, published in 1984, and since then the technology has improv d.
Waste Not's response is that in 1984 communities in the U.S.A. were being sold trash
incinerators on the basis of the fact they had run in Europe without causing any health
or environmental problems. Clearly, this was not the case. This report underlie6 the
danger of relying on a lack of scientific information to argue the safety of the
technology. A lack of scientific information may simply mean that the correct studies
were not done or were too difficult to do. Closer to home, it also argues that
regulatory officials and promoters of incinerators should be less cavalier in their
dismissal of citizens complaints about respiratory problems as being "anecdotal" A.nd
not "scientific." In the absence of elegant studies, such as the French report, rom
our regulatory agencies, we should accept residents statements about health effec

 they are proved inaccurate. Not the other way around. There have been mane
reports from residents living near trash incinerators in the U.S. complaining of 1

increases in respiratory ailments since the plants went on line. These include:'
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Is it too much to hope that the state agencies that were set up to protect the he 
of their residents could investigate this matter in a serious scientific fashion?'
Moreover, in the light of the recent report that two incinerators in Holland have been
closed down (see Waste Not #61) because of high dioxin levels in locally produced
and meat, shouldn't our Departments of Agriculture be investigating the impact of,
currently operating incinerators on agriculture? Or put another way, if state agencies
are not going to examine the data shouldn't they stop the experiment?

* * * * * * * * * *
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