


























The car manufacturer also has a private
incentive not to install poliution control
equipment. The manufacturer wants to sel!
as many cars as possible, each returning a
fair profit, and has no economic interest in
preventing pollution. However, the manu-
facturer cannot maintain a margin of profit
on car sales unless the price is increased by
the cost of adding abatement equipment.
And at a higher price the manufacturer will
sell fewer cars.

This is the dilemma. Goods which pre-
viously caused pollution obviously become
more expensive as pollution is abated.
Given that non-poliuting goods and services
suffer no such price increase, they become
relatively inexpensive. The practical pro-
ducer will produce more and the practica!l
consumaer will buy more of the original non-
polluting goods—and less of the goods
which now cost more due to new abatement
equipment. For example, people may see
more movies and drive less.

Itis clear that when pollution results
from economic activity, private decisions
by producers and consumers do not result
in the best decision for society at large.
Because individual consumers and individ-
ual producers each have private economic
incentives to avoid pollution control, the
Federal Government must consider poliu-
tion abatement from the perspective of all
of society. That requires a new and different
approach.

Focusing only on the cost—by calling it
inflation, for example—yields the wrong
answer. Using the simplified example of
automotive exhaust, society is better off if
it can reduce the costs of damage from pol-
lution by $800 if that action costs only
$400 for abatement equipment.

The economicatly rational way to decide
how much to spend on pollution control is
1o consider the net benefits of the expendi-
tures on abatement. As fong as the addi-
tional benefits to society as a whole will be
larger than the additional costs to society
as a whole, greater and greater amounts of
abatement can be induced through
legislation.

A 1976 study of the cost of pollution
control by Chase Econometrics Assoc., Inc.,
exemplified the extreme short-sightedness
of analysis based only on the costs. This
study concluded that the Consumer Price
Index increases about .4 percent faster due
to poliution contro! expendituras. Nowhere
in this report was there a discussion of the
corresponding consumer savings derived
from pollution control. The report was pre-
pared for the Council on Environmental
Quality and EPA.

It is possible——indeed | believe it prob-
able—that consumers gain economic and
non-quantifiable benefits from pollution
control substantially greater than .4 percent
of their annual income. Itis irresponsible to
discuss costs of poliution control without
comparing them to the benefits.
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Measuring Cleanup Benefits

Of course, it is much eastier to define the
optimal level of pollution control than itis
to calcuiate it in practice. Estimating the
costs of pollution cleanup equipment is

not much different than estimating the costs
of any other investment. But it is difficult to
put a dollar figure on the benefits from
nollution abatement.

in the case of air pollution, it is generally
known that specific chemicals in the air
cause or aggravate many diseases. How-
ever, it is sometimes hard to measure the
exact relation between the quantity of
chemicals in the air and the quantity and
severity of particular diseases. Even when
this can be quantified, it is difficult to deter-
mine the costs of the adverse health effects.
Calculations on spending for medical serv-
ices underestimate the costs of pollution-
related disease, and the costs of pain and
suffering are not quantifiable in any doliar
terms.

Furthermore, the medical costs asso-
ciated with a disease are often related to
the wealith of the ill person. Hence, just
focusing on the actual costs underestimates
the value of pollution control.

Lester Lave and Eugene Seskin have col-
lected much information quantifying the
benefits and costs of air pollution control.
In their most recent book, “’Air Pollution
and Human Health,”" they conclude, for ex-
ample, that presently mandated controls of
sulfur oxide and particulate emissions from
stationary sources are warranted on benefit-
cost terms. The costs of abatement in 1979
are $9.5 billion (in 1973 dollars}, and the
benefits, in terms of improved health alone,
are estimated at $16.1 billion.

Because it can’t measure everything,
benefit-cost analysis must be a supplement
to subjective judgment by policymakers,
not a general substitute for it. Pollution con-
trol benefits cannot be measured easily, as
shown. They will usually be underestimated
in any quantified analysis.

When the measure of benefits exceeds
the estimate of pollution control costs, the
environment will presumably be improved.
However, when the measure of the costs
appears greater than the benefits, the deci-
sion is unclear. Policymakers and adminis-
trators must be careful to weigh benefits
subjectively against the costs when there
are substantial benefits which can’t be
quantified.

Difficulty in quantifying benefits should
not be used as a reason tg discount them.
An incomplete benefit-cost analysis should
not be used to justify weak environmental
standards.

Costs of Regulations

We must admit that environmental regula-
tion is costly by its very nature. Left to it-
self, any firm purposefully minimizes its
costs of operation by neglecting certain
environmental aspects of its production.
One reason that governmental regulations,
such as air and water quality permits, do
cost money to comply with is that studies
of environmenta! consequences have a
significant price tag.

It is probably not possible to reduce the
basic cost of obtaining information. How-
ever, it should be possible to cut the ex-
penses of dealing with the many levels of
government. Often, governments at local,
State, and Federal levels, as well as over-
lapping special districts, require similar
information—>but want to receive it in dif-
ferent ways. The regulatory agencies
should work together—to combine hear-
ings, share information, and so forth—so
that full information is received by regula-
tors at minimum cost to those regulated.

Effluent Charges Cut Costs

The goal of pollution regulations is to
achieve a given quality of air or water. Cur-
rently, most pollution regulations require
each firm to meet the same discharge qual-
ity, regardless of the costs to each firm. We
could reduce the cost of pollution control
by shifting from reguiation to a system of
pollution discharge fees which would, in
effect, recognize that some firms can abate
more cheaply than others. The costs of
abatement may vary because of the type of
equipment and the process used.

From society’s perspective it is best to
achieve any given level of air or stream
quality at the minimum total cost to all the
firms involved. Total costs can be reduced
by having those firms that can abate cheap-
est do the most pollution control.

Under the regulatory approach, some
firms must spend large sums due to very
high costs of abatement peculiar to those
companies, while other firms spend less.
Under the pollution charge approach, the
firms with higher clean-up costs will spend
less on abatement, but pay a per-unit levy
for the pollution they continue to discharge.
The total amounts spent on abatement will
be less under the pollution charge system
tor the same amount of pollution control.
The poliution charges will substitute for
government income which would otherwise
have to be raised by taxes.

The potential economic effectiveness of
this pollution charge approach is demon-
strated with a study using the Delaware
River Estuary as a model. The regulatory
method would set effluent standards for all
firms to meet. To reach a given stream
quality, that approach would cost all firms
a combined $20 million per year.

Continuved to page 37
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An Environmental

Balance

By Barbara Blum
EPA Deputy Administrator

S omehow, somewhere, there has de-
veloped the myth that it is inappro-
priate for us regulators to be interested in
things like free enterprise, inflation and
economic growth. That myth has been
supported by another: That economic
growth and environmental protection are
fundamentally at odds. These myths de-
serve to be debunked.

it is pretty obvious, | think, that a healthy
environment and a healthy economy are
both necessities. You can’t have sick
people or a sick environment, and you
can’t have a weak economy, constantly
racked by inflation or unemployment. What
you can have, indeed what you must have,
is an environment which is sound enough
to support a productive economy and an
economy that makes good use of, but
doesn‘t use up the environment.

Frankly, | do find it tiresome to have our
work constantly judged in terms of “’selling
out the environment to make life easy for
industry’’ or of ““ignoring economic reali-
ties in pursuit of some super-idealistic
concept of the environment.”” Sometimes
we're attacked in both sets of terms for the
very same decision.

We are here to protect the environment,
under the terms of laws signed by both
Republican and Democratic Presidents.
And we are here to uphold our duties under
those laws at a minimum level of inter-
ference with business, industry, local
government, State government, and every-
one eise the law tells us to regulate.

Let me speak to those of you who fear
that we are forgetting our duty to the
environment in order to make life easier
for business and industry—perhaps on
orders from some faceless '‘they’’ in this
Administration. You are wrong. That is not
the kind of Administration that Jimmy
Carter, the most dedicated environmen-
talist to ever occupy that office, wants.

Nor is it the kind of Administration { would
serve.

Excerpts from a recent speech by
Barbara Blum to the Environmental Law
Institute. Blum is Deputy Administrator of
the EPA.
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And let me speak to those of you who
see us as equally narrow-minded from the
other side, pursuing the environment at
the expense of everything eise, especially
the interests of business and industry. You
are equally wrong. You have to go back
several generations to find a President with
the real business experience of Jimmy
Carter, and the consequent understanding
of which complaints are real, and which
are crocodile tears. And incidentally, |
know what it is to meet a payroll from my
own business career.

We think that it's possible to clean up
the environment and do it in a way that
avoids unnecessary costs, and in a way
that takes account of the difficulties that
the sudden changes or adjustments com-
peiled by environmental laws impose.

We don’t want to put companies out of
business, and we don’t want people to lose
their jobs. But we don’t want to be used
as an excuse for second-rate management,
either. We don‘t want to be blamed for
some company'’s distress because we seem
like an easier target than the Japanese, the
unions, changing consumer tastes, or just
a plain old-fashion failure to keep up with
the industry.

We do not make the laws, the statutes
that say how much poliuting material can be
tolerated in the air or the water. But we do
make the regulations that implement those
faws and we don't think those regulations
have always been well-made.

Regulatory reform is one of our major
interests at EPA. It ranges from shortening
the time for various actions to making Eng-
lish the official language of the Agency.

For instance, there may be no alternative
for the cost of a scrubber that removes
emissions from a power plant smokestack,
but there is plenty of alternative for seven
forms when one will do. And perhaps if we
make the forms and the way we read them
ciear enough, there will even be alterna-
tives for the cost of lawsuits about them.

Beyond those changes in how we deal
with those we regulate we're at work on a
major effort to learn what we have gained
from several years of poltution control
effort. Specialists within the agency are at
work on a series of environmental indices
which should, when fully developed, teil
the American people what they are getting
in exchange for the time, trouble and money
that have been expended on behalf of a
clean environment. Publication of these
reports has already begun in our northwest
regional office; and we are pushing ahead
with national measurements.

We also think that we can make some
important changes in the way EPA does

business internally, changes that should
make it easier to deal with us.

Another major emphasis in our work will
be a much heavier investment in research to
determine as precisely as possible the
public heaith impact of various pollutants
and levels of pollution. For some elements
of our basic legal charters, such as auto-
mobile emissions, Congress set a specific
standard. For many others, it left the job of
deciding what was an ‘‘ambient’’ and
“*hazardous’’ standard up to us. We are
going to be putting more money and more
effort into health effects research on those
issues.

The basic motivation of anti-poliution
legislation has not, after ali, been esthetic.
EPA has been concerned with how pollu-
tion was effectively killing us, and we think
that we will be in a better position to judge
which general standards have proved too-
severe and which too-lenient.

Any time we can deal with an issue or a
problem before us in a way that will save
time, money, and jobs for the American
economy, but will not threaten the environ-
ment. we intend to do so. That is our posi-
tion, because we do not want pollution con-
trol to be a burden that is resisted.

Money saved by reducing unnecessary
regulation means more money available for
more pollution control, for modernization
of ptant and equipment, for holding prices
down, for dividends for stockholders. Each
one of those uses is more desirable than
spending on unnecessary regulation.

Our motivation is to be part of an Admin-
istration committed to balanced economic
growth, reducing unemployment, and curb-
ing inflation. We do think of ourselves as
part of the Federal government in this
respect, not as a pristine little regulatory
island off on the horizon.

It is that same self-perception that led us
to work on developing an urban policy for
the Environmental Protection Agency, and
to join enthusiastically in developing the
Carter Administration's overall urban
policy.

Some people think that is kind of quaint
for us to shift any part of our attention from
the Grand Canyon to the Urban Canyons.
But if you think that way, try breathing in
Harlem in August. Or contemplate the snow
caps of the Rockies, if you can see them
through Denver’s February smog.

We are not the economic development
administration. Qur primary concerns are
environmental, not economic. If there is no
alternative between closing down a pollut-
ing factory and continuing an illegal leve! of
pollutien—-a level prohibited by act of
Congress—we will have that factory closed
down.

But we do not believe that extreme case
is typical or even frequent. We think that
we can work with industry, and with en-
vironmental organizations, for a healthy
environment, and a healthy economy. ]
























The

Love Canal

uite simply, Love Canal is one of the
most appalling environmental trag-
edies in American history.

But that's not the most disturbing fact.

What is worse is that it cannot be re-
garded as an isolated event. it could hap-
pen again—anywhere in this country—
unless we move expeditiously to prevent it.

{tis a cruel irony that Love Canal was
originally meant to be a dream community.
That vision belonged to the man for whom
the three-block tract of land on the eastern
edge of Niagara Falls, New York, was
named—William T. Love.

Love felt that by digging a short canal
between the upper and lower Niagara
Rivers, power could be generated cheaply
to fuel the industry and homes of his would-
be model city.

But despite considerable backing, Love’s
project was unable to endure the one-two
punch of fluctuations in the economy and
Louis Tesla’s discovery of how to econom-
ically transmit electricity over great dis-
tances by means of an alternating current.

By 1910, the dream was shattered. All
that was left to commemorate Love's hope
was a partial ditch where construction of
the canal had begun.

In the 1920’s the seeds of a genuine
nightmare were planted. The canal was
turned into a municipal and industria!
chemical dumpsite.

Landfills can of course be an environ-
mentally acceptable method of hazardous
waste disposal, assuming they are properly
sited, managed, and regulated. Love Canal
will always remain a perfect historical ex-
ample of how not to run such an operation.

In 1953, the Hooker Chemical Company,
then the owners and operators of the prop-
erty, covered the canal with earth and sold
it to the city for one dollar.

It was a bad buy.

In the late 50's, about 100 homes and a
school were built at the site. Perhaps it
wasn't William T. Love’'s model city, but it
was a solid, working-class community. For
a while.

Beck is Administrator of EPA Region 2.
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Tragedy

By Eckardt C. Beck

If you get there before | do
Tell em I macomin too

To see the things so wondrous true
At Love s new Model Ciwy

From a turn-of-the-century advertising jingle
promoting the development of Love Canal.

Give Me Liberty. I've Already Got Death.

From a sign displayed by a
Love Canal resident, 1978.

On the first day of August, 1978, the
lead paragraph of a front-page story in the
New York Times read:

NIAGARA FALLS, N.Y.—Twenty-five
years after the Hooker Chemical Company
stopped using the Love Canal here as an
industrial dump, 82 different compounds,
11 of them suspected carcinogens, have
been percolating upward through the soil,
their drum containers rotting and leaching
their contents into the backyards and base-
ments of 100 homes and a public school
built on the banks of the canal.

In an article prepared for the February,
1978, EPA Journal, | wrote, regarding
chemical dumpsites in general, that ""even
though some of these landfills have been
closed down, they may stand like ticking
time bombs.’’ Just months later, Love
Canal exploded.

The explosion was triggered by a record
amount of rainfail. Shortly thereafter, the
leaching began.

| visited the canal area at that time. Cor-
roding waste-disposal drums could be seen
breaking up through the grounds of back-
yards. Trees and gardens were turning
black and dying. One entire swimming pool
had been popped up from its foundation,
afloat now on a small sea of chemicals.
Puddies of noxious substances were
pointed out to me by the residents. Some
of these puddles were in their yards, some
were in their basements, others yet were on
the school grounds. Everywhere the air had
a faint, choking smell. Children returned

from play with burns on their hands and
faces.

And then there were the birth defects.
The New York State Health Department is
continuing an investigation into a disturb-
ingly high rate of miscarriages, along with
five birth-defect cases detected thus far
in the area.

t recall talking with the father of one of
the children with birth defects. *‘| heard
someone from the press saying that there
were.only five cases of birth defects dis-
covered here,”’ he told me. **“When you go
back to your people at EPA, please don’t
use the phrase ‘only five cases.' People
must realize that this is a tiny community.
Five birth defect cases here is terrifying.”

A large percentage of people in Love
Canal are also being closely observed be-
cause of detected high white-blood-cell
counts, a possible precursor of leukemia.

When the citizens of Love Canal were
finally evacuated from their homes and
their neighborhood, pregnant women and
infants were deliberately among the first to
be taken out.

"We knew they put chemicals into the
canal and filled it over,” said one woman,
a long-time rasident of the Canal area, ‘'but
we had no idea the chemicals would invade
our homes. We're worried sick about the
grandchildren and their children.”

Two of this woman's four grandchildren
have birth defects. The children were born
andraised in the Love Canal community. A
granddaughter was born deaf with a cleft
palate, an extra row of teeth, and slight re-
tardation. A grandson was born with an eye
defect.

Of the chemicals which comprise the
brew seeping through the ground and into
homaes at Love Canal, one of the most prev-
alent is benzene—a known human car-
cinogen, and one detected in high concen-
trations. But the residents characterize
things more simply.

*’I've got this slop everywhers,’ said an-
other man who lives at Love Canal, His
daughter also suffers from a congenital
defect.
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Cleanliness Pays
yR harc L oard

Pollution cleanup—onca seen by most
of industry as a financial albatross—is
looking more and more like a good invest-
ment for the dollar.

Until recently, it might have seemed im-
possible to persuade businessmen that
poilution cleanup can actually be a cost
reduction tool. But new developments in
pollution control technology make the job
easier each day.

For example:

e An $8 million water treatment system
installed by Great Lakes Paper Company
reduced overall plant operating costs by
$4 million a year.

® A refuse plant on Boston’s North Shore
burns 438,000 tons of garbage a year to
provide steam equal in energy value to 27
million gallons of fuel oil to local industry.

® Low excess air burners installed at a
Florida Power Corporation generating plant
to reduce particulate emissions not only
comply with clean air standards but save
the company 4,000 barrels of oil a year.

® Solid waste incinerators at the
Dubuque, lowa, works of Deere & Co. burn
waste material to generate steam heat for
the factory, saving about $1,175 per day in
waste disposal and fuel costs.

¢ The 3M Company in Minneapolis has
developed a wide range of im-
provements that eliminate the production
of pollutants during the manufacturing
process. In the first year and a half, 3M cut
out the equivalent of 73,000 tons of air
pollutants and 500 million gallons of
poliuted wastewater annually and saved
approximately $11 million in actual or
deferred costs.

Poliution control is growing into a big
and profitable business. And as the above
examples show, the profits go not only to
the companies that manufacture and sell
control technologies but also, in a growing
number of cases, to those who use them.

Richard Hoard is chairman of the Envi-
ronmental Industry Council, an organiza-
tion of companies making pollution clean-
up equipment. He is also vice president of
Ecodyne, one of these companies.

Refuse pit at Boston North Shore steam
acility.
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Profit From Recovered Waste
Recovery of materials formerly lost in the
waste stream is one of the most promising
and potentially most profitable side effects
of pollution control. Such valuable indus-
trial chemicals as sulfur, mercury, ammonia
and aromatics extracted from waste
streams in large amounts and sold as raw
materials to companies in the petrochem-
ical and fertilizer business could work
major changes in the economics and geog-
raphy of those industries.

Milton Godfrey, president of the Econo-
scope Group, an economic modelling firm,
emphasized this point at a recent meeting
of the Synthetic Organic Chemical Manu-
facturers. He said, ""new processes, better
economics, and broad geographic distribu-
tion, all resulting directly from pollution
abatement, should support the next major
phase in the development of the chemical
industry.””

Such processes are already on line in the
glass industry. (n an effort to cut back par-
ticulate emissions by the 52 percent re-
quired by the EPA, for instance, Glass Con-
tainers Corporation, a Connecticut bottle
manufacturer, discovered that the use of re-
cycled glass in the bottle-making process
significantly reduced air emissions. The
glass, the company found, loses most of
its pollution-causing impurities when orig-
inally refined from the raw materials.

Ignoring standard glass-making rules,
the company increased the recycled glass,
or cullet, content in its product from the
supposed possible maximum of 15-20 per-
cent to a daring 50 percent. Emissions fell
to within EPA requirements with no loss in
glass quality. The company aiso found cul-
let sasier to melt than raw material, reduc-
ing energy use 10-15 percent and putting
production and employment at an all-time
high. Said plant manager Ed Sleasman, "'If
EPA hadn’t put the squeeze on us, none of
this would have happened.”

Greater Efficiency

While commercially salable products,
whether chemicals, minerals, or energy, are
the most obvious money-makers resulting
from pollution control measures, a less
noticeable but equally valuable commodity

is the increased efficiency and productivity
that often results when a company has to
adjust its production methods to meet man-
dated emission restrictions,

ALCOA, for example, developed
several variations of a fluidized bed tech-
nology to reduce fluoride and tar emissions
from refining and smelting operations and
ended up cutting energy requirements in
two processes by 30 percent. The new tech-
nology also reduced water consumption by
millions of gallons daily and decreased the
amount of fluoride used by 50 percent.

Increasing Evidence

Other instances could be cited to illustrate
the growing trend of turning what once
were costly waste disposal burdens into
profit, but there are at prgsent few statistics
available on the extent of the overall com-
mercial and technological benefits of
pollution controls.

The report of a recent literature search
conducted by the National Science Founda-
tion concluded that "almost no work has
appeared . .. which has attempted to meas-
ure or even to model in a rigorous way the
impacts of environmental regulation on
technological innovation.” But arelated
National Science Foundation study in five
foreign countries found that environmental
regulations in each nation had stimulated
innovation among certain large industries
previously slow to act.

Despite the lack of detailed statistics in
the United States however, evidence is
showing that anti-pollution regulations
bring substantial positive effects here as
well. In addition to the examples already
listed, many companies who enter the Na-
tional Environmental Award compatition
have demonstrated that their environmental
protection efforts have led to more efficient
processes, less waste, and ultimately lower
operating costs. The competition is co-
sponsored each winter by the Environmen-
tal Industry Council and the Council on
Environmental Quality.

Furthermore, the overall productivity of
whole industries "'should actually improve
as high-cost marginal producers modernize

continued on inside back cover

23






Cleanup Impact Aid

By Edwin H. Clark, Il

As EPA analyses show, the total eco-
nomic impact of pollution cieanup is
not severe. But in a particular location,
plant shutdowns can seriously affect the
company, workers, and the community.

Most threatened plants are the older,
marginal facilities in an industry. If these
plants are clustered in certain communities,
the local impact of closings can be particu-
larly severe.

EPA tries to keep track of plant closings
through its “’Early Warning System.”” These
surveys, as well as those done yearly by the
Bureau of Economic Analysis in the U.S.
Department of Commerce, indicate that
there haven't been large numbers of shut-
downs.

But pollution control agencies at both
the Federal and State level have consist-
ently been concerned about the impacts of
plant closings. A series of assistance pro-
grams has been implemented to help
avoid these impacts. Also, State and Fed-
eral agencies have often spent substantial
effort in trying to reach an appropriate bal-
ance between pollution abatement and
economic costs.

The assistance programs at the Federal
level have been under review by an inter-
agency task force established by the Coun-
¢il on Environmental Quality. The aim of
the task force is to determine whether the
effort could be made more effective and to
identify any gaps in aid.

In an interim report, the task force con-
cluded that the existing programs appear
reasonably adequate regarding the type of
assistance they offer. It found that rela-
tively minor changes could substantially
improve the delivery of this aid.

Many of the recommendations of the
task force are being implemented, and the

Dr. Clark is a special assistant to the EPA
Administrator and in his previous position
at the Council on Environmental Quality
was Chairman of the Interagency Task
Force on Improving Assistance Programs
to Mitigate Economic Impacts of Environ-
mental Programs.
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group is continu’ng its efforts to identify
possible additional improvements.

Here is a status report on the Federal
assistance programs.

Where the Help Is

The various assistance programs are in
several different agencies. Some of the
programs focus on impacts resulting from
pollution controi efforts; some were estab-
lished to deal with impacts related to a
much broader range of government pro-
grams; and some have been created to
provide general assistance to neady firms,
communities, or workers. The most im-
portant of these programs are described in
a new manual entitled ‘'Federal Financial
Assistance for Pollution Prevention and
Control’’ (see box).

Help for Private Businesses
Several programs provide financial help for
private businesses that could not otherwise
afford to pay for pollution abatement equip-
ment. In dollar terms the biggest program
is the industrial revenue bond program
which allows firms to sell tax-free bonds to
finance pollution control investments
through a municipality or other public
body. Because there is no income tax on
the interest paid on these bonds, they can
be sold at lower interest rates than normal
commercial bonds.

However, most of the over $3 billion in
tax-exempt pollution control financing goes
to the Nation's largest and most credit-
worthy companies. Smaller firms have diffi-
culty selling bonds in the municipal bond
market. in an attempt to correct this prob-
lem, Congress gave the Small Business
Administration (SBA} authority to guaran-
tee industrial revenue bonds issued by
small businesses. The SBA expects to have
established such guarantee programs in
half the States soon.

Several other efforts have been set up
specifically to help small businesses. The
Small Business Administration has special
programs which will provide loans or loan
guarantees for meeting pollution control
equipment requirements. EPA has to verify
that the equipment is necassary in order to
comply with Federal law ¢

The Farmers Home Administration in
the U.S. Department of Agriculture has
similar programs directed at farm indus-
tries and rural industries in general, The
Economic Development Administration in
the Commerce Department also has a loan
program which is available to firms in eco-
nomicatly depressed areas that are too
large to benefit from small business aid
programs.

EPA’s grant program for publicly owned
wastewater treatment works also helps
businesses in that, although private firms
have to repay their portion of facility con-
struction costs, the repayment terms are
squivalent to the firm's receiving a 30-year,
interest-free loan.

Finally, the U.S. Tax Code and many
State tax codes provide tax breaks to firms
investing in pollution contro! equipment.
These tax breaks take the form of acceler-
ated depreciation, tax credits, and exemp-
tion from property taxes. These tax breaks
can be claimed by any firm, but are only
helpful, of course, to those making enough
profit to be able to benefit.

Help for Farmers

The Agriculture Department also has sev-
eral programs to help farmers control pollu-
tion. The most widely used are the pro-
grams administered by the Agricuiturail
Stabilization and Conservation Service.
These provide cost-sharing to help support
the construction of erosion control invest-
ments, settlement ponds, waste disposal
pits, and structures to prevent poliution
runoff from animal feed lots.

These programs have assisted in the con-
struction of tens of thousands of such proj-
ects. Meanwhiia, in their poliution clean-up
aid programs, the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration, and more recently the Small Busi-
ness Administration, are also authorized to
provide loans to farmers.

Help for Communities
Communities can receive planning assist-
ance from a number of different agencies.
For instance, there are several programs
available to support general community
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development planning. Also, EPA, the De-
partment of Transportation, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
and the Economic Development Adminis-
tration have signed interagency agreements
to support coordinated environmental
planning.

Once a plan is finished, several different
agencies can help support the construction
of roads, sewers, and other public facilities
included in the plan. The Economic Devel-
opment Administration and the Farmers
Home Administration also have programs
which more generally support the imple-
mentation of such plans.

The Economic Development Administra-
tion’s Title IX program is especially flexible.
It can provide grants to communities to
carry out almost any project in an approved
plan, including loans to private firms to
help them abate pollution or improve their
production capacity.

Help for Workers

Usually, the best help for workers is to keep
their employer from having to close. Ulti-
mately, all the programs listed above are
programs to help workers. The only specific
legisiative provisions which directly refer
to workers affected by pollution control
laws are those in the Clean Water Act and
the Clean Air Act which protect employees
from being dismissed because they assist
in the enforcement of these laws. The 1977
Amendments to the Clean Air Act require
the Department of Labor to study possible
worker assistance programs, but this study
has not yet been completed. At present,
workers whose job loss is related to pollu-
tion control requirements have no more
access to unemployment, retraining, and
other such benefits than any other unem-
ployed worker.

Other Types of Help

Most States have assistance programs that
are similar to or complament the efforts
described above. There are also some non-
economic forms of assistance which can be
important. One of these is technical aid.
Especiatly for smaller firms that cannot
afford to pay for initial consulting studies,
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the correct information on what sort of
equipment they need can be very useful.
EPA provides technical assistance through
the Technology Transfer Office in the Office
of Research and Deveiopment.

Andther major source of such assistance
for business can be trade associations. The
Department of Agriculture, of course, has
a very active program to provide technical
assistance to farmers and farm businesses.

Steps Toward Improvement
The programs described above seem gen-
erally adequate to deal with the problems
of economic impacts caused by pollution
control programs. However, they have not
been widely used. One apparent reason for
this is that their existence is not widely
known. Therefore, EPA and the Council on
Environmental Quality prepared a pam-
phlet describing these programs and in-
forming people where to go to get help.
Copies of this brochure are being sent to
every EPA waste discharge permit holder.

There also seems to be insufficient
knowledge about these programs within
the concerned agencies. As a first step to
correct this, EPA has designated one per-
son in each regionat office as the Financial
Assistance Coordinator who is responsible
for having detailed information on all these
programs and for assisting applicants to
get the help they need. The Economic Anal-
ysis Division in EPA headquarters coordi-
nates the Agency’s involvement with these
programs and can assist the regional
offices. EPA, with the strong support of the
interagency task force, hopes to be able to
expand these efforts.

These changes should improve the effec-
tiveness of the programs significantly, but
two caveats shouid be kept in mind:

® The first is that most of the assistance
programs, particularly those which apply to
private firms, are designed to provide aid in
limited types of situations. Their purpose is
not to provide a general subsidy for envi-
ronmental improvements. They are not de-
signed to help the firm that is secure and is
able to finance its investment out of its own
retained earnings or to obtain a commercial
loan. Neither are they designed to prop up
a firm that is likely to fail regardless of the

environmental requirements. Their purpose
is to assist those firms that cannot finance
the required expenditures by normal means,
but that have a good prospect for making it
it they are given a littie help.

® The second is that the funds available
through these economic assistance pro-
grams are limited. Some qualified appli-
cants may not be able to get immediate
assistance because the available funds are
exhausted. The government is committed
to providing assistance to the extent it is
needed, but the programs like all others
face budget limitations. J

Federal Assistance
Manual

A manual describing the various forms of
Federal assistance available to small busi-
nesses, non-profit organizations, public
groups, communities, and organizations
for acquiring pollution control equipment
is scheduled for publication this spring.

The manual is being co-sponsored by
EPA and the Council on Environmental
Quality’s Interagency Task Force on im-
proving Assistance Programs to Mitigate
the Economic Impacts of Environmental
Programs. Entitied *‘Federal Financial As-
sistance for Pollution Prevention and Con-
tro!,”” the publication describes loans and
grants, interest subsidies and tax breaks
the government will provide qualified busi-
nesses, organizations and public bodies
required by law to install anti-poliution
equipment.

Included in the manual are programs
operated by EPA, the Small Business,
Economic Development, Farmers Home,
and National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administrations and the U.S. Departments
of Agriculture and Housing and Urban
Development.

EPA will issue an announcement when
this publication is available for public dis-
tribution and copies may be obtained by
contacting EPA’s Washington headquarters
or Regional Offices. Advance copies
can be obtained by writing Sheldon Sacks
(WHBEB6), Environmental Protection
Agency, Washington, D.C. 20460.
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The Public’s View

By Robert Mitchell
and Kathryn Utrup

he dragons of taxes, inflation and un-

nacessary government spending must
be slain, but not at the expense of environ-
mental quality. This is a major finding of a
comprehensive national telephone poll on
aenvironmental protaction conducted for
Resources for the Future, a non-profit
Washington research institution.

The survey interviewed more than one
thousand randomly-selected persons by
telephone during July, 1978, while inflation
rates scored double-digit figures and short-
ly after the overwhelming passage of Cali-
fornia’s tax initiative, Proposition 13.

Several of the survey questions ad-
dressed environmental protection versus
cost tradeoffs. Others tapped the individ-
uals’ concern about inflation, taxes, un-
employment, and the quality of life. Many
questions were repeated from previous
national polis in order to analyze trends in
environmental support.

The results of the survey refute the wide-
spread assumption that pubiic support for
environmental programs will automatically
weaken in the face of competing pocket-
book issues. True, some 64 percent of those
polled feel that inflation is a *‘very serious”’
problem, and an additional 30 percent pro-
claim it to be “’serious.’” Furthermore, 7 out
of 10 declare that taxes in this country are
“'unreasonable’’—a result which concurs
with the findings of a contemporary Harris
poll.

Nevertheless, responses to a variety of
tradeoff questions as waell as a [ook at the
trends reveal that allegiance to environmen-
tal quality holds firm in 1978 despite these
pressing economic concerns.

Asked whether thay think that “’now it is
more important to pay higher prices to pro-
tect the environment, or to pay lower prices
but have more air and water poliution,”* the
public chose to pay higher prices by a 3to 1
margin in the Resources for the Future poll.

Mitchell is a Senior Research Associate and
Utrup is 8 Research Associate at Resources
for the Future, a group studying resources
and environmental quality.

26

As shown in Table 1, this fevel of support
is virtually unchanged from the answers to
the same question when it was asked by
the Opinion Research Corporation in 1975
and 1977. In all three years, 60 percent or
more of a national sample chose the
““higher prices’’ option.

The depth of the public’'s commitment to
continued environmental protection is fur-
ther illustrated by their responses to a
lengthy tradeoff question. Those being
polled for Resources for the Future were
asked which of the following three options
came closest to their opinion:

1) Protecting the environment is so im-
portant that requirements cannot be too
high and continuing improvements must
be made regardiess of cost.

2) We have made enough progress on
cleaning up the environment that we
should now concentrate on hol/ding down
costs rather than requiring stricter
controls.

3) Pollution control requirements and
standards have gone too far: it already
costs more than it is worth.

The majority (563 percent) chose the very
strongly worded pro-environmental option
favoring environmental progress *‘regard-
less of cost.”” Roughly a third (31 percent)
felt that we should concentrate on “*holding
down costs.”” Only a small minority {10
percent) agreed that *’it already costs more
thanitis worth.”’

When the same question was used by the
Opinion Research Corporation in January,
1977, it yielded the very similar results of
55-20-19 percent in the three categories
respectively. Rather than revealing any
environmental backlash, the direction of
change from 1977 to 1978 is from the
““costs more than it is worth’* category to-
wards the more moderate position of *’hold-
ing down costs.”’

Further analysis of the 1978 Resources
for the Future poll found that 52 percent of
those who felt that taxes are “'very unrea-
sonable’’ still believed that environmental
improvements must be made regardiess of
cost. This public view suggests that the tax
revolt has not undermined support for
environmental quality.

Another sign of the public’s long-held
economic commitment to achieving envi-
ronmental goals is the environment's firm
position as one of the top five domestic pro-
grams that the public is willing to increase
spending on. Each year since 1973, the
University of Chicago’s National Opinion
Research Center has asked a large national
sample whether they think 'we're spending
too much money, too little money, or about
the right amount™ on a set of eleven na-
tional programs, including programs for
“’improving and protecting the
environment.’’

The trend traced by the answers from
1973 to 1977 shows a gradual decline in
the percent who feel we're spending “‘too
little” money on environmental protection
—itrom a high of 61 percent in 1973 to the
lower but still substantial level of 47 per-
centin 1977. Concurrently, there has been
a gradual increase in the number who con-
sider the spending level to be "“about right’*
—26 percentrising to 34 percent. At no
point during this five year period did the
percent who said that we are spending ‘‘too
much’ rise above 11 percent.

The most recent National Opinion Re-
search Center poll, taken in the spring of
1978, actually shows a 5 percent increase
in support of more environmental spending,
the largest increase of any of the eleven
programs reviewed. In this latest survey,
fifty-two percent said we are spending "too
little,”” 33 percent said “‘about right,”” and
10 percent said ""too much’’ to improve and
protect the environment.

Not only has the public’s support for en-
vironmenta! protection held firm, it is far
more broad based than many people realize.
The recent Resources for the Future study
confirms the findings of other studies which
show that environmental concern is not
unique to the white middle class. The ana-
lysis of the answers to the tradeoff ques-
tions shows that blacks and members of
union families are as high or higher in their
support of the environment than are whites
and members of non-union families.

Also, in almost every case, support for
the environmental side of the tradeoff did
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Regulatory
Savings

nevitably, the Regulatory

Council is going to find sub-
stantial cost savings in Federal
regulations that could amount
to billions of dollars over time,
Douglas Costle has predicted.

The President appointed
Costlie as Chairman of the new
Council that will monitor the
economic effects of government
regulation. Costle will continue
as EPA Administrator.

At the first meeting of the
Council, Costle said regulatory
issues ‘are long term and re-
quire for their solution the best
brain trust in this Administra-
tion. The Council represents
that brain trust.”

Costle said a draft of a calen-
dar of governmental regulations
should be available for review
at a Council meeting in January
this year. The first calendar is
scheduled to be published in
February. The calendar was re-
quested by the President as a
key information tool in measur-
ing regulation’s impact.

Costle proposed five subject
areas for concentration by
Council work groups. They are
health and safety, finance and
banking, economics, social
justice, and resource develop-
ment. The Chairman will form
teams from various agencies to
review staff work by subject
area.

Council priorities for the near
future, Costle said, would be
finding a staff, holding a meet-
ing with the President, and de-
veloping an agenda of cross-
cutting issues.

At the first councit meeting,
all of the Cabinet agencies
except State and Defense—
which don’t have regulatory
programs—were represented.
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Thirteen independent regulatory
agencies also sent represent-
atives.

The Council idea began to
firm up when White House staff
members asked regulatory de-
partment and agency heads to
a meeting in October and in-
vited them to develop a mecha-
nism for improving Presidential
relations to the regulation
development process.

The department and agency
heads recommended formation
of the Regulatory Council. The
President announced his crea-
tion of the Council in an October
24 speech and Administrator
Costle was appointed Chairman
on October 31.

Costle explained the Coun-
cil’s approach in recent remarks
to an executive briefing spon-
sored by the Opinion Research
Corporation.

““We are not in this just for
the quicky changes, although
there undoubtedly will be
some,”’ Costle said. “"We are
organizing to make improve-
ments that will rationalize and
streamline the entire body of
Federal regulation for years to
come.”

In explaining such action,
Costle first pointed out that “'the
need for regulation may have
dwindled in some areas, but not
in most. The social injustices of
the workplace, the environment,
the consumer market, and other
areas still cry out for rectifica-
tion...."”

“In the fisld of social regula-
tion,”” he continued, ‘‘the last
ten years have produced a
sometimes inconsistent array of
regulatory laws, agencies and
rules. But | believe they were
created in good faith, with
sound judgment, and with pop-
ular support....”

“The difference is that today
the margin for error is smaller
in conducting regulatory pro-
grams, and the explosion of
scientific and cultural knowl-
edge has often outpaced our
ability to find solutions,”” Costle
said.

""We now realize that the air
and water we used for free in
past decades actually had a
cost, and quite a high one,”’ he
said. "We are now trying to pay
in a few short years for dam-
ages incurred over centuries.”

"“Regulators are also trying to
catch up with a medical science
that may be only months or
years old——aespecially in the
area of cancer,” Costle ex-
plained. “"Just our ability to
measure chemicals in the parts
per miliion or billion range has
produced a flurry of new regu-
latory concerns.”’

"My point is that whether we
are trying to catch up with dec-
ades or days of social abuse, it
is the right thing to do and we*
must continue,”’ Costle said.

“But we must also realize,”
he emphasized, “‘that in the race
to catch up there have been
quick fixes, duplication, over-
lap, and unnecessary public
costs that now mustbe
eliminated. ...”

“The President’s Regulatory
Council is committed to reduc-
ing these costs—whether they
be in dollars, time, effort, or the
strangling of opportunity,’” the
Council Chairman said.

In a recent speech to the
National Association of Manu-
facturers, Costle saw prevention
as another key to cost-effective
regulation.

""Most government regulation
has its roots in private failure
to act in the public interest,”’ he
told the manufacturers. *’'With
a greater mutuality of effort to-
wards prevention, we can not
only be more cost effective in
environmental protection, but
we can avoid the necessity of
proliferating regulation."’

In previous remarks, Costle
has pointed out that EPA is
more and more trying to prevent
environmental and health dam-
ages rather than deal with them
after the fact. [

29






House and Senate Budget Committees, it
has been a labor of love and has created
many unusual and unexpected political
bedfellows.

At the same time that the Congressional
budget targets are being set by the law
makers, a compliementary process for ac-
tual appropriations is being set up. Mem-
bers of the Senate and House Appropria-
tions Committees’ hierarchy meet to make
decisions on levies and timetables for each
appropriations bill with an eye toward what
the Budget Committees are doing.

Within a few weeks after the President
submits his budget request to the Congress
in late January, appropriations hearings get
underway. Each Congressional appropria-
tions committee has a number of subcom-
mittees, which are divided into relatively
logical categories. Top officials of each
agency appear with their deputies to justify
their requests. These requests have already
been cleared by the President through ex-
tensive internal review. In addition, Mem-
bers of Congress and the public also appear
before the subcommittees, usually to ask
for more money for an agency than is con-
tained in the President’s budget.

Thé appropriations subcommittee hear-
ings are generally open, except where such
matters as national security are involved.
in most cases, sessions are held in cramped
quarters, and the debates are sometimes
intense. The questioning is almost always
energetic, as both national and regional
concerns vie for attention. Agencies supply
volumes of material “*for the record,” so
that the staff and members of the subcom-
mittees will have all of the information at
hand needed to make their decisions.

The subcommittees which handle EPA
appropriations also have jurisdiction over
funds for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, National Sci-
ence Foundation, Veterans Administration,
Council on Environmental Quality, and a
number of other independent boards and
commissions.

Thus it is not for some time after the sub-
committee hearing that the membership
and staff feel comfortable enough to sched-
ule a “mark-up.”” The mark-up consists of
taking an agency’s budget justification
book, going over it page-by-page, and
item-by-item, and making comparisons with
the interests of the various members of
the subcommittee. Sometimes these in-
terests are parochial in nature, as well as
deriving from a careful scanning of the
agency’s needs.

The subcommittee then reports a "'com-
mittee print’’ of its mark-up to the full
Appropriations Committee, which then
meets, makes its decisions, and reports a
bill to the full House for consideration.
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Generally the full committee goes along
with the subcommittee’s decisions.

nder the rules of the House, an appro-
U priations bill and report must wait on
the House Calendar for a period of three
days in order to give the membership full
opportunity to study them. It would prob-
ably be helpfulto point out that, historically,
appropriations bills have originated in the
House. Some years ago, the Senate Appro-
priations Committee took umbrage at this
so-called prerogative of the House and
decided to initiate the process on its own.
The result was utter chaos for executive
agencies which were caught in the middle.
This “"High Noon'’ scenario has not been
repeated since and, hopefully, will not be.

During action by the full House of Repre-
sentatives, an appropriations bill is often
amended to reflect interests other than
those of the originating committee. Tradi-
tionally most of the amendments have been
made in the Senate, however, which has a
longer time to consider the bill.

When the House completes action on
the bill, itis sent to the Senate, where it is
referred to the counterpart Senate Appro-
priations Subcommittee, and the process is
repeated. Usually the Senate has held hear-
ings and gathered information at the same
time as the House proceedings were going
on.

After the Senate has worked its will upon
the measure, there are inevitably differ-
ences between the versions approved by
the House and by the Senate. A conference
committee is named by both Houses to
resolve the differences.

An appropriations conference committee
generally consists of members of both the
House and Senate Appropriations subcom-
mittees which originally considered the
agency's budget requests, along with four
additional members: the chairmen and
highest ranking Republicans of the full
House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees. After several hours of give and take,
sometimes light-hearted and often trying,
the conferees finally decide on one version
to take to their respective Houses.

The House of Representatives acts first
on the conference bill, with the Senate fol-
lowing and clearing the bill for the Presi-
dent’s signature. As with all bills, the
President must sign the measure within ten
days (exclusive of holidays and Sundays)
after he receives it or the bill becomes law
without his signature. If the Congress
adjourns during the signature period, how-
ever, the President may ‘'pocket veto’’ the
bill. Thatis, he simply lets the bill die by
not signing itat all. {In an actual veto, the
President sends the bill back to the Con-
gress with a message containing his rea-
sons for refusing to approve the measure.)

If an agency is unhappy with the way its
appropriations are shaping up, it has sev-
eral chances during the Congressional

process to send letters of appeal, to ac-
quaint the lawmakers with the Administra-
tion’s thinking on items contained in the
bill. Letters of appeal are drafted with the
aid of the Office of Management and
Budget and generally reflect the position
contained in the President’s budget.

I n addition to the regular appropriations,
there are other special appropriations
bills which work their way through the
Congress. For example, there are often sup-
plemental appropriations measures, and
continuing appropriations resolutions. Sup-
plementals are bills passed during the fiscal
year to take account of new circumstances
not provided for in the regular bills that
were enacted. The continuing appropria-
tions, which provide money at the same rate
as in the prior fiscal year, become neces-
sary when some unfortunate agencies do
not receive their regular funding by the due-
date of October 1 for the current fiscal year.

While the budget and appropriations
processes are going on, the authorizing
process proceeds on a parallel track. The
standing or legislative committees of the
Congress, which are charged with over-
sight and legislative responsibility for
various governmental programs, act to
extend authorizations or provide for new
programs. Generally money will notbe
appropriated if not first authorized. The
authorization usually sets the upper limit
on the appropriation.

Often there is a creative tension between
authorization committees and appropriation
committees. Many times, legislative com-
mittees authorize programs or sums for
particular agency programs which the
Appropriations Committees may deem
either undesirable or too costly. If so, itis
the appropriations process which wins out.
Agencies can only spend what is appropri-
ated, rather than what is authorized.

In some instances, an authorization bill
will direct an agency down a path contrary
to that ordered by the appropriations bill.
When this situation arises, the hapless
agency is caught in crossfire between its
parent authorizing committees, its appro-
priations committees, and the Office of
Management and Budget. Generally such
disagreements can be defused through
mediation, but if not, the problem continues
into the next fiscal year. Often, specific
direction to the agency will be contained
in the authorizing legislation and in the
reports of the appropriations committees.

EPA's task, like that of other agencies, is
to work.its way through the maze of the
budget and appropriations process with its
basic needs provided for and with enough
flexibility in the use of its money to effec-
tively carry out its mandate. This is usually
much more difficult than it appears. (]
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Environmental
Quality Assessed
EPA’s Boston office re-
cently released the An-
nual Report on Environ-
mental Quality for New
Engiand. According to the
report, smog continues to
be one of the most seri-
ous pollution problems

in New England. Rhode
Island and Connecticut
have passed automotive
inspaction and mainte-
nance programs to help
control hydrocarbons that
contribute to smog, and
Massachusetts is working
on a program for the

next legislative session.
The report projects that
85 percent of the Reglon's
major river mileage will
meet the fishable/swim-
mable standard by 1983;
53 percent of the waters
are safe now. Lead con-
tamination of drinking
water is dropping in re-
sponse to treatment with
caustic soda in Cambridge
and Boston, Mass., and in
Bennington, Vt. The re-
port notes significant
progress in implementing
programs to control solid
waste. New England has
some 300 community re-
cycling programs, with
43 programs having sepa-
rate curbside collection
of recycliable materials.
Maine, Vermont, and
Connecticut now have
container legislation to
deal with the litter and
throw-away bottle prob-
lem. According to the
report, one of the most
serious environmental
issues facing EPA in the
future is the management
of hazardous wastes.

Bronze Medals
Awarded

Region 1 has conferred
its highest award, the
Bronze Medal for work
excellence, on the Sys-
tems Analysis Breanch.
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Tha recipiants are Branch
Chief and Acting Manage-
ment Division Director
Lou Gitto, and Al lka-
lainen, Marv Rosenstein,
Mike MacDougall, Bill
Serovy, Doug Little, and
Lynne Bleakney.
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Oil Company Fined
Caribbean Guif recently
paid some of the largest
penalties ever assessed
in Region 2 for violations
of air and water laws at
its refinery in Bayamon,
Puerto Rico. The facility
was fouling the waters of
the Malaria Control Canal
in violation of the dis-
charge permit issued by
EPA. In addition, the com-
pany failed to take pollu-
tion abatement measures
in a time period agreed to
in its compliance sched-
ule. The Region 2 En-
forcement Division asked
Judge Juan R. Torruelia
for $206,250 in civil pen-
aities against the com-
pany for not meeting the
requirements of the Clean
Water Act. The judge
granted EPA’s request,
the money was collected,
and turned over to the
Treasury Department.

In a separate action,
Puerto Rico’s Environ-
mental Quality Board re-
cently filed for an admin-
istrative order asking
that Caribbean Gulf pay
$150,000 for violations
of the Commonwealth’s
air quality standards by
particulate emissions.
This violation and another
involving the venting of
untreated hydrogen sul-
fide, a very poisonous
gas, at the rate of 520
pounds per hour was
brought to the attention

of the Board by Region 2,
Part of the settlement,
which the Environmental
Quality Board has already
collected, includes a stip-
ulation that the facility's
existing sulfur

recovery plant be either
operating properly by the
end of the year or be re-
placed with a new plant
by July, 1979.

Polluters Convicted
A Federal jury in Phila-
delphia has convicted
James and Guido Frezzo
on six counts of discharg-
ing wastes without a per-
mit under the Federal
Clean Water Act. The two
are corporate officers of
Frezzo Brothers, Inc., a
mushroom growing and
compost manufacturer,
The case is one of four
involving Chester County,
Pa., mushroom growers
charged with discharging
wastes without a Federat
permit. The growers have
been under investigation
by Region 3°s Surveillance
and Analysis Division and
Enforcement Division, the
U.S. Attorney’s Office in
Philadelphia, and the
Chester County Health
Department. The Penn-
sylvania Department of
Natural Resources pro-
vided witnesses for the
trial. In other cases, Groc-
ery Store Products Co.
was fined $15,000 and
Penn Green Farms, Inc.,
$7,500 for discharging
without a permit, in cases
resolved through plea
bargaining. Hudson
Farms, Inc., pleaded
guilty to four counts of
discharging without a
permit and agreed to pay
$50,000 in fines. Clinton
Ruble, Vice President of
Hudson Farms, Inc.
pleaded guilty to one
count and has agreed to
pay a $5,000 fine,

Advisory Council
Formed

Region 4 has initiated a
special public participa-
tion project for air and
hazardous materials. Two
outstanding environmen-
talists from each State in
the Region have been
chosen to serve as lead-
ers. They will organize
public participation activ-
ities relating to clean air,
hazardous waste disposal
siting, and toxic sub-
stances. In addition, the
sixteen environmentalists
are members of the Re-
gional Advisory Council,
which will meet regularly
with Regiona! Adminis-
trator John C. White and
key staff members to be
briefed on EPA issues.
The Council members will
also bring concerns and
problems from their
States to the attention

of EPA officials. The first
meeting of the Council
was held last month in
Atlanta at the Regional
Office.

Most Dischargers
Comply

A recent series of unan-
nounced inspections in
Wisconsin by the Region
5 Enforcement Division
revealed that all but a few
industrial dischargers are
in compliance with the
water pollution self-moni-
toring procedures that are
required by their Federal
water discharge permits.
A similar survey one year
ago found many viola-
tions. James O. McDon-
ald, Director of the En-

forcement Division, ex-
pressed satisfaction with
the improvement, as did
the U.S. Attorneys for the
Western and Eastern Dis-
tricts of Wisconsin. Mc-
Donald said that appropri-
ate action will be taken
against the few remaining
violators. The District
Attorneys promised fol-
low-up inspections in the
future.

Hazardous Wastes
Discussed

Staff members from the
Region 5 Waste Manage-
ment Branch met recently
with the Michigan De-
partment of Natura! Re-
sources and representa-
tives of Hooker Chemicals
and Plastics Corporation.
They met to discuss the
Hookar waste disposal
site in Montague, Mich.
The company presented
plans to the State for use
of soil and synthetic liners
to cover the wastes. The
State rejected that pro-
posal and said that wastes
shall be placed in vaults
that are insulated on all
sides by 10 feet of clay.
The Department of Nat-
ural Resources agreed to
review the company'’s
draft report, and EPA
pledged its continuing
support for an environ-
mentally sound corrective
action for the site.

Tribal Concerns
Heard

Regional Administrator
Adlene Harrison and ten
program staffers met with
the Indian tribes of New
Mexico recently. The Re-
gional Office presentation
outlined EPA activities
and programs, particu-
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larly in areas where assist-
ance might be given to the
tribes. The meeting was
coordinated by La Donna
Harris, president of
Americans for Indian
Opportunity, and was well
attended by tribai mem-
bers including several
tribal governors. The re-
gional staff is following
up on problems outlined
by the indians at the
meeting.

Public Seminar Set
The Dallas Regional Office
has arranged a public par-
ticipation seminar on con-
struction grants under
Section 201 of the Clean
Water Act. It will be held
March 21-24. A citizen
advisory group is helping
with the seminar, which
will include a cross-
section of citizens who
are directly affected by
environmental regulations
and activities. They will
learn active involvement
in environmental deci-
sion-making through role-
playing and community
problem solving.

Standards Clarified
Earl N. Kari, Dallas Dep-
uty Regional Administra-
tor, met recently with offi-
cials from the Louisiana
Stream Contro! Commis-
sion in Baton Rouge. The
purpose of the meeting
was to help the State
agency clarify the lan-
guage in Louisiana’s wa-
ter quality standards,
providing consistency in
determining waste treat-
ment requirements for in-
termittent streams and
man-made ditches with-
out jeopardizing or dam-
aging downstream uses.
Water quality criteria are
not being affected by
these changes.
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Discharge
investigated

Region 7 Administrator
Dr. Kathleen Q. Camin
has requested a water
quality survey of the
Cedar River watershed at
Charles City, lowa, by
EPA's National Enforce-
ment Investigation Cen-
ter. Salsbury Labora-
tories, a manufacturer of
veterinary pharmaceuti-
cals, was discharging
waste products containing
organic chemicals and
heavy metals into the
Cedar River through the
Charles City municipal
waste treatment plant and
the solid waste dump that
the company has used for
over 20 years. Dr. Camin
describes this as one of
the most severe environ-
mental problems in Re-
gion 7. Orthonitroaniline
{ONA), a chemical prod-
uct associated with the
Salsbury process, was
found in water supply
wells in Waterloo, lowa,
65 miles downstream. In
the six wells sampled
there, ONA occurred in
concentrations ranging
from 0.012 parts per
biilion to .26 parts per
billion. Eight other water
supplies were sampled for
traces of the chemical.
Waells in Plainfield con-
tained .20 to .73 parts per
billion; those in Janesville
contained .05 parts per
billion. With EPA’s assist-
ance, the lowa Depart-
ment of Environmental
Quality will issue dis-
charge permits to limit
the nature and quantity of
materials discharged into
the Cedar River under the
authority of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elim-
ination System, EPA and
the lowa State Hygienic
Laboratory will continue
to monitor water sources
along the Cedar River.

Fuel Switching

The use of leaded gaso-
line in vehicles requiring
unleaded fuel is a problem
of increasing concern to
EPA. This practice, com-
monly known as fuel
switching, is a violation
of EPA’s unleaded gaso-
line regulations. It is of
special concern in Region
8 where the major metro-
politan areas do not meet
EPA air quality standards
for poliutants associated
with automotive emis-
sions. The increasing
emphasis that Region 8
has placed on its Mobile
Source Enforcement Pro-
gram resulted in the as-
sessment of a $7,800 civil
penalty against the Board
of County Commissioners
of El Paso County for the
introduction of leaded
gasoline into vehicles
operated by the Ef Paso
County Sheriff's Depart-
ment. In addition, the
Sheriff's Department has
agreed to check the com-
pliance of their vehicles
with applicable emission
standards.

Oider Workers
Successful

Fifteen Mexican-Ameri-
cans who are former mi-
grant workers have been
working in the Senior En-
vironmental Employee
development program to
train farmworkers in the
safe use of pesticides.
They work from the Fed-
eral Rural de Salud, Inc.,
a non-profit health clinic.

A $100,000 grant for next
year’s program will allow
the older workers, who
are located in numerous
State agencies, to survey
the health of migrant
workers, report pesticide-
related ilinesses, and
work with county agricul-
tural commissioners in-
vestigating pesticide mis-
uses. President Carter
recently commended
representatives of the
Senior Environmental
Employee development
pilot program for making
it a nationwide success.

Chemical Survey Set
Region 9 is working in co-
operation with research-
ers who will survey 1,000
students who attended
Saugus Elementary
School, north of Los
Angeles, Calif. The sur-
vey will investigate how
their heaith has been
affected by vinyl chloride
emissions from the nearby
Keysor-Century Corpora-
tion facility. The pilot
group was exposed to
high concentrations of the
chemical, a known car-
cinogen, fifteen to twenty
years ago. Most of the
students attended the
schoo! for up to six years.
Researchers will also de-
termine average and peak
concentrations to which
the group was exposed,
and establish an individ-
ual tracking system to
continue evaluations of
long-term health effects.

Likes Regulations
George Caraker, a San
Franciscan, wrote tha
following to the Region &
Office in support of EPA’s
New Source Performance
Standards: ' The stronger
the regulations, the better.
I believe a one or two
dollar increase in electric
bills is a small price to
pay for cleaner air.”

Noise Agreement

Set

Region 10 late last fall
reached agreement with
the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration and the Ore-
gon Department of Envi-
ronmenta! Quality to have
Bonneville Power replace
by 1982 a noisy trans-
former at one of its sub-
stations near Portland.
The transformer had been
emitting a steady "‘buzz”
20 decibels higher than
State noise codes allow,
and has been the object

of complaints from nearby
residents. The consent
agreement is in keeping
with President Carter’s
recently signed Executive
Order that requires Fed-
eral facilities like Bonne-
vitle Power to comply
with all applicable pollu-
tion control requirements.

Grazing and Clean
Water

Region 10 paersonnel are
finishing a report that will
show how grazing prac-
tices used by western
woolgrowers and cattle
ranchers influence water
quality. The report, being
prepared by EPA and the
Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, demonstrates that
livestock managers al-
ready have available to
them techniques that not
only minimize water pol-
lution but can also pro-
duce less soil erosion.
The result is more forage
for the herds. The report
Livestock Grazing and
Water Quality’* wili be
availablein early 1979.
To get on the mailing list
to receive a copy, contact
Publications Clerk, EPA,
1200 6th Avenue, Seattle,
Washington 98101. 0
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News Briefs

Cleanup
Agreement

Gasohol
Allowed

States Served by EPA Regions

Vermont
617223 7210

Region 2 {New York

City)

New Jersey. New Yark.
Puerto Rico, Virgin

Istands
212264 252%

Region 1 (Boston)
Connecticut. Maine.
Massachusetts. New
Hamgpshire, Rhode Istand,

The Tennessee Valley Authority, in a "landmark"
step for public health, has agreed to a major
pollution cleanup involving 10 of its power

plants in the southeastern U.S.

The settlement

was described by EPA as "the largest ever made .

with a major source of air pollution."

The

agreement heralds "a new era of concern for
public health by the Nation's largest public
utility," according to Marvin Durning, EPA's

Assistant Administrator for Enforcement.

He

said the pollution controls under the agreement
would remove more than 970,000 tons of sulfur
dioxide and 85,000 tons of dust material a

year from the Tennessee Valley air.

EPA recently announced that the marketing of

Gasohol may continue.

It would be premature

to stop the use of Gasohol now before a

national policy regarding

alcohol fuels is

recommended by the National Alcohol Fuels

Commission, EPA officials
the authority to regulate

said. EPA retains
or ban Gasohol if

it is ultimately determined that the fuel

poses unsolvable problems.

Gasohol has 10

percent ethanol and 90 percent unleaded

gasoline,

Ragion 3 Region § (Chicago) Region 7 (Kansas Region 3 (San
{Philadelphia) Ithnais. Indiana Ohio City) Francisco)
Detaware. Maryland. Michigan Wisconsin, lowa Kansas Missourn Arvzana Caldforma
Pennsylvama. Virginia, Minnesota Nebraska Nevada. Hawan
West Virgima, Districtof  312.353.2000 816 374.5493 41% $56-2320

Columbia
215.597.9814 Region 6 (Dallas)
Region 4 (Atlanta)
Alabama, Georgia
Flonda, M ssissipm
Noarth Carc-hina, South
Carohna Te nnessee,
Kentucky
404.881-4727

Mexico
214.767 2600

Arkansas. Lowisiana,
Oklahoma. Texas. New

Region 8 {Denver}
Colorado Utah
Wyommng Montana
North Dakota South
Dakota

303 837 389%

Region 10 (Seattie)
Ataska. ldaho Oregon,
Washington

2006-442 1220

A Lawmaker’s View
Continued from page 8

In contrast, an alternative mechanism
would charge each firm a fee in proportion
to the pollution it discharges. A firm which
could control pollution cheaply would do
more abatement to avoid the poliution
charge. Using this effluent charge system,
the same stream quality could be achieved
if all the firms spent a combined $12 million
per year on pollution control. This would be
$8 million a year cheaper than under the
regulatory system. Under a third, more
complex system, which based effluent
charges on the damage poliution would do
to a particular part of the river, the cost
would be only $3 million per year to
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achieve the same level of stream quality.

Not only would a pollution charge sys-
tem reduce the costs of abatement, but it
would also speed cleanup. Today a pollut-
ing firm has strong incentives to postpone
installation of abatement equipment. By
claiming that pollution cleanup is difficult
or uncertain, a firm can often obtain re-
peated ‘‘temporary’’ exemptions from
standards. Thus, delay is now rewarded
with lower costs to the firm.

An effluent charge system would replace
the incentive to delay with a new incentive
to abate quickly. A firm would seek ways to
abate to avoid the pollution charge as soon
as possible.

Summary

In sum, the economic problem of pollution
control is twofold. First, from the perspec-
tive of the individual consumer, poliution
control costs appear to be inflationary be-

cause the consumer pays for the pollution
control but receives very little apparent
benefit as a result. Actually, from the per-
spective of society, pollution control is not
inflationary because the abatement costs
produce benefits that are worth more.

It is proper to chalienge environmental
legislation to be sure that Congress, which
represents the people, believes that the
benefits of abatement exceed its costs.
However, it is improper to quantify the
costs of pollution cleanup, and label these
expenditures as bad, without first consider-
ing the benefits of abatement.

Second, the costs of poliution cieanup
can be reduced if a system of pollution
charges is used, instead of the current reg-
ulatory standards approach. By focusing
clean up efforts on firms where abatement
is less costly, a cleaner environment can be
achieved at lower costs to all consumers
combined., J
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