











‘ast summer, motorists across the
United States waited in long lines to
obtain gasoline. These gas lines

. were particularly long in Los Angeles
and the national TV news reported that
driving in L.A, was down 20 percent. Air
pollution levels were back to healthful
levels, better than the national standard,
and the sky looked clear.

Barely three months later gas was avail-
able, driving had returned to normal and
the mid-September news dispatches from
Los Angeles declared:

“Scores of people checked into hospitals
withrespiratory problems as Southern
California choked and wept for the seventh
straight day under a dirty yellow blanket

of the worst smog in 25 years.”’

.The Los Angeles example tells me that
it's time for encouraging Americans to
rethink their use of the private automobile,
and to move ahead with Transportation
Control Plans. Energy conservation and
automobile air pollution controls are two
important national goals that are jointly
addressed by getting lone drivers out of
their ¢ars and into a bus, a carpool, or
a vanpool.

EPA took a lot of lumps for advocating
a break-up of the American love affair with
the car back in the early 1970’s. But now
more and more people believe that trans-
portation policies must be geared to help
our mobile society turn away from practices
that consume tremendous quantities of
energy and create severe air pollution
problems. We must turn instead to those
practices that will give us all the advan-
tages of easy mobility but in a responsible
fashion.

The future mobile society that | can
foresee will first of all have people living
closer to their workplace and turning to
walking and bicycling as their principal
travel modes. Energy-conscious new home
seekers will establish communities along
mass transit lines. Taking a bus to work or
shop will be almost as fast as driving your
car—and less expensive. Vanpools and
carpools will be given priority treatment
in our parking lots. Central city shopping
will be regenerated by improved mass
transit and many cities will turn large
sections of their downtowns over to
pedestrians.

We at EPA know, from sometimes bitter
experience, that when you have to deal
with the driving habits of millions of motor-
ists you must tread very carefully. Follow-
ing the 1877 Amendments to the Clean
Air Act, there now is a keen public aware-
ness of the need to change commuting
habits, and we are getting a lot of help in
promoting transportation control plans.

We're getting help from the Department
of Transportation. Sometime ago,
| signed a Memorandum of Understanding

with DOT, which should ensure that local
transportation plans and programs are
compatible with the State Implementation
Plans that the Clean Air Act requires.
DOT has taken an active role in the State
Implementation Pianning process and
stands beside EPA in our resolve to make
Transportation Control Plans work this
time around.

There is increasing support from the
local elected officials. The 1977 Clean Air
Act recognizes the key role that they play
in transportation decisions. Under the
Act, lead agencies composed of local
elected officials have been designated by
Governors and funded by EPA. These
agencies work with their States to deter-
mine a division of responsibility for prepar-
ing the State Implementation Plan. For the
most part, the transportation control
planning is conducted by the local lead
agencies since these are the same agencies
designated by DOT to prepare transporta-
tion plans and programs.

In other words, now the transportation
control planning responsibility is resting on
the appropriate shoulders of the local
elected officials. And they are responding.
The 1979 State Implementation Plans that
have been submitted to EPA contain
commitments to implement transportation/
air quality projects that have been studied
and additional commitments to analyze a
full range of transport control measures
including bus lanes, vanpools, parking
management, and auto-free zones.

For example, we see progress towards
starting Inspection and Maintenance {I/M})
programs in the urban areas of 29 States
where air quality conditions dictate thata
program to identify and correct high-
polluting automobiles will be necessary.
Maladjustment and incorrect maintenance
can cause significant increases in hydro-
carbon and carbon monoxide emissions of
vehicles. Auto Inspection and Maintenance
has been shown to be effective in reducing
both pollutants, and ongoing programs in
Arizona, New Jersey, and Oregon have
demonstrated that the program is practical.

The first step in settingup an |/M
program is to pass enabling legisiation at
the State or local level. To date 22 States
have existing legal authority to establish
programs, and we expect that there will be
legislative consideration in the remaining
States in the upcoming 1980 sessions. This
is important, because unless legal authority
exists for an {/M program for those areas
which need it, EPA cannot fully approve a
State’s Implementation Plan.

| recognize that this Inspection and
Maintenance program touches every auto
owner in large, heavily polluted cities.

But I've examined the need for this program
time and time again, and |'m convinced
that it's necessary. EPA studies have
shown that I/M is effective. Congress has
examined it and passed the Clean Air

Act, which required |/ M for areas severely
poliuted with ozone or carbon monoxide.
The General Accounting Office has also
examined I/M and recommended imple-
mentation. Twenty-two out of 29 States
have completed the first key step towards
implementation. This is an impressive
record and one that should encourage the
last few States to move forward. With
successful implementation of [/M pro-
grams, Transportation Control Plans, and
new car emission standards, poliution
from automobiies can be decreased
significantly. However, emissions from
trucks, buses, and motorcycles will
become a larger proportion of the total
pollution burden in the future.

To combat this trend, EPA has estab-
lished emission standards for light duty
trucks and the heavy duty engines used in
both trucks and buses. Additional regula-
tions are in the pipeline to establish
schedules for further emission reductions
from trucks. In addition, 1978 model
motorcycles had to meet new emission
standards and the 1980 models have even
lower emissions levels.

We know that noisy trucks can also be
environmentally intrusive in quiet residen-
tial neighborhoods. EPA has issued regula-
tions to cut down on the noise from new
trucks and is working with communities to
apply local noise control techniques to
reduce traffic noise. EPA scientists have
concluded that enforcement of local noise
ordinances together with careful planning
of truck routes, stop sign locations, and
speed zones can help protect residential
neighborhoods from excessive traffic noise
and we are trying to share this information
with as many communities as possible.

Transportation facilities do have the
potential to be obnoxious neighbors. Have
you ever tried to carry on a normal conver-
sation when you're in a direct flight path
to a major airport? Even the trains, that
(for some of us) evoke nostalgia for a
carefree youth, can jangle your nerves
when they congregate in railroad yards.
Our Noise Program is working with the
various components of DOT to develop
regulations and planning approaches that
will make these useful modes of trans-
portation quieter neighbors.

In summary, | think our total transporta-
tion system—that is, all the components
of surface and air travel, both urban and
rural—is on the road to environmental
responsibility. | can sense a quickening in
the pace of this progress with the appoint-
ment of Neil Goldschmidt, the former
Mayor of Portland, Ore., as the new
Secretary of Transportation. Neil is noted
for his commitment to revitalizing the city,
improving mass transit, and protecting
the environment. [ think the time has
finally come when our transportation
policies can help us to achieve our
environmental goals. [J
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Although EPA waived a number of cer-
tification requirements for Shetley to speed
the process, the tests did not bear out his
claims. The new ""Shetleymobile,’’ actually
a modified 1979 Mercury Capri powered by
a turbocharged four-cylinder Perkins diesel
engine, was a system almost identical to
the earlier Mqodymobile and came nowhere
near the mileage claimed by its promoter.
It also failed the 1980 Federal emissions
standards for hydrocarbons and nitrogen
oxide emissions.

Shetley’s reaction was statements to the
effect that EPA had rigged the tests on his
car and had entered into a *’conspiracy”’
against him. EPA spokesmen replied that
the tests were accurate and denied any
conspiracy. Shetley declined the opportu-
nity for a retest, although EPA procedure
allows this option. He left the Michigan
scene for Florida, vowing to be back with
rew models. In late 1979 he succeeded in
having a car with an Avco four-cylinder
engine certified for 1979 emissions stand-
ards and said he planned to seek certifica-
tion for 1980 standards later.

Although the publicity surrounding these
cars was unusual and heightened by public
frustration over fuel shortages, the case
was by no means unusual. EPA performs
fuel economy and emission tests on many
engines whose inventors claim all sorts of
“breakthroughs’’ in fuel consumption. And
contrary to some public statements by
promoters, EPA officials welcome innova-
tion in engine designs.

Dick Harrington, Director of EPA’s cer-
tification division, said after the Shetley-
mobile episode last July, "*We are indeed
disappointed that the high-mileage claims
that had been anticipated by the developer
were not achieved and that it wasn’t better
than it was.”

What the public sometimes fails to un-
derstand is that for environmental along
with energy reasons, EPA is highly inter-
ested in seeing autos get better mileage,
since gas guzzlers produce more pollution
than efficient, fuel-stingy engines do. In-
deed, EPA for years offered technical
assistance to developers of advanced auto-
mobile systems until this program was
transferred to the Department of Energy.

**We have everything to gain if someone
comes in with a new vehicle getting good
emissions and good fuel economy,”
explains George D. Kittredge, Senior Tech-
nical Adviser in EPA’s Mobile Source Air
Pollution Control Division.

*We tend to be skeptics about new
inventions to boost auto mileage,”’ he adds,
“because we've tested so many of these
gadgets and found them not up to the
claims being made for them."’

Nevertheless, the Nation's private in-
ventors keep on trying in the hopes of hit-
ting a bonanza. One of the best-publicized
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efforts last year was by an inventor named
Pat Goodman of Winchester, Va., whose
ideas interested CBS so much that they
provided him with money to modify a

Ford Fiesta in any way he chose to improve
fuel economy. Last June Harry Reasoner
interviewed Goodman and his wife, Suzis,
on '60 Minutes’’ and left the impression
that the Goodman engine might offer big
fuel savings.

One of the features of the engineis a
water injection system. EPA subsequently
arranged for Goodman to come to the Ann
Arbor laboratory and install this system on
a suitable EPA test car. The results at press
time were still being evaluated. Since the
information under the law is confidential,
test results cannot be disclosed, but EPA
engineers have seen water injection sys-
tems before, and they were not overly
optimistic that a major breakthrough had
occurred. (Water injection can help an
engine by cooling the combustion chamber,
thereby reducing nitrogen oxide emissions
and cutting back octane requirements.}

During the CBS interview, Goodman said
he had contacted major manufacturers
about his device and a number of their
representatives had visited his shop. But
he complained that '‘the NIH factor’* had
impeded negotiations.

The initials in this case stand for “’Not
Invented Here.”” With large corporations,
he explained, if an outside inventor sells
his device to them, the stockholders ques-
tion why they should approve millions of
dollars for company research when man-
agement turns around and buys an idea
elsewhere. So there is a tendency to dis-
credit or avoid any invention not produced
in-house.

However, there is another reason that
individual inventors outside the auto indus-
try are finding it harder to develop devices
that will effectively cut fuel consumption.
EPA engineers note that the major com-
panies have evolved today’s new cars into
tightly coordinated systems involving fuel
octane, air-fuel mixtures, combustion tem-
peratures, compression ratios, and other
factors. To substitute one new part on such
systems and make the whole thing function
smoothly is very difficult.

““What's happened,’’ said Kittredge, “’is
that the combined pressures of the fuel
economy and emission standards have
caused the auto manufacturers to overtake
the ability of most private inventors to come
up with new concepts that can succeed.”

EPA will of course continue to welcome
new ideas and test them at its Ann Arbor
laboratory. Since the Agency was founded
in 1970, approximately 200 separate
studies involving countless tests have been
performed there, including emissions from
steam cars, vehicles burning natural gas,
and even a privately-owned car that gave
off a mysterious odor of rotten eggs (later
found to be hydrogen sulfide).

Over the years, two of the best-known
applicants at government laboratories have
been the LaForce brothers, Robert and
Edward. As early as 1965, engineers from
the U.S. Public Heaith Service Division of
Air Pollution were meeting with LaForce,
Inc. personnel to examine an experimental
carburetor and variable compression en-
gine. Based on their investigation, they
recommended no further consideration of
the inventions, citing their impractical and
crude design and the lack of support data.

In 1871 EPA engineers found themselves
evaluating another LaForce vehicle, this
time a Ford Falcon with various modifica-
tions. The car met 1973 emission stand-
ards, but many features were considered
ineffective. Then in 1974, at the request of
the Senate Public Works Committee, EPA
engineers carried out extensive tests of
widely publicized claims made for an
American Motors Hornet with an engine
modified by the LaForce brothers, who
claimed better fuel economy, lower emis-
sions of poliutants, and increased power.

In brief, the final report said the cars
showed about 30 percent better fuel econ-
omy than an unmodified one, but substan-
tially reduced power and increased air pol-
lutants. In fact, the report said the engine
failed to meet 1975 emission standards on
all three pollutants, and with respect to
1977 standards its emissions were "'ap-
proximately 600 percent too high in un-
burned hydrocarbons, 565 percent too high
in carbon monoxide, and 65 percent too
high in oxides of nitrogen.”

On an equal performance basis, the
report added, the fuel economy of the car
“would not be significantly different from
the economy available with conventional
engines.”’

Will private inventors ever come up with
a '‘super-car’’ that gets fantastic mileage
with clean emissions? EPA engineers
would like to think that might happen
some day. The Agency does provide free
evaluation of engines and related devices in
order to keep government, industry, and the
general public abreast of developments in
auto fuel economy and poliution control.
However, preliminary testing is performed
at private laboratories at the expense of
the applicant, and there are other detailed
requirements before the Agency will launch
a study of any new product. (0

{(Anyone wanting further information on
an EPA evalution of a fuel economy retrofit
device, exhaust emission controls, fuel
additive, or new engine may request an
application form from: Director, Emission
Control Technology Division, EPA, 2565
Plymouth Road, Ann Arbor, Michigan
48105.)

Truman Temple is Associate Editor of EPA
Journal.



By William Drayton, Jr.
Assistant Administrator for
Planning and Management

rery year our environmental prob-

lems get worse. Our population con-

tinues ta grow, and so does the size

of the economy supporting each
person. On the other hand, the quantity of
air, water, and land is fixed. Thus, even
before we consider the impact of our
mushrooming chemical and technological
creativity, environmental quality must
deteriorate if we stand still.

Throughout the 1970’s we have been
doing anything but standing still. Birds that
have not been seen for decades have begun
to reappear. Salmon have begun to swim up
the Connecticut River again, and Washing-
ton, D.C. officials ara debating whether
people can safely swim in the Potomac
River again next year.

But the 1970’s were relatively easy years
for environmental cleanup. We were able to
regain a lot of tost ground because we had
relatively easy targets—a limited number
of sources that could remove a great deal
of poliution for rdlatively modest per-pound
costs. Moreover, the problem we set out to
address was simpler than the one we now
face. For example, we set out to control a
few gross pollutants such as basic oxygen
demand and particulates, not hundreds of
toxics—let alone the cumulative impact of
various mixes of pollutants.

In order not to lose ground, we wi!l be
steadily pushed to do two increasingly dif-
ficult things: First, we must ask those we
have aiready regulated to tighten their con-
trols further—forcing them in many cases
up the steep outer extremities of their cost
curves. The incremental pounds of pollu-
tion removed when a company moves from
90 to 97 percent control wil{ almost always
cost very much more than the average cost
of the pounds already being removed. As
we push further up these cost curves,
resistance will understandably increase.

Second, we must reach out and regulate
aver larger numbers of smaller and smalier

effort entails much greater

: efort for every pound of

wed because the payoff from

sn is small. And it involves an

g number of voters in what

y perceive as regulatory
hassles. This second path, consequently,
also increases public resistance to environ-
mental regulation.

We are going to have to be innovative to
escape this trap.

First, we must stimulate a sharp increase
in the rate of control technology innovation.
That is the chief, in the long term the only,
way we can protect environmental quality.
I1f we cannot find a steady and rapid stream
of new ways of controlling more pollution at
lower costs, our society wijl be forced to
choose between environmental deteriora-
tion and ever rising control costs.

I1# we allow this to be the choice, severyone
will lose. That is why { believe that finding
new ways of stimulating new control tech-
nologies is essential for the environmental
movement and very important for our
economy.

Second, we should look for other ways of
getting more for less. Whenever we can get
a pound of poliution removed for fifty cents
rather than a dollar {or two pounds removed
instead of one for that dollar}, we are mov-
ing in the right direction. Because we have
bean operating with relatively crude “‘com-
mand and control’’ regulatory tools, enor-
mous opportunities seem available.

In pursuing both these objectivas, we
need to be rigorously realistic. A good
theory is not enough. We must have practi-
cal, implementable pragrams. Most
especially, they must be as administrable
and as enforceable as what we have now.

A “raform’’ that becomes a loophole {1}
is no help and (2) will undercut the whole
effort to innovate.

Over the last two years EPA has been
developing a clossely interrelated set of
reforms that will, | believe, allow us to
escape the trap, to get more for less. These
reforms represent the first realistic comple-
ment, or perhaps alternatives to ‘‘command
and control’’ regulation. They can be
adapted to many non-environmental fields
of regulation as welil,

Traditional environmental regulation sets
very specific emissions or discharge limits
for each class of process it regulates. Thus,
for example, we will tell asphalt producers
that they cannot emit more than 5.7 pounds
of particulate per million cubic feet of air
from their drying process. And then that
same standard applies to their loading and
transfer operations, 5.7 pounds of particu-
late per million cubic feet. This sort of reg-
ulation does not leave those it regulates
much room to find more efficient ways, or

combinations of ways, 0T meeting society's
objectives.

Central commands are likely to be poorly
and belatedly informed; they are certain to
be ignarant of the specifics of each case. A
general standard for drying asphalt prod-
ucts—or any other process—can never
take into account the age, condition, degree
of use, etc. of any particular equipment or
process. Only those who operate the plant
have this information.

Further, those who write central com-
mands can only make refatively crude
tradeoffs regarding how much control to
ask of sources of the same pollutant. They
commonly seek to apply a rough measure
of comparable technological effort, some-
times reinforced by a local ambient or
water quality modeling effort. Both ap-
proaches use economics in only the crudest
way, if at all. Such attempts at central plan-
ning simply cannot deal with the enormous
variation and flux of case specifics, let
alone the infinite possible combinations of
actions that could be used to meet any
particular environmental objective.

We can improve the quality and sensitiv-
ity of central commands—but only within
a very fundamental set of limits. The more
we try to adapt them to real world varia-
tions, the more dstailed, cumbersome, and
restrictive they become. On the other hand,
the more general we make them, the more
wasteful their inattention to specifics
becomes.”

1 he key to doing a better job—and to
escaping the trap we are now entering—is
to form an alliance. We need those we
regulate to put their case-spacific knowl-
edge, their technical and managerial exper-
tise, and their energy and imagination to
work to solve the environmental and
economic dilemma we share.

if plant angineers felt it were in their and
their firm’s interest to find more efficient
ways of abating poliution, we would have
more control technology innovation than
we have ever imagined. (Further, by thus
involving these engineers we would over-
come one of the chief reasons we have such
trouble getting plants that have installed
control equipment to operate and maintain
it proparly—the fact that, uniquely, the

* This paper reaily only considers the “command”
side of our twao-part “command and control”
regulatory system. Once we have adopted sensible
requirements, we must move on to the second
half of the regulator’s job: meking sure that every-
one does his or her part to comply. This part of
our traditional system has elso worked very poorly.
The economic epprosch to enforcement embodied
in the “Connecticut Enforcement Plan” that /
discuss in my forthcorning Harvard Journal of
Legislation article “Economic Law Enforcement™
is, I believe, how we can best fix this second half
of our dilemma.

EPA JOURNAL












Trenton to Wilmington, about
90 industries and municipalities
discharge into the river.

Instead of immediately wash-
ing these wastes away, the
estuary acts like a giant bath-
tub, the waters sloshing back
and forth with the ebb and flow
of the tide, concentrating the
pollution from hundreds of
industries and millions of
people. It takes three months or
more for water 10 move the 130
miles from the head of tide at
Trenton to the Atlantic. By
contrast it only takes about a
week for water to flow the 200
miles from the Delaware's
headwaters to Trenton.

When conditions were worst,
as much as 85 percent of the
waste in Philadelphia’‘s sewage
was entering the river even after
treatment. ""You can stand on
Broad and Chestnut Streets and
smell the river,” complained a
local editor during the 1940's.
The shad runs were poor during
those years.

Even now, the river near
Philadelphia bears the scars of
past negiect. EPA Regional
Administrator Jack J. Schramm
sees this as he passes over the
Delaware every day on the way
to his office next to Independ-
ence Hall. “Unfortunately, | see
the worst of the river here,”’ he
says. “'Light oil sheens are often
seen on the surface. Flotsam
and jetsam wash in and out of
derelict piers. Mudflats and oil-
soaked earth line some of the
shore and heavy loads of sedi-
ment turn the color of the water
into a grayish green.””

But the outlook is getting
better. In a major improvement,
Philadelphia is putting a 200
million gallon-a-day, upgraded
waste treatment plant on line.
Ariver quality difference is ex-
pected by the summer of 1980.
Under a recent agreement with
the EPA, Philadelphia-—by far
the river’s biggest discharger—
will also upgrade its two other
plants by 1983.

Overall, Philadelphia has
agreed to spend $692 million
to improve its waste treatment
plants, with EPA providing
$519 million of the costs.
EPA’s Schramm says of the
agreement, ‘This is a milestone
event in the cleanup of the
Delaware, and one of our most
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important accomplishments
since I've been Regional Admin-
istrator. It binds the city to a
major pollution control effort
which is essential if we are to
see future improvement of the
river.”

In another major improve-
ment, Trenton in the next two
years will install a system to
eliminate most overflows from
combined sewers. Also, Tren-
ton and‘Camden, N.J., have
recently begun upgrading their
waste treatment plants.

On the industry side, most
plants in the estuary area have
met the waste clean-up stand-
ards for daily oxygen demand.
in the past ten years industry
has cut by 91 percent its dis-
charge of oxygen-consuming
wastes into the river, according
to the Delaware River Basin
Commission. Industry costs for
construction of cleanup facili-
ties total $100 million, the
Commission estimates.

There has been some real
progress as a result of munic-
ipal and industrial cleanup
efforts. Schramm says, "*The
river is no longer black from
coal wastes, odors have been
eliminated, and fish have
returned.”

ironically, the quality of the
water is already good for 90
percent of the length of the
Delaware and its tributaries.
The clean stretches are largely
in the upper and lower parts of
the basin that are mostly rural.
In these sections the challenge
is protection rather than the
cleanup job in the soiled
estuary.

The upper Delaware River
passes through a pleasant land
of tiny villages, lowland and up-
land farms, and forests recover-
ing from previous cutovers.
With the exception of several
pools, the river from Hancock
75 miles downstream to Port
Jervis, N.Y., can be waded or
breasted at many points during
low flow periods in summer
and fall.

The upper reach includes the
Sullivan County, New York, site
of the largest single bald eagle
winter gathering in the North-
eastern U.S., with a population
of over 30 birds from November
through March. The upper Dela-
ware includes the legendary
Junction Pool near Roscoe,
N.Y., where trout rise in clear

cold waters—a haven for trout
fishermen.

With its natural and historic
treasures, the upper Delaware
has become a popular recrea-
tion area. The valley is a favor-
ite playground for metropalitan
New York and Philadelphia.

An indication of the river’s
drawing power is the fact that
about 30,000 boating and
recreation maps of the 200-mile
upper river have been sold by
the River Basin Commission
since 1966,

Congress included a 110-
mile stretch of the upper river
in the National Wild and Scenic
River System in 1978, recog-
nizing and protecting itas a
valuable resource for canoeing,
fishing, camping. and picnick-
ing. The section reaches from
Delaware Water Gap, a break
in part of the Appalachian
Mountain chain, north to Han-
cock. Parts of the waterway
have become such an attraction
that potential conflicts have
arisen with other uses, say
National Park Service officials
who administer the Wild and
Scenic River section. Dangers
include litter, sewage from in-
tensive second home develop-
ment, clashes between uses
such as boating and fishing,
and degradation of some
natural areas.

Pollution is generally not a
serious problem in the Delaware
above Trenton except for dis-
charges from steel mills and
other heavy industries flowing
from Easton, Bethiehem, and
Allentown, on the Lehigh River,
a major tributary in Pennsylva-
nia. Acid mine drainage has
seeped into and polluted the
Lehigh in coal mining areas of
eastern Pennsylvania, although
State programs are reducing the
flow, according to River Basin
Commission officials.

""The river’s pretty good
from Trenton up,”’ says Gerald
Hansler, executive director of
the Delaware River Basin Com-
mission. ““The problem is to
keep it that way.” The Commis-
sion is the chief governmental
instrument for cleaning up and
protecting the river. The group
is one of two Federal-State river
basin commissions in the coun-
try. Its members are the U.S.
Secretary of the interior and the

Governors of Delaware, New
Jersey, New York, and Pennsyl-
vania. The efforts of the Basin
Commission and the States to
clean up the Delaware are sup-
ported by Region 3 of the EPA.

Confirming Hansler’s assess-
ment of conditions on the upper
river, an EPA study in the sum-
mer of 1978 found good water
quality in the popular recreation
area including tiny Tocks Island
located above the Delaware
Water Gap. (Tocks {sland be-
came the center of a national
controversy in the 1970's. The
issue was whether to build a
large dam and reservoir there
mainly for water supply and
flood control. Environmentalists
favored preserving the river in
its free flowing state, Congress
tentatively dropped the dam
proposal in 1978 and made that
stretch part of the Wild and
Scenic System.)

In the lower portion of the
Delaware, below Wilmington,
the river's water quality is also
good though tainted with the
treated wastes of the megalop-
olis. Here the river widens into
the broad reaches of Delaware
Bay. The countryside is a
serene expanse of salt marshes,
farmlands, villages, and waters.
In places, the marshes reach
inland for many miles, provid-
ing shelter and food for a wide
variety of waterfowl, fish, and
other wildlife. Waterfow! and
shore birds by the hundreds of
thousands winter in the bay and
continue north and south from
the numerous wildlife refuges
along its shores. By late spring
the birds are gone and the bay
begins the warming process
that makes it a spawning and
nursery ground for fish and
shellfish, including oysters.

But environmental decay is
hurting oystering, long a way of
life of the bay. Decades of po!l-
lution, super-efficient harvest-
ing techniques. and shellfish
disease have depleted the beds.
Only about 40 oyster boats now
sail out of the town of Bivalve,
N.J.In 1920 there were more
than 350.

The oyster downturn is a
warning of the kind of changes
and conflicts threatening Dela-
ware Bay. After years as a back-
water largely ignored by inter-
national shipping and by thou-
sands of city dwellers fiocking
to Atlantic Ocean beaches, the
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communities. This is a far cry
from where we were 10 years
ago, but in many ways the big-
gest chailenge is still ahead.
Despite our growing aware-
ness and concern for energy
conservation, we have man-
aged to take very few cars off
our highways during commuter
rush hours—and millions of
those cars still carry a single
occupant. Nationwide, only
nine percent of the American
people use mass transit to get to
and from work. To improve this
situation is going to take a
major commitment of time,
talent, and cold, hard cash.
That is why President Carter’s
proposal for a windfall profits
tax is so important. This tax
would make additional billions
available over the next decade
to enable cities to buy buses,
improve or extend existing
transit lines, and improve facili-
ties and equipment. The trans-
portation energy initiatives
whichare part of the Presi-
dent’'s overali program for the
windfall profits tax would also
make funds available for car-
pool, vanpool, and separate
transit lane programs to save
energy. These programs will
also produce a net gain in air
quality, by thinning out the traf-
fic stream and reducing con-
gestion. The beauty of the
windfall profits tax is that it will
enable us to do more fuily the
job that must be done, without

adding to the public’s tax
hllrrlan_

Do you think that the
provisions that allow Inter-
state highway funds and
urban highway system funds
to be spent for transit will be
used to make a significant
contribution to transit
imnrovements?

The Interstate Transfer
provision allows States and
communities to substitute pub-
lic transit projects for any
planned highway projects that
are no longer wanted or may no
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longer be necessary. That pro-
vision is one of the brightest
lights in 6ur national transpor-
tation policy. It gets to the root
of the issue—Ilocal discretion,
A community should be free to
determine its own transporta-
tion future—free, for example,
to say “‘no’’ to more highways
and “yes' to a transit alterna-
tive without losing Federal
dollars as a result of that
choice. The Interstate Transfer
provision already has benefited
a number of cities, including
my own city of Portland. The
Portland Transit mall project,
an important stimulus of the
revitalization of the downtown
area, would not have been pos-
sible without the transfer of un-
used Interstate allocations to
the project. Washington, D.C.
also has profited from the trans-
fer provision. Much of the
Metro rapid transit system is
being built with unneeded Inter-
state money, and economic
development projects are fol-
l~asing the subway's path.

Would you encourage
1ocal governments to make
thase transfers?

encourage local govern-
menzts, along with State govern-
ments, to explore fully every
available transportation option,
and to develop a plan that is
best for that particular individ-
ual community. Certainly, inter-
state Transfer is one option
that | encourage States and
local governments to investi-
gate. In fact, we are publishing
new guidelines that make the
various alternatives clear to any
community that may not want
to build a freeway but neverthe-
less wants to invest in improved
transportation. | have also put
a team of top staff people ““on
the road’’ visting city officials to
help them understand their
rhnings,

EPA has had some suc-
cuass persuading major em-
ployers to develop programs
that encourage the use of car-
pools, vanpools, mass transit
fare reductions, and bicycle
facilities, in order to cut potlu-

tion. Wilt DOT join in this
effort in the pursuit of energy
ennsarvation?

The Department of Trans-
punacion already has an active
program aimed at encouraging
carpooling, vanpooling, and
other energy-efficient transpor-
tation alternatives. The Federal-
aid Highway Program provides
funds which can be used for
carpooling and vanpooling proj-
ects. Ride-sharing activities
don’t have to be restricted to
the Federal-aid highway sys-
tem, and Federal-aid funds can
be applied to 75 percent of the
project cost, for everything
from the computers required to
set up the program, to the traf-
fic control equipment to channel
the movement of traffic, to the
acquisition of the vehicles
needed for a vanpoot program.
State division offices of the
Federa! Highway Administra-
tion have a wealth of specific
and helpful information avail-
able for persons, organizations,
businesses, or local communi-
ties interested in ride-sharing
programs. These division offices

will help set-up ride-sharing
programs in local communities.
We also provide Federal funds
to help pay transit operating
costs, so that cities are better
able to offer reduced fare
incentives. Finally, the Depart-
ment has a number of bicycle
assistance programs in effect,
to encourage biking where it

ic enfg,

Both EPA and DOT have
oeen criticized by auto manu-
facturers for imposing regula-
tions which they feel have
had an adverse effect on the

industry. How do you respond
tn that?

The Federal government
nas an obligation, | believe, for
the safety of its citizens and
the public welfare. Auto safety
regulations were established in
the light of alarming increases
in highway fatalities, and a
seeming reluctance on the part
of the industry to promote auto
safely voluntarily, As a result
a lot of lives have been spared,
and no apology is needed for
that. Congress, with the support
of successive administrations,
has imposed mileage as well as
safety standards on the auto
manufacturers, to save fue! as
well as lives. | don't believe
that the standards have been
excessive or unrealistic. In fact,
the government, as it turns out,
has done better at foreseeing
the market than Detroit. With-
out the progressively stiffer
mileage standards, the auto-
makers might be at an even
greater competitive disadvan-
tage than they are today, when
domestic sales—overall—are
dropping while import sales are
climbing. If there has been an
adverse effect on the Nation's
auto industry—which is debat-
able—-it has been the result of
a complacent industry unwill-
ing to take the lead in encourag-
ing the American public to
accept smalier, more energy-
efficient cars. Let me add that
| believe that situation is now
behind us. Based on my conver-
sations with industry leaders,

I anticipate a new, more co-
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operative and more productive
relationship between the gov-
arnmant and the auto industry.

it seems now when we
need a rail system more than
ever for both passengers and
freight, our railroads are dis-
appearing. What role do you
see for rail systems in the
‘n'u-e?

Waell, for one thing, | don‘t
see rail service disappearing.
Wa're working hard to prevent
that. What is disappearing is
rail service that is inefficient,
unneeded, or redundant—so
that the resources available can
be invested in a rail system
streamlined considerably from
what we have been accustomed
to in the past—a system geared
to operate on the basis of com-
petitive market forces rather
than artificially imposed gov-
ernment regulations. 1 support
the recent cutbacks on the Am-
trak system, which trimmed
something like 30 percent from
the route structure by dropping
little-used or redundant trains.
it was a necessary move, and
one which, in time, will lead to
a national rail passenger system
that serves the needs of the
American public without over-
burdening the taxpayers.

On the freight side, we have
heard for years about the crisis
in the railroad industry. This
crisis isn‘t over. The encourag-
ing financial reports for a few
railroads this year can‘t offset
the worsening plight of some of
the Northeast and Midwest
carriers,

Three years ago with the
““4R‘" Act Congress took a ten-
tative step toward reform in the
major areas of regulation affect-
ing the railroads. But we have
not achisved the freedoms that
law was designed to give to the
railroads. We hope the rail
deregulation legislation now
before Congress will correct
that situation, encouraging
competition and greater inves-
tor confidence. For too long the
railroads have depsnded on
signals from the ICC in sstting
rates and managing their opera-
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tions. it is time the Federal
Government stopped dictating
answers to questions which
should be answered by the
marketpiace.

Without a doubt, thera is a
role for both passenger and
freight trains in our future, and
there is good reason to support
them even if, in some cases and
in some amount, a subsidy is
required. But the line must be
drawn somewhere on subsidiza-
tion. The crucial test rests on
our ability, and the ability of
the industry, to improve the
management operations of the
rnilrnqu'

How do you see trans-
portation needs being met for

people who live in rural
araae}

I'm not sure there is an
wasy answer for that. My
experience in the suburban and
rural parts of Oregon is that
the non-profit organizations
that have some stability
generally have been quite suc-
cessful at operating equipment
and providing a real service
that cannot realistically be met
by a mass transit system
operating within traditional
patterns and restraints. In fact,
in Portland the transit agency
exercised its authority to apply
for Federal capital grants to
get the necessary equipment
and then, in turn, farmed it out
to be operated by church groups
or other responsible organiza-
tions. it's an approach that
has worked well, But what

works well in Portland may

not work as well some place
else. That is why | believe

that whenever possible we must
provide the opportunity for
local communities to experi-
ment in line with the special
needs and resources of the
particular community involved.
There are no set answers, no
iron-clad formulas—and we
are certainly far less likely to
find the right solutions in
Washington than we are to find

tham in individual communities.

Steam, methane, gaso-
nul, and electricity are
occasionally mentioned as
alternative fuel sources for
transportation. Do you think
these fuels offer substantial
benefts for energy
raneqgryvation?

Nell, yes, some—of
vuursé—more than others.
The United States today gets
approximately 96 percent of
its energy from only four
sources, all of which, eventu-
ally, will be exhausted: oil,
natural gas, coal, and uranium.
Each suffers from one or more
environmental, safety, cost, or
supply problems which, com-
bined with the political and
economic uncertainties of the
international marketplace,
make it imperative that we
reduce our dependence on
energy sources that are beyond
our immediate control. Presi-
dent Carter strongly supports
alternative energy research
and development, and a sub-
stantial portion of the revenues
from the windfall profits tax
are earmarked for that purpose.
Gasohol! already is being pro-
duced and marketed to a
limited extent in the Midwest,
and has a tremendous potential
for reducing transportation’s
consumption of petroleum,
which currently accounts for
more than half of our petroleum
use. In Brazil, gasohol in a
blend of 80 percent gasoline
and 20 percent agriculturally-
derived alcohol has been the
standard transportation fuel for
years. It is environmentally
sound, with fewer pollutants
than straight gasoline, and
appears to give better engine
performance.

I believe potential alterna-
tives should be explored, with
appropriate Federal support.
It is not unrealistic to project
that in the year 2000 alterna-
tive energy sources—those
known today and maybe some
yet to be discovered—could
collectively contribute more
than 25 percent of this Nation's
anarny needs.

Air transportation has
peen growing. with the
resulting increased problems
of noise around airports.
Since the Federal Aviation
Administration is under your
jurisdiction, what steps can
be taken to reduce this
nrahlem?

The Department of

__sportation has been pur-
suing a number of ways to
reduce the problem of airport
noise. As you know, we have
been moving toward more
stringent noise abatement
standards for the past decade,
raising these standards as
technology increases our
ability to produce aircraft
enginas that are quieter and
less harmful environmentally.
The FAA is working under
regulations which will bring
all airlines and aircraft opera-
tors into full compliance with
strict noise abatement stand-
ards by Jan. 1, 1985, The
FAA aiso is enforcing new
operating procedures and rout-
ing patterns. In addition we
are working with local com-
munities to assist in the
development of local airport
noise abatement planning.
This program goes beyond
providing technical assistance
to the actual funding of land
acquisition around airports
to provide noise buffer zones.
Airport noise is a serious prob-
lem, and we're never going to
solve it completely. But new
jetliners are coming along,
planes that will be noticeably
quieter, and | think airport
noise is an environmental
problem that is going to get
better, not worse, in the
1980's. 0
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BIKING
SINES

1st summer's short energy crisis

sroduced another bike boom. Many

shops sold out of bicycles in early

summer. Scores of people bicycled
w wui k while motorists waited in long gas
lines.

The new bicycle commuters may find
incentives other than long gas lines for
using their energy efficient and non-
poliuting vehicle. Congress, State agencies
and EPA now give bicycle programs more
recognition and higher priority. In the
Clean Air Act, as amended in 1977,
Congress says bicycle parking facilities,
bikeways, and employer incentives to
encourage bicycling are valid measures for
States to encourage reducing transporta-
tion-telated pollution.

A total of 29 States and 91 urban areas
included bicycle measures to reduce auto
travel in the transportation portion of
their 1979 State Implementation Plan.
New Jersey's State Plan proposes to imple-
ment 80 bikeways in 17 urban areas as
well as bicycle parking facilities in some
areas and 46 bicycle lockers in Union, N.J.

Now EPA has a part-time bicycle
co-ordinator to promote bicycle measures
in the State Implementation Plans and to
see that they are implemented. EPA’s
bicycle program partly came into being be-
cause of efforts by the Agency's bicyclists.
The initial issue of EPA Journal in January,
1975, carried an article about EPA bicycle
commuters and their problems. Later that
year a headquarters group called Bike
Commuters of EPA was formed.

The bike commuters documented theft
problems to underscore the need for
better bicycle parking facilities at EPA.

As a result 60 bicycle storage lockers
were installed at EPA headquarters in
Washington, D.C. The group developed
by-laws and procedures for assigning
lockers. {An application and $5 deposit
is required, but there’s a waiting list.}

At the request of the bike commuters
showers were provided in the West and
East Towers of EPA headquarters a year
later. The next year David Hawkins,
Assistant Administrator for Air, Noise. and
Radiation, also a bike commuter, saw the
need for someone to promote bikingon a
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national level ana createa tne pasition o1
bicycle coordinator in the Air program.

The bicycle coordinator feund bicycle
contacts or coordinators in each Regional
Office. The Agency then encouraged each
Regional Administrator to install secure
bicycle parking facilities for EPA employees
and to provide shower facilities if needed.
Nine of the Regions now have bicycle
parking facilities. Region 3 has 12 bicycle
lockers which are used 100 percent of the
time. Region 8 purchased 30 bolt-cutter
resistant locks, which employees may
check out. Region 1 and Region 2 formed
task forces to institute better bicycle
parking and shower facilities.

EPA’s bicycle program promotes bicycle
measures in the State Implementation
Plans at bicycle conventions, conferences,
rallies and through publications such as:
Bicycle Stratagies to Reduce Air Pollution,
Bicycle Programs and Urban Air Quality
Grants, and Bicycle for a Better
Environment.

The Bicycling and Air Quality Information
Document, the most recent publication, is
directed to State and local officials,
planners, and bicycle activists, as required
by the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977.
It discusses all the components of a
successful comprehensive bicycle program
and the air quality, energy, and economic
impacts of a comprehensive bicycle
program. The document tells how to
implement a bicycle program through the
existing transportation planning and other
procedures and details funding sources
and current legislation related to bicycling.
Five case studies show how successful
bicycle programs are implemented. A
model bicycle ordinance or legislative
measure for setting up a successful pro-
gram is also included.

The bicycle information document will
help States to prepare their bicycle portions
of the 1982 State Implementation Plans,
to develop their analysis of bicycle
measures, and to implement the bicycle
plans. Although many States included
bicycle measures in their State Plans, few
have a full or part-time bicycle coordinator.
The information document stresses the
need to have one person responsible for
bicycle programming and implementation.

The bicycle coordinators in the EPA
Regions will track the State Implementation
Plans’ bicycle measures and the bicycle
projects funded by EPA’s 175 urban air
quality grants, For example, EPA Region 3
will ensure Baltimore develops a handbook
for bike commuting, provides basic bicycle-
related roadway improvements (i.e. bike-
safe storm grates, wide urban lanes,
paved shoulders), installs bicycle parking
at selected sites, institutes cyclist and
motorist education programs, and builds

5618C1ea Priofily DiIKeways 1h the Hegional
bikeways plan. (All these projects are
cited in the Baltimore plan.}

The role of bicycling in transportation
will be affected by two recent pieces of
bicycle legislation, which EPA helped
shape. Section 141 of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1978, the
Bikeway Program, authorizes $20 million
a year for bicycle projects to States and
localitias for each of four years. Aithough
only $4 million has been appropriated by
Congress to date, the Act has several other
important provisions. It requires the
Department of Transportation to develop
bikeway design standards. Many bike paths
today are inadequate in width, location,
design, and maintenance. Section 141
also requires that no bikeway be destroyed
due to new road construction unlass an
equally good bike route is constructed.

The bicycle section in the National
Energy Conservation Policy Act, another
significant piece of bike legislation, re-
quires the Department of Transportation to
develop a repart about the energy conser-
vation potential of bicycling and to prepare
a comprehensive program to promote its
use. EPA commented on the report, which
should be released soon. If the program is
implemented, bicycling projects and
programs could significantly increase.

EPA is working with the Department of
Transportation to promote bicycling and
to follow-up on the implementation of
bicycle measures in the State implementa-
tion Plans. In addition EPA plans several
projects to promote bicycling. A video-tape
to encourage bicycle commuting will be
sponsored, complementing a handbook on
employer incentives for bicycle commut-
ing, to be developed by Region 8. The
Agency will sponsor commuting seminars
around the country covering riding
techniques, parking, routes, ways to carry
clothes, lunches, and paperwork, as weli
as changing, clean up and all the variables
related to bicycle commuting.

EPA plans to co-sponsor a National
Bicycle Conference followed by Regional
workshops on Energy/Environment and
Transportation/Recreation.

For more information about EPA’s
bicycle program contact Nina Dougherty
Rowe at headquarters: 202-755-0570
(Tuesdays and Thursdays) Office of
Transportation and Land Use Policy, Air,
Noise and Radiation (ANR-445) 401 M
Street S.W., Washington, D.C. 20460.

Nina Rowe is EPA’s bicycle coordinator.
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EPA The Auto.and Air Pollution

Joan Nicholson, director of
EPA’s Office of Public Aware-
ness: 'The automobile is a
major source of pollution in the
air we breathe and we breathe
over 10,000 quarts of air every
24 hours. Therefore, we must
do as much as we can to reduce
auto pollution to protect our
health and welfare, and that of
future generations.

““There are many things we can
do. We can improve pubiic
transportation. We can reduce
vehicle use in our big cities. We
can continue the devefopment
of cleaner, more efficient cars.
And we can ensure that these
cleaner cars stay clean. EPA is
charged with responsibilities
in alf of these areas. To provide
you with information about
some of the things we’re
doing, my office has put to-
gether a televised discussion
with some of the EPA officials
most involved in these Agency
programs.””

- Good morning, | am
1om wWilliams, Deputy Director
of the Office of Public Aware-
ness of EPA, and with me today
are Mike Walsh, Deputy Assist-
ant Administrator for Mobile
Source Air Pollution Control;
Ben Jackson, Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Mobile
Source and Noise Enforcement,
and Barbara Bankoff, Special
Assistant to the Administrator.

We would like to start with a
statement by Mr, Walsh, to give
us an overview of what this
issue is really all about.

We have had a Federal
motor vehicle control program
for about 12 years now, with
the primary focus on develop-
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ing a set of standards for car-
bon monoxide, hydrocarbons,
and nitrogen oxidess, first for
cars and then for trucks.

Wae are coming to the con-
clusion of that process for cars
very shortly, are well along for
trucks, and are now grappling
with the difficult issue of how
to have those vehicles meet the
standards that they are de-
signed to meet in use as you
and [ drive them,

Also we're beginning to
wrestle with the very difficult
issue of unregulated po!lutants,
which is foremost in our minds
with diesel vehicles, as we look
to diesel cars becoming a much-
expanded portion of the car
population over the next 10 or
15 years, primarily because of
the energy crisis.

« How does Enforce-
ment see that?

Wae think that as far
as the cars meeting the stand-
ards, auto companies have done
a fairly good job. We have sev-
eral programs that we believe
are doing the job of getting the
auto companies to meet the
standards when the cars are
new.

But we have found over the
last several years that as cars
get in use such things as tam-
pering and fuel misuse have
caused us to lose some of the
gains we thought we had
achieved by getting the auto
companies to meet the
standards.

Our focus now is to deal with
those problems which are really
the most significant as they re-
late to the automobile right
now.

;. How much tamper-
ing 1s tnere? Who does it?

Our surveys have in-
aicatec that approximately 19
percent of the fleet since 1972
has been tampered with. We
think that the preponderance of
that tampering is done by com-
mercial repair facilities. not
individuals, because generally,
individuals don‘t have the tech-
nical knowledge to tamper with
an automobile.

Does tampering cover
a wnuie range of activities? It
doesn’t necessarily mean de-
stroying the effectiveness of the
catalyst, per se, does it?

We generally cate-
gorize improper maintenance
as a term that includes tamper-
ing, misadjustment, misuse of
fuel. In other words, the car is
not being used or maintained
like it was intended to be,
whether it be purposefut or
accidental.

Tampering is the
whoie umbrella. . ..

It covers the entire
emission control system, which
really encompasses almost
everything that’s under the
hood of a vehicle. The condi-
tion of the engine and the
things that impact on the way
the vehicle performs also affect
the emission levels of that
vehicle.

So it can cover carburetors
and pieces of equipment on the
vehicle that are fundamental to
the way the vehicle runs, as well
as strictly emission contro!
devices.

. I think you can put
ne pronlem in perspective if
you consider that in 1981 we
will probably spend, as a
Nation, approximately $5

billion for auto emission con-
trols, and another $3 billion

to provide cars with unleaded
gas, over and above the cost of
leaded gas.

So we're talking about, in
that year alone, an investment
of something like $8 billion
that could be risked by fuel
switching and misuse of fuel
and tampering.

. Recently I read in
rutwng magazine a letter to
the Editors by a Vice President
of General Motors, taking the
magazine to task for having
written an article that was criti-
cal of catalysts. What's hap-
pened that the Vice President
of General Motors would come
to the rescue of a regulation
that EPA has to implement?

Well, i think that over
tneiast year or year and a half,
as the concern with fuel avail-
ability has become heightened
there has been some inappropri-
ate emphasis by some manu-
facturers on the advantages of
leaded gasoline. The argument
is made that leaded gasoline is
more available and is somewhat
cheaper than unleaded gaso-
line, and, therefore, you should
buy cars that can use leaded
gasoline. It also implies that
cars that require unleaded gaso-
line, which primarily means
cars with catalytic converters,
are at a disadvantage.

And that's not true?

s not true, for several
reasons. 1 think the first point to
make is that lead is a public
health hazard. Lead emissions
are a serious problem in this
country. EPA recently set
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an ampient lead standard, with
a primary objective of protect-
ing children in urban areas who
are largely exposed to lead
emissions,

The second factor is that
when you compare vehicles that
operate with leaded gasoline
and vehicles that operate with
unleaded gasoline, you find that
the fuel economy (the actual
miles per gallon of the same
vehicles, tuned differently for
the use of these different fuels)
is substantially better, 10 and
12 percent better than the fuel
economy of the leaded cars.
And on top of that, the main-
tenance requirements are sub-
stantially different.

So | think that General Mo-
tors is responding to that kind
of concern, and ! think that the
concern that they re raising is
one that we endorse very
strongly.

It is refreshing to see the
people in industry, in large
corporations in this country,
supporting and seeing that they
have something at stake
themselves in emission control
devices.

: Is there any move-
ment by the auto companies to
get some kind of cooperation
from the oil industry in terms
of supply of unleaded gas?

an: | do think they are
concerned about it, but | think
they say that they made a
contract with government, so
to speak, to provide a car that
will meet emissions standards
under certain conditions, those
conditions being the use of
unleaded gasoline. The refiners
have had the responsibility to
provide the unleaded fuel and
that’s where this system be-
comes very frail, in that it does
require two industries working
together.

The refining industry has
responded; it has made
unleaded gasoline. But it’s got
to make enough so that the
system will continue to work.
Andit's a real dilemma about
having enough and not having
enough, because if we don't,
people will use leaded gasoline.

People have to get around.
We in EPA are very concerned
about gasoline policy for this
country. We affect gasoline
policy, because of our responsi-
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bilities that relate to lead
additives and other additives
in gasoline.

We are concerned about its
availabiljty, and we work very
closely with the Department
of Energy on the quality of the
gasoline, its octane rating.
because if the octane rating
is too low, then cars ping. If
cars ping, people are prone to
tamper with them, because
they think they can get them to
stop pinging if they use leaded
gas.

I'd like to follow upona
point that Mike made. though,
about the maintenance require-
ments of a car requiring
unleaded. Many people think
that if they use leaded gasoline
they can continue to maintain
the car as intended by the
manufacturer.

Manufacturers claim that
maintenance on late model cars
is substantially reduced. It's
not through their own efforts,
however, it's bacause the cars
use unleaded gas.

Unleaded gas is better in a
car because it doesn’t leave
deposits in the engine and
doesn’t cause the oi} to gunk
up as quickly. So they've
extended the oil replacement
intervals, they’'ve extended the
sparkplug life, and they've
extended the muffler life; not
by any design changes, but by
the fact that they are using
unleaded gasoline. If someone
starts using leaded gasoline in
a car that requires unleaded,
they‘re going to have to com-
press their maintenance
intervals, or they're going to
put that car in jeopardy.

The oil will have to be
replaced mare frequently, back
in the 4-5,000 miie range.
instead of the 22 and 25,000
mile range that manufacturers
are recommending. The oil just
won't last that long, because
it witl have leaded deposits
in it, which takes away from its
lubrication ability. So using
leaded gas in a car that requires
unleaded is really faise econ-
omy. We are concerned, as is
the Department of Energy and
the Administration as a whole,
about the availability of gaso-
line. And we are watching very
closely the crude oil stocks,
gasolina stocks, gasoline sales,

and other products to be in

a position 1ake policy
decisions Jut gasoline as we
approach the spring and
summer of this year. But we're
not in a position now to say
what is going to happen.

| think an interesting
perspective on that is, are the
auto manufacturers talking to
the petroleum industry, and
the petroieum refiners?

If you look at the last 50
years, the auto industry either
directly or indirectly largely
dictated to the energy industry
what kind of energy and what
quality of energy they wanted.

When they decided that
they wanted higher octane
fuel to drive large compression
cars in the late 1950’s, the
petroleum industry responded.
Inthe early 1970's, | vividly
remember Ed Cole, the
President of General Motors,
standing up and saying, ""We
are moving to unleaded cars
and we want unleaded
gasoline.”

The oil industry responded,
just as they had in the 1920's
when the auto industry said,
“We want lead and we will
design around the use of lead
in our engine."

The situation is changing,
though. As we get into a short-
age energy situation, as
opposed to an excess energy
situation, | think that we are
now going to see cars designed
around the kind of fuels that
are going to be available and
the kind of additives, as Ben
was referring to, that are going
to be needed more and more
in the future to prevent the
shortage.

What happens to the
neet 11 wnere is a shortage? We
haven’t even hegun to tatk
about Inspection and Main-
tenance programs yet. What if
in the next year or so there is
enough a shortage of unleaded
gasoline so that cars which
are being inspected in the next
few years can't pass a test?

Itisn‘t the owner's fauit,
necessarily, but that’s simply
the way it is. What happens
then?

| think in the first
uoranLg, it would be gOOd if
we had as many (nspection
and Maintenance programs

as we could have in areas that
particularly need the air

quality benefit of the emission
controls bacause one of the
things that we have found is
that where you have an Inspec-
tion and Maintenance program,
there does seem to be less fusl
switching and less tampering.

Less inclination for those
kinds of things occurs | think,
for two reasons. One is obvious
risk to the individual of
possibly having to face major
repair costs if they do take a
chance on some of those
inappropriate activities.

Part of it is the concern on
the part of the vehicle owners
that they may havs to face
extra repair costs to undo what
they've done. So in areas that
we have Inspection and Main-
tenance programs compared
to other areas of the country
that don't, there is a dramatic
difference.

in part, though, it's a better
overall state of vehicle main-
tenance when you have Inspec-
tion and Maintenance.

And that has a whole broad
spectrum of implications, not
the least of which is in the
tampering area. | think a third
aspect of it is that the public
becomes much more aware of
the fragile nature of the
emission controls and of the
investment they've made in
those emission controls.

And they become more
conscious that if they go in and
pump leaded fuel into that car
or fool with some of the
emission control devices, they
are undoing something that
they have a commitment to, a
financial commitment, among
other things.

They realize it may require
greater efforts in the future on
their part if they are going to
clean up their air. . . .

I1t's a serious public health
problem that we are attempting
to address. This is why each
of these steps is so critical.

We alt have families, we all

have children and parents and

grandparents and when we

look at it on that personal level,
Conti.e don pai 28
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can public that the Clean Air
Act will bring economic growth
in the Nation's citiesto a
screeching halt.

Let me respond by saying:
Not if we at EPA can heip it
and not if companies, com-
munity grodps, and local, State
and Federal officials will work
together.

The issues the Clean Air Act
addresses are complex, and
significant costs for both the
public sector and the private
sector are involved.

But the real problem is not
the Clean Air Act. The real
problem is that more than 100
million Americans are living
in metropolitan areas where
health related air quality stand-
ards are not being met.

The Act, put into place
because Congress determined
that dirty air threatens the
health of the American people,
requires that the Nation’s air
must.be cleaned up by 1982,
with extensions possible for
carbon monoxide and ozone
until 1987, EPA is charged
with making certain that the
goal is achieved. We are
serious about getting the job
done. But we also are serious
about doing it in a way that
government can live with,
business can live with, and most
of all, the American people can
live with.

For example, EPA recognized
a long time ago that we
couldn’t simply tell the cities,
*Sorry. No clean air, no more
growth.’” As a resuit, we
developed an emissions offset
policy, subsequently endorsed
by Congress and now a major
feature of most of the State
implementation Plans for air
quality that EPA has received.

The offset concept is an
important one for communities.
It allows new construction if
the air potlution a newcomer
will introduce can be compen-
sated for by cleaning up
poliution at an existing facility.
Local governments and Cham-
bers of Commerce have helped
companies locate offsets—
with the result that General
Motors can build two plants,
in Louisiana and in Oklahoma;
Volkswagen can build one in
Pennsylvania, and Phillips
Petroleum can expand a
refinery in Texas. In each case,
air quality should be as good
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or better after construction of
the new facility. To carry the
idea a step further, EPA also
allows, as a matter of policy,
localities 10 “"bank’’ extra
reductions in air pollution,
which later can be transferred
to other new firms moving in.

Controversial? Yes. But
concepts like these also can
loosen any straightjacket on
industry. They can help urban
areas attract new businesses
and hold on to older ones.
Most of all, concepts like these
give everybody added incentive
to meet air quality standards—
a national promise we all
have a stake in keeping.

Another major feature of
many of the State plans is an
Inspection and Maintenance
program for automobiies. As a
matter of sound environmental
policy and as a matter of equity
to States that have made the
effort to improve air quality in
this way, EPA has no choice
but to disapprove plans sub-
mitted by those States where
auto emissions are a significant
source of air poliution and
whose legislatures have had
the opportunity but failed to
enact authorizing legislation.

Many local Chambers of
Commerce and local officials
view auto inspection and
maintenance as another way to
protect public health and to
permit industrial growth.

EPA-—working with the
Department of Transportation
—is helping Dallas/Ft. Worth,
Nashville, and other cities plan
how to reconcile the air quality
goal with the full range of local
transportation needs. '

There are other ways EPA
is moving to achieve air quality
without sacrificing urban
growth.

We've made a special effort,
for example. to stop any
unnecessary delay companies
may encounter in obtaining
pollution control permits. in
fact, EPA is moving to speed up
and simplify the process under
the Clean Air Act and other
laws as well. Already, we have
named a single point of
contact in each of our 10
Regional Offices to coordinate
the work, according to strict,
new self-imposed deadlines.

Eight cities are exploring
other ways te assure that clean
air and economic development
go hand in hand, as a result of
a $3.5 million program spon-
sored by EPA, Commerce,
HUD, and DOT. The program is
significant—for the cities
involved and as much or more
so for other communities that
pick up on the new approaches,
adapting them to fit their
own needs.

Finally, the new economic
assistance program announced

by President Carter last August.

EPA is taking the lead, but the
resources of many Federal
agencies are involved. The
point is this: to minimize the
economic impact of environ-
mental regulations on com-
munities and plants by advising
them that assistance is avail-
able and by assuring a
coordinated Federal response
to specific problems that may
arise. As the President said,
'The fact that there have not
been a large number of eco-
nomic dislocations does not
suggest that those that do
occur are unimportant.’”

Where do we go from here?

Let me put it this way. The
answer lies more with the
public than EPA.

Years ago, Congress passed
the Clean Air Act. Why?
Because, after countless
studies and public hearings,
Congress determined that the
Nation’s air had become unfit
to breathe and that something
must be done to protect public
health.

In 1877, again after careful
deliberation, Congress made
mid-course corrections, correc-
tions which strike a balance
between environmental and
economic goals.

But in striking the balance,
Congress insisted that the
drive to clean up the air must
move forward and that any
retreat from the commitment
would be dead wrong-—dead
wrong for government, for
industry, and most of all for the
health of the American people.

The chalienge—and | be-
lieve, the opportunity-—is to
move forward.

What all of us want is a
situation where the environ-
ment and the economy are not
locked in mortal combat.

EPA and a host of other

Federal agencies are working
to avoid that mortal combat.
The alliance is a potent one.
But neither President Carter
nor any of us in this Adminis-
tration believe that the Federal
Government alone can do

the job. Clearly, everyone who
cares about the future of the
cities must be involved.

This is the cornerstone of
our work at EPA. Our efforts
took a mighty leap forward
with announcement of the
President’s national urban
policy. | have been appointed
to the White House Council to
coordinate it.

To be sure, this Administra-
tion’s policy does not ignore
the need for Federal aid to the
States and cities, or for new
programs and new legislative
initiatives aimed, as the
President said, at "'making
cities healthier and at improv-
ing the lives of the people who
live in them."'’

But above all, President
Carter zeroed in on what many
people have been saying all
along. Tear down the Federal
roadblocks to sound local
planning and management, he
urged. Use limited government
resources as a lever to
strengthen city life and to
attract private investment.
Involve people from all walks
of life, voluntary and neighbor-
hood associations, Governors,
Mayors, county officials, and
the business community. It is
vital, the President said, for the
Federal Government “‘to provide
the leadership, the commitment
and the incentives which will
encourage all sectors of our
country to build and maintain
the quality of America’s
communities.”’

Thus, the responsibility
shifts to the local and regional
level so that meaningful solu-
tions can be found, solutions
that fit the full range of each
community’s needs.

There are no quick fixes, no
easy solutions. But | believe
there are solutions that will not
foreciose the future—environ-
mentally or economically. 0

Excerpted from a speech given

before the U.S. Conference of
Mayors in New Orleans, La.

23



creases, particularly in urban areas, this
advantage begins to disappear. Excessive
reliance on automobiles can lead to extreme
congestion, cause dangerous levels of air
pollution, and act as a serious drain on pub-
lic coffers—all substantial reasons for con-
sidering alternatives. But the cne reason
that is beginning to dwarf all others is the
prospect of scarce and costly automotive
fuels.

Public transportation is naturally the
centerpiece of most alternative schemes.
But public transport is not an automatic
cure for the fuel-efficiency ills of auto-
mobiles. Though well-designed bus and rail
networks can achisve levels of efficiency
far above those of today's cars, the reality
somaetimes falls short, Mass transit systems
that are improperly designed can waste
prodigious amounts of energy.

Buses have several inherent efficiency
advantages over automobiles, including the
use of diesel engines, a iower weight and
less wind resistance per seat, and a mod-
erately sized engine that is designed to give
adequate performance but not to accelerate
rapidly at the whim of the driver. Trains are
also blessed with efficient diesel or some-
times elactric engines and have even better
weight and wind resistance advantages
than buses have. These characteristics give
urban buses and trains a potential fuel effi-
ciency when fully loaded of over 150
passenger miles per gallon. Outside cities,
buses can get well over 200 and trains
close to 400 passenger miles per gallon.

Under some circumstances, the auto-
mobile can match or exceed these efficient
uses of fuel. Some of today’s small cars,
when carrying four people, can manage 100
passenger miles per gallon in the city, and
close to 180 between cities. But American
commuters on the average carry only 1.4
passengers per car, and so achieve a
meager 16 passenger miles per gallon.

The important point is that efficiencies of
both public and private vehicles depend on
how they are used. Trains and buses can
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Irains and buses do not, however, have
a monopoly on fuel economy. Vans or mini-
buses when fully loaded can get nearly as
much fuel efficiency as buses—over 100
passenger miles per gallon by most cal-
culations. Such vehicles obviously have
great potential for offering some of the con-
veniences of the automobile along with the
fuel economy of the bus. Whether used in
private car pools or operated by local transit
authorities, the minibus may be an attrac-
tive alternative for many commuters. In
maiy developing countries, it is already an
important means of transport.

Japan is the world leader in public tran-
sit, and unlike Europe and North America,
its public transport ridership increased
throughout the 1960's and 1970°s.
Subway use in Tokyo has increased tenfold
since 1955, while commuter railroads have
tripled their ridership. Twenty-one million
riders per day now travel on Tokyo'’s public
trains, subways, and buses, straining even
this very good system close to the breaking
point. Public trains there are so fully loaded
with commuters that trained ‘‘packers’’ are
necessary to achieve sardine-like concen-
trations of passengers before the doors are
fully closed. Only 7 percent of the city's
workers commute by private automobile,
and though car ownership is growing, few
Japanese would consider driving their cars
into the central city. Even without heavy
use of automobiles, congestion is severe
and parking limited, so mass transit is
much more convenient.

Public transportation between cities and
within rural areas has never been as wide-
spread nor as efficient as that in urban
areas. And it too has been on the wane.
Automobile use between American cities
has doubled since 1960, and now con-
stitutes 85 percent of intercity travel. Air
trave! has grown even more rapidly, and
commands 12 percent of between-city
traffic, leaving trains and buses with a
meager 3 percent of the total—most of it
by bus.

tn Europe, intercity travel by train is
much more prevalent. European trains are
generously subsidized by taxpayers, and
account for close to one-quarter of traffic
between cities. In contrast to the United
States, trains are fast and convenient and
carry far more passengers than planes do.
But Europe, like the United States, has
been on a highway-building sprese, and
today mare people are using automobiles
for business and recreational trips than
ever before. In recent years, two-thirds of
European travel between cities has been
by car.

Public transportation is improving its
image and is likely to be a major area of
public innovation during the 1980's.
Public officials must realize, however, that
massive funding alone will not suffice.
There are abundant examples of expensive
public transport systems that fail to provide
convenijent service for a sizable segment of
the population, or even to alleviate con-
gestion on city streets. Given many of the
economic constraints that lie ahead, a
change of emphasis is in order. Thoss sys-
tems that provide a flexible service and
require relatively little capital expenditure
will probably be the most successful in
serving local needs.

As governments begin to focus on
energy-conserving yet convenient alterna-
tives to the automobile, the bicycle must be
placed near the head of the list. Requiring
no petrofeum-based fuel, and nearly as fast
as a car for short urban trips, the bicycle's
attraction is obvious. Furthermore, bikes
can travel on existing roads and do not
need the major capital expenditure of new
mass transit systems. However, the bicycle
is unlikely to fare well without government
encouragement, as the experience in many
countries since World War |l has shown.
Increasing levels of automobile traffic have
encouraged suburban development in areas
that are too distant from downtowns to be
reached by bike.

Since 1973, however, people’s seem-
ingly rational decisions to give up thsir bi-
cycles inthe 1950's and 1960°s have been
appearing less than visionary. In the last
five years, consumers throughout the world
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se of specially-constructed syn-
thetic carpets may help provide
better and cheaper stability con-
trol on unpaved roads than con-
ventional methods now used.,

Employed for the last 10 years in road
stabilization, these carpets recently have
been discovered as a tool for controlling
pollution.

EPA’'s Industrial Environmental Research
Laboratory at Research Triangle Park, N.C.,
has evaluated the use of road carpets for
control of "fugitive emissions’’ (dust} from
unpaved industrial hauling roads.

Paved roads also are great contributors
of suspended particulates, especially in
urban areas where heavy traffic stirs up the
dust. Many metropolitan areas are not
maeeting National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for particulate matter because
of these fugitive emisgions. Thus, EPA is
encouraging the application of a number of
new concepts for controlling inhalable
urban dust.

Fugitive emissions from sources such as
roads comprise an appreciable part of the
pollution from suspended particles in this
country.

The road carpet study, conducted for
EPA by the Monsanto Research Corpora-
tion of Dayton, Ohio, concluded that stable,
water-permeable, rot-resistant carpet of
polyester fabric is an effective control
technique for unpaved roads.

*Historically, emissions from unpaved
roads have been controlled by watering,
oiling. or chemical soil stabilization,”” said
Dr. Dennis Drehmel, EPA project officer for
the study. ‘'Economic evaluations show
that use of the fabric on roads is cheaper
for emissions control than conventional
cantrol methods.”

Dr. Drehmael said environmental and
safety problems also could result from
conventional control methods. Surface
agents, such as oil, could leach into
streams or make roads slippery and danger-
ous, High initial cost and subsequent
maintenance and repair costs make other-
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By Julianne Knight

wise eftective CONtrol measures, such as
paving, impracticat.

‘“The road carpet concept,’” Dr. Drehmetl
said, ""has potential for preventing virtually
all emissions from unpaved roads by
eliminating the sources of fine dust. This
tough fabric separates fine soil particles in
the roadbed from the coarse gravsl overlay.
Any dust which falls to the road would be
washed from the gravel during rainfall,
passing through the fabric into the subsoil.”

*This technique keeps dirt from reaching
tha tires, where it can be picked up and
dispersed. It also prevents moisture from
eroding the graded area,’” he said. “'Use of
road carpet results in no health or safety
hazards, or in any other unfavorable
environmental impact.”

Research on the effectivenass of control
is continuing. A short-term test of the dust-
control capabilities is in progress on a haul
road at a quarry near Dayton, Ohio, A one-
year demonstration is planned (in coopera-
tion with EPA’s Region 8 office in Denver)
on a light-duty vehicle road within Fort
Carson near Colorado Springs, Colo.

A tachnique for measuring suspended
particulate emissions from paved and un-
paved roads is necessary to the develop-
ment of effective strategies for control
and thus for achievement of particulate
standards.

““‘Suspended particuiate emissions have
been found to vary in direct proportion to
traffic volume and the amount of fine ma-
terial on the traveled portion of the strest,”
Dr. Drehmel said.

The Midwest Research Institute of
Kansas City, Mo., is developing and testing
a sampling plan for expanded measurement
of particulate emission factors for paved
roads. Eight sampling sites have been
selected in Kansas, Missouri, and lllinois.
The areas rapresent a range of typical road
traffic, geographical and environmental
conditions, and cover residential, commer-
cial, and industrial land uses.

An exposure measuring device, consist-
ing of a portable tower supporting sampling
heads at four different levels will be oper-
ated alongside a sampler at each of the
selected sites. “’We need the technology to .
measure air quality improvements resulting
from control of fugitive emissions,”” Dr.
Drehmel said, "‘so we can see what prog-
ress we are making.”’

Other methods being tested to control
dust include an improved street sweeper.
A pilot SCAT (Spray. Charge, and Trap)
system will be added onto a commercial
street sweeper in a study to be done for
EPA by Air Pollution Technology. Inc., of
San Diego, Calif.

The SCAT system uses fine water sprays
to collect suspended dust particles, Dr.
Drehmel said. *’Data from field observa-
tions, dust sampling tests, and laboratory
experiments will be used as the basis for a
preliminary economic evaluation of the
system. The second phase of the study will
be the pilot demonstration. Results will be
used to design an optimum system for
commercial applications.”’

Another technique—attracting dust
particles with positively-charged water
droplets sprayed behind the wheels of
trucks and other large vehicles—will be
applied by AeroVironment, Inc., of Pasa-
dena, California. ‘A key to this new appli-
cation,” Dr. Drehmel said, "'is the "Spinning
Cup Fog Thrower’, which dispenses the
charged droplets in a2 volume and pattern
that avoids clogging, and conserves water
and electrical power.

**Because sources of urban dust have an
important impact on ambient air quality,
problems arise with selecting locations for
new industry. We expect increasing pres-
sure on EPA to provide guidance for bring-
ing urban areas into compliance. Contro!
of fugitive emissions will be the focus of
that activity.” [J

Julianne Knight is an Information Specialist

with EPA’s Office of Public Awareness at
Research Triangle Park, N.C.

EPA JOURNAL






























sions in another way. The company would
shut down two furnaces elsewhere in the
plant to reduce particulates by more than
three times the level achieved by replacing
the scrubber. Thus, the people of West
Virginia and Union Carbide both get cleaner
air at lower cost.

The DuPont Corporation tells us that
applying the bubble to one of its largest
plants will allow it to remove 89 percent of
that plant’s hydrocarbon emissions for $5
million. Otherwise it estimates that it would
have to pay $20 million to remove 84 per-
cent of these emissions.

The offset and bubble approaches allow
increased pollution to be balanced by
compensating decreases of the same poliu-
tant from other sources. Because business
firms have considerable freedom to choose
the polluting operation from which to
reduce emissions, these approaches can
accomplish pollution reduction at the low-
est possible cost.

Many new firms locating in urban areas will
need to find offsets. We want to encourage
established firms to anticipate the demand
for offsets by controlling emissions more
than the law requires and “‘banking'’ the
extra for later sale to another firm, or for
their own future use. Firms with lower con-
trol costs will be able to se!l their offset for
less and are more liksly to attract custom-
ers. Such firms will have a considerable
incentive to find the most effective, efficient
control systems.

To help this still small-scale market be-
come more fluid and efficient, we will also
need brokers to arrange trades between
new firms and firms with banked {or bank-
able) emissions reductions. We will need
such brokers if we are to get smaller firms,
which generally cannot afford the sort of
in-house trading expertise that such spe-
cialized markets will require, to participate
in any number.

In the Oklahoma offset case, for example,
it was the Chamber of Commerce, anxious
to attract new jobs for the city, that served
as a middleman. The Chamber sought out
oil companies in the area that were willing
to create the offsets and brought them
together with General Motors and the reg-
ulatory agencies. In some areas State or
city governments are taking on this func-
tion; in a few others private for-profit firms
have begun to function.

To encourage the activities of these
brokers, EPA is working to set up informa-
tion clearinghouses so that firms seeking
offsets can easily iocate firms wanting to
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them. Part of their assistance includes

roved computer models to assess how
-~ .rces contribute to air poliution and to
estimate the effects of new sources of
pollution.

Some of the grants EPA has recently
awarded to cities for air quality technical
assistance will be used for developing
emissions trading markets in urban areas
that have not attained air clean enough to
meet national standards.

Under contract to EPA, the RAND Corpora-
tion is studying the use of marketable per-
mits as a way of first allocating and then
letting permit holders transfer to others
some or all of their rights to emit pollution.
RAND's study focuses on permits to emit
fluorocarbons, but the concept clearly has
broader potential application. With modifi-
cations the idea might eventually
strengthen the controlled trading market
discussed above,

Now we need to work hard at implementing
this new framework. We need State and
local agencies and individual companies to
work together and with us to refine this
promise and turn it into the fundamental
alternative | believe it can and should
become.

There is a great deal of refining still to
do. We need to find possible loopholes and
close them. We need to see how far we can
extend offset trading geographically and
how big geographically we want to make
bubbles grow. We need to see how far we
can go in linking the several controlled
trading pieces together into one ““market.”
Can we, for example, allow trades between
bubbles and offsets? And so on.

This testing will help make clear what
legislative changes may make sense when
our air and water acts next are reviewed by
the Congress—as they are every four to
five years. Aiready | believe it is clear that
we should press to aliow new sources to
participate as fully as old sources in this
controlled trading. (New sources cannot
now participate in most of these activities.}

By giving those we regulate incentives to
propose better ways of getting the job
done, we can avoid leaving socisty with the
disastrous choice of environmental deterio-
ration or ever-rising costs. By releasing and
directing their energy and skills to finding
new control technologies and other ways of
getting more done for less, we will accom-
plish many times more than we ever could
by trying to do the job better ourseives. []

Nor do | want to argue that all Federal
employees are a superior breed of human
being, faboring selflessly around the clock
for the greater good of the Nation. We
have our drones, our time-servers . . . our
people who punch in as late as they can,
punch out as early as they can, and exhibit.
zest and enthusiasm only on payday. But in
this——as anyone who has worked in a large
corporation can testify—the Federal serv-
ice is not unique. A senior member of the
DuPont family was once asked how many
employees worked at the company’s
Wilmington headquarters. He paused a few
moments to reflect, then answered, "“About
half.”

Civil servants are not archangels . . . nor
are they the faceless, mindiess robots so
easily conjured up by vote-seekers reaching
for a cute phrase. On balance, | would say
we represent a cross-section of all Ameri-
can workers: most of us competent, a few
of us lazy or dull, and a few of us brilliant
and devoted.

EPA was born out of a sense of national
outrage; during the Agency’s infancy we
were often sheltered from political criti-
cism by the intensity of citizen anger over
the continuing degradation of our air,
water, and soil. Today our infancy is over
and, while environmental concern remains
as lively as ever, our fellow-citizens have
discovered that restoring and maintaining
ecological integrity will require more than
bumper-stickers and an enthusiasm for
green plants.

The high passions of Earth Day have had
to be translated into the sober profession-
alism of guidelines, scrubbers, and en-
forcement actions. Further, that profession-
alism must be able to withstand challenge
by industries that have 20 lawyers to our
one, and by politicians whose only science
often comes from a close reading of the
Gallup polls.

| want to thank each of you for your con-
tribution to that often tedious, always diffi-
cult, rarely recognized task. EPA, like any
other Federal agency, sometimes merits
the criticism it receives; we make mistakes,
too.

But in my explanation and defense of
EPA actions | have found, time and time
again, that our professionals were right,
and our critics were wrong. You and your
colleagues have created a new line of de-
fense for which the Nation already has
cause to be grateful. Since such gratitude
is so rarely forthcoming, however, let me
offer my own: your quiet service in a noisy
time is our best protection against the
apocalyptic day Rachel Carson imagined;
it is our best protection against a silent
spring. As one bureaucrat to another, | am
proud to be associated with you. 3
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