








The Nation’s Air Cleanup

An Interview with Joseph A. Cannon

FPA Jouwrndal asked Joseph A Lannon,
the agency’'s Assistant Adisttator
for Air and Hadiation, about the natonal
e cleanop eftert The mtonaew
loflows.

national ambient standards have been
established for six major air pollutants.
By almost any measure, air quality
related to those pollutants has
improved—in some cases
dramatically-—since 1970. Total annual
emissions are down—particulates by 58
percent, sulfur oxides by 25 percent,
carbon monoxide by 27 percent. These
reductions in emissions have helped
improve ambient air quality all across the
country.

The fact that we have been able to
reduce emissions and concentrations of
criteria pollutants is especially
remarkable considering our economic
growth over the past decade. Since 1970,
for example, we've reduced the carbon
monoxide emitted by highway vehicles
by 27 percent, even though we're driving
about 50 percent more miles per year.
Sulfur dioxide emitted by power plants
has dropped about 10 percent since 1970,
yet we've increased our coal-fired
generating capacity by almost 60 percent.

In other words, we've not only
improved air quality in absolute terms,
we've done it in spite of the fact that our
population and economy are growing,
we're driving much more, and we're
using mare coal-fired electricity. Without
the Clean Air Act, there is no doubt that
air quality in the United States would be
much, much worse today.

done a good job controlling the sources
and pollutants we thought were most
threatening when the Clean Air Act was
written. For example, the 1870 legislation

Angeles—still do not comply with
national air quality standards, the
number of those areas is diminishing.

On the other hand, we haven’t done as
good a job in coping with air quality
problems that we don’t understand as
well. Hazardous air poliutants are the
best example. The Clean Air Act told us
to set emissions standards for hazardous
air pollutants, and slowly but surely
we're doing it. But defining “hazardous”
has turned out to be much more
complicated than we once thought. We
can now measure chemical
concentrations at extremely low levels,
but it's not at all clear what chemicals are
harmful to what degree at what levels.

At the same time, the public is very
concerned about cancer. We've got 1o try
to alleviate that concern by controlling
those potlutants known to be hazardous
to human health, and by educating the
public about the scientific complexities
and uncertainties we're faced with.

There are also a number of potential
air poliution problems that weren'’t
recognized then, or weren’t considered
serious then. Acid rain, indoor air
pollution, and pollution from
wood-burning stoves are three good
examples. As we learn more about these
kinds of air poliution, we may want to
act. The point to remember is: air quality
is a moving target. As one problem is
solved, another one emerges. That's one
reason the Clean Air Act should be
amended periodically—not to weaken or
strengthen it, but to make it more
responsive to air quality problems as
they are defined through the most
up-to-date scientific data.
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potiution that's cheapest to control is
controlled first, the pollution that’s most
expensive to control is controiled last,
and companies can make a profit by
finding more efficient ways to control
emissions. In effect, emissions trading
tries to make plant engineers interested,
involved players on the pollution control
team.

WD vwWway Vil PUDUUUI GUBILT UL DYDLTIIND
on cars. We've just proposed a big
reduction in the amount of lead in leaded
gasoline (see story on page 18), but |
don't see a lot of change in the
automobile itself. In the future, | think
there will be a trend toward methanol as
an automobile fuel, and that might result
in some very minor madifications to
automobile fuel systems.

pIVIGH \JUIY. Hic oluuy DIIUVYY LIICT
costs and effectiveness of various ways
of controlling refueling vapors. if we
decide some kind of vapor control or
recovery program is needed, then we
need to determine whether the control
shouid be on the pump or on the cars.
However, we still haven’t decided

whether we need to control these vapors.

cvelwdany... anu wnen evenwany s gyouing
to come. Many people—not just those
interested in the environment—believe
that we should replace diesel fuel and
gasoline with methanol. In terms of
energy use, methanol is more efficient
than gasoline, it is clean burning, and it
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can be produced domestically from a
number of sources such as natural gas,
coal, and biomass. We should also keep
in mind that we still meet about a third
of our crude oil needs from abroad, a
concern both from an economic and
energy security standpoint.
Consequently, within the agency we are
trying to remove marketplace
impediments to methanol use, and there
is an Administration-wide effort at the
Cabinet level to accomplish the same
goal.

TULUUL SUITUY QIIUrr i Wi @Iviing

controls on aimost 26 percent of the fleet
have been tampered with, and leaded
gasoline is being used in about 14
percent of the vehicles designed to burn
unleaded gas. Together, these problems
are present in over one-third of 1975 and
later model-year light vehicles.

ems
MU LIS O UIFGWLIVIID. [ 11O, 1GuUGLat
enforcement of the tampering and
fuel-switching prohibitions is continuing.
We currentiy have about 750 cases under
active investigation. Many of them have
been referred to EPA by state or local
agencies that have been delegated
inspection authority.

Second, people tamper with controls
and fuel-switch primariiy because they
don’t understand the function and
operation of emissions control systems.
They are trying to save money, but it's
costing them more in the long run.
Therefore, we have intensified our efforts
to educate the public about tampering
and fuel-switching. The national Clean
Air Week campaign in May and the Car
Care Month activities this coming
October are two examples of the
agency'’s efforts to better inform the
public.

Third and most important, we are
working closely with state and local
governments to encourage them to
implement vehicle inspection and
maintenance programs that include
checks for tampering and fuel-switching.
Our long-term objective is to establish
these programs in areas that do not
meet, or barely meet, ambient air quality
standards for hydrocarbons, carbon
monoxide, and nitrogen oxides. At this
time there are |4 active programs in the
65 potential implementation areas.

Yet as long as it’s cheaper to buy
leaded gasoline, there is going to be
some misfueling. So one of the main
objectives of our planned phase-down of
lead is to try to eliminate that price
differential so leaded gasoline costs
about the same or maybe a little more
than unleaded.

AUUUL LUIT DCTHIVUD dUuVei DT 11Tatlll ©IITuLLY
of lead, particularly in children. Second,
the regulation we put out in 1982 just
hasn’t worked as well as we had hoped.
Ambient lead levels have not dropped
much, because people are misfueling
more than we expected. So we took
another look at the problem, and now
we've proposed to accelerate the lead
phase-down to better protect public
health.

s
WL UIG Qiliyuliuv Wil 1caud gl varl wo auucd
to gasoline beginning January 1, 1986. At
that time only 0.10 grams of lead per
gallon of gasoline will be permitted.
That's over a 90 percent reduction from
current levels.
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certainly should help with the heaith
effects problem. As for fuel-switching, we
know that at 0.10 grams per gallon,
leaded gas is more expensive to produce
than unleaded. If this cost differential is
passed on at the pump, and unleaded
gas"costs less than leaded, one of the
prime motivations for fuel-switching will
disappear.

We estimate a cost of $575 million
in 1986. While this may seem high, the
benefits in terms of health, reduced
pollution, and maintenance savings
amount to $1.8 billion. So we have a net
benefit of $1.2 billion. In fact, projected
over several years, net benefits exceeded
a billion dollars each year.

1S
of leaded gas available beyond 1986. We
only need about a tenth of a gram of
lead per gallon for the lubrication needs
of pre-1970 automobiles, heavy duty
trucks, and some tractors. So for the
foreseeable future we will have enough
lead in gas for the cars that really need it
because of their engine design.

EPA also is considering a total ban on
leaded gasoline by 1995. By then we
expect the development of alternative
valve lubricants that are environmentally
acceptable. They could be used by the
vehicles still running on leaded gasoline.

SEPTEMBER

problem for many Americans, especially
in the more populated areas where
inspection and maintenance programs
are required. But with just this minor
inconvenience and slight frustration, you
are helping clean the air that you and
your neighbors breathe. Personalily, |
don’t mind getting my car inspected,
because | know we've got a big ozone
problem on the eastern seaboard. it
makes me feel like there is something |
can do, as a citizen, to help achieve a
cieaner environment. Besides, a car
adjusted properly to pass emissions
inspections will also run better and get
better fuel economy.

w
to handle the deadlines required under
the existing legislation. There ought to be
some flexibility built into the legislation.
We are going to have a hard time
attaining standards in areas like Los
Angeies, even with very strict,
enforceable controls in place. Imposing
arbitrary deadlines isn't going to change
reality. | know Bill Ruckelshaus feeis very
strongly about this, too.

As | mentioned before, I'm sure
Congress also will want to take a long
look at Section 112 and devise a better
way of handling hazardous air poliutants.
The other thing we should be looking at
is the way we protect air quality in
pristine areas—the prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD) program.
Everybody—PSD opponents and
supporters alike—admits that PSD as
presently constituted is one of the most
complicated regulatory programs ever

devised by the mind of man. It doesn't
have to be that complicated and
cumbersome to protect clean air. We can
get the kind cf protection we need with a
streamlined, simplified program, one that
ardinary pecple can understand. { hope
that Congress will look very carefully at
ways to untangle this important program.

tough job, make no mistake about it. it
involves the accommodation of many
vital, sometimes competing interests. It
has cost billions of dollars aiready. But |
think Americans should take great
satisfaction and pride in the progress we
have made so far. Everywhere | go | find
a genuine, widespread feeling of
commitment to air quality. That
commitment has made past progress
possible, and it is essential to future
success.

| know there’s a lot of emotion
generated regarding Superfund sites, for
instance, or indiscriminate use of
pesticides, or contaminated water. But
the fact is, we can pause to treat the
wastes or purify the water. We can
control the use of pesticides, or choose
not to use them. But that's not the case
with air: we have to breathe it as it
comes to us. We don't have the luxury of
pausing to purify it or not breathing until
a crisis passes. Air is essential to life.
That's why | think protecting air quality
has to be the keystone in any program of
environmental protection. Everyone has a
stake in clean air. []



Reviewing the Acid Rain Issue

An Interview with William D. Ruckelshaus

William D. Ruckelshaus, EPA’s
Administrator, comments on the
acid rain issue in the following
interview:

10 you see the national
debate on acid rain heading in the next
“--= yoars?

| think it should be clear to

everyone that public concern for acid rain
is not going to go away. | am personally
convinced that acid rain will continue to
be a dominant environmental issue unti
we reach some form of national
consensus on an appropriate course of
action.

| do, however, see a change occurring
in the thrust of this debate. Attention has
begun to shift away from the causes and
mechanisms that produce acid rain and
is instead now focusing much more on
the nature and extent of damages. In
particular, | think more attention will be
focused on whether the significant
changes that have been observed in the
growth and health of certain eastern U.S.
forest species can be directly linked to
acid rain or other related air pollutants. If,
as some have suggested, acid rain
significantly contributes to this
phenomenon, it could fundamentally
change our view of the scope of this
problem. This, combined with the
significant uncertainties and controversy
regarding the scope and pace of acid rain
damage to our lakes and streams, shouid
provide the drive for a whole new round
of debate.

Is EPA’s near-term role in acid rain
n~imarily limited to research?

Absolutely not. Although an
accelerated research program is a major
part of EPA’s efforts on acid rain, it is by
no means our only involvement. The
whole purpose of our research effort is to
provide the facts and information needed
to make good policy decisions as quickly
as possible. To do this, we need not only
an ongoing accelerated research program
to fill the gaps in our scientific

understanding, but in addition we need
an ongoing program of policy
development to be able to translate this
information into policy alternatives. We
can't afford to sit around with our hands
in our pockets while waiting for new
research results to arrive. Instead, we
must begin to think now about the
implications of new information in
anticipation of its arrival.

This is why we have created an Acid
Rain Policy Office within the Office of Air
and Radiation. This office serves as the
central coordinating office for all acid
rain policy development within EPA and
has the responsibility of working directly
with the Acid Rain Research Program and
other agency offices involved in related
policy development. The OAR Acid Rain
Policy Office, combined with the Office of
Research and Development’s
participation in the interagency research
effort, gives EPA a more integrated and
comprehensive approach to this complex
problem than we have had in the past.

Since the acid rain research
program is spread over several agencies,
how can we be sure that it will provide
you and other decisionmakers the right
infarmation on a timely basis?

| strongly believe that since we
have chosen to defer a decision on the
need for acid rain controls until we have
a more adequate scientific
understanding, it is imperative for us to
make sure we’'re doing everthing we can
to get this needed information as quickly
as science will allow. | have become
directly involved in addressing this
concern by serving with the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Director of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration as co-chairs of the
National Acid Precipitation Assessment
Program (NAPAP), the interagency acid
rain research effort. To support the need
for coordinating the research program
with policy development, we have
recently created the Interagency
Assessment Advisory Committee (IAAC).
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The Clean Air
Program:
Options for
the Future

by R. Shep Melnick

The Clean Air Act enacted in 1970
established the basic framework

of the nation’s clean air program. The
Act expired in 1981, but has been
ternporarily extended without change
as Congress considers its
reauthorization with possible
amendments.

EPA Journal asked a respected
student of the clean air program, R.
Shep Melnick, for his thoughts about
changes in the law. Dr. Melnick has
done extensive research on the Clean
Air Act and is the author of the book,
Regulation and the Courts: The Case of
the Clean Air Act. He is Associate
Professor of Politics at Brandeis
University and an associate staff
member at the Brookings Institution.
His views are not necessarily those of
EPA. Dr. Meinick’s article follows:

For those concerned about the
environment, 1985 will undoubtedly
be the year of the Clean Air Act. When
the 99th Congress takes office in
January, it will have little choice but to
return to the task of revising the Act, a
task it has put off for too many years. In
addition, the Supreme Court’s recent
decision upholding EPA’s bubble policy
that eases restrictions on new air
pollution sources at existing plants
{Chevron v. NRDC) makes clear that EPA
has broad authority to experiment with
new technigues for controlling air
poliution {see story on page 10). For a
brief period of time, the agency will have
an extraordinary opportunity to exercise
leadership in this policy.

Those who confront this task, though,
face a dilemma. On the one hand, aimost
everyone familiar with the sprawling air
pellution control program realizes that
the most pressing need is to focus
administrative, economic, and political
resources on the most serious
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environmental problems. The Clean Air
Act spreads EPA and the state agencies
far too thin. The Act’s procedural
rigidities, its attempts to be
comprehensive, and its apparent hostility
to the balancing of environmental and
non-environmental values makes it
difficuit for administrators to take scarce
resources away from lesser problems in
order to attack those discovered to be
more serious. By making nearly
everything a priority, the Act assures that
nothing is.

On the other hand, those who are
willing to offer leadership in the
administrative and fegislative
processes—to announce and defend
priorities which will inevitably make
some people angry—must first come to
terms with a program that is bewildering
in its variety and complexity. There are
so many items already on the legislative
agenda, including acid rain, deadline
extensions, toxic pollutants, streamlining
the State Implementation Plan process,
and extending the use of marketable
emission rights, that there is a nearly
overwhelming temptation to deal with
each issue on an individual basis and to
ignore the bigger picture. The byzantine
nature of air pollution regulation makes
even the stout-hearted despair at being
able to articulate—to say nothing of
putting into effect—a set of priorities for
protecting our air resources.

Simplification, then, is both a crucial
goal for those exercising leadership and
a precondition for doing so effectively.
How can one escape from this paradox?

The usual response is to identify
simplification with eliminating “red
tape.” By reducing the number of forms
and by consolidating permitting, we
supposedly can create a less costly
program which sacrifices no substantive
goals. While such streamlining
sometimes works, it is just as likely that
procedural reform will bring more red
tape rather than less. Real simplification
requires deciding to abandon secondary
goals, not trying to achieve all goals in a
more efficient manner. Too often
procedural reforms are used to hide
rather than highlight our failure to decide
what is most important.

To get a handle on the probiem of
simplification, it is necessary to ask why
our air pollution control programs are so
complex. Some complexities, alas, are
beyond our control. Many are technical
and scientific. For example, once a
poliutant goes up, we're not sure where
it comes down. So we must use
computer models and argue at length
about their accuracy. Nor are we sure
what combination of pollutants is most
damaging to human health or how
reliable scrubbers will become during the
next twenty years. The large number of
sources of air pollution and the fact that

many ot them move around under their
own power make the regulator’s task
monumental.

Added to this are the political and
administrative intricacies of a regulatory
program run jointly by federal, state, and
local governments. Congress has
declared that it wants uniformity and
diversity, federat supervision without
federal dictation. That elusive creature,
“national policy,” is contained in fifty-
odd voluminous State Implementation
Plans—modified by fifty-odd informai
enforcement poticies. This system, with
all its advantages and aggravations, is a
fact of life for those in potiution control.
It is an added complexity that will not go
away.

Another source of complexity is a
series of subsidiary goals that were
appended to air pollution programs in
the 1970s. Some of these goals are
laudable and command the loyality of
many dedicated officials in EPA and state
agencies. The transportation planning
sections of the Act seek above all to
promote mass transit and discourage
urban sprawl. In large part the Prevention
of Significant Deterioration (PSD} section,
designed to prevent degradation of the
air in places where air quality is
exceptionally good, is also aimed at
stimulating land use planning and
preventing rapid development of rural
areas. Some sections of the Act have the
effect—and a few even the intent—of
protecting areas with established
industry from competition.

A variety of interests have jumped
aboard the Clean Air Act bandwagon. In
general, those subsidiary projects that
have been most successful (economic
protectionism) are not commendable;
those that are commendable {enhancing
mass transit and encouraging land use
planning) have not been successful. It is
time to say that reducing air pollution is
important enough not to be weighted
down by these semi-submerged agendas.

Leadership in this direction will not
come from Congress, which bears most
responsibility for the problem. Nor will it
come from environmental groups, which
are seldom forced to confront the
consequences of an overextended
agenda. Only EPA has the incentive, the
knowledge, and the prestige to
recommend elimination of these
appendages.

A final source of complexity is the lack
of realism and forthrightness which for
years has characterized the Act’s most
vocal supporters. The Act commands
EPA to perform tasks that everyone
familiar with poliution control knows
cannot be done: meet ozone standards
throughout the nation by 1987; set air
quality standards without considering
cost; accurately monitor and model tiny
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
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produce unieaded regular gasoline at 87
octane. EPA is seeking comments on
whether these additional costs of
production will cause leaded gasoline to
cost more than unleaded at the pump. if
for some reason the new standard fails
to achieve a dramatic reduction in fuel
switching, EPA will consider even
stronger measures, such as distribution
controls, to restrict the use of leaded gas.

Older Vehicles

The owners of older automobiles
requiring leaded gasoline as an engine
protector will also be affected by this
proposal. EPA has been deluged with
inquiries from many of these owners
who have heard from various sources
that low lead gasoline won’t be sufficient
as a valve lubricant, particularly for some
antique motor cars. In making this
proposal, EPA felt confident of two issues
crucial to owners of older vehicles, and
to operators of farm machinery, outboard
motor boats, and lawn mowers that
currently use leaded gasoline. First, the
agency is confident that low lead
gasoline will serve as a sufficient engine
protector for all the various vehicles and
machinery that currently use leaded
gasoline. Second, EPA is optimistic that
an alternative valve lubricant will be
developed for such vehicles and engines
if all leaded gascline vanishes from the
marketplace at some future date. The
agency is looking for information on
environmentally safe alternatives to fow
levels of lead that could be made
available as a valve lubricant.

Monetary Benefits

In the course of preparing this proposal,
EPA estimated as precisely as possible
the costs and benefits of the proposed
regulations. It concluded that it is feasible
for refiners to meet the reduced lead
standards by 1986, and that it will cost
them about $575 million to do so.

But this is more than offset by the $1.8
billion that will be saved in 1986 alone
from lower health costs, reduced vehicle
maintenance bills, and improved fuel
efficiency. The net monetary benefits in
1987 and 1988 will also exceed $1 billion
annually, according to agency
estimates. [
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Growing Concern
about Gasoline Vapors

by Rita A. Calvan

hat is an issue like “gasoline

marketing” doing at a place like
EPA? What does the marketing of
gasoline—which appears to lend itself
more comfortably to an economist’s
drawing of supply and demand curves
than to the traditional role of EPA as
environmental regulator—have to do
with the mandate of this agency?

In fact, for some time now EPA has
been considering what to do about the
difficult problem of limiting health risks
that may be associated with the
distribution of gasoline from supplier, to
retailer, to the individual automobile
driver. For at one point or another in this
distribution process, most Americans are
exposed to potentially harmful vapors.
The increasing tendency of Americans to
save money by pumping their own gas
has heightened concern over this source
of airborne pollutants.

Gasoline Vapor Hazards and Control
Options

Commercial gasoline sold in the United
States contains a variety of substances
thought to endanger human health. As
the use of leaded gasoline declines, such
constituents of leaded fuel as ethylene
dibromide and ethyliene dichloride will no
longer be of concern as fuel additives.
Nevertheless, any harmful effects from
benzene and other, as yet largely
unidentified, components of unleaded
gasoline vapors will continue. Many of
these unknown substances fall into a
general class of pollutants called Volatiie
Organic Compounds (VOCs). This term
covers a broad range of carbon-based
substances that vaporize quickly under
certain conditions of temperature and
pressure. Even with the trend toward
unleaded gasoline, the gasoline
marketing system will continue to be a
major source of emissions of VOCs,
including benzene.

Some 280 million gallons of gasoline
are distributed in the U.S. each day

(.- - i 3han s on the staff of EPA’s
[ oo vernmental Lo )

through an extensive network of storage,
transportation, and dispensing facilities.
Exposure to the vapors which escape
during this process affects workers in the
fuel production and transport industries,
service station personnel, residents of
communities located near these
activities, and eventually, consumers.

Controis during all but the final phase
of the gasoline distribution process —
the fueling of vehicles—are commonly
called Stage / vapor recovery. Such
controls on vapors from bulk terminals,
bulk plants, and the filling of
underground storage tanks at service
stations are currently in effect in most
areas of the country that have not met
EPA’s National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for ozone. {Ozone is an air
pollutant created from the interaction of
volatile organic compounds and nitrogen
oxides in sunlight.)

Stage I/ vapor recovery controls are
imposed at the retail pump with pump
nozzles designed to prevent the escape
of gasoline vapors as vehicles are fueled.
These controls are now required in most
of California and in the District of
Columbia. In addition, seven other states
have made commitments to use Stage I
vapor recovery controls in conjunction
with their efforts to meet ozone
standards. However, actual
implementation has been postponed to
await results of EPA’s ongoing evaluation
of the gasoline marketing system.

Another method for preventing
gasoline vapors from adversely affecting
consumers and service station personne!
is to equip automobiles and other
vehicles with their own systems for
capturing gasoline vapors. These
so-called onboard controls include both
vehicle fill pipe modifications and the
addition of canisters to vehicles.

Current policy debate focuses on
whether there is a need for additional
protection from the effects of gasoline
vapors and, if so, what kinds of
regulations should be imposed. Several
options for further controlling gasoline
vapors could be considered if EPA should
decide to propose new regulations. Five
basic strategies which have been
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conclusion that unleaded gasoline should
be considered a probable human
carcinogen. However, some committee
members expressed concern that the unit
risk factor EPA had derived from the APl
studies was not suitable for estimating
public health risk due tc exposure to
gasoline vapors. Among the limitations
of the API data was the fact that the liver
tumors found in the female mice are
common in the species, even absent
exposure to suspected carcinogens. Also,
the gasoline used in the experiments was
completely vaporized, exposing the
animals to some heavier components of
fuel which do not usually escape at the
pump. Furthermore, proportions of the
components in the test fuel were
somewhat different from those
commonly found in commercial unleaded
fuel.

Issues Involved in Regulatory
Decision-Making

Auto manufacturers believe onboard
controls could cost as much as $50
per vehicle, and they generally oppose
any steps that raise the prices of new
cars. Gasoline retailers project that
special bellows on gasoline pumps to
capture vapors will be expensive to
install and maintain. Thus, industry is
pitted against industry, and both could
face off against the environmental
community, which may find the health
effects data convincing evidence of the
need to adopt controls.

Assuming no retrofit of existing
vehicles, it would take more than ten
years for a substantial portion of the U.S.
fleet to be converted to vehicles with
onboard controls. Conversion of the
entire U.S. auto supply would take about
twenty years. Stage Il controls could be
required as an interim measure, but the
wisdom of such a move is subject to
debate. States that have pledged to
adopt Stage !l vapor recovery and that
have approved air quality attainment
plans for ozone based on this
commitment may be faced with their
own dilemma, since it is not clear
whether EPA can legally waive these
requirements.

The issues involved in the gasoline
marketing system as a source of
hazardous air poliutants are typical of
those faced in many areas of
environmental regulation: scientific
uncertainty, costs versus benefits, the
relative effectiveness of various control
technologies, and the comparative power
of competing interests. Ultimately, of
course, EPA must act in the most
reasonable manner to protect public
health and well-being. The question of
whether to adopt a national program to
curtail gasoline vapor emissions cleariy
will take additional time to answer. (]
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Methanol: The Fuel

of the Future?

by Richard Wilson

uring the early 1970s, Americans

were jolted into awareness of two
national environmental and energy
issues. The first was the threat to air
quality posed by pollution from motor
vehicles. The second was the “energy
crisis” of 1973-74, which led to gasoline
shortages and subsequent increases in
costs for all kinds of petroleum and
petroleum products.

An extended national debate followed
the 1973 oil embargo. More often than
not, that debate was fashioned in terms
of a choice between clean air and
“energy sufficiency.”

Fortunately, not everyone bought the
notion that America would have to
choose between a society where the
environment was spoiled but everyone
could drive their cars wherever and
whenever they wished, and a society
where cold homes and long lines at the
gasoline pumps were necessary to
protect the environment.

The Search for Alternative Fuels

America was dependent on foreign
sources of petroleum, but wasn’t short of
energy. America’s abundance of coal,
natural gas, and various other products
could produce alternative motor fuels.
EPA, other federal agencies, and the
private sector began to explare these
possibilities.

There is no wonder fuel that can be
produced economically and yet be
relatively safe and environmentally clean.
But methanol, a fuel derived from coal,
natural gas, and other biomass sources,
is very promising in several respects.

Over the last few years, EPA has
learned much about methanol-fueled
vehicles and engines. The agency has
performed tests on a wide range of
engines, including automobiles and large
trucks that were modified to use pure
methanol, and a diesel truck engine that
uses a mixture of methano! and diesel
fuel. At the same time, the agency

(Richard Wilson is Director of EPA’s Office
of Mobile Sources.)

closely followed other methanol research
programs in the United States. From
thaese testing pragrams, we learned a lot
about the promise and problems of
methanol.

Air quality benefits of methanol: The use
of methanol in motor vehicles can
produce significant environmental
benefits compared to the conventional
fuels used in most U.S. automobiles. EPA
regulates three pollutants from
gasoline-fueled vehicles: carbon
monoxide, hydrocarbons, and nitrogen
oxides. Current methanol-fueled vehicles
emit about the same amount of carbon
monoxide as gasoline vehicles but
significantly lower levels of hydrocarbons
and nitrogen oxides. Furthermore,
methanol-fueled vehicles emit
significantly lower levels of unburned
hydrocarbons than do gasocline-powered
vehicles. These hydrocarbons are the
main ingredient in photochemical
oxidants, or smog.

Los Angeles has always served as the
most visible national example of air
quality problems associated with smog
from motor vehicle pollution. EPA
researchers have estimated that
completely substituting methanol for
gasoline in that city would reduce peak
ozone levels by 25 percent.

Methanol engines also produce smaller
quantities of nitrogen oxides, a pollutant
caused by incomplete fuel combustion.
Nitrogen oxide emissions from current
gasoline vehicles are already being
reduced through the use of three-way
catalytic converters. These converters
wouid reduce emissions even more if
methano! were used. Furthermore,
methanol may give us some new choices
about controlling nitrogen oxide
emissions. It might be possibie to reduce
them significantly by using a simpler,
less expensive catalyst and sharply
increasing the use of methanol.

If methanol were substituted for diesel
fuel in trucks and buses, dramatically
improved air quality would be expected.
Emissions of nitrogen oxides and
particulates would be cut sharply,
perhaps by as much as 50 percent.
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No time was wasted in carrying out the
Council mandate. Engineer Joseph P.
Davis spent four months inspecting the
sewers of Paris, London, and Berlin, and
imparted his observations to his
colleague, Eliot Clarke. The undertaking
eventually cost $5 mitlion and involved
30,000 feet of soil borings, about 50
million bricks from kiins in neighboring
Samerville and distant Bangor, Maine,
and 180,000 barrels of cement. Many
sewers Clarke designed more than a
century ago are still in use.

Soon after the sewer was completed,
the Massachusetts General Court
{Legislature) in 1889 established a
Metropolitan Sewage District, comprised
of 18 cities and towns. It was the first
regional system of its kind in the country
and soon expanded to the west, then to
the north and south, until today there are
43 municipalities in the system — most
of them in the basins of the Neponset,
Charles, or Mystic Rivers. After Warld
War il two deep rock sewer mains were
built to Deer Island, the northern
peninsula protecting Boston Harbor, and
primary treatment plants were
constructed at Nut Island in 1952 and
Deer Island in 1968. As a result, there
was a dramatic improvement in water
quality, permitting the opening of six
closed swimming beaches in Winthrop
near Deer Island and the revival of
commercial shell fishing in three nearby
mudflats.

But the hard-won gains were
transitory. The postwar population
expansion, underfunding by the
Legislature, poor maintenance, and the
aging process all caught up with the
system by the early 1970s. The $150
million investment in Deer and Nut Island
treatment plants and attendant sewers
and pumps brought only temporary
benefits. Shell fishing today is sporadic
or nonexistent and, while beaches
remain open in Winthrop, they are often
closed for long periods in summer on the
southern side of the inner harbor.
Primary sludge from both plants is
discharged at Deer Island on the
outgoing tide. A broad plume of
discolored water can be seen from the air
at any time of day. Both plants are
heavily overtaxed with sewage. Not long
ago the Smithsonian Institution wrote
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from Washington asking the sewage
agency to contribute a eentury-old pump
that the museum assumed was not in
service any longer and could have only
historical interest. The pump was still in
use, answered the agency, but the
Smithsonian’s request would be kept on
file.

The system is also plagued with
overflows of storm water from combined
sewers which carry both sanitary and
storm flows to the treatment plants. At
such times raw sewage bypasses both
plants, “floatables” and all. There are 100
combined sewer overflows in the harbor.
These and the malfunctioning treatment
plants make the once revered
Metropolitan District Commission
(successor to the Sewage District} one of
the worst polluters in the United States.

Since EPA began funding wastewater
treatment projects in 1973, the agency
has contributed $168 millien in grants for
Boston Harbor-related projects, mainly to
repair and rehabilitate portions of the
7,225 miles of sewers and to correct
combined sewer overflows in the
43-community system. Each of these
dozens of grants has scored some gains
or headed off even worse conditions in
the harbor’s receiving waters, but far
greater capital investment wili be needed
to restore fishable, swimmable water
quality. EPA Regional Administrator
Michael R. Deland told a Massachusetts
Legisiative Committee recently, “The
current sewage discharges...regularly
cause beach closings, disease in fish and
other organisms, and threaten the public
health. They cannot be allowed to
continue.”

Deland was testifying in favor of
legislation filed by Governor Michael
Dukakis to set up a Metropolitan Water
and Sewer Authority. The authority
would have power to issue revenue
bonds for the major capital expenses that
lie ahead. Sewer use rates, which are
lower than in most metro areas, will have
to be increased to finance the necessary
improvements, whether or not an
authority is created. But the proposed
authority would be in a strong position
to raise up to $2 billion that may be
required over the next decade or more to
restore the water quality of the harbor.

EPA’s Region 1 is moving on several
fronts. This fall, the agency is expected to
select among five siting plans for the
construction of secondary treatment
plants or for primary treatment with an
outfall to carry primary effiluent seven
miles beyond the harbor mouth.
Meanwhile, EPA is funding short term
improvements to plants and corrections
of combined sewer overflows at a cost of
about $30 million. In July, Deland issued
an administrative order to the MDC
demanding a plan by which sludge, now

discharged on the outgoing tide, will be
managed in an environmentatly
acceptable manner. Sludge management
studies have been going on for several
years, and most of the research has been
done on incineration, land disposal,
composting and other methods.

Finally, EPA is acting as a friend of the
court in a state suit by the City of Quincy
against the MDC. Quincy lies on the
southern rim of the harbor and suffers
from the malfunctioning of the Nut Islanc
plant and from overflows. The court
appointed a master, Professor Charles
Haar of Harvard Law School, who laid
out a program of reform and
self-discipline which is supervised by the
court, EPA, and the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering. The court ordered MDC to
take steps to raise sewer rates, reduce
excessive flows which so often send raw
sewage pouring into the inner harbor,
upgrade and properly maintain its
treatment plants, and take a careful look
at financial needs and how to meet them

Much of what the court demanded, the
proposed authority could do. it would
have power to charge realistic sewer use
rates, raise money in the private bond
market, and hire adequate professional
staff to execute the major projects that lic
ahead. Further, the authority would hold
a stronger hand in dealings with the 43
cities and towns, many of which are lax
in adopting or enforcing sewer use laws.
lllegal connections of drain spouts and
sump pump hoses alone account for a
major portion of the monstrous
overflows that carry raw sewage into the
harbor.

Who will be the beneficiaries of a
cleaner harbor? The clam diggers, the
sailors and swimmers, the commercial
and sports fishermen, the shipping
industry, and the tourists (who
occasionally write to Boston newspapers
from distant home towns about the
“floatables” they saw from a Boston
Harbor excursion boat). This summer the
excursion boats plied the murky harbor
waters, their loudspeakers blaring
historical spiels and descriptions of
shoreline features and other vessels in
the endless parade of freighters, tankers,
yachts, and naval or Coast Guard vessels
Nothing is said about the filth. Nothing
needs to be said. But the pressure is
building. Wheels are beginning to turn.

More than a century after the first trunt
sewers were laid, Boston Harbor’s
prospects are looking up.

One of these days, the Smithsonian
curators may even get that ancient pump
they are looking for.
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Update

AR

Misfueling Violations

EPA has cited two companies,
one in Oregon and one in
Colorado, for misfueling
violations.

Louisiana-Pacific Company, a
major pulp and paper producer,
has been cited by EPA for
violations of the Clean Air Act.
Charges in a notice of violation
issued to the firm's home office
in Portland, Qre., allege that 25
of 56 company vehicles requiring
unleaded fuel were misfueled
with leaded gasoline from a
company gas pump at its Red
Bluff, Calif., facility. The agency
is proposing that Louisiana-
Pacific pay $182,650 in penalties
for the alleged violations.

EPA said the enforcement
action was taken as a result of
an invastigation initiated last
October after the agency
received information from the
San Francisco Bay Chapter of the
Sierra Club.

In a separate action, EPA has
proposed fining Northern
Armored Service of Greeley,
Colo., $77,650 for illegally fusling
10 vehicles and for failing to
equip one leaded gasoline pump
with the proper nozzle.

ENFORCEMENT

New Enforcement Activities

In recent ceremonies in seven
cities across the country, 23
criminal investigators from EPA
were sworn in as Special Deputy
United States Marshals.

For the first time, EPA
investigators will be authorized
to make arrests, to execute
search warrants and court
orders, and to carry firearms in
the course of investigating
federal environmental crimes.

The Justice Department has
granted the law enforcement
powers to EPA investigators for
an interim 90-day period. The
trial period will be used to
determine what investigative
resources will be necessary to
support the long-range program.

The 23 investigators are
assigned to the Office of
Criminal Investigations within
EPA’s National Enforcement
Investigations Center (NEIC),
headquartered in Denver, Colo.
Investigators are also stationed
in Atlanta, Seattle, Chicago, New
York, and Washington, D.C.

State Enforcement Guidance
EPA enforcement guidance with
recommended time periods for
taking action has been sent to
EPA's 10 regional offices to be
used in establishing state
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enrorcement agreemaents.

The guidance covers air, water,
hazardous waste, and pesticide
programs. It will serve as the
basis for enforcement
agreements the agency hopes to
reach with all states by Octobaer.

The agreements will identify
state performance expectations
and the standards EPA will use
to evaluate state performance,
determine which violations wili
require penalties or equivalent
sanctions, indicate when EPA
will step in and take federal
enforcement action, and
establish time frames for
initiating and escalating
enforcement action against
significant violators.

The guidance defines EPA’s
expectations for state
performance. State performance
will be assessed in terms of how
well the state is identifying
violators and getting them to
comply with EPA standards
through the use of an up-to-date
list of significant violators,
established time frames for
taking enforcement actions, and
the use of well-defined
compliance measures once an
enforcement action has been
taken.

Discretionary Listing

As part of a stepped-up
enforcement program, EPA has
proposed revised regulations to
streamline the process for
withholding government
contracts, grants, or loans from
facilities that violate the Clean
Air and Water Acts.

The proposed revisions wouid
expand the opportunities for
“discretionary listing” of facilities
guilty of chronic civil
noncompliance with clean air or
water standards. Listing,
commonly referred to as
“gontractor listing,” means being
placed on a “List of Violating
Facilities.” Being listed renders a
facility ineligible for contracts,
grants, or loans over $100,000
from any federal agency.

Under EPA's proposal, a
broader range of civil
enforcement actions under both
the Clean Air and Water Acts can
now provide the basis for
discretionary listing action.
Discretionary listing could be
initiated by a recommendation
from a federal or state official or
private individual, but certain
formal proceedings, including a
hearing, must take place before
listing occurs.

HAZARDOUS WASTE

Love Canal Ruling

Administrator William D.
Ruckelshaus has denied, for the

ttme being, a request Tor A to
purchase rental and
non-residential property in the
Love Canal area of Niagara Falls,
N. Y.

In a letter sent August 2 to
Rep. John J. LaFalce (D.-N.Y.),
Ruckelshaus emphasized that the
federal Superfund law will
continue to be used primarily to
protect human heaith and the
environment rather than for
purchasing property which has
suffered diminished value due to
its proximity to abandoned
hazardous waste sites.

Ruckelshaus denied a request
by LaFalce that EPA purchase a
number of rental homes,
commercial properties,
community facilities, and vacant
lots located within the
Emergency Declaration Area
(EDA) surrounding the Love
Canal Superfund site in Niagara
Falls, N. Y. He promised to
reconsider the decision at a later
date if ongoing habitation
studies at Love Canal indicate
that it would be unsafe to
repopulate the area in the future.
Those studies will be completed
over the next several years.

RCRA Agreement

Secretary of Energy Don Hodel
and EPA Administrator
Ruckelshaus agreed on August 1
to implement a joint program for
applying the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act
{RCRA) to facilities owned by the
Department of Energy and
operated under the Atomic
Energy Act (AEA).

The agreement announced by
Secretary Hode! and
Administrator Ruckelshaus is
designed to ensure continued
aggressive implementation of
RCRA to protect public health
and the environment, and to
define precisely those instances
when application of RCRA to
energy facilities would be
inconsistent with the Atomic
Energy Act.

New RCRA Permits Procedure

Procedures for granting permits
for above-ground hazardous
waste storage facilities under the
Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) would be
simplified and made less costly
under a new EPA proposal to
create RCRA class permits.

EPA estimates the proposed
rule could save an average of
$11,000 per facility in paperwork
costs, for a total savings of as
much as $18 million for all the
facitities nationwide, with no
relaxation of RCRA's technical
standards.

Under the new procedures,
EPA would group hazardous
waste facilities by class. For
example, the agency would

iaentity waste raciities with only
above-ground tanks or
containers and group them into
one class. Instead of requiring
each of these facilities to develop
detailed RCRA permit application
packages, the new permit
procedures would require them
only to complete a simple
standard form applying
specifically to their class.

EPA will encourage, but not
require, the states to incorporate
the proposed permit application
form into their authorized RCRA
programs. The public will still
have the opportunity to
comment on permit applications
as it does under the present
system.

Mississippi Waste Program

Mississippi has become the
second state to receive final
authorization to operate its own
hazardous waste program. EPA
wift continue to furnish federal
grant monies, but the state
began issuing its own permits
effective June 27, 1984. it will
also oversee the sites based on
RCRA rules. The only other state
with operational authority is
Delaware.

PESTICIDES

Aldicarb Review

EPA has initiated a special
review of the pesticide aldicarb
after determining that continued
use of this product may result in
an unreasonable risk to public
health. The agency based its
decision on evidence that
aldicarb, which has the trade
name Temik, has led to
contamination of ground water
in some states. During the
special review, the risks of
aldicarb will be carefully
examined and a determination
will be made whether such risks
are unreasonable in the light of
known benefits of the product.

Aldicarb is a granular pesticide
used to control root worms,
mites, and insects in soil. It is
currently registered for use on
dried beans, cotton, grapefruit,
lemons, oranges, peanuts,
pecans, potatoes, sorghum,
sugar beets, sugar cane, sweet
potatoes, and ornamentals. First
registered in 1970, aldicarb is
one of the high-volume
pesticides EPA is now reviewing
on an accelerated basis.

Animal tests show the product
to be highly toxic in contact with
the skin, when inhaled, or when
ingested orally. However,
according to a large range of
valid test data reviewed to date,
neither aldicarb nor its
metabolites have been shown to
be carcinogens, mutagens, or
teratogens.
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