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Albert Lesz
League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE
1730 M Street, N.W.

Minne s ovbes
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be Sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollutiom 1970-

1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES:

To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have?
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Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for

your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B.

What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of

government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

IIT. FINANCING:
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opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,

their implementation
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE Alesyapins o

1730 M Street, N.W. G
thhlﬂgton, D.C. 20036 FEB 1 1 :371 STATE. Lprsnoucoins

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

'-all nowers
-not at all but rather by peonle (sducats)
How should these vowers be divicel hetween federal, state,
and local govermiantg?
~3trong Teds»allars (8tate ¢ m be blackmnailed)
=powel® Of individual states
-strong cormittce
~hat about regional arrangements?
-would keep industry from moving to a nearby state
where should the prime responsibility 1lic?
~consuner
~-control lobyist
~federal
-state

IT. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

‘A1) stronger controls set down by the government

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B, What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of

government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

\ R < gy

Yes, most definite
Federal, state, should be similar

If the state wants to have hizher standards it should be
allowed to do so

L _FINﬁNCiNb How should the 1 various kinds of costs connected hlth control of
" air pollution be paid for” N

Cost must be shared
Industry, the concumer, and the government must pay

Priorities should be set at National, Is pollution control
as important as the SST?

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine

opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their 1mnlementat10n and enforcement?

File suits agzainst persons and companies
Open hearings before setting standards
Notify other leajzues on legislation

Write to legislature (as a leazue and as individuals)

. i .
. members in local League 65

. present at consensus

reaching meeting 35
Signature

Position __ Envirommental Quality Chairman

|
Date 2/1/70
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE ﬁUIKA ‘Cb'bl! pbp.'ds
1730 M Street, N.W. :
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE Mian )

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Avr Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?
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II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?
¥
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Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?
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II1. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

. o

QeveLn mend

Iv. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement? 3
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No. members in local League 30

No. present at consensus
reaching meeting |Q-
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE f)rxe,\ s
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE W\ipne=ota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
2971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?
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II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?
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Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

‘ﬂta s mey be Necemsery be cawae A Neredion o,

/ X . 3 e s
Cotd . Xens .\;"bm _‘5'\_"-'\_6 3\«»_-'“‘“3‘\.;3\@ -1 Ioh&t.ll/ ke 7

.\\“\@._. k.- VL c & 45 e . &gm il L .4__,-(:.,. oo @\, ‘;"\' [ W \:_.-L \—\\ L
y : R \

,,\\'_ Ve : \1:. e \ -~y ‘\\:_ u'\“\- o ‘k_,_ - —\\(\ L.\\_ & re -"("':--l € ¥ l‘—d" = 4 \f&

"

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for? » WO w3t A
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine

opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,

their implementation and gnEPrcement?
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE ‘Austin
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE Minnesota:

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Leaders Guide for Alr Pollutiom 1970-
1971 which contains (pp 8-11) the discussion questlons intended to bring out
member thinking on these consensus questions.

L. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

To summarize briefly:
We think the Federal Covernment should set minimum standards
which the state and local governments should eanforce, the
Federal Covernment retaining the power and responsibility
to enforce 1ts standards 1f the state and local governments
fall. S
see appended sheet

II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce. air
pollution?

We had no dissenting votes om this question., The small
number of votes for each suggestion comsists of unanimous suggestions
by small numbers of units, and one cannot assume & no vote by those
units that did not think of them.

Sugrestion Unitg Mwmber
Any controls necessary to achieve purpose 3 32

Very strict controls 23
Heavy fines for polluters 24
Fower to close plants 27
Auto emission control .22
Control of auto use
(encourage mass transit) 22
Time limits on industry and consumer 9
We should start by controlling our
own pollution 10

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and
one for your local league file) as soon as possible after determining con-

sensus but no later than February 15, 1971.




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower
level of government should have the right to establish and enforce
more stringent standards than the next higher government level?

Here we had disseating votes withim units. The total was:

76 in favor
10 opposed to local and state haviang power
to set stricter standards.

(By this time 3 members had left, as the meetings had
become toe long.)
One unit remarked that Pederal standards set too low could lead
to some parts-of the country becoming more polluted tham mnow.
Another felt the Federal standards should be as close to the maxie-
mun as possible,

III. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with

§£nﬁ§£%ag§ f&f%pf%&fé ?? gﬁoﬁf&dbgofﬁvolVed in paying for its own
rollution,
22 of these felt that industry should pay the full bill,
(one unit, 12 members, added "pass it on to the consumer!
Suggeations for help to industry included:
Subsidies (1 unit, 16 members)
Low cost loans (1 unit, 9 members)
Tax incentlves (3 units: 22 members in favor, 7 opposed)
One unit sald follow the water position.
Other suggestions:
Federal Covét should pay for research (3 units, 32 members)
Federal gov't should momitor air pollutiom and pgy for
the monitoring costs (2 units, 20 members)

LEV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure
genuine opportunlty for public participation in decisions on szir
quality standards, their impleméntation snd enforcement?

Keep publie hearings as in the present law (5 units, 54 menmb,)
Citizen should have the right to sue (4 units, 40 members.)

o members favor using our vote more wisely to elect well
qualified representatives
members suggested we need more personal contget with our
representatives
2 members suggested writing letters.

2 units (23 members) remarked that we need more education.
No. members in local Leakdd /3/

No. present at concensus 89 99
reaching meeting

:Siiinature /% C) -~ )é? AL L [\..v{’.’L_,
/

Posifinvkronmental Reéourcc Chairman
(o o0&
Datmnuary 8, 1971




Oonsensus on Environmental quallty Austin, Minnesota

p We had 8 units answering, including 89 members.

7 units, including 79 members, replied that the federal gov't
gshould set minimum gtandards.
The 8th unit granted the federal gov't power to enforce
where others fall, without mentioning who should set standards

6 units, comprising 61 members, replied that federal gov't
should have power of enforcement, five of these unlts
(56 members) adding "if other government units fail,”
Only 9 members of one unit specifically sald enforcement should
begin at the federal level. One dissenter from this unit
and the 65 members of 6 other units assigned the primary
enforcement to local and state gov'ts. (Ome unit of 14
members was foggy about which umit of gov'f should do the
enforcing, but 1t is clear they think snforcement by some
gov't level 1s necessary, as they were among those
acdepting the strictest controls in question II.)

We are not clear about the éefinition of a region. Is 1t a group
of states, a group of counties, or an air quality reglon set by
NAPCA? We accept regional control in principle (no dissent)
but the units obviously differed in definitlon.

Where should the prime responsibility lie?

Here we appeared to have an even split. Four units including
45 members sald prime responsibility lies with the federal
government. The other four units (44 members) replied
" the individual citizen” or "the individual polluter"”.

Judging from the rest of thelr answers I conclude that these
44 members do not oppose government control; they simply
recognize that each and every one of us 1s a polluter and we
ghould not "pass the buck", One unit remarked "We are all
going to be S.A.P.'s (sples against pollution) Today's Health,
Sept. 1970"




FER o 197

League of Women Voters of the U. S. LOCAL LEAGUE Bemid 80
1730 M Street' N.W.
' Washington, D. C. - 20036 STATE esota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution
1970-71 which contains (pp 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out

member thinking for these consensus guestions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
_ government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

The federal government should set the standards and should have prime respon-
sibility for control with the state and local governments having the power

to petition. (Minority feels that local governments should be able to declare more
stringent standards than the federal government.) It was generally felt that
regional arrangements would be better than local but that the prime responsibility
should be at the national level. (Minority report as above.)

II. REGULATION: A. What kind of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

Local commissions to spot problem areas of air quality; promotion and support
of mass public transportation; regular checks of auto emissions; and better
auto mechanics (perhaps licensing them).

B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

It was generally felt that the federal government should make and regulate
the air quality standards. These standards should be high enough to meet
any local needs with the privilege of petition by state and local government.

IIT  FIFANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control
of air pollution be paid for?

Priorities of governmental financing must be changed from a strong war economy
and "research for its own sake" to environmental and human resource conservation .
There should be an overhauling of the entire tax system to provide temporary tax
incentives for industries who install pollution contrel devices and, in the case
of automobiles, do extensiwe research @or new types of conveyances. Industry
should be penalized heavily for polluting and shoilld be allowed only limited
profits during this change-over so that not all the costs are passed directly

to the consumer. Mass public transporsation, walking, and bicycd#ling should
be encouraged whenever possible. There should be strong emphasis on consumer
education. Pressure should be put on government at all levels to comply with
national standards with pressure on legislatures to finance pollution control
devices on governmental institutions.




Iv PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure
genuine opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality
standards, their implementation and enforcement?

Public hearings should be front-page news with extremely wide publicity
given. A major emphasis on public education through workshops, conferences,
and seminars (with catehy titles like, "Love in a Dump-Yard".)

Control boards should have no more than 30% of their members be people who are
financially involved with industry. :

Education in public schools should emphasize student-citizen involvement in
decision making on air quality standards.

No. Members in loocal League _78

No. present at consensus
reaching meeting _48

Signature WP ;/ g é/‘vﬁ*‘ff/" =

Position Chairman Environmental Quality
Date February 6, 1971
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" League of Women Voters of the U.S. . LOCAL LEAGUE Bloor.:;inf*toﬁ
1730 M Street, N.W. i <
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE Minnesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970~-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions. ;

1. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie? ; : et
The prime responsibility of setting standards lies with the
federal government. The units fe1t it should set minimum
standards and have the power to enforce them. The state and
local governments can set more particular standards, but due
to various geographical, climatic and industrial situations,
per@aps-the best way to handle pollution is on a regional
basis.

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution? e A A ! e Dy

The members generally agreed that they, as individuals, would
have to sacrifice some of their luxuries %O support stricter
controls on air pollution, such as: (1) voluntary limited use
of electric power; (2) emission control standards for all forms
of transportation and industry.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for ~
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

i

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent’ 4
standards than the next higher government level? - o -

Each  lower level of governpent should have a right to establish-

and enforce more stringent standards than the next higher

government level. -

I | . iy > 4
III. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

Private industry should share the financial burden with the
consumer.  Private industry should be alded and encouraged
by the federal government in. the field of research. The '
federal government could use such methods as government con-
tracts and tax incentives to encoursage industry to adapt
pollution controls. :

Iv. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement? ' '

This question was not clearly understood. However, we did feel
that mass education of the public to overcome apathy and pro-
visions for local advisory boards to report to state and federal
agencies should be provided. :

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: r

The units felt we needed more than one meeting to answer all

the consensus questions. }

We felt the consensus questions should have been.given to the
members in local League 92 = meubers before the meetings.

present at consensus : :
reaching meeting /7 : / : Vg /_7_‘__,/ he' A 7L
Signature L2eraal( L LJIle it

Position /‘:_ & ( "/'{(7(/;7 Ao, 7 1

Date .= 7
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE S LO0K Lyt CeyjER

1730 M Street, N.W. _
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE A/ WA/ ES QT A

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Al

Be surc to refor to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970~
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-

ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local governmept? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie? i '
FEOERAL GOVERNMENT Ads MAKE  ANG TET I PR STLES.

W) TH JAELP  OF - SPECIALISTS. SITATE NP LOcAL RESPV/IT/BLE
Va4 OVERIEEING AND LNFORCING, MASORITY  /~HAVIRED
USIvs REG/IONAL JRRANGE/IENTS LT ERE S EBLLE
SRIME  fESPOVSIBresTY  SHIOLD BE STRTE 1OR ENFIRC/ M
STAN 2R DLI

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

i S :
REASONFBLE CONTROLS ENFvECHRBLE BY AW &/7777
TINE AGEpcy FUIMVOEL . S ENFORCEMENT /S
POSS1 BEE, TIME TROLLSS s p1PORTAN — AND Y&~ 8F

FEOERAL GoveERMMENT. ONE U7 (6) wisiHED 7o HRAVE
A RE-EUALVATION 07 Con/7RILS. Are ConRosS
EFFECTIVELY REOUCING /8 poctls7 o TR '
INSPEC T 100/ ALD SAFETY CHECK QT &/ SCE
RENEWAL , S705. A7 7/ME o7 Agp0/L FRCTYRE -
 WISHEL RIFVATE SRIUPS, CONSERUATIONTT, ECOCO5)
EXFERTY  Apoc.  subrormmTiot) Ay iek 7DEETTER

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one fo:‘x}
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no

later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

S‘yé:c;,fsr/m/ EREE PBLE 70 Risl

ITI, FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?
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IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards, :
their implementation and enforcement? [z/ic/ RESPONS/BLUE pFAl/C /RS |
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

LWV OF BROOKLYN PARK
MINNESOTA

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangement? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

Set and enforce standards and policies- also set pmiimim=x penalities.

Federal minimum standards should lead the way then slifling scale down to
the state and local level,

There should be regional arrangements where necessary such as the Lake
Superior area and Mississippi area where such cooperation is essential,

Majority opinion is that the Federal level should set the pace in standards
and assume the responsibility. Minotity opimion is for local responsibility.

II. REBULATION: A, What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

Air Quality Standards such as motor vehicle inspection, burning bans, efforts
in the mass transit field, strict penalties.,

B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of government
should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent standards
than the next higher government level?

Yes

FINANGING: How should the various costs connected with control of air
pollution be paid for?

The polluting industry should bear the brunt of the cost where possible.
Fines and strict penalties for the polluter-also licenses could be revoked
when they don't comply with the law,

Minority opinions A head tax for private citizens-the more children the
more you pay.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguardéd should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
thelr implememtation and enforcement?

Constant educational programs for the pwblic with public hearings .
Citizens should be able to sue the polluter,

No. present at consensus §- Twes. un, t
reaching meeting /2 - Wed un, Cﬂﬁaﬁwé&k—
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FEB 18 1971

League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be Sure to rofer to the Environmmental Quality Leaders Guide for Aivr Polluticn 1970-

1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

1. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prlmc respons1b111ty lie?

ernment

QOVe

II. REGULATIOM: A. What kinds of
pollution?

v }:

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for

your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than Fc ‘nu"rv L5 1971

(see over)







REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement? ;

No. members in local Lecague

No. present at consensus
reaching meeting ,q
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FEB 12 1371

League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE g/(/bf,'/'/t:/
1730 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE Mincrvaq e
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970~
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

1. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the .
prime responsibility lie?
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II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?
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Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?
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e IT1I. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?
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IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE COLUMBIA HEIGHTS
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE _MINNESOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970~
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie? A

Power to set minimum standavds, enforcement, fines, close down
industry, give tax incentives®* *507 _

Primary power to federal, next to state, next to local. Local
to report and investigate. State should coordinatef all pollution
agencies, International cooperation is also important

Regional need if more than one state is involved., I1f federal
standards are strong enough more layers of government are not
needed,

Prime responsibility to federal - but if states wish more rigorous
standards and enforcements their wishes should prevail,

RCGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

1. Inspection, design of automobiles

2. Control of type of fuel for cars

3. Inspection of industry

4. Control of new types of plants before construction (zoning, permits
pollution control devices).

5. Timetables for compliance for established industry.

onal office (one copy to state and one for

f your report to the nati cc
sl el . ble after determining consensus but no

your local League file) as soon as possi
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level? '

Approve strongly (inciuding AEC) |

III. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs'connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

1. Tax incentives - 100% support

2, Effluent tax

3; Fines - 50%2 (large fines for polluters)
4., E.D.A. adequately funded for research
5. Loans ~ public and private

6. Consumer and industry muat share costs.

IV. PUBLIC PﬁRTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and onforcement? : ik

1. Public Meetings and Hearings with widespread publicity

2. Have a central complaint number (adequately funded and
staffed).

3., Membership Boards to be balanced with representatives
from industry, citizens' groups and elected officials.

4, State Commission to hear complaints.

(Suggestions made for next year's study - population growth and
distribution - and solid waste'(#2).)

No. membeys in local League 37

No. present at consensus

reaching meeting 27 e
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE Duluth
1730 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE . Minnadots :
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Airr Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the

government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the

prime responsibility lie?
Gov't; reglonsl, state and local hesve the right and responsibil-
1ty to set standards higher than Federal standards, when app-
roprlate for thelr area. _
The Fed. Gov. has the primary responsibility to set minimum
standards and must have the power and funding to enforce these
s tandards.
The burden of proof of pollution rests with both Gov. and induss»
try.

Rgglonal arrangements are strongly racbmmgnded.

II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

Concensus was shown for strong Gov. controls on lndustry and

individuals thet will allow for proper air quality.

-controls could be on industry with requirements to disclose
emmission. content,.

-controls on individuals could include gas rationing with devel-
Opement of mass transit.

The suggestion was made that Fed. emmission standards coupled

with local ambient alr standards may be the most feasible arr-

angement to improve alr quallty.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971,

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level? :

Strong support for this ‘concept.

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for? Lol v ¢

Gov. and industry should esch pay for their own costs.

- GOv. costs should include research for standards, inspection
and enforcement. :

6-Induatry costs should include ebatement equipment and its
attendant research costs, 1ndustry also bears the responcib-
11ity for the cost of monitoring devices.
Marginal industries should be eligible for low interest long

term gov't. doans. :
Gov't. buying should be restricted to those industries which
ars cooperationg in air pollution control.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,

their implementation and enforcement?
Concensus was shewn for citizen action to bz exprcesed through

public hearings and citizen suits.

No. members in local League 196-200
No. present at consensus

reaching meeting 96 )
Signature 77”!0. o’{w P. m.
Vv 7

Position Chmn. Environmental Qual. Comm.

Date January 27, 1970




FEB 11 1971
league of Women Veters of th LOCAL LEAGUE_Edina,linneseta’
1730 M Street, N.W, STATE Minnessta
faghingten, U,C. 20036 13 units, 254 members

ENVIFONNENTAL QUALITY February 9, 1971
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION
1.POLICY & PROCEDURES:

A11 Edina units want federal gov't te set minimum standakds(ambient &
emisgien), 3 emphasize streng standards, 8 want prime respensibility with
federal goev't, although 2 gay it rests with citizens, 11 units want
states te enforce gtandards, 10 would like states teo be able te set mere
stringent standards, 5 want wmenitering at lewest gev't level, clese te
pellution source., 5 units agreed regisnal arrangements may be necessary,

1 thought it net apprepriate for air except for monitering & enforcement,
another that it is an unecessary layer of gov't & intrastate regiens lead
to red tape, 1 suggested metrepolitan regions, another wante internatienal
regions, alse, 3 units said new '70 bill ig excellent, & new well staffed
and funded proegrams sheould be enforced by coeperative geov't levels, 1
wants a statutery Nat'l deadline fer pellutien abatement,

# (See other gide
II. REGULATION:

Edina unite interpreted centrels Aifferently, Six units agreed car
inspection was a geed centrel, 1 stipulating “yearly & mandatery"., Five
units agreed enfercement of present laws was a goed start,but 3 stipulated
need fer a realistic timetable for compliance, Five units thought fines
were a contrel,whereag 3 eothers thought of them only as sources of revenue,
and 3 would like Minnesota vielatien raised te a feleny., <Three units
believed contrels alse meant technelegy such as alternate forms of prepulsien,
mass transit, regulating fuelg, technelegy for leow sulfur(er recycling),
enfercing epen burning bans, requiring centrels in blaaprints fer new
indugtry, & even contrels of l1life style(i.e. metered freeways, gas ratiening,

= C

net making geeds injurlous te envirenment; limiting use of electric power,

pepulatien centrel, disceuraging single percong in cers,& discouraging
concentratiens of industry).
B, 10 unites want states to set more etringent @&tandards
III. FINANCING:
Seven unlits agreed en limited tax incentives, 2 limiting it te early

in centrel, anether equipment & redesign, anether feor these whe accept
high standards, ansther fer small industries te enable them te compete with
larger firms, Three other units insigted industry pay cests of centrel,

7 allewing for research or lew-interest leansg (2 including leans teo state &
local gov'teg). 6 unite admitted cests ultimately are berne by individual, se
one said peeple must be educated te be willing te pay, & 2 units gaid tax te
pay feBr inspectien & enfeorcement must be levied, One said enfercement must
be financed by the gov't, anether that state gov't chould bear cest of
menitering & sdministering,with federal help 1f nec egsary, 8 admitted
meney would come frem fines againgt offenders, & one unit wondered where
fine § goes new, 3 units sald recycling ceuld returnseme of the ceosgt, One
gsuggested LWV get behind lmmedliate fundl ng,as autheorized funds need teo be
appreprilated.

J UBLIC PARTICIPATION:
2 Pjélinits agreed there should be public hearings for setting standards,
4 gaid citlzens should be allewed to sue vielaters(l even sue the goverhment)
Three units emphasized citlzen pressure groups 1o ceunteract lebbyilsts,
o emphagized publicity & informatien be made available (i.e. state_informatin
service, pellutien index, meetings, pepulatien csntro},-recycl;ng 1nform§tion
education & research, technelegy te solve problems, citizens righte, coming
events)., Informatien should get to schoels, as well as teo re-educate
industrial officers eon urgency & technelegy.




* ”UTtﬂ frﬁ one consensus:
"Gov't ghould develep timetab which balance citizen-human
nheds & pellutien standarde, to allew fer gradualism in meeting
standards witheut sgevere dlchCRtiCh. However, such eradualism

should be toward ultimate, final installation plans, net make-ghift,
diversienary tempeorary devices,"

Censensus cemmittee:

v ol

Barbara Cassleman, lyrtle Coe, Helen

Mjelsnes

’




League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE
1730 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-

1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the

government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie? ok (ol ;
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II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

~4 A 4

L LE
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Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for

your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent

standards than the next higher government level? _
/ / / e 1 ot 7~ >
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ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for? 3

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement? .

; 5 y 7
Lk r=15

¥
¥

-
members in local League

present at consensus
reaching meeting
Signature

Position £

Date
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. - LOCAL LEAGUE

1730 M Street, N.W. - | TRy
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE . 1nnesot

; ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be Sure To Tefer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Avr Pollution 1L970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

1

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

Federal Gov't.-Research and determine effects of pollutants and set
ambient air quality limits; Enforcement, especlally on national
industries (cars, etc.) and where states will not enforce.

State and Local Gov't.-Set emlssion standards (May be more stringent
but federal standards are minimum); Enforcement. '

Regional-Needed to handle regional problems (metro greas and
interstate situations); Enforcement.

1I. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air

poliutiont s LEl : AT, _

12 Ynerecased and stringent enforcement by all levels of governmenht,

strict standards important; safeguardes to guarantee enforcement
nust be established.

2, Yearly auto inspectlion--mandatory and cost tied in with license
fee.

3, Expand mass transit

4.Limit uee of car within city (metro areas)--no more freeways
within uetro areas.

5. Outlaw incinerators unless adequate controls are present to limlt

~ pollutanisj All backyard burning must be banned.

5. All new plant sites must be approved; they may have to face
stricter reculations to beglin with,

7. Monitoring devices in plants for onsight inspection.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no

later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

Agree with this general approach.

I11. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

Higher priced products. (Industry =dds cost of control to

product).
fax incentives to industry; definite time limits should be

applied for incentlves.
Higher taxes by public 1f necessary.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation jn decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

1. Public¢c hearings shouls be required on standards and regulations
proposals and on e2ll major enforcement actlons.
2. Citizens committees encouraged,

No. members in local League j»
No. present at consensus

reaching meeting 26 ;;/ﬁ A : 7
Signature ))ﬂ:ﬁy /ék},a<%&if{!¢

Position Natiohal Chairman

Date February 13, 1971




MAR 12 1971
From* FARIBAULT

MINNESOTA

Qovernment should have the right to set clean air standards and to prosecute violators
of laws which define those standards. The prime responsibility for controlling air
pollution must reside with the federal govermment, since an air pollution problem

may originate in one state but affect other states as well, Enforcement procedures
should be initially carried out by the states involved, however, with the right

of intervention given to the federal govermment when states fail or cannot act.

Most of our discussion time was spent in determining where the responsibility for
eontrolling pollution lies, and we did not come to any definite conclusion
about kinds of controls,
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We could not arrive at a consemsus on this question. Many felt that each lower
level of government should be able to enforce more stringent standards; others
strongly felt that the federal standards should be so high that state or local
standards would not need to be higher.

The consensus was that certain favorable tax allowances should be made to industries
to encourage development of anti-pollution devices, plants, prdduats, ete. We
realize that the costs connected with the control -f air pollution will be absorbed
in the cost of manufacture in industry and that these costs will be passed along

to the consumers in form of higher prices,

We touched on this briefly. Plans to allow for public hearings when the standards
are being set are cesirable, and information on their implementation and enforcement
should be publicized.
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A

Fridley, Minn, Air Censwnsus, page 2

FINANCING: How should the varicus kinds of eosts ecomnected with control of aiy
pellution be paid for?

A
(|

Added tax om gasoline for research and/or imspectiem costs,

Researeh grams given by Federal government to ia.dwcr; universitics, ete,
te develep more effieient eomtrol devices, aand altermate ssurces of pewer, obc,

Regearsh on effecte of pollution should be dome by the Federal goversment
group not ecomnceted with the polluting indusiry.

Govermment loans o industry - supported by 2 wnits,
Long term -~ low cost loans were strezsed by one unit - no tex incentives,

Tax incentives only if nsecessary to get the job done more guiekly, (2 waits)

Industry should pay its oun bills in so far as possible, Very strong o;;'}ral on
in 281l units. Members recognize cost would probably be added to cost of product,

Industry-wide tax on those that do 2 great deal of pollubing, such as paper
mills. (1 unit)

Administrative costs should be shared by State and Federal Governmets -
lu».-k TBUJ ?("} }3:-:1 3" Fﬁ_ﬂ..r.u Al as we ﬂ»\"’ ® LAlWe

h ?IGE';:': What safepuards should be provided to insure genuine oppertunity
ariieipation in decisions on air qmlity standards, thelr implementa-
ﬂfz'f OPE eRanG?

oy T
Smils,
.
A

ed to sheuldbe

1 7]
ementatien,

ust have & provi a‘cm for publie hearings, axl anysae w&ao wal
jlmﬁ,d to uu,i,‘_“j efare the eommittes cn standavds and imy
Twe units folt that Stave Pollution Boards should be reguired to hold hearisge
in each Lu* Aen,

cemmiaity should be allewed to petitiom to have a hearing
fr- it nesessary; otherwise, open hearinmge 2t the
eguato,

allowed to take a p@lluter %o court,

that the individusl citizen ably would not have the money
llnter to court, so it was more mm:;v;»";;'a nt for a class-agtiom to be

B E,s




since the 1970 law Jjust passed came after study started, some of the areas of

o oncern are covered b  it. Resource people did not have new law avallable to

study, so could not tell if some points were covered. FEB 19 1971
i 4

LOCAL LEAG Gclden Valley

STATE Minnesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pellution, what powers should
the government havef How should these powers be divided between
federal, state, and local government? What about regional arrange-
ments? Where should the prime responsibility lie? '

rime responsibility to set standards and check enforcement
should be the federal gov't. States should be allowved the option of setting
stricter standards or suggesting new ones. State and local gov't. should
enforce the stand ards and go to next higher lever of gov't. if not able

to do s0.

One unit sald the polluter should be taxed higher or flnes
levied by the pollution agency.

Three units felt that mass trunsportation plans were very
important - Federal gov't should help those states who are investigating
or planning suich a system, which is important to solving air pollution.

One unit suggested the federal gov't should be responsible
for education and training of gualified pecple to enforce the laws.

IT. REGULATION: What kinds of controla will you support to reduce
air pocllucion? :

General feeling was thatwhatever controls are necessary

would be supported in order to comply with standards. There
should be a timetable for converting snd compliznce. Incentives
such as low interest loans to compenies by the gov't to install

eguipment or convert to new systems, as well as fines for
ineffective equipment.

< ” , o R gt 3 ) 4 o 3 -
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REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each
lower level of government should have the right to extablish and
enforce more stringent standards than next higher gov't level?
Each lower level of gov't should be able to set stricter
standards. One unlt felt that the state could set higher
standards, but not a lower level of gov't,

III. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected
with control of air pollution be paid for?

Varying ways involved such ae federal grants, taxes,
revenues and fines., Strong feel ing that industry should absorb
much of the cost. Federal gov't should pesy for research and give
the tax credits to companies making changes.

One unit suggested gov't help pay costs of those relocated
because of Jjob elimination.

One unit said that if prices en products are ralsed,
consumer should know so he will feel that he 1is helping to
control pollution.

One unit suggested that if costs were attached to the
product, 1t might slow consumption and trus help in conserving
resources.

IV, PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to
Insure genuine opportunity for public participation in decisions on
air quality standards, their implementation and enforcement?

All favored cltizen participation on committees and agencels,
Citizens pressure should be exerted, and they should be able to
file suits against effenders., There should be public hearings
for implementation procedures and standards.

One unit suggested & whole network of local environmental
commiss ions leading up to governor's commission to hold hearings
around the state,

Another unit also suggested local committees set up to
make suggestions and help police standards.

No. members local leaguelOd

No. present at consensus 5§56
reaching meetings

Signaturd ‘9{9 ehtohoe Weteade e.?( Ve 2z zZ./cf)
Position EQ Resdurce chairman !

Date February 10, 1971
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE GRANITE FALLS
1730 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE MINNESOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

A) The federal govt. must set the standards and the states should
be able to raise these standards.

B) The federal govt. should set the standards and it should be the
responsibility of the states and localities to raise them.

C) With state governments cooperating more and more regional
cooperation will be achieved.

The major responsibility should be with the state governments
after the federal govt. has set the standards.

II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

It was the consensus of the group that they will support
controls leading to the betterment of the state and local
governments.,

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

This is good, It should be the responsibility for local and
state governments to raise the standards set by the federal govt.
if it is possible.

I1I. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

It should be the responsibility of the polluters to pay the
cost with perhaps a subsity at the beginning to help them out. There
should be a penalty if is not thken care of at a specified date.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

The group felt that the new legislation will protect the
consumer. Another favorable aspect of the new bill is that it
recommends one central director,

. members in local League 33
present at consensus y
reaching meeting 20 R ‘ N
Signature N o v 0/, ‘),@,-'{z”e f.../‘/
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League of Women Voters of the U. S.
1730 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Te sure To rTefer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Cuide for Aid Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem=
ber thinking for these consensus questions. _

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
ffime responsibility lie?
All members felt that govermment should have the r to set sta
and to enforece them, ill felt that minimum standgr g shoulgtbetsggard'
b{ the federal govermment. Most felt the state has the prime respon-
sibility for enforcement, Most members felt regional arrangements

were of doubtful value and would work only if an enforcement sgency
were available.

TI. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?
Most members would support fines and injunctions ageinst eir polluters
and, if necessary, shutdown of sources gf gollutig%. These cggtrola .
should be handled by a govermment agency steffed by professionals
in the field of pollution control.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. TWhat do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?
The majority of members in attendance felt that each lower level
of Eorerment-shm;ld have the ri%ht to do this, Most felt it
would -be ?er¥-des;rablo. A small minority of about five members
were afraid t if local standards were mope stringent than

state and federal stogdards, businesses might stay away from the
commnity and they felt this would be bad,

FINANCING: How should the wvarious kinds of costa connected W:l.th control of
air pollution be paid for?

Most members felt that govermnment should helg either with limited
tax incentives or by giving research grants to universitiéds or other
ingtitutions involved in research on air pollution control. Most
felt that the mamifacturer or other polluter should pay the costs

of controlling pollutents by known control technologys,e A few

m embers felt Eollutera should also have to pay the costs of research
and development of control devices without any helf from govermment.,
there was not 2 clear consensus on who should pay for inspection

and testing, At least ten members felt the state should pay these
costs. Another 15 felt the state could cherge a fee for emission
inspection. Several members felt the consumer should pay added costs
of pollution control in the products he buys and all egreed that
this would be unavoidable even if it was not desirables,

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

All felt thet the public should be edugated about pollution and also
sbout the laws goncerning it, The public should be made eware of
stepa the¥ can tzke to cOmbat air pollution, either individually or
ag part of the consuming and tex paying publie. The ?Jblic should
also be urged to put pressure on govermment and indusiry to clean up
the air by enforeing &nd obeying the laws which have been enacted,
They should be urged to attend workshops and publie hearings and to
urge the ensctment of new laws if they fedl tf:ia is negessary.,

No. members in local League 86

No. present at consensus - £
reaching meeting 54 Signaturse 77 ey M;l
7 7 =

Position National Items Chairman

Date Eﬂhnm!}[] ]92] i




Leaguel of Women Voters of the U.S.
1730 M, Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES:
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should
prime responsibility lie?

II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971,

(see over)
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REGULATION: B. What do you nk of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higl vernment level?

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected wi
air pollution be paid for?

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

No. members in local League

No. present at consensus

reaching meeting /

~
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AR 29 1971 league: Hutchinsen
States Minnesota

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: Te cemtrel air pellution,
the government have? How should these powers b

federal, state, andlecal governments? What abe
arrangements? Where should the prime respoensib

what powers should
e divided between
ut regional
ility lie?
Whatever powers are necessary te stop the air from mtwrxemrspmtiwosd
becoming more pelluted, .
Different standards will be needed for different areas,
All forms of pellutien shouldbe contreolled,
Federal Government should define "What is pelluting",
Federal Gevermment in particular should enforce the pollution caused
by industry & tramsportatioen, :
Pollution is everyene's preblem,
T _he local goevernment should be responsible fer particular pollutien preblems,
egional arrangements are necessary both ecenomically andin the area of
authority in certain forms of pollution,
Most important = the Laws must be enforced, This is the courts respensibility(
City & County governments werking tegether could accomplish mere,

REGULATION: A, What kinds of controls will you
su t s
air pellution? . vk

Anything the Federal Gevermment will support & enforce;
of pellution caused by mass transit and sulfer,

especially contrels




B, What deo yeu think of the suggestion that each lewer level of
government should have the right te establish and enforce more
stringent standards than the next higher gevernment level?

The league is definitgly in faver of this

Some state or community might have a greater pellution preblem than

maybe another community, _

The state or community know its' own problems better than the federal

government,

A community may work harder at fighting air pellution if there is local

concern & enforcement,

FINANCING: Hew should the varieus kinds of costs connected with
control of air pellution be paid fer?

Loan meney to industries te f£ight pellutien,

taxes - one form of financing

fighting pellution shouldbe a shared cest '

People spend lots of money on other things - such as luxuries,
Industry & business spend a great deal of money on investments,

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided te insure
genuine opportunity for public participation in decisions on air
quality standards, their implementation and enforcement?

Make the public aware of the many ways peeple are pelluting,
Educate the public about pellution & the need te fight pellutien
Hold local meetings for the publie te air their views eon pellutien,
Not allow the Federal Government te be over pewerful,

Number of League members 30
Number of members present 10

Consensus taken by .Secretary - Dorethy Bullert
Date repert sent 2/19/71

3°rry about the hand-typed form but mxigimat original copy was lest,
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE (Exqgu_g&Q/L{

1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE \‘\'\UAMLMLYU_

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
19717 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the

prime responsibility lie?

\mu\mp’vmuvm QIQ wd ady ﬁLd ‘Q&hk ' {LUULJ\
Fli(\.{l C\(LLLL’LLLW\L Ao wats Lowak o / Lv\/ rucxumul

&Lﬂbwa ol aDu 4 % Mex,ghcbm,
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II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

[

Wt wals &LWJ‘ ud Codhads  euin T{Lf.fawaj
J
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Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no

later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

LSL-‘U 9o \ (n.uv'UQ Q-Q-JU\LQ\J
Q&(\_M ani W ouae e T (JS&«JL s 5 «.L%ﬂ;\h
VAL aou v J o0 %ﬁ Cazs

Qu Claar L AarAA b

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be pa:d for?

. Lk Cﬁkabvu'\,n-f'\/\ ('Lb Cfﬁ“vw\\%-wtbp ,l\(\,&,%t lut&(’{—i”
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IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE 14

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmmental Quality Leaders Guide for Atr Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

The majority felt that there should be federal Standards with state contro!

and enforcement with federal stepping in if the state does not enforce or

control.

" minority falt that there should be federal laws and control with the state
having power to set higher standards. and that there should be state enforcement
first , and then federal enforcement if state doesn't carry out its responsibility.

II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

R s e )

. v fhere
The-majority felt that thate should be well regulated auto emmissions with checking
of autos through state inspection.
That citizens Bhould have the right to bring suits against polluters especially
if the state does not. There were about half in favor of this and the other
half either against or undécided.
The majority also felt that strong steps should be taken in prevention rather
than enforcement.
Most felt that regional enforcement would be difficult.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971,

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

The majority felt that states should have the right to set up highér standards
than Federal 1f so desired.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?
should pay
The majority felt the individuaghfor the cost of pollution from a product
in the cost of the product, A built in cost of dispesal in the purchase price.
This is cenerally, with some exceptions such as carbace.

The Federal Govermnment should serve as an advisory board, but cach industry
should be responsible for meeting 1ts own pollution standards and the costs
conne¢ted with them,

Private reasearch sho@ild be firanced by industry.
inority felt the consumer should be taxed on products,

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: wWhat safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

The majority felt that there should be ample public hearings allowed for any
of. thesz "laws".,

There were mixed feelings about individuals suing polluters.

There-should be reasonable control over size of packages products are wrapped i
so that we aren’t having to dispose of unnecessary extra nackaging.

State pollution control agencies should be set-up in ghug such a way that
they represent the public citizen rather than vested interest parties,

No. members in local League AS

No. present at consensus
reaching meeting 19

- % 7 -
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE lizplewood
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE Minnesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Avr Pollution 1970-
2971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

a) The government should set minimum standards; enforce penaliy; provide tax
edventages for & set number of yeears; set up & continuing sir quality
educetion program,

b) Set minimum standards -- to federal
Provide tax adventages -~ to federal
Policing - federsl, state, local (with emphssis on local)

Continuing education -- all three
¢) Leave regional arrangements as they are.
d) The prime responsibility should lie with the local public.

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

We support the following controls:

1, Burning bans

2. Ordinances to enforce oxygen-producing landsceping eround epartment
complexes end trailer parks

3. Restriction on cars going into certain heavily populsted arees.

L. Pollution control inspection on sutos and air planes.

5., Inspection of factory pollutants

6. Trecties with other countries saying we won't build the supersonic
if they don't, Even if they do, they wouldn't be allowed to land on
our fields,

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of

government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

Yes, we think egch lower level of government should have the right to

establish and enforce more stringent standerds than the next higher
government level.

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

a, Consumer and menufacturer - fHirekxkringx fair sharing
b, By each of us through products

¢, Fines from policing
d, Tax breaks for certain period of time (3-5 yeers)

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

a., Regional hearings with public attendance
be Continuous air quslity education

¢, Adequate mechinery for handling complaints

No. members in local League 26

No. present at consensus fle R
reaching meeting 13 ;}” E {?}:;/
Signature(f/;ffférf-__. el A/

Position BSecretary & Air Quality Chairmen

February 10, 19571
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE Provisional
1730 M Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

absolute

snt from local health

gl PR
ara 1nvolved

individual citizen.

REGULATION:
pollution?

LOoNsensis on a

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971,

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

ach lower level o

‘orce more siur -ul rant S

Ll

Me

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

No. members in local League (-
—_—

No. present at consensus
reaching meeting

1

Signature

Position

Date




League of Women Voters-US FEnvironmental Quality séady
ZIR POLLUTION

Minneapolis, Minn. consensus January-Febmuary 1971

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES
A.What powdrs should government have?
1. Unanimous feeling that government should enforce standarda

2. Nearly unanimous feeling that government should set standards.

(Note: the apparent contradietion here is "G&4’Sne unit of sbout a dozen members
agreed that absolutely puke scientific decisions as to "safe” standards
could be better made by an independent scientifiec group rather than a
governmental agnecy which uses politieal considerations whpne setting
standards.) B
2y, a. there was a small minority which apecifieﬁf%hat emigsion standards
should be set as well as ambient air.

3. Various gourt procedures or judéééal remedies were the third most
agreed upon power. Amost half our units reported unanimous or very
strong feeling here. This category includes suggestiona such as
injuctions, fines, penalties, burdem of pro#f on the polluter, etc.

Q.There was a small minority who supported inecentives andfor subsidies.

B. How should pwers be divided between federal, state and local gov'ts?
l. Very strong consensus (nearly all mehbers) thought minimum standards
should be set at the national level but abdut half eonditioned this
by adding that states and/or local governments should have standard-
setting powers to the extent that they could make the federal standards
more stringent.
2. Slightly more tham half thought enforcement should be a local function
and about 1/3 thought it should be a state function.

39 A small minority added that the federal level should be able to enforce
as a last resort if local or state levels refuse

4. Various other minority answers include: all levels should help finance,
research should be local, and disdosure of polluters should be made by
both federal and state pollution agencies.

C. What about regions?
1. Slightly more than half thought regions were good for several reasons.

2+ About 20% either said they hadn't emough information teo answer to
showed it in their unresponsiveness.

Small minority was concerned about overlapping--would rather have
cooperation among the 3 governmental levels.

Another small minority feared that regional standards might be lower

than national, eg. already polluted regions might be allowed to have
"dirtier" standards than the rest of the country, as a matter of
feasibility.

D. Prime responsibility
1. A strong majority (about 75%) thought it should be federal.

2. The médnérity was evenly divided in the following 3 responses:
a. state b. local c. all levels
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II. REGULATION
A. What kind of controls? (Answers in drder of decreasing suppert)

l: Strongest support for regulating or taxing fuels that pollute.

2. Fines

3. Controls of various kinds on ear engine design and emissions

4.HRegulating, requiring permits and inspecting of pollution comtrel
equipment for industry.
5. National ban on outdoor burning

6. In-plant inspection and good monitoring

7 Transfer to mass transit

8+ Zoning controls
Y. Definite timetables

10. Criminal charges

11. Publication of emissions

B. What about each lower level's right to establish and enforce more
stringent standards?

le Overwhelmingly Yed. (25 of 27 units reported their members were
unanimous)

2. One "no"” unit felt that the federal level "always superaedes™ and
the other was the unit that wants a non-governmental acientifie
board to establish really "aafe" standards.

(Note: This is a very real guestion to Minnesotans who have seen their state
go to court te try to set more stringent nuelear discharge standards
from a proposed nuclear generator than those set by the AEC.)

FINANCING--How should the ecosts be paid for?

A. The most commonly given answer (more thean half our units reported
it as a first, second, or third choice--mostly first choice) was
some version of the polluter should pay. This was also phrased
"expense of pollution eontrol is a cost of doing budbkess" and
consumer will pay the cost if it's passed om."

B. The next most suggeated answer was tax incentives or subsidies

C. Tieing #ér third place and suggested by about 1/6 of the uniis were:

1. Federal help
2e Fineﬂ
3. Taxes
#ealoans to older industrial concerms to install pollution -abatement

equipment
5. Two units had as their first choice, special taxes to balt cer-

tain polluting purchases:

a. 1¢/1b. tax om all manufactured good to be used for solid

waste disposal rather than incineration
b. tax on eletric appliances to cut down consumer demand.
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IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION- -how insure genuine oppertunity for?

A. Half our members thought there should be a right to bring legal
action against a polluter.

B. Next most given answer was more information about standards before
phblic hearing and more widespread publicity before public hearings.

€. Third was the encouraging of citizens groups as "watchdogs."
(Note: This is 2 wellppublicized phenoménon in this area. The media have carried
many stories about enviwonmental groups' charges that certain permits,
variances or other actions permitted by agencies are unsafe. )

De Fairly strong minokity mentioned advisory groups or individual consume
ers giving advice in setting standards or on eitizens' advisory
committees.

E. About the same minority strength was apperent for education of the
general publiec as to its own pollution habits as well as more
education to industrial polluters.
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE Minnetonka
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE Minnesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

Qur League feels that the prime responsibility for standard-setting and enforces
nent should be the federal government's, The majority believes there is need for
gone kind of regional control structure to facilitate this process, 4 minority
feels that primary responsidbility should stay "close to home" with either local
or state authority, backed up by federal pdlicing power., (One unli pointed out

that, philosophically, the basic reaponsibility lies with the individual.)

REGULATION: 'A.  What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

In this area we have a variety of minority opinions, but no real consensus.

=k e W

Support of auto inspections and other measures to control auto emissions was
expressed by some, alsc support of private burning bans., There was scme feeling
that standards and enforcement should first be applied to industry. There

was apparently a lack of uniformity in how this was discussed in our six unit

meotings, or at least in how it was recorded.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971,

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

This was one of our few points of unanimity! We feel that more stringent
standards on lowdr levels should tend to force higher ones on the federal level.
One unit thought the governmental level with the stricter standards should take

precedence in enforcement. However, with standards set for individual pollutants,

this would be almost impossible to apply.

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

Some restricted tax incentives were upported by all units, with some specifying
tax breaks or lowsinterest loans, presumably government subsidized, for pollu=-
tion control equipment. Fines againstt poliuters were mentioned by a majority,
and three units (of sixz) favored special taxes to support pollution control
agencies and measures (but there was no agreement con what level of government
should levy the taxes.

Interesting comments: "The bulk of control cost should be Lorne by industry as a

TV SOPUSITCPARTPEERAPESHY THR UG IR G 1PR, 14 W a5 671 289 51 A2 RTEANE e *
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

Here the dominent theme seemed to be the need for greater public education and
suppdrt for the principles and specifics of pollutioncontrol. Two units felt
public hearings were essentlial, whereas one unit wondered whether the long time=-
lag imposed by such hearings on the stendard-setting and enforcement process

nullified thelr usefulness. Among ideas mentioned were exertion of pressure on

legislatures and industry and use of ditizen groupe as advisors to government

No. members in local League bodies.

No. present at consensus [

reaching meeting
Signature Q/Zp‘?mx_ t :ﬁ#

Position National Topic Coordinator

Date February 12, 1971

* and services to insure non-polluting production." "Government grants to industry
and universities would stimulate research.® "Planned reconversions (to non-polluting
materials and methods) by industries will lessen economic shock, avoid hy-offs."




League of Women Voters .S, LOCAL
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

LEAGUE

STATE

NMMENTAL QUALETY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970~
1971 wkich contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, statgq,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

REGULATION:

kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

# : -\"':'_’ - {‘1‘.‘ A .-({ ::_?j

Send one copy of your report

to the national office (one copy to state and one for
vour local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
ater than February 15, 1971.

(see over)
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Moundsview Provisional
League of Women Voters

League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE Minnesots

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these conqenqus questions.

1. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Wherec should the

rime responsibility lie?

f. All our members acreed that the government should have the power to set
and enforce standards: 1£ members also felt they should have the power
to inspect. Eleven felt they shoul” have the power to test. Eleven
members would also give them the power to prosecute,
Other commentst the standards should be updated and continually examined,
and a pollution court should be established,
All of our members felt the Federal government should have the power to
set minimum safe stendards. The State should have the power to inspect
and enforce standards as well as to set up their own department, The
local government should also heve the power of enforcement and inspection.
All of our members were in favor of regional arrangements.
Seventeen of our members felt the prime responsibility should be with the
Federal government. Five members were in favor of State and Regional
responsibility and one member felt it should be divided among all levels.

e,

TII. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

A. Twelve members said they would supnort any controls to keep pollutants
at a healthy level,

2. Phase out of the internal combustion engine. ( 11 were in favor,
emphasizing e mass transit system. 1 member felt families should have
only 1 car.)’

5« Control specific activities which emit harmful pollutants. (Example:

the burning ban, )’

4, Products should be researched before put on the market to assure it

won't pollute. ( 5 were in favor of this)

S5« Strenger emission standards for stationary sources. (Both visible and

invisible.)

€. Regulete use of fuels, some fuels not gllowed. (small minority)

7« Supvort world wide controls so companies moving our of the country

would not be allowed to pollute,

Comments: A special tax on cars the money to be used toward devel-
-oping new forms of transportation. Also mentioned was zoning
ordinances for industry and highways.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

All members present agreed with this unanimously.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of

air pollution be paid for?

1. Industry pey their chare as a cost of doing business. ("7 in favor)

5, Individuals pay their share. ('7 in favor)

3, Low interest loans. ( 16 in favor)

4, Government buying to influence pollution control.

5, Have fines a source of revenue for pollution control.

£. Tax incentives--- temporary tax bresk for one year. ( several were in favor)

7. Federal grants to universities and companies for pollution research
and pollution control.

8, Federal agencies should be suprorted by federal income tax. State by
state tax.

9. One person felt money should be given outright to companies for in=-
stallation of pollution control devicess

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine

opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

1., Public hearingse.

5. Right of redresse ( Sue as a group action) :

3, Assurance that it is a definite issue in elections. Candidates should
take a definite stand.

. members in local Leaguc\frgz {//0015?/LA&VQZQE$XﬁZaECf>

. present at consensus
reaching meeting 0% /
Signature,

Position

Date
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE NEW BRIGHTON
1730 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE MINNESOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Avr Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the

government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the

prime responsibility lie?
At the federal level of government, the consensus was that broad basic standards
should be set. 1/3 of the members felt that these standards should be peviewed
each year and be made more strenget. 1/3 felt that special care should be given
to standards for airecraft and industry at the federal level., At the state level
the consensus was that the states should be allowed to set more stringent
standards. 1/3 of the members felt that states should be especially concerned
with problems peculiar to its own state. No consensus wasreached at local level.
1/3 felt that local government should encourage individual initiative in the
home & neighborhood to minimize pollution. 1/3 felt that no local ordinances
ghould be set. 1/3 felt that they should adopt the ordinances set by the state.
All agreed that monitoring and enforcement should be done at the state and lceal

levels. 1/3 felt that all areas of pollution should be dealt with by a single
agency. The consensus on regional arrangements was that where a common problem
exists between states a region should be set up. 1/3 of members added that these
regions should act in an advisory ecapacity. 1/3 thought that regions set up
within a state might have more enforcement power than individual loealordinances.

Sﬁgﬁ1En}§§ﬁ§§$2$nﬁﬁgg§gft§£§tty--the consensus wae that the burden of proof

Inds of controls will you support to reduce air

pollution?

The consensus wasthat emission standards should be set and that all standards
should be enforced by law. 2/3 of the membership felt that ambient air standards
should be set. 1/3 felt that if adequate emission standards were set, it was

not necessary to set ambient air standards. Other suggestions: 1/3-standards
for green space (0, production); 1/3-mass transportation as a controls 1/3-
immediate temporary measures such as closing down a suspected polluter until

he can prove he is not pollutings 1/3 stressed prevention rather than cleanup.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971,

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

The consensus is yes--each level of government should be able to set more
stringent standards than the next higher level. 1/3 added that the national
standards should be high.

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

The consensus is that the cost of pollution should be included in the cost
of product or service causing the pollutién. Fines should be diverted to
pollution control costs. Other suggestions: 1/3-individuale pay progressively
higher amounts for services over a minimum use of natural resources (e.z.
electricity)s 1/3-encourage low interest loans to individuals and industry
for anti-pollution contrels; 1/3-encourage government to use products that
" do not vollute; 1/3-divert military spending to pollution contrel and research
instead of raising taxes. Inspection andmonitoring to be done by the
government. 2/3-states should pay the extra costs if their standards are
more stringent than federal. 1/3-specified use of state funds with matching
federal funds.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

Consensus was reached on the followings 1) well publicized publie hearings;

2) education and informational programs to make the public aware of the
problems and possible solutions. Other suggestions: 2/3-representation on
pollution contrel agencies from the publiec with provision for electing

some memberss concernad citizens and eitizens groupe to act as watchdoge

for polluters; 1/3 suggested local ticketing of visible emissions; publication
of emissions from industrie#s; and consumer pressure.

No. members in local League 62

No. present at consensus M

reaching meeting 23 (e //
Signature \ AL A¢ A e St K
ko " % 5 . o/
Position 2//“7Z;Z:'¢;((f{<i)Lﬁf

Date [ HO-T/
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE Northfield
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE _Minnesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should
the government have? How should these powers be divided between
federal, state, and local government? What about regional arrange-
ments? Where should the prime responsibility lie?

The federal government should have the powers to set strict
standards and establish strong enforcement of laws to provide the
cleanest air possible. Some feel that a separate cabinet post
should be éestablished whose only responsibility would be to protect
theé environment. Atomic radiation should be treated as an air
pollutant instead of being regulated by the AEC only.

The primary responsibility for setting standards should belong
to the federal government, so that states are not tempted to lower
their standards to compete for industry. Enforcement should be
by local or state officials. If they fail to enforce the federal
standards, then the federal government should have the power to
enforce them. Regional arrangements should be unnecessary with
good federal standards. The prime responsibility should lie
with the federal government.

REGULATION: A, What kinds of controls will you support to reduce
a ir pollution?

The government should regulate vehicular engine design, fuel
type and composition, manufacturing processes, power plants, and
incinerators. There should be high taxes on polluters and excise
taxes on consumer articles that pollute. Potential polluters will
need a license to operate, and can be inspected at any time.

A polluter could be shut down during an investigation.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each
lower level of government should have the right to establish and
enforce more stringent standards than the next higher government
level?

For unusual geographic problems higher standards could be
established and enforced by a lower level of government.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with
control of air pollution be paid for?

Primarily the burden should be on industry itself, as a
cost of production, which in turn is passed on to the consumer.
Government should subsidise basic research diredted to finding
less pollutihg fuels, controling noxious emissions, and finding
new kinds of non-polluting products to replace old polluting \
products. 'The government itself should.buy only from non-polluting

industries.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to
insure genuine opportunity for public participation in decisions
on air quality standards, their implementation and enforcement?

Well publicized public hearings should be held before setting
standards, or allowing new industries to be built. Class action
suits.should be allowed.

No. members in local League
No. present at consensus ._ :
reaching meeting_ 40 sign&tureﬁééé??éﬁ%ffng;gﬁﬂgégﬂﬁu
Position (‘?(ﬁ)é?ﬁﬂpéﬁ#d¢Lf
Date *7’22{f 20, ,22/




League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE_ () a7 aNNA
173Cn M St. NW, STATE M /npEseT A

Hashingtom DC.C 20036

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONCENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure té refer to the Emvirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Alr Pollutiom 1970
1971 which comtaimns (pp.8-11) the discussiom questions imtemded to bring out member

thinking for these concensus questioms.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To comtrol air pollutiom, what powers should the
goverzmest kave? fHow shkould these powers be divided betweean federal, state
and local goversmest? What about regiomal arramgememts? Where should the

prize responsibility 1ie?
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IT. REGULATION: A. What kimds of comtrols will you support to reduce alr pollution?
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REGULATION: B, What do you thimk of the suggestion that each lower level of
goverrment should have the right to establish and emforce more striagenmt
standards tham the mext higher govermmemt level ?
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ITI, FINANCING: FHow should the various kimds of costs commected with comtrol of
alr polliution be paid for?
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IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to imsure genul ne
opportuaity for public participation in decisions om air quality stasdards,
their implementation and eaforcement ?
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LOCAL LEAGUE

League of Women Voters of the U.S.
1730 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1870-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-

ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
How should these powers be divided between federal, state,

government have?
What about regional arrangements? Where should the

and local government?
prime responsibility lie?
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IT. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no

later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?
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threaten to leave communities with more stringent laws.

I1I. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of

air pollution be paid for?
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE

1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION
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Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970~
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Wherc should the
prime responsibility lie?
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Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971,

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

I11. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for publlc participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE Rochester
1730 M Street, N.W. A
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE 'innesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to rofor to the Envivommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
7971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie? :
Government should be able to set standerds,inspect emission levels, and enforce
complisnce. Standards should be primarily federal to ensure uniformity, and avoid
industrial “lackmail where companies threaten to locate or relocate where standards
sre lax. The state can provide the mecessary inspection and tkrough its FCAgencies
bring suit vhere ncn-compliance is found. Regional arrangements e.g. air quality
repions are fine to delineate the rrobtlem areas but are virtually.powerless as
agencies of inspection snd enforcement. A political entity must fund and be
responsible. As yet, we have no workable solution to a multiplicity of overlapwning
regnons (ie. water,air, woil conservation).

We do surport the provisions of the Air Quality Act 1970. The League should
lobby for adequate funds for this bill.
- Internstionsl standerds may be necessary. Cooperation on this level should
be solicited.

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?
The group is willing to relinguish secondary "freedoms",both for itself and the
community as a vhole to obtain the rore Wital goal of a safe and liveable gnvironment.
In an air emergency, it would suprort police powers to forbid traffic Tlow into a
city or region, and mandatorv reduction in use of power. ¥With rersard to industry,
ve have seen that fines &re not enough to discorage polluters, espicially when
they are tax deducte leas a business loss. Ve support closing of plents where
reasonable notice end orvnortunity have fuiled to vroducé corypliance. Power
utilities must be »rohibited from encouraging new and unessential uses of powsr.
They should hustand their resourses as belonging to the people to allow time
for develorment of alternative sourses of power.

e must nmdsrtrke the re-education of the ;ublic. TFriorities should be
re-evaluated. Mass trensit developed. Research into new power scurses encouraged,
and a substitute for the internal combustion engine estsblished.

Send onc copy of your rcport to the national office (onc copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than Februvary 15, 1971,

(sec over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

We support the vrrinciple that & ower level of government has the right

to est«blish and enforce more ctringent standards. Concretely, Rochpsteg,
located in the Zumbro River Valley, subfiect to temperature inversions 15%

of the year and wirh a wind velocity O-Tmph, one-third of the year, might set
standards so high as to prohibit industiral development or at stress periods
might limit auto trsffic flow within city limits.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

The group is well aware that the nublic will foot the bill, but vants the

primary responsibility to be with industry. They are to remove pollutants from
the effluent air before exhaustingit 2nd absorb the cost directly. No government
subsidies to install devices; no tax credits. We did not discuss (1) human
assistance in terms of displaced jobs, nor (2) vossible government underwriting
of resesrch. 5

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: wWhat safepuards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

Edequete pre-notice of heerings. More than once and in more thah one medium.
Local nﬁwépeper to carry pertinent information to 2llow citizens to tuake

s knowledgeable stand. (Eeluct&nce to admit an existing problem for fear

of discou?a;ing industry or tourismm must end.)

Citizen suits against polluters or government regulatory agencies sustained
in fluture laws.

Federal znd local inspection in £ll cases.

A minority opinion expressed a wish for a refsrendum in a community when
stronger standards are proposed.
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League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE Roseville

1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

STATE Minnesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

Powers. The federal government should set standards to aceppt
no risk to health or property.
A. The powers of inspection _

1. Federal inspection of major industry and power plants of
interstate problems such as aircraft and railroads.

2. State inspection of auto emission levels, intrastate
industries, state institutions such as schools, hospitals,
and prisons.

3, Local inspection of residemtial solrces such as furnaces
and incinerators.

The power of prevention

1. Federal- require best available air pollution control
devices on major new factories dnd require all new cars
to meet strict standards.

2., State- accept responsibility for installing pollution
control devices on state-owned property including vehicles.

—— 3. centinved

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air

pollution?

We support annual or periodic automobile emissions Enspections.

We support mass.transit. We encourage levying heavy fines on

polluters. We want injunctions to stop violators. We want more
\ publicity about the convictions of violators. : 4

.\.I

\“€> 3. Local- require approved heating systems and incinerators
for new construction as part of the building code,
Regional arrangements were strongly favored to replace local
whenever logical, mostly for emforcement,

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no

later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

Each unit of government should have the power to set more
stringent standards than the federal standards.

ITI, FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?
Industry should regard pollution control as a cost of doing
business. Second choice is a ‘tax relief for 3-5 years
to induce industries to install expensive equipment before
they ate taken to court.

Iv. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement? ; )

There should be local and regional hearins €for setting

standards with provisions for periodic review; such as every
two years. Individuals as well as corporations and government
officials should be welcomed to testify. Citizens should be
able to initiate court aaction against corporations for
losses of health aesthetics etc.

No. members in local Leaguefz 3
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' Local Leagwe sSt. Anthony
FEB 10 1971 state Minnesota
Unit ‘};‘uu (-3¢ ,/57/)
Hembers 31 Ouwests 3 at consensus
Total membership 55
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To eontrol air pollution, what powers should the
governsent have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

Federal government: 1., set good minimum standards. 2. prime responsibility

for setting standards.

State: enforce federal standards; set and enforce more stringent standards/
Local: set local standards which may be higher than the federal, have inspec-
tion and enforcement powers.

Region: not considered a necessity except where special problems exist.

Minority: question the cost required to set up, operate, and enforce efficiently.

EEGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support te reduce air
pollution?

Support mandatory annual car safety and emission checks.
Public pressure control by consumer purchase.
minerity:
l. tax relief incentive
2. support mandatory disclosure of pollutant discharges by industry.

FEGULATION: B, What do you think of the suggestion that each
more

mtmhwmwhnmmdm
standards than the next jigher government 1

stringent

Majority: agree
Minority: agree state should be allowed more stringent standards than

federal. Disagree for local and state. Regional problems should be
treated individually.




III, FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

Cost of pollution control passed on to consumer through purchase price.
Industry to be given tax relief consideration
Minority: 1. feel Federal government should give low cost loans to
existing deserving companies to obtain pollution abatement equipment.
New companies should be built to meet standards. 2. state taxes should
be used to pay for inspection and enforcement. 3. <fines.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

Public education program so general public will be willing to pay more
for items whose price includes the extra cost of pollution abatement,
Better communications between pollution agencies and public, for example
better publicity for public hearings.




League of Women Voters of the : LOCAL LEAGUE_St. Cloud Area
1730 M Street, N,W,
ashington, D,C, 20038 State Minnesota

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

POLICY AND PROCLEDURES: To control szir pollution, what powers
should the government have? How should these powers be
divided between federal, state, and local govermment? Vhat
about regional arrangements? Where should the prime respon-
sibility lie?

The prime responsibility lies with the Federal government to:
establish air quality criteria on all pellutants,
set minimum standards on all pellutants,
eniforce minimum standards thru slr quality regions:
VAPCA reglions, state, or local community governments--
whereever applicable,

REGULATION: A, hat kinds of controls will you support to
reduce air pollution?

A, Heavy (meaninzful) fines for polluters.

B, Closing down of polluting industry for non-compliance,

C. Tax incentives to industry to clean up,

D, Government boycott of products manufactured by a company
that pollutes,

Minority opimions:
A. FPenalties of imprisonment on pr-ducers of polluting products,
B, Federal government makes public informsti on nam’ng companles
that violiate standards,
Ce Surcharge added onto products that pollute, such as cars
and containers, The added cost would be clearly marked on
packaging providing public awareness and education,
Class action lawsuits on behalf of all people in similar
situations.,
Abolishion of the internal combustion engine,
heel tax on asutomobiles,
Ration electricity,

(The above statements are not listed in order of importance.)




ENVIRONMFNTAL CUALITY Page 2

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON

REGULATION: B. What do you think of the susgestion that
each lower level of government should have the right to
cstablish and enforce more stringent standards than the
next higher goverrment level%

YES

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected
wilth control of air pollution be paid for?

A, Establishment of an Environmental Trust Fund snd Bank
financed by the sale of Environmental Savings Bonds sold
to the public, The monies received would finance con-
struction of suech facilities as weste treatment plants,
air, water, noise abatement and proper land use manage-
ment, The loans would be long term and low interest,
The costs of cleaning up and maintaining a healthful
environment should be paid for by everyone., The general
feeling was that industry would pay the main burden but
the costs would most 1likely be passed on to the consumer
(as always).

Minority opinions on specific finanecing:

A, Reappropriation of national budget [rom military appro-
priation to environmental defense,

Bs No profiteering from sale of added on anti-pollution
devices such as the type used on attes, The manufacturer
can make his profit on the product not because the BHovean=-
ment made him act in the public interest,

Industries eould pay their share of the clean-up at the
expense of the stockholders, They would also be res-
ponsible for innovation and disposal ol waste prodwe ts,

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided

to insure genuine opportunity for public participation in
decisions on air quality standards, their implementstion and
enforcement?

OVERWHELMING AGREED: Public hearings at the local level would
insure public participation, Notice of time, day and agenda
of meeting to be published in advance of hearings,

Minority suggestions for safeguards:

A, Citizen Commissions as watchdogs for implimentstion and
enforcement,

Citizens right to sue indus' ry and povernment for non-
compliance,

Advance planning for cross section of citizens groups te
speak at hearings,

Hearing boerds should not be represented by special
interest groups, for example a U,S, Steel executive on
a board judging U,S, Steel's 1liability in dumping mercury
into Lake Superior.,

Ldo )i ol —, . / ;
No, members in local League 100 Slgnature (g b, (Jdocine ~r
No. present at consensus 30
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ST. LOUIS PARK

~-MINNESOTA

| 1- Majority viewpoint that fed. govt. should set
Lfirst SUuuizrdq. 2- MajJorlty viewpoint seeme to be that the states should
have the right to set higher standards than fed. 1f they feel they are
warranted. Minority felt that local govt. should be given exelusive author-
ity or aut uarit in conjunctlon with the state for setting standards and
enforcement., 3- Mgjority felt alr quality reglons were necessary to handle
the common problems of policy and enforcement. Minority viewpoints the state
govt, should be higher, state legislature over local and fed. for alr qualit
reglons, 4- Majority viewpoint for local enforcement, then state and finally
%0 national, ;Lgoritg fed, govt, for setting and enforecing minimum standards
Minoritys policy should come from a regional aresa .

ﬁo_:".ﬁjor'_t‘g 111 support most kinds of controls;
inspectlion agenclss on 1.,1) a) o ‘txat- indus t*“*:‘“ '
Strong enforcement with ] decislions =znd

Minority: su;:}')ur: incentivee and tax breaks
after, high fine and meaningful Jall sen
or Tforce out of business,




strongly 1in support of this

Majority viewpolnt was that indus ry should be
break to help them elean up! Majority also felt there
federally funded research programs with info. going back to
and industry. ‘NOTE: suggastion from one person in a unit
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St. Paul League of Women Voters, Central Manor, 26 E. Exchange, St. Paul, Minn. 55101
'fjki;mpl -
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J¢ ATR QUALITY CONSENSUS LbJ 13/}

/ 13 Units Feb. 8, 1971

Consensus Questions on Air Pollution

1. Policy and Procedures: To control air pollution, what powers should the govermnment have?
How should these powers be divided between federal, state, and local government? What
about regional arrangements: Where should the prime responsibility lie?

There was agreement that air quality, the setting of minimum standards and their enforce-
ment, were proper concerns of govermment. Participants were agreed that the establishment
of minimum air quality standards can be most effectively done by the Federal government.
The Federal government was also assigned the power to enforce standards in the area of
aircraft pollution and interstate pollution. One unit felt the Federal government should
assume responsibility for the regulation of automobile emissions.

Regional powers of enforcement were mentioned by three units as being desirable in cases
of interstate pollution. One unit felt regional enforcement would not be effective. One
unit felt it would be better if regional officials were appointed rather than elected

as this would remove them from the influence of special interests.

Opinion was about equally divided on the question of assignment of enforcement powers;
half favoring municipal enforcement of Federal standards and half giving this power to
the states. One unit stated that local government was perhaps the least effective means
of controlling pollution because of the power which could be exercised by local industry.
One unit felt that enforcement should be handled on the local level. Two units felt
that the federal government should take major responsibility for continual research into
pollution control technology and a program of education of the citizenry on air quality.
One unit stated that control of pollution should be at the govermmental level just above
the political region of those involved, pointing out that international treaties are
needed when pollution becomes a hemisphere or global problem.

Regulation: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air pollution?
B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of government
should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent standards
than the next higher government level?

A. Members expressed support for the following controls to reduce air pollution (in the
order of the frequency mentioned): a) higher fines for polluters, b) limitation on
highway construction, c¢) limitation on downtown traffic, d) emission controls on
automobiles even if this would add to the cost of the wvehicle, e) a ban on open burning,
f) restrictions on power consumption, g) encouragement of the use of low sulfur coal.
Also mentioned were: a ban on non-returnable containers, continual monitoring, recycling
of waste products, restrictions on snowmobiles, laws enforcing eventual replacement of the
internal combustion engine, require the use of non-leaded gasoline, statewide inspection
of all vehicles (including power boats and snowmobiles) at time of purchase and once a
year thereafter, controls over aircraft pollution, shutdown of plants convicted of illegal
pollution, regular status reports by industry on emissions and plans for improvement,
require envirommental impact statements before approval of new projects is given, a tax
imposed on a second car, encourage legislation designed to discourage excessive advertising
of products and power consumption which contribute significantly to air pollution.

All units agreed that lower levels of government should have the right to set more stringent
standards than the larger govermmental unit. Two units felt this right should not be
extended below the state level of govermment.

Financing: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of air pollution
be paid for?




-

A

Financing continued: All units were agreed that the cost of improvement of air quality
was going to be high but differed on how the costs were.to be apportioned. The majority
favored the use of taxation in some form, e.g. tax deductions or credits for installation
of pollution control equipment, a use-tax based on the concept of citizen ownership of
resources. Many favored placing the cost of pollution control on the users of the product
or service involved. In regard to the cost of enforcement: Several units suggested

that the costs of enforcement should be shared, as much as feasible, by state and federal
governments. One unit felt that fines should be used for research.

Public Participation: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine opportunity
for public participation in decisions on air quality standards, their implementation and
enforcement:

All units were agreed that public hearings should be held on implimentation plans as well
as the setting of standards. The hearings should be well publicized in all the media
with HEW criteria information published well in advance of the hearings. Many units
requested publication of specific information on pollution levels in the individual
neighborhoods, with identification of pullutors, and enforcement activities. The concept
of public hearings was expanded to include a broad program of public education on
problems of air gquality control and sources of local information. The following concern
was expressed by a number of units; that a constitutional amendment be sought to the
Minnesota Constitution for a reallocation of dedicated highway funds for the development
of a minimally polluting alternative transportation system.

All questions were answered by all units in considerable detail, indicating concern
about the topic.

Mrs. George Young, Chairman




St. leter

League of Women Voters of the U. S. LOCAL LEA@WE
1730 M Street, N. W, innesota
Washington, D. C. 20036 STATE

ENVIRONMENTAL 'QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON ATR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer Lo the Environmental Quality Leaders Guide for Aid Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. B-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus guestions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? VWhere should the

prime responsibility lie?

The federal government should have prime responsibility for setting
standarde, but each lower level should be able to impose stricter
ones, Most felt the federal government should emnforse standards,
but-a strong minority wanted a federal-local arrangement wherein
local ppeople would do actual enforecing. All wanted local deputies
and monitoring services. Mandatory state car imspection should

be implemented. A federal comtrol agency should mot be the

spokesman for imdustry, and should consist of mostly pure scientists,
smaller numbers of businessmen, and no congressmen!

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

Iawas limiting the numbers of cars, the getting up of mass tramsit
systems should oceur, recycling should be encouraged. Imndustry shou 1ld
be made to bear the burden of proof that they aren't harming the
environment. The government sh ould control statiomary sources

of pollution.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no

later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of

government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

Yes, definiﬁely.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

There should be adequate and immediate federal funding. Klso,
increased taxes should be imposed on offending industries.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine

opportunity for publiec participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

Fubliec hearings should be held when standards are being set.

¢itizens should have the right to bring suits against polluters.
The federal government should set up a public information

service regarding all matters of interest pertaining to air quality.

No. members in local League _48

No. present at consensus
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REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to cstablish and enforce more stringent

standards than the next higher overnment Acvel? = |
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111. FINANCING: How should the various
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League of Vomen Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE LeW.V. of the Mid-Mesaba
1730"M Street, N.W.
Washington, DeCs 20036

STATE yirginia, Minn. 55792
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
govennment have? How should these powers be divided between federal,
state, and local government? What about regional arrangements?

Where should the prime responsibility lie?

The federal government must set standards, to be used as guldelines
for regional and/or state and local governments. If "regional™

means multi-state, we regard that as either Joint state or subdlivision
of federal.

Local governments (state-county-city) should have enforcement powers
such as the right to demand public hearings, even in the absence

of local ordinances and state statutes. States and citlzens should
have quick complaint procedures at bhelr service.

TI. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce ailr
pollution?

Some form of licenging probably will be required for industry. Perhaps
another approach mpight be that industry must prove that it 1s meetling

standards, in order to operate, rather than government trying to detect
violations.




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the sug 1 :
level of government should have the right tgggszéggi:Ea:ngagﬁfi?g:r
more- stringent standards than the next higher government levelt

We belleve that each level of government should have the uiltimate
right to establish higher standards than the next because this is
the tradlonal American aid to progress, but again because air
pollution knows no boundaries, only large area enforcement will be

very feaslible. We hope that any controls enacted will anticipate
and avoid jurisdictional disputes.

III. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of cost
of air polintsmmite ssih i 8tls connected with control

The pollutor should be charged with the cost of cleanup because this
is the best preventative. Enforcement will result in an advantage

to the pollutors' competitors. (We are aware that in the final result
the cost will be born by the consumer.)

Penaltles for polluting should be severe enough. to make compliance
practical.

A tax advantage for those who comply may make cieanup more desirable.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be
genuine opportunity for d provided to insure

public participation in decisdhons on ai
quallty standards, their implementation and enforcement? e

Flx responsliblillty on elected officials and provide for truly
informative publlc hearings to which adequate notice has been given
in order to insure opportunity for citizen participation.

No. members in local League--52

No. present at consensus
reaching meeting 6

(4 units represented) Signature }K%Dug CXﬁQLiLAﬂ&i;A~2?55-35;£2nd
[ =4

Position Co-Chairman Pollution Comme.

Date_Feb. 8, 1971




League of Women Voters of the U.S. LOCAL LEAGUE
1730 M Street, N.W. MRYSaER-Aran—
Washington, D.C. 20036 STATE

Minnesota e

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide |

2971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers shc
government have? How should these powers be divided between
and local government? What about re

gional arrangements? Wherc
prime responsibility lie?

: should the

The federal government should eet minimal standards with pro-
vision for their enforcement. The state should have the po:E;
to set regional standards. Local governments should work will
neighboring govern ents to set and enforce standards that w
protect their local environment.

If the order of power should be reported, let us say that the
prime responsibility should be: 1) Federal, 2) State, 3) Re-
gional, & 4) Local.

REGULATION:

A. What kinds of controls will vou support to re
pollution?

duce air

1. League Action

2. Inspections

3. Tagging

4, Fines

5. Permits

6. Reporting by the Public

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one co
your local League file) as soon as possible aft
1

Py to state and one for

ter determining consensus but no
ater than February 15, 1971, =

(see over)




REGULATION: * B, What do you think of the suggestion that cach lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level? i

Each level should set standards to re-enforce one another.

The "federal" EHOuld set minimal standards with provision
for their enforcement.

The "state" should be able to set stricter standards and
insure their enforcement.

The "regional” level of government should be able to set (cont.
tandards and make recommendations to the-state below)
—

111, F¥NANCING: How should the various kinds of costs conne:
air pollution be paid for? h ‘

*ted with control of

Industry should be able to apply for government loans or
should be given tax incentives.

There should be heavy taxation, up to the confiscatory level on
high polluting, non-essential items, (such as snowmobiles, power
boats, etc.)

Federal and state governments should appropriate the necessary
funds to carry out a workable program.

for better enforcement and implementation.
Local governments sould set standards and pass ordinances to protect

their local environment,
IV. PUBLIC PQRTICIPATION: What safeguards shou
oPp?rtgnlty for public participation in dec
their implementation and enforcement?

1d be provided to insure genuine
1sions on air quality standards,

"Citizen" advisory boards, perhaps called "Environmental Councils",
should be set up in every village, city or town to insure local
participation in preserving their environment.

Also, existing and/or new laws should be supported by the
reporting of violations by the public.

No. members in local League 58

No. present at consensus
reaching meeting 2%

Signature MrS. Alan Sweetser

Position National Item Chairman - Air Qualif

Date 2/3/71




League of Women Voters of the U.S, LOCAL LEAGUE WELS-KEISTER

1730 M Street, N.W.
Weshington, D.C. 20036 STATE MINNESOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTICNS ON AIR POLLUTION

POLICY AND PROCEDURES:To control air pollution, what powers should the governement
have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state, and local govern=-
ment? What about regional arrangements? Where should the prive respolsibility lie?

The Federal govermment should have the power to set high uniform statndards;
we should have iwmx laws to enforde.

The local government should have the power tc react first, followed by stets,
and then by Federal govermment.

¥e support regional and interstate arrangements already in effect.

The federal government should have the Prime responsibility.

We feel it necessary to hring attention to the fact that pural areas have different
pollution problems as mompared to the city.

II, REGUBATION: A, What kinds of condrols will you support to reduce air pollution?

¥ie support more stringent, pertinent controls and we feel time tables must be
accelerated.




REGUATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

e agree with this statement, asgain we stress different arecas have different
problems,

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
Air pollution be paid for?

As free citizens we should be willing to bear some of the cost involved in
providing for clean air.

e felt tax incentives would prove effective; government buying restricted to
firms who are earnestly inveolved with their own cleaneup air pollution pre-
vention.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATICN: TWhat safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air gquality standards,
their implementation and enforesment?

A privete citigzen should have the right to bring suit in court against air
polluting firms,

Public hearings should be absolute before anj standards or timetables are
adopted.

¥e felt most importantly wes the need to educate our populace., #We must be an
informed citizenry if we are to be effective., Our League Air Quality consen=

sus was held ahead of cur schedule because of an unavoidebth change in program,

Our membership felt theYwent away fermore informed, but still inadequate to

answer these difficult questions. If this is so, we wonder about John Q. Publici!!

No. members in local League - )
No. present at consensus _ Signatire / Lkn- = ;; .\j?_

reaching meeting( . D f

Position 3§tioua1 Committee member




League of Women Voters of the U.S.
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970-
1971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

Government should have power to set standards and enforce them.
The standards should be striet, affect new and old industry without
tax-incentives. Standards should be set for all known pollutants.

Federal government should hold the balance of responsibility in
abating air pellution. Ny setting high federal standards (e.g. 99%
pollutien free) all states would have commen high standards. One set
of standards is prefersble but incases where states and lecal government
feel a need for even higher standards they should be allowed to set
more stingent standards.

The level of gpveranent vhich makes the rules should enforce them.
Perhaps this could be done on & regiohal basis,

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

$incé automobile emissions are amajor source of pollution we would
like to see regulations placed on performanse of new cars, pressure
on the industry te eliminmate the internal combustion engine, inespection
of old ears, and developunent of good masstransit systems.

Legislation should be enacted to require all industry ineluding
miclear plower plants to install pollution control devices te meet very
rigid standards.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

Yes, if you can do it.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

As far as possible the eosts shonld be intermalized inte the consumer
price so that if a consumer chooses a product that will pollute he pays for
the control of the problem from when the product i: new through the
distruction of the preduet. Industry should pay for cleaning its emission

without tax-incentives. The taxpayer will have to pay for the enforcement
of the laws.

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: what safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

Well-publicized public hearings should be held on standards propesed
and on implementation preocedures before the laws are enacted. The
public should be kept informed of the urgency of the pellution problem
and on the impertanse of control. FHowever the standards mst de determined
by experts. A crash research program is necessary te find nen-pelluting

fuel and improved induetrial methods #f&K/Udf4/PhéA where problems now
exist.

Pollution control agencies should include lay people. The term of
of fice should be limited. Eecology groups should be encouraged to act as
vatchdogs on the enforcement of regulations. Citizens should be able to

. e R At AgiRet peliutire.

. present at consensus

reaching meeting om a!dﬂ ;(/'; / -
Signature \Fe, 7~ L4

Position

Date m. La. 19?_1'




FEB 16 197§
Westonka v

Minn.
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTICN

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsiblity lie?

The federa 1 government should set high basic standards; state and local
governments should have the power to set more stringent standards, if they
deem it neceasary., State and local governments should be responsible for
enforcement,

Since some regions may have specific pollution problems, there was agreement
that there should be regional regulations with enforcement powers,

Each level of government must enforce its own regulations; appeals to higher
courts may be necessary and should be utilized to insure against laxity in
enforcement.,

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

We will support any controls necessary to meet established standards.

REGULATION: B, What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

We agree that this is an important right.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

In most instances, the consumer will pay through higher costs of the product
or service., It was suggested that products which are most responsible for
pollution be taxed accordingly; this would help further to discourage their
purchase and would also help defray the cost of cleaning up the pollutants.
Tax credits should be given to companies to help with pollution control
device costs.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

The public should be aware of, and included in, public hearings on implementa-
tion. Public hearings are required when standards are set, There should be

education of the publie through the news media and through publiec meetings,
Public participation in enforcement is now possible through class action law
suits,

54 members
30 present F?z,w/ J,-.?;,-n ( y/ Y {ﬁ._)
Peca.

1/01/(7/




League of Women Voters of the U.S.
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure to refer to the Envirommental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution 1970~
2971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out mem-
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

The League of Women Voters of White Bear Lake agreed that the govern-
ment should have the power to set standards and enforce them. It was
also generally felt that the prime reeponsibility would have to lie ©
with the federal government.

Concerning divieion of power, the federal government should set stan-
dards in order to sssure uniformity. The states should do the enforc-
ing of air standards, but there should be in existence a federal agency
ready to step in and enforce such stendarde if the state falled %o do
g0. (Several members pointed out it would seem that such machinery
already exists--has it ever been used?) A small number preferred
enforcement to be on the local level with a state ageney steoping in
if the local government failed.

(continued on accompanying paper)

II. REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

[A} S8trict controls were deeired by all, followed by gfgglfggng enforce-
ment and a judiciary that doesn't dilute the existing laws. Nost
conceded (reluctantly) that some variances from stern controls may
be neceessary, but they should be fair end few. A minority opposed
the idea of variances altogether.

(5) It wae felt that staetes should have the right to set more stringent
standarde than the federal government. One unit noted that no state
was likely to set such high standarde as to commit economic suicide
by driving out all industry. Another unit felt the federal governmeat

should set controls for the worst situation that might exiet, so

that lower levels of government wouldn't find it necessary to set
higher standards.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

ITI. FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

Three units nearly unanimously support the idea that pollution control
should be a cost of doing business, realizing -that the consumer will
ultimately pay for such control in the price of the product, and that
some products may be priced off the market. These members pointed out,
"We'll do the paying, no matter how." Several m@mbers noted that the
cost of pollution control was probably less than repairing the

effects of pollution.

Another unit unanimously supported tex-incentives to industry. A
minority of the other three groups agreed with the tax-incentive idea

a8 more realistic. Several others who preferred the "cost of doing
business* idea, were agressble to grants or low-interest loans for
non-profit or small-profit industries.

(continued on accompanying paper)

IV. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: wWhat safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

All the various suggestions reflected a desire for more information
and education--both for awareness of the problems involved and for the
need for public participation. It was felt thet groups like LWV,
MECCA, environmental-conservation groups, etc., can tzke the lead in
such education and arousal--sort of a "watchdog® for the publie.
Beeides attendance at hearings, support of pollution control lobbyists,
letter-writing campaigns, many felt there wasn't enough publieity of
such hearings or whom to contact about offenders. Other ideas were

a return to honesty in advertising (cease urging the consumer to
purchase "more" and *"bigger®, etec.); $0 inform individuals about what
each can do to lessen pollution; and more actual support from the admin

No}ﬂéﬁ&ﬁ§°ﬂlﬁ%cépq%g§§? for pollution cortrol (e.g., research contrats).

No. present at consensus

reaching meeting 58§ o ol égdb%Aﬁﬁaéjﬁ _;i&ﬁf;i(f];//
Position é@ Chattmesn
Date dU" (‘"/; /?7/




CONSENSUS ON AIR POLLUTION**WHITE BEAR LAKE, MINNESOTA

POLICY AND PROCEDURES: (continued)

Regional arrangements were generally considered necessary, bute—e-,
One unit felt the federal government should oversee this. Another
unit thought the states should be mainly involved. Another unit
wondered how necessary this was if, ideally, the federal government
gset uniform standards and the states involved enforce these stsndards.
Wouldn't the region already be taken care of?

FINANCING: (continued)

Some other suggestions weret

-=A license fee or similar tax on industry to pay the cost of monitor-
ing them.

-=A tax on pollutérs, the money to be used by the pollution control
agency.

--Tﬁe fgéeral government should be responsible for the cost of research
on pollutants.




Complete consensus report forme were not
fecelved, Hope the plain typing paper
suffices,




LOCAL LEAGUE WILLMAR 2 Discussion Units

STATE MINNESOTA

—————— T

AIR QUALITY Consensus Report (30 members participating) January 1971

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES:

To control air pollution, what powers should the government have?
How should these powers be divided between federal, state, and local
governments?

What about regional arrangements?

Where should the prime responsibllity lie?

Unanimous agreement that pollution control is an individval respons-
ibility demanding personal involvement,

Although division of powers among different levels of government 1is
difficult to determine, all levels should be involved ang should cooperate
With other levels in sharing powers and respongibility of pollution control,

One-third felt strongly that pollution must be controlled by law, "just
1lke any other offense or crime., If an incident of pollution is strictly
local and affects only that locallity, local government should have the
enforeement power, If pollution affects more than one municipality or
locality within a state, or 1s etatewlde, then the state should have
enforcement powers, If pollution is interstate, the federal government
must have enforcement powere, "

Two-thirds regard regional arrangements as desirable if everyone
affected ean agree on the same standards, ete,

One-third felt that, "In one sense, prime responsibility must lie
with local govermment, where the pollution problem ean most quickly and
directly be met,"

Strong, unanimous consensus that, uvltimately, the federal government
has the right and responsibllity to control pollution through the setting
of federal minimum standards, and must have powers to enforce these stand-
ards, (One-third spelled out the application of these standards to testing
or measurement, research, enforcement, and air emergencies,)

II. REGUIATION:
A, What kinds of controls will Jou support to reduce air pollution?

Unanimous agreement to support the following controls:

( # indicatee strong emphasis)

1. vehicular engine deslgn; regulation of fuel type and composition#;
regulation of siting and processes of manufacturing plants, power plants,
and ineinerators

2, setting amblent (outdoor) air, emlssion, fuel, and air episode
standards#* (this was strongly suprorted in discussion of federel minimum
standards)

3« &pplying permit requirements; timetables for compliance®*; penalties
for non-compliance#; in-plant inspection®*; vehiele emisston Inspection#;
on-glte monitoring

4, requiring full diselosure by industry of contents of emissions#

5. provisions for extremely hagardous pollutante or especially large-
ecale installations

Speclfic suggestions for vehicular pollution controls

1.) Pollution control standards must be applied and met before the
vehlicle leaves the factory

2,) For vehicles new and old alike, each owner when aprlying for vehicle
license must produce certificate indlcating that this vehicle has passed
state pollution control Inspection,

A large majority voiced the need for efficlent, rapid mass transvortation
In addition to effective vehicular pollution control,

Running through all units was the determination to accept sacrifices to
comfort, convenlences, and adaptation of 1lfe-styles, plus some economic




il

repercussions, 1f we are to make any progress at all in preserving and
cleaning up the environment,

B, What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of govern-
ment should have the right to establish and enforee more stringent stand-
ards than the next higher governmental level?

Yes, Unanimous agreement that the state may set higher standards than
the federal, and the local higher than state, if the citizens desire it,
One-third felt that the lower level of government setting the higher
standards should then bear the costs of the more stringent standards,

III, FINANCING:
How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of air
prollution be paid for?

Unanimous agreement that alr pollution control should be part of the cost
of doing business, However, the consumber ultimately pays much of the
cost in higher prices,

In general, governmental financial assistance for air pollution control
was not encouraged,

A large majority (almost two-thirds) would approve low-interest federal
loans when absolutely neceseary, i.,e,, for industries in initial stages
of effective pollution control,

One-third would approve various tax incentives, 1f absolutely necessary,
to help with costs of pollution control, but low-interest loans would

be preferred,

A very small but strong minority (3%) could accept any form of government
financial assistance (grants, loans, tax incentives) to small businesses
in the early stages of pollutlion abatement,

One-third stressed the need for sirict enforcement of fines or penalties
for polluting,

Unanimous approval was gilven for government buylng from bueinesses, in-
dustries, etc, who are taking leadership in investing in research, latest
and most effective conirol techniques, etec,

#(It may be noted that the Willmar League(s attitude toward polluters

as expressed in this Alr Quality consensus is "tougher" than our position
expressed in the Water Resources consensus of 1966-67,)

IV, PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

What safeguards should be provided to insure genulne opportunity for
public participation in deecisions on alir quality standards, their
implementation and enforcement?

There was general agreement that we can help provide our own safeguards bys
Joining interested, well-informed groups

Supporting and attending publie hearings as provided for under the law,
Making our position and concern known to our legislators

Working for the election of persons at all levels of government who are
environment-oriented, and then supporting thelr efforts,

Nowhere in any of the discussions did we sense & requeste-or demande-
for qu%naiqg_of the publiec hearings (as supgested by proponents) set forth
in the "actlion flow" of the Air Quality Aet, Our members seemed to feel
that our own actlons, prompted by indlvidual concern and desire for
effective involvement, would guarantee the right of citizens to be heard,

Vre. Ceorge Davies, Alr Quality Chm,
Willmar league of Women Voters
Febrvary 5, 1971
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There was total agreement amonyg the meabers taking part in the consensus
that the government should have the power to set standards, with the
‘unding necessary for personnel, research and enrorcement, was also
unanimous that, the Federal Govn. should set miniaum safety standerds,
There was great divergence of opinion as to how the powers should be
diviled with no najority being seen, Some thought that the level that
set the standards should enforce then while others felt that whichever
level would be ost e lective at enflorcing should do so. A small group
thouht that regional agencies would be most effective. me group thought
the iederal government should enforce the laws., Another group divided
the responsibility into 2 areas - state should be responsible for
snforcenent of both federal and state laws, local and regiond
should control local pollution laws,

Althoush only 3 units answered this question there was  eneral
agrecaent tha e -ional arran-cements should be encouraged, would occur
naturally. 'here was ninority feeling that regional arran ements are

1

necessary for similar _ aphic areas, and that the federal govn. should
begin iuolenentation as s asg nossible, Federal Gov, has prime responsibil

was no majority opinion rejgarding controls. Deveral
urfits recomiended tfining those individuals and industries that do not
meet standards. )ne strong minority carried this farther so that if
fines are not successiul Th Lhe of the pollution should be
closed, then if still ufsuccessful jail terms for the polluters or
responsible executives of the pollutin 3 ther suggestions were
use of tax incentives, subsidizin, ' sportation, control of
all types of pollution €. . by regulation of use ol fuel, eniorcement
zoning ordinances, declaration of ail Qllution, enerygencias. .
cone 1Vored axX licentives ana a4xX Dredks 10r lnauscries aoling

4+;/ai?%u&zL4M- There

3

resedarcn orn c s XL ng poLiution, LG ’1_1_!4.1.;4..‘_),1 alidlk eniorcedi:lo laws

thou;sht by some to be the best method of control,
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the ri ht to establish and enforce re stringent
next higher level., Half of those aking “art thoupht that the federal
£ovil, should bs encourajred to set ade &t nil Ltandards so there will
be no need ror reliance on state

1
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own pollution control. nce a;jain there i a ‘eat dive
opinion., One unit
interest-free loans
control ‘ers should be
€nce i hro i (8 _ onswier withe
out pollution-causin ickarin A strong ainority sugiested that
indu ‘ies that did install i Lrol de 5 should receive a

tax ere should be no
tax breaks

@jority felt that the polluting source shouid pay
gence of
hould provide
:nsive pollution

7 ¢ /’ k-
77 Htilee /M‘c;,ﬂh

A strong minority recomaiended that Lhe public may particinate throuh
the use of educational pro rams, public hearin, s, citizen suits. One

Su; estion was U &t there should be a local competent advisory ,roup to act
as an advisory group only. A strong minority said that the publid should
be allowed and ericouraged to participuate directly in setting
implementation of pro rams, and of enforcement.

stanaaras 3

Those areas which do have
ublic participation have higher standards and stricter enforcenent,
me unit lelt that with adequate le,islation there was 1o need lor any
more public participation than at the present time

sil e «_'\47 ))7, w&,_, o =/

>
Chairman E.Q,

Feb. 10, 1971
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSENSUS QUESTIONS ON AIR POLLUTION

Be sure .to refer to the Environmmental Quality Leaders Guide for Air Pollution
2971 which contains (pp. 8-11) the discussion questions intended to bring out
ber thinking for these consensus questions.

I. POLICY AND PROCEDURES: To control air pollution, what powers should the
government have? How should these powers be divided between federal, state,
and local government? What about regional arrangements? Where should the
prime responsibility lie?

The women felt that since the problem is urgent, government is going to have
to take strong steps in setting standards and enforcing them. They felt that
the role of the federal government should be to set the standerds, and
enforcement should be carried out by states or by regional authorities where
they are deemed to be most effective. The ultimate control should be by the
federal government if the states fail to do their duty. Some felt that certain
areas of the country should be kept "pollution free" as much as possible by
special federal standards (i.e., national parks, etc.)

REGULATION: A. What kinds of controls will you support to reduce air
pollution?

League members appeared to be more comcerned that there would not be enough
controls vather than too many. They thought there should be control om
engine designs to enable automobiles to run on lead-free fuel, and a firam
deadline on the production of engines with afterbwrners or similar devices.
They would approve regulations encourdging the manufacture of smaller cars.

Manufacturing plants with polluting emissions should not be given variances
easily but should be forced to clean up.

Send one copy of your report to the national office (one copy to state and one for
your local League file) as soon as possible after determining consensus but no
later than February 15, 1971.

(see over)




REGULATION: B. What do you think of the suggestion that each lower level of
government should have the right to establish and enforce more stringent
standards than the next higher government level?

There actually was no real consensus on this point. All felt that federal

standards should be set so high that no state would feel that setting more

stringent standards was necessary. HNoet did feel, however, that states or

regions should have the right to set more stringent standards. The concera
was mainly due to the problems the Himmesota Pollution Control Agency has had
in attempting to set stringent standards for a nuclear generating plant
than those specified by AKC.

FINANCING: How should the various kinds of costs connected with control of
air pollution be paid for?

League members felt that we should do vhatever is mnecessary to get the job
done now. They realize that the consumer-taxpayer will ultimately pay but
would prefer to pay this in the form of higher prices rather than higher
taxes. Generally, research, changes in plant design, end the addition of
pollution control equipment should be considered a businees expense, with
possibly some tax incentives for a limited time and/or low-interest, long-
term loans available. Some members even felt that industry could regulate
itself to a large extent, possibly through the engineering associations.
(The associations might have effective ethics on pollution similar to the
ethics of the American Medical Association).

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: What safeguards should be provided to insure genuine
opportunity for public participation in decisions on air quality standards,
their implementation and enforcement?

The women felt that public hearings on the standards should be contimued,

and that informetion on complaint procedures should be more widespread.

Some felt that a citizens' ad¥isory board to pollution control agencies should
be considered. Legislation allowing the public to sue polluters, placing the
burden of proof on the polluter was considered desirable.

No. members in local League 42

No. present at consensus

reaching meeting 26 £ - (A f/'

Signatures. . 4 ot I e o ~in O
T

Position _Chsirman, Environment Committee
Date _Pebruary 12, 1971




March 29, 1974

Sent to MN Senators and Representatives in
Washington, D.C.

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota has been
greatly concerned over the attacks on the Clean Air

Act through the emergency energy bill; we commend those
who voted against the weakening amendments.

Now that the energy bill has been vetoed, we want to

make certain those same weakening amendments do not
become a part of a future energy bill. We realize

that some temporary variances and delays may be necessary
to meet the present situation, but we oppose any long
term blanket relaxation of air quality standards.

With the expiration of the Clean Air Act in June it
is imperative that responsible members of Congress
fight against special interest groups who oppose
emission controls because of selfish interests and
continue to work for strong air standards.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann McCoy
President
League of Women Voters of Minnesota

MM:jm

7

c: Mary Ann McCoy, Liz Ebbott, Helene Borg, Mary Watson




March 29, J974

To: The Honorable Henry Jackson, Chairman,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee

The Honorable Harley Staggers, Chairman,
House Interestate and Foreign Commerce Committee

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota strongly opposes
measures to weaken the Clean Air Act and the National
Environmental Policy Act in emergency energy legislation.

While we in Minnesota are fortunate to be free of chronic
air pollution problems, we do have individual industries
who fight compliance with air standards. Northern States
Power was granted a two year extension; now they are
seeking another additional one to two years for their
sulphur dioxide emissions. Weakening of standards would
allow these recalcitrant companies to continue to violate
the primary standards set to protect public health.

The Environmental Impact Statement has been the source
of information . for the public; if this is removed, the
citizen will have little opportunity to know the full
implication of the action.

With the lifting of the oil embargo, many people will
return to their former energy consumptive ways. Measures
to encourage conservation of energy should have the
highest priority with individual variances granted to
industry only if necessary.

Sincerely yours,

Mary Ann McCoy, President
League of Women Voters of Minnesota

cc: The White House; attention Richard Fairbanks, Domestic
Council
Russell Train, Administrator, EPA

v
c: Mary Ann McCoy, Liz Ebbott, Helene Borg, Mary Watson




We have reached the point
where the nature and extent
of the costs involved in im-
proving the environment are
beginning to be apparent—
costs measured by taxes,
prices, foregone conven-
iences, or perhaps by differ-
ent ways of doing things. At
the same time, the very real
benefits which will flow from
a cleaner environment are
not yet equally apparent. The
time has not yet arrived
when the average citizen can
see with his own eyes that
the skies are clearer and the
rivers are cleaner. Thus, |
believe we are entering a pe-
riod which will test the com-
mitment of the American
people to environmental
goals.

Russell E. Train, EPA Ad-
ministrator, before the Na-
tional Press Club, Septem-
ber 18, 1973.

The sense of urgency and
impending ecological doom
that characterized public
outcries for environmental
protection in the late 1960s
is now overshadowed by
somber discussions of clean-
up costs and trade-offs.
Commenting on  Russell
Train's appointment as head
of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, a Washington
Post editorial observed
gloomily:~ “The palmy days
are over for the environmen-
tal cause. Decisions are be-
coming harder and re-
sistance mounts....the pres-
sures to trim, delay and cir-
cumvent environmental laws
will only increase as the
cost and impact of those
laws become clearer.”

In 1973, vigorous com-

csts and
trade-offs

plaints from automakers,
electric utility spokesmen,
coal industry representatives
and some |local officials
about the economic costs of
air pollution control sparked
a congressional review of the
Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1970. The House Subcom-
mittee on Public Health and
the Environment (part of the
Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee) con-
ducted two weeks of general
oversight hearings on the
law. The Senate Subcommit-
tee on Air and Water Pollu-
tion (of the Public Works
Committee) heard testimony
on the prevention of signifi-
cant deterioration in air
quality, auto emission stand-
ards and transportation con-
trols. By October, mounting
concern over fuel shortages
added energy-cost questions
to the controversy about the
Clean Air Act.

Criticism of the costs of
achieving cleaner air are
coming at a time when the
American public is most
vulnerable. The average con-
sumer faces a bleak pros-
pect: on the one side, ever-
rising prices for food,
clothing and shelter; on the
other, the possibility of a
recession, job layoffs and
higher gasoline prices be-
cause of fuel shortages.
Given these immediate and
overriding concerns, envi-
ronmentalists worry that the
public's enthusiasm for a
prompt cleanup will wane
and that lawmakers, already
intent on reexamining the
Clean Air Act, will be prod-
ded by industry arguments
to weaken the law.

©1974 League of Women Voters Education Fund

All rights reserved.

Clean air
regulations
and energy
shortages

Coal industry spokesmen
cite air pollution regulations
as the "single most depress-
ing factor in limiting use” of
coal. Some electric utilities
predict blackouts due to
critical shortages of less-
polluting low sulfur fuel. Con-
gressmen complain about a
loss in gasoline mileage from
pollution controls on their
1973 cars. A manufacturer
of lead antiknock additives
for gasoline runs full-page
newspaper advertisements
charging that removing lead
from gasoline will waste one
million barrels of oil per day.

Critics of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1970 link air
quality regulations to energy
problems, while advocates of
the law point out that sulfur
content restrictions and auto
pollution controls are only
two factors in a complex web
of energy supply and de-
mand equations. Neverthe-
less, the vituperative attacks
by some spokesmen from in-
dustry and government alike
attest to the need for a
thorough examination of the
charges against clean air
regulations.

Sulfur emissions
and electricity

In order to achieve the
health-protecting primary air
quality standard for sulfur
oxides (SO,), state imple-
mentation plans include
measures to reduce emis-
sions from fossil fuel-burn-
ing electric power plants, a
major source of SOy pollu-
tion. In carrying out the
mandate of the Clean Air
Act, most states and locali-
ties have sought to reduce
sulfur emissions by restrict-
ing the sulfur content of fuels
burned by utilities and indus-
try. Regulations in many

SNJ0J JUS.LIND
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states, though based on controlling
emissions in the most polluted
urban areas, apply across the entire
state.

While the deadline for compliance
with the primary standard is mid-
1975, few coal-burning electric utili-
ties have substantially reduced their
emissions, although some plants in
north central and midwestern areas
now use low sulfur coal. Most east
coast plants have met sulfur restric-
tions by switching from coal to low
sulfur oil.

It should be noted that the eastern
power plants had begun switching
fuels in the mid-1960s for economic
reasons. Oil was cheaper and easier
to obtain than coal. By the late
1960s, local and state authorities in
the Northeast, increasingly con-
cerned about the air pollution dan-
gers of SO,, began to impose sulfur
content restrictions on fuel. Because
low sulfur oil was less expensive
than low sulfur coal, this action,
combined with the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1970, accelerated
the movement among electric utili-
ties in the East from coal to oil.

Long before the current problems
with foreign oil imports, EPA officials
had grown concerned about compli-
ance with sulfur emission restrictions
via fuel-switching. In the early 1970s
government studies of U.S. fuel pro-
duction revealed that petroleum ex-
traction and natural gas exploration
had peaked and that shortages of
these clean domestic fuels could be
expected. (Natural gas is virtually
sulfur-free and U.S. oil is largely low
sulfur.) The expected low sulfur fuel
shortfalls were partially attributed
to a galloping demand for electricity.

Between 1950 and 1970 U.S. pop-
ulation grew by 34% while electric
power consumption increased by
395%. Increased electric heating,
more air conditioners, more color
televisions, and other electric appli-
ances contributed to the rise in
demand. But shifts in industry and
agriculture to more energy-intensive
labor-saving procedures were largely
responsible for the dramatic in-
crease. Thus, demand for electricity
had by 1968 already outstripped do-
mestic oil and natural gas supplies,
but it cannot be disputed that fuel-
switching from coal to oil added to
the problem.

In May 1972, EPA officials ex-
pressed apprehension about meet-
ing Clean Air Act deadlines: “Unfor-
tunately, our long overdue concern
for air quality comes at a time when
the abundance of cleaner energy
fuels in the U.S. is rapidly disappear-
ing and energy experts are becoming
worried about our energy fuel needs
even independent of environmental
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considerations.” EPA concerns were
sparked by the knowledge that sev-
eral states had established mid-1975
as the date for meeting both primary
and secondary standards. (A date for
meeting secondary air quality stand-
ards is not specified in the Clean Air
Act. States are allowed to establish
“a reasonable time” for compliance.)
Since few utilities appeared willing to
invest in high sulfur coal emission
controls, the agency knew that com-
petition for available clean fuels
would be keen. Accordingly, EPA
adopted a policy of encouraging
states to stretch out their timetables
for emission reductions needed to
meet secondary ambient air goals.
At the same time, EPA stepped up
its pressure on power plants to seri-
ously explore equipment for remov-
ing SO, from stack gases, to make
possible the continued use of high
sulfur coal.

In the early 1970s other adminis-
tration officials saw that domestic oil
and gas supplies could not match
the growth in demand and that re-
strictions on imported oil had to be
lifted. But action did not come fast
enough. Delays in lifting oil import
quotas and expanding domestic re-
fineries to handle increased amounts
of crude oil created shortages of low
sulfur fuel oil in the East in the win-
ter of 1972-73. EPA granted seven
emissions variances to power plants
that were unable to obtain low sulfur
oil.

In September 1973 the White
House Energy Policy Office attrib-
uted the reasons for fuel shortages
this winter (1973-74) and for prob-
ably the next 3 to 5 years "to the
inability to increase domestic refining
capacity rapidly and increasing
world-wide demands for the limited
production of these fuels which we
must import.”

In sum: current and expected en-
ergy shortages are due to a variety
of factors including the Arab oil boy-
cott, decreased domestic explora-
tion for petroleum and natural gas,
limited domestic refinery capacity,
increases in world-wide demand for
petroleum and enormous increases
in domestic demands for electricity.
To the extent that power plants have
converted to oil to meet sulfur emis-
sion regulations, the movement for
clean air has added to the demand
for petroleum. But while this trend
has helped to exacerbate energy
problems, it cannot be blamed for
the shortages we will experience.

Industrial emission
controls

Critics of the Clean Air Act charge
that pollution control equipment for

industrial plants wastes precious
electricity. No one denies that elec-
trostatic precipitators and bag houses
(to reduce particulate emissions)
and SO, removal equipment use
electricity. But in April 1972 an Oak
Ridge National Laboratory report
sponsored by the National Science
Foundation concluded, “The electric
energy required for particulate and
sulfur dioxide removal from station-
ary sources (power plants, furnaces,
cement plants, refineries, etc.) would
be about 24 billion kilowatt hours per
year [and] this represents only 1.7%
of the 1970 electric energy con-
sumption in the U.S."
Environmentalists emphasize that
electric power generation itself is far
more wasteful of basic fuels than any
pollution control measure. In a pam-
phlet on energy savings the Shell Qil
Company notes that the “average
overall system efficiency [of gen-
erating electricity] by conventional
means is about 30%." In other
words, seventy percent (70%) of the
energy used to produce electricity is
lost, mostly as waste heat during
generation and transmission.

Auto emission
controls, 1969-1974

General Motors President Edward
Cole recently pointed out that remov-
al of all emission control systems
from 1970-74 cars could save gaso-
line this winter. While the suggestion
horrifies environmentalists, it ap-
pears sensible to some consumers.
Disconnecting pollution controls is
believed to be a flourishing business,
despite the heavy penalties in the
Clean Air Act for “‘tampering.”

Some car owners do not appear to
realize that increased vehicle weight,
air conditioners and engine design
have as much impact on fuel econ-
omy as do emission controls—or
more. According to a study which
involved the testing of more than
4,000 cars, EPA has calculated the
following fuel penalties on 1973
autos (which were built with emis-
sion controls) compared with 1968
models (which were built without
emission controls):

Vehicle Impact on fuel
modification economy
emission controls gains up to

3% in small

cars; losses
up to 18% in

larger cars
air conditioning losses of
9%-20%
automatic losses of
transmissions 2%-15%
increased losses of
weight 50%-100%

Since the greatest fuel penalties
come from increased weight, a re-
versal of the general industry trend
toward heavier vehicles offers the
greatest single target for fuel sav-
ings. The average full-size sedan
now weighs 4,000 pounds, 22%
more than 1965 average weights.

Auto weight directly affects fuel
penalties associated with emission
controls. Compared with 1968’s pre-
control cars, 1973 vehicles weigh-
ing less than 3,500 pounds show an
average gain of 3% in fuel economy;
those heavier than 3,500 pounds
show losses up to 18%. This differ-
ence has led EPA analysts to con-
clude that: “The fuel economy of
light vehicles has not been signifi-
cantly affected by emission controls,
but heavy cars have realized signifi-
cant penalties.”

The engine designs that auto-
makers adopt to meet required emis-
sion reductions also differ in their
effect on fuel efficiency. Some
control techniques for 1969-74
autos, such as ignition spark retard,
result in fuel penalties; others, such
as fuel injection, improve fuel econ-
omy. The EPA study indicates that
engine designs that both control pol-
lution and save fuel cost manufac-
turers more than do designs that

control pollution but impose fuel.

penalties. As a result, "Fuel econ-
omy tends to be sacrificed by auto-
mobile manufacturers in favor of
lower vehicle sales prices.”

Yet another perspective on the
fuel penalty controversy is offered by
John Quarles, EPA’'s deputy admin-
istrator. Commenting on a Mobil
Oil Company advertisement on the
causes of fuel shortages, Quarles
said: “By limiting the amounts of
pollutants released into the commu-
nity's atmosphere control devices
continuously provide a valuable
social function. They are clearly
necessities, not luxuries.” Still, in
the recent controversy over emer-
gency energy legislation some House
members were more interested in
removing pollution controls than
banning gas-guzzling extras such as
air conditioners. (In 1972, 70% of
all new cars were equipped with
factory-installed air conditioning.)

New auto
poliution controls

It is true that emission control tech-
niqgues used in 1969 through 1974
model cars have contributed to
losses in fuel economy, but accord-
ing to all reports new technologies
designed to meet standards for 1975
and 1976 cars will reverse this
trend. Starting in 1975, American
automakers plan to use, in about

60% of their new models, a catalytic
converter that will transform un-
burned hydrocarbons (HC) and car-
bon monoxide (CO) into harmless
water vapor and carbon dioxide. With
the converter, Detroit claims it can
recapture some fuel losses resulting
from previous emission control en-
gine modifications. Car manufac-
turers explain they will retune en-
gines for better fuel economy and
use the catalytic converter to clean
up exhaust emissions in the tailpipe.

While all American automakers
say catalyst-equipped cars will
achieve fuel savings, they disagree
on the precise amount. Estimates
range from an average fuel economy
gain over 1974 model cars of 3%
(Chrysler) to 13% (General Motors).
EPA thinks even higher gains (up to
20%) may be possible with the ac-
celerating buyer trend towards
smaller cars.

But critics of the catalytic con-
verter emphasize that the device re-
quires lead-free gasoline, as the
leaded variety fouls the catalytic
agent. And new scientific research
indicates that in order to avoid toxic
sulfuric acid emissions, cars with
the converter may also be forced to
use sulfur-free gasoline. (For a dis-
cussion of the acid emissions prob-
lem and health, see section on
catalytic converters in “Cleaning Up
Auto Emissions.")

Removing sulfur from gasoline will
require additional investments in
refinery equipment, but this process
is not expected to cut deeply into
energy supplies. Removing lead from
gasoline is expected to increase
crude oil consumption.

Removing lead
from gasoline

The controversy over production of
unleaded gasoline is marked by in-
tensive advertising and debate over
statistics. Manufacturers of lead anti-
knock compounds whose markets
will be diminished by a shift to lead-
free fuel, have tried to convince the
public that lead content regulations
and catalytic converters are wasteful
of energy resources. In addition,
independent refiners claim they can-
not raise the necessary capital or
secure the additional crude oil
needed to compete with major oil
companies in producing unieaded
gasoline.. Major oil companies pro-
test that in a time of fuel shortages,
extra responsibilities should not be
placed on the industry.

Believing that industry arguments
about energy costs are exaggerated,
EPA officials counter with their own
data analysis. |nevitably, the issue
rests on the answers to certain ques-

tions: Will the production of un-
leaded gasoline require more crude
0il? If so, how much? Are there
trade-offs? What will be the energy
cost to consumers?

Lead antiknock compounds are
added by refiners to certain types of
gasoline to produce the octane levels
required by high compression en-
gines. Refiners say that unless lead
products are added more crude oil
will be needed to produce gasoline
with a high octane rating. EPA of-
ficials point out, however, that the
demand for high octane gasoline
has been dropping since 1971 when
manufacturers began producing
more cars with lower compression
engines. In addition, improvements
in refinery processes have raised the
octane rating of the average pool of
gasoline to a level close to that re-
quired by most new cars.

Part of the problem in evaluating
projected crude oil requirements is
knowing the basic assumptions be-
hind the data. Often, critics of lead
regulations use figures based on
removal of lead from all grades of
gasoline by 1975, but such figures
distort the situation.

Since 1970 EPA has established
two sets of regulations relating to
removing lead from gasoline. To
supply new catalyst-equipped cars,
gasoline distributors are required to
make one grade of lead-free gaso-
line “generally available” by July 1,
1974. Since most cars on the road in
the next several years will be pre-
1975 models, only a fraction of the
total gasoline produced will have to
be lead-free. EPA estimates that by
1976 about 12% of the cars on the
road will have catalytic converters.
To ensure an adequate distribution of
gasoline supplies for these vehicles,
about 30% of the total gasoline.avail-
able will need to be lead-free. EPA’s
former Administrator for Air and
Water Programs, Robert Sansom,
told the House Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee that the
additional oil needed will represent
slightly more than one-half of 1% of
the total available crude.

A second EPA regulation, promul-
gated November 28, 1973 calls for
the phased reduction of lead in all
grades of gasoline to one-half gram
per gallon by 1979. These rules are
designed to lessen the adverse
health effects of airborne lead from
automobile exhausts. (See Section
on lead in “Cleaning Up Auto Emis-
sions” for a discussion of health
effects.) EPA analysis indicates that
by 1980 these low-lead requirements
will cause less than a one-half of 1%
increase in the demand for crude oil.
Furthermore, EPA officials empha-
size that none of their regulations
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will force the complete removal of
lead from all grades of gasoline.

These statistics contrast dra-
matically with those from industry.
Ethyl Corporation, a major manufac-
turer of lead additives, says the re-
moval of lead antiknocks “means
that 5 to 6% more crude oil will be
consumed."

While producing unleaded gasoline
is expected to cause some increase
in the demand for crude oil, there
will be benefits for car owners.
Eliminating lead additives should
reduce engine maintenance time and
costs. In 1972 a report prepared for
the White House Office of Science
and Technology claimed savings
“should accrue from additional ex-
haust system life, longer spark plug
life, and less oil contamination.” A
test performed by American Oil
Company indicates consumer sav-
ings in maintenance over the life-
time of an average car of about 5¢
per gallon. EPA Administrator Train
believes the increases in crude oil
needed to provide unleaded gasoline
for 1975-76 model cars will be more
than offset by net fuel gains made
possible by use of the catalytic con-
verter to clean up exhausts.

Cost complaints

In addition to complaints of oil com-
panies that unleaded gasoline re-
quired by the converter will increase
the demand for crude oil, Chrysler,
which has been slow to develop
catalyst technology, says the device
will prove expensive and unreliable.
The auto manufacturer forecasts
that catalyst-equipped cars “will end
up as orphans,” abandoned in dis-
gust by their owners. Chrysler seems
convinced that, given time, a strati-
fied charge engine, similar to one
developed by Honda, could be of-
fered by U.S. manufacturers as a
less expensive and more effective
control. But the company could not
promise when these new cars would
be available.

EPA believes significant advances
within the last two years in catalyst
development overshadow earlier
gloomy assessments, including one
from the National Academy of Sci-
ences. Contrary to previous cost es-
timates that went as high as $600
(auto industry), General Motors now
says its catalytic converter system
will add only $150 (similar to early
EPA estimates) to the sticker price
of new cars, and the company thinks
fuel and upkeep savings will pay for
the system in its first year. Further-
more, G.M. predicts that with un-
leaded fuel and proper maintenance,
the equipment won’'t have to be re-
placed before 50,000 miles.
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Control of nitrogen
oxides (NOy)

The fuel savings expected in 1975
and 1976 from using a catalytic con-
verter to control HC and CO may be
nullified in 1977 if no breakthrough
occurs in the technology to control
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NO,).
As of this date, no auto company
says it can meet the NO, reduction
goals without substantial fuel pen-
alties.

One control system tested in De-
troit uses two catalysts, one to
oxidize HC and CO and another to
reduce NO, emissions. The fuel
economy of the dual catalyst tech-
nique is in dispute. Auto manufac-
turers estimate the system requires
21% more gasoline per mile than
1970 model cars. But environmen-
talists report that the New York
State Department of Environmental
Conservation has driven a dual
catalyst-equipped American Motors
Matador for 25,000 miles with fuel
savings of up to 20% as compared
to other Matadors in the New York
State fleet on the same driving
schedule. And Esso Research indi-
cates a 3% fuel saving for dual
catalyst vehicles as compared to
1973 vehicles.

Another NO, control method
would be to maximize exhaust gas
recirculation (EGR), but this system
results in a fuel penalty of up to
39% over 1970 vehicles.Honda says
it can meet the target NO, reduc-
tions by using EGR in its stratified
charge engine. But only subcompact
cars have been tested by the Japa-
nese company, and fuel efficiency is
diminished.

Despite these reports, environ-
mentalists remain hopeful that im-
proved control methods now in the
experimental stage will prove com-
mercially feasible for model year
1977. They stress that less than a
year after automakers protested
Detroit could not meet emission
goals for 1975, the industry an-
nounced technology was available to
control HC and CO. One catalyst
manufacturer, Gould, Inc., is confi-
dent that its dual catalyst system
will meet the NO, reduction time-
table “with no additional fuel penalty
over 1973 cars, and perhaps with a
fuel credit.”” And Eric Stork, EPA’s
Director of Mobile Source Pollution
Control, told a House Subcommittee
in September 1973 that progress is
being made in developing a three-
way catalyst that would control HC,
CO, and NOyx in combination and im-
prove gas mileage at the same time.

The NO, controversy is compli-
cated by a shift in EPA's position.
EPA officials now say the schedule

they previously required for reducing
NO, emissions is unnecessary be-
cause the agency overestimated
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide
(NO,) in the air. Only 5 air quality
regions exceed or are close to ex-
ceeding the current NO, air quality
standard. In a November message to
the Senate Public Works Commit-
tee the agency proposed keeping the
NO, reduction goal, but setting 1990
as the compliance deadline. Environ-
mentalists believe EPA’s decision
was timed to combat congressional
critics who wanted to add amend-
ments to emergency energy legisla-
tion to weaken the NO, emission
standard.

Some environmentalists believe
EPA was right the first time. Clar-
ence Ditlow of the Public Interest
Research Group thinks EPA's pre-
vious faulty measurements indicate
that the current NO; air quality
standard may not provide an ade-
quate margin of safety. Ditlow points
out that the Japanese ambient NO;
standard is 6 to 7 times more strin-
gent than the U.S. NO; standard. In
contrast to EPA’s judgment that the
final NO, auto emission reduction
can be delayed until 1990, Ditlow
says the NO, control deadlines
should be met on schedule.

How clean must
the air be?

In a recent talk before the National
Conference on the Clean Air Act,
Joseph Swidler, Chairman of the
New York State Public Service Com-
mission, summarized the growing
concern of some officials: “This
country’'s resources are large but
not unlimited, and many needs cry
for attention. If cost is not to be a
consideration in the clean air pro-
gram, we shall be pursuing . . . small
incremental benefits at great cost
when the money could be put to bet-
ter use in satisfying major needs of
the American people, for jobs, food,
shelter, [and] health care....” There
is no guarantee, of course, that
monies freed from pollution control
would be spent on social and eco-
nomic services, but Mr. Swidler is
also asking how clean must the air
be?

Critics of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1970 say the air
quality standards set by the legisla-
tion and the emission reductions
mandated by EPA to meet clean air
goals are far too stringent. Industry
spokesmen charge that in addition
to helping deplete available petrol-
eum supplies, Clean Air Act require-
ments have cost workers jobs and

will cause consumers to pay higher
electricity rates and increased auto-
mobile prices. Some local officials
and land developers claim that EPA
regulations to discourage auto use,
to review new construction and to
protect air quality in relatively clean
air regions will impose indirect pen-
alties on consumers by decreasing
individual mobility and restricting
economic opportunities. Other ob-
servers caution we need to analyze
trade-offs in controlling pollution to
insure that cleanup techniques do

not create other environmental
problems.

Cleaning up sulfur
emissions

Approximately 20 industry suits chal-
lenging ambient air quality standards
for SO, and emission reductions re-
quired for plants have delayed com-
pliance and inhibited enforcement
efforts. Various companies claim
that in setting standards EPA did not
give adequate consideration to in-
vestment and operating costs needed
to meet clean air goals. Electric
utilities maintain that pollution con-
trols required by EPA to remove SO,
from stack gases are unreliable,
costly, and will create enormous
quantities of waste. The power indus-
try says that public health could be
adequately protected with less ex-
pensive control systems which utilize
tall stacks to disperse pollutants.
But EPA believes it draws a proper
balance between financial costs and
health risks.

Employment

Despite the acknowledged health
dangers of SO, pollution, unem-
ployed workers cannot help but re-
sent clean air regulations which their
employers say have forced plant and
mine closings. Arnold Miller, Presi-
dent of the United Mine Workers,
supports the Clean Air Act but de-
scribes the miner's dilemma, “Coal
miners don't want to be poison
pushers ... but it is slight comfort
to coal miners on the unemployment
line, whose children go hungry and
forego their educations, that the air
they breathe is pure.” Miller is con-
cerned about some high sulfur coal
mines shutting in West Virginia, Ohio,
Illinois, and Pennsylvania. In April
1973 he predicted 26,000 miners
would eventually be out of work if
state clean air plans were imple-
mented.

Industrialists used to refer to soot
and ash pouring from stacks as
“gold dust.” Even today, workers are
reminded of the 19th century adage
that smoke means jobs. Recently an
official of a Montana copper smelter
told local union workers: “This is no

perfume factory. If you don't like it
get another job." Industry critics of
the Clean Air Act sometimes threat-
en to shut their plant doors rather
than install SO, controls, and in
some communities companies have
actually done so. For the most part,
the plants closed have been mar-
ginal operations suffering from aged
equipment and declining markets.

Leonard Woodcock, president of
the United Auto Workers, urged
Congress in 1972 to consider legisla-
tion that would compensate workers
for jobs lost if a company had to
close because it could not comply
with pollution control regulations.
Environmentalists have argued for
the right to sue companies and force
industry to prove that shutdowns
were caused by environmental laws.
Today, there is still no legal or gov-
ernmental mechanism to prevent
industrial polluters from pitting clean
air advocates and workers against
one another.

Removing SO, from

stack gases

Government officials find the elec-
tric power industry the most resistant
to installing SOy controls on coal-
fired plants. Since these utilities
spew over 50% of the total SO, into
the air each year, they are prime
targets for control. But many utility
representatives adamantly oppose
investments in flue gas desulfuriza-
tion equipment to reduce SO, pollu-
tion, arguing that the technology is
unproven.

The phrase “flue gas desulfuriza-
tion” refers to a variety of chemical
systems designed to remove un-
wanted SO, from plant smokestacks
(flues). Some of the methods use a
solution containing lime or limestone
to “scrub” the combustion gases be-
fore they leave the stack. Another
technique uses a catalytic agent
to oxidize SO in the flue gas. The
resulting SO; is then absorbed in
sulfuric acid. After further process-
ing to eliminate sulfuric acid mists,
the cleaned gases leave the stack.

In 1972 a panel of experts from
various federal agencies reviewed
the status of flue gas desulfurization
systems operating in some Japanese
and U.S. plants and concluded that
“sulfur dioxoide removal from stack
gases is technologically feasible in
commercial-sized installations.” But
representatives of the Federal Power
Commission did not agree with this
finding. Like the utility industry, the
FPC is not sure that SO, removal
equipment tried in relatively small,
newly constructed power plants will
be as successful in older and larger
utilities.

Most of the SO, control systems
installed to date have experienced

various maintenance problems when
first put into operation. Power plant
officials, generally unfamiliar with
chemical engineering problems,
worry about having to shut down
generating facilities to make repairs.
As a result, many utilities require
that manufacturers of desulfurization
equipment agree to tough perform-
ance and durability standards. Envi-
ronmentalists and EPA believe these
requirements are excessive because
other power plant equipment does
not have to meet such tests. EPA
maintains that reliability obstacles
cited by the power industry have
been overcome at one or another
plant using SO, controls in the past
few years.

Despite prodding by EPA and by
some state and local officials, only
45 power plants (mostly coal-burn-
ing) have contracted to install de-
sulfurization units and only 10 are in
operation. After hearing lengthy
testimony at national power plant
compliance hearings held in October
1973, Air and Water Pollution Report
concluded: “Witness after witness
has been forced to admit that little or
no serious commitment has been
made to scrubber technology re-
search and development.” UMW
President Miller chides the electric
utility industry for “fight[ing] a rear-
guard action against pollution con-
trol,” while devoting “a meager one-
fourth of one percent of gross rev-
enues to research.”

When will power plants comply?
Because they claim flue gas desul-
furization is not yet fully proven,
utilities think the compliance dates
by which coal-burning plants must
reduce their emissions should be ex-
tended into the 1880s. The utilities
maintain that even if every coal-fired
plant placed orders today, manufac-
turers of the pollution abatement
equipment could not fill them in time
for plants to meet the deadlines set
by the Clean Air Act (mid-1975). In
addition, the power industry cites dif-
ficulties in obtaining working capital
and rate increases to cover the ex-
penses of investments in pollution
control.

The Edison Electric Institute, a
power industry trade association,
proposes that current compliance
timetables be scrapped and replaced
by a joint utility and EPA program to
monitor developments in SO, control
technology and to phase in the in-
stallation of sulfur removal systems
as they are perfected. As an interim
control measure the institute recom-
mends the use of tall stacks. John
Quarles of EPA pointed out that the
industry timetable might delay com-
pliance until 1986.

Since EPA thinks desulfurization
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technology has been adequately
demonstrated in some Japanese and
U.S. plants, the agency says utilities
should be placing orders for the
equipment now. Manufacturers of
SO, removal systems testifying at
national power plant compliance
hearings said that insufficient de-
mand from utilities, not limited vend-
or capacity, is currently blocking
prompt installation of the control
equipment.

The Industrial Gas Cleaning Insti-
tute (IGCI), a trade association, be-
lieves the required number of desul-
furization systems can be produced
and installed by 1980. EPA officials
point out that IGCI estimates of total
demand include plants that need to
reduce SO, emissions in order to
meet secondary air quality standards
established in state implementation
plans. The agency believes that
plants violating primary air quality
standards could be supplied with
SO, removal systems by 1978. EPA’s
policy is to assure compliance of
these plants first and to encourage
states to extend deadlines for
achievement of secondary standards.

Waste disposal problem

One cost of SO, removal systems
may be a new problem of industrial
waste disposal. Some flue gas de-
sulfurization methods produce use-
less liquid and solid wastes, while
others produce substances that have
a market value.

The oldest and currently the most
popular sulfur removal technology
(lime and limestone scrubbing) cre-
ates enormous quantities of sludge.
Limestone scrubbing, for example,
yields 8-13 tons of sludge per ton of
sulfur removed. Air pollution control
officials in Kentucky estimate that
nearly 2.3 million tons of waste
would be generated annually if SO,
removal equipment was installed in
all coal-fired power plants in the
state. In Jefferson County, Kentucky,
Louisville Gas and Electric is pleased
with the operation of their SO, con-
trol system, but the company is
having trouble coping with resulting
wastes. They have been dumping the
sludge into abandoned underground
mines and are experimenting with
ways to convert it into building mate-
rials such as gypsum board. Other
utilities claim they can't get the wa-
ter out of the sludge to make a
stable landfill and also express con-
cern about chemicals leaching from
the wastes into groundwater ag-
uifiers.

Despite the obvious environmen-
tal benefits of a system with usable
wastes, utilities may not always
choose this over a “throwaway”
method. Sulfuric acid and sulfur re-
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covered from flue gas desulfurization
may not be easy for some plants to
sell. Transportation costs may make
the power plant's product more ex-
pensive than that of manufacturers
located near markets for sulfuric
acid and elemental sulfur. And some
utilities may not be anxious to make
investments in new business ven-
tures.

EPA officials tend to downgrade
waste disposal as an obstacle to
power plant compliance. The agency
maintains that utilities could recircu-
late liquid wastes, line disposal sites
with impermeable materials, and
treat sludge with chemicals to make
it more suitable for landfills. EPA be-
lieves that as more power plants in-
stall control equipment, improved
waste-handling methods will emerge.
Plants located in large cities with
very limited sites for disposal may be
encouraged to keep burning low sul-
fur oil or required to buy “recover-
ble" systems.

Electricity rates

At the national power plant compli-
ance hearings officials of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority (TVA) made
it clear they would not use flue gas
desulfurization equipment even if
TVA found the technology was effec-
tive and available today. The reason?
Cost! General Manager, Lynn See-
ber, said installing gas cleaning
equipment on all TVA's 63 units
would require a capital investment
of over $1 billion and annual op-
erating costs of at least $225 million.
The authority believes it can achieve
desired ambient air quality standards
by using a system of tall stacks “with
less waste of natural resources and
fewer environmental consequences,”
and at a lower cost to consumers.

Costs of SO, removal systems
vary markedly because each is cus-
tom-made to fit individual plant
specifications. Plant size, generating
capacity, location, waste disposal
considerations, and prices of raw
materials all account for wide varia-
tions in costs. Generally, it is cheaper
to design and install control equip-
ment for new plants than for existing
plants, which often require compli-
cated retrofits. The utility industry
thinks investment in controls on
plants that are near the end of their
useful life is a waste of money. Pro-
posed amendments to the Clean Air
Act included in emergency energy
legislation would exempt power
plants due to close in 1980 from
compliance with SO, emissions
regulations.

If all coal-fired power plants install
SO, removal equipment, EPA of-
ficials estimate increases of 5-15
percent in some household electric-

ity bills. But not all utilities use coal
in each of their plants, so the aver-
age increase in electricity costs to
consumers is more likely to be 3-6
percent.

Power plant officials believe EPA
underestimates the capital invest-
ment costs as well as operational
expenses, pointing to increasingly
higher interest rates and inflated
material costs.

Consumer response
It is going to be hard for the average
user to understand the multiple rea-
sons for bigger electric bills. Buying
and installing pollution controls will
raise electric rates. But so will
higher prices his utility will be paying
for oil, coal and other raw materials
necessary for power generation. The
important question is, Will air pollu-
tion controls receive all the blame?
In the aggregate, the price tag on
air pollution control, $2.5 billion by
1977, seems small alongside esti-
mated costs of $12.8 billion in dam-
age to health, metals, buildings, and
crops from sulfur oxides and particu-
lates. The leader of a local Sierra
Club chapter in Nebraska's Platte
Valley says her group “prefers in-
creased electric rates to a polluted
and unhealthy environment.” But will
the majority of consumers share this
perspective?

Tall stacks

Tall stacks to disperse pollutants
high into the air, combined with tem-
porary plant shutdowns or switches
to low sulfur fuel during atmospheric
inversions, are touted by utilities as
“the most workable and satisfactory
answer to the sulfur problem at this
time.” Power plant officials prefer
this so-called intermittent control
system over constant emission con-
trol systems (such as flue gas de-
sulfurization).

Tall stacks are the oldest form of
industrial pollution control, dating
from 19th century efforts to clear the
city air around factories. Buoyant
plumes of smoke rise from flues and
diffuse in the atmosphere, avoiding
dangerous ground-level concentra-
tions of pollutants. American utilities
cite the experience of Great Britain
in improving air quality through use
of tall stacks. Studies of air quality
in Britain from 1958 to 1962 show
progressive reductions in annual
average concentrations of SO, in the
ambient air. But environmentalists
attribute English air quality improve-
ments to sulfur content restrictions
on home heating fuel, not to tall
stacks, and emphasize that total SO,
emissions rose dramatically in the
four-year period. And some scientists
now blame sulfur-bearing winds from

Great Britain for plant damage ob-
served in Swedish forests.

EPA is concerned about potentially
undesirable effects from widespread
application of intermittent control
systems, even though the agency
has decided to allow their use by
certain copper smelters and coal-
fired utilities as a temporary air
quality compliance measure. In is-
suing its regulations for these plants
EPA noted it was wary of the impact
tall stacks would have on *“sus-
pended sulfate formation, acidifica-
tion of soil and water, visibility reduc-
tion, and changes in background
concentration.”

The Sierra Club reports that recent
studies demonstrate that acid rain,
even at today's levels, “poses seri-
ous dangers to soil, vegetation, lakes
and rivers and the fish and other life
which live in them.” Environmen-
talists warn against treating the at-
mosphere as an “aerial dump.”

But the electric power industry
says there are no demonstrable ad-
verse effects on human health from
tall stack dispersion of SO,, so it is
foolish to dismiss less expensive
intermittent controls in favor of more
costly sulfur removal systems. Envi-
ronmentalists agree that tall stacks
are cheaper for the company, but
because extensive meteorological
data must be collected to anticipate
high winds or inversions, this system
is difficult to monitor.

EPA officials concede that inter-
mittent controls might be workable
and acceptable in isolated locales
where the effects on ambient air
from individual plant emissions are
easy to measure and control. But
the agency rejects tall stacks as an
alternative to flue gas desulfurization
or to the use of low sulfur fuel for
coal-burning power plants located
near population centers.

The authors of the Clean Air Act
do not think intermittent control sys-
tems are an acceptable method for
cleaning up SO, pollution. Although
the House approved language in
recent emergency energy legislation
that would have allowed utilities the
use of tall stack systems, the word-
ing was eliminated in conference.
Senator Edmund Muskie explained
that intermittent control systems
were “not an adequate alternative
to purchasing equipment or fuel or
fuel by-products that will provide for
continuous and constant emission
reduction.”

Health risks

The controversy about SO, control
systems is not over and may increas-
ingly focus on health effects. Results
of studies done for EPA since 1970
confirm the perils of SO, in combina-

tion with varying amounts of particu-
lates. Analyses of health data from
various urban communities and sites
near major SO, polluters indicate
sulfur oxides plus particulate pollu-
tion aggravate chronic respiratory
disease, impair ventilatory function
in children and add to the risk of
chronic bronchitis. EPA researchers
worry about the effects this type of
pollution may have on asthmatics
and persons with heart and lung
diseases.

The agency is not sure controlling
SO, will alleviate the observed
health problems. Some air pollution
control experts believe more em-
phasis should be placed on controll-
ing the emissions of submicron-size
particles. But EPA scientists main-
tain: “Until more definition of these
issues is achieved ... our findings
strongly argue against any measures
that would allow more sulfur loading
of the atmosphere.”

A recent report prepared for the
Office of Management and Budget by
Dr. David P. Rall, Director of the
National Institute of Environmental
Health Sciences, concluded: “There
is . . . no basis for relaxation of the
present standards for sulfur oxides at
this time.” However, Dr. Rall empha-
sized that “further studies [of SO,
and particulate pollution] are crucial
for sound policy.”

EPA researchers and Dr. Rall
agree that the widespread use of tall
stacks as an SO, control measure
would probably worsen observed
health problems. But the officials are
not certain that current SO, and par-
ticulate removal requirements and
technologies will adequately protect
public health.

Cleaning up
auto emissions

In addition to emphasizing the en-
ergy costs of auto pollution controls,
critics of the Clean Air Act now
question the judgments Congress
made in 1970 on how clean the air
must be to protect public health and
the consequent degree to which
harmful auto emissions must be
reduced. Some automakers and oil
companies warn that increasingly
stringent emission standards com-
bined with tough deadlines will force
the introduction of dangerous con-
trol devices.

Debate over health effects

A Chrysler Corporation pamphlet
claims, “There is no evidence that
even prolonged exposure to average
street level concentrations of auto-
motive emissions is a threat to
health.” Similarly, the Ethyl Corpora-
tion is suing EPA over regulations

requiring the phased reduction of
lead in gasoline on grounds that the
agency has not produced “one
instance” of health damage from
lead in auto exhausts.

During recent debates on emer-
gency energy legislation, supporters
of an amendment to allow removal of
control devices in 90% of the nation
maintained the action would not
compromise public health.

Controversy over the health dan-
gers of pollutants will continue be-
cause it is hard to prove the exact
cause and effect relationship be-
tween illness and measurable
amounts of air pollution. Since the
health effects of each automotive
pollutant in the ambient air cannot
be quantified precisely, auto emis-
sion reductions must be based on
“best estimates.” EPA agrees that
the technique used to figure emis-
sion standards “is at best an im-
perfect tool.”

Ironically, the emission standards
now challenged by some car manu-
facturers were approved by Detroit
at a White House meeting in Novem-
ber 1969. However, the goals, sanc-
tioned then as reasonable and de-
sirable, were not to be implemented
until 1980.

Carbon monoxide (CO)

Since passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1970, auto compa-
nies have focused their criticism on
EPA conclusions about the dangers
of carbon monoxide (CO). Health
studies which appear to conflict with
government data have been inter-
preted and publicized. Chrysler
asserts that smoking and stationary
source emissions are far more dan-
gerous to health than carbon mon-
oxide exhaust.

In countering these claims, EPA’s
health expert Dr. Carl M. Shy com-
mented: "New knowledge reveals
that highly susceptible groups of
diseased individuals [victims of an-
gina, a heart disease] are extremely
sensitive to low levels of carbon
monoxide at ambient levels, and that
even the strict CO emission stand-
ards required by 1976 may not be
sufficient. . . ." Further, Shy empha-
sized, "“The sum of scientific evi-
dence strongly argues against any
change in the direction of more re-
laxed standards.” The American
Medical Association House of Dele-
gates concurs with EPA and in 1973
passed a resolution supporting es-
tablished primary air quality stand-
ards.

Whom to protect?

The Clean Air Act Amendments of

1970 called for air quality standards

“requisite to protect public health”

that would allow for an “adequate
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margin of safety.” A report of the
senate Public Works Committee em-
phasized that ‘“included among
those persons whose health should
be protected are particularly
sensitive citizens such as bronchial
asthmatics and emphysematics.”
Subsequent air quality standards
promulgated by EPA were designed
to protect the largest number of
people, including those most sus-
ceptible to air pollution (e.g., victims
of respiratory diseases, the elderly,
the very young.) Similarly, the auto
emission standards in the Clean Air
Act were aimed at providing health
protection in the most polluted cities.
Arguments raised in 1970 against
this approach are now resurfacing
as the costs of cleanup become
more apparent.

Dr. Bartram Dinman, medical
director for ALCOA, has questioned
whether the public should pay the
heavy price of reducing CO emis-
sions to minute levels in order to pro-
tect angina victims. He suggested
requiring susceptible individuals to
install air cleaning and scrubbing
systems in their homes or relocating
those persons to areas with less air
pollution.

A “two-car strategy’ which would
require only cars in urban areas to
have pollution controls, is another
variation of the idea that the costs of
cleaning up pollution should be
borne by its victims.

Lead
Controversy over the health basis of
EPA’s rules on reducing lead in gas-
oline also illustrates the challenge
the agency faces from industry crit-
ics. Public health officials are par-
ticularly concerned about lead from
auto exhausts settling in dust along-
side streets and highways. While
children can be poisoned by swal-
lowing leaded paint chips, re-
searchers believe they can also be
harmed by breathing or eating dust
containing lead (‘'dust-fall” theory).
EPA studies conclude that such chil-
dren run a greater risk of being
anemic, having learning problems,
and suffering behavioral abnormali-
ties. Unfortunately, it is not yet pos-
sible to quantify the amount of lead
in street dust that can be atiributed
to auto exhausts, as opposed to
other possible lead sources (e.g.,
dust from demolished buildings).
Industry critics of EPA conclu-
sions on lead say reducing lead in
gas means a $4 billion investment
in new refinery equipment and proc-
esses, costs that will be passed on to
motorists at the gas pump. But EPA
argues lead regulations will probably
cost consumers less than 1/10 of 1¢
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per gallon (excluding additional
crude oil requirements) and that
“inaction carries a price tag’ too.
The American Thoracic Society's
Committee on Air Pollution believes
“the prudent course [on low-lead
fuels] should be to prevent pollution
now wherever possible, rather than
run a substantial risk of damages to
the health of the community while
incontrovertible evidence of its dan-
gers is accumulating.”

Groups such as the Center for Sci-
ence in the Public Interest, the Envi-
ronmental Defense Fund, and the
Public Interest Campaign feel EPA’s
lead regulations are too lenient and
will not adequately protect public
health. They want all lead removed
from gasoline by 1977. But EPA of-
ficials think the decision to phase
lead reductions reflects a proper
balancing of control costs and esti-
mated health risks.

Catalytic converters

Opponents of the catalytic converter
point to recent findings linking the
pollution control device to emissions
of dangerous pollutants. What's
worrying scientists is that the cataly-
tic agent speeds the conversion of
sulfur in gasoline to harmful sulfates,
which includes sulfuric acid and
sulfur salts.

It should be noted that sulfates
also result from gasoline combustion
in non-catalyst cars. In this case,
sulfur from gasoline emerges from
the tailpipe as SO, which eventually
undergoes oxidation and reacts with
water vapor in the air to form toxic
sulfuric acid and/or with ammonia
or metallic oxides to form sulfur
salts. But EPA researchers believe
cars equipped with catalytic con-
verters will create three to five times
more sulfates than cars without the
device. And Science magazine re-
ports that “the projected roadside
concentrations of ... sulfuric acid
mist range from 3 to 15 times those
which top health officials consider
safe for asthmatics, elderly people
and possibly children.”

Recent reports of the projected
adverse health effects have caused

EPA to launch a crash program to
study emissions from catalytic con-
verters. The agency plans to have a
report for Congress in April 1974.

In the meantime, Administrator
Train cautioned Congress in Novem-
ber 1973 against requests by Ford
and Chrysler to freeze emission
standards at 1974 levels and thereby
eliminate a need for the catalytic
converter. Train said, “The nation's
overall momentum in achieving
health-related air quality standards
would suffer.” EPA was supported by
environmental groups, such as the
National Clean Air Coalition, who are
concerned about sulfate emissions
from converters but believe delays in
the reduction of harmful HC, CO and
NO, “would not be in the best inter-
est of the health and well-being of
the American public.” Train empha-
sized that close to 90 per cent of
the cars on the road in 1975 would
not have catalytic converters, so
there would be time either to devel-
op sulfate emission controls or to
desulfurize gasoline.

For the time being, lawmakers
have adopted a compromise stance.
Pending emergency energy legisla-
tion would maintain emission reduc-
tion goals, but delay deadlines to
allow time for new data on the
health effects of sulfates and sec-
ond thoughts about energy-cost
trade-offs. (See Table | for proposed
new timetable.)

Scientists to report

To help in resolving the controversy,
Congress has asked the National
Academy of Sciences to review all
current data on the health effects of
automotive pollutants as well as the
basis for established primary air
quality standards.

The scientists, whose report is due
by the end of July 1974, will also
evaluate regulations covering SO,
emissions from stationary sources
and analyze air cleanup costs and
benefits. An initial NAS review in the
fall of 18973 supported EPA judg-
ments about retaining present air
quality standards.

“Sources: Environmarrlal Protection Agency
granted by EPA and“ﬁdditmnalﬂiﬂbyg
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Putting controls
on transportation

Congress knew when it passed the
Clean Air Act Amendments in 1970
that stringent controls on stationary
sources and new cars would not be
sufficient in some urban areas to
attain and insure the maintenance
of air quality goals. The legislation
directed that state implementation
plans include ‘“other measures as
may be necessary” such as “land-
use and transportation controls.” But
transportation control plans required
by EPA to help meet air quality goals
have aroused a storm of protest from
local officials, labor leaders, and
chambers of commerce. These crit-
ics say the controls will be costly for
motorists, downtown merchants and
municipal governments. Metropolitan
areas built around the automobile
are especially hard hit by the regula-
tions designed to cut vehicle use by
1977 and promote mass transit.

As a result, some civic leaders in
affected communities have exerted
increasing pressure on Congress to
extend compliance deadlines and
restrict EPA's authority.

Older cars and

service stations

Since it will be many years (approxi-
mately 30) before all cars on the
road are equipped with the most
effective pollution controls, EPA
says some metropolitan areas will
have to require car owners to install
emission controls in older autos.
Called a “billion dollar band-aid” by
some news media, retrofit cost esti-
mates are from $30-$59 for pre-
1968 cars to $90-$140 for 1968-
74 vehicles.

Inspection and maintenance sys-
tems costing motorists between
$1.20 (inspection) and $31.20 (aver-
age repairs) are proposed in some
urban areas to monitor required in-
stallations on older cars and the per-
formance of emission systems in
new cars. In addition, gasoline sta-
tions in certain air quality regions
will need vapor controls to reduce
hydrocarbon emissions resulting
from tank truck unloading and auto
fueling. EPA estimates annual costs
of $3.20 per car for the additional
service station equipment.

Reductions in

vehicle traffic

Of the 33 air quality control regions
requiring transportation controls, 13
are expected to achieve clean air
goals by 1975 with controls at gaso-
line stations, vehicle inspection and
maintenance systems, and a com-

bination of parking restrictions and
mass transit improvements. The re-
maining 20 urban areas must install
pollution controls on older cars and
adopt a number of techniques to cut
vehicle circulation in order to com-
ply with clean air standards by 1977.
(The Clean Air Act sets a mid-1975
deadline for compliance with air
quality goals, but EPA is authorized
to grant extensions up to 2 years.)

Fifteen of the 20 metropolitan
areas needing reductions in traffic
would have to curtail vehicle use by
over 20%. In the extreme case of
California, vehicle reductions re-
quired by 1977 in various air quality

regions are: San Diego—55%, Sac-
ramento—64%, and San Francisco—
97%. Los Angeles would have to
eliminate automobile travel com-
pletely. EPA officials now call their
earlier plans for gasoline rationing in
California “unreasonable.” They rec-
ognize that a 1977 deadline for com-
pliance with air quality standards in
the state is unrealistic. Long before
the current uproar over transporta-
tation controls, Administrator Train
planned to ask Congress for more
time for the most heavily impacted
regions to meet clean air goals. (See
Table Il showing regions needing
transportation controls.)

Regions
Rochester, NY
Cincinnati, OH
Dayton, OH
Toledo, OH
Austin-Waco, TX
Corpus Christi, TX
Chicago, IL

El Paso, TX
Springfield, MA

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN
Portland, OR
Indianapolis, IND

Washington, DC Area
Salt Lake City, UT

Pittsburgh, PA

San Antonio, TX

Los Angeles, CA

San Francisco, CA
Sacramento Valley, CA

San Joaquin Valley, CA
Southeastern Desert area, CA
Denver, CO

Fairbanks, AK

Boston, MA

Phoenix-Tucson, AZ

Houston, TX

Interstate NYC region
Baltimore, MD

TABLE |I: Air quality control regions requiring transportation controls
Yr. of
Compliance Remarks

1975 restrictions and/or

Dallas, TX 1975

ments
Seattle, WA .
Spokane, WA need several strategies;
Philadelphia, PA 1976 reduce traffic up to 20%

San Diego, CA 1977

Sources: Environmental Protection Agency: Air and Water News, Vol. 8, No. 5 February 4, 1974.

need some parking

inspection-maintenance
system

need several strategies

to reduce emissions such
as gas station vapor
controls, vehicle retro-
fits, parking restrictions,
and mass transit improve-

need several strategies;
traffic reductions of over
20% required; EPA will ask
Congress to extend compli-
ance dates for some of these
areas

EPA authority challenged

EPA's control over transportation
measures was challenged recently
by House members who included
amendments to the Clean Air Act in
emergency energy legislation that
forbid EPA from imposing parking

surcharges and requiring cities to
limit parking lot spaces and to estab-
lish preferential bus/carpool lanes.
The legislative pressure came largely
from California and Texas delega-
tions, speaking for constituents who
would have to make some of the
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most wrenching
changes.

Opponents of the parking sur-
charge, originally set for 3 cities,
feared economic disruption if shop-
pers were discouraged from travel-
ing to the central business district or
to regional shopping centers. Stan-
ley E. Long, legislative representative
for the Los Angeles Parking Asso-
ciation believed merchants who now
provide free parking for customers
would pass the federal parking tax to
consumers in the form of higher
prices for goods and services. And
some officials said the surcharge
would place an unfair burden on
students and workers who had no
alternative to the automobile.

Although the Energy Emergency
Act of 1973 has not yet been ap-
proved by Congress, EPA has an-
nounced it will not impose parking
surcharges because of “firm guid-
ance” from lawmakers on the issue.

State highway officials in Cali-
fornia are particularly disturbed by
requirements for bus and carpool
lanes which they say will cause
chaos on freeway systems with nu-
merous interchanges.

And some congressmen see EPA
acting as “super government,” forc-
ing people to change transportation
habits and life styles they don’t want
to give up. EPA officials realize
transportation controls will be diffi-
cult for many Americans to accept.
As Administrator Train explains: “The
value of clean air has run head-on
into the value of personal transpor-
tation freedom.”

transportation

Mass transit outlook

Promoters of mass transit empha-
size that the social, economic, and
ecological benefits of adequate pub-
lic transportation far outweigh any
loss of individual mobility. Integrated
bus, subway, and rail service would
improve air quality, reduce demands
for energy and aid the poor and eld-
erly who are now largely immobile
without cars.

Despite these advantages the im-
mediate outlook for public trans-
portation isn't too bright. The
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973
authorizes a total of one billion
dollars for mass transit uses over
three years (fiscal years 1974, 1975,
and 1976). But transit industry
spokesmen say the funds will not
adequately cover improvements re-
quired to implement the Clean Air
Act. And without federal operating
subsidies, they maintain, community
mass transit systems face skyrock-
eting deficits. Congress is now con-
sidering legislation that would sub-
sidize transit operations.
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Even with increased federal
spending, government officials doubt
that significant improvements in
public transportation could come in
time to meet Clean Air Act dead-
lines. EPA estimates that 47,700
additional buses would be needed by
1977 to reduce vehicular traffic as
well as replace and make normal
additions to existing urban bus fleets.
If bus production doubled its present
rates, there would still be a deficit
of 20,000.

Rapid transit systems take an
average of eight years to plan and
construct. Although several cities
are exploring subways, only BART
(Bay Area Rapid Transit) in the San
Francisco metropolitan region is ex-
pected to be fully operational by
1975. The METRO system in Wash-
ington, D.C. probably won't be fin-
ished until the late 1970s or 1980.

Innovative mass transit strategies
such as the Denver Regional Trans-
portation District’s personalized rapid
transit system (involving small com-
puter-controlled cars traveling on
fixed guideways) are long-term proj-
ects estimated for completion in the
1980s. EPA concludes that “al-
though the potential for reducing
auto use through improved transit is
large, it may be unrealistic to expect
reductions [in vehicle traffic] greater
than 10 to 20 percent by 1977.”

Carpool potential

Until more mass transit becomes
available carpools may be an interim
approach to reducing vehicle traffic
in metropolitan areas. A number of
companies, colleges, and public
service organizations have recently
tried to promote carpooling. Some
company programs offer incentives
such as preferred parking spaces
and small bonuses. A few cities have
special carpool lanes, and in the San
Francisco area cars with at least 3
passengers pay a lower toll to cross
the Oakland-Bay Bridge. One Boston
radio station matches carpool appli-
cants by computer and glamorizes
the advantages of shared driving in a
“clubcar,” where "friends gather on
the ride to work.” According to the
Wall Street Journal EPA officials in
Boston think the area could meet
Clean Air Act deadlines by 1977
without additional transportation
controls if 55,000 of Boston's com-
muters formed carpools.

Despite optimism in Boston and
the stimulus for carpooling coming
from fuel shortages and high gaso-
line prices, shared rides are ex-
pected to reduce urban traffic by
only 5 to 10 percent by 1977. In
metropolitan areas commuter pat-
terns are diverse: not everyone

works downtown. In southern Cali-
fornia, for example, where home and
work are usually many miles apart,
workers pour into various commer-
cial and industrial centers from all
directions. Private carpool experi-
ments here have not proven ef-
fective.

Environmentalist assessment

Environmentalists believe transporta-
tion control measures are a key ele-
ment in the struggle for clean air.
They point out that the continued
concentration of automobiles in ur-
ban areas, even with emission con-
trols, will lead to more air pollution.
They see transportation controls as
necessary levers of change, helping
to move people out of one-person
cars into carpools, buses, and sub-
ways. Such shifts in transportation
habits, ecologists stress, will con-
serve energy as well as clean the air.
And some urban planners believe
the control measures give them tools
needed to revitalize core cities.

At the same time, environmen-
talists realize that some cities will
need additional time to implement
control strategies and they favor
giving EPA discretion to extend
deadlines beyond 1977. But such
flexibility may not assuage those
who see no need for transportation
controls and those who view EPA's
involvement as an infringement on
traditional local or individual pre-
rogatives.

Influencing growth

In reviewing the Clean Air Act this
year, a key issue likely to be ex-
plored by Congress is the extent to
which EPA regulations aimed at pro-
tecting air quality should guide local
land use decisions. When the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1970 were
passed, lawmakers accepted the
premise that the achievement and
maintenance of clean air goals re-
quired land use planning. A Senate
Public Works Committee report ac-
companying the bill said that state
review of the location of new sta-
tionary sources of air pollution re-
quired by the legislation “would

necessitate  long-term  decisions
about the character of ... growth
and development.” Subsequently,

environmentalists  contended in
court suits that EPA guidelines for
state implementation plans did not
go far enough in designating land
use planning tools that states
needed to prevent the air from be-
coming dirtier. Environmental groups
successfully argued that in addition
to reviews of new stationary sources,

state plans must include procedures
to evaluate increases in automotive
pollution arising from the construc-
tion of certain new facilities (indirect
source review) and means to pre-
vent ‘“significant” deterioration of
air quality.

Critics of the court decisions claim
that in passing the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1970, Congress nev-
er intended that EPA become so
involved in guiding land use deci-
sions. Some chambers of com-
merce, anxious to attract new indus-
tries, shopping centers, and housing
fear that indirect source review and
rules to prevent ‘significant” de-
terioration in air quality will stop
desired economic growth. Land
developers say the regulations ignore
trade-offs that need to be made be-
tween environmental and socio-
economic considerations.

EPA officials believe that land use
control properly belongs in the hands
of local governments. The agency
also recognizes that many communi-
ties and most states have no plan-
ning programs that would enable
them to forecast environmental prob-
lems arising from growth. The con-
troversy over land use and growth
may force Congress to decide if
EPA rules regarding indirect source
review and preventing “significant”
deterioration improperly infringe on
local prerogatives or if the federal
guidance is necessary and proper.

Indirect source review
EPA rules requiring states to estab-
lish procedures to review new fa-
cilities or improvements that would
generate significant auto traffic
(called *“complex” or “indirect”
sources of pollution) complement
transportation conirol strategies.
Indirect source review is similar in
concept to existing state air plan
controls over new industrial plants.
In this case, designated state or
local agencies will evaluate the po-
tential air quality impact of large
shopping centers, sports arenas,
some parking lots and garages,
sizeable residential, commercial,
and industrial developments, certain
new roads, highways, and airports.
The EPA regulations also require
states to identify those regions
which may experience significant
growth within the next ten years,
growth that could lead to violations
of national air quality standards.
States will have to analyze potential
environmental problems in these
areas and propose plans to deal with
them. Indirect sources proposed for
designated growth areas will be sub-
ject to more stringent evaluation
than those in other parts of the state.

Builders fear the review proce-
dures will block all new construction,
but EPA has set complex source reg-
ulations so as to affect only major
projects. The agency estimates in-
direct source reviews will be needed
for approximately 350 shopping cen-
ters (out of 1,000 built each year),
150 parking lots and garages, and
only a few airports. And review will
not necessarily mean denial. Appli-
cants are encouraged to come up
with plans incorporating measures to
lessen impacts on air quality, (e.g.,
providing mini-bus service from re-
gional shopping centers to surround-
ing residential areas). EPA Adminis-
trator Train explains that the rules
are not intended to stop the con-
struction of facilities served by
automobiles but rather "to insure
that such sources are incorporated
into the nation's future development
through proper location and design.”

Some environmentalists think the
new rules don't go far enough. The
National Resources Defense Council
(NRDC), whose suit forced EPA to
consider complex sources, says the
regulations are “wholly inadequate.”
NRDC objects to the fact that only
the largest projects in suburban
areas will be scrutinized and that the
cumulative effect on air quality from
many new smaller sources in down-
town areas will be ignored. NRDC
also thinks the regulations would be
stronger if the approval of a state or
local air pollution control agency was
a prerequisite for the issuance of
construction permits.

Indirect source regulations for
each state have yet to be promul-
gated (they were due December 5,
1973). EPA now says implementa-
tion of the rules will be delayed for
one year. Environmentalists worry
that builders will rush to sign con-
tracts for developments now and
escape state scrutiny. Of even
greater concern to supporters of the
Clean Air Act is the possibility that
Congress will decide to revoke the
rules altogether.

Preventing significant
deterioration

Proposed EPA rules to prevent signi-
ficant deterioration in air quality are
even more controversial as they
strike at the heart of the growing
national debate over growth. Should
air pollution be allowed to increase
in Arizona to accommodate south-
ern California’s new power plants?
And who should decide? Will rules to
protect relatively clean air regions
unnecessarily restrict new job and
housing opportunities in Wyoming
or Montana? Or will central cities
lose industrial and commercial de-

velopment because outlying areas
have less stringent emission require-
ments? Answers to these questions
are important. As EPA’s Quarles em-
phasized, “Any regulations which
prevent ‘significant’ deterioration will
affect where growth will occur and
the manner in which it will occur.”

On June 11, 1973 the Supreme
Court affirmed lower court rulings
(Sierra Club, et. al. v. Administrator
of EPA) that the federal government
could not approve a state implemen-
tation plan that permitted “significant
deterioration” in areas where the air
quality is now superior to federal
standards. The original district court
order which required EPA to promul-
gate rules to prevent ‘significant
deterioration” in “‘any portion of any
state,” did not specify an interpreta-
tion of the word ‘“significant.” As a
first step toward reaching a defini-
tion EPA proposed four alternative
approaches to regulation.

Each approach would control two
pollutants (sulfur oxides and par-
ticulates) and would require certain
new or improved industrial facilities
to install emission controls which
reflect the "best available control
technology” (BACT). Except in the
case of coal-burning power plants,
BACT is identical to New Source
Performance Sandards (NSPS) al-
ready required by EPA for new in-
dustrial projects. Coal-fired utilities
could meet NSPS with low sulfur
coal, but EPA says the use of this
less polluting fuel may not be suf-
ficient to prevent “significant” de-
terioration in air quality. Some new
utilities which plan to use low sulfur
coal may be required to install emis-
sion controls as well.

Except for the common elements
discussed above, EPA’s four alterna-
tives differ in their interpretation of
what constitutes significant deterio-
ration. One of the regulations estab-
lishes national standards for meas-
uring significant deterioration.
Another sets emission ceilings for
state “pure” air regions. A third plan
gives states the power to designate
two regions of allowable deteriora-
tion and includes a provision for vari-
ances. The fourth alternative would
let states decide, case by case, if a
new source threatened to create sig-
nificant deterioration.

Because there is no accepted sci-
entific basis for defining what con-
stitutes “significant” deterioration
in air quality, rules must be based on
value judgments. EPA recognized
the problem and hoped that by pro-
posing four alternative plans they
would get an indication of the pub-
lic consensus. In general, groups
commenting on the options agreed
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about one thing only—they did not
like any of the EPA proposals.

The Sierra Club spoke for most
environmentalists when the group
said it doubted any of the four plans
met the requirements of the district
court’s order. Sierra criticized EPA
for ignoring the potential effects of
four other pollutants and maintained
that only one of the proposed regu-
lations sets a specific national lim-
itation on allowable deterioration. At
least three of the possible rules, the
club argued, would actually promote
degradation by allowing certain state
regions sizeable pollution increases.
Many environmentalists testifying
at hearings on the proposed rules
backed Sierra's plan for a national
standard of significant deterioration
based on allowable emission in-
creases for six pollutants.

Representatives from the electric
utilities, the National Coal Associa-
tion, the National Chamber of Com-
merce, copper companies and other
businesses questioned whether coal-
fired plants in clean air regions
should be forced to invest millions
of dollars in new emission control
technologies in the absence of dem-
onstrable threats to public health
and welfare. These groups main-
tained Congress never intended to
establish air quality goals more strict
than national primary and secondary
standards. If some additional protec-
tion were needed, industry repre-
sentatives preferred EPA’'s plan
allowing states to determine signifi-
cant deterioration case by case.

Controversy over the rules is
clouded by uncertainty over their
effects on growth. The Sierra Club
says its proposals to prevent signifi-
cant deterioration will not stop devel-
opment but will make builders and
planners consider the impact on air
quality of a project’s scale and loca-
tion. The group points out that even
with controls, emissions from several
large power plants in the Four Cor-
ners region of the Southwest have
spread a haze over a neighboring
national park. But spokesmen from

some industries and state agencies
believe tough pollution restrictions in
clean air regions will hinder needed
energy production, deprive rural
communities of economic opportu-
nities and prevent the relocation of
polluting industries away from
crowded urban areas. EPA believes
each of their proposed regulations
would “accommodate a reasonable
degree of growth in a manner con-
sistent with protection of the en-
vironment."

Outlook for the
Clean Air Act

Energy and air

Amendments to the Clean Air Act
incorporated into the pending Energy
Emergency Act include long-term
variances (until 1979) from state and
local emission regulations for plants
required to switch from burning oil
to coal by the Federal Energy Office.
The energy legislation also extends
the 1975 interim auto emission
standards for HC and CO through
1976 and gives EPA the discretion to
grant automakers an additional ex-
tension through 1977. The final NO,
reduction deadline is postponed from
1977 to 1978.

Because environmentalists be-
lieved the proposed changes had
little to do with current oil shortages,
they pressed lawmakers to send the
bill back to the conference commit-
tee with instructions to eliminate
amendments to the Clean Air Act.
Other forces working for recommital
of the Energy Emergency Act were
White House officials and oil com-
panies. They objected to provisions
dealing with windfall profits in the
petroleum industry. Although the
Senate voted to recommit the legis-

lation to the conference committee,
the outcome, as we go to press, is
uncertain.

Review to continue

Regardless of what Congress finally
approves as emergency energy
measures, leaders in the House and
Senate agree the clean air law needs
further examination. Senator Mus-
kie explains, “We knew in 1970 that
the Clean Air Act would reshape our
lives in many ways, and that there
would be problems which could not
be solved in the administration or in
the courts.” Clean air supporters in
Congress hope the review will pro-
duce constructive changes to aid the
timely achievement of air quality
goals. But those who think the Clean
Air Act tries to go too far, too fast, at
too great a cost doubt that con-
sumers are ready to pay the price for
clean air.

Public commitment?

Studies conducted since the passage
of the Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1970 affirm earlier predictions that
the overall price for cleaning up the
environment is far outweighed by the
estimated costs, to health and prop-
erty, of failing to do so. EPA Ad-
ministrator Train emphasizes, “The
price tag for pollution control does
not pose any threat to the economic
health of the nation.” Various nation-
wide and local polls still indicate the
public approves increased govern-
ment spending to combat pollution.
In several instances, voters have
sanctioned tax increases or bond
issues to aide environmental protec-
tion. And a recent Gallup poll showed
that Americans do not blame “ecol-
ogists” for energy shortages. But no
one knows if consumers will change
their attitude once they face addi-
tional costs stemming from advanced
auto and plant emission controls, re-
duced mobility, and restraints on
growth. O
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THIS IS GOING ON DPM

Local and State League Presidents (for EQ/Air chairmen)
Ruth C. Clusen, Chairman, Environmental Program and Projects

Current Focqi ""Clean Air--Costs and Trade-offs"

Here is the publication we promised you in the Continuing Time for
Action on clean air standards and programs (February 5, 1974).

The Current Focus summarizes major issues and arguments likely to
be discussed during congressional oversight hearings on the Clean
Air Act that will be held this spring (schedule is not set at this
time). Besides giving background information the publication pro-
vides facts and analyses that you will find useful in presenting
your views about the urgent need to support ongoing clean air
programs.,

The relationship between energy shortages and clean air regula-
tions is a major topic of the Current Focus. This discussion should
help you evaluate energy legislation that would waive clean air
standards or delay compliance timetables. Even though the Energy
Emergency bill containing several amendments to the Clean Air Act
was vetoed by the President, League members should expect to see
congressmen try to attach similar changes in the air quality law
to future energy legislation. The Wall Street Journal reports
(iMarch 5, 1974, p.3) that President Nixon is planning to present
Congress with a new emergency energy bill that includes sweeping
amendments to the Clean Air Act.
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PEOPLE ARE SAYING

"Development of land use plans in which air quality represents a single overriding
a desivable course of action for most areas. The regulations

. are therefore designed to inject consideration of air quality as one of many
constraints on land use decisions, but not to mandate land use decisions based
solely on air quality. In this regard, the 'significance' of any air quality dete-
rioration ie defined in terms of the proper and desired use of an area as well as

the magnitude of pollutant concentrations.
of air quality deterioration, FEDERAL REGISTER, August 27, 1974.

"

from proposed EPA rules on prevention

", . . it i8 hardly surprising that the courts found that the Clean Air Act was
intended to prevent significant deterioration of air quality. Nome of the judges
had any apparent difficulty with what Congress intended. . .
and legislative history was so ovewwhelmingly clear that the courts found that

Congress intended to prohibit significant deterioration despite the perhape inar-

tistic mawmer in which this intent was carried out. .

the administrative

. We believe that those who

want Congress to change its position have the burden of showing that the prohibi-

tion against eignificant deterioration would produce serious ing
Laurence I. Moss, "Implications of Fri v. Sierra Club: Preventin

to the country."
gt ing of ©

he Graying of

America." Statement of the former president of the Sierra Club before the Senate
Public Works Committee, July 24, 1973.

RECENT EXECUTIVE ACTIONS

The Environmental Protection
Agency has issued a number of
proposed and final regulations
on several important air quality
issues. The rules appear in the
FEDERAL REGISTER, copies of
which are available at most pub-
1ic libraries or from the Govern-
ment Printing Office. (Order in-
dividual copies from the Supt.
of Documents, U.S. GPO, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20402. 75¢ prepaid.)

1) Indirect Sources.duly 9, 1974.
(FR, Vol. 39, No. 132, p.25292
ff.) Final rules on indirect
(complex) sources that generate
significant amounts of traffic
and which may therefore cause
or aggravate air pollution. The
rules apply to facilities such
as shopping centers and sports
complexes that accommodate at
least 1,000 (or in some cases,
500) cars.

2) Parking Management. August 22,
1974. (FR, Vol. 39, No. 164,

p. 30440ff.) Proposed rules on
one aspect of EPA's transporta-
tion control strategy. Parking
management review pertains to
new parking facilities that are
not considered indirect sources.
The rules, applicable in 17
selected metropolitan areas,
cover lots or garages containing
at least 250 spaces. Comments
due Oct. 31, 1974; final rules
to take effect on July 1, 1975.

3) Stationary Sources. September
11, 1974. (FR, Vol. 39, No. 177,
p. 32852ff.) Proposed new source
performance standards, including
emission monitoring requirements
and performance testing methods.
Comments due by Oct. 29, 1974.

4) Prevention of Significant Air
Quality Deterioration. August 27,
1974. (FR, Vol. 39, No. 167, p.
31000ff.) Proposed rules; final
rules to be promulgated shortly.

PERHAPS YOU'D LIKE TO READ

League of Women Voters Education
Fund, CURRENT FOCUS on Clean Air-
Costs and Trade-offs, 1974. Pub.
No. 467, 60¢. 12pp.

League of Women Voters of

United States, "The Clean ...
Controversy," in THE NATIONAL VO-
TER, Oct.-Nov. 1973. $2 subscrip-
tion for 5 issues.

League of Women Voters of the
United States, COMMITTEE GUIDE
on Air Quality Consensus and
Prospects for Action, June, 1971.
Pub. No. 685, 35¢. 6pp.

Publications available from LWV,
1730 M St., NW, Wash., DC 20036,
Attn: Publication Sales

* * *

American Lung Association, AIR
POLLUTION PRIMER, 1974. 50¢.

B

102 pp. Revised version of a
comprehensive look at air pollu-
tion, including its sources and
health effects. Contains a glos-
sary of technical terms.

American Lung Association, CON-
TROLLING AIR POLLUTION--A PRIMER
ON STATIONARY SOURCE CONTROL
TECHNIQUES, 1974. Free. 52 pp.
Explanation of pollution control
methods, including a discussion
of alternative energy sources
and costs of pollution control.

Order both from the American
Lung Association, 170 Broadway,
New York, N. Y. 10019 or from
your state or local Christmas
Seal Association.

A WORD ABOUT UPDATE

This Environmental UPDATE on
Air Quality is the first in a
new series of UPDATEs on a va-
riety of environmental issues.
Each UPDATE will be sent to
local, state and Inter-League
presidents on Duplicate Presi-
dent Mailing (DPM). Addition-
al copies are available @ 25¢.
Order from the LWVUS, 1730 M
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20036. Attention: Publica-
tion Sales Department.

environmental

on air quality

Pub. No. 547

October 1974

NONDEGRADATION: HOW CLEAN MUST WE KEEP THE AIR?

an electric utility plans to build a coal-burning power plant in a part of Wyoming where
the air is virtually unpolluted. Development of the power plant will cause some atr pollu-
tion, but pollution levels will still fall below those established under national ambient

air quality standards.

Should the utility be permitted to construct its plant--and thus foul clean air? Did the
authors of the Clean Air Act intend to protect clean air from all degradation? From some
degradation? Does the federal govermment or Wyoming have the right to deny permits to the
utility because clean air will be soiled? And what effect will a nondetertoration rule

have on industry and suppliers of emergy? On land use?

The case above is hypothetical,
but it represents a very real di-
lemma facing government offi-
cials and industry. The issue is
called "significant deteriora-
tion," and on August 27, 1974,
the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency proposed rules that,
according to the agency, begin

to resolve the question. The
rules will be finalized by Novem-
ber 27, 1974, but public res-
ponse thus far indicates strong
opposition on the part of envi-
ronmentalists, industry and some
government officials as well.

The Protagonists

The issue of deterioration of
air quality has evoked three
types of responses from obser-
vers. The Administration posi-
tion, as formulated by EPA, as-
serts that some deterioration
can and must take place, but it
is EPA's contention that the
amount of deterioration permit-
ted by the proposed rules is so
small as to be insignificant.
Thus, EPA defends its position

NThe League of Women Voters Education Fund ¢ 1730 M Street NW Washington DC 20036

and sees itself aligned on the
side of the environment.

Environmentalists, however, say
that EPA has issued rules that
do indeed open the door to
significant deterioration. While
they acknowledge that small in-
crements of pollution may be rea-
sonable in certain areas, they
say that the new EPA standards
are far too permissive. They
have been joined in their criti-
cism of the proposal by offi-
cials of some state and local
governments.

Opposing any EPA rules on signi-
ficant deterioration--and con-
tending that the EPA proposal is
too stringent--are a number of
industries, many of them elec-
tric utilities. They say that
prohibitions against deteriora-
tion of air quality in pristine
areas will curtail development,
particularly of energy facili-
ties. If utilities are forced
to 1limit operations or expan-
sion, the nation will experi-
ence energy shortages and fur-
ther increases in energy costs.

Some History

The protection of clean air from
deterioration became an issue in
1973 when the Sierra Club, along
with a number of other environ-
mental groups, filed suit

against EPA. The plaintiffs con-
tended that there was nothing in
the language of the Air Quality
Act of 1967 or the 1970 Clean
Air Act amendments that permitted
fouling the air in places where
air quality was better than that
established by federal standards.
Consequently, the Sierra Club
said EPA could not approve state
implementation plans (required

by the Act) if those plans lacked
provisions to prevent degradation
of pure air. EPA contended, how-
ever, that the law contained no
such requirement.

The U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia agreed with
the Sierra Club and stated in
its decision that "significant
deterioration" was not permis-
sible in clean areas. While or-
dering EPA to disapprove all
state implementation plans

Printed on recycled paper




(because none prevented deteri-
oration) and to formulate new
rules, the court did imply that
some deterioration of air qual-
ity could be acceptable. On ap-
peal, the U.S. Supreme Court, by
a tie vote, affirmed the lower
court's decision.

As a result, EPA, in July, 1973,
proposed four alternative stra-
tegies to deal with nondegra-
dation. Briefly, the four propos-
als were:

1) The Air Quality Increment
Plan, in which specific in-
creases above 1972 particulate
and sulphur dioxide concentra-
tions would be permitted.

2) The Emission Limitation Plan,
establishing emission ceiling
regulations in areas where par-
ticulate and sulphur dioxide
levels were below secondary
ambient air quality standards.

3) The Local Definition Plan, in
which each state would decide,
on a case by case basis, if a
new source would create signifi-
cant deterioration.

4) The Area Classification Plan,
requiring states to establish

two zones for permissible deteri-
oration. Each zone could experi-
ence varying increases in pollu-
tant levels, but only one would
permit development of large-
scale polluting facilities.

EPA requested written comments
and held hearings on its four
schemes. The agency was particu-
larly interested in determining
how citizens defined "signifi-
cant deterioration," and what
balances had to be maintained be-
tween clean air and growth. As
could be expected, response to
the proposed rules differed wide-
ly. Industry suggested that Con-
gress had never intended to

place EPA in the position of
issuing nondeterioration regula-
tions. Some federal officials,
including the Secretaries of the
Department of Health, Education
and Welfare and the Department

of the Interior, warned against
strategies that protected the en-
vironment at the expense of what
they termed economic and social
interests. Environmentalists,

citizens and some state and To-
cal officials suggested that
none of the EPA options would
prevent significant deteriora-
tion because all failed to in-
clude all identified pollutants,
as well as all sources of pollu-
tion, and also because the onus
of nondeterioration decisions
was placed on the individual

state's pollution control agency.

The New EPA Proposal

Because of continuing uncertain-
ty about the approach it should
take, the August 27 rules, re-
flecting the earlier comments,
are still only proposed. EPA
says that it will issue final
rules when it can clarify--
through public comment--means of
implementing the deterioration
rules. It also attributes the de-
lay to the lack of precise direc-
tion, both in the Clean Air Act
and in the court order. (Many ob-
servers feel, however, that EPA
has been avoiding final action
because of disagreements within
the Administration which have
apparently pitted EPA against
the Federal Energy Administra-
tion and the Departments of Com-
merce and Treasury. The Admini-
stration, by the way, has in-
troduced an amendment to the
Clean Air Act which would elimi-
nate entirely the nondegrada-
tion requirement of the Act--an
amendment which EPA opposes. EPA
may thus be caught between envi-
ronmental goals and political
considerations, and may be

loath to involve itself more
deeply in a volatile situation.)

Basically, the proposed new
rules reclassify clean areas of
the country into three zones:

B Class I--areas in which exist-
ing pure air is to be protected
because of scenic, recreational
or ecologic reasons; areas where
no additional major industrial
growth is desired.

B Class II--areas in which mo-
derate changes in air quality

are permissible because of expan-
sion of major facilities.

B Class III--areas in which
major polluting developments are
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permitted, or where increases in
pollutant levels would be mini-
mal. (A state could, however, re-
classify all lands to Class III.)

The rules apply only to two pol-
lutants, suiphur dioxides and
particulates; the other three
pollutants regulated by the
Clean Air Act--carbon monoxide,
hydrocarbons and nitrogen ox-
jdes--were omitted. EPA justi-
fied its decision by alleging
that, among other things, new
car emission standards, required
by 1977, will eliminate the need
for controls over carbon monox-
ide and hydrocarbons, and that
carbon monoxide has no notjice-
able effects at concentrations
less than existing ambient stan-
dards. The agency does acknow-
ledge, however, that hydrocar-
bons and nitrogen oxides may
need regulation at some future
date, as more is learned about
their effects.

Once the rules are final, EPA
will designate all relatively
clean areas Class II (equiva-
lent to about 80 percent of the
U.S.). Individual states will
then be permitted, after a pub-
lic hearing, to redesignate

areas it desires. Reclassifica-
tions, while subject to EPA ap-
?roval, will be permitted so

ong as states follow required
procedures--using accurate tech-
nical data, considering all "rel-
evant environmental, social or
economic considerations" and fol-
Towing proper new source review
rules and policies.

The Rules' Impacts

Land Use. The EPA rules will
have their greatest impact on
land use planning and zoning, a
fact recognized by EPA when it
stated that "development of land
use plans in which air quality
represents a single overriding
criterion is not...a desirable
course of action...The regula-
tions are therefore designed to
inject consideration of air qual-
ity as one of many constraints
on land use decisions, but not
to mandate land use decisions
based solely on air quality."
The rules go on to say that as a
result, the "'significance’

of any air quality deterioration
is defined in terms of the pro-
per and desired use of an area
as well as the magnitude of pol-
lutant concentrations.”

Many environmentalists and plan-
ners fear that the rules' effect
will be to move land use deci-
sions from state or Tocal plan-
ning agencies (which, presumably,
have an expertise in the field)
and from elected officials to a
state air pollution control
board that represents no consti-
tuency and that has narrow re-
sponsibilities and expertise.
Most importantly, however, en-
vironmentalists say that state
officials who classify lands in-
to appropriate air zones will
indeed be deciding how land may
or may not be developed. In
states with land use plans, the
air pollution control board will
have to adjust clean air zones
to coincide with approved compre-
hensive land use plans. In
states without land use plans,
pollution control boards will
inadvertently "adopt" plans
based solely on an air quality
classification system.

The level of government--federal,
state or local--that exercises
the real power in implementing
significant deterioration rules
will also have a tremendous im-
pact on land use and air quality
decisions. EPA concludes that
state governments should assume
overall responsibility for imple-
menting the new rules but sug-
gests that states delegate to
Tower levels "substantial author-
ity." In any event, federal over-
sight of state and local deci-
sions is limited to a review
based primarily on data submit-
ted by the state. Some critics
feel that information could be
manipulated to obscure facts or
to "sell" a particular decision.
They say it is virtually impos-
sible for the federal government
to exercise effective review of
land reclassifications for 80 per-
cent of the nation's land area.
If EPA rules were more stringent;
if states were required to make
classification decisions on the
basis of established criteria,
there would be fewer arbitrary
decisions as well as less need
for federal review.

Growth and Energy. Advocates of
policies that would permit dete-
rioration say that nondegrada-
tion rules will limit needed in-
dustrial and energy development
throughout the country. They say
that national energy needs must
be considered as important as
the need to protect the environ-
ment. If, for example, huge new
power plants are forbidden, the
energy needs of a large portion
of the nation's population will
not be met. Similarly, utilities
claim that the rules will in-
crease the price of energy.

Foes of EPA rules also say that
any limitations on the growth
will contribute to the nation's
already faltering economy. In-
stead of issuing rules that cur-
tail development, EPA should sus-
pend, at least temporarily, its
already stringent rules as a way
of promoting productivity.

These arguments are countered by
those who contend that well-
planned development (whether a
power plant or a steel mill)
that utilizes effective pollu-
tion control technologies can
continue without impairing air
quality to a significant extent.
Large energy facilities could be
built near existing power plants
as Ton? as advanced pollution
control technologies were uti-
lized. Smaller facilities would
be acceptable in cleaner areas
as long as pollution control de-
vices were also installed. Envi-
ronmentalists do not deny that
the cost of energy may be in-
creased, but they contend that
the public has demonstrated its
willingness to pay higher prices
as long as it knows that the en-
vironment--and public health--
are protected.

Center Cities. Some opponents of
any EPA regulations on signifi-
cant deterioration say that the
rules will have an adverse im-
pact on cities. Dirty air is one
of the reasons, they say, why
big cities are being abandoned
by people and business. Unless
polluting industries can relo-
cate to rural areas, air quali-
ty in urban centers will grow
even worse. They also suggest
(and HEW concurs) that if indus-
try remains in the center cities,
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the elderly and the poor will
continue to bear the burden of
unhealthful air.

Both arguments are countered by
others who contend that the prin-
cipal source of air pollution in
inner city areas comes not from
industry but from automobile
emissions. Prohibitions against
fouling pristine air will actu-
ally help strengthen urban areas
that need to attract and hold re-
vitalizing industries. By encour-
aging the concentration of inten-
sive uses--as long as strict
emission controls are required--
EPA will stimulate urban redevel-
opment instead of dispersing pol-
luters to isolated areas (and
thereby spurring haphazard

growth and wider-spread pollu-
tion). Industry will find it dif-
ficult to relocate to remote
parts of the country if deteri-
oration is prohibited.

What Happens Now?

EPA expects to publish its final
rules on significant deteriora-
tion by the end of November. The
Sierra Club has warned that if
the rules resemble the proposed
version it will again bring suit
against the government. On its
part, EPA has warned that if en-
vironmental lawsuits continue to
challenge EPA actions, Congress
will probably decide the deteri-
oration issue itself--by amend-
ing the Clean Air Act to specifi-
cally permit deterioration of
air quality. Many environmental-
ists seem willing, as one said,
“"to fight it out in Congress.
It's a lot easier to find out
what a congressman is thinking--
and talk to him--than it is to
find out what the White House

is planning to do."

It is, of course, far too early
to prognosticate on congression-
al action in 1976. Whatever deci-
sions are made will depend in
large part on the nation's ener-
gy supplies and the state of the
economy. Any additional informa-
tion developed between now and
then on the effects of air pollu-
tion on health, and continuing
research on the effectiveness of
pollution control technologies
may also influence Congress.
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My name is Betty MacDonald of Madison, Wisconsin. As chairman of the League of

Women Voters' Environmental Quality Committee, I am pleased to have this oppor-

tunity to appear before your committee in support of extension of the Clean Air
Act.

The League is a volunteer citizens' organization with approximately 140,000 members
in all fifty states. TFor several decades, the League has actively worked for im-
provement in our environment. During 1970 and 1971, our members specifically under-
took an extensive study of Air Quality. Local Leagues participated in this study

by examining first-hand in their own communities the many aspects of air pollution.
A League study is not an academic exercise; its purpose is to provide the substantive
underpinnings for subsequent member action on public policy issues. Leagues have
acted at all levels of government to ensure that the Clean Air Act of 1970 becomes

a truly effective means of cleaning up our air as soon as possible. They have
testified at thousands of hearings to assure the development of high federal stan-
dards and strong state implementation plans. They have worked in their states

and communities to establish state and local standards which not only meet but
exceed federal standards where possible., Leagues have acted to ensure enforcement
of standards, preferably at the lower levels of government, but at the federal

level if necessary. Throughout these efforts League members have expressed their
willingness as consumers and taxpayers to share the costs with business in paying
for pollution controls.

Last year, Leagues were asked their views towards possible changes in the Clean Air
Act during hard economic times and energy shortages. Contrary to those who say
there has been a reduction of envirommental concern, Leagues uniformly said that

any changes should be to strengthen, not weaken the Act. For example, the State
League of Wyoming said, "There is a need to extend and strengthen the Clean Air

Act rather than erode it." The New Jersey League said the Act should be '"renewed
and strengthened.'" The Vermont League "strongly opposed" weakening the basic struc-
ture of the Act. The Connecticut:League wrote that the Clean Air Act established
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"a good plan with time tables for achieving air pollution control." And these
comments are but a sample of the hundreds of responses we received. Attached to
my statement is a summary of some of these replies.

While recent national concern has centered on energy and economic problems, the
solution to these problems cannot be effected through dismantling environmental
protection based on public health standards. The alleged gains in energy and
economics may not even occur or will be minimal at best; meanwhile, we will have
needlessly sacrificed our environment. Though some midcourse adjustments may be
needed in the Clean Air Act, we must hold firm on environmental standards and permit
flexibility-only'in cases where a goodrsfaith eéffort at compliance with the law has
been demonstrated.

Significant Deterioration

Ve strenuously oppose the Administration's proposal:to-delete significant deteriora-
tion provisions from the Clean Air Act. Leagues from across the country sent a
clear message that air quality not be allowed to deteriorate to minimum primary

and secondary standards.- For example, my homestate League in Wisconsin wrote:

"Our League would argue that the health, environment, and economic
benefits of clean air outweigh the costs of cleaning up emissions at
the factory smokestack or the automobile tailpipe, and we would not see
dispersal of pollutants as a satisfactory answer. We believe an area
has the right to resist degradation of its air, even if the area is
below federal minimum standards."

Or, listen to what a local League in New Jersey says:

"A firm federal commitment to steady improvement im air quality is
essential to a more healthful environment in all New Jersey. While
Atlantic County has been lucky to enjoy relatively clean air so far,
we see every day threats to turn this county, as well as every other
South Jersey:county, into a copy of the mismanaged development--along
with its poor air quality--of North Jersey."

We agree with EPA Administrator Russell Train that consideration of air degradation
should be part of overall state and local land use planning. But we do not agree
that the best way to achieve consideration 6f @irgquality.in.comprehensiveiland: use
planning is to delete entirely the non-degradation requirement. While we object

to several provisions of EPA's recently promulgated regulations, and believe that
other approaches may be preferable, we do see them as a start at addressing this
complex problem. We would like to see how the regulations are implemented before
passing judgment on their effectiveness. Therefore, we urge Congress to take a
"wait-and-see'' attitude and to take no action to delete significant deterioration
requirements at this time.

Extension of Compliance for "Isolated" Power Plants

The League copposes the Administration amendment which would allow the use of in-
termittent control systems for isolated, electric power plants. The League believes
that stack gas scrubbers or the burning of low sulfur fuels in older plants=shauld
be mandated. While this "scrubber" amendment is limited in its application, we view
it as possibly a first step for utilities which might, then, push for complete ac-
ceptance of intermittent control systems. The industry has long been on notice to
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begin cleaning up stack gases-~-further delay would only result in more foot dragging.
In the words of the Illinois State League, "We believe the utilities and other
larger users of high sulfur fuel should control SO, emissions at the source and
include the capital and maintenance costs as part = of the utility rate."

Automobile Emission Standards

The League opposes EPA's proposal to freeze standards at existing levels for five
years, and the Administration's amendment for a five year freeze at slightly higher
standards in the case of hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide. We are concerned about
the sulfate problem from catalytic converters, but use of a more sophisticated
emission device or low sulfur gasoline at a small increase in price are better
short range solutions. Put quite simply, we believe the days of the traditional

gas guzzling internal combustion engine are limited.

Thus, any changes in auto emission standards should be coupled with mandatory re-
quirements for fuel economics and a reasonable level of investment into research-
for alternate engine designs.

The Louisville, Kentucky League wrote:

"At levels commonly found in urban areas, including Louisville, noxious

gases emitted from automobiles contribute to the incidence of such chronic
ailments as emphysema, bronchitis and asthma, diseases which have in-
creased dramatically in recent decades. The pollutants spewed out into

the atmosphere by automobiles are absorbed by the lungs and reduce the
oxygen carrying capacity of the blood. They impair visual and time interval
discrimination. They particulalry endanger those with or prone to heart
disease. Moreover, these chemical agents in the atmosphere may have

long term effects that are not yet fully understood.

"To prevent energy shortages over the next few years and decades, it

may well be that some environmental controls will have to be tempor-

arily relaxed. But the public interest demands that we not save energy

by permitting air pollution to rise to levels that endanger human health..."

The League supports amendments to the Clean Air Act to make automobile emission
standards applicable to trucks, recreational vehicles and, if feasible, motorcycles.
There is not reason why other polluting vehicles should be exempt from standards

set for automobiles,

Preemption of State Standards

Administration amendments concerning waivers for technology innovations, and pro-
visions for compliance extensions for plants which are required to shift from
burning oil to coal, contain provisions which could have the effecte of preempting
state standards. We do not want changes in the Clean Air Act which would give EPA
the authority to exempt powerplants from state and local air quality standards
which are higher than those set by the federal government.

Assessment of Civil Penalties and Right to Sue States

The League supports the Administration's amendments to empower EPA to bring a civil
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action against polluters for stationary source violations. We believe that civil
actions are often better than criminal actions for gaining compliance with air
standards. The lower level of proof required in civil actions gives wider latitude
for ensuring compliance. Further, the League supports a proposal to clarify the
right of citizens to bring suit against a state air control agency. The fact that
state actions are reviewed by EPA should not preclude legal action against states
where the state is alleged not to have made good faith efforts.

Other Amendments

The League supports other strengthening amendments, proposed by Representatives
Brown and Ottinger, which would:

Require EPA to promulgate national primary and secondary air quality
standards for suspended particulate matter which reflects the latest
scientific evidence on the relationship between the size and weight of
particulate matter and the degree of health hazards. The present stan-
dards, based on weight, do not take into consideration the more serious
health hazards of small particulates.

Prohibit employers from discrimination, firing or otherwise penalizing
employees who initiate law suits under the Clean Air Act, or who testify

or involve themselves in public hearings or court proceedings.

Require EPA to investigate and institute civil penalties against an employer

who willfully misrepresents the loss of jobs resulting from compliance with
air pollution standards.

Where unemployment is found to be caused by meeting clean air standards,
provide extended periods of unemployment benefits and assistance in meeting
mortgage or rental payments during such unemployment. In instances where
cutbacks have severely impacted the local economy, such as a company town

with a single employer, the Secretary of Labor should be authorized to provide
compensation for loss in home values and to pay for moving expenses for workers
who are forced to relocate in order to find new jobs.

In conclusion, we want to assure the committee that the public remains your greatest
ally in continuing the Nation's strong effort in reducing air pollution. We urge
you to extend and strengthen the Clean Air Act for another three years.
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FACT SHEET ON ISSUES CONCERNING THE CLEAN AIR ACT

AUTO EMISSION STANDARDS

Issue - Should new car emission standards be frozen for five years?

Background - Statutory emission standards for new cars have already been delayed
three years from those established in the Clean Air Act - twice by the EPA Adain-
istrator and once by Congress. The most recent postponement, March 5, 1975, was
based on an EPA conclusion that although current technology was available to meet
full statutory emission standards, the technology itself - the catalytic converter -
posed a new health hazard through the emission of sulfuric acid mists. EPA
Administrator Russell Train, called for a five-year legislative freeze - three
years at current federal interim standards for carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon

and two years at the California standard for nitrogen oxide. Train said the freeze
was necessary because the producticn of new cars with "two-way" converters, neces-
sary to meet higher standards, would produce greater quantities of hazardous sul-
furic mists reaching danger levels in urban areas within two to ten years. The

EPA decision to grant. a one-year delay has been challenged as to whether or not
sufficient technical information was available concerning the problem. Subsequen
to the EPA decision, the California Air Resources Roard conducted hearings on the
sulifuyric-mists hazavd and cencluded 2gainst relaxing standards for 1977 models.
Further delays in meeting the full statutory standards for pollutants such as
carbon monoxide, is trading a known for an unknown hazard. For example, a five
year postponement would double carbon monoxide levels by 1985 and thereby increase
exposure to this harmful oxidant by 31 biilion additional person-hours.

The League's Position - The League opposes any freeze in the statutory requirements
for auto emissions. While concerned with the sulfuric mis: problem, we believe

that either a more sophisticated emission device, such as the "three-way'" con-
verter, or the use of low sulfur fuels are more reasonable ways to solve the pro-
blem. TFor the short-term, sulfur content can be reduced through blending of fuel
stocks allowing sufficient time for a program of complete desulfurization. The
League further supports an amendment to the Clean Air Act, contained in the Brown-
Ottinger bill --HR 4369-~to make automobile emission standards applicable to trucks,
recreational vehicles and, if feasible, motorcycles.

COAL CONVERSION

Issue - Should isolated power plants which switch to burning coal be allowed to
use intermittent emission controls for up to 10 years?

Background - The 1970 Clean Air Act established a regulatory procedure for pro-
tecting the health and environment from air pollution. Emissions of particulate
matter and sulfur dioxide (802) were to be controlled by 1975, or 1977 at the lat-
est, to the extent necessary to protect health. States were permitted to set

more stringent emission limitations. The 1974 Energy Supply and Environmental
Coordination Act required the Federal Energy Administrator to order power plants
to shift from burning oil and natural gas to coal in order to encourage reliance
on domestic energy sources. Under certain circumstances, the legislation also




authorized EPA to delay state SO, emission limitations until 1979 for power plants
converted to burning coal as a result of an FEA order.

League Position- The League opposes Administration amendments which would allow
the use of intermittent controls for isolated electric power plants and grant up
to 10-year delays in meeting SO, standards. The League believes that stack gas
scrubbers or the burning of low sulfur fuels in older plants should be mandated.
The League opposes the so-called "scrubber amendment" because:

1) intermittent control systems disperse rather than control sulfur emissions
which can contribute to hazardous sulfate formations hundreds of miles downwind
from the source and cause economic damages in the immediate vicinity;

2) intermittent control systems are almost impossible to enforce because of
the difficulty in pinpointing a polluter in an area with dozens of emission sources;
and

3) intermittent controls are inherently unreliable because of the difficulty
of predicting changes in atmospheric conditions.

The League further opposes an Administration amendment concerning compliance
extensions for plants ordered to burn coal because it contains a provision which
could preempt state standards in certain cases. A similar preemption is contained
in an amendment to permit waivers for technological innovations. We do not want
changes in the Clean Air Act which would exempt power plants from state and local
air quality standards that are higher than those set by the federal government.

SIGNIFICANT DETERTORATION

Issue- Should Congress eliminate the requirement to prevent significant air de-~
terioration?

Background - The courts have interpreted the Clean Air Act to require states to
develop plans to prevent the significant deterioration of clean air areas. Fol-
lowing a successful suit by the Sierra Club, EPA published regulations in December
1974 which required states to establish procedures to prevent significant deterior-
ation.

The deterioration of air quality in clean regions to the secondary standards can
result in economic damages to land and a major reduction in visibility. Al-
lowing the air quality to deteriorate could speed rapid energy development in the
West to the detriment of the environment and create an incentive for industries
to locate in clean air regions where costs for pollution control devices could
be avoided.

League Position - Though the League objects to several provisions of the EPA regu-
lations for the prevention of significant deterioration, the regulations are a
start at addressing this complex problem. The regulations will take effect June
1, 1975. The League would like to see how they are implemented by the states
before passing judgment on their effectiveness. Therefore, the League urges
Congress to oppose ameudments to delete significant deterioration requirements

and support clarification of coumgressional iuteut that clean air regions not be
allowed to deteriorate.

TRANSPORTATION CONTROLS

Issue - To what extent and under what circumstances should the deadlines for im-
plementing transportation control strategies be extended?
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Background - Section 110 of the Clean Air Act requires states to adopt and en-
force transportation control plans if the Federal auto emissions standards are
inadequate to meet air quality standards for the region. Thirty-seven air
quality control regions have been designated as requiring transportation con-
trol plans and additional regions may soon need such plans. The control measures
vary from region to region depending on the magnitude of the problem. Typical
measures include: improvements in mass transit, mandatory auto inspection and
maintenance programs, restraints on new parking construction, car pooling, exclu-
sive bus lanes, etc. EPA estimates that at least 10 communities will be unable
to achieve health-related air quality standards by 1977 unless gas rationing is
imposed.

League Position - The League agrees that certain cities need some additional

time to attain clean air standards. The main issue for cities needing extensions
is to establish interim compliance steps during the period of the extension. The
League believes that the Administration amendment should be strengthened in this
regard.

INDIRECT SOURCES

Issue - Should EPA's authority to require states to review indirect sources of
air pollution be eliminated?

Background - Indirect sources are facilities such as shopping centers, airports,
highways and sports arenas which do not emit pollution themselves but induce

or attract significant numbers of motor vehicles with their attendant air pol-
lution. Current EPA regulations require state plans to have procedures to re-
view the location and design of new indirect sources. The regulations have
been postponed several times by congressional and administration action and now
are scheduled to go into effect January 1, 1976. Numerous bills have been
submitted in Congress to modify or eliminate indirect source review.

League Position - The League believes it is better to review projected pollution
prior to construction of indirect sources rather than attempt to correct an un-
healthy situation after it has been created. Indirect source review will help
maintain air quality standards through assuring that adequate traffic flow
measures are included in the design of indirect source facilities. The League
opposes amendments to weaken indirect source requirements.

OTHER ISSUES

The League supports the Administration's amendment to empower EPA to bring a civil
action against polluters for stationary source violations because the lower level
of proof required gives wider latitude for ensuring compliance. We support

various strengthening amendments contained in the Brown-Ottinger bill--HR 4369--
which would:

require EPA to promulgate national primary and secondary air quality stan-
dards for suspended particulate matter which reflects the latest scientific
évidence on the relationship between thé-size "and weight ofparticulate‘mat-
“iter and the degree of health hazards. The“présentvstandards, based on weights
“.. do not take into consideration the more serious health hazards of small par-
ticulates;

. prohibit employers from discrimination, firing or otherwise penalizing em-
ployees who initiate law suits under the Clean Air Act, or who testify or in-
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volve themselves in public hearings or.court proceedings;

. require EPA to investigate and institute civil penalties against any employer
who willfully misrepresents the loss of jobs resulting from compliance with air
pollution standards.

. where unemployment is found to be caused by meeting clean air standards, pro-
vide extended periods of unemployment benefits and assistance in meeting mort-
gage or rental payments during such unemployment. In instances when cutbacks
have severely impacted the local economy, such as a company town with a single
employer, the Secretary of Labor should be authorized to provide compensation
for loss in home values and to pay for moving expenses for workers who are forced
to relocate in order to find new jobs.
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FROM: Peggy Watson, EQ Lobbyist
RE: Clean Air Act Amendments
February 20, 1976

Amendments to the Clean Air Act of 1970 are currently being discussed in committees in
the House and Senate.

A concerted effort by electric power companies, the Chamber of Commerce and other groups
to undermine legislation is of concern to us. . It is their contention that the amendments
will result in '"no growth."

In a recent brochure, the Chamber of Commerce charged that the Clean Air amendments
"would deny people the use of large sections of the United States for future development
and set them aside as hugh clean-air preserves, regardless of the cost in future jobs

or the fact that many poverty areas would be forever doomed to stay poor.'" The Chamber
is leery of federal land use control.

Nondegradation is a term that is causing confusion. Under the policy of nondegradation,
air that is cleaner than necessary to meet National Ambient Air Quality Standards, would
not be degraded by pollutants from new industry. Particulates (soot and smoke) and
sulphur dioxide are the main pollutants under fire.

There are three classifications of lands at present. Class I has been defined as a
"pristine air area." This includes national and international parks, national seashores,
wilderness areas, etc. No'significant deterioration" of air quality is allowed in these
areas.

Class II lands are "regulated growth areas." A moderate increase in pollution is allowed.
This is to encourage some industrial development. !

In Class III areas, pollution up to air quality standards is allowed. This was to allow
for major industrial and other growth.

The above classifications were designated by Russell Train of the EPA in 1974. The EPA
has done little to enforce the regulations. It will do so after the Clean Air amendments
are passed.

The Senate subcommittee bill would eliminate Class III designations in order to prevent
groups of large polluting plants. Nondegradation of clean air is the goal. (Ironcially,
industry requested the amendments and urged Congress to permit degradation of clean-air
regions up to national air-quality standards. However, the bills under consideration are
stricter than the EPA regulations.)

Major responsibility for protecting U.S. lands would be given to federal land managers
and the states.

In order to build a new, major emitting facility in any area, an operating permit would
have to be applied for. The builder must assure that the best possible technology will
be used to control regulated pollutants, and demonstrate that Class II increments for
sulphur dioxide and particulates will not be exceeded, before construction will be
permitted. :

States would be required to notify the EPA of any permit application. The approval of
EPA, the federal land manager and the state governor is necessary for a permit to be
issued.




This procedure would be necessary for major emitting facilities. It would not affect
the building of homes or clean industry.

At the present time all of Minnesota is designated Class II. After the Clean Air Act
amendments are passed, redesignation of areas could occur. Before this can be done,
public hearings and a study of the health, environment, economic, social and energy
effects of the proposed change must be considered.

Voyageurs Park and the BWCA will be classified Class I in Minnesota. The copper smelting
issue is being studied very carefully for this reason.®

Variances would be allowed. For example, NSP could apply for a five-year variance,
subject to approval by the governor, to allow for experiments in technological develop-
ment.

If the Clean Air Act provisions are enforced, the air over the western states (Colorado,
Montana, Wyoming, etc.) where coal mining and processing is being done, will not be
hopelessly fouled.

% In order to be designated Class I, an area must be at least 5000 acres in size.
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Controlling hazardous pollutants:inthe air
in short

Our technological society has a voracious appetite for consuming fuels and a host of natural and man-
made products. An awareness of how this appetite affects our biological system is only gradually emerg-
ing. For example, recent scientific and medical information indicates that a large proportion of can-
cer incidence is related to environmental factors. How s1?n1f1cant air pollution is in contributing to
the occurrence of cancer and endangering health is not fully known, but research studies increasingly

reveal that some air pollutants, through delayed, cumulative effects, possess cancer-causing or -promo-
ting (carcinogenic) properties, cause changes in genes, lead to birth defects or cause premature death,

0f the many pollutants of particular concern--including asbestos, vinyl chloride, arsenic and cadmium--
ten are currently controlled by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) which has regulatory authori-
ty under the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA). What is being done to identify and control hazardous air pollu-
tants? And, more importantly, what pollutants not under control merit immediate attention?

Background

The 1970 CAA calls for the establishment of two kinds of standards for dealing with hazardous air pol-
lutants--

m National air quality standards (which put a ceiling on the concentration of pollutants in the air)
for pollutants that are nationwide problems and

m National emission standards for hazardous air pollutants (which cover emissions from new and exis-
ting stationary sources [e.g., industrial plants]) that are more local in scope, yet pose substan-
tial harm to human health.

As a prerequisite to setting national ajr quality standards, EPA published between 1967 and 1970 "cri-
teria documents" describing existing scientific knowledge of the effects of various air pollutants on
public health and welfare. Based on these documents, standards were issued in 1971 for six pollutants:
sulfur oxides, aimed at sulfur dioxide (SO02); total suspended particulate matter (TSP); carbon monox-
ide (C0); hydrocarbons (HC); photochemical oxidants (Oxg; and nitrogen dioxide (N02). (See LWVEF FACTS
& ISSUES A Congregation of Vapors, Pub. No. 393, $.35, and COMMUNITY GUIDE Toward Cleaner Air for more
information on the 1970 CAA and EPA implementation.)

While some progress in improving the nation's air quality has been achieved, health effects research
conducted since 1971 indicates that the public's health continues to be endangered, to an unknown ex-
tent, by pollutants at levels below the present national standards. This evidence, pointing to inade-
quacies in both the number of pollutants regulated and the safety margins established, has led many to
challenge the validity of the present national standards. EPA recently released a timetable for pub-
lishing updated criteria documents for the six pollutants, which may include revisions of the national
air quality standards.

As a result of a court decision in March 1976, EPA has added lead to the list of pollutants for which
air quality standards must be established. A ubiquitous pollutant, lead is highly toxic and cumula-
tive; it attacks the body's nervous system and may cause brain damage. Public health experts are par-
ticularly concerned about children who, while playing outdoors, may ingest fine lead particles from
dust along streets. In announcing its decision to Tist lead, EPA stated that it had not previously
done so because it believed the pollutant could be adequately controlled through its regulations 1im-
iting lead content in gasoline (though it has since delayed certain compliance deadlines) and the pos-
sible issuance of performance standards controlling certain new stationary sources. If the decision
is reversed on its appeal, EPA will withdraw lead from the air quality pollutant Tist.

In dealing with hazardous air pollutants of more localized nature, EPA has issued final national emis-
sion standards for four hazardous air pollutants--asbestos, beryllium, mercury and vinyl chloride.

The agency recently tightened up the emission standards for asbestos and mercury, modifying the reg-
ulations to include additional pollutant sources and amending test methods. When publishing this re-
vision, EPA said that a lack of information still hampered the agency's determining specific safety
levels and emission rates for the asbestos standard.

League of Women Voters Education Fund «1730 M Street, N.W.,Washington, D. C. 20036




In October 1976, EPA published a final hazardous air pollutant emission standard for vinyl chloride
applicable to certain types of manufacturing plants that contribute 95 percent of all known vinyl
chloride emissions. Exposure to vinyl chloride has been linked to cases of angiosarcoma (a rare form
of liver cancer), to increased incidence of other types of cancer and to birth defects and stillbirths.

Unregulated pollutants

During 1975 hearings on the CAA conducted by the Subcommittee on Health and Environment of the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, an EPA official testified that "we have...great concerns
that health effects associated with unregulated pollutants may be as great [as] or greater than those
currently attributed to the regulated pollutants." The subcommittee proposed an amendment to the CAA
providing that EPA specifically evaluate vinyl chloride, cadmium, arsenic and polycyclic organic mat-
ter (POM) and issue regulations to control them, if necessary; that EPA prepare a health effects study
on each of these pollutants, as well as on sulfates; and that EPA examine hazards relating to nitrogen

oxide compounds. Clean air legislation including this amendment died in the closing days of the 94th
Congress. Vinyl chloride has already been mentioned, but what about cadmium, arsenic and other air
pollutants known to be dangerous, yet not regulated by EPA?

Cadmium particulates, released into the air primarily through zinc refining, are deposited on water
and soils, where they may be passed through the food chain and eventually ingested by people. Expos-
ure to this chemical, classified as a "biologically cumulative toxic material" by the National Academy
of Sciences, may lead to hypertension, kidney diseases and emphysema. It also may be the cause of

some forms of cancer. Despite the fact that the National Air Quality Advisory Committee has recommend-
ed that cadmium air emissions be controlled to the maximum extent feasible, EPA has not acted on cad-
mium aZr emissions, though it has set limits for cadmium in drinking water.

Argenie, in addition to being a potent inorganic poison, is a suspected carcinogenic agent. This chem-
ical is released into the air through the smelting of copper, lead and zinc, through the operation of
coal-burning facilities and cotton gins, and in the production and application of pesticides. EPA is
in the process of preparing a scientific and technical assessment report on arsenic that could possi-
bly lead to the establishment of a hazardous air pollutant emission standard.

Polyeyclic Organic Matter (POM) is a class of ubiquitous organic substances produced in any combustion
process involving carbon and hydrogen. Evidence suggests that POMs may be carcinogenic. The National
Air Quality Advisory Committee has recommended control of POMs to the maximum extent practicable, but
EPA has not yet proposed emission standards.

Sulfates. Not all air pollutants disappear as they disperse; some may go through a series of chemical
reactions and transformations, sometimes increasing in toxicity as they travel downwind. The products
of these chemical changes are called secondary pollutants. An example is the sulfate compounds, which
originate from SO2 directly emitted into the air from facilities burning fossil fuels (coal, oil and
gas). While SO07 is under federal regulation, studies indicate that some sulfate compounds may be more
hazardous than SO2 itself. EPA has not yet decided on a control strategy for sulfates until its re-
search efforts can determine which sulfates need control and at what levels. .

In conclusion

Why are hazardous pollutants allowed to continue to damage our health and environment? What can be
done to improve control over them? There are several reasons for the deficiencies in regulation,
Generally, research is begun only after a problem arises and environmental contamination has occurred.
While EPA has authority under the CAA to conduct research necessary to set standards, agency critics
feel it has been lethargic in developing programs necessary to acquire sufficient information on po-
tentially hazardous chemical substances. They feel this has resulted in an inadequate scientific data
base for determining which substances are environmental threats and at what levels, if any, they are
reasonably safe. Moreover, they believe monitoring efforts for setting baselines are inadequate. On
the other hand, limitations on EPA's budget and manpower resources restrict its ability to regulate
the large number of air pollutants which may be hazardous. There are also problems of fragmentation
and coordination among federal agenices responsible for research, standard-setting and controls.

Whatever the reasons for failure or delay, stronger control over hazardous pollutants is needed in the
future. EPA must have the necessary resources if it is to fulfill its legislative mandate. Many ob-
servers think that more vigorous legislation is needed. They feel, for instance, that there should be
consistency in the language and standards of proof required for establishing relationships between ex-
posure and effects of pollutants and that the burden of proof should lay on polluters rather than on
the regulatory agency. More emphasis needs to be placed on techniques capable of detecting very low
toxic pollutant levels and on research programs studying the adverse health effects of hazardous en-
vironmental pollutants. Standards should be set at sufficiently Tow levels to protect public health
and the environment. Finally, there should be greater vigilance in monitoring known and potential
hazardous pollutants. These improvements are essential if we are to protect public health and welfare
from hazardous air pollutants.

Researched and written bg Celia Epting, Staff Specialist, Environmental Quality Department, LWVEF.
u
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The League of Women Voters of the United States
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTE ON
ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION
BY
JEAN ANDERSON, CHAIRMAN
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMITTEE
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES
FEBRUARY 10, 1977

I am Jean Anderson of Billings, Montana. As chairman of the League of Women
Voters' National Environmental Quality Committee, I am pleased to have this
opportunity to appear before your subcommittee in support of strengthening amend-
ments to the Clean Air Act. Accompanying me today is Mrs. Ann Rick of Charleston,
West Virginia, who is the environmental quality chairman for the West Virginia
League of Women Voters.

The League of Women Voters of the United States is a volunteer citizens' organi-
zation with approximately 140,000 members in all fifty states. For thirty years
the League has actively worked for improvement in our environment. During 1970
and 1971, our members specifically undertook an extensive study of Air Quality.
Local Leagues participated in this study by examining first-hand in their own
communities the many aspects of air pollution. A League study is not an academic
exercise; its purpose is to provide the substantive underpinnings for subsequent
member action on public policy issues. Leagues have acted at all levels of
government to ensure that the Clean Air Act of 1970 becomes a truly effective
means of cleaning up our air as soon as ‘possibTe. They have testified at hundreds
of hearings to assure the development of high federal standards and strong state
implementation plans. They have worked in their states and communities to es-
tablish state and local standards which not only meet but exceed federal standards.
Leagues have acted to ensure enforcement of standards, preferably at the lower
levels of government, but at the federal level if necessary. Throughout these
efforts League members have expressed their willingness as consumers and taxpayers
to share the costs with business in paying for pollution controls.

When the 94th Congress began deliberations on amending the Clean Air Act, Leagues
were asked their views towards possible changes during hard economic times and
energy shortages. Conlrary Lo Lhose who say there has been a reduction of en-
Vironmental concern, Leagues uniformly said that any changes should be to strength=~
en, not weaken the Act. For example, the state League of Wyoming said, "There

is a need to extend and strengthen the Clean Air Act rather than erode it." The
Vermont League "strongly opposed" weakening the basic structure of the Act. And
these comments are but a sample of the responses received.

And in 1977, again amidst hard economic times and energy shortages, a poll by

Lou Harris & Associates indicates that the American people's support for pollution
control is stronger than ever. Sixty-six (66) percent now feel that air pollution
is a "very serious problem" in their area as opposed to forty-four (44) percent

in 1975.




While recent national attention has centered on energy and economic problems,

the solution to these problems cannot be effected through dismantling environmental
protection. The alleged gains in energy and economics may not even occur or may be
minimal at best; meanwhile, we will have needlessly sacrificed.'our environment.

The American public is not seeking a pristine natural environment. They understand
very well that we do not have that now, and very few of us could maintain our high
standard of Tiving if we found ourselves in an environment not modified by human
hands. People want an environment beneficial to life. However, they do not want

"to freeze in the dark," as the bumper sticker of a few seasons ago suggested as an
appropriate future for those who did not embrace unrestricted, unlimited energy
development. Nor do people want to abandon the hard work of the last 10 years -- and
the small gains == in controlling the careless destruction of a life-supporting, ben-
eficial physical environment.

Therefore, while some adjustments may be needed on environmental standards and pro-
grams, we must hold firm and accept relaxation only in cases where a good faith
effort at compliance with the law has been demonstrated. As the Kansas State League
put it:

"Kansas will keep her air breathable only so long as we insist
on high standards of air quality...If we are willing to follow
reasonable practice of energy conservation, we can have adequate
energy resources without the sacrifice of a livable environment."

Above all, we must not forget the original intent of the clean air legislation--to
protect the public health and welfare. Health effects research conducted since
1971 (when the national ambient air quality standards were established) indicate
that the public's health--particularly that of the elderly, children and those
susceptible to cardiovascular and respiratory diseases--continues to be endangered
by pollutants at levels even below the national ambient standards. lle must also

be aware of those air pollutants which, through delayed cumulative effects, possess
carcinogenic properties, may cause changes in genes, lead to birth defects or cause
premature death. Delaying auto emission deadlines or promoting policies that tend
to disperse pollutants more widely will not achieve the adequate health protection
that the public deserves.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

The League strenuously opposes any effort to delete or delay significant deterior-
ation provisions in the Clean Air Act. Leagues from across the country sent a
clear message that air quality not be allowed to deteriorate to minimum primary
and secondary standards. My homestate League in Montana wrote:

"Montana has been fighting for xleaner air for years and presently
with few exCeptions our air is clean. Yet Montanans feel particularly
threatened by the 'energy crisis'...Our pristine skies of the eastern
part of the state are going to be blackened for the sake of neon
Tights in St. Louis and Minneapolis."

And the League in Wisconsin said: "We believe an area has the right to resist de-
gradation of its air, even if the area is below federal minimum standards."

The League basically supports the two-class system established in S 252 for preserv-

ing clean air regions. le do have a few suggestions, though, for tightening up the
prevention of significant deterioration provisions. The procedure for designating
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air quality standards in the bill starts with an initial presumption that most
federal lands should be classified Class [T, allowing considerable deterioration_

in air quality for areas which belong to all American citizens. This procedure is
inconsistent with the basic concept of preventing significant deterioration. In ad-
dition, if national or local interests indicate an area should be allowed to deter-
iorate, the burden of proof should rest on those advocating air quality degradation,
not on those attempting to preserve clean air. e would like to see the presumption
changed. Experience tells us that if states are given the discretion to go to _
Class II or, in the case of current EPA regulations to Class III, they probably will.
For example, the state Leagues in Utah and Oklahoma have fought unjustified redesig-
nation to lower classes. We would Tike to see, therefore, expanded mandatory Class
I coverage to provide protection of the national interest over as many federal lands
as feasible. Me also would 1ike to see provisions to improve the air quality for
Class I areas in which the air quality is already degraded.

The League urges you not to provide any procedural Toopholes which would allow per-
~'mits for developments that do not meet the Class I increments. Since the increments
are based on air quality values, permits should not be issued to developments which
exceed those increments. e agree with requirements in S 252 on the use of Best

Available Control Technology (BACT) to control stationary source emissions. We are
glad to see that the definition of BACT takes into account energy and economic fac-
tors, provided such considerations do not provide loopholes. The use of BACT means
that the building of one plant will not use up the total allowable air pollution

increments for an area, but will allow other developments to occur. A closely rela-

ted issue is the need to maintain requirements for continuous controls on stationary
sources.

Expansion in Nonattainment Areas

We support the provisions on nonattainment as promulgated by EPA and see them as a
start at addressing this complex problem. e have been active in responding to EPA's
development of this policy and many of the comments we submitted to the agency on
previous drafts have been incorporated in their recently published interpretative
ruling. If this Committee decides to legislate on this jssue, we would 1ike to offer
further suggestions for improvement. e believe, first of all, any tradeoff policy
should result in a better than one for one ratio so that further degradation of
national standards will not occur. Secondly, we are against a policy of trading off
"hypothetical” or future pollutant emissions. This will only result in a banking of
pollutants and postponement of their control as a hedge for tradeoffs until a time
when an industry wants to move or expand in a nonattainment area. We feel that any
tradeoff must be measurable, with analysis done independently of any industries in-
volved. The tradeoff policies must be aggressively enforced including strict ad-
herence to compliance schedules. The majority of reductions should come from the
dirtiest plants in an area--not from the ones which have already installed adequate

pollution control equipment. In this way, greater progress can be made in attaining
the national standards in nonattainment areas.

The League supports substantial penalties for delayed compliance with enforcement
orders. lle believe that recalcitrant firms which do not comply with the law should
not gain a competitive advantage over firms which have met the requirements of the
law. !le believe such penalties should be sufficiently high to make delay more ex-
pensive than compliance. The League supports the stronger Senate language on de-
layed compliance penalties in S 252.

Auto Emission Standards

Frankly, the League is somewhat hard pressed to find something new to say on the




issue of auto emission standards. In working te kill last year's clean air biil,
the auto industry continued its sorry record of foot-dragging towards meeting nec-
essary emission limitations to protect the public's health. In 1974 and 1975, the
National Academy of Sciences produced unbiased technical analysis that emission
standards for hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides are achievable.

In our review of the facts, the League finds the evidence clear that currently ap-
plicable auto emission standards are both feasible and desirable. We urge Congress
to take the heat generated by the auto industry and resist pressures for unwarranted
and unjustifiable extensions or weakening of auto emission deadlines and standards.

In a related issue, the League supports tough standards written into S 252 for the
granting of extensions to regional transportation controls. The failure to clean
up the automobile's pollution has contributed to a continued decline in urban air
quality that jeopardizes the physical well-being of city residents and city workers.
Leagues across the country have participated in efforts to curb the extravagant and
wasteful use of the private automobile. Leagues have steadfastly supported public
transit as a means to reduce vehicular pollution.

We support automobile inspection and maintenance requirements for pollution control
devices and believe such requirements should be mandatory in regions which exceed
national ambient air quality standards. In this regerd, we endorse the House-passed
inspection provisions which were incorporated in the compromise bill, now before

the committee as S 253. Furthermore, the League supports pollution equipment warran-
ties of 5 years or 50,000 miles. These warranty protections for the consumer should
be strengthened. Weakening the warranty provisions could provide an incentive for
auto manufacturers to construct emission control systems of poor quality.

Finally, the League urges the Committee to extend the California waiver provision
to allow any state with areas not attaining national ambient air standards to opt
for higher interim auto emission standards. The California waiver has forced the
auto manufacturers to improve their emission control devices for a significant por-
tion of their national market. If other states with similar severe air pollution
problems also adopt higher standards, it will spur progress in obtaining the 90%
reduction for all automobiles no matter where they are marketed. Expanding the
waiver provisions is even more important if Congress decides to stretch out the
auto emission schedule.

In conclusion, we want to assure the Committee that the public remains your greatest
ally in continuing the nation's strong effort in reducing air pollution. Thank you
for giving us the opportunity to present testimony on ways to strengthen thei'Clean
Air Act.
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economic, employment and social

issues
recognize the importance of one

another’s goals and strategies
relate views of labor, minority and

minorities/community groups
environmental groups to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
Saturday, November 5, 1977

improve public participation in
9a.m.to4p.m.

find common ground on issues
environmental issues

““PEOPLE, JOBS AND THE

ENVIRONMENT", an action

conference
the environment and related

labor groups
environmentalists

share views

listen to one another
respect areas of conflict

Vo-Tech
Marshall Ave.

IN ORDER TO

=
= <

PEOPLE, JOBS AND THE ENVIRONMENT CONFERENCE

Detach and

Return to: Metro Clean Air Committee RETURN NO LATER THAN NOVEMBER 1
1829 Portland
Minneapolis, MN 55404

The registration fee of $3 each provides a box lunch and refreshments at coffee breaks. $3.00 Registration, lunch and refreshments
$1.00 Registration and refreshments. No lunch.

NAME - PHONE
ADDRESS

CITY

Discussion Groups (please rank your preference 1,2, 3, 4)
Toxic Substances in Workplace Air Quality Solid Waste

Energy Conservation Water Quality ___Transportation Planning

In order to arrange a good “‘mix’’ of interests in each discussion group, please indicate which category best fits you. "I consider myself primarily a
representative of’’ (mark only one)

community (minority) labor environmental groups

___community (non-minority) business other (specify)




Hello!

lt took a week of talking last year at the Black Lake,
Michigan, conference for environmentalists, labor and
minority people to learn that they had a lot in common,
that they still disagreed on some topics, and that they
had important things to say about the interrelationships
between social, economic, employment and environ-
mental problems.

We'll try to do it in a day in Minnesota.

We hope you will get to know one another as you ex-
plore the way Minnesotans think about air and water
quality, energy, solid waste and workplace pollution
guestions.

In the discussion groups you may, as a group, choose
what issues you want to work on. We expect some of
the discussion groups will focus on air pollution and
cars, water laws, or occupational health problems, solid
waste and container legislation or energy conservation
measures, for example.

Each of these as well as other environmental issues
— has no simple answers. But solving environmental
and related questions can only be done by people
working together. We need to consider such questions
as

What happens to jobs? people?

What are long term health effects?

How does a program affect the

poor? minority? young?

What are the benefits? costs? risks?

What is the effect on the economy?

What happens in the air, water, soil?

Most of all, we need to decide what we can do, and
how we can affect decisions concerning the environ-
ment, our jobs and our society.

One session will be aimed at helping individuals and
groups learn how they can work with the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency. New public participation
programs are proposed to make an honest effort to in-
volve the public in EPA’s decision making processes —
in all programs and at the state level.
How do we get information and
technical assistance?
Who's consulted and how?
What programs and issues require
public participation?
These sessions and more will help the environmental,
minority and community as well as labor groups fully
participate in the rule, regulation and policy making
process of the federal government.

Won't you join us for the day? Share your opinions.
Listen. And let's work together!

For more information cali Barbara Hughes, Metro Clean
Air Committee, 871-7332.

People, Jobs and
the Environment

8:30 a.m.
Hall

9a.m.
Auditorium

9:50 a.m.
Auditorium

10:30 a.m.
Hall

10:45a.m.
Classrooms

12 noon
Classrooms

12:30 p.m.
Classrooms

2:45 p.m.
Auditorium

3:15 p.m.
Hall

3:30 p.m.
Auditorium

4p.m.

PROGRAM

St. Paul Vocational Technical Institute
235 Marshall Avenue
St. Paul, MN

Auditorium
Registration

Welcome

Barbara Hughes
Conference Coordinator
Metro Clean Air Committee

“QOccupational Health: An Example of Citizen Participation”’
Steven Jellinek

Assistant Administrator for Toxic Substances Designate

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Washington, D. C.

“A Citizen View of Environmental Issues”’

Jayne Gray, St. Paul Urban League

John Herman, Dayton, Herman and Graham law firm
Russell Trout, Sr., Oil, Chemical, Atomic Workers Union

Coffee Break

Discussion Groups Session |
Join a small discussion group and spend the rest of the day on the topic of your choice.
Each group will include representatives of minority, community, labor and environmental groups.
Topics are: . ) . .
Toxic Substances in the Workplace Air Quality Solid Waste
Energy Conservation Water Quality Transportation Planning

Lunch and Discussion Groups Session |l

Box lunch served in classrooms so you can continue discussions.
Discussion Groups Session IlI
More discussion.

"“The Citizen's Role in Environmental Issues’’

How the individual or organization can affect the rules, regulations and policy of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Lee Botts, Assistant Director

Governmental and Public Information Office

Region V

U.S. EPA

Chicago, lllinois

Refreshment Break
Final Report
A review of discussion group findings

Barbara Hughes

Adjournment
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League of Women Voters of the United States 1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036 Tel. (202) 296-1770
K/ 4 memorandum

April 24, 1978

TO: State EQ or NR Chairmen (memo only to state presidents)
FROM: Jean Anderson, Chairman, Environmental Quality Committee

RE: Air Quality--Revision of State Implementation Plans

As you well know, the League has fought long and hard for strong national and state
air quality legislation. But laws are only the beginning--effective implementation
at the state and local level will be the true test of a national commitment to
cleaner air.

Many of you may already have been involved in your state air quality implementation
plan (SIP) revision process. Of particular importance will be the development of
plans to attain compliance in major metropolitan areas those with 200,000 or more ..
population. Except for Honolulu, Hawaii and possibly Spokane, Washington all 105
such areas are out of compliance for photochemical oxidants and may also be non-
attainment areas for other “criteria” pollutants. An enclosed EPA press release
lists these cities.

The Clean Air Act amendments of 1977 require each state to submit a revised SIP

by January 1, 1979. Among other features, the plan must contain mechanisms by
which non-attainment areas are brought into compliance with primary national
ambient air quality standards by December 31, 1982. It is, however, possible for
the state to obtain an extension to 1987 in the case of auto-related pollutants.

The plan must also show "straight line" progress toward attainment during the
1979-1982 period. Failure to adequately plan for attainment will trigger a number
of sanctions including suspension of permits for new or modified stationery sources,
cutoff of grants and other federal funds under the Clean Air Act, and cutoff of
certain federal highway funds.

Since the act only allowed a year for this very ambitious planning process and
since sanctions only apply to the non-attainment question, EPA is giving highest
priority to the non-attainment part of the SIP. Provisions for prevention of
significant air quality deterioration (PSD) and other measures are still required
in the SIP, but apparently EPA won't disapprove the whole plan if these other
parts are not fully fleshed-out by January 1, 1979.

A first step is the identification of geographic areas not currently attaining one
or more of the Primary ambient standards. The enclosed Federal Register reprint
lists the areas which states have initially identified as being out of compliance

or unclassified due to lack of monitoring data. Because of the implications for
economic growth, states may tend to be conservative in their designation of non-
attainment areas. Review the areas listed by your state. Are there any blatant
omissions of areas you know to be in violation of one or more air quality standards?
Has the state been overly restrictive in its geogzraphic definition of non-attainment
areas--i.e. should there be inclusion of surrounding areas which you know are
affected by emissions from the designated area?




Continue The League's Involvement:

Although you probably will not have time to comment on the state designated non-
attainment areas this is the time for Leagues to be gearing up for full participation
in the SIP revision process. EPA is encouraging~-and indeed the states must
demecnstrate--strong public participation in SIP development. Take advantage of

this atmosphere. Here are some suggestions:

[]1 Ask to be put on the state agency and regional EPA mailing list for all SIP
related notices and background material. An excellent document to request is a
memo of February 14, 1978 from EPA administrator Costle to all regional administra-
tors outlining criteria for SIP revisions. I regret that the Washington EPA office
could not supply us with sufficient quantities for this mailing.

[1] Try to have a League member placed on all regional COG or other agency advisory
groups working on the plan within your state. You may wish to organize state

working groups. For example the Texas League is participating in a coalition with
other environmental and public interest groups in order to affect SIP development.

[1 Develop contacts with League EQ leaders in neighboring states. Interstate plan
consistency and cooperation is an important part of the SIP revision process.
Obviously, a state's air pollution problems may not be all of its own making.

Members of the LWVEF staff will be following the nationwide SIP revision process.
If you would like further information or have any questions about SIPs contact
Sam Sasnett, Staff Specialist, Environmental Quality Department.

For Your Information

The Clean Air Coalition through a grant from EPA is holding over 50 public meetings
throughout the country. These meetings will highlight the 1977 Clean Air Act
Amendments, will address local air quality problems, and will outline means by
which you can affect the SIP revision. It is encouraging to note that Leagues
have been chosen to coordinate a number of these meetings.

For time and place--if you are in EPA Regions I,II,III,IV,V or VII

contact = Ms Betsy Agle
National Clean Air Coalition
620 C 5t., S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

If you are in EPA Regions VI,VIII,IX, or X

contact = Mr. David Gardner
Sierra Club
530 Bush St.
San Francisco, CA 94108




fear an enhanced “greenhouse” effect from CO, buildup. Even a
small overall increase in the earth’s temperature could create dra-
matic shifts in climatic patterns. This in turn could cause ecological
changes that would shift agricultural production patterns, with social
and political upheaval as a possible consequence. But controlling
the CO, problem may be even more difficult than controlling acid
rain.

Realities

There appears to be a great deal of conflict between national coal-
use goals and clean-air goals. But does there need to be? The
reciprocal impacts of one on the other must be put in perspective with
other air pollution problems and the absolute importance of coal in
our energy future.

Increased coal use may increase or exacerbate the level of res-
piratory illness in some regions of the country. But it would be
inaccurate to characterize the NEP's coal-use goals as an imminent,
widespread public health threat. The 97 counties known to be out of
compliance with the standard for SO, are only 3 percent of all the
counties in the country. By comparison, almost every city with a
population of over 200,000 is a noncompliance area for photochemi-
cal oxidants—basically an automobile-related pollutant.

The 1977 Clean Air Act has some very strong provisions for
health-related air-quality standards and gives action priority to their
attainment. If enforcement mechanisms provided by the act are used
in a fair but diligent manner, noncompliance areas will be brought
into line and other areas will not be allowed to exceed those stand-
ards for pollutants from coal combustion. The law also provides for
the setting of additional *hazardous emissions” standards, if other
“nonconventional” emissions such as fine particulates, sulfates and
POM prove to be a threat to public health. Hence, growth of coal use
should not unduly compromise health-related air-quality goals. It is
the long-range, long-term impacts of future coal use that are less
amenable to resolution.

However, new clean-air rules will be a constraint on future coal
use. They will modify and in some cases even prevent the siting of
new coal-fired facilities. These regulations, with their increased
planning requirements and the expense of installing and operating
BACT, will also undoubtedly increase the cost of using coal. But
air-quality regulations will be only one of a number of possible
limitations to future coal use.

Some experts are even beginning to question the basic assump-
tion that increased coal use needs to be a near-term national energy
imperative. The main national policy objective of encouraging more
coal use is to supplant foreign oil imports. But coal just can’t do
everything oil can do—at least not yet. Furthermore, the projected
new coal-use figures don't add up to make much of a dent in oil
imports. Most new coal use will be for producing electricity, but oil
currently produces only about 15 percent of our electricity. Even a
maximum conversion could at most give a net reduction in oil imports
of 7 to 8 percent—a modest result for a major effort. And even in
electricity production there is not a direct correlation between using
more coal and importing less oil. Most new coal use will probably
take place in parts of the country where oil would not be used
anyway. And estimates of coal's potential to substitute (directly or
indirectly) as an industrial or domestic fuel have been scaled down.
Considering these facts, the assumption that a rush into near-term
increased coal use can make a difference in our balance-of-
payments deficit becomes questionable.

Government projections show that there would be a substantial
increase in coal use without the encouragement of the NEP. And
even with the prospect of stringent clean-air rules, coal producers
are not pessimistic about their future. Near-term coal-use goals
should therefore not be regarded as sacrosanct nor should any
limitations imposed by clean-air regulations be viewed as an
obstruction of national purpose.

Accommodation

Neither clean-air nor coal-use proposals have been considered in
isolation, as they have worked their way through Congress. In fact,
both issues were worked on by the same legislators. Since all
legislation is a product of compromise, neither side got all it wanted,
but advocates on both sides of the debate are ending up with some
powerful tools to promote their respective objectives; and there are
sure to be further court tests over clean-air regulations and new
coal-use facilities. Certainly, conflict and advocacy have their rightful
place when strong interests clash; but accommodation must also be
a strong value in developing national policy.

That there is an alternative to conflict is illustrated by a 1977-78
endeavor called the Coal Policy Project, under the auspices of
Georgetown University's Center for Strategic and International
Studies. Individuals representing both industry and the environmen-
tal community sat down together and drew up some mutually ac-
ceptable strategies for attaining both coal-use and clean-air goals.
These agreements have received high praise; they have also been
criticized on grounds that they don't really address the gut issues.
Certainly this venture tested the process of accommodation in the
private sector and revealed that the gulf between energy and en-
vironmental interests may not be as wide as it appears. lis greatest
value may lie in demonstrating that the two can carve out some
mutually beneficial pathways.

The alternative—prolonged and unbending conflict between coal-
use and clean-air advocates—could lead to two unfortunate conse-
quences: a possible congressional backlash against one or both
sides in the debate and almost certainly a foreclosing of some
workable options that would promote the general welfare.

Resources

LWVEF publications

Update on Air: Controlling Hazardous Pollutants in the Air.
Pub. #385. 2 pp. 15¢

Cleaning Up the Nation's Cities. Pub. #135. 12 pp. 75¢

Energy Options. Pub. #628. 54 pp. $1.00.

Energy Dilemmas. Pub. #688. 39 pp. $1.00.

Federal Environmental Laws and You. Pub. #564. 12 pp. 75¢

The Impacts of Western Coal Development. Pub. #165. 6 pp. 40¢.

Other League Publications

Coal: The Burning Issue. Produced by Pennsylvanians Assess Coal Today of
The League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania. 215 Pine St., Harrisburg, PA
17101. 20 pp. Free.

Additional reading

U.S. Coal Development—Promises, Uncertainties. U.S. General Accounting
Office, Distribution Section, Rm. 4522, 441 G St., N.W., Washington, D.C.
20548. (EMD-77-43). Free to members of nonprofit organizations.

Actions to Increase the Use of Coal: Today to 1990. (Symposium proceed-
ings.) Mitre Corp. METREK Division, 1820 Dolley Madison Blvd., McLean,
VA 22101. Free.

Where We Agree—Report of the National Coal Policy Project (SUMMARY).
Center For Strategic And International Studies. Georgetown University, 1800
K St., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. Contact for price.

Environmental Challenges of the President's Energy Plan: Implications for
Research and Development. For sale by Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
GPO, Washington, D.C. Stock #052-070-04274-5.

Researched and written by Sam K. Sasnett, LWVEF Environmental
Quality staff specialist.

Printed on paper recycled from 100% consumer scrap.

Order from League of Women Voters of the United States. 1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. Pub. No. 179, 30¢.
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COAL USE & CLEAN AlR:

GOALS IN COLLISION?

The increased use of coal is an economic and political
issue that generates much heat but little light. And the
unveiling of the Carter administration’s National En-
ergy Plan (NEP) in 1977—uwith its proposal to double
coal production by 1985—lit a fire under a number of
the nation's special interest groups.

The proposed increase has its strong supporters.
Understandably, coal producers would like to expand
their operations; so, too, the makers of coal-fired boil-
ers. Mine-worker unions can foresee an increase in
their memberships, railroads would realize much-
needed profits from increased coal transport, and
many industries and electric utilities are already plan-
ning for more coal use.

But others now using oil or natural gas shudder at
the thought of an expensive forced conversion to coal.
The same union officials who hope for more jobs and
members worry that a headlong rush into more coal
production would require many new and inexperi-
enced workers, thereby jeopardizing recent gains in
mine safety. Environmental groups generally prefer
more coal use to nuclear power development but still
fear a marked worsening of environmental quality. And
government agencies are caught in the middle, often
treading on each other’s toes and those of numerous
vested interests as they try to administer laws with
conflicting national goals.

The Administration insists that increased coal use
will not be allowed to compromise recent environmen-
tal gains. Yet, the NEP’s projected public benefits are
couched almost exclusively in economic terms: the
objective of using more coal is to displace some for-
eign oil imports and thus reduce our balance-of-
payments deficit. That's one side of the equation.

In contrast, the Administration is also charged with
enforcing a number of federal laws, only recently
enacted after long years of debate, that seek to control
the health and environmental impacts of coal use. And
of all energy sources, the total cycle of coal praduction
and use is one of the most hazardous to health and the
environment. Though deaths in coal mines have been
reduced, as recently as 1976, 141 miners died and
13,117 suffered disabling injuries; many more con-
tinue to contract black lungdisease. The rail transport
of coal accounts for many more deaths—approxi-
mately 600 in 1975. Also, the boom created by new
coal use, especially large power plants being built in
the West, can create great social and economic stress
in small communities (see the LWVEF's The Impacts
of Western Coal Development).

Strip mining has scarred eastern lands for years and
environmentalists now fear that some fragile western
areas slated for coal development may never be
brought back to their naturally productive state—even
with strict enforcement of new federal legislation.

Butair pollution is the most pervasive environmental
impact of coal use. Pollutants from coal combustion
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have been linked to an increased incidence of lung
disease, including cancer. Damage to crops, forests,
buildings and whole ecological systems has also been
blamed on air pollutants from coal use. The federal
Clean Air Act now regulates a number of these pollut-
ants, but there are additional unregulated pollutants
that may require further controls. Some experts be-
lieve that increased coal use may even contribute to a
future change in global climate.

Can we use more coal without slowing or reversing
the drive to improve the nation’s air quality? Can the
apparent conflict between these goals be resolved?

Coal: the once
and future (?) king

In 1977 the United States produced some 688 million
tons of coal, most of which (475 million tons) was
burned to produce electricity. In fact, coal combustion
provides 47 percent of the energy used by electric
utilities. Though the original NEP goal of doubling total
coal use by 1985 has been tempered, the NEP still
proposes a near doubling of coal use for electrical
production.

The federal push

Federal intentions to promote more coal use are not
new. Although more refined in its approach, the NEP is
not very different in thrust from the Nixon administra-
tion's Project Independence. The basic idea is to shift
nontransportation fuel use toward more dependence
on electricity—generated by both more coal and more
nuclear power. Other objectives are greater direct in-
dustrial use of coal and the production of synthetic gas
and liquid fuels from coal.

The first federal legislation—really a reaction to the
OPEC oil embargo—was an emergency measure, the
Energy Supply and Environmental Coordination Act of
1974 (ESECA), which attempted to force large con-
sumers of oil and natural gas to switch to coal. But “the
force” has not been with ESECA: not a single facility
that did not already intend to convert has converted to
coal under federal order. Under ESECA the federal
government must prove that a facility has the ability to
convert. So far, conversion orders have either been
successfully challenged by the facility or vetoed by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on environ-
mental grounds.

In response to Administration proposals, Congress
may soon pass a stronger version of ESECA. Major
new facilities would have to show why they must use
oil or gas instead of coal; for conversions of existing
plants, the burden of proof would still rest with the
government. Certain tax proposals are also designed
to make coal more economically attractive as a boiler
fuel. One is a heavy tax on the fuel used in new oil- or
gas-fired boilers. Another is a fuel tax to be levied
against those facilities that could burn coal but con-
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tinue to use oil or gas. A third proposal would offer a larger invest-
ment tax credit for coal-related capital equipment, including hard-
ware necessary to meet air-quality standards.

Will we mine that much?

The NEP originally estimated coal production of 1.2 billion tons per
year by 1985. After considerable criticism—partly from Congress’s
General Accounting Office (GAO)—the Department of Energy
(DOE) cut the estimate to 1 billion tons per year. An American Gas
Association estimate is even lower: 850 million tons per year by
1985.

The National Coal Association (NCA), however, predicts that fu-
ture levels of coal production could closely approach the original
NEP goal, even without government prodding. They cite plans for
241 new coal-fired electrical generating plants to be in operation by
1985, almost doubling utility coal use. But the NCA also predicts that
industry could, at most, only double the amount of coal it used in
1975—in contrast to the original NEP prediction of an ultimate four-
fold increase in industry’s coal use.

Where will the coal be burned?

Of those 241 new coal-fired utility plants, about half will be built in the
West. This will triple the number of electrical generating plants in that
region. The plants planned for the West will probably be large,
centralized facilities located in or near the remote coal fields. New
direct industrial coal use will also increase in the West and along the
Gulf Coast. For example, in the Houston, Texas area, Dow Chemical
plans to build its own electrical generating units using locally avail-
able lignite coal; this in the heart of oil country.

But the largest absolute increase in coal use will probably take
place in the already heavily industrialized and heavily coal-
dependent Midwest. And, unlike the fairly remote Western power
plants, new power plants and expanded industrial coal use in the
Midwest will continue to center around major metropolitan areas.

Producers’ perspective

The estimates and projections of how much and where more coal will
be used are just that. But, even the industry’s most optimistic outiook
is tempered by uncertainty over a number of questions: Will govern-
ment regulation allow new mines to be opened in a timely fashion?
Will labor unrest be a drag on coal production? Will railroads be
upgraded and the proposed coal slurry pipelines be approved so the
coal will move? And most of all, will federal air-quality regulations
allow the timely siting and construction of new coal-fired plants? It is
the certainty that such plants will be built that triggers activity all
along the production chain.

Coal production and use 1977
Total production—688 million tons (MT)

Misc. uses 7MT ( 1%)
by p]<- Stockpiles 15 MT ( 2%)
— < Exports 54 MT ( 8%)
4 < Industrial fuel 60 MT ( 9%)
1<} Steel production |

(coaking) 77 MT (11%)
Electricity
<+ production 475 MT (69%)

Source for figures: National
Coal Association

Coal producers (and willing consumers) seem to be saying that
they welcome the NEP with its emphasis on more coal use. Besides,
they assert, market forces are pushing us in that direction anyway.
What they would welcome much more, it seems, is a lot less gov-
ernment regulation.

But what coal interests consider one big thorn in their side—clean
air regulations—is to others a national goal as important as in-
creased domestic energy development.

Up in the air

Sulfur dioxide (SO,) is blamed for a number of our nation’s ecological
ilis. And coal combustion is the largest single source of SO, pollution
in the United States. Latest available data from EPA show that in
1976 there were an estimated 26.9 million metric tons of SO, emis-
sions. Of this total, about 17.6 million metric tons were a result of
electric power production, for which coal is the major fuel.

Certainly, there are other sources of SO, emissions, including oil
burning, ore smelting and even natural sources. But most areas that
violate the federal ambient air-quality standard for sulfur dioxide
appear to be those areas where coal use is most prevalent. For
example, EPA data show that at least 97 counties are violating the
health-related primary ambient air-quality standard for SO,, the
majority of which are in the heavily coal-dependent Midwest and part
of the Southeast (Tennessee River Valley).

Coal burning also generates particulate matter and nitrogen
oxides, two other major pollutants regulated under the Clean Air Act.
(For a complete explanation of the act and the standards it man-
dates, see the LWVEF's Federal Environmental Laws and You.)

So, if we double our coal use in the near future will we double our
air-pollution problems? Will our cities revert to the smoke-shrouded
conditions of the Victorian age? The answer to both these questions
is almost certainly no. However, pollution emissions from coal com-
bustion will increase. Even with the best of controls, certain “clean”
regions may experience significant increases in concentrations of
one or more pollutants while other areas may find it more and more
difficult to meet the deadline for compliance with ambient air-quality
standards established by the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977.

Air-quality impacts

In late 1977 DOE released a study of the projected air-quality im-
pacts of more coal use under the NEP. Their scenario assumed a
vigorous conservation effort, NEP's projected high levels of coal
production, and strict application of “best available pollution control
technology” (BACT) as required by the 1977 Clean Air Act amend-
ments. BACT was assumed to remove 90 percent of the sulfur from
coal burned in new large industrial and utility boilers. (Pollutant
emission levels of 1975 were used as a baseline.) These are all very
optimistic assumptions.

The study predicts an average national increase in SO, emissions
of about 8 percent by 1985—12 percent by the year 2000. Nitrogen
oxide emissions would increase by 25 percent by 1985—61 percent
by 2000. Emissions of total suspended particulates would actually
fall below 1975 levels because of advanced technology.

But national averages and percentage increases of emissions
have little meaning until they are translated into specific effects on
specific regions. For example, the DOE study predicts that by 1985,
SO, emissions in the Southwest will increase by 69 percent over
1975 levels—131 percent by the year 2000. And, contrary to national
trends, the Southwest would also experience increases in coal-
generated particulates. However, in many parts of this region am-
bient SO, levels are quite low, so that the impact of even a 131
percent increase in SO, emissions may not be as dramatic as it
sounds.

By contrast, SO, emissions in the Midwest will stay roughly the
same. This, of course, is not a positive statement because much of
this area is already violating the SO, standard. The 1977 law will not
allow new construction in nonattainment areas unless offsets can be
guaranteed. This will in theory lower ambient SO, levels to the
national standard. But new construction will take place in adjoining

areas not yet in violation of the standard and the overall impact for
the region will be to keep pollution levels constantly high. Moreover,
the possible drift of pollutants from the new facility to a nonattainment
area could hamper that area’s clean-up effort.

Health and environmental impacts

The basic purpose of the Clean Air Act is to protect public health and
the resources that support our well-being. Naturally, predictions of
increased air pollution from more coal use raise some serious ques-
tions about our chances of reaching Clean Air Act objectives.

In response to this concern, President Carter established the
Committee on Health and Environmental Effects of Increased Coal
Use; its final report appeared in early 1978 (Federal Register,
Vol. 43, No. 10, Monday, January 16, 1978).

In general the committee did not foresee a health problem of such
magnitude that the NEP will need to be modified before 1985,
provided that there is strict adherence to the Clean Air Act. But the
committee did warn of potential adverse regional impacts,—i.e.,
increases in the incidence of both acute and chronic respiratory
disease in the Southwest and Midwest. In addition, the report ad-
dressed a myriad of uncertainties that, “impair the confidence with
which we assess potential adverse health and environmental effects
[of increased coal use].”

New worries from an old source

One major concern is that coal combustion emissions can contain
materials not now subject to regulation yet potentially hazardous to
health.

Suifates Recent evidence indicates that compounds called sul-
fates (including sulfuric acid aerosol) may be causing much of the
respiratory damage originally attributed to SO,. Some sulfates are
formed in the smokestack, but experts believe that most result from
downwind conversion of SO, through complex atmospheric reac-
tions. Thus, sulfates present a particularly difficult control problem.

Fine particulates A similar concern is that measurement of total
suspended particulates (TSP) may not accurately reflect the impact
of what are termed “fine particulates.” This minute dust effectively
eludes most present control equipment and can penetrate to the
deepest recesses of the lungs. Such particulates may themselves be
toxic (e.g., the acid sulfates mentioned above or heavy metals like
lead), or otherwise innocuous fine particulates may have toxic mate-
rials stuck to them—mercury, for one. Because of its special physical
properties, mercury, trapped in coal, volatilizes upon combustion but
condenses downwind.

Toxic organic materials Another group of compounds of special
concern is polycyclic organic materials (POMs). One of these
POMs—benzo-A-pyrene—is known to be a potent carcinogen. Cur-
rently, POM levels in our urban areas are not high enough to cause
much concern. Airborne POMs usually result from inefficient fuel
combustion, and at present most of our coal is burned in large, fairly
efficient facilities. However, experts worry that the future proliferation
of smaller, less-efficient coal-burning plants around our cities may
raise POM emissions. Stricter controls and air standards for these
and other toxic materials may be warranted.

But increased coal combustion may contribute to a different type

of damage that, in the long run, may far outweigh direct health
effects.
Long-range transport Under the Clean Air Act, states designate
air-quality control regions (usually counties) in which air quality will
be measured and regulated. A large coal-fired power plant may meet
federal emission requirements and may not violate air-quality stand-
ards in that area; but each county does not, of course, have its own
independent air supply. Emissions may be carried long distances,
and this so-called long-range transport can hamper the ability of
other counties or states to meet their own requirements under the
law. A specific example of this problem is the transport of pollutants
from power plants in Ohio to parts of West Virginia and Pennsyl-
vania. In the West, long-range transport can degrade scenic and
recreational values. The visible river of emissions from the Four
Corners Power Plant in New Mexico is a striking example.

Clean Air Act provisions that will affect
future coal use

Nonattainment Designated areas (usually counties) are nonattain-
ment areas if they are not in compliance with the primary ambient
air-quality standard for one or more coal-related pollutant (SO,, NO,
or particulates). Such areas cannot allow further large-scale coal use
uniess action is taken to more than offset the proposed new emis-
sions.

PSD—~Prevention of significant deterioration Areas currently
cleaner than standard for one or more coal-related pollutants can
only allow a certain incremental increase in such pollution. Large
federal parks and wilderness areas receive the highest protection. In
no case can the standards be violated.

BACT—Best Available (Pollution) Control Technology New or sub-
stantially modified large coal-fired plants will have to add such
equipment. This will probably mean flue gas desulfurization units,
commonly called scrubbers.

Visibility Scenic vistas in large federal parks and wildemess areas
receive special protection. This will especially affect the siting of large
coal-fired power plants in the West.

Tall stack limitation Smokestacks are limited in height. This effec-
tively rules out the method of high aititude dispersal of pollutants as
an acceptable pollution-control strategy.

Local coal use petition A state may petition that its utilities or other
large coal-burning facilities use only locally or regionally available
coal. This, in essence was a provision added by congressmen from
eastern and midwestern states to head off large-scale importation of
“low sulfur” western coal as a pollution-control strategy.

Acid rain Acid rain is the focus of serious concern. Over the past
few decades scientists have noted that precipitation over parts of the
United States and Europe has become increasingly acidic. In pH
measurement, 7 is the neutral point; lower numbers indicate acidity.
Rain is slightly acidic to begin with, but precipitation over the north-
eastern United States currently ranges from pH 5.6 down to as low
as pH 4.2. And the areas affected by this acid rain continue to widen.

Experts believe that rain becomes abnormally acidic when it mixes
with acid sulfates and nitrates already suspended in the atmosphere.
Coal burning in large stationary sources has been pinpointed as one
of the major sources of these acids. Unlike the parent compounds
(sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide), the sulfates and nitrates have a
long residence time in the atmosphere—about four days—and can
be carried on air currents for hundreds of miles. Acid rain then is
another kind of long-range pollution transport.

Lakes in the Adirondack Mountains of New York present the most
striking example of acid rain impacts. Apparently, acid sulfate and
nitrate emissions blown in from the Midwest build up in the mountain
snowpack. Over successive springs the acid runoff has changed the
ecology of certain lakes so that they can no longer support fish and
other higher life forms.

Other suspected consequences of acid precipitation include re-
tardation of forest growth, reduction of crop yields, and lowering of
plant resistance to disease. The danger is that acid rain may be
causing slow and insidious changes in the soil in many areas and this
may affect our future ability to produce food and fibre.

CO.,—along-term threat There is a natural annual cycle of genera-
tion and absorption of a very essential compound—carbon dioxide
(CO,). Scientists are concerned that two human activities—
increased use of fossil fuels and increased deforestation—are
throwing this cycle out of kilter, thus raising the world-wide atmos-
pheric concentration of CO,. In 1860, early in the Industrial Revolu-
tion, the ambient CO, concentration was 225 parts per million; in
1977 it stood at 331 parts per million. Increasing world energy
demand in general and increasing coal use in particular (coal's CO,
production is 1.2 times that of oil; 1.8 times that of natural gas) could
triple present atmospheric CO, levels in 100 years.

Since CO, acts like glass in a greenhouse—allowing solar radia-
tion to pass through but blocking the reradiation of heat—scientists




MINNESOTA ENERGY AGENCY SEFDS COAL STUDY FINAL REPORT TO LEGISLATURL

The Minnesota Energy Agency, in cooperation with the Department of Natural Resources, De-
partment of Transportation, Pollution Control Agency, and State Planning Agency, has
submitted a final report to the Minnesota Legislature entitled "The Minnesota Coal Study
Executive Summary and Recommendations".

Coal use in Minnesota is projected to nearly double by 1995. Electric utilities are the
single largest user group. In 1976 over 57 percent of all electricity used in Minnesota
was generated by coal-fired power plants. Except for peaking plants, all new generating
facilities planned through 1995 will also be coal-fired. The food processing and paper
industries are also significant users.

In addition to the projected coal use by current users, the potential of coal as a replace-
ment fuel for industrial, commercial or institutional use is of great importance to
Minnesota. With future supplies of natural gas and oil uncertain, it will be necessary to
develop replacement energy sources, especially for current industrial and institutional
natural gas users scheduled for curtailment.

Environmental considerations will also 1imit coal conversion. Over half the potential
industrial and institutional users of coal are located in "non-attainment" areas (areas
where air quality standards are currently being violated). In non-attainment areas such

as the Twin Cities, conversion to coal from natural gas will be restricted unless emissions
of these pollutants from other sources are reduced to the extent dictated by the State
Implementation Plan or unless additional strategies are utilized to reduce air pollution
from burning coal.

Some of the recommendations made by the study are Tisted below.

The State should explore ways to use coal that might make coal more
attractive from both an environmental and an economic perspective.

Decisions by the State as to the desired extent of and strategy for
coal conversion should not be made until the State Implementation
Plan for air quality is completed by the Pollution Control Agency.

The Pollution Control Agency should examine the feasibility of
reducing emissions from other sources to permit greater coal
consumption in areas presently non-attainment for sulfur
dioxide or particulates.

The State should encourage direct burning of coal where it is
environmentally acceptable.
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PROBABLE ITES TO BE INCLUDED I I/ BILL

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
anticipates that a vehicle inspectior/
maintenance program will be necessary to
control hydrocarbons. HC are precursors
to oxidants.

A bill which would be introduced in the
State Legislature would probably include
the following major provisions:

1) Mandatory inspection and maintenance

2) Exemptions as classic, racing cars,
over 8,500 pounds, etc.

3) Repairs and reinspection required

4) Estimated fee: up to $10

5) Free reinspection

6) Maximum repair cost

7) Emission system warranty elgibility
under Section 207(b) of the Clean
Air Act protected

8) Owner can make repairs

9) State contract with private business
for inspections only

It is expected a bill will be introduced
in the 1979 Legislative session.
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The SIP HEWS is funded under
a contract with the Minnesota
Pollution Contyol Agency to
increase public participation
and consultation with elected
officials. For further
information call 871-7332.

HYDROCARBON REGS BEING DEVELOPED

Hydrocarbon regulations being considered
for Minnesota will be proposed to require
reasonably available control techology
(RACT) for existing sources of emissions:
refineries, gas bulk terminals, can and
tape/paper manufacturers, auto assembly
plants, vapor degreasing and gas bulk
storage plants in the seven county

metro area. Stage=-one vapor recovery
systems will also be proposed for
individual gas stations. The only
operations currently controlled are

bulk storage plants for gasoline.

S & T MAY REVIEW IM

The Science and Technology Project is ex-
pected to study a vehicle inspection and
maintenance program for exhaust emissions
in the next few months.

The S&T office advises legislative commit-
tees about technical and scientific issues
involved in bills under consideration.

The Project is currently funded by a
National Science Foundation grant and is
under the jurisdiction of the Legislative
Coordinating Committee.

The Legislative Science and Technology
Committee agreed on November 14 to develop
a study plan to determine questions that
need answers. S&T is expected to work
with the Pollution Control Agency Air
Quality staff.

The Project is expected to review back-
ground material on exhaust emission tests
which has been developed at the EPA Mobile
Source Air Pollution Control research
facility in Ann Arbor, Michigan, and at the
Center for Motor Vehicle Emissions Control
and Safety at Coiorado State University,

Fort Collins, Colorado.




AROUID THE STATE

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
is the lead agency for developing control
plans for pollution in Minnesota. In
Rochester the designated agency for the
transportation control part of the plan
is the Rochester-Olmsted Council of
Governments.

MnDOT has hired a consultant, David

Braslau Associates, to help the outstate
agencies to evaluate the various strategies
selected to bring the areas into compliance
with the Clean Air Act.

A computer program -- SAPOLLUT- was
developed to establish a base line for
1977 and a projections of what the carbon
monoxide (CO) Tevel will be in 1982.

MnDOT runs the computer program, and the
local agency was responsible for updating
data on population and employment figures.
This work is complete.

While the consultant is evaluating the
various strategies, the Transportation
Division is giving presentations to local
elected bodies, planners, and organizations

in cooperation with the Chamber of Commerce.

It is explaining the amendments to the
Clean Air Act, the local impact, what has
to be done, and the various strategies to
reduce CO. So far 40 presentations have
been made.

Some of the strategies being considered
which will have a positive effect on air
quality is a transit improvement plan,
parking plan, transportation management
plan, thoroughfare plan, proposed bikeway
plan, and a proposed land use plan.. The
transit plan includes long range plans
with new routes, schedules, vehicles and
image.

The parking plan considers the consequences
of parking ramps, shortening duration and
higher rates of parking, and prohibiting
parking in the periphery to discourage

use of private automobiles.

The Transportation Systems Management
plan considers car pooling, park and ride
lots and traffic improvement.

The Thoroughfare Plan proposes two circle
drives east and west of Rochester because
of the lack of through routes through the
city.

IMCAC DISCUSSES CAM WITH CITY COUNCILS

Barb Hughes and Marge Christensen of the
Metro Clean Air Committee have appeared
at over 40 city council meetings to date
to present the developments under the
Clean Air Act which are important to the
communities.

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977
encourage local and regional governments
to assume a greater responsibility for air
quality planning. The planning involves
developing implementation and enforcement
measures needed to attain ambient air
quality standards.

The opinions and desires of the cities

must be considered in the process of
writing state regulations. The involvement
of local elected representatives is greatly
needed to make sure plans are reasonable,
can work, and are needed.

Barb and Marge give a seven minute presen-
tation to the councils explaining the
requirements under the Clean Air Act.
Also, they have been answering various
questions put to them.

Barb Hughes said some of the questions are
about the increased use of coal and the
types of pollutants that will result.
Council members wonder how these will be
treated in the State Implementation Plan
(SIP). They ask whether the Clean Air
Act controls all the pollutants produced
when coal is burned.

Another frequent question concerning
inspection and maintenance is whether a
city would be allowed to inspect its own
1ight duty vehicles.

After the presentation the council is
asked to designate a liaison with whom to
exhange information in the future and who
can relay opinions and positions on
particular programs, strategies and plans.

Presentations are also being given
to the Board of Commissioners of the

counties of Dakota, Anoka, Washington, Scott,

Carver, Hennepin and Ramsey.

A conference for the designated Tiaisons
will be held January 10, 1979 at the
Thunderbird Hotel.

The Clean Air Act of 1970 established a regulatory
scheme for cleaning up dirty air, but it quickly became
apparent that there were no specific provisions in the
1970 law dealing with air that was cleaner than the
nationsl minimumrstandards. The options were clear:
existing clean air could be protected from deterioration
by new pollution sources, or it could be allowed to
deteriorare to the lowest common denominator, the
national minimum health standards.

Congress specifically stated that the national air
standards were only minimum standards of purity,
probably not sufficient in the long run to protect the
health and welfare of the nation’s people. It would
therefore be unwise to allow existing clean air to
deteriorate to the level of the national standards. Other
considerations, such as the need to protect air quality in
such areas of special importance as national parks and
prime agricultural areas, also played a part in Congress’
decision. At the same time, however, Congress
recognized that prohibiting any pollution increases in
clean air areas would be economically and socially
unacceptable.

Congress was also concerned that the flight of new
and existing industry from dirty air areas would make
clean air areas the dumping grounds for pollutants that
industries did not want to clean up as they would have
been forced to do in their previous locations.

The mechanism enacted by Congress should alleviate
these concerns by placing a ceiling on overall pollution
increases in clean air areas and requiring major new
industrial plants to install "best available control
technology.” States now have until March, 1979, to
incorportate the new program, known as “prevention of
significant deterioration” (PSD) into their State
Implementation Plans. In the interim, the program will
be administered by EPA.

The PSD program will guide and, to a great extent,
govern economic development in clean air areas. It is
therefore important that municipalities in clean air
areas understand what the program means to them and
participate fully in the process. Because states and 2
municipalities are in a better position to judge their
growth needs than EPA, it is of foremost importance
that states prepare their PSD plans and submit them in
March. 1979.

National League of Cities

Federal Rules Govern Economic
Development In Clean-Air Areas

How Industrial
Pollutants
Can Harm You

Industry, including electric utilities, is
responsible for most of the sulfur dioxide and
particulate emissions—the two pollutants
specifically limited by the 1977 air law to protect
clean air areas. Utilities alone account for three-
quarters of all sulfur emissions in the U.S.
Generally, these pollutants impair lung
functioning and cause respiratory problems in
humans.

® Sulfur Dioxide, when it enters the atmosphere,
changes into sulfates that can damage the lungs and
produce breathing difficulty and heart problems,
especially among persons who already have such
conditions. High levels can cause bronchitis and severe
respiratory illness, possibly including lung cancer.
Sulfur dioxide also converts to airborne sulfur and
sulfuric acid that also increase the acidity of rainfall,
reducing crop production, fish population, and forest
growth and damaging clothes and paint. Sulfur
dioxide’s effect on food and forest production is of
particular concern in rural clean air areas. Industrial
sources (primarily coal- and oil-burning electric
utilities) were responsible for 26 million of the 27
million tons of sulfur dioxide emitted in the U.S.
atmosphere in 1976.

® Particulates impair heart and lung functions;
particulates from some industrial processes can be toxic
and carcinogenic. Only larger solid or liquid particles
suspended in the air are currently regulated, but EPA is
considering regulating finer particles since they can
penetrate deeper into the lungs, bypassing the body's
natural defense mechanism. Of 105 major urban areas
69 now violate the particulate standard. Industry and
utilities emitted 11 million rons of the 13.4 million tons
of particulates in U.S. air in 1976. :

About The Author
Dennis Bass, direceor of NLC's Air Quality
Project since 1977, has worked on eavironmental
issues in Washington for six years. He received 3
law degree from Vaoderbilt University.




Traffic Planning: ' "
Putting the Brakes
on Air Pollution

Last May’s Inside Report featured a discussion of
federal and state programs that focus on limiting
harmful emissions from Minnesota’s top air polluter —
the automobile. The May feature looked at the impacts
of automobile pollutants and examined programs that
control direct emissions from autos. This month’s
feature will examine the other facet of automobile
pollution control: transportation planning.

Transportation planning programs concentrate on
reducing air pollution by limiting the actual number of
vehicles on the road or by altering traffic patterns.

Automobiles cause two major types of air pollution:
carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone (the main compo-
nent of “smog"”). CO, a by-product of incomplete com-
bustion in engines, is directly emitted from automobile
tailpipes. Ozone, however, is not directly emitted; in-
stead, the pollutant is formed chemically when nitrous
oxides and hydrocarbons (both of which are produced
by cars) react with sunlight in the atmosphere.

Health studies have shown that CO can impair the
heart and circulatory system and may damage the cen-
tral nervous system. Ozone — even in relatively small
concentrations — can irritate lungs and eyes, even-
tually inflaming eye tissue or impairing lung function.

Minnesota, like other states, is required by the
federal Clean Air Act to submit a “State Implementation
Plan” to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) next year. By law, this plan must include an
analysis of possible programs for controlling
automobile pollution through transportation controls
and traffic management.

This transportation planning process has been
assigned by the MPCA to local lead agencies — the
Metropolitan Council in the Twin Cities area, and
special planning committees in Duluth, St. Cloud and
Rochester. These groups will prepare preliminary
plans, which will be submitted to the MPCA for ap-
proval, and then forwarded to the EPA.

Since the most serious problems exist in the Twin
Cities and surrounding suburbs, the most in-depth
study will be conducted there.

Most of the Metropolitan Council plan will look at
ways to reduce the amount of rush-hour traffic on the
road. The key to traffic reduction is the development of
mass transit and ride-sharing programs.

Some of the specific programs investigated will be:
expanded “park and ride” programs to allow suburban
commuters greater access to the bus system; im-
proved bus rider information; increased transit
marketing; alterations in bus routing and scheduling;
downtown fringe parking areas with shuttle buses run-
ning to major office buildings; special expressway
access for buses and carpools; reduction in bus fares;
employer-sponsored car and van pool programs; and
policies that limit the increase of downtown parking
space.

The plan may also examine traffic reduction
methods that encourage increased bicycle and
pedestrian traffic.

( Traffic continued inside )

CALENDAR

December

® December 4,5,6, Public Hearings on MPCA
proposed rules for preparation of a behind-schedule
and substandard wastewater treatment project list (see
related article, column 2, inside). Times and locations:
Monday, December 4 at 9 a.m., MPCA Board Room,
Roseville; Tuesday, December 5, 7:30 p.m.,
Courthouse, Brainerd; Wednesday, December 6, 7:30
p.m., Blue Earth County Emergency Services Opera-
tion Center, 710 S. Front St., Mankato. For more infor-
mation, call (612) 296-7283.

® December 14 Regular Environemntal Quality Board
meeting, 10 a.m., Room 81, State Office Building, St.
Paul. Time and date tentative when Inside Report went
to press. Call (612) 296-2723 for more information.

® December 18 Public Hearing on state and Federal
water quality disposal permits for muncipal wastewater
treatment facility in Buffalo, MN; 1 p.m. and again at 7
p.m., Public Safety Building (Fire Hall), 216 Central
Ave., Buffalo. For more information call (612) 296-7283.

® December 19 Regular MPCA Board meeting, 9 a.m.,
MPCA Board Room, 1935 W. County Rd. B2, Roseville.
For agenda information call (612) 296-7283.
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Trucking Company
Pays Spill Penalty

At the recent November meeting, the Board
approved a stipulation agreement with Quickie
Transport Company that includes a $500 penalty
payment for failing to notify the MPCA of an oil
spill into the Minnesota River. The spill occurred
on May 24th in Mankato. Although most of the
approximately 3,500 gallons spilled when a com-
pany truck rolled over was recovered, about 300
gallons were not. The company also agreed to
join Missota Croix Company in beginning a spill
clean-up program for possible future spills.

Creosote Site
Development
Rejected

At its November 14 meeting, the MPCA Board
voted to oppose any further construction on the
north portion of a site in St. Louis Park formerly
owned by the Reilly Tar and Chemical Company
and now owned by the city. Chemical wastes
from a creosote plant on the site have seeped
into the soil, resulting in heavy contamination of
the southern portion of the site. MPCA staff are
concerned that the contamination has also
migrated into the soil and underground waters of
the northern portion.

On November 13, the state Health Department
issued a report that lent more validity to those
concerns. The Health Department indicated that
low levels of possible carcinogenic substances
related to creosote wastes have been detected
during laboratory analysis of well water in the
area. The Health Department ordered a shut-
down of four wells north of the site that showed
traces of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAH), which have been proven to cause cancer
in animals.

The Reilly Tar creosote production facility was
closed in 1972, but for over 50 years of the plant’s
operation, mishandled creosote wastes ac-
cumulated in the soil. Since the company's
departure from Minnesota, studies sponsored by
the MPCA and the Health Department have in-
dicated the contamination has spread away from
the original dumping locations and has seeped
into the soil to depths exceeding 100 feet, thereby
threatening the aquifers that provide drinking
water to several western Minneapolis suburban
communities.

The MPCA is currently suing Reilly Tar, now
located in Indiana, for damages resulting from
the contamination. Since the damages will be tied
to the costs of cleaning up the pollution, itis likely
that the suit will run into millions of dollars.

The MPCA will hold hearings in early
December on rules for preparing a list of
engineers and contractors who are respon-
sible for substandard or behind- schedule
wastewater treatment projects. The
proposed rules, if adopted, will establish
standards and procedures to be used by the
Agency in adopting such a list and will es-
tablish procedures to be used by those who
may wish to challenge the inclusion of their
names on the list. Anyone may present oral
statements at the hearing or written state-
ments either at the hearing or by mail to Mr.
Howard Kaibel, Office of Hearing Ex-
aminers, 1745 University Avenue, St. Paul,
MN 55104. Hearing dates and locations are
listed in the Calendar section of this Inside
Report.

Environmental Gifts
for Holiday Season

If you're tired of the expense and waste that too
often accompanies the holiday season, you might
want to try some of the following suggestions
which are both economical and environmentally
sound.

Gifts that are educational and have lasting
value include bird houses and feeders,
houseplants, flower seeds and bulbs, craft or
hobby kits, camping equipment, bicycles, sports
clothes and equipment, cameras, binoculars, and
subscriptions to environmental or outdoors
magazines. You might want to use your talents to
produce such gifts as baked goods, plants star-
ted from cuttings, macrame or crochet work, a
special photograph or painting, etc.

One of the biggest wastes during the holiday
season is wrapping paper. Instead, use
newspapers, magazines, out-of-date road maps,
tissue paper or last year's greeting cards. Or buy
durable, high-quality wrapping paper that can be
saved and used again and again.

For the Christmas tree, cut down on the
amount of electric lights you use. Try the old-time
traditions of stringing popcorn and cranberries,
or use your imagination to fashion decorations
from thrown-away tin cans and egg cartons.
Dried flowers, corn shocks, gourds, fruits and
vegetables also make colorful decorations for
your home. If you're sending holiday cards, use
cards made of recycled paper or try making your
own. Remember, the ideas listed here can make
enjoyable activities for the kids and can even
become annual family traditions.

( Traffic continued )

By reducing the amount of traffic, these programs
can help control both CO and ozone. Other types of
programs discussed in the plans will specifically ad-
dress CO problems caused by slow-moving, stop-and-
go traffic and idling cars. The lead planning agenciesin
Duluth, St. Cloud, and Rochester, as well as in the Twin
Cities area, are studying programs for improving traffic
flow which include: traffic signal synchronization,
tougher enforcement of rush-hour parking bans,
design of more efficient traffic patterns, conversion to
one-way streets in congested areas, programs to en-
courage staggered work hours to ease rush hour
pressure, and programs to develop designs that
minimize pedestrian/auto conflicts ( a good example of
this is the “skyway” system in downtown Minneapolis,
St. Paul, and Duluth).

We can all expect some beneficial side-effects from
sound transportation planning policies. Mass transit
and car pooling, for example, reduce highway noise
and help conserve scarce energy resources at the
same time that they help reduce air pollution. On the
other hand, transportation planning is often controver-
sial because of its influence on core city development,
as well as the inconvenience it might cause to those
who prefer to use an automobile as their only source of
transportation.

But the greatest effect of sound transportation plan-
ning will be cleaner air in Minnesota. With cleaner air,
we stand to save millions of dollars in pollution damage
to crops, wildlife and farm animals, and property. Most
important, clean air will prevent illness and save lives.

New Auburn Earns
National Award

The city of New Auburn and former operator Herman
Knacke received an Environmental Protection Agency
Award November 1 for excellent operation and main-
tenance of a wastewater treatment system.

Val Adamkus, Region V EPA Deputy Administrator,
presented the first Operation and Maintenance Award
ever given in Minnesota to the mayor of New Auburn,
Merlin Bergs, and to the wife of the late Mr. Knacke in a
special awards ceremony at the New Auburn City Hall.

Herman Knacke, the operator of the New Auburn
plant since its construction in 1973, died of cancer this
past June. While in the hospital he wrote a detailed
description of the plant's operations so that others
could continue to run it properly. The city's wastewater
treatment system, a two-cell stabilization pond with
spray irrigation, consistently operated within treatment
standards during 1976 and 1977 and has maintained
an overall program of excellence.

The EPA began the Operation and Maintenance
Awards to publicly recognize wastewater treatment
plant operators who improve their plant's operation
and consistently achieve compliance with state and
federal standards. The MPCA nominates communities
for the EPA award. During 1977 the New Auburn plant
and Mr. Knacke also received an MPCA commendation
for complying with state and federal standards.

NEWJS KOUND UF

Landy Pays $5000
Pollution Penalty

Landy Packing Company has signed a stipulation
agreement with the MPCA that includes payment of
$5000 for various water quality violations.

The complaints, filed against the St. Cloud company
beginning in January, 1977, have included three
separate incidents where blood and other animal
wastes were discharged or dumped into the Mississippi
River. Also, during a February, 1978, site investigation
of the Company's facilities, MPCA personnel dis-
covered a spill of fuel oil and other oil in the Mississippi
from the oil storage facilities. The agreement also in-
cludes a requirement for modifications to the Landy
facility and an employee education program to avoid
similar incidents in the future.

Western Transport
Agrees to Penalty &
Spills Plan

The Western Cooperative Transport Association has
paid a penalty of $500 and has signed a spills preven-
tion agreement with the MPCA as a result of a May,
1978 incident that released approximately one ton of
anhydrous ammonia into the air near Lester Prairie,
Minnesota. The MPCA'’s Division of Air Quality alleges
that the release was caused by operator error in the
operation of control valves. The gaseous ammonia
cloud drifted over a residential area, forcing evacuation
of Lester Prairie citizens, and the ammonia caused
vegetation damage over a two square block area. Un-
der the terms of the agreement, the company will es-
tablish a strict program for storing and handling am-
monia, as described by Minnesota Department of
Agriculture rules.

Kjellberg Acts
to Remedy
Pollution Problems

At its regular October Board meeting, the MPCA ap-
proved an agreement with Kjellberg Dayton Mobile
Home Park Inc., of Dayton Minnesota including a com-
pliance schedule to remedy water pollution problems
and penalties for any future delays. MPCA staff allege
that the park's wastewater treatment system has been
operating with flow rates that substantially exceed the
system’s capacity, and that the company had violated
several provisions of a 1977 Court-ordered compliance
schedule intended to resolve past pollution problems.
An MPCA Notice of Noncompliance was issued to the
company last March for a spill of 400,000 gallons of
wastewater to French Lake and for other violations.

The agreement requires that several improvements
be made in the park’'s wastewater treatment facility, in-
cluding a reduction in wastewater flow, reparation of
stabilization pond dikes, and replacement of the flow
meter system. The company will be subject to a delay
penalty of $1000 for each month that it remains in viola-
tion of the agreement.
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Vv,
#;, news release

Contact
Nancy Thompson
Public Relations HOLD FOR RELEASE
296-1770 ext 262 WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 13, 1978
Washington, D.C.--The League of Women Voters of the U.S. today supported EPA's
proposed emission standards for coal fired power plants, stating they are '"'mandatory
if national air quality and energy goals are to be met." Speaking for the League,
Meg Titus of Dallas, Texas, a member of the organization's national Environmental Quality
Committee, challenged the proposed standards in only one area.
Regarding the performance of scrubbers, Titus said, "We agree with the conclusions

of the Natural Resources Defense Council and others that an 85 percent SO, removal require-

2
ment would be obsolete the day it was promulgated." Citing several studies supporting her
conclusions that higher standards are attainable now, Titus declared, '"The League believes
that a 90 percent removal requirement is the very minimum necessary to protect human
health and welfare from the pollutant impacts of increased coal use."

The Leagué strongly supported the EPA's proposal to apply uniform controls to all
new coal burning power plants regardless of the sulfur content of the coal used. 'We
believe that the 'full scrubbing' proposal is the only way to satisfy both the intent of
Congress and the language of Section 111 of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1977," Titus
said.

In addition, Titus stressed that the clean air benefits of full scrubbing would far
outweigh the marginal increase in consumer power bills., '"In 1995, a full control option
would cost the average residential consumer only 12 cents more per month than the least
stringent partial control option," she said. '"And for this 12 cents per month, emissions

from new plants would be at least 33 percent lower."




Titus also noted that the full scrubbing requirement would reduce potential litigation,

and increase energy production and employment through new plant constructiocn.

Addressing other parts of the proposal, Titus urged a continuous monitoring period
of 24 hours to assess plant compliance and urged 2 maximum emission ceiling of no more
than 1.21b./million Btu.

A citizen education and public interest advocacy organization, the League of Women
Voters has for many years advocated strict clean air standards. The League also supports
greater reliance on coal for energy in the near future,

## #

Reporters please note: Full text of testimony is attached.




	00001
	00002
	00003
	00004
	00005
	00006
	00007
	00008
	00009
	00010
	00011
	00012
	00013
	00014
	00015
	00016
	00017
	00018
	00019
	00020
	00021
	00022
	00023
	00024
	00025
	00026
	00027
	00028
	00029
	00030
	00031
	00032
	00033
	00034
	00035
	00036
	00037
	00038
	00039
	00040
	00041
	00042
	00043
	00044
	00045
	00046
	00047
	00048
	00049
	00050
	00051
	00052
	00053
	00054
	00055
	00056
	00057
	00058
	00059
	00060
	00061
	00062
	00063
	00064
	00065
	00066
	00067
	00068
	00069
	00070
	00071
	00072
	00073
	00074
	00075
	00076
	00077
	00078
	00079
	00080
	00081
	00082
	00083
	00084
	00085
	00086
	00087
	00088
	00089
	00090
	00091
	00092
	00093
	00094
	00095
	00096
	00097
	00098
	00099
	00100
	00101
	00102
	00103
	00104
	00105
	00106
	00107
	00108
	00109
	00110
	00111
	00112
	00113
	00114
	00115
	00116
	00117
	00118
	00119
	00120
	00191-00314-2-JPG-00001
	00191-00314-2-JPG-00002
	00191-00314-2-JPG-00003
	00191-00314-2-JPG-00004
	00191-00314-2-JPG-00005
	00191-00314-2-JPG-00006
	00191-00314-2-JPG-00007
	00001
	00002
	00003
	00137
	00138
	00139
	00140
	00141
	00143
	00144
	00145
	00146
	00147
	00148
	00149
	00150
	00151
	00152
	00153
	00154
	00155
	00156
	00157
	00158
	00159
	00160
	00161
	00162
	00163
	00164
	00165
	00166



