


























reduced lead in physical terms. In the
case of chiidren's health effects, we used
statistical studies relating gasoline Jead
to blood lead to project how the numbers
of children with elevated blood levels
would change if lead in gasoline were
reduced. To estimate the impact of
reduced misfueling on emissions of
conventional pollutants (hydrocarbons,
nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide),
we used data on the current extent of
misfueling and increased emission rates
in misfueled vehicles, and then
combined those with projections of miles
driven by vehicles of different types.
Based on several studies comparing
matched vehicles on leaded and
unleaded gasoline, we estimated the
impact of the rule on the frequency of
exhaust system replacements, oil
changes, and spark plug changes. To
estimate reductions in cases of

hypertension, heart attacks, strokes,
and deaths from all causes related to
blood pressure, we used a recently
published study on the relationship
between lead and blood pressure and
earlier studies linking blood pressure to
cardiovascular disease. (Because the best
data were available for white males aged
40 to 59, we cautiously restricted our
estimates to that group.)

Table 1 summarizes several
important non-monetary measures of
the benefits of the phasedown for the
years 1985 to 1987. Note that the
estimates for 1985 are for the 0.5 gplg
standard, and only cover the second half
of the year. The estimates for 1986 and
1987 are for the 0.1 gplg standard, and
cover the full years. The estimates for
adult blood pressure-related effects
should be interpreted cautiously, as they

Table 1. Non-monetary Measures of the Benefits of Lead Phasedown

1985 1986 1987
Reduction in number of children above 25 64.000 172,000 156.000
micrograms per deciliter (ug/dl)
Reduction in tons of emissions of conventional pollutants
Hydrocarbons 0 244,000 242,000
Nitrogen oxides 0 75,000 95,000
Carbon monoxide 0 1,692,000 1,691,000
Reductions in blood pressure-related effects in males aged 40-59
Hypertension 547,000 1,796,000 1,718.000
Myocardial infarctions 1,550 5.323 5.126
Strokes 324 1,109 1,068
Deaths 1.497 5.134 4,942
Table 2. Costs and Benefits of Lead Phasedown (millions of dollars)

1985 1986 1987
Benefits
Children’s heaith effects 8223 $600 $547
Conventional pollutants 0 222 222
Maintenance 102 914 859
Fuel economy 35 187 170
Total Benefits Excluding Blood Pressure 360 1.924 1,799
Total Refining Costs 96 608 558
Net Benefits Excluding Blood Pressure 264 1,316 1,241
Adult blood pressure benefits 1,724 5.897 5,675
Net Benefits Including Blood Pressure 51,988 $7,213 $6,916
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are preliminary and EPA has not relied
on them in reaching decisions on the
rule just promulgated, pending
additional scientific review.

These estimates indicate substantial
benefits. They do not include the
maintenance benefits, however, and it is
difficult to compare them to the costs,
measured in dollars. Thus, the next step
was to value the benefits in dollar terms.
For the maintenance benefits, this step
was relatively easy; it involved, for
example, determining the average cost of
an oil change.

For the other benefit categories,
however, valuation is much more
difficult and controversial. How much is
it worth to prevent a child from having a
dangerously high level of blood lead, or
an adult from suffering a stroke? For the
most part, we did not attempt to assign
value to intangibles, such as pain and
suffering. Instead, we focused on more
easily quantified benefits, such as
reduced costs for medical care,
compensatory education, crops damaged
by pollution, and lost work days. We did,
however, tackle the difficult and
controversial task of placing a dollar
value on reductions in the risk of death.
EPA’s Regulatory Impact Assessment
guidelines suggest a range of $400,000
to 87 million per statistical life saved. We
used a value from the lower end of that
range, S1 million per case.

Comparing Costs and Benefits

Despite the incomplete nature of the
benefit estimates, they outweigh the
costs of the rule by more than three to
one, as shown in table 2. If the
preliminary estimates related to blood
pressure are included, the ratio of
benefits to costs jumps to better than
ten to one.

As part of our analysis, we also
examined a wide range of alternative
standards, and found that tightening
the lead limit raised benefits
substantially more than it increased
costs. Although many other factors were
important in the agency's decisions. it is
clear that the very large health gains
estimated as part of the benefit-cost
study helped speed up the regulatory
process and contributed to the rapid
phasedown schedule that was
promulgated. []
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requiring the introcduction of at least one
grade of unleaded fuel. And it is
anticipated that a number of nations
will move swiftly to follow the new U.S.
standards.

The reasons for these reductions vary.
In some countries, the major concern is
with the health problems created by lead
exposure. In others, the primary
motivation is to allow the use of catalytic
converters to reduce other pollutants
from cars. Foreign automobile
manufacturers have for years been
exporting to the United States only cars
designed for unleaded gasoline.

Prior to the mid-1970s, the lead
content of gasoline throughout Europe
averaged about 0.8 grams per liter (gpl),
or about three times the amount
permitted in the United States prior to
the most recent EPA actions. West
Germany unilaterally adopted a
maximum level of 0.15 gpl in 1976 for
regular grade fuel with the intention of
increasing control opportunities for
other motor vehicle pollutants.

After intense discussion, the ten
members of the European Economic
Community (the Common Market
nations) agreed that all member
countries should set standards between
0.15 and 0.4 gpl. This was a major step
towards reduction of lead in the
atmosphere.

Major opposition to lead restrictions
during the late 1970s came from the
United Kingdom. The British believed
lead additives were important for energy
conservation. By 1983, however, the
United Kingdom reversed its position
after a comprehensive review of the
latest lead and health information by the
Royal Commissjon on Environmental
Pollution concluded, “the safety margin
between the blood lead concentrations in
the general population and those at
which adverse effects have been proven
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is too small....It would be prudent to
take steps to increase the safety margin
of the population as a whole.” The report
continued, “measures should be taken to
reduce...dispersal of lead wherever
possible.”

Almost immediately after the report
was issued, the United Kingdom
petitioned the Common Market to
further reduce lead in gasoline and to
introduce lead-free fuel by 1990 at the
latest. Several other countries, including
West Germany, endorsed the proposai
and, in 1984, the Common Market
proposed a new directive allowing
member countries to mandate the
avalilability of unleaded fuel by as early
as 1986, to require at least one grade of
unleaded fuel in each country by 1989,
and to restrict the lead content of the
remaining leaded fuel to a maximum of
0.15 gpl that same year. On March 20 of
this year, the Common Market formally
approved this proposal. Unleaded
gasoline has, in fact, already been
introduced in Germany.

European non-members of the
Common Market such as Austria,
Sweden, and Switzerland are also on the
cutting edge of lead reductions and are
generally moving as fast or faster than
most neighbors.

In Japan, lead reduction has been the
greatest in the world so far. Prior to
1975, all gasoline sold in Japan
contained lead, whereas today over 90
percent is unleaded. In 1983, the
maximum lead content was pegged at
0.13 gpl, far below the
about-to-be-changed U.S. standard.

Hong Kong has reduced the lead
content of gasoline twice within the past
two years to the current maximum of
0.3 gpl. Singapore has moved to a lead
level of 0.4 gpl. Malaysia has just decided
to go to a similar level on July 1 and has
indicated its intention to go to 0.15 gpl
by 1990.

Australia, motivated primarily by a
desire to reduce carbon monoxide and
hydrocarbon emissions through use of
catalytic converters, will widely
distribute unleaded gasoline by July 1 of
this year. Further, all new

gasoline-fueled vehicles manufactured
after the end of this year must operate
satisfactorily on unleaded fuel of 91 to
93 octane.

The USSR, to conserve available lead
for military applications, has prohibited
leaded gasoline in the Soviet Union’s
largest cities since 1959.

Canada is following the U.S. in
phasing down leaded gasoline, but has
not yet adopted the EPA’s new, more
stringent standards. In Brazil, normal
gasoline is being eliminated. All new
cars built in the last three years run on
100 percent ethanol. Older cars use
gasoline with a 20 percent ethanol
content.

Interestingly, some of the Arab
nations, where automobile traffic has
hitherto not created much of a pollution
problem, are beginning to look at the
issue. Other countries with large urban
populations, such as Mexico and Israel,
are faced with such severe economic
constraints that conversion to unleaded
gasoline has been deferred.

The foregoing represents considerable
progress and a major thrust towards
eventual worldwide reduction or
elimination of lead in gasoline, especially
in crowded urban areas. Although lead
residues will remain with us for many
years, at least the health problems
created by peak urban exposures will be
reduced for many million people. It's a
real reversal of the upward global lead
pollution trends of the last seven
decades. (J
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the meetings with McGraw are more
frequent: “a couple of times a week,”
Thomas explains, “as I phase out the
involvement I had down there.”

Some half dozen subjects were on
their agenda, including an update on
the production of methyl isocyanate at
the Union Carbide plant in Institute, W.
Va.; the difficulties of obtaining liability
insurance at Superfund and RCRA sites;
and the status of the RCRA codification
rule, a package updating existing
regulations. Despite a somewhat baffling
array of subjects, the two men worked
quickly because, according to McGraw,
Thomas “already knows the issues and
has amazingly quick recall. He doesn't
need background information. He
already has that. What he needs is the
bottom line.”

Their discussions were not strictly
business-related. The first thing Thomas
inquired about—as he usually does,
according to McGraw—was the health of
Kathy Greenwood, his former secretary
in OSWER who is courageously battling
a serious illness.

8:00 a.m.

Thomas held his daily staff meeting,
with Jim Barnes, Acting Deputy
Administrator; Josephine Cooper,
Assistant Administrator for External
Affairs; Executive Assistant Linda Fisher;
and Special Assistant Russ Dawson.

Today's meeting was shorter than
usual. Discussion centered on the status
of EPA’s Bhopat Task Force, and the
possible need to reschedule Superfund
hearings.

These early morning sessions are "not
major policy or strategy meetings,”
according to Fisher, but more "an
opportunity to get everybody going. Lee
runs down his schedule for the day, we
review any breaking news stories, and
we go over the latest scoop from the Hill.
Today, for example, I was able to brief
Lee on my conversation with a
congressman from Louisiana before his
meeting with the state environmental
director from Louisiana. That's the
tmportant thing about these meetings:
we know we will see Lee every morning,
so if we can't catch him during the day.
we know we'll have a chance to update
him the next morning.”
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8:30 a.m.

At Thomas' request, representatives of
Clean Sites, Inc., came in to provide a
status report on their work. Clean Sites
is a non-profit corporation formed last
year to clean up hazardous waste sites.
Of the members of the corporation’s
Board of Directors present in Thomas®
twelfth floor office, two were former EPA
Administrators: Russ Train and Doug
Costle. Thomas urged Clean Sites to
become very interactive with EPA
regional offices.

10:00 a.m.

Accompanied by Jo Cooper, Region 2
Administrator Chris Daggett, and Allan
Hirsch, Director of the Office of Federal
Activities, Thomas headed for Room 567
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building
and a meeting with Senator John Chafee
of Rhode Island.

Chafee wanted to discuss his
dissatisfaction with an EPA decision not
to oppose a dredge and fill permit for the
Westway highway project in New York
City. Section 404(c} of the Clean Water
Act gives the EPA Administrator
authority to veto such permits if he
determines they “"will have an
unacceptable adverse effect on municipal
water supplies. shellfish beds and
fishery areas...wildlife or recreational
areas.” Chafee felt the dredge and fill
activity for Westway would have an
adverse impact on striped bass in the
Hudson River. But Thomas had decided
not to refer the Westway environmental
impact statement to the Council on
Environmental Quality for review.
Instead, he proposed to add to the
permit stipulations calling for further
study to be carried out concurrently with
the dredge and {ill activity.

“Senator Chafee was very upset about
our decision,” explains Thomas. “He felt
it was an example of how we were not
carrying through with the 404 program
the way he would like to see it carried
through. And I told him that I was not
very well satisfied with the program
either, and I was going to do two things
about it. One, 1 was going to work on
the 404 procedural issues with the
Corps of Engineers. And two. | was
going to take a broader look at how the
overall wetlands protection effort was
being addressed by the agency.”

“I don’t think Senator Chafee was
totally satisfied with that. He felt that we

should be more aggressive in using the
404(c) provision of the law, and he’s
going to hold oversight hearings.”

This kind of give-and-take with
Members of Congress is a standard
feature of Thomas' job. I would say.” he
estimates, “that [ go up on the Hill three
or four times a week to meet with an
individual Congressman or Senator
about concerns over a program. And |
think that's an important thing for me
to do, an important role for me to play,
expressing our opinions about how we
think legislation should be amended or
initiated.”

11:30 a.m.

Back in the office, Thomas switched
gears and turned his attention to more
mundane matters. He interviewed a job
applicant.

“I interview people for the major jobs,
like Assistant Administrator positions,”
he says, "but generally only after Jim
Barnes has interviewed them. Right
now, we've got three or four major jobs
open, so I'm interviewing a couple of
times a week. Thatll certainly taper off
as the positions are filled.”

Noon

In the dining room that adjoins his
office, Thomas finally had his first meal
of the day, lunch with a friend. A former
attorney with the Environmental
Defense Fund, this man had actually
fulfilled an escapist fantasy many
overscheduled bureaucrats entertain. He
had taken a year off and traveled the
world, to New Zealand, Australia,
Indonesia, India. Thailand, and China.

"I was real interested in his trip,” says
Thomas, with a hint of longing in his
voice.

The lunchtime conversation was more
interesting than the food. “There was no
time to go out. Somebody went to the
restaurant downstairs, and brought
lunch up in little boxes. Actually,” says
Thomas, pointing to the large conference
table in his office overlooking the
Potomac River, "I usually have a
sandwich right there. There's never any
time to go out. Generally we work during
lunch, while we eat. I've done that ever
since I came to EPA.” He pauses for a
moment before recalling, *1 guess I did it
even before 1 came to EPA."
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Reflections on the
Nation’s Air Cleanup

by Joseph Padgett

In this article, Joseph Padgett
reviews the progress to date of the
nation’s air cleanup effort and
discusses its_future. Padgett
currently is President of the Air
Pollution Control Association, the
first EPA official to be elected to this
office. During his one-year term as
APCA president, he is on
assignment to the North Carolina
Division of Environmental Control
under the Intergovernmental
Personnel Act exchange program. At
EPA, Padgett was Director of the
Strategies and Air Standards
Division in the Air Program Office.
The views expressed here are not
necessarily those of EPA.
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Three decades ago the first federal Air
Pollution Control Act was signed into
law by President Dwight Eisenhower. In
that time, and particularly since 1970,
we have made remarkable progress in
cleaning up the air. But new problems,
such as air toxics, atmospheric
deposition, and indoor air pollution,
have arisen. Unfortunately. these "new”
problems are equally threatening to our
environment and perhaps more complex
to solve. Our challenge in the 1980s and
beyond is to deal successfully with these
new issues without losing any of the
gains we already have made.

First, let's take a brief look at the
progress achieved over the years in
controlling air pollution. This
background provides a context within
which we can discuss emerging air
issues and possible changes in our
regulatory and legislative approach to
help to deal with them. It also helps us
to assess our current status.

Historical Perspective

We have long recognized dirty and
polluted air as a serious problem.
However, until the 1940s, air pollution
was viewed largely as one involving
smoke from furnaces, industrial
processes, and locomotives. Little
attention was paid initially to
health-related aspects of dirty air.

Compared with states, counties, and
municipalities, the federal government is
very much a newcomer to air pollution
control in the United States. Municipal
and county regulations against smoke
emissions go back to Chicago and
Cincinnati in 1881, and Albany County,
N.Y., around 1913. Probably the earliest
state law was passed by Ohio before
1897 to limit smoke emissions from
steam boilers. It was not until 1952 that
a state, Oregon, first passed
comprehensive legislation and provided
statewide authority to a state air
pollution control agency. In 1907, the
International Association for the
Prevention of Smoke, which later
became the Air Pollution Control
Association (APCA), was organized to
foster smoke prevention regulations and
controls.

By the end of the 1940s, improved
boiler design, developed partly to reduce
black smoke and partly to increase
efficiency, had greatly reduced
emissions. While comprehensive smoke

abatement ordinances and laws were
being implemented to ensure continued
progress, attention was turning to
control of other pollutants and sources
other than boilers.

California’'s smog problems, the killer
fog at Donora, Pa., in 1948, and another
killer fog, this time in London in 1952,
focused national attention on the
complexities and potential health
hazards of air pollution. The State of
California, Los Angeles County, and local
industries began spending millions of
dollars to study the causes and effects of
smog. Legislators began pushing for the
federal government to take the lead (and
supply the money) for air pollution
research.

A series of federal air pollution laws
has been enacted since 1955. The initial
Clean Air Act was passed in 1963. In
1970, it was amended, but the
amendments were so sweeping and total
that they could be considered an entirely
new Act. Further amendments in 1977
continue to shape today's federal air
pollution control program. (The
references in the remainder of this
article to the Clean Air Act, or CAA,
mean the 1970 and 1977 amendments.)
The scope of federal activities in the
federal-state partnership has grown with
each new law.

The explicit performance-oriented
nature of the 1970 CAA seemed to reflect
the nation’s frustration with lack of
progress resulting from earlier federal
and individual state actions. Clearly,
direction, coordinated action, and
regulatory and enforcement authority at
the national level were needed. Equally
important, much more money was
needed for research and development
and for strengthening state and local
control agencies charged with most of
the implementation responsibilities.
Success in achieving this last goal was
one of the most important
accomplishments of federal legislation
and especially of the CAA.

The fundamental purpose of the CAA
is protection of the public health and
welfare from harmful air pollution. It
creates a federal-state partnership which
provides for national oversight and a
framework of national regulations
supplemented by individual state
implementation regulations. The CAA
requires EPA to establish national
standards for ambient air quality and for
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initiatives where air toxics concerns may
be more localized. State and local
regulatory agencies have more flexibility
in dealing with toxics. Many have
effective programs in place, and others
are developing programs.

Emerging Air Issues

A major task of the 1980s and beyond is
to translate our success and expertise in
controlling criteria pollutants to the
resolution of emerging air issues, many
of which appear to be at least as complex
and resistant to effective control
strategies as any associated with criteria
pollutants in the past.

Air toxics, atmospheric deposition
such as acid rain, and indoor air
pollution are three important air issues
which will command our attention for
the next decade and beyond. Other
important air issues include air
emissions from hazardous waste sites,
ozone depletion in the stratosphere,
emissions from wood stoves, visibility,
and pollutants associated with new
industries such as bioengineered
products. The toxic chemical disaster in
Bhopal, India. dramatically focused our
attention on another air-related issue. It
is not yet clear what role the air program
will play in the nation’'s response to avert
such a disaster in this country.

Air Toxics: The tdentification and
control of air toxics is the main item of
unfinished business from our 1970 CAA
agenda. EPA has been unable to make
much headway on this under the CAA
for reasons discussed earlier. However,
extensive resources are being devoted to
developing an effective national strategy
on air toxics. Revisions to the CAA may
be needed to implement a
comprehensive air toxics strategy.

Acid Deposition: Often called acid
rain, acid deposition is a part of a larger
problem—atmospheric deposition, by
which pollutants drop from the air onto
the soil and vegetation. There is strong
popular support for regulatory action on
acid rain. The U.S. has committed to an
extensive acid rain research program but
no legislation has been passed to
authorize regulatory action. Atmospheric
deposition includes not only acid
deposition pollutants, but all gases and
particulates which may come in contact
with vegetation or soil surfaces. Ozone is
of particular concern. A combination of
air pollutants is thought to be
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responsible for killing trees in certain
high elevation forests; research about
this problem is intensifying. Accepting
some additional delay in implementation
and then addressing the broader
question of atmospheric deposition,
rather than focusing only on acid rain,
may be the better control strategy.

Indoor Air Pollution: EPA is reluctant
to develop a regulatory program for
indoor air pollution without legislative
guidance from Congress. Lack of
attention to this problem is hard to
understand when one considers that
most individuals spend over 90 percent
of their time indoors. Pollutants such as
formaldehyde, radon, asbestos, and
some of the criteria poilutants are of
special concern, especially in colder
climates where buildings are more
airtight. Research has been underway
for years and pressure may be mounting
for legislative and regulatory action.

Legislative and Regulatory
Approaches

The major air issues on our future
regulatory agenda tend to be complex,
the science uncertain, and the solutions
expensive. Repeated surveys show that
the public strongly supports
environmental control, but the public
also believes that reasonable benefits
should be realized from control
strategies. Concepts such as risk
management and cost/benefit analysis
should be considered to provide
increased flexibility in setting the
standards, regulations, and
implementation schedules needed to
achieve cost-effective control strategies.

The CAA now limits consideration of
risk management and cost/benefit
concepts in setting standards and
mandates specific pre-set
implementation schedules. Many such
mandated schedules have proven to be
unrealistic. Realistic attainment dates
are specific to both pollutant and
geographic location. Some areas, such
as Los Angeles, may never attain the
present ozone standard. Others attained
it within the prescribed time schedule.
Experience gained since 1970 argues for
a more flexible approach which would
permit EPA (o set attainment dates on a
case-by-case basis.

The regulation of hazardous pollutant
emissions is one example of the value of
risk management and cost/benefit
analysis. This issue has been discussed

earlier in some detail. Another example
is the use of these techniques in setting
national ambient air quality standards.
The CAA now requires that these
standards be set at levels below a
threshold concentration at which
adverse effects to human health are
experienced. However, some pollutants
have no clearly defined thresholds. and
limited effects on a few individuals
might be inferred at near zero levels.
Also, available health data often are so
sparse or unreliable that a wide range of
uncertainty is associated with the choice
of a specific standard. In either of these
situations, risk and benefit/cost
estimates can help to select a standard
which adequately protects health
without incurring unreasonable costs to
attain the standard.

The requirement to meet specific
numerical emission or ambient
standards. as now specified in the CAA,
also should be reassessed. EPA on
occasion has discussed using ranges in
standard setting. Given the uncertain
quality of the effects data often available,
this approach, or perhaps the use of
goals in some cases, might be superior
to the present method.

Future legislative and regulatory
strategies may be dealing less with the
traditional “smokestack” industries and
more with diverse decentralized sources
which more directly involve the
individual. Indoor air pollution
strategies. wood-burning stove controls,
gasoline pump controls, automobile
inspection and maintenance, and
transportation controls are examples of
this trend.

Educating the Public

Former Administrator William
Ruckelshaus often expressed concern
about helping the public to understand
risks, benefits, the sometimes poor
quality of data available for
decision-making, and the myriad of
factors EPA must consider in reaching a
regulatory decision. The public needs to
understand risk management and the
fact that responsible public policy
cannot protect every individual against
all risk. And, above all, EPA needs to
build public understanding and trust
that it is carrying out its
role—protecting the environment—in a
balanced, responsible manner, and in
the public's best interest. J
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increased use of mass transit appeared
to be largely responsible for a 12
percent improvement in air quality
during the Olympic period. This
translated into fewer air pollution alerts
rather than more. It showed that an
extra effort (in this case, flex-time and
ride-sharing) can lead to significant air
quality improvement without major
life-style changes. An impossible situation
became a little less impossiblel

Why is this footnote to the success of
the Summer Olympics important?
Because it shows that Los Angeles can
take on an ambitious air quality
challenge and succeed.

The Clean Air Act requires areas not
meeting ozone and carbon monoxide
standards by December 31, 1987, to face
sanctions that include restrictions on
federal highway funds, sewage treatment
plants, air pollution control grants, and
prohibitions on construction or growth
of certain major industrial sources.

Four areas in California have a high
likelihood of not meeting the 1987
deadiine: the Los Angeles metropolitan
area (or South Coast Air Basin): Fresno
for ozone and carbon monoxide; and
Ventura and Sacramento for ozone only.

For the Los Angeles area. expected
improvements in air quality
notwithstanding, attainment of the air
quality standards by 1987 is impossible.
Because of this, Region 9 has initiated a
program—the Reasonable Efforts
Program—which we believe will result in
emissions reductions and cleaner air
without major life-style changes or
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crippling costs to taxpayers. This
program seeks a regulatory solution for
areas like L.os Angeles that face the
threat of sanctions for missing the 1987
deadline, but are willing to move beyond
the level of controls already in place and
to try harder to give an extra effort, as
Los Angeles did during the Olympics.

The Reasonable Efforts Program has
two distinct phases. The first presses for
adoption of additional technically
feasible control measures. Although EPA
will have the first cut at evaluating the
feasibility of such measures, state and
local agencies will help EPA determine
the appropriateness of a particular
measure for a specific area. Based on an
agreed-upon list of additional measures,
local and state agencies and EPA will
take appropriate actions to control
pollution sources further.

The second phase is aimed at
maximizing the effectiveness of air plans
and programs by auditing or oversight.
Auditing will look at enforcement,
permitting, emission inventory
gathering, and rule effectiveness. Again,
EPA will work closely with local and state
agencies.

The Reasonable Efforts Program is an
ongoing process. New measures will be
regularly considered. Existing controls
will be re-evaluated periodically.

In large part, Region 9's approach is
based upon policy set in 1983 by former
Administrator William Ruckelshaus
when he committed the agency to : 1}
expeditiously carry out the Clean Air Act:
2) move the nation closer to the health
goals of the Act; 3) strengthen federal,
state and local air pollution programs; 4}
treat all parties fairly; 5) provide
incentives for states to fulfill their
planning and implementation
obligation—rather than punish them for
fatlures; and 6} avoid unnecessary
economic disruption.

Region 9 has taken this policy to mean
that sanctions should be avoided if they
do not improve air quality. Sanctions,
however, can serve as a useful incentive
to obtain positive results. This was
evidenced by California’s adoption of an
inspection and maintenance program
following invocation of a construction
ban and highway funding restrictions.

However, we do not support invoking
sanctions in areas making reasonable
efforts to take steps to promote progress
toward achievement of federal air
standards, even if attainment of those
standards by 1987 is impossible. In
other words, an area should not be
penalized for doing the very best it can.

This approach can result in significant
emissions reductions and cleaner air.
EPA Headquarters and other EPA
regions have expressed interest in the
Reasonable Efforts Program and are
assessing its broader applicability.

Our region will continue to set
priorities to ensure that best efforts are
made to achieve clean air goals. The
Reasonable Efforts Program is a
practical solution for areas with
intractable air pollution problems.

It has the possibility of producing
more environmentally effective results
than sanctions. If so, the environment
will benefit, the people will benefit, and
our public policy will benefit, and that is
about the best we can do. []
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The DEC responded that, because of
state budgetary constraints and built-in
administrative delays, it would be unable
to provide funding quickly enough to
alleviate the Sag Harbor situation. DEC
was aware, however, that under the
Superfund program, EPA had the
necessary funds, as well as the
authority, to clean up the site before
seeking compensation from the parties
responsible for the contamination. On
November 5, DEC asked the EPA Region
2 office to study the eligibility of the
project for Superfund backing.

One week later, the regional office sent
a team of investigators to the site.
Thanks to the outstanding job done by
SCDHS and New York State’s DEC, the
data the team had to work with were
much more extensive than typically
encountered. Using these data as a base,
the team conducted further tests and
determined that actual contamination
existed at the tap for about 45 people,
and 39 more were threatened with
exposure, The contaminant plume was
reported to be moving at a rate of one to
two feet a day, and all 28 homes within
or adjacent to the plume were considered
to be at risk.

It was clear that conditions at the Sag
Harbor site presented an immediate
threat to the health of the residents and,
therefore, met the criteria for a removal
action under the Superfund statute (in
this case, actually an action to install
water pipe}. When EPA announced its
decision on December 7, the reaction of
residents and local officials was, as
expectled, very positive.

As originally outlined, the regional
office plan was to provide an interim
solution to the problem by installing
individual carbon filtration units in
those houses with contaminated wells.
We planned to install public water
mains, taps, meters, and hook-up lines
in the spring, when the warmer
temperatures would make the necessary
excavation work feasible.

It was discovered, however, that the
water mains could be installed
immediately, provided that temperatures
remained seasonable. Accordingly, on
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January 19 the Suffolk County Water
Authority, under a contract with EPA,
began laying some 4,000 linear feet of
water main. In the weeks that followed.
work progressed faster than expected
and the original target date for
completion was moved up from March
20 to March 7. The accelerated work
schedule, coupled with the
abandonment of the installation of
carbon filters as an interim solution, cut
the final contract cost of the project from
$440,000 to $310,000.

Now that the bulk of the construction
work is done, and residents have access
to clean water, EPA and the state are
considering several potential options for
removing the actual source of the
contamination from the Sag Harbor
Industries site.

EPA is also moving to collect
compensation for the costs it has
incurred in the construction project.
Under Superfund law, any parties which
generated or transported the industrial
wastes that contaminated the ground
water, or owned the site at which the
waste was generated are liable for the
costs of removal and construction. EPA
is in contact with the current owner of
the site, Sag Harbor Industries. as well
as a former owner, Nabisco Brands, and
we are hopeful that the issue can be
settled without a protracted legal
dispute.

One factor that has contributed to the
success of the Sag Harbor project is a
general awareness on Long Island of the
critical status of the area’s ground-water
supply. The island’s underground
aquifers have the highest per capita
usage in the United States and. as such,
are the most heavily monitored. In fact,
ground water is the sole source of water
supply for residents of the island. and
also the predominant source of fresh
water for the area’s wetlands, rivers, and
bays. The village of Sag Harbor is
situated in the middle of Suffolk
County’s most critical watershed
recharge site, where precipitation flows
deep into the Glacial Aquifer.

The ground-water issue is beginning
to get the attention it requires, not only
on Long Island, but around the country.
The consumption of ground water is
increasing at twice the rate of surface
sources of fresh water and it won't be
long before most Americans will rely on
ground water for their drinking supply.

Many regions and communities simply
could not exist without clean and
dependable ground water.

Unfortunately, through the early
1970s, ground-water problems were
pushed to the bottom of the national
agenda as the public and private sectors
concentrated on more visible pollution.
In time, as the nation met many of the
challenges posed by polluted air and
surface water, it was able to focus on the
more complicated question of
ground-water contamination. The
increasing ability to measure
contamination at much lower levels than
before also helped bring the issue to the
foreground of public debate.

In 1983, EPA created a ground-water
task force to develop a strategy for
protection of this vital resource (see EPA
Journal, July/August 1984}. The task
force found, among other things, that
state, local, and federal officials are
hampered in their protection initiatives
by a lack of coordination among
responsible agencies. After an extensive
analysis of EPA statutory authorities, as
well as existing state ground-water
programs, the task force also concluded
that the nature and variability of ground
water make its management the primary
responsibility of the states. The group’s
study reiterated EPA’s commitment to
assisting the states where necessary and
to strengthening a federal-state
partnership that will ensure the most
effective use of our resources for
protecting ground-water quality.

The cooperation among state, federal,
and local levels witnessed at the Sag
Harbor cleanup bears out the
conclusions of the task force. We in
Region 2 are aware that we must serve
as a resource for local government, and
provide the expertise of our experienced
personnel. Moreover, when the threat to
human health is significant and
requires the immediate funding that can
only be provided under a program like
Superfund, we will take the necessary
action. O
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