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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY / 

WASHINGTON, D .C. 20460 

JUN 9 1982 

Mr. Morton Blackwell 
Special Assistant to the President 

for Public Liaison 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20550 

Dear Morton: 

OFFICE OF 

THE ADMINISTRATOR 

What a pleasure it was to have seen you again the other day 
at Paul's office. 

As your schedule permits, I hope we can get together some
time soon, maybe for lunch or something. I'd like to 
introduce you to a couple of new people in my office as 
well. 

If we can ever be of any assistance to you at EPA, please do 
not hesitate to call on me. 

(Rep.) Brad Cates 
Director, Office of 

Intergovernmental Liaison 

BC/cyl 



TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

ANN GORSUCH 

MORTON BLACKWELL 

High Altitude Automobile Sales 

Attached is a letter I received from Tom Rolfe. I am taking 
the liberty of forwarding this letter to you for your infor
mation and appropriate handling. 

Thank you. 



ROLFE AND WOOD, INC. 
P.O. BOX 1130 25 NORTH WILLSON A.C. 406-586-5438 
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BOZEMAN, MONTANA 59715 
.. ,,., G0TrAB£E good 01 Roll, ond Woor 

Plymautli 
-Molt.ton C. Bfuc.k.we..U. 
Ua,u.,on 066-lc.e. - Whae.how.,e. 
1600 Pe.nMylvan-la Ave.. 
WMlung.ton, V.C. 20510 

Ve.M Molt.ton, 

Since 1947 

Augw.,.t 25, 1981 

M 1 me.ntfone.d .to you .the. o.theJr. n-lght, we. Me. hav-lng 1.>ome. 
1.>eJr.-low., pll.oble.m1.> wUh a. Jc.ale. .that ,{.I., being e.nnoJc.c.e.d by .the. EPA. 
Tiu!.> Jc.ule. Jc.e.futu :t.o automobile. e.mm-lM-i.oM and mOJt..e. paJL.Uc.ula.Jtly .to 
e.mrru,M.lon 1.>tandMdl.> 6oll. ve.luc.lu 1.>old at. a.R.:t,i_:t.udu oveJL 4, 000 fi e.e.t. A 
1.>-lmilM Jc.ale. WM e.n6oJc.c.e.d -ln 1977. 1:t. pll.ove.d veJr.y c.01.>:.tly 6oll. honv...t 
de.ale.M and une.n6oJc.c.e.able., whe.n cli..l.>hone1d de.ale.M de.ude.d .to -lgnoll.e. U. 
The. Jc.ale. WM abandonde.d ln 1978, but ..w n.ow bac.k . .to haunt w.,. 

AppMe.nily, .thc,. EPA 1.>tandMdl.> Me. moll.e. cU6 6-luc.U .to c.omply wUh a:t. 
/ugh al:tUu.du and moll.e. c.M:.tly be.c.aw.,e. only 2% 06 :t.he. a.utomobilu .1.>old 
-ln :t.he. Unlte.d Sta.tu Me. ll.eg-{.f.>:t.eJT.e.d -ln EPA du-lgnate.d h-lgh al:tUu.de. 
c.oun.ti..u. M U 1.>tandl.> now, oUJc. ma.nu6ac.:t.uJteJr., Chll.y1.>leJr. Coll.poJc.at,,lon, hM 
hM deude.d no:t. :t.o mak.e. aU 06 .th<? e.nglne and .:t.Jr..anJ.im-ll.>;6-lon c.omb-lna..:ti.onJ.i, 
wluc.h Me. available. at loweJr. aR.:t,i_;t_udu, avcu..f.a..ble. 6oJc. w., :t.o 1.>e..U. ,ln /ugh 
al:tUu.de. Me.al.>. Tiu!.> l:,e,vc,AR.y Jc.e.1.>.tJr...lw OUIL c.ompetiilve. a.b,l,U;ty. 

The.I.> e. m-ll.>1.>-lng c.MI.> amoun:t. :t.o at le.M:t. 2 8% ofi :the. c.MI.> we. have. 1:,oR.d 
l:,O nM :t.~ ye.all.. While. :t.h-{.f.> ,{.I., a Chll.tj!.>leJr. Coll.poll.a..:ti.on, de.w,lon, :t.ha.t 
we. Me. .:t.Jr..ylng :t.o ge.t -:t.he.m :t.o c.hange.,. 1 am 1.>UJc.e. :t.hat :the. ll.e.Mon :t.hey have. 
made. -t~ de.w-lon -{.f.> one. ofi expe.Me. Jc.e.duc.tlon. The. Jc.ale. add!.> a gll.e.at 
de.al :t.o :t.he. e.xpe.M e. 0 ti .the. . c.aJl..l:,. 

Eve.n ,lfi we. Me. able. :t.o :t.a.R.k. Chll.y1.>leJr. ,ln:t.o mafun_q .the. c.of.>:t. c.onc.e.1.>1.>lonf.> 
ne.c.e.1.>l.:iMl.f, :t.o pll.ov-lde. w., wUh aU 06 .the. c.aM .the.y mak.e., .theJr.e. Me. '->:till 
1.>e.veJc.e. ,i:Jll.oble.mf.> 6oll. w.,. In 1.>mall .townJ.i Uk.e. owv.,, we. ciJr.e. no:t. able. .to 
1.>:t.oc.k. e.nough ,lnve.n:t.oJc.y to Ja:t.ufiy e.veJr.yone.. 1:t. -{.f.> qu.,Ue. c.ommon f:oll. 
people. :t.o d.Juv~ .to a.the.Jc. .townf.> :t.o t:,hop noJz. Co.Jr.-6 . When CUo~Ome/1..6 go ~o 
BilUng'-> fioll. e.xample., :t.he.y will be able. .to buy c.aJz.-6 without :t.he. /ugh 
o.Lti.,t.u.de pac.b.age. a.nd bJu.ng :t.he.m ba.c.k. :t.o Boze.man. T~ -{.f.> -lllega..e. a.c.c.oll.cUng 
:to .the. 11.ale., but .theJr.e M no pll.a.c.t-c..c.a.R. me.:t.hod ofi e.n1oJz.c.e.men:t. a.nd U only 
~ e.11.ve.1.> · .to huJc..t :the dea.R.e.Jc. who M .:t.Jr..ying .to obe.y .the. Jz.ale and help .the. 
de.ale.11. who M w-llling .to be.nd .the. Jc.ale.. Le.t me.. g,lve. f/OU a.n example.: 
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Su.ppMe. one. o-6 my c.U6.tome/l.,6 fill.om Bozeman M on a. va.c.ation a.nd hCl;-> a. 
c.M a.c.ude.n:t. in Ne.bJUUka.. The.11..e. M no way he. c.an le.ga.Uy buy a. c.M ..{_n 
Ne.b11..ctoka, whe11.e. .the.y wU.1. have. no hiph a.1.Wude. c..aM, and b'1..,i,ng U bac.k 
.to Bo ze.ma.n. But c.ha.vi.c.v., Me. .the. de.a.le.11.. down .the.11..e. will go a.he.ad a.nd 
hell rum .the. C.M a.nd 11..e.gM.te.'1.. u in .the. high ciUU:ude.' Me.a. be.c.a.U6e. 
.tha...t' 1.:, .the. mM.t e.c.onomlc.a.l wa.y -6011.. .the. c.u.6.tome/1. . .to get ba.c.k .to Bozeman •. 
Af.1.,0, i-6 a Bozeman 11..u-i.de.n.t goe.-6 .to Bill-i.ng1.>, (a. low fLlti...tude. Me.a.), 
bu.y1.:, a. c.M a.nd blLlng.t:, U ba.c.k :to Bozeman, :the.11..e. M n.o.thin9 in :the. R.a.w 

· :tha..t pll.e.ve.nt& tum 111..om :t.UUng li.. in Bozeman.. Only :the. good c.on-0c.,{.e.nc.e. 
o~ :the. 1.:,a.luma.n 1.:,elf.,lnr:1 .the. c.M would pll..e.ve.n.:t. the. CM Mom bung -60.e.d in 
WU.ng1.:,. 

Thell e. idecto Me not c.onj e.c..tull..e.. The..6e. thirrg1.:, ha.ppe.ne.d .to U6 in 
1977. And onc.e. pe.ople. -6,i.nd out :the.fl c.a.n buy a. c.all. wUhout :the. gove.11..nme.n.:t. 
fioJT.c.e.d po.e..e.u.t-i.on e.qu-i.pme.nt, by dluving ·.to a. "low a.W;tude." .a.ti.ea., the.y 
will do U! 

Add,i..t,i.o na.ily, oUll.. .t:,ma.U de.a.le/1.,6 lu.r.,1.:, '1..e.qu-i.11..e. de.a.le.11.. e.xc.ha.ng e.-6 a.1.:, a. 
~a.c..t on Ufie.. We. c.a.nno.t a.fif.011..d .to 1;,.toc.k ve.h-i.c.1.v., .to ,t,a..tl.t:,fiy e.ve.11..yone. ct6 
c.a.n be. done. in big dea.le.Mh-i.p.t:., . in big r.J.:tle.-6. Many timv., e.a.c.h ye.AA we. 
c.,ill o.the.11.. de.a.le.M in .the. Me.a. .to bl.a.de. c..aM in 0'1..de.11.. .to 1.:,a:tv., oY a 
c.M.tome.11.. '1.:, want&. UnfiolL:t.una..te.ly, unde.11.. .thM £.au, 1 W{.ll. no.t be. able. to 
g e;t c.lVl.6 611..om mo.t:.t o-6 the. de.ale.'1..1.:, tha..t we. have. wo11..ke.d wUh in .the. pctot. 
The.11..e. L6 o n.f..y one. de.a.le.11.. wUh-i.n 17 5 mile.-6 .t.ha..t 1 c.a.n :tlta.de. wUh b e.c.aU6 e. 
mo;.,t o-6 the. de.a.le.'1..1.:, in .the. all.ea live. -i.n c.ounti.e.-6 unde.11.. 4,000 0e.e:t a.nd 
will not be. 1.:,to c.k-i.ng h-i.g h al.utud,e. c.a/l,6 • 

1 unde.'1..1.:,;ta.nd :tha..t .i..n .the. 6utU'1..e. :the. 11..ule. ma.y be. c.ha.nge.d :to pll.ov-i.de. 
tha.t a.U c..aM .t:.old mU6t me.rd: the. goveJT.nme.n:t .!);ta.nda.11.d.t:, a..t both .t:.e.a .f..e.ve.l 
a.nd o v e.'1.. 4, 0 0 0 -6 e.e:t.. 1 6 -l.t M dete.11..m-i.ne.d that a. hiq h aLti.tu.de.. .e.a.w M 
ne.e.de.d, thM R..tv.:,;t vell.,6ion L6 the. on.f..y one. a.c.c.e.p:ta.b.te. :to U6. The. 11..ule. a..t:. 
U e.w;t.t:, , ma.k e..t:. an aiJte.a.dy cli..--6 f}ic.ul.t bU6-<.ne.M mu.c.h hMde.11.. f, 011.. :the. 6 e.w 
de.a.le.'1..1.:, who Uve. in :t;.he. high aJ,.ti..tude. c.oun,ti,e..t:,. Me.tJc.opoU:t.a.n all.ecto like. 
Ve..nve.11.. a.nd Sa.U Lake. CUy may ne.e.d :thM h-i.gh ciUU:ude. ia.w, but the. 
popu.f.a..tlon M .t:.o .t:,pMc.e. in ouJr. a.JT.e.a .tha:t the. 11..e:t.Ull..n-0 all.e. inde.e.d mMg-i.n.a.l. 
OU//.. c.oun:ty, Gal.i.a.;Un, M 140 milu NolL:t.h :to Sou.th a.nd 70 mile..t:. Ectot :to 
We..t:.t, but :the. 11..e.c.e.n.:t. c.e.n.6U6 1.:,how1.:, on.f..y 45,000 people. in :the. e.n:t-i.11..e. 
c..oun.t.y. 

The.11..e. M a. f.>ad i'1..ony in the. fia.r:t :that 1 WM one. o-6 ;the. f.e.w Ch'1..y1.:,le.11.. 
Ve.a.le.'1..1.:, who oppo.t:.e.d :the. "Ch'1..y1.:,ie.11.. Ba.Uou . .t" on .the. 911..ound.t:, that 1 don't 
be.Ue.ve. in go1Je.'1..nme.n.:t. in:te.11..w.n,tlon :to he.lp 011.. h-i.nde.11.. a p'1..,i,va..te. e.n.:t.e.11..plLlze., 
but now 1 am a.l6o one. on :the. fie.w Ch'1..y1.:,ie.11.. de.a.le1r.1.:, who 1.:,:tand-6 a. c.ha.nc.e. on 
ioo.t:.-<.ng e.ve.11.yth,i,ng be.c.a.U6e. tha.:t. .t:.a.me. gove.11..nme.n.t M now ge.t,u.ng -<.nvoive.d 
-<.n .h_e..t:, W.c..tlng my bU6-<.ne..t:.1.i • 
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Mo!Lton, 1 would appll.e.uate. li 16 you. paM :thl6 lefteJL on :to 
anyone. in :the. a.dmi..n,u,.tlwtion who, wocd.d be. in a. po.6-Uion :to help 
ge.:t :thue. Jc.e.gui.ation.6 ai,teJLe.d. The.If go in:to e.fi6e.ct wlth :the. inbto
du.ction ofi 1982 modei-6 in. Se.p:te.mbeJL and OcrtobeJL, .60 we. mM:t ge.:t 
:the. c.hangu ma.de. a.6 .&ooa a.6 po.&-0ib£.e.. 10 :the. high a.Lti;tude. 1tui.u 
We/l.e. :to be. .&imply w..mi..n.ate.d owz. p1tob£.e.m woui.d be. -0olve.d. Thank. 
you., veJl.y mu.c.h! · 

< 
Tom A. Rolfie., PJc.etiide.n:t 

. Roloe. a.nd Wood, ·Inc.. 



OCT 281981 
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Republican 
Study 
Committee 

Chairman 
REP. ROBERT E. BADHAM 

SPECIAL REPORT 
Executive Director 

RICHARD B. DINGMAN 

THE SPECTER OF ENVIRONMENTALISM: THE THREAT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS 

This spec i al report examines the threat that environmental groups 
represent to natural resource development and economic growth. 
The report specifically analyzes the influence, objectives, com
position, agenda, and public support of environmental organizations. 
The report also details some examples which illustrate the dis
proportionate influence of these environmental groups. 

Introduction 

Extremist environmentalism threatens to undermine natural resource and economic 
development. This environmental threat has been spearheaded by a few prominent 
environment al groups which are engaged in a systematic campaign intent on promoting 
envi·ronmental interests largely to the detriment of energy development and economic 
prosperity. This i nvestigation attempts to define this "specter of environmentalism." 

At the outset, a fundamental dist i nction should be made between balanced environ
mentalism and what has been termed environmental extremism. Probably all Americans 
could be called environmentalists since most support protection of our delicate 
ecology and the prudent management of our natural resources. The consensus among 
Americans is that all reasonably appropriate means should be employed to protect 
the environment without seriously inhibiting economic growth. However, the environ
mental extremist fails to balance the competing interests of resource development 
and environmental preservation . These extremists are determined and sometimes in
sistent on advancing provincial environmental objectives at the expense of other 
necessary objectives . This paper comments on this dichotomy between balanced 
environmentalism and envi ronmental extremism by concentrating on the influence 
and goals of "environmental extremists . " 

The Influence of Environmental Organizations 

Despite initial prospects that the environmental movement of the 197Os might wither 
away during the conservative resurgence of the 198Os, environmental or~anization 
memberships and donations are at all -time highs. Maj or environmental groups, in
cluding the National Wildlife Federation, the National Audubon Society, the Sierra 
Club, the Natural Resources Defense Council, the Environmental Defense Fund, and 

This ll)aterial was prepared at the request of a member of the Republican Study Committee. The views contained in it should not be construed as 
being the views of'any specific officer or member of the Republican Study Committee. 

ROOM 433, CANNON BUILDING, U.S. HOUSE OF REP RESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 (202) 225-0587 



the tiational Uilclerness Sor.iety, have all shown increases in membership. The 
Sierra Club, one of the more liberal and politically active environmehtal groups 
witnesse~ a membership increase of at least 25 percent during the first nine months 
of 1981. The Sierra Club no~ boosts a membership of over 245,000 (nearly half 
of which2are from California) and their fiscal year 1980 budget was almost $10 
million. The memberships of the other large environmental organizations stack-ur 
as follows: the National Wildlife Federation, more than four million members: 
the National Audubon Society, over 400,000 members; the Natural Resources Defense 
Council, 40,000 ; the Envi 3onmental Defense Fund, 52,000 ; and the Wilderness Society, 
more than 50,000 members. 

The principle function of the environmental groups is to influence policy in a 
direction which promotes environmental interests. Environmental organizations 
take pride in their efforts to isolate more wilderness lands from energy explora
tion and take credit for much of the landmark environmental legislation enacted 
during the 1970s. The Sierra Club, for instance, openly describes itself as a 
"conservation lobby" dedicat~d to preserving the nation's forests, waters, and 
wilderness from development. 

These various environmental groups have been extremely effective as lobbyists. 
A clear illustration of the influential voice of environmental groups is the systema
tic campaign to undermine Interior Secretary James Watt. Environmental groups called 
for Watt's immediate dismissal and led the charge to influence public opinion and 
congressional sentiment a0ainst the Interior Secretary. Even though it appears 
that Secretary Watt has nmt secured his position in the Cabinet, the environmental 
0roups have successfully thwarted some of Watt's efforts to restore a judicious 
balance between energy development, economic vitality, and environmental protection. 

Despite the environmentalists' inability to force the firing of Secretary ~.Jatt, 
some environmental groups are expanding their lobby assault to attack other a 
Administration officials such as EPA Administrator Ann Gorsuch, Agriculture Secretary W 
John Block, Energy Secret~ry James Edwards, 0MB Director David Stockman, and even 
President Reagan himself. Apparently environmental groups have finally reco9nized 
that their efforts to isolate Watt as an environmental madman and as the aberration 
of the Administration's natural resource policy have failed. Since the Reagan Admin
istration is committed to restoring a proper environmental balance and support Watt's 
Interior program, the environmental organizations are now obligated to attack the 
entire Reagan Administration. 

Environmental groups are also entering the political process in an effort to 
mobilize support for their environmental causes. The Sierra Club has already 
been characierized as a "crypto-political outfit" and as a "political party in 
miniature." Now environmental groups are organizing Political Action Committees 
to finance and assist environmental candidates. The Sierra Club, Friends of the 
Earth, Environmental Action, and the Solar Lobby have all organized PACs to mobilize 
environme~tal support. These PACs regularly meet with the League of Conservation 
Voters to develop and implement electoral strategy. Fourteen states now have e?viron
mental PACs working for or against targeted state and congressional candidates. 

The League of Conservation Voters in 1980 spent $460,000 and reached over 400,000 
people with their door-to-door canvassing. The League specifically credits its 
door-to-door campaign effort for the 1980 election to Congress of Robert Edgar (D-Pa), 
an arch- t 11 vi ronmentalist. The Friends of Earth PAC in connection with Environmental 
Action and the League of Conservation Voters actively worked last year for the primary 
and general e1 8ction campaigns of James Florio, the Democratic candidate for Governor A 
of New Jersey. League of Conservation Voters has also targeted environmentalists in W 
Congress for support in the 1982 campaigns, including §uch liberals as Howard Metzebaum 
(D-Oh), Paul Sarbanes (D-Md), and Morris Udall (D-Az). 
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Environmental groups pride themselves on their ability to attract active and 
dedicated campaign volunteers. Environmentalists are convinced that their campaign 
volunteers can dramatically determine electoral outcomes and environmental policy. 
The liberal and environmentally-oriented magazine, the Progressive, even suggests 
that "an army of volunteer workers making one-to-one contact with voters could be . . . 
more effective for the cause of environmentalists and progressives" than Richard 
Viguerie's direct mail effort was for the New Right. (Oct., 1981, p. 32). 

Outside their involvement in election campaigns, environmental groups also are 
collaborating with other special interest groups. The Washington Post recently 
reported that nine major environmental groups are striving to convince the March 
of Dimes and the American Cancer Society to lobby against the Reagan Administration 
environmental policy. Specifically, these environmental organizations are trying 
to enlist the support of these healt~0charities and their lobbying funds to fight 
the proposed budget cuts in the EPA. Environmental groups have also cultivated 
a cooperative relationship with liberal labor unions including the United Auto 
Workers and leftist labor leader William Winpisinger and his Machinists Union. 
This Environmentalist/Labor Union marriage has been chffacterized as "especially 
productive" in promoting the interests of both groups. 

Objectives of Environmental Groups 

Careful empirical studies and surveys have established that environmentalists 
are overwhelmingly Democrats and predominantly liberal. Results of a statistically 
controlled survey of the five major environmental groups conclude that while only 
21 percent of the general public view themselves as liberals, three times as many 
environmentalists willingly accept the liberal label. Additionally, fully one
quarter of environmental group members believe that economic growth ar2 develop
ment must be slowed or completely halted to preserve the environment. Supporters 
of environmentr1 issues in legislative bodies also tend to be predominantly liberal 
and Democrats. 

Another indication of the liberalism that has engulfed environmental groups is 
their ever expanding liberal agenda. Environmentalism now transcends the simple 
desire to protect the environment. It has been expanded to encompass an entire 
outlook of broad political and social affairs. Malcolm Forbes Baldwin, the former 
acting director of the Council on Environmental Quality, explains that: 

... environmentalism transcends the programs and desires of 
any particular political, social, or economic group. It 
involves a powerful and complex view of the world, grounded 
both in science and in human experience, that has attracted 
all kinds of people and organizations (Environment, April 
1981, p. 25). 

There is also a trend toward a new revolutionary stream in the environmental move-
ment referred to as "deep ecology." As Sociology Professor Bill Devall articulates 
in the Natural Resources Journal, this revolutionary force of environmentalism is 
seeking 14 new metaphy~ics, epistemology, cosmology, and environmental ethic of person/ 
planet. 11 This powerf~l faction of environmentalism is not merely content on 
striving for environmental protection; this radical branch of the environmental 
movement is seeking to cultivate a liberal, almost counter-culture view of the 
world. An authority on environmental activism, Dr. H. Peter Metzger, the manager 
of Public Affairs Planning at the Public Service Company of Colorado, terms these 
new environmentalists "coercive utopians 11 and argues that they have a hidden 
liberal agenda. He articulates that today ' s environmentalist is not merely seeking 
a clean and safe environment, but is striving for "some vague poliHcal goal, de
signed to come about by stopping energy production as we know it. 11 
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An example of this expanding agenda of environmentalism is the embracement by 
environmentalist of soft energy technology. Environmentalism has allied itself 
with the growing movement promoting soft energy such as solar power. The environ
mental movement arg the soft technology movement now overlap in personnel, resources, 
and organization. An additional example of how environmentalism has been broadening 
its scope to encompass other liberal factions is the connection between environmen
t alists and feminists. In fact, feminists now are analyzing t he ri7ati onship be
tween the macho ethic and the tendency to despoil the environment. 

These indications of the liberalism inherent in environmentalism dispe l the notion 
t hat today's environmentalism naturally springs from conservatism, or ge nerally 
the disposition favoring preservation. The liberal environmentalists that dominate 
t he major environmental groups of today are sharply divergent from the preservationists 
that initiated the conservation movement at the turn of the century. As the surveys 
of the political attitudes of environmentalists indicate, yesteryear's preservation 
movement has been skewed by today's liberalism. Whereas Teddy Roosevelt styled 
preservationists favored a balanced approach to resource management wh ich emphasized 
some development of land to maximize the public's utility, today's environmental 
€xtremists are intent on locking up natural resources and precluding resource develop
ment and economic growth. 

Another erroneous notion that should be quickly _dispe lled is that envi ronmentalists 
are true altruists seeking to preserve the environment for the benefit of all man
kind and future generations. Actually several authorities have concluded that 
environmentalists are 11 fundamentally self-interested" and fhat they "act ·as self-
i nterested contenders for a publicly controlled resource." Environmentalists 
tend to be members of the affluent, upper middle class termed the leisure class. 
Members of environmental groups typically are part of the upper mi ddle socio-

-

economic class, college educated, and professionally oriented . In fact, a central A 
factor contributing to the growth of environmentalism has been the eme rgence of W 
a "strong, vocal, politically self-identified upper middle class in AT9ri can 
society" which has formed the backbone of the environmental movement. 

Since environmentalists are members of an elite and affluent class, they are 
largely insulated from the consequences of stagnate resource development and 
economic growth. Those in privileged professional positions are obv~eusly more 
inclined to favor maintenance of their current favorable conditi ons. Further
more many members of the leisure class stand to gain the most from compl ete pre
servation of scenic refuges because only they have the time and money t o frequent 
such retreats. The recreation and scenic value of unharvested forests, for in
stance, outweighs the value of economical timber provided you are a member of the 
affluent "wine and cheese belt," and not an emplo¥1e of a lumber mill or a member 
of lower middle class seeking to purchase a home. In light of t his, i t is not 
su rprisi~~ that minorities ard the poor tend to be hostile toward environmental 
reforms. 

Environmentalists thus are self-motivated to thwart economic devel opment through 
resource preservation because only they garner the benefits of extremis t environ
mental ~rotection and only they are isolated from the harmful consequences of 
sl uggis economic activity. As William Tucker concludes, environmental ism funda
mentally constitutes protection of the entrenched privileged few: 

To say that one is an "environmentalist," or that one favors 
"no-growth," is to say that one has achieved enough well-being 
from the present system and that one is now content to let it 
remain as it is -- or even retrogress a little--- because one' s 
material comfort under the present system has been more or l ess 
assured. ("Environmentalism and the Leisure Class," Harper's, 
Dec. 1977, p. 80) 
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The Minority Status of Environmentalism 

The views advocated by environmental groups do not reflect the vast preponderance 
of the American populace. Even the most optimistic surveys indicate that only 13 
percent o23 the general public regard themselves as active in the environmental 
movement. Based on these studies, it can be safely asserted that environmental 
groups represent only a minority fringe of the American public. 

Publ ic opinion surveys also confirm that the majority of the electorate favor 
resource development which balances economic and environmental interests. According 
to a statistically accurate survey conducted by the Sindlinger & Company, Inc., 
almost 96 percent of those sampled favor policies which attempt to stimulate 
economic growth and achieve energy independence while protecting the environment. 
A recent Gallup Poll also found more than 75 percent of the American people believe 
it is possible to2~aintain strong economic growth and still maintain high environ
mental standards. 

Other specific results from these two polls further reveal that Americans favor 
resource development: 

* More than 76% of the American people favor increasing oil exploration 
and other commercial uses on federal lands; 

* Almost 84% favor spending more money to improve the condition of existing 
national parks rather than expanding the national park system; 

* More than 70% favor enlarging the area of offshore drilling on the East 
and West coasts; and 

* Almost 82% favor prospecting for strategic minerals on public lands. 

Polls even indicate that of those American's who express an opini~g about James 
Watt, a majority approve of the controversial Interior Secretary. Additionally, 
of the 220 national special interest groups that the Interior Depar~~ent deals 
with, only 10 (primarily environmental groups) are opposed to Watt. 

These survey results clearly indicate that the often extremist views of environ
mental groups are not shared by most of the American public. Furthermore, most 
of the environmental activities that influence decision-making seem to be initiated 
and coordinated by a few elite activists who operate detached from most other en
vironmental group members. Indeed, there is a schism between these elite environ
mental activists and the grass-roots members of environmental groups. As the 
Progressive characterized it: "Environmental work ... is most often carried out by 
a few front line activists in Washington, in state capitals, 2~nd in courtrooms 
across the country, while the public sits on the sidelines." There is also 
little correspondence between these two discrete components of environmentalism, 
the organized environmentalists and the broad-based grass-roots environmentalists. 
For instance, the organized environmental groups support preservation of remote 29 wilderness areas whereas most public environmentalists live and work in urban areas. 

Another illustration of the schism between the two environmental factions is the 
controversy over Secretary Watt. Environmental groups take pride in claiming 
that their grass-roots members are vehemently opposed to Watt. However, the member
ship poll on which the National Wildlife Federation based its call for Watt's resigna
tion substantially misrepresented Secretary Watt's positions. A comment prepared 
by the Resource and Environmental Quality Division of the Chamber of Commerce con
cluded that the National Wildlife Federation questionnaire of 4000 selected members 
was invalid. The NWF survey openly admitted that there may be "variances between 
Watt's actual position and the position ... which we consider to be his. 11 More-
over, almost half of those surveyed indicated that they did not know enough about 
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Watt's policies to make a judgment of him. 3O Based on this spurious poll of the · · • 
National Wildlife Federation membership (who generally favored Reagan in the elec
tion), the NWF ' s leadership decided to join other environmental groups in calling 
for Watt's immediate ouster. This is another indication that the liberal leader-
shib of major environmental groups largely acts independently of their grass-roots a 
mem erships. W 

Further aggravating the division between environmentalists and most of the 
American public is that the media are sympathetic to environmental issues. 
The elite press tends to be substantially more liberal than the general public. 
According to a study conducted by Robert Lichter and Stanley Rothman under the 
auspices of the Research Institute of International Change at Columbia University, 
the -01ajority of media elites are political liberals, college graduates, and affluent. 
Most of the media elite, those most likely to influence public policy, come from 
northeast or noth central states; only three percent are drawn from the entire 
Pacific coast. Since 1964, less than one-fifth of the media elite supported any 
Republican presidential candidaj1. These influential media personalities also-iiave 
strong pro-environmental views. Because these media elite are liberal and environ-
mentally biased, they obviously elevate environmental interests and subordinate 
economic and energy concerns in their widely read writings. This creates the 
fallacious impression that the environmental views they report and editorialize 
reflect the consensus of the American public. 

EXAMPLES OF THE SPECTER OF ENVIRONMENTALISM 

There are numerous examples illustrating the inordinate influence of environmental 
groups. The examples outlined below provide a flavor of the strategic ploys envi
ronmental organizations will use to promote their liberal environmental agenda. 
These examples by no means exhaust all the schemes environmentalists will employ 
to fulfill their objectives; they only represent some of the more blatant examples 
of the disproportionate policy-making influence of environmentalists and the im
proper steps they will take to advance their parochial causes. 

Media Manipulation 

Environmental groups have successfully manipulated the media to voice their envi
ronmental concerns. The environmentally sympathetic press has essentially been a 
promotional conduit for environmental groups. Environmental strategists aware of 
the biased media have often crafted their activities to take full advantage of the 
favorable media coverage. 

A current example of the environmental group's media manipulation is a recent 
Sierra Club confidential strategy memorandum. The memo, circulated only to higher 
echelon Sierra Club leaders, detailed the Club's media strategy for presenting to 
Congress over a million a3~eged petition signatures demanding the immediate dis-
missal of Secretary Watt. The confidential memo elaborated on "Watt Petition 
Week" in which Sierra Club repr.esentatives would converge on Capitol Hill in a 
well-orchestrated effort to persuade Congress to oust Secretary Watt. The entire 
plan was openly intended to take full advantage of national media exposure to 
create the impression that there was a pervasive grass-roots movement clamoring 
for the immediate dismissal of Secretary Watt. Even the press characterized the 
confidential memo as a "battle plan or a lobbying assault on the ~jtion's capital 
that has all the trappings of an undercover KGB or CIA exercise." 

The memo layed out a systematic strategy which employed every media manipulation 
tactic imaginable. The memo specifically called for carefully orchestrated air
port press conferences to send off local Club members on their way to Washington, 
breakfast or lunch gatherings with reporters to ensure a second wave of public
ity, and strategic meetings with Republican legislators to create the impression 
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of bi-partisanship. This would all culminate in a climatic Capital steps ceremony 
in which the million petitions would literally be dumped on the steps in front of 
reporters and TV cameras! The petition plan claimed that the media blitz coul d 
have a "major lobby impact" in Washington and would represent "an unparalled 
opportunity" to emphasize "the unique grass-roots political strength of the Si erra 
Club. 11 The memo concluded by indicating that "the potential for political and 
media impact -- on a national scale and with each individual Member of Congress 
-- is virtually unlimited." 

Even with prior notice to Congressmen and the press that the Sierra Club anti-Watt 
demonstration was a staged media event, the Capital steps ceremony complete with 
hemps of petitions received front page news and network TV coverage. The Washi ngton 
Post even reported that the pr34s at the capitol steps ceremony outnumbered t he 
rest of the Sierra Club rally. In the end, the Sierra Club media blitz was 
largely successful in denouncing Secretary Watt. This is a fine illustration of 
how the Sierra Club and other environmental groups have manipulated the sympa thetic 
media in promoting their parochial environmental interests. 

Manipulation of the Courts 

Environmental groups also manipulate the litigation process in order to pursue their 
environmental goals. Extremist environmental groups have repeatedl~5used the courts 
to delay energy and industrial projects on specious technicalities. The con-
comitant effect of delaying environmental lawsuits is usually increased costs for 
consumers and the likelihood of project abandonment as the cost overruns escalate. 
Thus, even though environmentalists may frequently fail to prevail on the me r i ts of 
the case, they have effectively won because the time-consuming litigation precludes 
natural resource development and economic growth. 

There is also evidence that environmentl groups shop3ground to find the most 
sympathetic courts in which to initiate their suits. A study by the Capi tal 
Legal Foundation suggests that environmental groups flock to the District of 
Columbia Federal courts because of the reputation the D.C. courts have for favoring 
environmental claims. After comparing the litigation data of environmental suits, 
the Capital Legal Foundation study concluded that "environmentalists clearly have a 
major ally in the D.C. federal courts, which are often deciding cases of min imal 
concern to D.C. area residents." According to the study's statistical resu l t s, 
the D.C. District and Circuit courts litigate roughly one-third of all major envi
ronmental action brought by environmental organizations, and it is estimated that 
no more than 15% of the D.C. cases had to be initiated by D.C. courts. These 
data clearly suggest that environmental groups purposely sue in Washington, D.C., 
even if the environmental issue under review is only tangentially related t o Federal 
government functions, because the "remarkably sympathetic Washington D.C. federal 
bench "allows them "to win a shocking number of cases in D.C. compared to t heir 
suits outside the D.C. circuit. 11 

In addition to selecting favorable courts to initiate environmental suits, environ
mental activists have fraudulently manipulated the courts in a fashion that legiti
mizes i 11 egitimate "energy advocacy" programs and defrauds the government and the 
poor. In September of 1979, five legal aid attorneys with the Legal Services Cor
poration filed a class-action suit on behalf of a group of low inco~7 people against 
the Consumer Services Administration. The case, Simer v. Olivarez, alleged that 
CSA had unlawfully adminstered the low-income fuel assistance program to t he detri-

' •ment of the poor elderly plantiffs. The benign alturistic appearance of thi s com-, 
plaint is deceiving; as Dr. H. Peter Metzger observed in an article j§titled "The 
Great Ecology Swindle," the complaint was actually a complete sham. 11 

The legal aid attorneys specifically colluded with the CSA lawyers to draft an out
of-court settlement which effectively provided for the dispersal of roughly $10 
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million in federal funds to environmentally-slanted "energy advocacy" programs. 
The court originally accepted this "sweetheart" settlement but subsequently vacated 
the decision after being notified that it had been duped by the collud~ijg attorneys 
into diverting millions of taxpayer dollars to environmental activism. Dr. 
Metzger summarizes this example of environmental manipulation of the courts: 

In an unusually blatant and shameless display of their 
willingness to manipulate the poor, environmental activists 
have concocted a fraudulent lawsuit which was just recently 
settled and then vacated by the very same judge who was duped 
into legitimizing the activists' attempt to defraud the govern
ment ... millions of dollars from a federal low-income fuel assis
tance program were briefly diverted into the coffers of political 
activists. (Policy Review, Winter 1981, p. 71.) 

This example aptly illustrates how environmentally motivated lawyers (whose salaries 
are paid by the federal government) can manipulate the judicial process to promote 
environmental interests. The Simer case also represents oniy the tip of the iceberg 
of the potential for environmentalists defrauding the government and ta~&ng money 
intended for the poor for their own particular environmental interests. 

Infiltration of Academia 

Environmental organizations are apparently collaborating with some strategic state 
Universities and Colleges. The scheme essentially allows environmental groups to 
strive for the promotion of environmental concerns under the guise of a respectable 
state University natural resource institute. Two well-documented examples elaborate. 

The first example is the University of Oregan School of Law environmental law clinic, 
called the Pacific Northwest Resources Clinic. The Oregon state chapter of the 
National Wildlife Federation (which raises money for the national organization) 
agreed with the University of Oregon Law School to establish this natural resource 
law cl i nic. The Wildlife Federation and the Law School each contributed $75,000 to 
the program. An independent investigation by the Foundation for Oregon Research 
and Education concluded that the National Wildlife Federation's objective for 
establishing this clinic at the University of Oregon Law School was to create an 
"inexpensive litigating arm sheltered in the University for prosecuting4rhe issues 
and policies of NWF and its local affiliate organizations in the West. 11 

An example of the environmental activities of this natural resource law clinic in
cludes a recent suit in which the law clinic took the U.S. Fij2est Service to court 
to prevent logging access to some timber-rich land in Idaho. Even though the 
timber companies won the law suit, this example clearly illustrates that the Oregon 
Law School natural resource institute was operating as an advocate of the National 
Wildlife Federation. Aaron Jones of the Seneca Sawmill Company has called the law 
clinic "a convenient front for NWF activities" and indicated that the relationship 
between the University of Oregon and the NWF resulted in an "inherent and fundamental 
confliij3 of interest for the University of Oregon as a public tax-supported institu
tion." The official involvement of the National Wildlife and the Law School ended 
last year when it was discovered that the NWF association with the Oregon Law School 
was contributing to a dramatic 25% decrease in private donations to the University. 

Another example of environmentalism infiltrating American colleges is the graduate 

' ~ 

-

study Institute for Resource Management, established jointly on the campuses of the 
University of Idaho and Washington State University. The new program is experiencing 
funding difficulties and is not expected to accept its first students (who are sup- A 
ported by $10,000 a year fellowships) until next fall. The graduate program on w 
natural resource management was proposed by arch-environmentalist actor, Robert 
Redford, and Cecil Andrus, James Watt's predecessor as Interior Secretary . Redford 
has already appointed Hope Moore, a liberal environmentalist and a former assistant 
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to Ceij!l Andrus in the Carter Administration, as executive director of the insti
tute. Judging from the environmentally biased origins and leadership of the 
institute, it is widely believed that the Institute for Resource Management at 
the Unive~§ity of Idaho and Washington State may become a center for environmental 
advocacy. 

These examples illustrate that some environmental organizations are attempting 
to collude with respectable learning centers in order to promote environmental 
interests. The relationship between environmentally motivated organizations and 
presumably objective tax-supported academic institutes represent an unconscionable 
conflict of interest and is blatantly wrong. 

Federal Funding of Environmental Activism Groups 

There are numerous examples of where extremist environmentalists have secured some 
sort of federal subsidization to pursue their environmental objectives. During the 
Carter Administration several liberal and environmental activists were plucked o~6 of the environmental movement and inserted into high-level government positions. 
Examples include anti-war activist Sam Brown (Director of ACTION programs), Michael 
Pertschuk, former associate of Ralph Nader (Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission), 
Joseph Duffey, former head of the Americans for Democratic Action (Chairman of the 
National Endownment for the Humanities), and anti-nuclear crusader Tina Hobson 
(Directar of the Office of Consumer Affairs at the Department of Energy). These 
high-level officials were able to funnel 4jederal grants with impunity to various 
environmentally motivated organizations. 

The Sierra Club was one of the many benefactors of sympathetic officials in the 
Carter Administration. The Sierra Club, for instance, recently received over $87,000 
from the National EndoYffient for the Humanities to finance taped interviews with 
Sierra Club activists. The FTC under t_he leadership of Naderite Michael Pertshuk 
also doled-out grants to prominent environmental groups including the Union of Con
cerned Scientists, Friends of the Earth, the En~~ronmental Defense Fund, the National 
Resources Defense Council, and the Sierra Club. 

A great deal of this federal funding of environmental activism groups has gone to 
anti-nuclear energy act1v1t1es. An example of the Department of Energy's support 
for groups overtly against nuclear energy was their financial support and endorse
ment of the Black Hill's Alliance International Survival Gathering, held July 18-27, 
1980. The Gathering received a $10,000 grant from the Office of56onsumer Affairs 
(under Tina Hobson) to defray the costs of organizing the event. The Survival 
Gathering was chacterized by the press as a 11 conferen51 on anti-nuclear tactics," , 
and 11 a microcosm of the whole anti-nuclear movement." The four-five hundred parti-
cipants were entertained by the "Nuclear Regulatory Commission," a rock singing 
group which "added a special flavor" with its sarcastic name, and the "Plutoni um 
Players," which "performed skits about the follies of nuclear energy to the delight 
of a mostly young audience." This 1960 1 s ?tyle anti-nuclear gathering was even 
visited by the mobile exhibit on a1 52rnative energy, which was sponsored by the DOE 
and the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The event was highly criticized by local residents of the Black Hills area. One 
hundred, thirty persons signed a petition to their Congressman protesting "the use 
of federal funds to subsidize and add creden53 to such organizations as the Black 
Hills Alliance and its survival gatherings." The Black Hills Alliance is but 
one of the anti-nuclear energy organizations the Department of Energy provided 
grants to under the Carter Administrat~on. Others included Ralph Nader's Critical 
Mass Citizen Groups, the Grand5~unction Public Energy Information Office, and the 
Union of Concerned Scientists. 

With the new Administration and its strong support of nuclear energy development, 
much of this past practice of funding leftist and anti-nuclear organizations has 
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ceased. However, there is still some evidence that anti-nuclear groups are securing 
federal taxpayer money. For example, at least three groups part of an anti-nuclear 
coalition in the Pacific Northwest are entirely funded by federal funds. They are 
the Southwest Oregon Community Action Council, the Watcom County Opportunity Council, 
and the People's Organization for Washington's Energy Resources (POWER). POWER a 
specifically received $300,000 in a federal grant in 1981; the group 5gllects no W 
formal dues and relies upon the federal government for all its funds. 

Other environmental groups also receive an indirect federal financial benefit in 
the form of specific income tax deductions. The Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund 
for instance, benefits from a Section 501(c)(3) (of the federal Internal Revenue 
Code) tax exemption. The Sierra Club itself lost its tax exempt status in 1966 
when it sponsored full page advertisements in the New York Times ang6the Washington 
Post urging congressional opposition to certain hydroelectric dams. However, the 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, despite its direct affiliation as the Sierra Club ' s 
arm for environmental litigation, retains its tax exemption. The Club ' s Legal 
Defense Fund ' s expressed pur~9se is to implement and enforce environmental issues 
promoted by the Sierra Club. Despite this role as the Sierra Club ' s judicial 
lobbyists, the Legal Defense Fund is still considered tax exempt under 501(c)(3), 
even though the provision explicitly excluded those groups which engage in sub
stantial attempts to influence legislation. 

All these examples indicate that environmentalists, if given the opportunity, can 
garner direct and indirect federal subsidization of their promotional projects and 
activities. These examples of federal funding of environmental organizations above 
all others underscore the pervasive specter of unfettered environmentalism. For it 
is these examples that illustrate how taxpayer dollars are actually being utilized 
by environmentalists to impede healthy and productive natural resource development 
and economic growth . 

Conclusion 

This special report is intended to alert readers to the threat environmental 
groups represent to natural resource development. The principle conclusions of 
this study are: 

* Environmental groups, the spokemen for extremist environmentalism, are 
influential and effective lobbyists. Environmental organizations are 
growing in numbers and are collaborating with other special interest 
groups. The prominent environmental groups are also entering the political 
process in greater force to influence environmental policies. 

* Environmental~sts are predominantly liberal and belong to the upper-middle 
socio-economic class. The leadership of environmental groups also tends to 
be more liberal and extremist than the grass-roots members of their organ
izations. The inherent liberalism and affluent status of contemporary 
environmentalism dispels two erroneous notions: environmentalism is an out
growth of conservationism and environmentalists are altruistic. Actually, 
environmentalists are liberal and self-motivated and content on pre-
serving their privileged social status. 

* Most Americans fail to identify with environmental groups. National survey 
results indicate that the preponderance of Americans favor resource devel
opment. 

* Environmentalists employ a myriad of strategies to promote their activities. 
Some of these tactics include the mani.pulation of the sympathetic media, 
the manipulation of the judicial process through endless litigation and 
fraud, the infiltration of academia by originating natural resource insti
tutes, and the acquisition of federal funds for environmental endeavors. 
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These conclusions underscore the fact that environmental groups are a powerful and 
active force in American politics. This specter of environmentalism haunts Ameri ca 
by threatening to inhibit natural resource development and economic growth. Fai lure 
to recognize this and to respond accordingly compromises the natural resource devel
opment objectives supported by the majority of the American public. 

* * * * * * 
Tim Peckinpaugh 
February 12, 1982 
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The Honorable 
Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. President: 

This month marks the com
pletion of my first year serving 
as your Administrator of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. This report sum
marizes some of the major 
efforts and accomplishments 
during that time to further the 
mission for which the Agency 
was founded: the protection of 
our environment, and to do so 
within the framework of the 
initiatives of your Administra
tion-regulatory reform, better 
science, state and local in
volvement, and improved, 
more efficient management. 
With your enthusiastic support, 
EPA has made progress in 
pursuing its critically important 
mandate. 

Significant environmental 
gains have been registered in 
the following broad and 
important categories: 

The Health of Our Citizens. 
First and foremost, EPA is 
pledged to safeguarding the 
hea Ith and welfare of the 
American people and the pro
tection of their environment. 
Our reforms, in all instances, 
hone true to that objective. 
Improved efficiency at EPA 
translates directly into better 
environmental protection. 

Better Science. Sound en-
vironmental regulation can 
only be as good as the scienti
fic foundation upon which it is 
based. The Agency frequently 
finds itself at the frontier of 
hea Ith-related research, in an 
ongoing effort to determine 
the risks to humans posed by 
synthetic substances and waste 
products. To assure the best 
possible scientific information, 
EPA has undertaken a number 
of reforms in the area of 
research and development. 

Regulatory Reform. Regulatory 
reform is one of the major 
pillars of your economic re
covery program and an area in 
which EPA is making a sub
stantial contribution. The 
Agency has actively been re
viewing its entire body of 
regulations to eliminate need
less red tape. The result of this 
effort conservatively will 
add up to a savings of 
$6 to 7 billion as a result of 
our first year's work. 

Elimination of Backlogs. One 
of the most immediate and 
pressing tasks confronted upon 
taking charge of EPA was the 
elimination of costly, time
consuming delays as the 
Agency ground down under the 
weight of its own backlog of 
paperwork. With the adoption 
of procedural reforms and 
more businesslike management 
structures, all backlogs have 
been addressed and many have 
been drastically reduced. 

State Partnerships. We are 
strengthening positive working 
relationships with state and 
local governments. The major 
laws EPA administers provide 
for delegation of key program 
responsibilities to the States, 
should they decide to accept. 
In accordance with your 
philosophy of New Federalism, 
we want to make sure that the 
responsibilities transferred are 
substantive, and not token. 

Improved Management. Finally, 
we are improving the basic 
organizational structure of the 
Agency. We have initiated re
forms that promise to produce 
a more streamlined organiza
tion-one that will be more 
responsive in delivering the 
highest quality environmental 
protection at the lowest practi
cal public expenditure. 

Such innovations in environ
mental protection are a tradi
tional Republican mainstay. 
EPA was founded under a 
Republican Administration . 
Seven of its 11 years of 
existence have been under 
GOP leadership, and the cause 
of national conservation goes 
back to President Theodore 
Roosevelt, a Republican. This 
Administration carries forward 
that tradition. I am confident 
that the quality of America's 
land, air and water will be 
better for our efforts. 

We have only made a start 
in this first year, but it is a 
start in which we take pride . 

Anne M. Gorsuch 

May 1982 



Introduction 

The creation of the U.S. En
vironmenta I Protection Agency 
("EPA") on December 2 , 
1970, was the product of an 
effort to streaml ine the Federal 
Government and a desire to 
respond pos itively to the en
v ironmenta I concerns of the 
country. 

Prior to EPA, the Federa I Gov
ernment's environmental con
trol functions had been spread 
across sever a I federal depart
ments and agencies , including 
Interior, Agriculture , Health, 
Education and Welfare , and 
the Atomic Energy Comm is
sion. Fifteen programs were 
brought together to make up 
the new Agency, which began 
with a Fiscal Year 1971 oper
ating budget of $303 million 
and 7 ,198 permanent 
employees. Today EPA's 
operating budget is approxi
mately $1.3 billion and em
ploys just under 10,000 perma
nent employees . 

EPA is charged with pro
tecting the nation's environ
ment by : 

• administering laws passed 
by Congress, 

• ensuring compliance with 
those laws , and 

• performing research to sup
port its activities. 

EPA is responsible for en
suring compliance with these 
laws and is comm itted to a 
vigorous enforcement program . 
The Agency 's enforcement 
philosophy is to encourage 
voluntary compl iance by com
munities and private industry, 
but to adopt a firm posture 
where cooperation is not forth
coming . Most laws admin is
tered by EPA contemplate a 
partnership with States to 
perform direct enforcement 
activities needed to meet en
vironmental standards . States 
now shoulder a substantial 
share of this enforcement 
responsibility. 

Science provides much of 
the base for environmental 
protection. EPA's research ac
tivities span the spectrum of 
research interests : developing 
and standardizing techniques 
to detect pollutants; assessing 
their impact on human health 
and the environment; develop
ing and evaluating techniques 
for pollution control; and trans
ferring information to the 
public . 

These functions constitute 
the principal work of EPA. Its 
activities enter into nearly 
every aspect of daily life , just 
as the environment it protects 
affects all Americans, as well 
as citizens of our neighboring 
countries . 

The major laws administered research into their health and 
by EPA include: environmental effects. 

• Clean Water Act, as 
amended , is the basic authority 
for water pollution control 
programs. The goa I of the Act 
is to make national waters 
fishable and swimmable. 

• Safe Drinking Water Act, as 
amended in 1977, permits 
EPA to regulate the quality of 
water in public drinking water 
systems and the disposal of 
wastes into injection wel Is. 

• The Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act of 1976 
("RCRA") authorizes EPA to 
establish regulations and pro
grams to ensure safe waste 
treatment and disposal. 

• Federal Insecticide, Fungi
cide and Rodenticide Act 
("FIFRA"), as amended, di
rects EPA to regulate the 
manufacture, distribution , and 
use of pesticides and conduct 

• Toxic Substances Control 
Act of 1976 ("TSCA" ), pro
vides authority to regulate the 
manufacture , distribution and 
use of chemical substances. 

• Clean Air Act, as amended 
in 1977, provides the basic 
legal authority for the nation's 
air pollution control programs, 
and is designed to enhance the 
quality of air resources. 

• Comprehensive Environ
mental Response, Compensa
tion and Liability Act of 1980 
("Superfund") establishes a 
program to deal with release of 
hazardous substances in spills 
and from inactive and 
abandoned disposal sites . 

• Marine Protection, Re
search, and Sanctuaries Act of 
1972 permits EPA to protect 
the oceans from the indiscrimi
nate dumping of waste. 



Every program directly 
affects the air we 
breathe, the food we 
eat, the water we drink 
and swim in, and the 
land on which we live. 
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The Health 
of Our Citizens 

Of all the tasks, large and 
mundane, for which EPA is 
responsible, the overriding 
goal is the protection of the 
physical health of the Ameri
can people. Every program ad
ministered by the Agency 
directly affects the air we 
breathe, the food we eat, the 
water we drink and swim in, 
and the land on which we live 
-in short, a II those things 
which directly affect human 
health. 

The Agency takes pride in 
the substantial progress which 
has been made during the past 
year toward making our world 
a healthier, and therefore more 
pleasant one in which to live . 

Some of the Agency 's most 
notable accomplishments can 
be found in the actions EPA 
has taken in response to the 
health threats posed by dis
posal of pollutants , including 
hazardous waste . Under the 
Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act ( RCRA ): 

• The almost 58 ,000 generat
ors of hazardous wastes are 
now required to properly 
identify these wastes , ensure 
they are sent to legitimate 
hazardous waste management 
facilities , properly package and 
label them , and maintain v ital 
records of the amounts, types, 
and ultimate disposition of 
these materials. 

• Over 14,000 transporters of 
hazardous wastes are required 
to comply with a manifest 
system to ensure that sh ip
ments are sent to and received 
by legitimate hazardous waste 
management facilities. 

• Almost 10,000 hazardous 
waste facilities are now regis
tered with EPA. To determine 

if these facilities are meeting 
EPA's standards, over 2,000 
inspections have been carried 
out by EPA Regional personnel. 

• Over half the states have 
been authorized to carry out 
their own hazardous waste 
programs on an interim basis. 

As part of EPA's efforts to 
administer RCRA, EPA had , by 
March 1982: 

• Issued compliance orders at 
300 facilities , with penalties in 
appropriate cases. 

• Filed 62 civil actions in 
Federal court. 

One of EPA's priorities in 
1981 was also its newest duty: 
to administer the Superfund 
program which was enacted by 
Congress in December 1980 
to deal with the release of 
hazardous substances in spills 
and from inactive and 
abandoned disposa I sites. 

To implement Superfund , 
EPA first had to establish an 
effective organizationa l sys
tem. To this end , the Agency : 

• Supervised the merging of 
the RCRA and Superfund pro
grams under a newly establish 
ed Assistant Admin istrator for 
Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response. 

• Began new accounting pro
cedures to ensure proper fund 
management. 

• Instituted a Superfund com
munity relations program to 
promote the local support that 
is crucial to achieving Super
fund's goals. 

Under Superfund, EPA can 
take either removal or remedial 
action. Removal actions are 

short-term or emergency in 
nature, similar to those under
taken to clean up accidental 
spills of oil and hazardous sub
stances. To date , EPA has 
authorized $20.8 million for 
removal actions at 61 loca
tions. 

The remedial program is 
intended to clean up problem 
hazardous waste sites . By April 
1982, the Agency had: 

• Allocated over $45 million 
for cleanup at 48 sites. 

• Compiled and published (in 
October 1981) an Interim 
Priority List of 115 sites. 
Depending on current circum
stances at each site, funds are 
available and clean-up work 
can begin. 

EPA revised the National Oil 
and Hazardous Substance 
Response Plan to reflect and 
implement the new authorities 
under the Superfund legisla
tion. In addition to streamlin
ing the existing oi I response 
mechanism under the Clean 
Water Act, the new plan sets 
out the criteria and procedures 
for using Superfund money to 
respond to hazardous sub
stance sp i I ls and sites . The re
vis ion is the cornerstone of the 

., ... 



• Mariana Islands 
• Guam 
• A merican Samoa 

Superfund program and is 
written in the spirit of regu
latory reform. The provisions 
are concise , its language is 
nontechnical and the require
men.ts are flexible . In addition , 
the plan establishes a strong 
federal-state partnership for 
implementing the Superfund 
program. 

Hazardous waste sites are 
evaluated by state and EPA 
personnel, including Fie ld In
vestigation Teams stationed at 
EPA Regional Offices. Staffed 
under contract by 180 trained 
professiona Is with a breadth of 
technical skills, the teams car
ried out 2,347 preliminary 
assessments, 1,769 site in
spect ions, and 279 field 
investigations during 1981. 

Making the most out of the 
limited monies in Superfund 
requires that every effort be 
made to have any private 

parties responsible for a site, 
manage and finance its clean
up. 

The Superfund legislation 
author izes judicial and ad
ministrative action to compel 
responsible parties to under
take cleanup. Where use of 
these mechanisms does not 
abate hazards, the Agency will 
proceed with remedial actions 
and is empowered to seek 
recovery of all the funds ex
pended. EPA established a 
task force in February 1982 to 
notify as many respons ible 
parties as had then been 
identified of their potential 
liability should fund monies be 
used at sites with which they 
were associated. EPA believes 
these communications give a 
clearer picture of whether pre 
litigation private-party cleanup , 
administrative or judicial 
orders to compel clean-up, or 
fund-response with cost· 
recovery, would be appropriate 
at individual sites. As of April 
1982, EPA had: 

• Issued notice letters to over 
850 individuals or firms at 75 
sites on the list . 

Superfu nd 's 115 top 
priority hazardous 
waste sites 

• Issued notice letters to 29 
responsible parties at 7 sites 
not on the list . 

While Superfund and the re
lated solid waste clean-up 
activities received considerable 
publicity in 1981 , there were 
other less publicized , but none· 
theless important, activities 
taken by EPA to help protect 
the hea Ith of our citizens . 

• EPA set in place a coordi
nated fish monitoring strategy 
to determine levels of toxic 
contamination in the Great 
Lakes , and surveyed sediments 
in 17 harbors and river mouths 
on the Great Lakes to deter
mine toxic sources and 
trends. 

• EPA prepared eight health 
advisory documents to inform 
state authorities and water fa. 
cility operators of health risks 
posed by unfamiliar contami• 
nants. These include toxicolo
gical information as well as 
monitoring and removal 
data. 

• EPA initiated the review of 
ocean dumping regulations to 
assess the comparative risks of 
land versus ocean disposal. 

• To protect our water, EPA 
conducted 110 on-scene oi I 
response actions, monitored 
over 5 ,000 removals , com
pleted over 2,000 spi 11 preven
tion inspections and conducted 
25 damage assessments. 

• Final standards for disposal 
of Uranium Mill Tailings at in· 
active sites are complete . 

• In EPA's toxics program, 
actions are being taken to ob
tain more testing data when 
valid concerns about new 
chemicals are raised. EPA 
banned importation of two 

new potentially dangerous 
chemicals pending submission 
of additional data. 

• Emphasis has been placed 
on finding acceptable PCB dis
posal methods. Two high
temperature commercial in
cinerators for PCBs have been 
approved. as well as inc inera
tion aboard the ship Vu I ca nus. 
EPA also has approved two 
chemical destruction processes 
which reduce PCBs to easily 
disposable substances and 
allow the residual oil to be 
cleaned and reused . 

• In January 1982, the U .S., 
including two EPA representa
tives, participated in an inter
national meeting of experts 
concerning protection of 
stratospheric ozone . Further 
cooperation is anticipated in 
this area . 

• EPA has released a long
awaited study of environment· 
al pollution in the Niagara 
frontier which affects both the 
U.S. and Canada . This com
prehensive review revea Is that 
substantia I progress has been 
made in controlling many of 
the water contamination prob
lems in the Niagara frontier. 
EPA is undertaking additional 
actions to provide further 
assistance in the area. 

• Both the Administrator and 
Deputy Adm inistrator have 
been personally involved in 
high-level and technical meet
ings with Mexican officials to 
further U .S.-Mexican coopera
tion on environmental issues 
and to develop new ap
proaches to the existing air 
and water pollution problems. 
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Better 
Science 

EPA's new administration 
firmly believes that there can
not be good regulation without 
good science. Without ade
quate scientific understanding, 
steps necessary for the protec
tion of human health might 
never be taken and, converse
ly, wholly unnecessary regula
tions might be foisted upon 
the public. To avoid these pit
falls, EPA is taking steps to 
improve the scientific basis of 
its regulations, including 
selecting 15 to 25 rule pro
posals each year for special 
review by its Science Advisory 
Board. 

Other activities to produce 
better scientific and technical 
understanding include: 

• Insisting that any proposed 
regulation whose rationale de
pends on scientific assump
tions undergo a thorough peer 
review by knowledgeable 
scientists to test the validity 
of those assumptions; and 

• The production of certain 
Air Quality Criteria documents 
that serve as the primary 
scientific basis for the estab
lishment or revision of nation
al ambient air quality stand
ards under the Clean Air Act: 
CO (Carbon Monoxide), No. 
(Nitrogen Oxides), HC (Hydro
carbons), SO x/PM (Sulfur 
Oxides and Particulate 
Matter). 

Comprehensive health as
sessments are near completion 
for seven chemical solvents: 
Carbon Tetrachloride, Methyl 
Chloroform, Methylene Chlo
ride, Chloroflurocarbon 113, 
Tetrachloroethylene, Trichloro
ethylene, and Toluene. This 
information will be submitted 
to the Science Advisory Board 
for public and peer review. 
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Without adequate scien
tific understanding, 
steps necessary for the 
protection of human 
health might never be 
taken. 

This is the first time EPA has 
prepared a single document 
which addresses the varied 
scientific health assessment 
needs of EPA's many regu
latory programs. 

Several projects (which in
fluence the Agency's approach 
to health and risk assessment) 
are in varying stages of com
pletion: 

• Exposure assessment guide
lines have been developed for 
Agency-wide use. 

• Guidelines for mutagenicity 
risk assessment have been re
viewed and are being revised 
based on the public comments. 
They will receive peer review 
by the Science Advisory Board. 

• Guidelines for risk assess
ments on reproductive toxicity 
are under development. A 
workshop has been success
fully completed and proceed
ings have been published. 
Notably, this workshop in
cluded prominent academic 
and industry scientists and is 
a cornerstone for the continued 
development of the Agency's 
reproductive toxicity guide
lines. 

These projects serve to 
bring uniformity and consist
ency to future Agency risk 
assessment activities. The peer 
and public reviews afford in
creased opportunity for indus
try and academic involvement 

in the development of the risk 
assessment process. 

Further steps toward better 
science include the following: 

• EPA sponsored an Inter
national Hazardous Waste 
Symposium in October 1981. 
The Symposium contributed 
significantly to advancing 
world-wide knowledge of 
proper methods for dealing 
with the hazardous waste dis
posal problem. 

• EPA participated in the Or
ganization for Economic Co
operation and Development 
("OECD") Chemicals Program. 
In June 1981, the OECD Coun
ci I reached an agreement bind
ing on member countries that 
test data on chemicals 
produced in one country wi 11 
be accepted as valid in all 
others for assessment pur
poses. 

• Under the U.S.-Canada 
Memorandum of Intent on 
Transboundary Air Pollution, 
five bilateral work groups un
der EPA chairmanship are pro
viding technical support for the 
negotiations. The final techni
cal reports will assist the 
Administration in its negotia
tions and in the resolution of 
major scientific uncertainties 
concerning acid precipitation. 

• EPA completed analysis of 
14 chemicals leading to the 
development of water quality 
criteria documents; initiated 
research on the toxic effects of 
some organic compounds; and 
gathered additiona I scientific 
data to revise criteria docu
ments for the 65 water pol
lutants which will form the 
basis for the development of 
water quality standards. 



Regulatory 
Reform 

When the Reagan Administra
tion took over EPA manage
ment, it found that success in 
protecting the environment 
appeared to be measured by 
the ever-increasing amounts of 
tax dollars being spent on 
produc ing regulations. A pro
gram of vigorous regulatory 
reform and relief was clearly 
necessary . The Agency's po
tentia I to provide regulatory 
relief to the American 
economy amounts to as much 
as $6-7 billion in direct costs. 
Wi thin this opportunity , top 
Agency management had two 
goals: 

• To focus on activities that 
would produce significant en
vi ronmenta I protection without 
stifling economic growth ; and 

• To revise ex ist ing regula
tions to provide industries and 
states greater flexibility in 
meeting our nation's environ
mental goals . 

Since beginning its regu
latory reform program, EPA 
has produced significant pay
offs. Without comprom ising its 
re sponsibility to protect the 
environment, EPA has suc
cessfully implemented the 
foll owing regulatory reform 
and rel ief measures : 

• EPA responded to the Presi
dent 's request for regulatory 
relief for the auto industry by 
announcing the Agency's in
tent to change sever a I regu
latory requirements . As a 
result , air quality protection is 
being achieved at a greatly 
reduced regulatory cost bur
den . Relief measures taken 
include : consolidating the CO 
and NO . waiver proceedings; 
assuring adequate time to meet 
regulatory requirements ; al-

A program of vigorous 
regulatory reform and re
lief was clearly neces
sary. 

lowing manufacturers to self
ce rtify high-altitude vehicles 
and forego assembly-line test
ing at high altitude; reduc ing 
the number of annual assem
bly-line tests ; streamlining the 
preproduction testing program; 
deciding not to pursue on
board controls for refueling 
hydrocarbon emissions, and 
deferring the 1983 truck noise 
standard to 1986. These initia
tives , and others planned to be 
taken, should save manufac
turers and consumers more 
than $4 billion over the next 
five years . 

• EPA has made progress on 
paperwork reduction . In Octo
ber 1981 , the Agency com
pleted an inventory of its 
information collection activi
ties , and for the first time , now 
has a complete information 
collection budget linked to its 
fiscal budget . In specific 
program areas , improvement 
has been dramatic . For 
example , reporting burdens 
under RCRA have been re
duced by about 3 million hours 
without affecting program 
quality. 

• The Agency established a 
small business ombudsman in 
EPA's Office of Policy Analysis 
to help small businesses that 
experience difficulties in 
meeting or understanding 
regulatory requirements . 

• EPA is aggressively moving 
to expand the cost savings 
from emissions trading. The 
best known example of 

emissions trading is the use 
of "bubble " trades-so named 
because a firm is allowed to 
place an imaginary bubble over 
all its sources of air pollution 
at a particular site and develop 
its own alternative for reduc
ing air pollution to the total 
amount allowed under the 
bubble . These trades can be 
accomplished within a plant or 
firm or by transactions among 
firms . 

To date, 19 air " bubbles" 
have been approved by EPA. 
These will save industry 
approximately $40 million. 
At least 90 others are under 
development and could pro
duce savings of $200 million. 
In addition , the adoption of 
generic emissions trading rules 
by many states will produce 
greater reliance on the trading 
process and is expected to 
produce savings of nearly 
$1 billion . 

• EPA has reduced the time it 
takes for the Agency to act on 
State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) revisions through new 
processing techniques that in
clude conducting administra
tive procedures in parallel with 
the state. EPA now comments 
on proposed SIPs concurrently 
with the state's public com
ment period ( instead of after). 
The improved techniques have 
resulted in a savings of up to 
70% over the previous aver
age time. 

• EPA's toxics program is en
couraging negotiated testing 
agreements as substitutes for 
rulemaking, to allow appro
priate and necessary testing to 
begin earlier and test data to 
be generated more quickly. 

• Similarly, the Agency's tox
ics program is issuing test 

methodologies as guidelines 
rather than as requirements . 
This provides greater flexibility 
as well as the ability to take 
advantage of the latest test 
methodologies. 

• Progress has been made in 
overhauling the much criticized 
and expensive sewage treat
ment construction grants pro
gram. This regulatory reform is 
based on the idea of producing 
only those regulations that are 
mandated by law or which are 
necessary for effective pro
gram management. Guidances 
are to be discretionary-not 
regulations in disguise. A 
serious problem in years past 
was lack of local funds to 
provide plant maintenance . 
EPA's new reg1Jlations require 
the approval of a user-charge 
system before a community 
receives money for certain 
grants. This approach will fos
ter fiscal respons ibil ity and 
should provide environmental 
benefits for many years to 
come . 

Major reforms in the con
struction grants program were 
accomplished through EPA's 
1981 legislative initiatives to 
streamline the program, re
direct its focus from public 
works to environmental needs, 
and reduce the long-term 
federal commitment by 60% 
from $90 to $36 billion. As a 
result of prompt Congressional 
action on this effort, the pro
gram was reauthorized for 
FY 83-85 at $2.4 billion 
annually (down from $5 billion 
in FY 82). Over a thre.e-year 
phase-in period, eligii:>ility 
categories wi II be restricted to 
present treatment needs, the 
Federal share will be reduced 
to 55%, and states will be 
given greater flexibility in 
allocating funds. 
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State and Loe a I 
Involvement 

EPA's new leadership views 
the Agency's relationship with 
states and localities as a true 
partnership. The previous pat
em of EPA dictating to the 
stat€s, treating them at best as 
junior partners, not only makes 
for bad relations-it also 
makes for bad regulations, and, 
therefore, poor environmental 
protection. This Administration 
believes that the people most 
affected by a problem shou Id 
have a significant voice in de
ciding the solution . Therefore, 
one of EPA's primary goals in 
this first year has been to in
crease the involvement of 
state and local governments in 
the Agency's decisionmaking 
and actual operation of pro
grams for pollution abatement 
and control. In seeking to dele
gate more authority and de
cisionmaking to the states, 
EPA has accomplished the 
following: 

• More than doubled the num
ber of states which now operate 
the New Source Performance 
Standards program. 

• Increased by 50% the states 
which operate the Hazardous 
Air Pollutant program. 

• Increased by 60% the 
states which have interim 
RCRA Phase I authorization. 

Perhaps most importantly, a 
combination of Federal pro
grams and state initiatives 
have built, over the last de
cade, a highly-trained, well
motivated workforce in state 
and local environmental agen
cies across the country. The 
air quality program alone has 
invested nearly one-half billion 
dollars in state programs. 
States have moved into this 
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area strongly, strengthening 
their statutes and providing 
rea I financia I support, to the 
point where Federal contribu
tions now represent less than 
half of the operational costs of 
state environmental programs. 

Solid Waste 

Under RCRA . the states have 
the primary responsibility for 
managing solid, including 
hazardous, waste . The first 
task is to gear up the priority 
hazardous waste regulatory 
programs for which Congress 
intended states to be primarily 
responsible. In FY-1981 and 
1982, EPA will provide a total 
of $71.7 million to the states 
for developing their own regu
latory programs and will com
plete the basic regulatory 
framework . 

The second major task fac
ing states under RCRA is to 
evaluate nonhazardous waste 
disposal facilities on the basis 
of EPA criteria which place 
restrictions on facilities that 
allow open burning or are in 
wetlands, floodplains. habitats 
of endangered species . or re
charge zones for principal 
sources of local drinking 
water . EPA has published the 
first installment of an inven
tory of nonhazardous disposal 
facilities that fail to meet the 
criteria. 

The third task is to develop 
and implement comprehensive 
plans for managing non
hazardous solid waste. Devel
opment of the state plans has 
been a long and arduous 
process. To aid these efforts in 
FY-1981, EPA: 

• Provided technical assist
ance and $8 million in finan
cial assistance to the states to 
help them develop their plans. 

The people most 
affected by a problem 
should have a significant 
voice tn deciding the 
solution. 

• Received state plans from 
over half the states for review 
according to EPA guidel ines. 

• Approved 14 state plans 
with the remainder expected to 
be approved in 1982 and 
1983. 

Water 

As the result of a recent legal 
settlement between EPA and a 
number of industries, the 
burden of underground injec
tion control regulations has 
been lessened without weaken
ing their effectiveness . 

• There are now more flexible 
standards for judging the 
mechanical integrity of injec
tion wells , a reduction in 
routine monitoring require
ments by well operators and 
greater leeway for states to 
define the extent of their 
underground drinking water 
sources . These changes are ex
pected to result in economic 
savings of $65 to $75 million 
over the next five years. 

• During 1981 seven addition
al states agreed to accept 
delegation of the construction 
grants program, bringing the 
total to 45 . This is an import
ant step toward the Presi
dent's goal of a New 
Federalism. 

Toxics and Pesticides 

• Improved information flow 
among states has been fos
tered . Through a grant to the 
National Governors Associa
tion (" NGA" ). states now have 
access to the computerized 
Chemical Substances Informa
tion Network. NGA also acts 
as a clearinghouse to publ icize 
state toxic substances manage
ment pract ices and to a !low 
experts from one state to ad
vise their counterparts in 
another. 

• EPA has employed retired 
engineers in its ten Regional 
Offices to help states and local 
districts inspect asbestos in 
schools and advise on appro
priate containment or removal 
techniques where warranted. 

Air, Noise and Radiation 

• Work is underway to trans
fer from EPA to the states 
responsibility for ensuring that 
new plants satisfy new source 
performance standards 
("NSPS " ) and National Emis
sion Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants ("NESHAPS"). 
Currently , approximately 
67 % of the NSPS and 
NESHAPS compliance work 
is being adm inistered either 
partially or fully by the states . 
Systems now in place will 
result in this figure totalling 
over 87% by the end of 
FY 1982 . 

In addition to the Clean 
Air Act. the Office of Air, 
Noise . and Radiation also ad
ministers and manages 
national programs relating 
to noise abatement and control 
and radiation programs. In 
1981 . the Office of Noise 
Abatement and Control be
gan phasing out the Federal 
noise program . 



• Twenty-one states re
quested training assistance 
as EPA transfers control of 
noise programs to them. 
Nine state training sessions 
have a I ready been conducted 
witti 16 more scheduled in 
FY 82. Approximately 500 
state and local noise officials 
will have been trained before 
the noise program is com
pletely phased out as a federal 
responsibility. 

• Approximately $1.5 mil
lion in noise control equip
ment was made available to 
states, localities, and 
universities from EPA. 

• Fifteen states requested 
assistance from EPA in 
,designing public support 
programs. 

• Twenty-four states will 
have active noise abatement 
programs in place by Sep
tember 1982. 

• EPA provided support to 
the Conference of State Radi
ation Program Directors in 
the form of technical expertise 
and financial grants. 

• The Agency has assisted 
severa I states and Indian 
nations on special radiation 
surveys by direct involvement 
or by equipment loan. 

Reduction 
of Backlogs 

An unglamorous, but none
theless important, task facing 
EPA's new leadership in 
1981 was the elimination of 
backlogs which had accumu
lated throughout Agency 
programs. Were these back.
logs allowed to stand, or 
worse, to continue growing, 
opportunities for innovation 
and reform in environmental 
protection would have been 
thwarted. This was not per
mitted to happen. Significant 
progress has been made in 
this area. 

• In the past three months, 
the Office of Pesticides and 
Toxic Substances has reduced 
its backlog of chem ica I re
views from 417 to 123, a 
71 % reduction. Similarly, 
the backlog of amended regis
tration reviews has been re
duced 56%. 

• EPA is now firmly on 
schedule to produce six 
effluent guidelines standards 
this fiscal year and an 
additional ten next year. 
In the previous five years, 
only one such guideline, 
although required by law, 
had been produced. 

• In 1979, the Agency re
ceived 70 applications for 
301 h waivers under the 
Clean Water Act. These are 
requests from publicly 
owned treatment works for 
a variance from secondary 
treatment requirements when 
discharging into marine 
waters. Of these 70 applica
tions, 30 involved discharges 
of more than 16 million gallons 
per day. When the new Ad
ministration took office last 
year, a few of these applications 
were finally coming to 

Were backlogs allowed 
to stand, opportunities 
for innovation and 
reform in environmental 
protection would have 
been thwarted. 

completion, but the majority 
still remained incomplete. Under 
the new leadership, ha If of 
the 30 major projects were 
completed by the end of 
calendar year 1981 and the 
remaining major projects are 
scheduled for completion 
by October 1, 1982. The 40 
smaller projects can be 
evaluated by the end of De
cember 1982. 

• The backlog of State Imple
mentation Plans for air quality 
was reduced by more than 
63% between August 1981 
and April 1982 and should 
be eliminated altogether by 
mid-1982. 

• In May 1981, EPA had ap
proximately 500 wastewater 
treatment construction grant 
projects on which final audit 
issues had not been resolved. 
The backlog had accumulated 
in spite of the fact that each 
audit was supposed to be re
solved within six months. 
Prompt action was required. 
As of February 15, 1982, there 
were only 14 projects which 
had not been resolved within 
the six-month period. 

• Prior to the current Ad
ministration, EPA had missed 
five legislative deadlines for 
decisions on testing of priority 
chemicals. The Agency is 
now on schedule in addressing 
the backlog of testing de
cisions and responding to 
new recommendations. 

• The Office of Toxic 
Substances' publication of 
notices of receipt of pre
manufacture notices and its 
review of exemptions for test 
marketing new substances 
have been streamlined and 
now comply with statutory 
deadlines. 

• Some of the most dramatic 
reductions in backlogs have 
been achieved in EPA's pesti
cide program. All registration 
programs have seen reduc
tions (ranging from 40% to 
100%) in the backlogs which 
existed when the new Ad
ministration took office. 

7 



Procedures have been 
instituted to control 
costs, eliminate fraud, 
waste and abuse, and 
streamline operations. 
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Improved 
Management 

Effective environmenta I 
protection requires that every 
dollar be spent wisely and 
efficiently . We owe it not 
only to our environment , but 
also to the American tax
payers . 

Accordingly , new proced
ures have been instituted 
to control costs , eliminate 
fraud , waste and abuse, and 
streamline operations to make 
them more efficient, effec
tive and responsive. 

Some of the more note
worthy management accom
plishments at EPA during the 
first year of the Reagan Ad
ministration include: 

Budget Reform 

The 1983 budget increases 
funding for hazardous waste 
and Superfund by $36 million , 
maintains a strong enforce
ment program , preserves es 
sential research and develop
ment, maintains the wastewater 
treatment construction grants 
program at $2.4 billion, and 
substantially reduces the 
regulatory burden on state 
and loca I governments. 

The 1983 budget is a 
sound and effective environ
mental protection plan which 
will cost $85 million less 
than in 1982 and $237 mil
lion less than in 1981. Re
ductions in the last two years 
are in marked contrast to 
the increases which had 
occurred in every prior year 
of EPA's existence. 

Management Accountability 

The Agency designed and 
began operating the Ad
ministrator 's Accountability 

System, which enables the 
Admin istrator to identify at a 
glance: 

• major initiatives being 
carried out on schedule, 

• areas where successful 
performance may require 
additional attention , and 

• the specific manager re
sponsible for results . 

Grants Administration 

The Agency is revising grant 
regulations and procedures 
to strengthen management 
and simplify administrative 
requirements for rec ipients . 
This will streamline the 
process while better guarding 
against waste , fraud , and 
abuse . The revisions will 
also eliminate unnecessary 
requirements, limit the paper
work required of grantees, 
and develop consistency 
across all of EPA 's financial 
assistance programs. 

Contracts Administration 

EPA has institutionalized the 
review and approva I of con
tract expenditures at the 
highest Agency levels 
(Assistant Administrators) 
to ensure that Agency re
sources are used in the most 
efficient and cost effective 
manner. 

General Administrative 
Procedures 

The Agency has eliminated 
or simplified many of its 
forms and records , is auto
mating aspects of its person
nel and financial management 
systems , and has refined 
and fu I ly automated the 
Merit Pay System . 

Consolidated Financial 
Assistance 

A consolidated financ ial 
assistance program will make 
it easier for states to do 
business with EPA. The con
solidation allows a single 
application for all program 
funds, a single comprehen
sive public review, a coordi
nated EPA review, consoli
dated report ing by the 
grantee, a single evaluat ion , 
and an integrated audit. 
The mechanism is flex ible 
so that a state may consoli 
date some of its assistance 
while continuing to be 
eligible for categorical 
awards under other programs . 

Efficiencies concerning 
cash management, overtime, 
leased space, publication dis
tribution, audit resolutions, 
telephones, travel expenses, 
procurement, contract proc
essing , library subscriptions, 
printing and the purchase of 
capital equipment have been 
undertaken, resulting in sav
ings of hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to the 
American taxpayer. 
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TIME TO DECENTRALIZE EPA 

The controversy at the Environmental Protection Agency has obscured 
the real issue and diverted the Reagan Administration's attention from 
it. At question is not whether the environment should be protected. 
All sides agree on this. The real issue is strategy. 

Conservatives favor a policy that eliminates unnecessary federal 
government intervention imposing enormous costs with little benefit and 
that shifts services and functions to state and local governments. This 
gives officials on the spot the incentive to write rules reflecting the 
needs of their community. Liberals, on the other hand, generally feel 
that a strong centralized government should dictate national environmental 
policy. The Reagan Administration is--or is supposed to be--committed 
to decentralize EPA and make it into an oversight body. Most of the EPA 
bureaucracy wants to centralize power in Washington and in their own 
hands. 

The structure of EPA has turned what should have been an honest 
difference of approach into an environmental gunfight. The agency is 
divided into five major program areas, administering an alphabet soup of 
overlapping and often contradictory laws. This structure discourages 
technical innovation in pollution control and leaves little room for 
innovation at the local level. No wonder Washington has been inundated 
with business and environmental groups trying to change things. No 
wonder that EPA seems like an executive agency out of control, unable to 
implement its mandate. 

What can be done? It is time to recognize that EPA's problems are 
structural, not one of personalities. Congress should move quickly to 
redesign the agency, transfer more functions to the states, where rules 
would fit reality, and limit EPA itself to overseeing broad national 
standards implemented by the states. Among the specific changes needed: 

1) Eliminate the media (air, noise and radiation; water; solid waste 
and emergency response and pesticides and toxic substances) divisional 
policy research offices. Because they are not connected with the central 
Office of Policy and Resource Management, this leads to contradictory 
policies. 

2) Transfer all but 40 of the Washington Headquarters' attorneys to 
the regions where they are needed. The bulk of EPA litigation is in the 
regions, not in Washinton. 

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an 
attempt to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress. 
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3) Revoke the "Memorandum of Understanding" between EPA and the 
Justice Department, whereby Justice has responsibility for litigating 
EPA cases. EPA has dozens of under-utilized trial attorneys, while 
Justice's environmental legal staff is overworked and less knowledgeable. 
The result: few cases go to litigation. 

4) Audit every grant issued by the agency during the Reagan Adminis
tration. This includes Carter-era grants whose reimbursements were made by 
this Administration. The EPA grant program is extremely inefficient and 
loosely monitored. The list of grantees and the subjects of their 
research might provide clues for further reform. 

5) Continue decentralization of appropriate functions and responsibil
ities to the states, leaving international and most interstate matters 
to be handled in Washington. The federal government should finance the 
process of transferring functions to the states. The environment is 
best protected if local officials accept responsibility for the burdens 
of locally caused environmental pollution. 

6) Establish an aggressive legislative strategy for streamlining 
the nation's environmental laws to remove costly contradictions and 
discouragement of local initiative in developing disposal and protection 
techniques. 

7) Encourage profitable uses of wastewater, sludge and other pollutantE 
by permitting ~nvironmentally safe private sector alternatives to govern
ment programs. With rare exceptions, the private sector can protect the 
environment better and cheaper than the government--if it has the incentive 
to do so. 

8) Appoint a bipartisan council to review the entire EPA administra
tion and field structure to determine what precise format will best serve 
America's needs into the next decade. This report should be published
by January 1, 1985. 

EPA's current turmoil offers the opportunity to repair the structural 
faults at the agency. Concentrated regulatory power invariably leads to 
power politics, battles between consumers and producers and political 
grandstanding. The real solution is clear--move the power and responsi
bility, where possible, to state and local officials. They are more 
sensitive- to local concerns than any federal bureaucrat can be. 

For additional information see: 

Paul T. Langerman 
Policy Analyst 

"Potential Impacts of Reducing the Environmental Protection Agency's Budget," 
General Accounting Office Report No. GAO/RCED-83-75, December 30, 1982. 

Lawrence Mosher, "Distrust of Gorsuch May Stymie EPA Attempt to Integrate 
Pollutions Wars," National Journal, February 12, 1983, p. 322. 

"A Fresh Start for the EPA," Business Week, March 21, 1983, p. 156. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D .C. 20460 . 

Jl1. 2 3 1982 

Honorable Donald J. Mitchell 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Mitchell: 

OFFICE OF 
ADMINISTRATION 

I am following up my interim response to your request for 
information about a training grant the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) awarded to the Friends of the F.arth in February 1981. 
You asked that I apprise you of the work performed under this grant 
mentioned in the Member's Report published by t~e Conservative 
Caucus, Inc. 

My staff have reviewed the official project file and they are 
' satisfied that the grantee used EPA funds ($1,345) in furtherance 

of our objectives. Please note from the enclosed excerpts from the 
official file, that this project is supportive of EPA's educational 
and environmental goals. '!he grantee produced a slide presentation 
and script to educate public groups about national air quality 
issues, what strides had been made in that area, and what problems 
remained. '!he slide presentation also explained EPA's responsibil
ities under the Clean Air Act. 

Our Agency received one copy of the presentation · and script 
and the Friends of the F.arth retained five copies for its showings 
(four per month) throughout the year. 'lhe project was designed 
to contribute to EPA's efforts to make information available to 
the public about air pollution control. 

I hope this response is satisfactory. 

Enclosures 
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OiAPTERl 

PROJJ:X:T stM-IARY: Friends of the Earth· requests 

., 
/J,yS- · of 
$~ to assist in the prc:duction 

a Clean Air Act slide she,.., to be used to educate citizens about air pollution. 

A particular thane 1NOU.ld l:e the requiranents of the Clean Air Act as arrerrled 

in } CJ77. 

The slide srx::,w would be developed by David E. Ortman of the N.W. office 
.• 

of Friends of the Earth, Seattle, Wa., who has already written a grant to the 

Dept. of Energy and helped produce a 1980-Year of the Coast slide shew for the 

state of Washington. Mr. OrtJnan ~uld also be the project director. 

The slide show ~uld be ready for viewing by 15 April 1981 and throughout 

the year to groups and organizations concerned about air pollution. 

OIAPTERII 

GOALS AND OBJB:TIVES: .The objective of this proposal will be to dupl.:i:cate 

a s:ide show to educate citizens about national air quality issues. A ~pecial 

fo.atcre 0f the slide sha,· will be a ::ocus on where significant strides have 
,. . --

been ma.de in _air quality and where problems remain • . EPA·'s responsibilities 

under the Clean Air Act would also be explored. 
, 

The principal goal will be educatianal in nature, to explain air pollution, 

the Clean Air Act as well as to better understand the role of the EPA. 

A goal of one showing a week, or four viewings a m::mth will be sought. 
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An EPA decisiai to fund this proposal "WOuld further carry out the .EPA' s 

COI'X]ressional mandate to educate the p.lblic about ways to protect and enhance 

our nation's air resources. 

CHAPIER III 

PRCX:EI:XJ.RES: David E. Ortman, Conservation Representative for the N.W. 

office, Friends of the F.arth (who has been with FOE for nearly six years) 
, 

will receive the :furrlin; to a:rre to Washington, D.C. to ass.Er.Ible the slide 

show together with an acaonpanymJ tape. EPA will be asked to provide_~ 

slides fran its collection, which Mr. Ortman selects for the sl'x:lw. 

Friends of the F.arth , and the National Clean Air coalition of which it . -

is a member, will help arran;e slide show viewing opp:rtuni ties throughout 

the yea;r. ·', 

FINAL REPORl': _Foe will sul:mi t to EPA a report al:x:>ut the production and 

distril:ution of this slide sh::7.i within one year of_receivirig the fund. 

. . . 
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