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STATEMENT OF
FRANK G. ZARB S
ADMINISTRATOR T
FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION S
BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC KEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
' WASHINGTON, D. C.
MARCH 13, 1975

- Goed afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. S
I appreciate this opportunity to discuss the Administration's
: propoczd amendments to the Clean Air Act. My comments will

focus on those recommended changes to the Act which have sig-

nificant energy 1mp11catlons. I will reference to the‘extent_

L gpos ible the analyses that FEA has conducted and discuss the

.-bases for these amendmente, in order to aSSist this Subcommittee

- dn its‘deliberations on the'proposed ameudmentes.
_ _ B ‘ 7 | :
I believe the Administration's proposed Clean Air Act amendmenis

should be enacted for threc¢ important reasons: o s
- First, certain existing provisions could result in
adverse economic and energv impacts, which cou.d

: outweiqh the achievable envirconmehtai benefits.

.uecondlv. there is the need to 1mpleme“. a aational plan to

. increase the use of douestic coai resources, and
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information.

- -Thirdly, we have the need to reduce the consumption of

.petroleum products in automobiles and powerplants.

- The Clean Air Act_amendments of 1970 were a major legislative

landmark for the Nation. Great strides in reducing pollution

from all major sources have resulted. However, since the

- passage of the amendments, our Nation has undergone significant

. changes which could not have been foreseen in:1970.

"As a consequence of the change in the Natlon s economic and
:energy 51tuatlon, certaln requlrements and deadllnes establlsned
-1n.the 1970 amendments need to be deferred. thls is not to,'
'_say'that the clean air'goalstmust'be sacrificed. We,believe
,that.the‘%entral goal of\thedclean.Air hct-;the protection .

»of guollc health and wel arem-must ke maihtained . This_goal-

has ne t been abandoned in the proposed amendments.

[—

"'On the cont*ary, tae eFfect of certain of the am>ndmencs

will actually facllltate the attainment of env1ronn*ntal

: ob]ectlves, while reduc1ng economic and energy penalties. The .
- amendrients are designed to allow for selective delays in those

areas where additicnal t‘mo is necessary for the installation

of qeeded control technology, develop“-nt cf domestzc clean

fuel resources, or attainment of improved decision-making




' My testimony does not'cover all ef the anaiysis that.has been
completed within the Admihistration in.examining the major

- . Clean Air Act, issﬁes. However,.additional supporting inforﬁation
‘will be provided to you in the leglslatlve env1ronmenta1 1mpact
statement which in now belng prepared for the entire Energy
1ndependence Act of 1975. This environmental impact statement

is expected to be published later this month.

.



INTERMITTENT CONTROLS

I would first llke to turn to the subject of intermittent

control systems for powerp ants.

FEA has previously studied tﬁe problem of the unavailability
of reqdlred clean coal or needed control equipmeat to meet
the_State implementation plan emission 1imitatioas by the
1975-77 deadline. These assessments, and subsequent studies
cohducted bv EPA, haye'indieated that because of the clean

- fuels deficite—that.is, insufficient Supplies of scrubbers or
low-sulfur coal--certain State implementatioa plan requirements
cannot'be met by statutory deadlines; In order to ﬁeet
prlmary standaras in all areas, it Wlll bo netessary to e"“endi
:compllance deadliines Heyond the 1973-77 perlol and allow tht
rihterim use of intermittent control systems in those areas
;:where ptimary ambient airx uuallty standari3 can be enforceabiy
and rellabLJ maintained tnrouqh the use of such contro]s.

Thls woa1ld permit the llmlted Supplles of low-suifur coal and
control equlpment, that are avallable, to be used in those -
areas with the greatest pollutlon problem, thereby assuring

_a_moLe rapid'nationwide attainment c¢f primary standards.

The Administration's proposed amendment relating»to intermittent
control systems would implement such a strategy by providing
addltlonal time for ellglble plnnts to install continuous -
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"emission control equipment, and by allowing additional time to

. contract for supplies of low-sulfur.coal as they become available.

* The amendnent would also relieve uncertainties-which now in-

'hlblt the development of the Natlon s coal resources. - Higher
sulfur ﬂnal would bave a definite mid-term market, and could
continue to be used by plants as. they .install scrubbers. The

1ong-1ead time would also permit the development of low-sulful

- coal supplies. In addltlon, capital expendltures and energy

. ' P
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penalties associated w1th scrubbers would be delayed. Further-

more, the deferral in capital expenditures would'help to .

- alleviate the current financial difficulties of the electric

utilltY«industry. The economics of 'sulfur dioxide .control have
been aralyzes in a recent EPA study (November 1974) that was

submi+ted to the Energy Resources Council.

" TPe Aduninisiration's proposcd amendment will ensure the

| permanent control of sulfur oxides emissions from powerplants

while allowing additional time for scrubber installation cr -
acquisition.of long-term low-sulfur coal contracts. The

pror""ed amendment would authorlze compliance schedule extensions.

to allow rural powerplants up +to January 1, 1985, to install

- and Ope:ate scrutbe- systels or acquire long-term low—sulfur

coal contracts. Until permaiient emission control systems_arc
/-\ I’( \
- )

operatlonal these plants could employ intermittent cbntrol

/
24
;.

.:,systems, where rellablt and enforce?ble. to meet prlm ry amblhnt .

.standards. Under no circumstances would extensions be granted
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" in areas where the primary (health-related) sulfur oxides

standard would be violated.

All other existlng plants;_especially urban plants, would be
,requiredlto‘install permanent controls as expeditiously as>

- practicable. New sources would contlnLe to be requlred

to meet new source performance standards. EPA, at the same
'time,.is continuing to encourage the revision of State imple-
~ mentation plan‘emission limitations that are more stringent

than necessary to.achieve primary ambient air quality standards.

e .

_Objections to the use of intermittent control systems have

beern raised. The major objectlon to their use has. been tle

= ‘concern that they do not mlnlan“ ulfur ox1de em1551ons, ‘but

raxher use the dlsper51ve capabilities of the atmospl.ere to

.. achieve ambient air quality standards. EPA has been par-

" ticularly concerned about the widespread use of intermittent

~controls because of a’potential sulfates health problem.

FEA's Office for Envzronmencal Programs has closely followed

the activities in the 501ent1f1c communlty regardlng the sulfate
- ‘questicn. In addition, FEA supported a separate, independent
appraisal_of current research knowledge regarding.health.
ciiteria for sulfur cxides. 'Todavrwe.would like to:provide

to this Subcommittee a draft copy of the report titled: "A,

\‘,\ T ’,“, -
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Critical Evaluationiof Current Research Regarding Health

Criteria for Sulfur Oxides" by Tabershaw/Cooper Associates.

- Tabershaw/Cooper ‘is a meaical eonsulting £irm ﬁhich haS'been
involved in-the development of several criteria documents
used in settlng occupatlonal healtn standards, 1rclud1rg
sulfur dlox1ae and sulfuric acid, for the Natlonal Institute

of Occupational Safety and Health.

FEA has recently recelved the Tabershaw/Cooper report, is now
asse551ng -the results, and we are dlscu551ng the report with

EPA,.and other approprlate agenc1es.f

~

..We: belleée certaln of the conclu51ons in tne report presented i

below, are note"orthy.

° The extent to whlch general air pollutlon must be con-

trolled—-ln quantltatrve terms, 1n order to ellmlnate‘ =
totally the adverse health effects in the,communzty—-has
not been resolved. A N R -

. ° ;lt is not possible, from the_evidence now available, to

,determine the quantitative contribution or relative

. importance tc the deleterious healt“ effects, of separate

classes of air zollutants. ' _ : ‘;‘ &

f?foa sulfates and sulfur dioxides, by epldeml°1°glpal and

o statlstlcal means, have not been found to be valld

> - . i e g a— - - . -~ e e ccte e — -
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" <The Tabershaw/Cooper report raised questions as to whether

.data now available are adequate for formulating sulfate
control strategies. Other organizations and individuals who
testified before the EPA automobile emission suspension

hearings, ‘have similarly expres ssed concern over the present

'gaps in the scientific baSlS for determining the potential

sulfate health effects from powerplant emissions.

The Administratien's proposed amendment on intermittent cdntrol?.
syStems also provides the opportunity to defer the use of con-

tinuous controls for sulfur dioxide for non-urban coal burning

fpowerplants until more ‘refined control strategles ‘can be :

”fidevelopeg -In Lhe 1nteltm, acquired xnowlodge on sulfates

should provedﬁ a sound basls for developlng v1able qeographlcal—

-Aspec1f1c control S: rateqles that will allow for the protectlon

- of publia health in a cost-effectlve manner. -

The use of intermittent controls is consistent with our

national energy program in that it encourages the'utiliiation
ofvcoal. An EPA analysis has indicated that between 18:and
780 plants could use 1nterm1ttent controls to meet ambient
air quallty ‘'standards tar sulfur dlox1de.. These plants would

burn 36 to 106 mllllcn torne of nigh sulfur coal per year,

““
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which coﬁld, in effect, free up an equivalent amount of
low-sulfur coal for facilities that cannot utilize inter-
mittent controls, or. avoid.the use of an equivalent amount

of petroléum. :

S
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' ESECA AMENDMENTS

I would now like to turn to the proposed amendments to
the Clean Air Act that relate to the coal utilization .-
- program established by the Energy Supply and Environmental
Coordination Act of 1974 (ESECA) First' hovever, I would
- like to dlscuss the closely related amendments =-- which the
Administration has proposed.in Title IV of the Energy
- Independence Act 4é-re1ating to-FEA's authorities under
ESECA. ‘
_ . -Title IV contains three amend:ents,which'would extend
or expand FEA{S anthorities under E%ECA. As you know, FEA - .
- may issue orders conVerting certain'powerplants and |

mdjor fuel burnlng 1nstallatlons to coal, and requlrlng

._'plants already using coal to con! 1nue_dolng so. Specified

- air pol]utlon requlrements must be net, however, beiore the

- - FEA order goes into effect. FEA may also order powerplants

- in the early planning process to be constructed w1th.coa1-
~ burning capablllty A |
 The first proposed amendment to ESECA would extend
FEA's authority to issue ordors by twe years from June 30,
1975 to June 3C, 1577. |
o 'Using a list of 725 plants which.responded to the FPC's
Emorg“ncy Fuel Convertibility Questionnaire, .FEA has .identified
the powerplants in the U.S. that mlght be able to convert to

",.1“

..coal. By applylng a lengthy screenlng and ver1§$tat10n3

(
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‘process -- besed largely'on the plant's age and boiler
- size -- FEA has substantially reduced the number of potential
- candidates for conversion to ceal. However, in many cases,
. existing data are not adequate to permit FEA eo make, with
.aﬂ acceptable degree of'certainty; the findings required by
- ESECA prior to issuance of orders. A moré com mprehensive
-investigation is.beiné condpcted to proﬁide the basis for
these flndlngs - | | |
FEA will be able to complete its 1nvest1gatlon of many,
.. but not all, of the potential conversxon'candldates by.June
'1975. This proposed amendment will .allow FEA to issue
“orders to all powerplants which lnvestlgatlon shows to’ be
appropr{ate conversion candidates. ThlS could result in a
.potential additional savings of 200,000 bbls/day of 011.'
In.addition,-the eitension.of FEA's order-issuaﬁce |
;aﬁtho"ity will permit'FEﬁ to issue orders to a sizeable
group of - maJor fue;-burnlug 1nsta11atlons other tban poﬁer-
plants. Although these lnstallatlons _ . .
represent an excremely 1arce potent1a1 oil sav1ngs the
. 'federal government lias no firm data base to provide the
‘necessary information on the convertebiii:y of these'unitS'
= to coal.. FEA is Jeveloping the first accurate =2nergy Uuse -
--}:_inventory of the approximately 65;000 -industrial boilers of -

significant size. In addition, FEA is developing;gf




Questionnaire to be completed by all larger MFBI'S Responses
to the questionnaire will be used to select a group of -
candidate plants.to undergo detailed economic and environmental
-analyses. The survey effort could not produce adequate data

to support issuance of'any substantial.number of orders b&
June 30, 1975. However, such orders in the future, could

. produce a potential savings of 200,000 - 500,000 bbls/day of
oil ih the industrial sector by 1980. |

The extension of FEA's order-issuance authority will

.- .. also provide an additional two-year period in which to order

-powerplants in the early planning process to be built with

'ufzcoal.bunning equipment. FEA will be able to order'plants

'if;that.enter'the "early planning process as late as June 19’7
-to be built with coal-burr1n= capabilify |

The second amendment to ESECA extends FEA's authority
_to enforce 1ts orders through December 31, 1984, This is a
six year exten51on of FEA's present authority under ESECA.

. This extension will insure that the plants ‘which FEA
converts from natural gas and petroleum products to coal
will continue to use coal for the critical period until
.1985 Thus the oil savxngs achieved by FEA. chrough great

. effort WL’l not be lost. b) voluntary recuvnversious during

. «. the period between 1979 and 1985. Also,iplants*which must.'.

~dnstall pollution control equipment before they can convert .- -.

. to-coal -- in order to meet air pollution requirements == e
. . . e
- will have an additional six years to do so. { e

3,
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e:eallzed under the existing ESECA 1e;1s1atlon. : ,fﬁ

The third proposed amendment co ESECA expands FEA's

- authority to issue prohibition orders to include powerplants

- or major fuel burning installations which are designed with

or actually acquire the capability of burning coai after the

date of passage of ESECA, June 22, 1974. This provision |

. would apply to any existing, powerplant or major fuel burning -

installation which acquires coal burning capability after

-June 22, 1974; to new powerplants and major fuel burning

installations'which are built voluntarily with coal burﬁing
capability; and to powerplants that receive orders from FEA

requlrlng them to be built w1th coal- -burning capablllty

- All new plants affected by this amendment would be subJect

to applicable New Source Performance Standards.: . B BN

- Renuiring powerplants in the early planning process’

tha-'feceive FEA orders, or are eligible for them, actually

to buln ‘coal will result in substantial oil sav1ngs -- which

" will be realized until 1985 if the proposed amendment ex*end*“

FEA's order—enforcement authorcity. is enacted.. Requifing I

- plants that were past the early planning process but were

not operathnal in June 1974 to burn coal, if they have the

necessary facilities, will also result in additional oil and

gas savings. .These additional savings- for new powerplants

~and industrial plants or 400, 000 bbi s/day of oil cannot-u

A
o
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of

several Clean Ai
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addition to the proposed amendmen

ts coqtained ih Title IV

the Energy Independence act, the Aadministration 'is proposing

r Act amendments that wil

1 facilitate conversion

powerplants and major fuel burning installations to coal,

while continuing to pfotect the public health.
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st, the Admlnlstration

n limitations at the ti

is prop051ng to ellmlnate the regional

rovision which now requlres a plant to

me of conversion pursuan

order, if there is a violation of primary ambient

standards-anywhere in the gir quality control regi

...whi

. reg

to

‘the

ch the plant is located. This reaulrement appli

- or not,the 1nd1v1dual plant 1tself is causing or €

v1olatlon of urlmary stancards. °emoval of

meet SIP emis-
+ to an FEA
air quality

on in

ies whether
ontrlbutlng

the

ional limitation will mean that many plants could conver.

coal at an earlier date. We estimate that the

llmltatlon proe vision postpoaes corversions to coal

would result in aéproximately 236,000 barfels per

- o0il

equivalent natural gas

savings in 1977.

Requlrlng permanent controls before allowing conve

gre

- coal (wrere not recessary

atlyAlpcrease the immediate cost

progran. Accordingly. it

. cas

h 1mmedlate aadltlo

es tc make the flndlng

n of pernanent control

to meet primary standards) would

regional
which

day oil and

rsion to

’

of .a coal conversion

may be impossible forxr- FEA in some

that a ccnversion requiring the

“practlcable. If FEA cannot make a flndlng of pr

as

required by ESECA, a conversion order cannot be 1§Sued.
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Hence, the effect of regional limitations in ESECA may be
to reduce the number of conversions significantly.-- or
at least to delay them -- and thereby to forego or delay
the corresporiding increase in ebnsumptien of coal and

the reduction of the imported oil.

" Removal of the regional limitatidn will not jeopardize
public health, since the plants will still be required to
" meet primary ambient air quality standards before burning

coal.

A second proposed amendment makes it clear that plants thch
have hisjorically burned coal and .which had, prior to" |
r.reéeiving an bréer from FEA, planned to ccﬁvert to oil to

" meet Clean Alr Act requlrements, are ellglble fo* comoqunce
date extens1ons under section 119 if they are ordcred oy.FEA

" to continue u51ng coal. FEA.has estabiished that there are
‘vseverdl pcwerplants which pLan to .switch from coal to oil

tc meet. Clean Air Pct reou1rements, there are und*ubtedlj |
.also major ﬁuel burning installations in thls class. The
proposed amendment weuld enable such plantsvto have sufficient

time to install pollutien control equipment for coal burning

instead of being forced to switch to 0il first to meet -

- pollution requirements, and than later ordered to make
' another svitch back to coal when pollutionrcontrol equipment

rs 1nstPr1ed. Thls amendmedt furthers the goal of coal

Gﬁa ’

vconver51on and °lJ.mJ.nates needless, .expensive fuel sw1tcbxﬂ@
*1'
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A third proposed amendment would permit a plant that received
é.compliance datea gxtension-under ESECA to come into complianCe,
‘at theAexpiratioﬁ of this extension, with the_state'implementation
plén (SIP)Athat.is in effect at that time.. Under.existing )
:ESECA authorities, EPA is conducting .a review of SIPs to identify'
- those which are more sfringent than necessary to attain and .
fmaintéin national ambient air quality.standards;‘and it will

: recommend-that-suéh SiPs be revisea.;.This amehdment woulﬁ,allow
piants that receivé.FEA orders to complyiﬁith any.révisions

in the SIP, thereby assuring that such plants receive equitable

treatment in cdmparison with other plahts that do not receive

Without this amendment, the conversion program will result in

- FEA ordeYs and compliance date extensions.” = = - ;f.f:e' R y
! .
§

plants that receive compliance date exténsions,being tied
: fo i%75 SIP?s.in-most instances{..This'may result_in:additionai
‘expendithes for perﬁanent emission controi devices which
"gare-no longé: needed. 1In extreme.caseé,.where FEh;éould not
£ind the conversion to be economiéally feasible if the source
- were compelied to meet the 1975.SIPs, thié amendment would )

permit conversions that would otherwise be entirely precluded.

‘g:iifogrth propbsed.amendﬁenﬁ exténds the date of termiﬁatibn‘ LT
of compliance daﬁe extensions one year,’to January 1,.19890, .
as a éonforming amendment to the prcpdSal to extend FEA's
":agder-issuaﬂce authority to 19734 %his will permit plan;§jxwﬁ

**** J \\
N -
<

receiving orders and compliance date extensions during the .gg
S LB

-period June 1975 to June 1977 to have an additional  “

-16-
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period to come into compliance with SIP's. This amendment
- would, at a maximum, have the effect of extending compliance

dates for ESECA coal conversion candidates one year.

.This émendment woﬁld.allbw a more reasoﬁable timé frame

for plants to install ﬁollution control equipment.' Of the
totai 24,675 megawatﬁs of existiﬂg utility capacity which

FEA is examining for conversion potential,_preiiminary analysis
. shows that 8,000 MW need new precipitators and 10,092‘MW need
to install flue~g$é desulfurization systems; Precipitator
installation lead time is 28-32 months and that for flue qag

desulfurization is 3-5 years.
o P)
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SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION

‘I would now like to dlscuss the Admlnlstratlon s prooosed

-51gn1f1cant deterloratlon amendnent Slerra Club v.. Ruckelshaus,

held that the Clean Alr Act requlres ‘the prevention of
significant deterioration of the Nation's air quality where
. the air qﬁality~is better than-thatvdictated by the Federal
health and welfare standards. 1In light of the decision, EPA
Tt -recentlf promulgated final reguiations to implement its best‘
‘judgment of how to preventAsignificant deterioration of
existing clean air areas. Theee~regulations are now the>'

- subject of several court chalienges by industry and ‘environ-
Q“Amentalﬁsté,.and a period of legal gncertainty iz anticipated.
_The:iitigation on the%significant deterioration iseue.ﬁas.

o initiated in 1972f-at§a time when the coantry lacked a unified
l~.-naticnal policy on energy. ‘The Nation;s coasupption of
petroleum was skyrocketing then; 2s were imports from iforeign

. sources. A related objective of. the litigation was to promote
energy conservation; and limit the development of new fossil

'fuel powetplants in this cocuntry. :

‘ The country'" energy situaticn has changed since that time, and

the‘Pre51dent s Energy Independence Act of .1375 has been prcooced

to redirect our Nation's energy future. The energy program

Ei:{ 1.




calls for mandatory and voluntary energy conservation-—?olicies
'Athat have fbr years been called for by the environmentalist and
the consérﬁati?nist. However, the énergy program additionally
calls fo: a substantial increase in the development of our domgs-
-tic fosgil fuel resources for the sake of redﬁcing.our Qulner-
:'ability to foreign énergy'sources.

N\ : .
The actions proposed to make our Nation less vulnerable

- would include the construction, by 1985, of:
° 156 major coal fired power plants,-
° 30 major new oil refineries, and ‘ T T T

|
"®.20 major synthetic fuel plants. '
. As the supporting analyses for the President's program

! .

‘clearly show, the expansion of our domestic céﬁl resources,
_'Aéhd the develdpment oil and gas resourcés,.are ﬁecesséry fo
~f.reach the gbals~6§ eneféf ihdepcndence. Energy conservatiOn

- alone will not échieve the goal ufenergy independence. The
 'program also includes prﬁ?osed legislation that would 3ssis£

jin»planning, siting, and constructing the necessary eneréy

: facilities to-meet the 1985 goal. Legislation that addresses
the_finahcial problems of the utility industry has also been
¢ éroposed. FEA -believes the prcposél to. delete the'significant
: deterioratién'requirement.is conéistent with the needsaof_thisr~

-

'l; program.
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The additional uncertalntles created by yet another layer
of regulatory requlrements on the energy industry is not
‘t_ compatible w1th the goal of expedltlously developing needed

domestic energy resources. There is a need to s1mp11fy and

. -rationalize the complex regulatory constraints on the

' 'domestic energy industry.

,‘Under the s1gn1f1cant deterloratlon program, States could | ¢
.stop or greatly limit resource development act1v1t es in
.certain geographical areas. We believe that siting decisions
1shou1d be based on a balanc1ng of all env1ronmenta1 factors-—not

-just air p011utlon-—as well as socioeconomic, ennrgy erf1c1ency,

l
: and other covs1aerat10ns. _ R

Reports by the Natlonar Academy of Scrences and others, haye o

shown that current sc1ent1f1c evidence does not support the

‘¢.need for amblent standards more strlngent than the currently '
'promulgated prlmary and secondary ambient air quallty i

' standards for particulates and sulfur dioxide. Accordingly,

FEA does not believe the potentlal benefits from the siginificant

deterrorutlon program ’ustlf) the potentlal sost .of constralnlng

the develop; ent or domestic energy : esources.

: S
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FEA is particularly concerned about the impact of this
uncertainty in delaying development of needed energy resources,
‘especially the construction of iarge, coal-fired powerplants
in the short-term, and synthetic fuel facilities in the

longer term. In addition, the significant deterioration
regulations could have.a major inhibitingieffect on the
location of new energy projects;‘and groupings of.several A

- energy facilities in one area could be restricted under the

regulations. | | S s

_Accordingly, the PreSident has requested that Congress clarify
iAits position regarding significant deterioration.~ Spec1fica11y,~
fMitle VI requests Congress to prOVide that the Clean Air Act
does not require or authorize.EPA to estabiish standards more

restrictive than primary and secondary amb1en+ air quality

standaris. S

-No measureable impact:on puolic liealth from the proposed
amendment is anticipated, since air "quality would not be
permitted to deteriorate beyond the national ambient air
- quality standards, mhich.are based on public health and
welfare considerations. ‘The States of course would remain -
free:to impose ainl enfurce standards more stringent tnan“
'national standards. Furthermore, all new sources are required
to meet new source performance s-andards, which incorporate”the
#TTERS

. best available controx +echnology. Therefore, all new qéurcesﬂg

! ot
o
&)

‘are already minimizing pollution to the greatest extent 90551b1
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AUTOMOBILE EMISSION STANDARDS

In 1970, the year the historic amenaments to the Clean Air Act
. were esacted, our_Nation's‘energy position was beginning to

_ deteriorate. Total petroleum use was about " 14 million"barrels
per day, and imports represented.only 20%3. In 1973, energy con-
sumption had grown to 18 million barrels offoil-per.day, with
more than 6 million barrels, or over 35%, made up of imports.
.If this trend continues unaltered, our projections'in&icate
-that, even accountlng for the reduced consumptlon caused by

. last year s price: 1ncreases, the United States could depend on‘
- foreignygil for better than half of its daily oil consumption
:*:‘by 1985. rhls growing éependence on 1mported 011 threatens
'not.dniy our economic sglvency but -- con 51der1ng the pos 51b111ty
‘of another 011 embargo -—- represents a serious threat to-our
:ﬂatlonal-securlty. ‘ThetPresrdent’ls determined to act on thls
critical problcm and has.charged FEA with part of the responsi-
biiity for identifying'and'impIementing measures to reduce our
energy vulnerablllty ’We have'focased on automebile fuel -

.. economy as an area in which significant fuel savirngs can be

prodtcea.

The transportation sector currently accounts for ‘one-fourth of = - -
all the energy consumed in the United States. Since it relies

nalnost exclu51vely on 011 for fuel transportatlon is respon-n

Y,
PR
‘/;"

-sible -for over half of the Nation's total petroleum conﬁumptlon¢

/
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Motor vehicles consume almost 80% of transportation energy or
‘almost one-fifth of all U. S. energy. Automobile fuel usage-
jhas grown at an average annual rate of 5% during the last
20 years. If previous patterns contlnue, daily auto fuel
consumption will nearly triple by 1990. As a result of these
- .alarming trends,,the Administratibﬁ has focused considerable
i_attention on reduciﬁg fuel ceonsumption by improving automobile

" fuel economy.

o It was with-these~faete before him that President Ford, back
. in October of 1974, addressed the issue of improving new car
'.fuel .economy. . He obtalned voluntary commltments from the :

:automobile manufacturers to 1mprove the productlon welghted .

' average fuel economy of their new cars 40% by 1980. : T

*Abhie&emeht of thec President's 40% fuei.eeenomy'imprbvement‘?
'QSL;t goal would have the following beneficial impacts: j‘l i
- - Increase the ruel economy of an automoblle, whlch.
| -javeraged 14.. mpg in 1974, to 19. 6 mpg in the 1980
model yecr. ‘
~ Reduce the totzl amount of pro;ected automoblle
gasoline consumptlon in 1980 from 5.65 million barreils
wiz-0f gasoline rer day to 5.05 million barrels--a gscvings
.of 600,000 barrels.of gasoline per day. This gasoline
”57! X reductlon translates 1nto a cost savings of 14.1

million dollars per day (u51ng $.56/gallon and 1975“' N
" dollars). L . . ] J 2

° kS
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= A 10.6% reduction in imports would occur by 1980.

. [I would like to provide the Committee, for the record, a
'+ . table which projects a year by year analy51s of how a 40%
1mprovement in automobile fuel economy w111 affect average

mpg, total gasoline consumption. and'percent imports needed.] -

As a part of-the,40% fuel eeonomy'imprevement program;.tne

- W_Administration has recommended that the~élean Air Act be - -

A amended to provide a five year suspension of automobile

- - standards at the following levels-=from 1977 to 1981: 0'9 HC,

...9.0 CO, 3.1 NOy. The automobile 1ndustry assured the Pre51dent.
;that at these emi351on levels, the 40% fuel economy goal could

P
-be aohieved.

......

-Since the Energy Independence Act was submitted for enactment,

the EPA Administrator has announced the suspension of ‘the

1977 automobile ctandards for HC and CO, because of a potential

health prohlen associated with catalyst equipped automobiles--
sulfuric acid emissions. In addition, the EPA Administrator
:recommended emisSion standards for the 1975- 1979 model year

period--l.q HC, 13.0 CO, 2.C "Oyx--which would limit the use of

catal“sts. For the 1980-81 model years.'Mr. Train has reccmuended

the Pre51dent's propnsed standards of 0.9 PC, and ‘9.0 CO.":"~ -

In uddltion, Mr. Train 1rd1cated that EPA w1ll promulgate a:

sulfuric acid emi551on standard for automobiles for th%», 79:

model year. Teot ' o o -
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We are assessing Mr. Train's recommendation in relation to

a 40% fuel economy improvement by 1980. We are hopeful, - that
at the levels proposed by Mr. Train, the automobile manufac-
turers will still be able.to meet the 40% fuel economv im-
- provement goal. We plan to meet w1th representatives from

DOT and EPA to explore this matter lurther.

IWhile'catalysts allow for re;tnning of the engine,‘which con-
tributed to the 1975 model year increase in fuel economy, we
concur w1th Mr. Train's findings that the potentlal exposure
.of the publlc to 1ncreased sulfuric acid- mlst may prove:- to be
significant ln the long term. We also concur that his proposed
.standard; can. be attained by teohnologies other than the ... .- |

| catalyst.
:Agoncurrent withithe.automobile sulfurio.acid-problem, two
points have oeen raieed relative to the need to limit the
sulfur content of gasoline.- One is the possibility of desul-
furization of the feedstock, and the other is re-blending of
the feedstock, to allow maximum usage of low sulfur content
fuels in-areas where the sulfuri~ acid emissions may be the
éreatest. The economic impacts »f desulfurization appear, at
- .. this time, to .be siguificant._‘Preliminary indications are

~ that it would cost the petroleum industry $4 to $6 billion
,gto instali needed desulfurization eoulpmsnt. However, we are

!evaluatlng both alternatlves, and, as 'et do not have a flrm

. positina on these proposals. I
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TRANSPORTATION CONTROL PLAMNS

" The administration has proposed an additional amendment that
relates to automotive emissions. The proposed amendment,
.relating to Transportation-Control Plans, wouid provide for
extensions that will permit a more realistic approach to the
attainment of national;primary ambient air quality standards.
. . This amendment would allow the EPA Administrator“to extend
for the shortest reasonable period--not to exceed 5 vears--the
| deadline for attaining national primary ambient air'quality
standards. PrOVlSlon is also made for a second 5- year exten-
- -sion for those communities where the- oroblem is extremelv o
 severe. ‘ExtenSions would be prov1ded to communities only where.
the community has adonLed all eaconable control measures and
| ia still unable to aohieve the standards. |

»
[}
.

At present} the short timo‘span‘renaining forkoomplianoe‘K1975-
77) does not allow for.all'affected areas to reasonably imple—f
ment needed control measures. Aoproxiﬁately ten metropolitan
areas would be required to take extraordinary measures to |
control automobile usage, if no deadline exten51on is granted
?herefore, we believe that the amendment will allow for a more

balanced approach to transportation planning.
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CONCLUSION

‘Mr. Chairman, FEA has closely examined over thellast year the
relationship petween the Clean Air Act and domestic energv
.consumptionﬂ We believe the chénges in ‘the Act cited above
are neceséary to achieve the energy and environmental goals
of the Administrafion.' We welcome the opportunity to provide

-‘for.the Subcommitteé the basis of our positions on these

important matters.

.. At this time, I would be happv to answer any.questions Ydu

may have. . : o

e
[ —
b T




SO4YT e

TABLE: YEAR BY YEAR ANALYSIS OF 40% FUEL
ECONOMY IMPROVEMENT IN AUTOMOBILES

e

The followinag two tables estimate tLhe iinpact on gasoline
- consumblion and needed imported cornwcle wilhout and with Lhe
President's 4%% fuel cconony program.  The tables do kot

reflect the impact of the President's total energy program.

Without President's Proposcd
40% Fucl Economy I'roqram
~ (Base Casc):

Averace Total Gasolire  Total Imports of

R Fleet - Consumption Crude Nceded
" Year MPG (MMB/D} : (MMB/D)
' .+ - ;
- 1975 . 13.45 . 4.83° . 6.5 N
11976 12.7°3 . 4.93 1.3 L o
1977 - 13.55 . 5.05 8.0 l
1978 14,09 5.29 8.5 - i
. 1979 14,1 5.49 a.1
i 1980 . 14.16 5.65 9.7

With President's Proposed

) -7 _30% Fuel Econcry Program
: Average Total Gasoline  Total Imports of Reduction in
. Fleet - Consumption Crude Neecded - Imports
Year - MPG’ (MMB/D) -~ . . (MMB/D) ] in %
1975 13.70 4.76 6.4 . 1.5
1976 i4.02 4.82 7.1 ¢ 2.2 .
1977 .- 14.47 . 4.87 7.7 ~3.6.
. X973 15.€3 . 5.02 . 8.1 5.1
~1 1979 15.63 5.06 7.8 - 8.4 -
1980 . 16.25 5.05 8.7 110.6 .
. ] . n.;‘-f‘ {,a”,“::\
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