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Good Morning. I appreciaté the invitation to
join all of you at this annual meeting of the Institute
for Environmental Sciences,

Basically, I want to discuss two things this
morning. First, I'd like to give you some general idea
of the administfation's proposals for a natioral energy
policy, and second, my own view of the implications of
energy policy for the environment.

The effort to reduce the amount of oil imported by
the United States is predicated on a fir;1 belief in the
effectiveness of the freec market in allocating resources
efficiently, equitably, and productiveslr, ¥We “eel that
1f Amqrjcan consumers -- and I'm taliing shou
as well as individuals -- are presented +with a new set
of market circumstances, they will bagin

different decisions about enersy usc,
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And the net circumstance we envision is encrgy

-

that is priced to reflect its real vaiue in our society.

@ the nation's

n
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It!s been our cxperience -- I should
evpericnce -- that cnergy consunption, like consunption
of anything else, is responsive to trice.

Over the last year of higher o0il prices, energy
consumption has decreased by slightly more than two
percent. That was the first time since 1952 that energy
use in the United States actually declined, and the
only difference between 1974 and 1952 was increased prices.

So we're confident that increased energy prices
will prove effective in reducing the amount of oil
we import from overseas. Faced with higher energy
prices Americans -- and again I'm talking about
corporvations as well as individual consumers -- will
adjust their buying habits. They will, in short, |
consider the real value of the energy they use.

But higher energy prices are not the whole story.
Granted, they will rise by roughly 530 billion dollars,
but that is the amount we expect to rcturn to the
econonmy through tax reform and rehates.

Thosc rebates will be structursd to help those who
need it most -- lower and middie irncone Americans. They
will actually be better off in terms of purchasing power,

1

But that purchasing power will have to be

n

nread over

a range of goods and services in wiich snergy has becone

/ S

MOre exocnsive.
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Tt's natural to expect that purchasing

avay from peripheral cnergy purchascs o olhoer ;2045

In short, people -- making tiacir cwn decizions,

and disposing of their own incorme -- will begisn, by
degrees, to conserve encrgy at home, on the road, and
in the factory.

This type of conservation cuts across the vhole
spectrum of energy use. And its this kind of broad
approach that 1s necessary.

After all, about 38 percent of Anerica's use of
energy -- apart from that used by the utilities -- 1is
industrial. And, if YOu add electric utility
consumption, the total cbmes to more than 50 percent.
What's more, residential and commercial buildings
account for another 32 percent of our energy use.

Tie're convinced that more expensive energy means
more efficient use in industry. And, likewise, we're

sure that the higher cost of energy will tend tc more

efficient use in residential and cemmercial buildings,

‘especially when the proposeced tax incentives for
residential insulation are counsidered, A5 for new

buildings, we propose to estarlizh sirict nationeal

thermal standards.
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Greater automobile eflilcie:c

Admrinistration's goals. The indus<t: -

[V

fuel clificiency by 40 percent by 12
handshake agrecemciit; its on paper, s:
sealed, We cxpect to achleve that goal voli.g
if possible, and otherwise, 1f necesseary
In the short-term, the environmental eficcr. oF
these proposals may be somewhat mixed, but there
would be some substantial gains in certain areas.
For example, there should be a beneficial effect on
air quality with a décrease in the amnount of motor
fuel consumed. Industrial poliution could also be
reduced to a degree because of the economic incentive
to increase efficiency, while more efficient buildings
also promise gains for the environment.

Reduced imports also mean less tanker traffic,

}=e

and fewer oil spills, while a levell
will stabilize refinery production, and improve air
and water quality.

Coal will replace some of the imported oil displaced

by the Administration's program. But in the short-tern

increased coal production would be merginal, and would .
come from existing mines, o
As T said, however, the envircimental result:

somcwhat mixed, The greater use ¢z ozl te generate
clectricity would raise pollution levelis to a degree in

sone sclocted areas, hut the rrogzrar ould still require

ng of o0il consumption
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[t's saf¢ to say that if the ~dinistraticn’s encrgy
proposals involved nothing bul conservatilon NELIUres,
the question of eavironmental irpact tould. mrobasly
never darise.  But, if we expect to -o truly invilnerahle
to oil supply interruptions by 1985, it will taze more

[
(@)

than rveduced consumption, We will nave to dcvelop the

resources we have,

[

The Administration has presented a wide range of
~initiatives to Congress that would stimulate this kind
of activity.
I don't propose to expound on all of them, but I
would like to spend a few moments on several that could
have major environmental impact -- development of the
Outer Continental Shelf and the amendments to the Clean
Air Act.
One of the most critical aspects of the Adminisfrétion'S'
program is development of the Outer Continental Shelf
As you méy know, the President has set a production goal
of a million and a half barrels of cil a day by 1985
from OCS fields.
But, unfortunately, oil explcrazion is an inexact
science,.  Geological surveys sho

structures which are normally asscociztced with crude oil
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and natural gas, but tl ne vz to tell with

certainty that the resources are tier

wooactually
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beein to explore,




As a result, we will have to bozin exploratory

1

driiling soon, just to confirm the validity of the

Q
o
o
=5
o
-
=
o
N
o

geal . Unfortunately, when pconl

1

0il, they also tend to think of the Sunta Barbara oil
spill.

Granted, that event was tragic, but that tragedy
has to be considered in light of the history of offshore
0il production. And that context shows that, by and
large, offshore production of oil has been anything but
an environmental catastrophe.

As of Abril 1972, some 14,000 wells had been dri11¢d
in Federal and state waters. Of all those wells, only
twenty-five created pollution hazards from blowouts,

And exactly three were large enough to attract widespread
attention.

The fact is that offshore drilling technology has
advanced to the point where we can be reasonably confideﬁt‘
of environmentally safe operations. We have the capacity
to minimize o1l spills and to control them should they
occur,

The chief anxiety that has emerged with greater
concentration on the Outer Continental Shelf is not SO
much the safety of drilling cperations thenselves, but

the cffects of large scale develonrent of these resources
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on local communities.. In short, for example, what /Af( ‘
~
s
happens to a fishing community, with standards and &

custoins that may go back 200 vears, ihen the oil off
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The federal government is aware of this nroblenm
and 1s preparcd to help coastal states in protecting
Aelr shoreline societies. And the problers are numerous.
They include refinery siting, land use, increased
public services.

Unplanned developnent has enormous potential for
the sort of '"boom and bust" situation that characterized
the aerospace industry, Many of you scientists and
engineers in the audience who enjoyed that boom and
endured the bust know whaf potential there is for harm
in permitting haphazard development,

And that's one reason that coastal zone planning
is so important. That's one reason why the federal
government has increased funds for assistance to states
for planning and for environmental étudies.

Still, there are some who object to any leasing
of the Shelf until the states have COﬁ?LGLed their
coastal zone management plans.‘ I can't agree with
that.

For one thing, it pe aiizes the search for neceded
encrgy supplies and would probably set OCS production
back another five years. And we already have one lesson

in the effects of delay up north where work on the Alaska

pipeline -- which could have becn Ccarryring oil by late
1972 -- is only now under constructicn. O%-"E?>\
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But equally important, therc iz :inply no way any

state can plan adequately for coastal nmanageneint without

o

nowing what to expect. And there's no way of telling
that unless we lease certain prenising areas, explore
4them, and obtain some Tirm idea of ~ow nuch oil and
gas 1s there,

Even production from the Outer Continental Shelf --
once it starts -- will only slow the rate of depletion
of our domestic oil and gas reserves., We need to start
relying on and developing other fuels. The most
important among them is coal.

However, there aren't too many places in the
country where you can burn coal. This 1is one reason
why the Administration proposes to amend the Clean
Air Act. And for a moment, I'd like to furn generally
to some of those amendments.

As a result of the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1970, this country has made great progress in reducing
pollution from all major sources, But since those
amendnents were passed our situation has changed, and
changéd radically.

TFor onc thing major sources cof clean fuecl are

insccure, and we are faced with the urgent need to

begin relying on our own resources

possible degree.




Bocanse of this, it has feconc zpparent thal certain

requivenents and deadlines in the crigzinal anepndnents

must he deferred. The Administraticr sees a ovi

el

ical
need to delay further improvenents, until ve have dealt

. And to do this
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adcquately with the energy shortag
we are going to have to use less oil and more coal.
However, this change in emphasis will be substantially
thwarted by emission standards which nust be imposed by
the states during the 1975 to 1977 deadline. With
those limitations in effect, installations that are, or
could be burning coal would face what we'we been calling
a clean fuels deficit., By that I mean insufficient
supplies of stack scrubbers or low-sulfur coal.
Enforcing those standards, therefore, would mean
1855 coal burned and more oil imported. Because of
this we want to extend those compliance deadlines,
and permit the use of intermittent control systems
in areas where the primary -- that is, the health --
standards of the surrounding air can be reliably
naintained.
The result would be greater usze of coal generally.
But we would also be able to use short supplies of
scrubbers and low-sulfur coal in the areas that need
them most -- areas with the greatest zair polluticn
problems. In this way, internittent confr015 would
actually be hastening the atteinment of Pripary

gquality standavds for the nution = o whole.




The Clean Air Act Amendirents al-o focus on autonobile

As I said, the President has chtained the voluntary
coveement of the autemobile mwnufécturers to increcase
engine efficiency by 40 percent by 52, To give the
manufacturers the greatest chance of success in
fulfilling their pért of fhe bargain, we are asking
for a five-year suspension of certain emission standards.
We've been assured by the industry that, under these
circumstances, the goal of a 40 percent increase in
fuel economy can be achieved.

Again, this doesn't mean a retreat from environmental
goals, DPostponement will let us maintain the gains
we've already made. In fact, for some pollutants the
standards will be stricter than for the 1976 model cars.

But in addition to stabilizing the gains we've
made on air pollutioh, the amendments also mean
advancing the nation toward greater self reliance in
energy by saving more than a half million barrels of
gasoline per day by 1980.

And T might add that a half million fewer barrels

of gasoline in our gas tanks means that much less

i

pollution from our exhaust pipc




Now these are only a fou measurss a-ong nran’ widch
will have major comnscyuences for the onvironment. 3But
I rhink fhcy illustrate the fact that cneryy policy
and the environment are not mutrually cxclusive,

The policy decisions we have made -- and will
make in the future -- will not be nade in an environ-
nental vacuum, There is.no fundamental antagonisn
between tﬁe drive for energy independence and the
effort to preserve environmental integrity.

What we want ~-- and what we have -- is a policy
that balances the energy needs of the nation with the
requirements of a hospitable environment. The time
is past when the nation can afford to concentrate its
efforts in one area to the virtual exclusion of another.
The environmental movement itself has taught us that,

We live in an increasingly interdependent society
where all issues meet in the quality of our individual
lives. And given changing circumstances, we must
condition our response to those issues, just as we
adjust our lives to altered circumstances.

But adjustment doesn't mean renunciatlon,

Thank you.
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