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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT
FROM: JIM CANNON

SUBJECT: Water Quality Commission

Dick Allison's memo of July 15, 1975 looks fine as a
broad approach.

Also attached is a simple draft of flow charts from

the Water Quality Commission to the Departments and
Agencies and back.

Attachments

cc: Governor Ray Shafer



Vice President,
Chairman, Water
Quality Commission

Gov. Ray Shafer,
Counselor to the
Vice President

Jim Cannon,
Exec. Director,
Domestic Council

Dept. or Agency for
Review, Policy
Evaluation, and
Response

Jim Cannon




\EMINDER

THE WHITE HoUSsE

WASHINGTON

JMC:

You wanted to discuss the
Water Quality Commission
with Dick Allison.



- MEMORANDUM p M '_5/
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON WA

July 15, 1975 /
MEMORANDUM FOR ./I IM CANNON
GOVERNOR SHAFER
DONNA MITCHELL

-,
FROM: DICK ALLISON (456-7056)&an
SUBJECT: Water Quality Commission - Coordination
Procedures

1. Background.

-— At the end of yesterday's meeting,
Jim Cannon asked me to consider methods for determining
how the Water Quality Commission's "draft studies and
program conclusions...would affect present domestic
policies and programs for which the Administration has
responsibility."

-—- What follows are my first thoughts,
which I will discuss with each of you by phone following
today's Water Quality Commission meeting (which I do not
plan to attend). Then I will coordinate with Rod Hills,
and try to look at his "regulatory reform review scheme"
(which he mentioned yesterday), so that a final plan can
be ready for each of you by Friday afternoon.

-- 1If this procedure needs amendment,
please let me know right away.

2. The Commission's Objectives.

-- At TAB A is an "Outline Draft Report"”
which is a Water Quality Commission staff working document.
Part II, "Findings," asks 11 key questions. The Commission's
answers to those questions will determine the conceptual
shape, content, and impact of the report.




-— The key steps in finding these
answers are, of course:

*Data collection;
*Data analysis, review, and evaluation;
*Recommendations based on the above.

-~ The fiollowing are essential to
making these steps successful:

*The presentation of the data in
usable form - so that it can be intelligently reviewed,
analyzed, and evaluated;

from
*Accogplfghing part of this review,

analysis, and evaluation f¥é@wthe Administration's per-
spective, with emphasis on the impact of the data on
Administration policies and programs.

3. Suggested Procedural Modifications.

-- At TAB B are suggested additional
steps which could insure the accomplishment of the
objectives stated in 2, above.

-- The administrative device for
doing this could be the Domestic Council Review Group
on U.S. Environmental Policy, approved by the President
on April 22, 1975 (charter at TAB C).

4. Presidential Authorization. TAB D.
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6/17/75

OUTLINE
DRAFT REPORT

INTRODUCTION AND FINDINGS

INTRODUCTION

A. Declaration of national purpose the restoration and ma1n+enance
of the quality of the Nation's waters. (Sec. 101(a).)

B. The goals, policies and objectives of P.L.92-500.

€. The charge to the Commission:

- Sectjon 315

-- Commission's interpretation and expansion of mandate.

FINDINGS

Summarization of the findings of the Commission studies addressed
to the following “ssues:

A. Do we have the technology?

re technologies available to meet the goals and requiren >nts of
.he Act? What overall evaluations can be made? What tre ds are
discernible? What costs are associated with different technologies?

B. Can it be applied?

What are the prospects for having best practicable and best
available technologies in ,lace by 19837

-- For municipal systems

-~  For industry.

C. What are the impediments?

Likely significant constraints toward achievement of the BPT and
BAT and their relative importance. '

== Money

-= Manpower : /

/g:?z}?;



-~ Technological adaptation

-~ Resource availability

-~ Changing pubiic needs and private requirements
-~ Bureaucratic inertia and repetition

-- Intergovernmental cteqperation or lack theréof.

What are the environmental impacts?

-- Of achieving or not achieving by 1983
== Of not achieving in a longer time frame
-- Of elimination of discharge

-- Of failing to control non-point sources.

Who pays and how much?

What are the economic and social impacts of implementing P.L.92-500?
-~ 1n the pubiic sector
-- In the private sector.

Who benefits and how much?

dhat are the expected benefits to accrue from the implementation
of the Act's requirements and to whom?

~- Environmental restoration

-- Recreational benefits (public and private)

" —- Social benefits |

-~ Economic values (public and private)‘

-~ Public-health and well-being.

How fast are we moving toward the goal of elimination of discharge

of pollutants? When are we likely to get there? At what cost?
At what advantage?

Uniform application of the Act's requirements: How well are they
working nationally, regionally and Tocally?




Institutional structure.

Does the national water pollution control program, as set out in
P.L.92-500, establish a pattern of intergovernmental relationships

" conducive to the most effective and productive delivery of:

-~ Financial resources

-- Regulations and permits

-- Compliance and enforcement
== ; (thers.

Potential for planning.

What is fhe Tong-range potential for control of water pollution
through the various planning provisions set forth in the Act?

How far off-course are we in ]975 from the directives and goals
of the Act?

-~ What mid-course corrections or adjustments seem advisable?

-- What are their implications for achievement of the goals and
requirements of the Act?

Summarization of (1) the present water quality situation; (2) the structure
and mechanics of the water poliution control program -- past and present;
and (3) the existing state of control technology.

311,

'HOW IS THE WATER? ITS QUALITY AND QUANTITY

A summar1zat1on of what has been learned about the present qua11ty of
the Nation's waters.

——

hJ

Brief description of study strategy of minimum geographical
regions.

Present quantity and quality, based on findings of Study Areas
IT and VI.a. <ot
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-~ Regional concentrations and variations.

-~ Trends.

IV. WHAT HAS AND IS BEING DONE ABOUT IT?

The evolution of a national water pollution control program in the
context of its institutional development.

A. Pre-1972.

-- WPA's contribution to construction of municipal treatment
systems.

-- Role of U.S. Public Health Service.
-~ MWater quality standards.

-- State initiatives and actions, and federal limitations (i.e.,
constitutional, iurisdictional., traditional. etc.).

-~ Corps of Army Engineers permit authority.

B. An articulation of national program; the Act as a mechanism for
control. '

-- Technology; effluent limitations.
-~ Regulation; permits and enforcement.
-- Finances: construction grants.

-~ - Planning; non-degradation and non-point source cocntrol.

V. TECHNOLOGIES FOR ACHIEVING

An assessment of the general technological options available for alter-
native levels of effluent control, including BPT, BAT and EOD. Since
the Act is fundamentally technologically based, the report should deal,

2 FO
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first, with just what technological options exist or are likely to exist,
their per unit costs, relative effectiveness, resource requirements in-
cluding manpower, and quantity and quality of residuals remaining.

A.

m o (g et v -

- Point source control.

-- Industrial; in-depth and general
-- Municipal (including urban runoff)
-- Agricultural point sources.

Non-point source control.

Toxics and heavy metals.

Regional variations relevant to technological application.

Areas for research and development.

T

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The impacts of the application of the requirements of P.L.92-500 evaluated
under varied assumptions as to future economic circumstances in the U.S.

VI.

THE ECONOMICS OF WATER QUALITY

A.

Water as an economic resource.

-- The transition in the use of water from a relatively free good
to an increasingly costly resource for municipal and industrial
development.

-- Implications for trends in industrial and municipal use.
(Conference Board and META Systems studies, supported by
technology assessments. )

Dynamics of the economy in relation to water quality contfo].

1. Without the Act; continuation of present trends.
-~ National level; for the public and private sectors.

-- Regional and local levels; for the public and private sectors.



D.

With the Act; assumes implementation of requirements by 1977
and 1983.

-- National level; for the public and private sectors.

-- Regional and local levels; for the public and private sectors.
With various assumptions of achievement and non-achievement;

i.e., the assessment of the effect on the economy of variabi-
lities in time, money and resources.

-~ National level; for the public and private sectors.

-- Regional and local levels; for the public and private sectors.

What are the requirements for capital investment and for operation

and maintenance annual expenditures to meet the levels of effluent
limitations required by the law for 1977, 1983 and other levels
intermediate and beyond for:

-

Municipalities, including combined sewers and storm water
runoff.

Industry
Agriculture

Non-point sources

Region

National

Who pays: How and by whom will the facilities required by the Act
be paid for and will the necessary manpower and materials be avail-

- able?

Industrial requirements; relative impact upon speciiic indus-
tries and how they will 1ikely be internalized or passed on.

Municipal requirements; intergovernmental transfers, indebted-
ness, revenue availability and competing public needs.

Supply constraints.

Social impacts.

Possible effects on long-term growth and productivity, including
relative impact on international competitive position.

’ o 2 qu, FORIN
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Who benefits?

Industrial competition
Resource recovery
Commercial fisheries

Recreational use (including sports fishing)
public and private value from water reuse
Social impacts

Public health and welfare

Regional variations.

¥
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VII. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A. Anticipated environmental impacts or changes from the app}ication of:

-- BPT

-- BAT

-- More stringent than BAT

-- EOD.

(This will be a generalized assessment of incremental water quality
changes attributable to the successive application of uniform
effluent controls in a range of geographic regions throughout the
country.) '

B. Residual disposal alternatives; environmental impacts of:

-- Marine
-~ Atmospheric
Bt Land
-~ Mass balance effects.

C. Anticipated changes nationally and regionally from achieving and
not achieving in:

-= Fish, shellfish and wildlife
-- Recreational opportunities
-~ Health effects

-~ Aesthetic values

-- Acceptability of waste disposal options, i.e., ocean discharge ‘
of primary effluent; deep well disposal; others.

-- Areas for research.




VIII. INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT

A. Overall impact of the Act and its implementation on the institutional
structure and capacity of: .

-- Federal government
-- State government

-- Local government

-- Private institutions.

B. Capabilities of and constraints on institutional cooperation and
coordination:

-- Intergovernmental relationships (federal/state/local)
-- Intragovernmental relationships
-- Public-private relationships.

C. Evaluation of the effectiveness of:

-- Permits

-- Compliance

-~ [Enforcement

~=  Planning

-- Construction grants.

D. Constraints on institutional performance.

-~ Financing

;— Manpower

-- Time

-- Attitudes

-- Public participation.

E. State and regional variations.

\
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ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS

A synthesizing chapter in which selected levels of treatment will be
assessed for economy and social impact and implications of a selected
range of variable conditions in:

--  Funding

-- Timing

-- Resource constraints

-- Capital markets and governmental fiscal policy

-- Competing public and private needs

~~ “Others.

i
APPENDIX

Explanation of Study methodalogy.
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SUGGESTED PROCEDURAL

MODIFICATIONS
STEP I - THE COMMISSION
1. What are the facts that govern 1. Determined by
the options? contractors.
2. In digest form, what do these 2. Determined by
facts mean? contractors and
staff.
3. How were the facts gathered? 3. Staff.
[research history]
4. How are the facts interrelated? 4. Staff.
[cross- index]
5. What, in terms of costs and 5. Determined by
benefits, do the facts tell us? contractors and
staff.
STEP II - THE COMMISSION STAFF REFERS TO THE DOMESTIC

COUNCIL (under the aegis of the Commission Chairman):
a. Digests;

b. Research history;

c. Index;

d. Cost-benefit analysis.

STEP IITI - DOMESTIC COUNCIL REVIEW GROUP (cf. TAB C)

1. Organization

a. Coordinator: Governor Shafer, with Secretary Morton
and Rod Hills;
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b. Membership: representatives from the following:

- The Attorney General (who will also
suggest an economist)

The Secretary of Commerce (who will
designate a three-man team, to
include liaison with the Bureau
of Economic Analysis);

- The Office of Management and Budget

The Economic Policy Board [EPA?]

2. Procedures

a. Receipt of Material from the Commission Staff -
- by the Coordinator;

b. Logging and routing material (simultaneous, rather
than circular, distribution):
- by the Coordinator;

c. Comments -
- on data, noting differences in "fact patterns"
supplied in the digests;

- on cost-benefit conclusions and possible
recommendations, especially in light
of the Administration's position;

- by members of the review group;
d. Digesting and summarizing of comments-
- by the Coordinator, as assisted by

Domestic Council staff;

e. Return of results to the Commission staff-
- by the Coordinator.






THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 17, 1975

FROM : JIM CANNON A . :

SUBJECT : Domastic Council Study of
U.S. Environmental Policy

I recommend that the Domestic Council undertake a study
of domestic environmental programs and policies, to-
determine their effectiveness, consistency with other
national objectives, direct and indirect costs, and
impact on the creation of new jobs and on productivity.

SUBJECT OF STUDY

The study would review existing Federal programs on air and
water pollution and land use, including their impact on
the consumer and on the economy as a wnole, their con-
saquences for specific major industries, and their inter-
play with State and local priorities.

OBJECTIVE
The objectives of the study are:

-~ To produce a thorough-going analysis of
Federal, State and local environmantal
programs in operation;

-— to assess the efficiency of currant
environmental programs in meeting
national objectives in air and water
quality and sound land use, to se=
if they need improvement; and,

-—- if warranted by the conclusions of the
study, to formulate for your consideration
a series of policy options for modifying
existing programs and policizs to better
serve thz national interest.



ORGANIZATION

The review group for this study should
appropriate representatives of the fol
mants and Agencies:

Treasury CEA

Interior EPA

Agriculture CEQ

Commerce EPB

Labor FEA

HUD ERDA

Transportation Nuclear Regunlatory Commission
M3 ffice of Consumer Affairs, HEW

Council on Wage and Price Stability

RECOMMENDATION

The Vice President, Secretary Morton, Phil Buchen, Max
Friedersdorf, Alan Greenspan, Bob Hartmann, Jim Lynn,
Jack Marsh, Russ Peterson, Bill Seidman, Russ Train, .
and Frank Zarb have reviewed this memorandum and
recommend approval.

DECISION

Approve Disapprove

.
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WASHINGTON

July 10, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT v
FROM: THE VICE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: Report of the National Cormission on Water Quality

The Nat]ona] Commission on Water Qua11ty, of wh1ch I am
Cha1rman was established to study the impacts of Public Law
92-500, the 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act. The final report of the Commission is scheduled to be sub-
mitted to Congress early next year. It can be a tremendausly
important report because it can set the stage for developing the
proper balance between achieving our ecological objectives and
preserving growth and productivity.

$17 billion has been spent for more than 50 feet of
studies, analyzing the impact of the Act. Draft chapters and
development documents for the final report are now being prepared.
Much of the material is of a highly technical nature, and to
analyze and synthesize it requires professional advice that is
not independently available to me from the Commission staff.

Further, it affects ongoing p”0ﬂr2ﬂ3 in the Executive
Branch of the Government on which the Administration fas policy
positions. Although the Commission is an indepandent group and
may well differ from those positions, it is important that I, as
Chairman, have detailed background information on those potential
differences.

If you approve, I wou]d Tike to call on the following
to assist me in this effort: .

Justice Department

Commerce Department

Interior Department

Treasury Department
Environmental Protection Agency
Council of Economic Advisers
Rodney Hills 29

APPROVED

. s,f". / /,-" !!?\
DISAPPROVED ' /t,{




' MEETING WITH DEPARTMENT AND AGENCY HEADS REGARDING
THE WATER QUALITY COMMISSION

Monday, July 14, 1975
(90 minutes - 12:30 p.m. Lunch)

The Cohference Room

From: Dick Allisoniauak

I. PURPOSE: To ask Departments and Agencies to provide
assistance in connection with the work of the Water
" Quality Commission.

II. BACKGROUND/PARTICIPANTS/PRESS ARRANGEMENTS:

A. BACKGROUND.

1. The 50 feet of data provided by the staff of the
Water Quality Commission is highly technical. It
requires further analysis and synthesis so that
the economic impact of the Water Quality Act may
be accurately determined. This, in turn, requires
assistance from Department and Agency staffs;
because the Commission staff itself does not have
the capability to do this on its own.

2. On July 10, the President authorized you to call
on Departments and Agencies to assist you. (TAB A)

3. The purpose of this meeting is to solicit
Department and Agency staff assistance and to establish
an informal task force headed by Governor Shafer,
with Donna Mitchell's help, to coordinate for the
Water Quality Commission the staff support which
the Departments and Agencies will provide.

4. Donna Mitchell will have copies of the following
for distribution and circulation:

a. Roster of contractors; (TAB B)
b. Study plan; (Attached)
c. Study program; (TAB C)

d. (No suitable draft chapters or digests have,
as yet, been prepared.)



B. PARTICIPANTS,

1. Rogers Morton, Edward Levi, Jim Lynn, Rod Hills,
Ray Shafer, Donna Mitchell, Jim Cannon, Bill Seidman,
Dick Allison.

2. Regarding EPA's inclusion, see Donna Mitchell's
letter (TAB D).

C. PRESS ARRANGEMENTS. DNone.

IIT. TALKING POINTS

1. Welcome.

2. Introduce Governor Shafer and explain his role of
assisting you in the work of the Water Quality Commission..
" Also introduce Donna Mitchell.

3. Describe the main thrusts of the Administration's
domestic policies:

-~ to provide jobs;

-- to support small businesses (and, hence, strengthen
the free enterprise system).

4, Point out the dangers implicit in attempts to further
regulate the economy. The result would:

~- force many small businesses to close their doors;

- dry up sources of capital, who could no longer find
sufficient rates of return. :

5. The purpose of the Water Quality Commission has been
to determine the economic impact of the Water Quality Act.
The volume of data which has been acquired provides
strong evidence that its economic 1mpact could be
severely detrimental.

6. The task is to make sure that this data "rises to the
surface” and that is why the assistance of Departments
and Agencies is needed.

7. What is being proposed is the establishment of a small
informal task force, headed by Governor Shafer,
with the assistance of Donna Mitchell, which would establish
the next steps in pulling this data out ~-- and coordinate
with the Agencies and Departments regarding what particular
assistance they can furnish.

cc: Governor Shafer, Jim Cannon, Donna Mitchell






THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

July 10, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT - L
FROM: THE VICE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: Report of the National Commission on Water Quality

The National Commission on Water Quality, of which I am
Chairman, was established to study the impacts of Public Law
92-500, the 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act. The final report of the Commission is scheduled to be sub-
mitted to Congress early next year. It can be a tremendously
important report because it can set the stage for developing the
proper balance between achieving our ecological objectives and
preserving growth and productivity.

$17 billion has been spent for more than 50 feet of
studies, analyzing the impact of the Act. Draft chapters and
development documents for the final report are now being prepared.
Much of the material is of a h1gh1y technical nature, and to
analyze and synthesize it requires profassional adv1ce that is
not independently available to me from the Commission staff.

Further, 1%_2jjgg;§_gngniag-pfegr*”f in _the Executive
Branch of the Governfent on which the Administration has policy
positions. Although the Commission is an independent‘group and
may well differ from those positions, it is important that I, as
Chairman, have detailed background information on those potential

differences.

If you approve, I would like to call on the following
to assist me in this effort:

Justice Department
Commerce Department
Interior Department
Treasury Department
Environmental Protection Agency
Council of Economic Advisers
Rodney Hills L

wfﬁf‘f} :
APPROVED if 7 7

DISAPPROVED
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6/75-9/15 .
30,000 | #*Marine Disposal of Less Than
| : e, g Secondary Treated Effluent =2
’ = RIVER~
Meta Systems D1 F28 é\C)Ml 48,566 St. mm_ Me. (Site 1)
Process Research : Dl FZ21 lHli §8,965 Boston Harbor, Charles River (Site 2)
Center for Environ. & Man D1 F18 U\l)\“u; 56,165 Connecticut River (Site 3)
Lawler, Matusky & Skelley, Engr. Dl F28 v\15)|x;1_1__5_ 103,450 Housatenic, Susqusiisuna (Sites 4,9)
CKY & Associates i l st IJ]‘ ‘F?.SYMH E ! 15,434 rotomac (>ite b) = PR
i 1 e
Academy of Natural Sciences F18 A15AM15 ) 112,000 Poromac River-V¥Ic, Santee River,
i Upper Rio Grande River (Sites 6,8,18)
TRW DL F28 L‘J\l\Sj\ ML—; 52,400 | Yadkin-Feodee River & Estuary (Site 7)
=
Va. Inst. of Marine Sciencesd D1 Fz8 ALSAMIS | | 59,100 Chesapeake Bay (Site 9)
Coastal Ecosystems Mgat, lng. i F15 Al5 Q@Jl 65,000 Lover Mississippi R. & Delta (Site 10)
Atlantis Scientific 1 F18 AE)S:.L 102,160 {Escambia iver & Bay, :
3 . 4 e St. Joh. Estuary (Sites 11,29)
Rorth Star Res. & Devel. Inst. F3 L\l;;/ M1S 890,300 Iowa & Ced r, Mipa-Miss-St Croix (13,15
Water Resources Engineers 73 M5 ! 68,760 owa & Cedar, Minniss-St Crolx,
f i Santee River, S. C, (Sites 13,15.8)
Hater Resources Engineers ! b1, r28 k&s)& 170,335 i Trinity River, Guadelupe-San Antonio
River Basin, Biscayne Bay (12,16,28)
T ey
Midwest Research 138 F28 ALS 5 72,500 Lower Missouri River (Site 14)
—~ e St
Tetra Tech Inec. D1 144 (15 | 312,500 Columbia River, Snake Rivar (Sires¥9,2C
pr | |F14 ALS ;- 15 | S. Platte River, Gulf of Alaska,
Hawail Islande, Puerto Rico.
: S. Calif. Bight (Sites 17,2%,22,23,24)
e | 1) S (NE S (S = ISR LR s i)
Parametrix p E3 AL54M15 f 69, 130 Columbia River, Snake River (Sltes 19,2<
Lawler, Matusky & Skelly Engl ) l_ 114} [A1 69,700 fiudson River (Site 25) e
EnVironmeatal Analysts 32)) J3 59,000 Illinois (Site 26) -
Environmental Dynamice, Inc. \2)43-' 50,000 Utah Lake-Jordan River (Site 27)
i 7 N -t R - e
b N : - ....50‘000 Lak oS & Impon.ndnenu
Vanderbilt University : REYIRER 50,000 | 3.Percy Iriest Reservoir (Tema) (Site 303
Environmental Quality System1.1nc. 230,000 ] RESIDUAL DISPOSAL :
- — ) - . Dot e
Florida State University p/30 | fas|] loa | | fm ja )l ] | | osal 33,250 | commrcian rrswentes 3 5 ;
OBLIGATED $2,138,205 TO BE OBLICATED § 80,000 TOTAL §2,218,205

continued on page 3
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CONTRACTOR & STUDY AREA 1974 DUL DATES FoR geporTs 1975 . MAX STUDY |
rriokJo | 8 | v JF?-:I«IH{JIJIAISIOQ snoUNT
VIT _INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITIESZ/ / L /y//// e B T e e 7
Elizabeth llaskell <\'&7/75> o TSI 2,000 } Draft Study Desiga
Touche Ross & Co. Fi0 :\Jy\ 30| - 151,000 | CONSTRUCTION GRANTS ~ Crants & Financing
Harold F. Wise pis| |ria| - Jasolusi] 105,194 | PLAXNING ~ Planning
: = 10,000 Irterstate Authority
Energy & Euviron. Analysis F3 s }139 31| 125,000 | REGULATION/ESFORCEHENT - Permit System
£ 20,009 Eifluent Limitations
Energy Resources Co. F1s|M15] _ :,3 E 63,850 Cozpliance Monitoring
Environmental Law Iastitute J31 M5 \ASS E . 125,000 Enforcemeat
Oregon Research Institute F15 i M1 (JLSJ:G 118,300 RESCURCES & CONSIRAINTS - Attitudes
James Ragan & Associates 1 A30 QM ()E e 78,100 Public Participatiom
e % 25,000 Statutory Authority
David Hartley : J3OE 12,000 Problems of Doers
Victoria Price ’ E 13,0006 e
Perry Miller 3,000/  Evaluation of Decision Msker Study
2 Consultants (Whitman, Haskell) . 4.000 Critique & Evaluation
) OBLIGATED 813,444  T0 Bt OSLICATED S 55,000 ) 868,444
VIII REGIONAL ASSESSMENT //////////// ,/////////// ///,/// / B 7
A. D: Littde d’nu“b I ] I 21,500 freos nonten 1
Lester M‘.‘K]..ashman - , A X R ,___ i P 1.000, Consultant __’_ 2
' Abt Associates, Inc. et al l f F1 L:\_li 197,532 Merrimack-Nashua T
- l.“l3'l ‘ -
, Betz Environmental Engrs., ét al F1 _.\_1;1 230,000 Delaware & Dslaware Bay
! Dames & Moore, et al F1 | ALS)] 216,000 Ohio
&: Dames & toore, et al ! F1 A‘L—‘i 230,000  Kasawha :
! Dalton, Daltom, Little & Newport, ,e_t_al F1 ¥ ALS) 290,000 Lake Erie 3 .
Ha;m;er, Siler & George, et al F1 LA1G] 205,000 Chattahoechee-Fliat-Apalachicola
Bernard Johnsou, Inc, et al, Fi LALS ; 265,000 “Houston Ship Chaunel/Galveston Bay
Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, et al F1 AlS 200,000 Yellowstone
Utah State University, et a M10] __'iT_ 230,000 Colorado
.. A. D, Little, et al FL | A22 | 280,800 Saz Francisco Bay/Central Valley
. Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, et al Fl ;;i 220,000 Puget Sound/Lake Washington
OBLIGATED $2,586,032 TO BE OBLIGATED § _ --— TOTAL §2,586.032
TOTALS OBLIGATED $11,786,882 TO BE OBLICATED $§ 485,000 " TOTAL $12,271,882

KEY: [date] INTERIM REPORT O DRAFT REPORT [ ] PINAL REPORT O END OF CONTRACT <>COMPLETED * CONTRACT HAS NOT BEEN LET
National Comnission on Water Quality June 12, 1975 : T e E
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-- Technological adapiation

-~ Resovurce availability

s Changing pubiic needs and private reqzﬁ grrants
-~ Bureaucratic inertia and repetition

-~ Intergovernniental cooperation or lack theroo

What are the environmentz! impacts?

-- Of achieving or not achieving by 1983

-- Of not acA1ev1ng in a longer time frame

-~ Of elimination of discharge

-- Of féi?ing to control non-point sources. -

Who pavs and how inuch? : -

Hhat are the e2conomic and secial impacts of inplesenting
~=~ in the pubiic Sectur

~- In the privete sector.

Who benefits and how wuch?

What are the expected bepefits to sceoruz firom The amplen
of the Act's reavirements and to whon? ;
e -.'\

-— Envirommental resioration

-~ Recreational benefits (public and privatie)

- =~ Social benefits

-~ . Econowic values (public and private}
-~  Public health end well-being

How fast are we moving

cntation

o[_Lo. Tutents? When are we 11Lely “To g't Tl

At what quva}uaoe?

Unx{o‘m application of the Act's requiremes ;:' How wel
working nullUHu]ly regionally and !0au1
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I. Instituvticnal strucliive

- Does the nationzl water pollution coniral praaras, as se
P.L.92-500, esieblish a pattern of intergovernientel relati
" conducive te the mott effective and proguciive delivery of:
-~ . Financial resocurces
-~ Regulations and permits
-- Compliance and entorcement’

--  Dthers.

J. Potential for planning.

What 1is-the long-range potential for cont-ol of walsr poilutiion
through the various p1onn(n0 provisions orth in *“c Act?

K. How far off-course are we in. 1975 from the dirzctives znd coals
of the Act?

-~  VWhat mid-rourss corrections or adivstosnis scen advisable?

‘."u

-~ lhat are their implications for achigvesment of thz coals and
requirements of the hci?

Sumnarization of (1) the present water qua .|+y situation; (2} the structure
and mechanics of the waler poiiution control progran -- past end present;
and (3) the existing state of control technslogy.

IIT. HOW IS THE WATER? ITS QUALITY AND QUANTITY

2 L E

A summarization of what has been learned about the present quality of
the Nation's waters.

-~ Brief description of study strategy of minimum geugrephical
regions.

-- Present quantity and quality, based on findi
Il and VI.a. o



IV .

-~ Regional concentrations and variations,

-~ Trends.

WHAT BHAS AND IS BEING DONE EBOUT IT?

The evolution of a national water pollution ccofrel program in the
context of its institutions]l development.

A. Pre-1972.

-- WPA's contribution to constructicn of municipal treatment
systems.

-- Role of U.S. Public Health Servic

-- HMater quality standards.
-~ State initiatives and actions.
constitutional. dmrisdictional,

~= Corps of Army Engineers permit autheoricy.

B. An articuletion of natichal program; the 227 &5 a mechanism for
control.

-—  Technology; effluent Vim:tations.

o~
e

-~ Regulation; permits and enforcement.
-- Finances; construction grants.

-~ Planning; non-degradation and non-poini source centrol.

-

V. TECHNOLOGIES FOR ACHIEVIRG

An assessment of the general technological opticns available for alter-

native levels of efflvent control, including BAT and EOD. Since

s
the Act is fundamentally technologically based, the report should deal,



-

first, with just what technological OFT1(1~ exist or are likely to exist
their per unit costs, relative effeclivensss, r':’;r:a reguire znts in-
cluding manpower, and quhnt1ug and quality of recicuzis remaining.

A. - Point source contrnl.

-- Industrial; in-depth and general
-~ Municipal (including urbsn runoff)

-- Agricultural point sources.

B. Non-point source control.

B
C. Toxics and heavy metals.
D

. Regional variations relevant to techrological n,ﬁléca tion.

E. Areas for research and development.

-0 =

Il‘sPllf'r ASSESSHIRT

The impacts of the application of the requirements of P.L.G2-530 a
under varied assumptions as te future economic circussionces in the U.S.

VI. THE ECONOMICS OF WATER GUALITY » 4

_A. Hater a3 an _economic resource.

-~ The transition in the use of water from 2 relatively free good
to an increasingly costly resource fer municipa? and industrial

development.

-~ Implications for trends in industrial end municipal use.
(Conference Board and META Systems studizss, supportied by
technology assessments. )

B. Dynaww -s of the economy in relat ion tn witor cuzlity centrol.

1. Without the Act; conlinualion of presznl irends
-~ Nationel level; for the public and private sectors.
f F

-~ Regional and locel levels; Tor the publiic and private sect



ANF 2

16 fct; assumes implementation of vosvirvenonls by 1977

-- National tevel; for the pubiic and privaeie scctors.
-- Regional and Tocal levels; for the public and private seéctors.

With various assumptions of achievemzrt ard non-achievement

"1 e., the assesswent of the effect on the eccnony of Vurlnb1—

Tities in time, money and resources.
-- Rational level; for the public and orivate sectors.

-~ Regional-and local levels; for the pubiic and private sectors.

What are the requirements for capitel investment and for operation
[EL

and maintenance annuzl expenditures to mzat
limitations reguired by the law for 1677, 19

iz levels of effluent
13 and other levels

F ¥
L
R
2
ie

intermediate and beyoud for:

Municipalities, including combined sewers and storm water

runoff. _ .
Industry
Agriculture

Ron-point sources

By:
-~ Region

-~ HNationel 4 |

Who piys: How and by whom will the facil t%as re wired by the Act
be paid for and will the necessary manpywe~ and materials be avail-

abie?

Industrial requirements; relative impact upon specific indus-
tries and how they will 1ikely be internzlized or passed on.

Municipal requirements; intergovernmental transters, indebted-
ness, revenue availability and compeiing public needs.

Supply constraints.
Social impacts.

POGC|h1( effects on long-term growlh and productivity, including
retative impact on international compeiitive position.

Regional variations. - ¢



Who benefils?

Industrial competition
Resource reccovery
Commercial fisheries

Recreational use (including sports fishing)
i 3

Public and private value from water reusc

Social impacts
Public health and welTare

Regional variaticns.
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h.

ORELRTAL ETFLCTS

Anticipated envivonmentel impacts er changes from the appliceticon of:

ey BET

~-" DAY

== "More stringent than BAT

-~ EOD.

ntal water quality

(This will be a generalized assessment of increse
changes attributable to the successive applicaiion of uniform
effluent controls in a range of geoyrapihic ragions throushzut the

country. }

Residuzl disposal alternztives; environmentz]l impacts o
i

£
-~ Marine
-~ Atmospheric
-~ lLand : 4

~-- Mass balance effects.

Anticipated changes nationally and regionzily Trom achieving and

- not dChl(Y1H T

~--  Fish, shellfish enc wildlife

~- Recreational opportunities > 4
-~ Health effects

-- AResthetic values

- Acreptab1}1‘v of waste disposal options
~of primary eff]urn+' deep well disposal;

-- Areas for research.




VIIT.

STITUTTONAY ASSTOSKIMT

S 4

Overall impact of the Act end its impleinziiaticn on the institutiona
structure and cepacily of:

-~  Federal government

-~ State govermment | ' y
--  Local government

- Private institutions.

Capabilities of and constraints on institulional ccoporaticn and

coordination:

-~ Intergovernmental relationships (Ffederal/state/lccal)
-~ Intragovernmental relationships
-~ Public-private relationships.

Evaluation of the effeciiveness of:

-~ Permitsg

—— Comb?ianéc

-~ Enfoicement

-~  Planning

~-  Construction grants.

Constraints on institutional performance.

-~ Financing

--  Manpower

-- Time

-- Attitudes

-~ Public participation.

State and regional variations.
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J%. LTERNAYIV SCLKARIOS

A synthesizing chapter in which selected Jevels of freame
assossed Tor ecenomy and social impact and japiicetions o
range of varizble conditions in:

-~ Funding

--  Timing

-~ Resource constraintis

-- Capital markets and -governwental fiscal pot
-~ Competing public and private needs

-= Others.

o s

APPENDI X

Explanation of stucy methodulogy.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE VICE PRESIDENT
FROM: DONNA MITCHELL

SUBJECT: Your memorandum of July 10 to the President

You asked Dick Allison to find out why the Environ-
mental Protection Agency was included with the Departments
and Agencies you wished to assist you with this Commission's
work.

I thought I had better include EPA, just in case you
wanted to call on them. Russ Train's people have been
reviewing and making detailed comments on nearly all our
contractor reports. I don't have easy access to these EPA
comments; they haven't been given to the Commissioners'
staff representatives, and are stuffed in individuals'
files all over the place.

"\
I simply didn't think to explain this to you. I think
I now see your problem with it, though, and am just as
sorry as I can be that I didn't write an alternative memo
for you to take to the President, without EPA on the list.
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“There is established a National Study
Commission,” now known as the National
Commission on Water Quality, ““which shall
make a full and complete investigation and
study of all the technological aspects of
achieving, and all aspects of the total
economic, social, and environmental
effects of achieving or not achieving, the
effluent limitations and goals set forth for
1983 in section 301 (b)(2) of this Act.

“Such Commission shall be composed
of fifteen members, including five members
of the Senate, who are members of the
Public Works Commiittee, appointed by the
President of the Senate, five members of
the House, who are members of the Public
Works Committee, appointed by the
Speaker of the House, and five members of
the public appointed by the President. . ..

A report shall be submitted to the
Congress of the results of such investiga-
tions and study, together with recom-
mendations, not later than three years
after the date of enactment of this title. . .”

from Sec. 315. of the Water Poliution
Control Act Amendments of 1972
(Public Law 92-500)

The National Commission on Water
Quality was created by Section 315 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972. Under this Act, the
Commission is required to carry on a
series of studies and investigations, using
the resources of the nation’s scientific and
research community.

The principal effort of the Commission

" will be to conduct an investigation that will

give the Nation the opportunity of judging
the costs and benefits associated with the
national commitment to clean water, as
reflected in the 1872 Act. Its main focus
will be the “technological aspects of
achieving, and all the aspects of the total
economic, social, and environmental
effects of achieving or not achieving the
effluent limitations and goals set forth

for 1983.”

It is the Commission’s belief that a
comprehensive study of the goals and
requirements for 1983 cannot be properly
undertaken without attention to the
progress made toward clean water by
industries and municipalities under the
1977 requirements. The Commission also
intends to examine progress toward the
“glimination of the discharge of
pollutants’ as an indicator of what will
remain to be done after 1983.

The 15-member Commission has
adopted a plan of study which will guide
its investigations. The plan is presented
below, in nine sections.

I. Definition of Terms

This section will embody a statement of
the specific tasks assigned the Commis-
sion, based on the statutory language of
the Act, but substituting actual tanguage
for cross references to other sections.
A brief statement will review the legislative



history and incorporate other comments
where appropriate. Where the Admin-
istrator of EPA promulgates definitions as
directed in the Act, the Commission will
use those definitions as available. Lacking
EPA definitions, the Commission will
develop definitions for its use. As the work
proceeds, any definitions or guidelines
issued by the EPA that fall within the
Commission’s charge will be considered
by the Commission. A glossary of terms
will be prepared to define the words used
in staff and Commission reports.

il. Description of Present Water Quantity
and Quality

The Commission, using data and reports
from the Environmental Protection Agency,
the United States Geoiogical Survey, State,
regional and local agencies, and other
sources, will prepare a description of the
current (1973-74) quantity and quality of
the Nation’s waters. The study will indicate
those areas where data are available and
adequate for defining the current quality of
the water. For those areas where data are
inadequate, the Commission will recom-
mend appropriate steps to remedy the
deficiencies in the data. Attention will
be given to toxic constituents and those
which reflect the biological condition of
the water. This statement will establish the
base line against which improvements in
water quality stemming from 1977 and
1983 regulatory requirements will be
assessed. This description will also be
used to compare current quality with the
requirements of Section 302 of the Act.
The Administrator of EPA is directed by
the Act to prepare an inventory of national
water quality by January 1, 1974, which
may be adaptable for Commission use.

lll. Capabilities and Cost of Technology
The Commission will assess and identify
the current and potential technological
capabilities and fiscal and economic costs
of achieving effluent reduction or elimina-
tion from municipal, industrial and other
point and non-point sources and will
quantify the economic, social and
environmental costs of achieving effluent

‘reduction or elimination for the require-

ments and goals of the Act.

Special emphasis will be given to the
following: .

1. progress being made toward effluent
limitations based on ‘‘secondary treat-
ment” of municipal wastes, 'best practi-
cable control technology currently avail-
able” for industrial wastes (the 1977
standard) if they are necessary for the
statutory assessment of 1983 require-
ments, and

2. investigation and assessment of
effluent limitations based on “‘best practi-
cable waste treatment technology over the
life of the works” for publicly owned treat-
ment works and “best available tech-
nology, economically achievable” for
industrial point sources (the 1983 standard)
including assessment of their achievement
in relation to the 1983 water quality goal
of “protection and propagation of fish,
shellfish, and wildlife and for recreation in
and on the water.”

3. an analysis of what remains to be
done toward the elimination of “the dis-
charge of pollutants into the navigable
waters’ (the 1985 goal) for those sources
which the 1983 study determined would
be less than no discharge.

To accomplish the above, the Commis-
sion will examine: :

1) the fiscal and economic cost and
benefits of the technology, including



financing, installation, maintenance, opera-
tion, cost changes (including reductions)
resulting from process changes, moderniz-
ing or other in-plant practices resulting
from the required effluent limitations.

2) the degree of effluent reduction, in
terms of both volume and constituents,
achievable through implementation of
the requirements and goals of the Act.

3) the expected costs of not achieving

these requirements in terms of restricted
water uses and treatment costs for munici-
pal, industrial and agricultural water
supplies. Effluent limitations promulgated
by EPA and their supporting technical and
economic reports will be used by the
Commission for this examination. Addi-
tional information from any reliable source
relating to “‘best practicable waste treat-
ment technology over the life of the works”’
and “the best available technology eco-
nomically achievable” will be used by the
Commission to update or refine EPA’s
limitations and analyses so that techno-
logical capability and cost studies will be
as accurate as possible.

Where reduction or elimination of the
discharge of pollutants results in residual
wastes, costs of disposal of these residuals
wili be examined. Methods of minimizing
or reducing the pollutants from non-point
sources will also be analyzed.

IV. Application and Reconciliation of
Costs and Resultant Levels of Water
Quality on a Nation-wide Basis

Data obtained from the analysis of costs
of application of the requirements of the

Act will be matched with available data on

sources discharging into individual river

- basins to aggregate costs for the Nation.

These costs will reflect regional and

national costs of achieving the applicable

effluent limitations.

The changes in volume and constituents
of effluents achievable through the reduc-
tion or elimination of the discharge of
pollutants will be used, together with data
on present water quality in such basins to
determine the resulting water quality in
relation to the 1983 requirements of
Section 302(a) of the Act.

V. Projection of GNP and Governmental

Income and Expenditures

As a basis for examining economic and
other impacts, the Commission will pre-
pare projections of the annual Gross
National Product and governmental
income and expenditures through 1985.

The Commission will examine annual
estimated income of Federal, State and
local governments in relation to projected
estimates of the various public demands
for expenditures of these revenues, for
such purposes as the environment, educa-
tion, health, welfare, defense, etc.

The Commission will also examine
private capital and income projections
and demands in relation to the demands
imposed by the regulatory requirements
of the Act. Accruals to the Gross National
Product and governmental income as a
result of compliance with requirements of
the Act will be included in such projec-
tions.

Such projections will permit comparison
of public and private revenue resources in
relation to projected demands on such
revenues as a resuit of the requirements to
reduce or eliminate the discharge of
pollutants. Governmental income and
expenditure projections will permit com-
parisons of the various cost levels with
public (governmental) as well as private
(industry) outlays.



VI. Impacts—Economic, Social and
Environmental

Economic—Results from the analysis of
the costs, benefits, and capabilities of
techniques to reduce or eliminate the dis-
charge of pollutants, together with projec-
tions of GNP and governmental income
and expenditure, will be used to ascertain
the economic costs and benefits of
achieving or not achieving the require-
ments of the Act. As a first step, cost
estimates for industrial and municipal
requirements for 1977 will be used.
Secondly, cost and benefit figures asso-
ciated with the achievement of the 1983
requirements for industry and municipali-
ties will be used to evaluate the effects on
the economy, nationally, regionally and by
various industrial sectors. Finally, in those
cases where the “elimination of the dis-
charge of pollutants” is technically feasi-
ble and economically measurable, pro-
jected economic impacts (positive and
negative) will be assessed. The economic
impact of changes in quality as they affect
the quantity of water available for use will
be analyzed.

Environmental—The Commission will
identify the chemical, physical, and bio-
logical composition of water necessary to
restore and maintain the integrity of the
Nation’s waters and to provide for the
protection and propagation of fish, shell-
fish, and wildlife and recreation in and on
the water. Using the description of present
water quality and the analysis of capa-
bilities to reduce or eliminate discharges
of pollutants, the resulting expected water
quality level will be compared with the
level necessary to support the 1983
requirements of Section 302(a) of the Act
as well as the ultimate objective of the

Act, to determine whether the goals will
be achieved as a result of the implemen-
tation of the requirements of the Act. The
environmental consequences of achieving
or not achieving the 1983 treatment
requirements can then be assessed.
Impact of the reduction or elimination of
pollutants on water quality will also be
studied. Becuse there will be residuals
from some effluent reductions, the environ-
mental effect of their disposal will be con-
sidered.

Social—Achieving or not achieving the
Act’s requirements and goals can have
social costs and benefits. These impacts
will be identified and described. Among
the social factors to be considered are
levels of employment, shifts in employment
—either within industry or government and
geographically, available leisure and
recreational opportunities, health effects,
changing requirements for technical skills,
effect on regional development, and the
general quality of life resulting from
achieving or not achieving the goals of
the Act.

Vil. Institutional Capabilities

The Commission will evaluate Federal-
State-Regional-local institutions and inter-
institutional arrangements for water pollu-
tion control to analyze their administrative
and financial capabilities to accomplish
the legislative requirements and goals.
Alternative divisions of required public
expenditures will be examined for relative
impacts on governmental programs. Alter-
native institutional arrangements for
financing public and private compliance
with regulatory requirements of this Act
for setting and implementing standards
and effluent limitations and managing and



enforcing water pollution control programs
will be studied.

Vill. Regional Assessment Studies

Eight or ten representative river basins
with the best available data will be
examined in depth to test and validate the
projections developed on a national basis.
Sociological and environmental, as well as
economic, impacts will be characterized
and pinpointed wherever possible. Antici-
pated improvements in water quality
resulting from required effluent limitations
will be described to identify possible
changes that could come from “achieving
or not achieving’ the requirements and
goals of the Act. Special attention will be
given to those areas where quantities
available for use are restricted or
expanded by changes in water quality.
Institutional relationships will be evaluated.

IX. Data Accumulation and Future Use

The Commission will examine means to
keep Congress informed on a continuing
basis, using its experience as a point of
departure. Recognizing the complex inter-
relationships between the water pollution
control program and many facets of the
Nation’s well-being, the Commission will
suggest methods for Congress to obtain,
in the future, the widest possible range of
reliable information with which to judge,
on a continuing basis, the whole program
and to make adjustments.
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