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WASHINGTON AR
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November 24, 1982

MEMORANDUM FOR EDWIN L. HARPE

FROM: DANNY J. BOGGS;:&}{?

SUBJECT: Critique of Russell Peterson Article in the
New York Times Magazine

Almost all of the 1990 "parade of horribles”" are simply wrong, or
highly implausible. This hypothetical gloom and doom scenario is
in the great tradition of numerous others that have enlivened the
literature with no basis in fact as well. One of the best was
Paul Erlich's "Eco-Catastrophe" which had everything in the ocean
dying by 1980 as a result of the runoff of chlorinated hydro-
carbons, as well as a number of other catastrophes, such as
falling food production, energy exhaustion, etc. Similarly, the
famous book "Famine-1975" published in 1967, indicated starvation
in the hundreds of millions by 1975. I understand they now have
a new edition coming out to be called "Famine-19951"

Hardly anyone believes that the difference between our current
posture and even the full acid rain program being pushed in the
Congress would be any significant change by 1990 in the measures
cited, as imprecise as they are. Such terms as "sterilized,"
"stricken," etc. show that imprecision.

In most instances, our policies, even if adopted (or especially
if adopted), would reduce the actual amount of pollutants in the
air. 1Incidentally, the number of sulphur related deaths can be
reduced by using nuclear instead of coal to produce electricity,
as well as allowing more burning of clean western coal, which is
prevented by the economics of current regulations. Similarly,
the notion of vastly increased "devastation" from mining,
logging, etc. is simply at variance with the fact that what is
going on now is not devastating. Similarly, the complaints about
0il and gas drilling ignore the fact that we currently have a
vast number of wells off-shore producing large amounts of oil and
gas with essentially no persistent effect from oil leakage or oil
spills. In fact, oil imports result in more o0il going into the
ocean than the off-shore production of equivalent amounts.

It is possible that by changes in Clean Water Act regulations (or
even under the current Clean Water Act), wetlands could be turned
to other productive uses. On the energy item, it is simply wrong



that our policy will make us significantly less "energy indepen-

dent" than some alternative set of subsidies and regulations that
he might favor. Indeed, our current level of energy independence
is well beyond that that would have been projected under many of

the similar Carter proposals.

The remainder of the article primarily is a rehash of standard
environmentalist objections to almost everything the Administra-
tion has done, particularly any and all of those things which
involve allowing private initiative and development, or any
market mechanism for environmental protection.

It is particularly interesting to note his laudation of the
report for the transition by "some of the Nation's most respected
and influential Republican environmentalists" (a few ringers like
me apparently were slipped in) versus the Heritage Report.

I am attching a copy of the report made by the illustrious group,
and you will note there is nothing in it which is significantly
imcompatible with what the Administration has in fact done. It
is true that such members of the group as Russ Train, Nat Reed,
etc. were not favored with Administration jobs.

It is also interesting to note his perception that "the natural
balance between human beings and the rest of nature was thrown
out of whack by a century of rapid industrial expansion and
population growth." This presumably means that human beings were
in much better harmony with nature in 1880 when they lived, in
general, without indoor plumbing, without electric lights, with a
far shorter life span and far higher infant mortality than they
do now.

There is a pervasive jobs argument made which seems to indicate
that more people are employed because of pollution controls.
This is the same kind of static analysis which says that if we
replace tractor-trailor trucks with coolies, we could have
employment for vast additional millions, because it would take a
lot more labor to carry the same goods. The real question is
whether the controls themselves are economically justified and
appropriate, not whether they create visible jobs (even while
destroying jobs throughout the rest of the economy, if they are
not so justified).

The list of assaults on individual Reagan appointees is notable
for the charge made against Mr. Burford that he "believes that
public land should be in private ownership." Presumably Mr.
Peterson believes the opposite and that all farming in Iowa
should be collective, housing in Kentucky should be owned by the
state, etc.

The reference to Watt as "Cabinet counsel to the Committee on
Natural Resources, Energy and Environment," indicates the
shallowness of his specific knowledge of the issue.



Similarly, the quotes from Jay Hair, President of NWF, on his
hopes for Reagan are almost totally disingenuous, as he was the
leading organizer of the explicit endorsement of Carter during
the election.

In summary, this article is simply a straightforward compilation
of the major charges being made by the environmental movement
generally, emphasizing again their desire for authoritarian
policies, prevention of development and enterprise, and preser-
vation of taxpayer property for their benefit, without cost to
them. While this is almost all balderdash, we have not been very
successful in promoting the opposing point of view publicly.
Essentially, it seems to me we have a number of alternatives:

1. Fiat justitia, ruat coelam. This translates as do
justice, though the heavens fall. In other words,
hunker down and do what's right, and take our licking as
we have been getting for the past two years.

2. Have a try at getting some more credible or perceived as
credible spokesmen in visible positions in this issue
area. I think Hodel will be of some help here.

3. Get the President involved in making the case more
aggressively. I presume that this would be in general
contraindicated by many because of the fear of getting
him involved in controversies generally.
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wildlife protection intensi-
fies, making the funding im-
balance even more lopsided.
Anne M. Gorsuch, ap-
pointed by President Reagan
to head the Environmental
Protection Agency, had
previously fought  air-pollu-
tion controls as a state legis-
lator in Colorado. Other top
E.P.A. appointees hail from
the oil, steel, chemical, coal,
auto and paper industries, all
of which are subject to E.P.A.
controls. Typifying the new
look at E.P.A. are the chief of
staff, John E. Daniel, former
lobbyist for the Johns-Man-
ville Corporation (a leading
manufacturer of asbestos)
and the American Paper In-
stitute; Kathleen M. Bennett,
former lobbyist for the Crown
Zellerbach Corporation, a
paper manufacturer, now
assistant administrator for
air, noise and radiation; Rob-
ert M. Perry, former Exxon
lawyer, now general counsel
responsible for E.P.A. en-
forcement; Rita M. Lavelle,
formerly with the Aerojet-
General Corporation of Cali-
fornia (whose liquid fuel
plant in Rancho Cordova was
placed by the E.P.A on the
Federal Prigrity list of 115
toxic waste sites that consti-
tuted the most serious prob-
lems among the thousands of
such dumps around the coun-
try), now assistant adminis-
trator for solid waste and
emergency response.

a

Another weapon in the
President’s war against envi-
ronmental protection is ‘‘dou-
blespeak,’* of which Mr. Watt
is the most notable practic-
tioner.

“I am the nation’s chief en-
vironmentalist,”” Mr. Watt
says of his role as Interior
Secretary, and in almost
every public address he
stresses a commitment. to
‘““good stewardship.” Yet,
under Mr. Watt’s steward-
ship, the National Park Sys-
tem, which is getting 10 times
more*ise today than in 1950,
would cease growing. Much
of the privately owned prop-
erty within park boundaries
may never be publicly ac-
quired. Other urgently
needed open spaces, particu-
larly near metropolitan
areas, may be permanently
lost.

Shortly after taking office,

the Interinr Serrataru tnld a
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tional park proposed for the
Santa Monica Mountains ad-
joining Los Angeles, an ex-
traordinary, near-wilderness
region within a day’s drive of
10 million urban dwellers, an
area that might have been

" one of the most widely en-

joyed of all our national
parks, is about to be lost to
subdividers. Much of what
was intended by Congress to
become the Santa Monica
Mountains National Recrea-
tion Area may instead be
posted off limits to the public.
Many conservationists
identified Mr. Watt early on
as the Administration’s lead-
ing villain when he an-
nounced his plan to eliminate
park  acquisition funds,
vowed to ‘‘open up wilder-
ness’’ and lease fragile
coastal areas for oil drilling,
and denounced all who chal-
lenged his policies as ‘‘extre-
mists’’ and ‘left-wing cult-
ists.”” As Cabinet counsel to
the Committee on Natural

" Resources, Energy and Envi-

ronment, Mr. Watt’s™ influ-
ence in the new Administra-
tion seemed pervasive; for
environmentalists, he was
the force to be reckoned with.

But it soon became clear
that Mr. Watt was no maver-
ick Cabinet officer whose
zealous policies might em-
barrass the President. Mr.
Watt was clearly one of Mr.
Reagan’s most admired
aides. By his own admission a
“lightning rod’’ for the Presi-
dent’s least popular environ-
mental policies, the Interior
Secretary was doing exactly
what he had been hired to do.
As Friends of the Earth, an
environmental group, de-
clared in a full-page adver-
tisement, ‘‘Ronald Reagan is
the real James Watt."

‘“‘Almost 70 percent of our
members voted for Ronald
Reagan,’’ Jay D. Hair, execu-
tive vice president of the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation,
the nation’s largest environ-
mental group, announced last
June.

‘““We cheered when candi-
date Reagan said that his Ad-
ministration would hit the
ground running,” Hair said.
‘“What we did not expect was
that they would hit it running
backward.”” In a recent sur-
vey of the federation’s
largely Republican member-
ship, 86 percent rated Presi-
dent Reagan'’s environmental
record as less than good and
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An empty stretch of beach
is getting harder to find
on nation’s barrier islands

By Robert M. Press
Staff correspondent of
The Christian Science Monitor

Hilton Head, S.C.
Children and adults ride bikes slowly along
curving paths that border plush goif courses,
tennis courts, and elegant homes on this re-
sort island. Miles of wide, white sand beaches

offer a chance for a quiet walk alone.
But it is getting harder to find an empty
stretch of beach. And the view along the
beach is increasingly of homes and apart-

here each workday as commuters from off-
island jobs return home, and vice versa.

For years no one worried too much about
the crowds. But today, as on many of the na-
tion’s barrier islands — fragile nature spots
with shifting shorelines — there is growing
concern that the crowds are getting too big.

Like a necklace of gems, barrier islands
stretch from Maine to Texas. And develop-
ment is increasing rapidly, as more Armeri-
cans head for one of the gems to retire or
vacation.

But chaages are in the wind.

@ A new fedzaral law that goes into effect in '

October 1983 effectively ends federally subsi-
dized insurance for-
businesses on barrier islands. Already this is

having an effect, says Sharon Newsome of the i

National Wildlife Federation.

Developers are racing ahead on projeets to
beat the deadline. But banks are growing
more hesitant to make loans on projects that
will not be finished before the deadline.

@ Congress is moving closer to approval of
a law ending a wide range of federal subsidies
for development of barrier islands, including
money for bridges, roads, and sewers. The
bill, which has strong bipartisan support,
would likely add another brake to develop-
ment of barrier islands.

® Officials on islands such as St. Simoas,
off the coast of Gerogia, and Hilton Head bave
begun to impose controls on the kind of devel-

oprment they wil allow.
€ople have come here for the island’s

beauty,”” says a Hilton Head community iead-
er, Martha Baumberger. “I've feit increas-
ingly appalled that lots of other people want to
come, too.”

: in early July, for the first time ever, the
county council that governs the area inciud-
ing the island, passed a temporary building
control ordinance for Hilton Head.

St. Simons Island passed a tighter building
control ordinance last year.

- Ap_undeveloped Gegrgia barder. island.. .

new homes and.’

“Fantasy islands: Will crowds and hotels

sp0|| the charm"

Ossabaw, was sold in 1979 to the state for per-

‘petual use as an education and research cen-

ter. It can not be developed, says the former

owner, Eleanor T. West, who says she sold it

“at a bargain price” after turning down much
more attractive offers from potential devel-
opers. But the private Ossabaw Foundation,
which she runs to allow educators, writers,
artists, and others to use the island for their
projects, is nearly bankrupt and may bhave to

be ended, she says, unless she finds additional

. 'support soon.
ments and hotels. There is even a rush hour ' '

. The new building controis on Hilton Head
were prompted by concerns that less-than-
attractive development might spoil some of
the island’s charm and too much development
might overtax its sewage and water facilities.
Some isiand wells aiready have had intrusion
of salt water, but county officials see no short-
age problems for 10 to 20 years. As demand

.m.hdllﬂs.to.wtnmrmhuto

kgrow they say. Already some of the 18 goif
_courses on the island are being watered with
treated sewage water, which heips address
two problems at once.

Officials also are concerned that in case of
a hurricane, evacuation over the single, two-
lane bridge wouid be a problem even if devel-
opment stops now.

But opposition from some developers and
county residents opposed to land-use controls
may dilute some provisions of the final devel-
opment controis, says county administrator
Mike O'Neill. _

Under the temporary coatrols, building
beight is limited to six stories. Special impact
statements from developers are required for
new construction with more than four living
units per acre for homes and for more than 15
for apartments, says county council member

. Gordon Craighead, an island realtor: And to

combat pollution of local waters, new con-
struction property must retain the first inch
of raipfall. Runoff from yards, parking lots,
and driveways currently rushes oil, grease,
and fertilizers into nearby waters, posing
‘threats to wildlife.

* Hilton Head'’s resident population is about
'12,000, but up to 50,000 tourists are on the is-
Jand in peak months, says Mr. Craighead.

To a large extent. Hilton Head has become
an igland for the affluent, says council mem-
‘ber Morris Campbell. There is only one low-
cost motel ($23 a night) on the island.

t between $55 and

Most hotel rooms cos
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with a number of owne
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rs who individually use
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Park rangers and gawkers
keep bathers from goal:
To be left alone and nude.

Nudists get citations,
stares on Jersey shore

From Herald Wire Services

SANDY HOOK, N.J. — A small
but determined band of nudists
staked a claim to a public beach in a
national park Saturday, but were
forced to put on their clothes by
park rangers who threatened to ar-
rest them.

The group of about 20 nude bath-
ers attracted a crowd of reporters
and photographers, 25 park ran-
gers, about 18 protesters, more than
100 onlookers and an offshore fleet
of more thap 25 fishing and pleas-
ure boats, which made a beeline to
the beach at the first sight of skin.

Five of the “naturists” were cited
for violations of state public lewd-
ness laws after National Park Serv-
ice officials, stymied by the lack of
a federal law against nudity, ruled
that New Jersey law applies in the
. Gateway National Recreation Area

because the state helps to run the
park.

All five decided to put on their
swimsuits after rangers warned
them that they faced arrest on dis-
orderly persons charges if they ig-
nored the order to dress.

The leaders of the Tri-State
Metro Naturists vowed to contest
the ruling in the courts.

“It's a joke. It'll never stand up in
the courts,” said Michelle Handler,
21, a sales representative from

_Rhode Island. “I'm not lewd, I'm
not lascivious. All I want to do here
is take off my clothes and spend the
day at the beach.”

No citations were issued until Jo-
seph Hawley, 25, an independent
Third District congressional candi-
date, filed a complaint. He contend-

ed the courts had to stop the group
before the concept of nude sunbath-
ing spread to other areas.

“It’s immoral. This is a public
beach,” said Hawley, who wore a
white shirt, a tie and shoes for his
battle with the nudists. “You have

. families coming here. With chil-

dren. And they domn’t want to be
subjected to this type of .exhibi-
tion.”

The protesters, many represent-
ing church groups and three carry-
ing 8-foot wooden crosses, gathered
at a nearby ranger station. But de-
spite a {ew derogatory remarks by
a pack of teemagers, the nudists
were generally well-received by
beach~goers, who pushed and
shoved in search of a better view.

“It’s sad that you come from such
depressed backgrounds that you
have to come to get joy from
watching us,” Handler told one
wisecracking onlooker.

“I don't have any trouble with
it,” spectator Jerry Higgins, 42, of
East Keansburg, said of the natu-
rists’ outing, part of their quest for
a place to legally sunbathe nude in
New Jersey. “If they want to, let

. "them, aithough 1 don’t really think

kids should see it.”

“It’s publicity over a big noth-
ing,” said one of the disrobed sun-
bathers, who identified himself only
as Jack. “With all the ... wars and
bombs, it is amazing that people

come out for a little thing like this..

‘People are getting killed in Beirut
and people here are more concerned
because someone wants to take his
clothes off.” . .

An
wh
bu
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 20, 1982

Dear Chris:

I appreciate your sending me your May 27 speech to the AGA.

I think you say a number of very sensible things there. I am
particularly impressed with the private enterprise activities
that you discuss on pages 7-8. I have always believed that one
of the major failings of Ralph Nader-type organizations has been
a tendency always to "preach®™ and never to "do."™ 1In Nader's
case, since his usual theme is that the "evil companies®™ could
provide the same services cheaper, or better services for the
same price, there was always an overwhelming temptation to retort
"If you're so smart, why ain't you rich?"™ The public acceptance
of a Ralph Nader oil company or a Ralph Nader insurance company
would have been very great if the product was at all competitive.
Your willingness to enter the competitive arena in this way is
laudable.

I would also be interested in any material you may have on the
history and details of the Rainey Marsh oil and wildlife
connection.

I would also make a few additional points in a slightly critical
vein.

On page 3, the John Muir quote can sometimes be used as an excuse
for never doing anything. Decision-making under uncertainty is
something we all have to learn to live with.

On page 5, you should note that numerous attacks have been made
on big business when they have attempted to become involved in
such activities as solar energy. Of course, they are also
attacked if they don't, but that is another indication of the
reason that businesses are a generally wary toward consumer-
environmental groups.

At the top of page 6: I have always thought that the ®job-
creating®™ aspects of pollution control is really a red herring.
If the society were to decide on a massive program of state
religion, leading to' the construction of large temples and the
employment of thousands of ®"temple tenders,™ I really do not
consider that to be an indication that state religion is not a
“burden on the economy.®™ 1If pollution control is justified, it
has to be justified on its results, not on the number of people
employed doing unjustified things.



On page 7, your example of environmental alliances with business
in lobbying for money for the business forms an interesting
counterpoint to your page 6 attack on business for its disloyalty
to the faith in the free enterprise system. In this instance you
are certainly allying yourself with that same tendency.

On page 9, I think we need to distinguish carefully between true
externality problems (pollution, climate change, etc.) and simple
resource depletion problems. Your line that it is wrong to take
the tack "that the regions of the earth are ours to plunder" can
easily be made into an assault on the ownership of anything.

Finally, your statement on "accepting responsibility for the
world we will leave behind™ can easily overlook the fact that the
"we" may encompass many people of differing sensitivities. Your
"accepting responsibility" for my activities can look a lot like
totalitarian control of those activities, to someone who doesn't
agree with ‘you.

In sum, I thought it was a rather useful speech, and if it is any
consolation, my dealings with Congressman Chappie indicate that
he talks that way to everybody, not only environmentalists!

Sincerely,

DANNY J. BOGGS
Assistant Dirfgctor
Office of Policy Development

Christopher N. Palmer

Director of Energy and Environment
National Capital Office

National Audubon Society

2000 K Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C.
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ENVIRONMENTALISTS VERSUS BUSINESS PEOPLE
Speech to the American Gas Association
in Key Biscayne, Florida
on
May 27, 1982
by Christopher N. Palmer
Director of Energy and Environment
National Capital Office
National Audubon Society

The Washington Post recently reported what happened when a lobbyist from
the Sierra Club visited Congressman Gene Chappie from California. The
conservative congressman grabbed him by the necktie and said ''Listen, wimp, if
you ever set foot in my office again I'm going to break your bones' ",

A few weeks after that incident, I gave a talk at an industry conference
sponsored by the Energy Daily. When I had finished a man in the audience got
up and said he remembered me when I worked on Senator Percy's staff. He said
'""You were a Luddite then and you are a Luddite now'. A Luddite is a hater of
new technology. My admirer went on "I'm forming a society of Luddites and I'm
going to give you our first annual award: a four-sided wheel".

When I got back to my office after that speech, I cleared out my "In'" box
and found several interesting items. One was a newspaper story reporting that
Assistant Secretary John Crowell at the Department of Agriculture had
suggested that the Audubon Society and the Sierra Club are infiltrated by
socialists and commumists.

A second item was a Washington Post article reporting that a memorandum
from a senior official in the U.S. Geological Survey had contained the
following statement: 'Words such as disturbed, devastated, defiled, ravaged,
gouged, scarred and destroyed are words used by the Sierra Club, Friends of
the Earth, envirommentalists, homosexuals, ecologists and other ideological
eunuchs opposed to developing mineral resources'.

A third item in my "In'" box was a special report from the Republican Study
Committee chaired by Representative Badham from California. It stated that
"Environmental groups are engaged in a systematic campaign intent on pramoting
environmental interests largely to the detriment of energy development and
economic prosperity.' It concluded that "Environmentalists are liberal and
self-motivated and intent on preserving their privileged status."

Finally, I found a letter fram Mr. Robert Koehler, Senior Vice President
of the Marriott Corporation, who had read the Audubon Energy Plan -- all 100
pages of it -- and said that he found it 'laughable in its naivete''.

All these stories and reports illustrate the tension, distrust, and

contempt which business, industry and conservat1vesfbayg_ﬁ:g_ggglsg;:zgzgl_
organizations such as the National Audubon Society.




-2-

Environmental groups, of course, are not perfect. We have flaws, as does
business. By candidly examining the flaws on both sides we may be able to
defuse the destructive animosity and mutual misunderstanding between
environmentalists and businss people, and even find areas where we can make
common cause. Let me first focus on the weaknesses of envirommentalists, both
real and perceived.

One of our problems is that we tend to assume a tone of arrogance when
talking to business. When I gave the Energy Daily speech I mentioned a moment
ago, I got a call afterwards from Joe Browder, who used to work for an
environmental group and now works for industry. Joe said (and he was right)
that I had failed to get my message across because I had been ''too preachy'.
When we environmentalists act as though we talk to God and as though we have
all the answers -- as I suspect I did at that conference -- then industry,
even those business people who are inclined to be sympathetic, will be
understandably irritated.

We call ourselves '‘public interest' groups -- the implication being that
we look after the "public interest'' while everyone else is pursuing their own
selfish goals. There is an element of truth in this, but it doesn't justify
the tendency of a minority of environmentalists to assume that anyone who
disagrees with us is either stupid, misinformed, or greedy for profit.

This tendency of a few of us to assume that we know all the answers is
matched by a tendency to be rigid and unyielding ~- to be unwilling to
compromise or negotiate. Churchill once said of DeGaulle that he was '‘too
weak to bend'. Envirommentalists sometimes are afraid to bend and be
flexible. The newsletter Washington Balance published by the National
Environmental Development Association said in its January, 1982 issue that
"environmental activists see any compromise as loss''.

This unwillingness to compromise comes across to business people as self
righteousness, and tends to make business less willing to compromise. Joe
Browder, whom I mentioned earlier, was quoted in the magazine Environment a
year ago as saying that ''some environmental groups do their cause a disservice
by taking extreme positions and refusing to make realistic compromises''.

One reason for this attitude is that perhaps we don't always see the full
complexity of the issues we are involved in, but tend to see choices in terms
of black and white. We have a tendency to think the arguments made by
industry are totally self-interested and exaggerated. Clearly same of them
are, but not all. Companies are properly concerned about the complexity of
the regulatory process, the cost of future environmental requirements, and the
lack of coordination among goverument regulatory agencies.

I don't know where this long-standing mistrust of business and industry
comes from. We have a tendency to presume that business is pursuing a very
narrow definition of self-interest. Business -~ in turn -~ accuses us of
being anti-technology. This explains the "Luddite' charge.
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Too often environmentalists think of profits as dirty. We don't always
appreciate the effectiveness of the free market. Too few of us have ever
worked as entrepreneurs and consequently lack an appreciation of just how hard
it is to succeed in business. We are much more expert at grantsmanship.

While many of us do value the free market and talk, for example, about the

need for replacement cost pricing to conserve energy, we are often timid on

the subject for fear of offending our close colleagues in the consumer
1\movement.

Business tends to assume that envirommental and consumer groups, who often
do have the same interests, always have the same interests. But we diverge
sharply on the issue of price controls. Consumer groups believe in
subsidizing consumption through price control, whereas environmental groups
want prices to reflect replacement costs, as well as externalities such as
pollution.

Some environmentalists are -~ like business people -- probably not
concerned enough about the harsh impact of high prices on poor people. Few of
us know anything about the degredatlon and pa1n of poverty. While the image
of us -- in Michael Kinsley's words -- as a ''clique of rich people attempting
to protect their backyard' is an exaggeration, nevertheless we are probably
over-sensitive to the desires of the upper and middle class and insufficiently
sensitive to the desires of those less well off.

>098 74is While we give ostensible a11eg1ance to John Muir's famous dictun, "When we

10N try to pick out anything by itself we find tk--_it is hit--2d to every

aepLys; 37 Thé universe’', we do not attach enough importance to vital non-env1ronmental
values such as jobs. The traditional issues of soil, wildlife, forest and
park policies have to be expanded not only to include issues like energy,
population and Global 2000, but also to include full employment, nurturing
communities, price stability and so on. Russ Peterson, President of Audubon,
calls this a "holistic' approach and it is the only approach which makes sense.

Environmental goals should not be pursued without regard to their
consequences elsewhere. Social and economic goals need to be blended with
environmental goals and not ignored. Preserving wilderness is important but
it is only one of a number of important national goals. For example, energy
policy should not be based on enviromnmental values alone. Anybody who does
this is an envirommental extremist. Developing a sane, forward- -looking energy
policy requires a much broader perspective. I think I could convince you that
the best energy policy is also the best envirommentally, but a clean
enviromnment is just one of many results we want in an energy policy, not the
central driving force. Environmentalists have to accept the fact that
occasionally -- hopefully rarely -- they may have to compromise some
environmental goals for more important ones such as jobs.

This brings me to economic growth and productivity. Too often -
environmentalists give the impression of wishing economic growth would c~mehow

0 away. But economic growth and increased productivity are needed to create
new jobs, to increase our investments in energy efficient housing and our
investments in new less-polluting industrial processes.
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There is also a second dimension to economic growth which
environmentalists too easily forget. Economic decline corrodes envirommental
sensitivities. As the economy declines and standards of living fall, fewer
and fewer people will be interested, for example, in protecting wilderness
areas. The political pressure to weaken envirommental standards will grow.

Environmentalists tend to devote inadequate attention to economics, even
though this is the strongest weapon in their arsenal. The Envirommental
Defense Fund has shown compellingly how powerful a weapon econamics can be in
their work on utility growth. U51gg a computer model which has been
thoroughly tested again and again in adversary hearings, EDF has shown that
energy alternatives and conservation measures can produce just as much energy

as conventional sources such as nuclear power -- and caﬁ_aa‘§o“just~aS"qﬁTEEIy
and at a significantly Iowet cost.

But how weak envirommentalists are on economics was illustrated by the
work we did on the Alaska Gas Pipeline. In the rush to get the pipeline bill
approved and to persuade the President to approve the most envirommentally
beneficial route in 1977, very little attention was given to financing. And
yet those who would prefer that there be no gas pipeline for envirommental
reasons would have been better off looking at this pivotal issue. The
Achilles' heel of projects such as the Alaska Gas Pipeline, the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor, and the Garrison Diversion Unit is their economics. They are:
most forcefully attacked on the basis of economics rather than on the basis
of, say, the preservation of the snail darter.

Senator Lugar- of Indiana sent a letter to his constituents last November
in which he pointed out the great extent to which environmental and economic
concerns can support each other. Remember that Lugar is a conservative
Republican. He opposed the SRC-1 Coal Liquefaction Demonstration plant, the
Alaska Gas Pipeline, the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, a federally-financed
Away-From-Reactor nuclear waste storage facility, as well as the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor. He saw them all as a waste of the taxpayers' money -- as do
environmentalists.

Another of our problems is our tendency to focus on symptoms rather than
causes. We spend enormous resources trying to mitigate the consequences of
energy growth, for example air pollution, coal mining and nuclear waste. But
we would all be much better off if more of our lobbying resources were devoted
to doing something about the causes of these problems. Last year I took a
trip with a dozen or so other environmentalists to Colorado to see new energy
developments on the Overthrust Belt. Some enviromnmentalists were hugely
impressed by the revegetation efforts of the oil companies on the vast amounts
of waste fram these projects. But they should have questioned the need for
the synfuel plants in the first place.

Another tendency is for our left hand not to know what our right hand is
doing. For example, our advocacy of restrictive access to public lands may
have inadvertently created pressure for a premature and environmentally
destructive synthetic fuel industry.
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Nor do we speak up strongly enough for an alternative to those energy
sources we dislike, such as synthetic fuels and nuclear power. It is true we
advocate energy conservation, which is the best energy source of all, but we
need to go beyond this and advocate deep gas and t~~vy oil production.

Envirommentalists, like other human beings, can suffer from parochialism.
A recent issue of a major envirommental magazine contained a long and detailed
editorial on how domestic cats are not a threat to birds. We voraciously
consume each other's newsletters but tend to neglect Business Week, Forbes and
Fortune. We talk primarily to ourselves, reinforcing and cementing our own
prejudices, and have little idea what business and industry is thinking behind
their public statements. And on the greatest environmental issue of the
decade, nuclear warfare, we have been only minor participants.

You can all probably think of many other problems and weaknesses of
envirommental groups. Not all envirommentalists suffer from these faults, but
a few do. The reason for admitting them is to try to open up lines of
communication with you. These faults hurt our effectiveness and credibility.
We must correct them if we are going to do anything other than bang our spoons
on the highchair of economic progress.

* % % * %

Lest you think I have been too self-critical, let me now turn to steps
that business could take to gain a better understanding of us and to help win
our confidence and trust.

One is that there should be a greater realization on the part of business
of the extent to which their future growth and profits depend on a healthy
resource base. You cannot have a healthy economy unless there are long-range
efforts to preserve land, air and water. Erosion control aims at maintaining
the productivity of soils, essential to sustaining U.S. agricultural output.
Wetlands protection serves the purpose of assuring habitat to fish and
shellfish that depend on wetlands for a critical part of their life cycle.
Forest conservation and reforestation are essential to the protection of soils
and watersheds. Reduced pollution means fewer work days lost to
environment-related illnesses.

Thus conservation and envirommental protection make direct contributions
to economic productivity. Sound environmental management is not a fringe
cause irrelevant to our basic economic battle of increased productivity, more
jobs and lower inflation, but rather a key component of the long term economic
health of the private sector.

N
Another step that business could take would be to show greater eiﬁ};?o
appreciation of the tremendous market opportunities in energy conservation, 8 T
solar energy, and envirommental pollution control. ~Business Week reported in IF oS
their April 6, 198l issue that the market for energy comservation investments 008>
was growing phenomenonly fast and could reach $30 billion by 1985. The

Harvard Business Review in an article by Michael Royston in November /December,

1980 concluded that alert companies can turn pollution prevention into profit

and make economic growth and envirommental protection go hand in hand.




\# V‘/IJ«)/\/
ctpr
Al

-

-6-

Pollution control programs should not be viewed just as a burden on the
economy. They have helped to create a whole new business -- the business of
manufacturing and servicing the control equipment. There are now over 600
companies in the business of manufacturing air and water pollution control
equipment, including cooling towers, scrubbers, precipitators, and catalytic
converters. Firms producing air and water pollution control equipment
constitute a multi-billion-dollar industry employing hundreds of thousands of
people round the country. Other environmentally-supported programs are
providing business opportunities too: in processing recycled materials,
building solar collectors, rehabilitating older housing, and installing energy
conserving equipment.

Another problem that businesses have is disloyalty to their own professed
faith in the free enterprise system. Business people are quick to object to
price controls and welfare for the poor, but less quick to object to subsidies
which also distort the market. The most brazen example of this is nuclear
power which continues to receive massive govermnment subsidies at a time when
we ostensibly have a Iree market energy policy.

Envirommentalists would like to see business give more recognition to the
fact that the enviromment is not a fringe interest but an issue of genuine
concern to millions of Americans. There are close to 12,000 envirommental
groups around the country, working on just about every environmental subject
imaginable, almost all of them run by volunteers, and not the so-called "hired
guns'' in Washington. .

Environmentalists would also like to see business recognize what the
current administration is doing to polarize the national debate over the
environment. President Reagan's strident anti-environmentalism is creating an
atmosphere in which reasoned debate between business and envirommentalists is
impossible.

Finally, business people must recognize that there is an impulse in each
of us -- both those of us in business and those of us employed by
environmental groups -- which yearns for a life in which we can make a daily
contribution to the common good. We yearn to be committed to a cause larger
than ourselves, to be inspired by goals beyond increasing our personal
wealth. The way to attract people to work for business as opposed to against
business is to talk about business goals in terms which include, but go
beyond, profits. Jobs in business invoke a weak commitment compared to the
appeal of jobs in the public interest sector which promise to satisfy a
broader public good. People want a calling, not just a job. Business must
offer jobs which respond to people's deepest values and their desire to
contribute to the good of society in general. The busineéssman who whispered
"plastics' to Dustin Hoffman in the film "The Graduate' didn't understand this.

x % %k Kk %

Both environmentalists and business people can do much more than simply
correct their flaws. The key to envirommentalists' future success is forming
alliances with business and other non-environmental groups. The environmental

a° EMPL{ -
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politics of the 80's must be the politics of alliance-building. We are most
effective when we are able to carry others with us. We have to seek
opportunities to develop links with key business groups. Only in this way can
we overcome the label of being anti-growth, anti-business, and anti-free
enterprise.

I recently sent my father the Audubon Energy Plan. He is now retired
after a very distinguished career in the British Royal Navy. He wrote back
and said "I am completely unconvinced by the Audubon energy proposals -- they
have the hallmark of coming from a group who are strongly biased and have no
responsibility for seeing that there will be enoQgﬁ—Eg%féi—fafiﬁﬁﬁﬁiif?rﬁééaé
in the futureL. That was the reaction of a reasonable and level-headed

person. If we don't establish links with industry and business,
environmentalists will continue to run the risk of lacking credibility.

There are three broad areas where we could form alliances with business.

First is the area of lobbying. Recently United Technologies and Audubon Vg DISLoe) Y
formed a lobbying team to promote increased federal funding for fuel cells. )v rasry

As you all know, fuel cells are an exciting technology with great potential. ,, Frep
I don't remember business and envirommentalists lobbying together once during ﬂv74}
my four plus years working on the Hill for Senator Percy. The combination is

powerful and persuasive. Why can't we do this on other issues such as

adoption of user fees, elimination of pork barrel public works projects,

termination of govermment subsidies for the development of Barrier islands,
establishment of rational natural gas pricing, or elimination of unnecessary
government bureaucracies like the Synthetic Fuels Corporation?

The second area where envirommentalists can form alliances with business
is in defining public policy. The National Coal Policy Project, led by Larry
Moss, a well-known envirommentalist and former Chairman of the Sierra Club,
and Jerry Decker, of the Dow Chemical Company, is a good example of an attempt
by both envirommentalists and industry to explore common ground in their
conflict over coal policy. Another example was written up in the Washington
Post on April 3rd: the Sierra Club and the National Association o
Homebuilders have issued a joint statement on proper land use. Yet another
example is a soon-to-be-released study on energy pricing which has been
jointly authored by the Conservation Foundation and the Council on Economic
Development .

The third area where we could form alliances with business is to enter
into business partnerships. Now that may seem a little strange at first. But
is there any reason why enviroumental groups have to be limited to testifying,
writing, and lobbying? Why shouldn't they help to market pro-environmental

y products? Audubon has recently been exploring this, and as a result we have

| established an arrangement with an energy management company to promote energy
efficiency in cammercial buildings. This company manufactures and installs
computerized energy control systems. They have demonstrated to us that
investments in energy efficiency are cost effective and will have a positive
effect on corporate cash flow. Companies who take advantage of this new
Audubon service would not only be improving their profits and productivity but
would also be helping to solve the nation's energy problem. So far the
program has resulted in proposals being submitted to a large office building

V. ANT[- TRWT o
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in New York as well as the main plant and corporate headquarters of a major
east coast newspaper. Both proposals demonstrate dramatic returns on
investments -- paybacks of under two years in one case and under one year in
the other, results which are guaranteed by the energy management company.

The opportunities for business partnerships are immense. Why shouldn't
we, for example, work with manufacturers of water heating heat pumps to
develop a packet of information which would help our half-million members --
especially those who heat their homes with electricity -- to become more
familiar with this technology? Why shouldn't we produce an investment
newsletter which contains information about profitable campanies in solar,
conservation, and pollution control equipment, which Audubon members can use
in purchases and sales in their own portfolios?

We are vigorously exploring all these ideas and would welcome your
suggestions. We seek to join the advantages of our large,
envirommentally-conscious membership with businesses who are marketing
expertise and products which protect the environment.

The basic idea behind all these projects is that they are practical means
for Audubon to implement a productivity-centered energy and envirommental
strategy in a fashion which will benefit the country, benefit Audubon members,
and benefit the National Audubon Society financjally. They are projects which
show that Audubon supports an efficient, productive economy and a vigorous,
competitive private sector, and that these values are compatible with
environmental protection.

These ideas for environmentalists and business people to work together
present all of us with exciting and challenging opportunities. If we were to
sit down with business and industry we could probably come up with many more
projects which could help both of us.

 k Kk k%

Both business people and environmentalists must try to move beyond
criticism of each other to a greater understanding of each other's
viewpoints. There is much on which we can make common cause, and I urge you
to seek out those in the envirommental movement with whom you can work. Don't
lump us all together. And we should also not treat industry as a monolith.
Both movements are immensely ramified, far-flung and fragmented, working on
thousands of projects and issues. Generalizations -- and this speech has been
full of them -- will surely prove to be wrong in many individual cases.

The Sierra Club's motto is "Not blind opposition to progress but

opposition to blind progress'. I can't imagine a responsible businessman who

wouldn"t support that motto. Even though the Sierra Club has already grabbed
it, why shouldn't it also be the motto of the gas industry? We should all be
seeking the right kind of growth, growth which does not degrade the
environment that others must share. Envirommentalists are not opposed to
business enterprises, nor to those who seek a return on invested capital. We
are only opposed to mindless growth which demands a narrow advantage
regardless of social costs.

EVV, NS A AurchL CLvE,
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The best moments between environmentalists and business people are the
quiet ones. One-on-one discussions where we discover the human being in each
of us, where we go beyond the stereotypes, and find out each other's life
stories, successes, aspirations, and disappointments. Under certain
circumstances, we can draw strength and wisdom from each other, and not just
invective, resentment, and distrust.

Both enviroumentalists and business people share a distaste for waste, for
inefficiency, for large bureaucracies, and we also share an attraction for
innovation, new technologies, decentralization, the competitive free market,
individual initiative and environmentally responsible economic growth to
provide jobs.

Both groups realize that the earth and its thin blankets of air and water

are precious and finite resources basic to life itself.- Both groups realize

v that the attitws that the riches of the earth are ours to plunder or

ownersyp” carelessly descivy is wrong. Both groups realize that it is important to
build for future generations, and not steal from them. Both groups realize
that our nation has at last accepted the fact that the environment is not a
vast sink for the disposal of industrial and human waste. Both groups realize
that Americans have begun to accept responsibility for the world we will leave V:
behind for future generations. And finally, both groups realize that we need pvairtM
a broader definition of enviromment, one which includes a sensitivity to jobs, .atr OF
inflation, national security, capltal availability and urban blight, as well  gp 0ws) -
as the traditional environmental concerns. John Muir, the founder of the rictry
Sierra Club, was right: everything is hitched to everything else.

im

J

Both envirommentalists and business people must leave room during their
negotiations and discussions for the possibility of their own ignorance or
error. Both sides must recognize the other as fellow citizens, and not as
political enemies. Both sides must pursue ideas, rather than 1deology

Perhaps it is the role of envirommental groups, as Elizabeth Drew recently
wrote in the New Yorker, '‘To sound the alarm, to give the worst-case analysis
of what anyone who di ffers with them is trying to do, and to take the most
adamant positions''. But I think we can do much better than that. William
Butler Yeats said of his own generation that '"The best lack all conviction,
while the worst are full of passionate intensity™. If we seek eaclL oher's
counsel and assistance, perhaps we can achieve a more positive assessment of
our own generation.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 6, 1982

TO: EMILY ROCK

FROM: NANCY MALOLEY

SUBJECT: Environmental Remarks for the President
Attached are my comments to EPA's latest

draft of the "Remarks by the President on

the Environment." Also attached is the
first draft and my remarks on that draft.

Attachment




An empty stretch of beach
is getting harderto find .
on nation’s barrier islands

By Robert M. Press
Staff correspondent of
The Christian Science Monitor

Hilton Head, S.C.
Children and aduits ride bikes slowly along
curving paths that border plush golf courses,
tennis courts, and elegant homes on this re-
sort island. Miles of wide, white sand beaches

offer a chance for a quiet walk alone. .
But it is getting harder to find an empty
stretch of beach. And the view along the

beach is increasingly of homes and apart-
ments and hotels. There is even a rush hour '

here each workday as commuters from off-
island jobs return home, and vice versa.

For years no one worrtied too much about
the crowds. But today, as on many of the na-
tion's barrier islands — fragile nature spots
with shifting shorelines — there is growing
concern that the crowds are getting too big.

Like a necklace of gems, barrier isiands
stretch from Maine to Texas. And develop-
ment is increasing rapidly, as more Ameri-
cans head for one of the gems to retire or
vacation.

But changes are in the wind.

@ A new fedzaral law that goes into effect in
October 1983 effectively ends federally subsi- .
for new homes and.’
businesses on barrier islands. Already this is -
having an effect, says Sharon Newsome of the

dized insurance

National Wildlife Federation.
Developers are racing ahead on projeets to
beat the deadline. But banks are growing

more hesitant to make loans on projects that

will not be finished before the deadline.

@ Congress is moving closer to approval of
a law ending a wide range of federal subsidies
for development of barrier islands, including
money for bridges, roads, and sewers. The
bill, which has strong bipartisan support,
would likely add another brake to develop-
meant of barrier islands.

e Ofticials on islands such as St. Simons,
off the coast of Gerogia, and Hilton Head have
begun to impose coatrols on the kind of devel-

opmr;_nt_tee_w"_é‘lﬂ'
eople have come here for the island’s
beauty,” says a Hilton Head community lead-

er, Martha Baumberger. ‘“I've felt increas-
ingly appalled that lots of other people want to
eome.Too

S0 in early July, for the first time ever, ‘the

county council that governs the area inciud-
ing the island, passed a temporary building
control ordinance for Hilton Head.

St. Simons Island passed a tighter building
cootrol ordinance last year.

- Ap_undeveloped Georgia barder. island. .

vFantasy islands: Will crowds and hotels

sp0|l the charm'?

Ossabaw, was sold in 1979 to the state for per-

petual use as an education and research cen-

ter. It can not be developed, says the former

owner, Eleanor T. West, who says she soid it

“at a bargain price” after turning down much
more attractive offers from potential devel-
opers. But the private Ossabaw Foundation,
which she runs to allow educators, writers,
artists, and others to use the isiand for their
projects, is nearly bankrupt and may have to

e ended, she says, unless she finds additional

‘support soon.

‘, The new building controls on' Hilton Head
were prompted by concerns that less-than-
attractive development might spoil some of
the island’s charm and too much development
might overtax its sewage and water facilities.
Some isiand wells aiready have had intrusion
of salt water, but county officials see no short-
age problems for 10 to 20 years. As demand

.guoms, facilities to traat water will have to.

Ig;row, they say. Already some ot the 18 golf
. courses on the isiand are being watered with
treated sewage water, which helps address
two problems at once.

Oftticials also are concerned that in case of
a burricane, evacuation over the single, two-
lane bridge wouid be a problem even if devel-
opment stops now.

But opposition from some developers and
county residents opposed to land-use controls
may dilute some provisions of the final devel-
opment controis, says county administrator
Mike O'Netll. _

Under the temporary coatrols, building
beight is limited to six stories. Special impact
statements from developers are required for
new construction with more than four living
units per acre for homes and for more than 15
for apartments, says county council member

. Gordon Craighead, an island realtor: And to

combat pollution of local waters, new con-
struction property must retain the first inch
of rainfall. Runoff from yards, parking lots,
and driveways currently rushes oil, grease,
and fertilizers into nearby waters, posing
threats to wildlife.

* Hilton Head's resident population is about
12,000, but up to 50,000 tourists are on the is-
land in peak months, says Mr. Craighead.

To a large extent, Hilton Head has become
an island for the affluent, says council mem-
‘ber Morris Campbell. There is only one low-
cost motel ($23 a night) on the island.

for
and

um — each

rs who individually use
k a year — may sell for

t between $55 and
rs up to about $18,000,

k.

apartments rent

for up to six people,

Most hotel rooms cos
$125. A time sharing condomin{

with a number of owne
several thousand dolla

says Craighead. Some
villas cost $800 and up & wee

the facllity for one wee

$300 to $350 a week
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Park rangers and gawkers
keep bathers from goal:
To be left alone and nude.

Nudists get citations,
stares on Jersey shore

From Herald Wire Services

SANDY HOOK, N.J. — A small
but determined band of nudists
staked a claim to a public beach in a
national park Saturday, but were
forced to put on their clothes by
park rangers who threatened to ar-
rest them.

The group of about 20 nude bath-
ers attracted a crowd of reporters
and photographers, 25 park ran-
gers, about 18 protesters, more than
100 onlookers and an offshore fleet
of more than 25 fishing and pleas-
ure boats, which made a beeline to
the beach at the first sight of skin.

Five of the “naturists” were cited
for violations of state public lewd-
ness laws after National Park Serv-
ice officials, stymied by the lack of
a federal law against nudity, ruled
that New Jersey law applies in the
. Gateway National Recreation Area
because the state helps to run the
park.

All five decided to put on their
swimsuits after rangers warned
them that they faced arrest on dis-
orderly persons charges if they ig-
nored the order to dress.

The leaders of the Tri-State
Metro Naturists vowed to contest
the ruling in the courts.

“It’s a joke. It'll never stand up in
the courts,” said Michelle Handler,
21, a sales representative from

“Rhode Island. “I'm not lewd, I'm
not lascivious. All I want to do here
is take off my clothes and spend the
day at the beach.”

No citations were issued until Jo-
seph Hawley, 25, an independent
Third District congressional candi-
date, filed a complaint. He contend-

ed the courts had to stop the group
before the concept of nude sunbath-
ing spread to other areas.

“It’s immoral. This is a public
beach,” said Hawley, who wore a
white shirt, a tie and shoes for his
battle with the nudists. “You have

. families coming here. With chil-

dren. And they don’t want to be
subjected to this type of .exhibi-
tion."”

The protesters, many represent-
'ng church groups and three carry-
ing 8-foot wooden crosses, gathered
at a nearby ranger station. But de-
spite a few derogatory remarks by
a pack of teenagers, the nudists
were generally well-received by
beach-goers, who pushed and
shoved in search of a better view.

“It’s sad that you come from such
depressed backgrounds that you
have to come to get joy from
watching us,” Handler told one
wisecracking onlooker.

“T don’t have any trouble with
it,” spectator Jerry Higgins, 42, of
East Keansburg, said of the natu-
rists’ outing, part of their quest for
a place to legally sunbathe nude in
New Jersey. “If they want to, let

. 'them, although 1 don’t really think

kids should see it.”

“It’s publicity over a big noth-
ing,” said one of the disrobed sun-
bathers, who identified himself only
as Jack. “With all the ... wars and
bombs, It is amazing that people

come out for a little thing like this.

‘People are getting killed in Beirut
and people here are more concerned
because someone wants to uke his
clothes off.”
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 20, 1982

Dear Chris:
I appreciate your sending me your May 27 speech to the AGA.

I think you say a number of very sensible things there. I am
particularly impressed with the private enterprise activities
that you discuss on pages 7-8. I have always believed that one
of the major failings of Ralph Nader-type organizations has been
a tendency always to “preach™ and never to "do.®" 1In Nader's
case, since his usual theme is that the "evil companies®™ could
provide the same services cheaper, or better services for the
same price, there was always an overwhelming temptation to retort
“If you're so smart, why ain't you rich?" The public acceptance
of a Ralph Nader oil company or a Ralph Nader insurance company
would have been very great if the product was at all competitive.
Your willingness to enter the competitive arena in this way is
laudable.

I would also be interested in any material you may have on the
history and details of the Rainey Marsh oil and wildlife
connection.

I would also make a few additional points in a slightly critical
vein.

On page 3, the John Muir quote can sometimes be used as an excuse
for never doing anything. Decision-making under uncertainty is
something we all have to learn to live with.

On page 5, you should note that numerous attacks have been made
on big business when they have attempted to become involved in
such activities as solar energy. Of course, they are also
attacked if they don't, but that is another indication of the
reason that businesses are a generally wary toward consumer-
environmental groups.

At the top of page 6: I have always thought that the ®job-
creating" aspects of pollution control is really a red herring.
If the society were to decide on a massive program of state
religion, leading to the construction of large temples and the
employment of thousands of "temple tenders,”™ I really do not
consider that to be an indication that state religion is not a
“burden on the economy.®" If pollution control is justified, it
has to be justified on its results, not on the number of people
employed doing unjustified things.



On page 7, your example of environmental alliances with business
in lobbying for money for the business forms an interesting
counterpoint to your page 6 attack on business for its disloyalty
to the faith in the free enterprise system, In this instance you
are certainly allying yourself with that same tendency.

On page 9, I think we need to distinguish carefully between true
externality problems (pollution, climate change, etc.) and simple
resource depletion problems. Your line that it is wrong to take
the tack "that the regions of the earth are ours to plunder"®™ can
easily be made into an assault on the ownership of anything.

Finally, your statement on "accepting responsibility for the
world we will leave behind" can easily overlook the fact that the
"we"” may encompass many people of differing sensitivities. Your
"accepting responsibility"™ for my activities can look a lot like
totalitarian control of those activities, to someone who doesn't
agree with you,.

In sum, I thought it was a rather useful speech, and if it is any
consolation, my dealings with Congressman Chappie indicate that
he talks that way to everybody, not only environmentalists!

Sincerely,

DANNY J. BOGLS
Assistant Dirgector
Office of Policy Development

Christopher N. Palmer

Director of Energy and Environment
National Capital Office

National Audubon Society

2000 K Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C.
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ENVIRONMENTALISTS VERSUS BUSINESS PEOPLE
Speech to the American Gas Association
in Key Biscayne, Florida
on
May 27, 1982
by Christopher N. Palmer
Director of Energy and Environment
National Capital Office
National Audubon Society

The Washington Post recently reported what happened when a lobbyist from
the Sierra Club visited Congressman Gene Chappie from California. The
conservative congressman grabbed him by the necktie and said 'Listen, wimp, if
you ever set foot in my office again I'm going to break your bones.'.

A few weeks after that incident, I gave a talk at an industry conference
sponsored by the Energy Daily. When I had finished a man in the audience got
up and said he remembered me when I worked on Senator Percy's staff. He said
'"You were a Luddite then and you are a Luddite now''. A Luddite is a hater of
new technology. My admirer went on "I'm forming a society of Luddites and I'm
going to give you our first annual award: a four-sided wheel".

When I got back to my office after that speech, I cleared out my "In' box
and found several interesting items. One was a newspaper story reporting that
Assistant Secretary John Crowell at the Department of Agriculture had
suggested that the Audubon Society and the Sierra Club are infiltrated by
socialists and communists.

A second item was a Washington Post article reporting that a memorandum
from a senior official in the U.S. Geological Survey had contained the
following statement: 'Words such as disturbed, devastated, defiled, ravaged,
gouged, scarred and destroyed are words used by the Sierra Club, Friends of
the Earth, environmentalists, homosexuals, ecologists and other ideological
eunuchs opposed to developing mineral resources''.

A third item in my "In'" box was a special report from the Republican Study
Committee chaired by Representative Badham from California. It stated that
"Environmental groups are engaged in a systematic campaign intent on pramoting
envirommental interests largely to the detriment of energy development and
economic prosperity.'" It concluded that "Enviromnmentalists are liberal and
self-motivated and intent on preserving their privileged status."

Finally, I found a letter from Mr. Robert Koehler, Senior Vice President
of the Marriott Corporation, who had read the Audubon Energy Plan -- all 100
pages of it -- and said that he found it ''laughable in its naivete''.

All these stories and reports illustrate the tension, distrust, and

contempt which business, industry and conserVEEives—hayg_;gg_ggglgggﬁggEgl;
organizations such as the National Audubon Society.
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Envirommental groups, of course, are not perfect. We have flaws, as does
business. By candidly examining the flaws on both sides we may be able to
defuse the destructive animosity and mutual misunderstanding between
environmentalists and businss people, and even find areas where we can make
common cause. Let me first focus on the weaknesses of envirommentalists, both
real and perceived.

One of our problems is that we tend to assume a tone of arrogance when
talking to business. When I gave the Energy Daily speech I mentioned a moment
ago, I got a call afterwards from Joe Browder, who used to work for an
environmental group and now works for industry. Joe said (and he was right)
that I had failed to get my message across because I had been 'too preachy'.
When we environmentalists act as though we talk to God and as though we have
all the answers -- as I suspect I did at that conference -- then industry,
even those business people who are inclined to be sympathetic, will be
understandably irritated.

We call ourselves 'public interest’ groups -- the implication being that
we look after the "'public interest' while everyone else is pursuing their own
selfish goals. There is an element of truth in this, but it doesn't justify
the tendency of a minority of environmentalists to assume that anyone who
disagrees with us is either stupid, misinformed, or greedy for profit.

This tendency of a few of us to assume that we know all the answers is
matched by a tendency to be rigid and unyielding -- to be unwilling to
compromise or negotiate, Churchill once said of DeGaulle that he was ''too
weak to bend”. Envirommentalists sometimes are afraid to bend and be
flexible. The newsletter Washington Balance published by the National
Environmental Development Association said in its January, 1982 issue that
"environmental activists see any compromise as loss''.

This unwillingness to compromise comes across to business people as self
righteousness, and tends to make business less willing to compromise. Joe
Browder, whom I mentioned earlier, was quoted in the magazine Enviromment a
year ago as saying that ''some envirommental groups do their cause a disservice
by taking extreme positions and refusing to make realistic compromises'.

One reason for this attitude is that perhaps we don't always see the full
complexity of the issues we are involved in, but tend to see choices in terms
of black and white. We have a tendency to think the arguments made by
industry are totally self-interested and exaggerated. C(learly same of them
are, but not all. Companies are properly concerned about the complexity of
the regulatory process, the cost of future environmental requirements, and the
lack of coordination among govermment regulatory agencies.

I don't know where this long-standing mistrust of business and industry
comes from. We have a tendency to presume that business is pursuing a very
narrow definition of self~interest. Business -~ in turn -~ accuses us of
being anti-technology. This explains the "Luddite' charge.
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Too often envirormentalists think of profits as dirty. We don't always
appreciate the effectiveness of the free market. Too few of us have ever
worked as entrepreneurs and consequently lack an appreciation of just how hard
it is to succeed in business. We are much more expert at grantsmanship.

While many of us do value the free market and talk, for example, about the

need for replacement cost pricing to conserve energy, we are often timid on

the subject for fear of offending our close colleagues in the consumer
]\movement.

Business tends to assume that envirommental and consumer groups, who often
do have the same interests, always have the same interests. But we diverge
sharply on the issue of price controls. Consumer groups believe in
subsidizing consumption through price control, whereas envirommental groups
want prices to reflect replacement costs, as well as externalities such as
pollution.

Some environmentalists are -- like business people -~ probably not
concerned enough about the harsh impact of high prices on poor people. Few of
us know anything about the degredation and pain of poverty. While the image
of us -- in Michael Kinsley's words -- as a 'clique of rich people attempting
to protect their backyard' is an exaggeration, nevertheless we are probably
over-sensitive to the desires of the upper and middle class and insufficiently
sensitive to the desires of those less well off.

2098 74is While we give ostensible allegiance to John Muir's famous dictun, "When we

e try to pick out anything by itself we fi~- that it is hitched to evegzﬁﬁzﬁé:ih

ArnLys) 7 the universe ', we do not attach enough importance to vital non-envirommental
values such as jobs. The traditional issues of soil, wildlife, forest and
park policies have to be expanded not only to include issues like energy,
population and Global 2000, but also to include full employment, nurturing
communities, price stability and so on. Russ Peterson, President of Audubon,
calls this a "holistic'' approach and it is the only approach which makes sense.

Envirommental goals should not be pursued without regard to their
consequences elsewhere. Social and economic goals need to be blended with
environmental goals and not ignored. Preserving wilderness is important but
it is only one of a number of important national goals. For example, energy
policy should not be based on envirommental values alone. Anybody who does
this is an environmental extremist. Developing a sane, forward-looking energy
policy requires a much broader perspective. I think I could convince you that
the best energy policy is also the best envirommentally, but a clean
environment is just one of many results we want in an energy policy, not the
central driving force. Envirommentalists have to accept the fact that
occasionally -- hopefully rarely -- they may have to compromise some
environmental goals for more important ones such as jobs.

This brings me to economic growth and productivity. Too often -
environmentalists give the impression of wishing economic growth would somehow
0 away. But economic growth and increased productivity are needed to create
new jobs, to increase our investments in energy efficient housing and our
investments in new less-polluting industrial processes.
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There is also a second dimension to economic growth which
environmentalists too easily forget. Economic decline corrodes environmental
sensitivities. As the economy declines and standards of living fall, fewer
and fewer people will be interested, for example, in protecting wilderness
areas. The political pressure to weaken envirommental standards will grow.

Environmentalists tend to devote inadequate attention to economics, even
though this is the strongest weapon in their arsenal. The Envirommental
Defense Fund has shown compellingly how powerful a weapon econamics can be in
their work on utility growth. Us;gg a computer model which has been
thoroughly tested again and aga1n in adversary hearings, EDEF has shown that
energy alternatives and conservation measures can produce just as much energy

as conventional sources such as nuclear power -- and caﬁ_aa‘sv‘just%aS'qﬁiEEIy
and at a significantly Iower cost. _—

But how weak envirommentalists are on economics was illustrated by the
work we did on the Alaska Gas Pipeline. In the rush to get the pipeline bill
approved and to persuade the President to approve the most environmmentally
beneficial route in 1977, very little attention was given to finmancing. And
yet those who would prefer that there be no gas pipeline for envirommental
reasons would have been better off looking at this pivotal issue. The
Achilles' heel of projects such as the Alaska Gas Pipeline, the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor, and the Garrison Diversion Unit is their economics. They are-
most forcefully attacked on the basis of economics rather than on the basis
of, say, the preservation of the snail darter.

Senator Lugar of Indiana sent a letter to his constituents last November
in which he pointed out the great extent to which enviromnmental and economic
concerns can support each other. Remember that Lugar is a conservative
Republican. He opposed the SRC-1 Coal Liquefaction Demonstration plant, the
Alaska Gas Pipeline, the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, a federally-financed
Away-From-Reactor nuclear waste storage facility, as well as the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor. He saw them all as a waste of the taxpayers' money -- as do
environmentalists.

Another of our problems is our tendency to focus on symptoms rather than
causes. We spend enormous resources trying to mitigate the consequences of
energy growth, for example air pollution, coal mining and nuclear waste. But
we would all be much better off if more of our lobbying resources were devoted
to doing samething about the causes of these problems. Last year I took a
trip with a dozen or so other envirommentalists to Colorado to see new energy
developments on the Overthrust Belt. Some environmentalists were hugely
impressed by the revegetation efforts of the oil companies on the vast amounts
of waste from these projects. But they should have questioned the need for
the synfuel plants in the first place.

Another tendency is for our left hand not to know what our right hand is
doing. For example, our advocacy of restrictive access to public lands may
have inadvertently created pressure for a premature and environmentally
destructive synthetic fuel industry.
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Nor do we speak up strongly enough for an alternative to those energy
sources we dislike, such as synthetic fuels and nuclear power. It is true we
advocate energy conservation, which is the best energy source of all, but we
need to go beyond this and advocate deep gas and heavy oil production.

Envirommentalists, like other human beings, can suffer from parochialism.
A recent issue of a major environmental magazine contained a long and detailed
editorial on how domestic cats are not a threat to birds. We voraciously
consume each other's newsletters but tend to neglect Business Week, Forbes and
Fortune. We talk primarily to ourselves, reinforcing and cementing our own
prejudices, and have little idea what business and industry is thinking behind
their public statements. And on the greatest environmental issue of the
decade, nuclear warfare, we have been only minor participants.

You can all probably think of many other problems and weaknesses of
environmental groups. Not all environmentalists suffer from these faults, but
a few do. The reason for admitting them is to try to open up lines of
communication with you. These faults hurt our effectiveness and credibility.
We must correct them if we are going to do anything other than bang our spoons
on the highchair of economic progress.

* ¥ ¥ K %

Lest you think I have been too self-critical, let me now turn to steps
that business could take to gain a better understanding of us and to help win
our confidence and trust.

One is that there should be a greater realization on the part of business
of the extent to which their future growth and profits depend on a healthy
resource base. You cannot have a healthy economy unless there are long-range
efforts to preserve land, air and water. Erosion control aims at maintaining
the productivity of soils, essential to sustaining U.S. agricultural output.
Wetlands protection serves the purpose of assuring habitat to fish and
shellfish that depend on wetlands for a critical part of their life cycle.
Forest conservation and reforestation are essential to the protection of soils
and watersheds. Reduced pollution means fewer work days lost to
enviromment-related illnesses.

Thus conservation and environmental protection make direct contributions
to economic productivity. Sound enviroumental management is not a fringe
cause irrelevant to our basic economic battle of increased productivity, more
jobs and lower inflation, but rather a key component of the long term economic
health of the private sector.

N
Another step that business could take would be to show greater eXﬁijO
appreciation of the tremendous market opportimities in energy conservation, Bt T
solar energy, and environmental pollution cCtu.:0l. ~ Business Week reported in 1F S,
their April 6, 198l issue that the market for energy comservation investments 206>
was growing phenomenonly fast and could reach $30 billion by 1985. The

Harvard Business Review in an article by Michael Royston in November /December,

1980 concluded that alert companies can turn pollution prevention into profit

and make economic growth and envirommental protection go hand in hand.
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Pollution control programs should not be viewed just as a burden on the
economy. They have helped to create a whole new business -- the business of
manufacturing and servicing the control equipment. There are now over 600
companies in the business of manufacturing air and water pollution control
equipment, including cooling towers, scrubbers, precipitators, and catalytic
converters. Firms producing air and water pollution control equipment
constitute a multi-billion-dollar industry employing hundreds of thousands of
people round the country. Other environmentally-supported programs are
providing business opportunities too: in processing recycled materials,
building solar collectors, rehabilitating older housing, and installing energy
conserving equipment.

Another problem that businesses have is disloyalty to their own professed
faith in the free enterprise system. Business people are quick to object to
price controls and welfare for the poor, but less quick to object to subsidies
which also distort the market. The most brazen example of this is nuclear
power which continues to receive massive government subsidies at a time when
we ostensibly have a Iree market energy policy.

Environmentalists would like to see business give more recognition to the
fact that the enviromment is not a fringe interest but an issue of genuine
concern to millions of Americans. There are close to 12,000 envirommental
groups around the country, working on just about every env1ronmental subject
1mag1nable, almost all of them run by volunteers, and not the so-called "hired
guns'' in Washington.

Environmentalists would also like to see business recognize what the
current administration is doing to polarize the national debate over the
environment. President Reagan's strident anti-environmentalism is creating an
atmosphere in which reasoned debate between business and envirommentalists is
impossible.

Finally, business people must recognize that there is an impulse in each
of us -- both those of us in business and those of us employed by
environmental groups -- which yearns for a life in which we can make a daily
contribution to the common good. We yearn to be committed to a cause larger
than ourselves, to be inspired by goals beyond increasing our personal
wealth. The way to attract people to work for business as opposed to against
business is to talk about business goals in terms which include, but go
beyond, profits. Jobs in business invoke a weak commitment compared to the
appeal of jobs in the public interest sector which pramise to satisfy a
broader public good. People want a calling, not just a job. Business must
offer jobs which respond to people's deepest values and their desire to
contribute to the good of society in general. The businessman who whispered
"plastics" to Dustin Hoffman in the film "The Graduate" didn't understand this.

* % % % %

Both envirommentalists and business people can do much more than simply
correct their flaws. The key to environmentalists' future success is forming
alliances with business and other non-environmental groups. The environmental

“Temput -

T'evava, "
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politics of the 80's must be the politics of alliance-building. We are most
effective when we are able to carry others with us. We have to seek
opportunities to develop links with key business groups. Only in this way can
we overcome the label of being anti-growth, anti-business, and anti-free
enterprise.

I recently sent my father the Audubon Energy Plan. He is now retired
after a very distinguished career in the British Royal Navy. He wrote back
and said "I am completely unconvinced by the Audubon energy proposals -- they
have the hallmark of coming from a group who are strongly biased and have no
‘respons1b1l1tx for seeing that there wiT' be enough energy for America's needs
in the future'. That was the reaction u. a reasonable and level-headed
person. If we don't establish links with industry and business,
environmentalists will continue to run the risk of lacking credibility.

There are three broad areas where we could form alliances with business.

First is the area of lobbying. Recently United Technologies and Audubon Vg DISeogne )y
formed a lobbying team to promote increased federal funding for fuel cells. )0 Lasry

As you all know, fuel cells are an exciting technology with great potential. /v F70P
I don't remember business and environmentalists lobbying together once durlng ﬂu)J}
my four plus years work1ng on the Hill for Senator Percy. The combination is

powerful and persuasive. Why can't we do this on other issues such as

adoption of user fees, elimination of pork barrel public works projects,

termination of govermment subsidies for the development of Barrier islands,
establishment of rational natural gas pricing, or elimination of unnecessary
goverument bureaucracies like the Synthetic Fuels Corporation?

The second area where environmentalists can form alliances with business
is in defining public policy. The National Coal Policy Project, led by Larry
Moss, a well-known envirommentalist and former Chairman of the Sierra Club,
and Jerry Decker, of the Dow Chemical Company, is a good example of an attempt
by both envirommentalists and industry to explore common ground in their
conflict over coal policy. Another example was written up in the Washington
Post on April 3rd: the Sierra Club and the National Association of
Homebuilders have issued a joint statement on proper land use. Yet another
example is a soon-to-be-released study on energy pricing which has been
jointly authored by the Conservation Foundation and the Council on Economic
Development.

The third area where we could form alliances with business is to enter
into business partnerships. Now that may seem a little strange at first. But
is there any reason why enviroumental groups have to be limited to testifying,
writing, and lobbying? Why shouldn't they help to market pro-environmental

y products? Audubon has recently been exploring this, and as a result we have
established an arrangement with an energy management company to promote energy
efficiency in cammercial buildings. This campany manufactures and installs
computerized energy control systems. They have demonstrated to us that
investments in energy efficiency are cost effective and will have a positive
effect on corporate cash flow. Companies who take advantage of this new
Audubon service would not only be improving their profits and productivity but
would also be helping to solve the nation's energy problem. So far the
program has resulted in proposals being submitted to a large office building

V. /)N//‘ 79T &
T ’beﬂo/\, f‘?T‘”}CIﬁJ,
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in New York as well as the main plant and corporate headquarters of a major
east coast newspaper. Both proposals demonstrate dramatic returns on
investments -- paybacks of under two years in one case and under one year in
the other, results which are guaranteed by the energy management company.

The opportunities for business partnerships are immense. Why shouldn't
we, for example, work with manufacturers of water heating heat pumps to
develop a packet of information which would help our half-million members --
especially those who heat their homes with electricity -- to become more
familiar with this technology? Why shouldn't we produce an investment
newsletter which contains information about profitable companies in solar,
conservation, and pollution control equipment, which Audubon members can use
in purchases and sales in their own portfolios?

We are vigorously exploring all these ideas and would welcome your
suggestions. We seek to join the advantages of our large,
environmentally-conscious membership with businesses who are marketing
expertise and products which protect the environment.

The basic idea behind all these projects is that they are practical means
for Audubon to implement a productivity-centered energy and envirommental
strategy in a fashion which will benefit the country, benefit Audubon members,
and benefit the National Audubon Society financjally. They are projects which
show that Audubon supports an efficient, productive econamy and a vigorous,
competitive private sector, and that these values are compatible with
envirommental protection.

These ideas for enviromnmentalists and business people to work together
present all of us with exciting and challenging opportunities. If we were to
sit down with business and industry we could probably come up with many more
projects which could help both of us.

* % Kk Kk %

Both business people and environmentalists must try to move beyond
criticism of each other to a greater understanding of each other's
viewpoints. There is much on which we can make common cause, and I urge you
to seek out those in the environmental movement with whom you can work. Don't
lump us all together. And we should also not treat industry as a monolith.
Both movements are immensely ramified, far-flung and fragmented, working on
thousands of projects and issues. Generalizations -- and this speech has been
full of them -- will surely prove to be wrong in many individual cases.

The Sierra Club's motto is "Not blind opposition to progress but
opposition to blind progress''. T can't imagine a responsible businessman who
wouldn™t support that motto. Even though the Sierra Club has already grabbed
it, why shouldn't it also be the motto of the gas industry? We should all be
seeking the right kind of growth, growth which does not degrade the
environment that others must share. Environmentalists are not opposed to
business enterprises, nor to those who seek a return on invested capital. We
are only opposed to mindless growth which demands a narrow advantage
regardless of social costs.

EVV: A A ALrchL CLUVE,
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The best moments between environmentalists and business people are the
quiet ones. One-on-one discussions where we discover the human being in each
of us, where we go beyond the stereotypes, and find out each other's life
stories, successes, aspirations, and disappointments. Under certain
circunstances, we can draw strength and wisdom from each other, and not just
invective, resentment, and distrust.

Both envirommentalists and business people share a distaste for waste, for
inefficiency, for large bureaucracies, and we also share an attraction for
innovation, new technologies, decentralization, the competitive free market,
individual initiative and envirommentally responsible economic growth to
provide jobs.

Both groups realize that the earth and its thin blankets of air and water
are precious and finite resources basic to life itself.- Both groups realize
v. that the attitw-s that the riches of the earth are ours to plunder o=
owwersyp” carelessly desciuy is wrong. Both groups realize that it is impOicaut to
Build for future generations, and not steal from them. Both groups realize
that our nation has at last accepted the fact that the environment is not a
vast sink for the disposal of industrial and human waste. Both groups realize
that Americans have begun to accept respousibility for the world we will leave
behind for future genmerations. And finally, both groups realize that we need Pv1/Y
a broader definition of environment, one which includes a semsitivity to jobs, :.str 0Ff
inflation, national security, capltal availability and urban blight, as well g qws) -
as the traditional envirommental concerns. John Muir, the founder of the Rty
Sierra Club, was right: everything is hitched to everything else.

inm
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Both environmentalists and business people must leave room during their
negotiations and discussions for the possibility of their own ignorance or
error. Both sides must recognize the other as fellow citizens, and not as
political enemies. Both sides must pursue ideas, rathgr than 1deology

Perhaps it is the role of environmental groups, as Elizabeth Drew recently
wrote in the New Yorker, 'To sound the alarm, to give the worst-case analysis
of what anyone who differs with them is trying to do, and to take the most
adamant positions'. But I think we can do much better than that. William
Butler Yeats said of his own generation that ''The best lack all convicrinn,
while the worst are full of passionate intensity”. If we seek each Otuc.'s
counsel and assistance, perhaps we can achieve a more positive assessment of
our own generation.
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WASHINGTON

April 6, 1982

TO: EMILY ROCK

FROM: NANCY MALOLEY

SUBJECT: Environmental Remarks for the President
Attached are my comments to EPA's latest

draft of the "Remarks by the President on

the Environment." Also attached is the
first draft and my remarks on that draft.

Attachment




Comments to Second EPA Draft

I have read EPA's second draft and believe that it is less
defensive, and more positive, upbeat and to the point. It is
better organized than the earlier draft in that it clearly
covers four areas: budget, management, regulations and law. It
also eliminates some of the bureaucratic language in the earlier
draft which was unnecessary and redundant. Below are some
specific recommendations for the latest draft and some points
from the first draft which you might consider retaining.

o Page Two - First paragraph: "preserving the quality of
our natural resources” is only part of EPA's mission.
The most important mission of EPA is protecting the
public health from the ill-effects of environmental
pollution.

Budget

o It would be useful on page four to incorporate language
from the earlier draft about acid rain research. It is
up $18 million in 1982 from $11 million in 1981. (Note
that the earlier draft says $12 million. This is
incorrect.)

o This draft incorporates my recommendation in the earlier

draft that we should emphasize that all agency's budgets
were cut, and EPA is no exception.

Management

o Page Five - First paragraph: EPA has said in the past
that as many as 1,000 SIP revisions were pending last
August, not 600,

Regulations

o Page Eight - Sewage treatment: the point should also be
made that the money we were spending was not producing
the environmental results we desired -- the cleaning . up
of the nation's waterways.



Laws - Clean Air

(o]

Page Nine - Overall, this is a better approach than the
first draft. However, I would caution against use of the
word "modest"™ to describe the changes we are seeking.
Some are "modest," and some are not. I suggest deleting
"modest adjustments," and replacing with "necessary
reforms."

Page Ten - Regarding the NOx standard, I would recommend
adding to the nitrogen oxide discussion the argument that
“only seven areas of the country are not in compliance
with the NOx standard, and five are in California which
has the option of setting its own, stricter standard, as
it has in the past."

I recommend mentioning that we are, in no way,
- 7-7~*1ing the laws fundamental purpose, as suggested in
35ix of my comments to the first draft.






sworn to do my job faithfully and well. When we take action

to improve the efficiency of Federal programs, these people prefer
to see a clever plot to destroy our air and water. Well, honest,
folks, Republicans breathe the same air and drink the same water
as do Democrats. You may recall that the EPA was begun under

a Republican Administration. This nonsense that I and the people
I have invited into public service are out to destroy the environ-
ment is just that: nonsense.

When I asked Anne Gorsuch to be Administrator of EPA, I
did so because she shared my judgment that preserving the quality of
our natural resources is among our most important responsibilitiés.
She also had in mind a clear and creative view of how to use
the entire federal system, including localities, States, and the
Federal government, to execute our laws effectively at a lower
cost than we had been investing. Since her appointment, Mrs.
Gorsuch has done an outstanding job in reforming the Agency
on four major fronts: its budget, its management, its regulations,
and the laws which are the basis of its authority.

In reviewing the task before her, Mrs. Gorsuch was aware--
to a degree which sets her apart from her predecessors--that EPA
is simply the tip of the iceberg of national resources to protect
the environment. Having been a State legislator, she realized
some things that workers at the Federal level easily lose sight
. of. For example, States now spend more of their own dollars
for environmental programs than they receive from EPA for those
programs. Since 1970, State staff involved in environmental
programs have increased tenfold; as their numbers have increased,

so have their training, skills, and experience. Then, too, there



are more local employees engaged in air quality monitoring than
there are State and Federal employees combined performing this
service.

The strides we have made in the United States over the past
ten years or so in reversing a self-destructive trend toward foul
air and water are remarkable and precious. But I think you will
agree that the credit for this progress goes to you, the American
people, who demanded results from all levels of the federal
system--local, State, and Federal--and got them. EPA's role,

I am glad to say, has been, and will continue to be pivotal.

But like all Agencies of the Federal government, EPA can use

some shaping and trimming while it comes to learn what is obvious

to anyone who looks objectively at who really protects the environment:
that States are the equal and indispensible partners of the Federal
government in this work. )

I have come before you at other times to tell you of the
urgent need to slow the rate of Federal spending. If we are to
revitalize our national economy, we must cut down the drag which
Federal spending places on our industrial productivity. My budget
proposal, therefore, calls for substantial reductions in nearly all
non-military areas. EPA is no exception to this rule. In reducing
EPA's budget we have acted with responsibility and moderation.

In fact, EPA will retain a higher proportion of its funding than
will a number of other Agencies. The reduction I have requested for
EPA in the fiscal year beginning in October adds up to only 7%

as a percentage of its current budget. You may have read a rumor

in the press that EPA is firing as much as 50% of its staff. I

would dismiss that rumor for what it is, irresponsiblé baloney,
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except that some people who should know better keep
asking if it's true. The fact is that since I took office,
fewer than 100 of EPA's more than 10,000 employees have been
let go because of budget restrictions. Staff cuts are being
handled through normal turnover, and Mrs. Gorsuch has promised
that no employee will lose his or her job for budget reasons
through the rest of this fiscal year.

Because we believe in environmental protection, we are not
going to make damaging cuts in EPA's budget. But Mrs. Gorsuch
believes, and I agree, that EPA can do a better job of its most
important functions, even with reduced resources. For example, my
1983 budget shows a reduction for programs under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act amounting to 4%, compared with 1981
funding. But this takes into account the fact that the States
have adopted the workload involved with locating and designing
sanitary landfills for solid waste. We have actually increased
resources by around $5 million for the more urgent program under
that Act, control of the handling and disposal of hazardous waste.
In this Administration, EPA is targeting its resources on the
part of the job where its role is unique and irreplaceable.

Mrs. Gorsuch is also tightening up management within the
Agency. One reason we can appropriately reduce Agency staffing
and budget is that EPA is improving its systems for controlling
the flow of work. Some jobs have simply been burning up more
staff time than is necessary. Quick;r, better designed adminis-

trative procedures mean less work, better and more timely



decisions, and the freedom to reassign staff to other functions.
And EPA is doing this with no loss of environmental quality.

For example, States manage most aspects of the air program
under State Implementation Plans approved by EPA. By law,
when a State wishes to change its Plan, it must submit an amendment
to EPA. Until now, even the simplest revision to a Plan has re-
quired a full rulemaking process within a State, followed at
some later date by another full rulemaking process within EPA.

The average time to get such a revision approved has been

425 days, well more than a year. In August, more than 600

of these requests were backed up, waiting for action. Any busi-
nessman would recognize this as a management nightmare and
wonder how anyone could have let it get this way.

In fact, Mrs. Gorsuch, having inherited the problem, solved .
it quite simply. EPA now conducts much of its air program rulemaking
at the same time the State does. If the rule proves uncontroversial,
which is often the case, EPA allows it to proceed on a fast track,
still allowing for full and complete public involvement. Even
controversial revisions are now subject to a no~-nonsense manage-
ment tracking system which makes sure they move through policy
review and public comment with a minimum of delay. Thanks to
this sensible approach, many State Plan revisions now take less than
half the time in process, and the backlog, once 600, is now
under half thaf, and declining daily.

EPA's new emphasis on management and accountability is

paying off for the environment. Because of the Administrator's



insistence on taking care of the important work first, EPA is doing

a careful and thorough job of identifying and classifying abandoned

hazardous waste sites in order to select those which will yield

the greatest environmental benefit from the expenditure of Superfund

cleanup dollars. In the last year EPA has identified over 9000

abandoned dump sites, and examined 6000 of them for environmental

damage and susceptibility to cleanup. 1In October, the Agency

designated 115 sites throughout the country for priority treatment.

Since then, Mrs. Gorsuch has approved over $58 million for cleanup at

90 of these sites. Of course, Mrs. Gorsuch might have made herself

more popular if she had just taken that money and thrown it at

the first 90 projects she saw. If she had, we could have been

sure of just one thing: the money would have been spent. As it is,

by carefully targeting these essential funds, we believe we will

see some important environmental benefits as a return on investment.
Another important management step at EPA is to increase

the delegation of program activities to State governments willing

and able to carry them out. EPA has had this authority for a

number of years, but the pace of delegation has been slow. We

believe that States can usually make better, more responsive

environmental decisions when applying national program rules within

their own borders. Therefore we want to provide them as much respon-

sibility as the law allows to manage major portions of our traditional

air and water programs. States do much of the work now, as it is.

They deserve the trust, which the Federal establishment has long

denied them, to do the job properly without persistent second-quessing

on technical details from Federal reviewers. As States take over
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more of these responsibilities, EPA staff can turn to the development
of essential new programs, such as Hazardous Waste control, which
we intend eventually to delegate to States as well.

EPA is also moving quickly to reform its regulations so
that they are simpler, easier to work with, and more in line
with the explicit requirements of statute. For example, in
EPA's program of grants to municipalities for the construction
of sewage treatment systems, EPA has recently proposed new
regulations which eliminate 75% of their length, and which
provide States the management flexibility they need to set up
efficient programs of their own design., EPA's concern is not
with detailed procedures, but with environmentally beneficial
results--in this case, cost-effective sewage treatment plants
which meet the requirements of their permits.

EPA's "bubble" policy for control of air emissions is another
area of sensible regulatory reform which saves money while pro-
tecting the environment. Under this simple concept, the air
emissions of an entire industrial plant are considered together,
as if they were enclosed in a giant bubble. What EPA cares about
is the total amount of polluting emissions entering the bubble,
This is quite different from the o0ld method, which treated each
stack in the plant as a single source that had to be controlled
to a stringent standard. Under the bubble principle, a plant
manager may choose to remove relatively more of a pollutant at
a stack where this is cheap, and relatively less at a stack where
removal is quite expensive.

EPA had bequn to experiment with this policy before Mrs. Gor-

such took over, but she has made its application broader and more
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efficient by all%wing States to grant bubble requests under
general rules sé; by EPA. Under Mrs. Gorsuch's program rules, we
foresee the savibg of literally billions of dollars with no loss
of environmenta}%quality whatsoever.

For EPA to ﬁake the most of its determination to do more
important things:with fewer resources, certain changes in the
law will be needéd. As a ﬁatter of fact, the Congress has
already taken major steps to bring this about. Recently,
the Congress enacted significant changes to the program providing
grants for sewage treatment plants. The program, originally
enacted in 1972, was at first projected to cost about
$19 billion over its lifetime. That's a lot of money by anyone's
count. By 1980{ however, we had already spent more than
$30 billion, and projections of future needs had grown to
$120 billion. We could not see how the Federal treasury could
continue to put out money at that rate, especially since
much of the money was actually going to subsidize lengthy
networks of sewer pipes to promote local growth. Remember
that the original purpose of the program was not to promote
growth, but to make possible the treatment of municipal sewage
so that it would not pollute the nation's streams. Over the
years the program had become less an environmental program
than a massive public works program.

We proposed to the Congress, and théy agreed, that we should
reduce our annual spending on the program from as much as

$5 billion to $2.4 billion, still a generous budget. We further



decided that we should no longer fund far-flung pipe systems,

but concentrate scarce Federal funds on the environmentally
essential treatment plants themselves. We also agreed that we
should concentrate on those plants which would make a

significant improvement in water quality, granting lower priority
to projects which would make only a marginal difference in

stream quality. In December, the Congress passed just such an
Act, and I was proud to sign it. In addition to these features,
the Act had still another benefit for the States which manage

the program: EPA no longer funds, nor does it set up clumsy
procedural requirements for the planning and design of these
plants. Such requirements used to add years to the time it

took to get a project built and working so that its environmental
benefits could be realized. Now States can design and manage

the system as they see fit, so long as the result is a project
which EPA can support as cost-efficient, and likely to meet its
permit limitations. That's making a silk purse out of a pork
barrel.

Another area for statutory revision is the Clean Air Act.
Overall, ﬁearly everyone recognizes how successful this statute
has been, and how much it deserves our support. But as good as
this law is, I believe we can fine-tune it in line with our basic
principle: to do more of the important things at a lower overall
cost. We are now negotiating with the Congress some modest
adjustments to the Clean Air Act which will keep us on the road
to cleaner air, while allowing us some flexibility in areas

which experience suggests do not work so well as others.
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One such area is deadlines. Current target dates in the Act
are proving imp?ssible for many States to meet, in spite of their
best efforts. It is clear to me that these deadlines, while
well-intentioned, are simply too optimistic. But the legal
penalties for any State missing a deadline are enormous.

We think these deadlines are not only unfair to the States,
but that they also reduce the credibility of other features
of the Clean Air Act which are in fact reasonable and
appropriate. We need to make these deadlines more flexible,
while retaining our full-faith commitment to cleaner air.

Another change is needed in our control of automobile
emissions. For example, the current law requires automobiles to
reduce emissions of carbon monoxide from the 1980 standard of
7 grams per milé to a level half of that. To give you an idea of
what this means from practical standpoint, cars built in the late
1960's used to put out an average of 86 grams of carbon monoxide
per mile. The cost of controlling down to 3.4 grams per mile
is more than three times the cost of éontrolling down to the
1980 standard. And, what is most important, under either
standard, we will have met our national air quality goal for
carbon monoxide by the end of the decade. - The situation with
another pollutant, nitrogen oxide, is similar. In this case the
law requires us to go from 2 grams per mile down to 1 gram per
mile, at substantial cost and for no equivalent benefit.
That‘seems to me a bad bargain, and I bet you look at it the
same way.

I have heard from some critics, though, that any attempt

by this Administration to change the Clean Air Act is feally
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an attempt to destroy it, along with all our hard-won gains
in air quality. Well, everyone is entitled to his opinion,
but that particular charge is plain silly on the face of it.
Even beside the fact that clean air and water are essential to
all of us, no President of any party would try to weaken a law and
a program which has been so generally successful and which has
earned so much popular support. All I am asking is that we be
allowed to maintain and improve environmental quality at less
cost to government and to the public where we can find workable
ways to do it. To my mind, that's good sense, that's good
government, and that's good environmental protection.
I want to leave you with one bhasic idea which underlies

our entire approach to government and the environment. EPA is
now committed to achieving environmental results, not to dic- .
tating the specific procedures by which others must achieve
those results. For years EPA, like other Federal Agencies,
was so0 concerned with controlling the process that it
lost track for a while of the main reason for its existence.
For years, too, EPA convinced itself that it was a voice
crying in the wilderness, that without its suspicious supervision
of every environmental action, whether by State or by industry,
scullduggery would triumph. The fact is that EPA has prospered under
widespread public support for the environment, even as it has formed
the curious opinion that no other group is equally motivated
to protect the environment and to do the job right.

In this Administration, EPA makes the opposite assumption.
States are well-motivated, and can do. The majority of business

interests are concerned with building good will through good
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‘att, After Year of Battling Environmentalists, Sees

Ahead

By PHILIP SHABECOFF
: Special © The New York Times

WASHINGTON, April 14 — His mis-
sionary zeal is still intact, but after
more than a year of continuous combat,
Interior Secretary James G. Watt is
looking forward to a respite.

“‘We feel we've put behind us al] the
tough issues,” he said in a recent inter-
view. ‘“We feel the clouds have lifted.”’

Indeed, there are signs that the storm
clouds that surrounded him and into
which he seemingly plunged with glee

to recede.

are

For one thing, the nation’s environ-
mental and conservation groups have
shifted their attention to President Rea-
gan. These groups had maintained un-
relenting criticism of the Interior Sec-
retary because of what they said were

his efforts to gi'— -~way public lands.and
: .

Last month 10 leading environmental
groups issued a 35-page indictment of
the Reagan Administration’s ‘‘betray-
al’’ of environmental protection, calling
the President responsible for all the al-
Jeged misdeeds of Mr. Watt and other
Cabinet officials.

A Compromise With Congress

Earlier last month, Congress dropped
contempt proceedings, which theoreti-
cally could have sent Mr. Watt to jail,
after a compromise was reached on
Congressional access to Administration
documents.

But most of all, Mr. Watt said, he is
feeling relieved because all of his major
policy changes have now been intro-
-duced and there will be no new battles
_to fight, at least through the end of the,

year. His department has put forth its’]
positions on such ‘‘explosive’ issues as
the fate of the wilderness system and
the Endangered Species Act, he said,
and it is up to Congress to take action.

\ “There is only one issue left, the per-
sonality of Jim Watt,”” Mr. Watt said,
with a broad grin.

He apparently intends to try to defuse
that issue by spending a lot of time
away from Washington campaigning in
the West for Republican Congressional
candidates and raising funds for the Re-
publican Party.

The conservationists, despite their
change in focus, are not breathing

easily about Mr. Watt's environmental

—_——

plans. They are particularly concerned
about his efforts to carry out the Presi-
dent’s proposal to sell off unwanted
Federal land. ;

Fear of a Larger Plan

Organizations such as the Wilderness
|Sodety, the National Audubon Society
. and the Sierra Club have expressed fear

that the proposal is part of a larger plan
by Mr. Watt and the Reagan Adminis-
tration to turn public lands and re-
sources over to private interests.

Mr. Watt, in fact, said that while he

planned no major initiatives, he in-
tended to “ride herd”’ on decisions ai-

Respite

ready made, igcluding the leasing of on

"and offshore lands for energy expiora--

tion.

““This is not a struggle over the envi-
ronment,”’ he said. “It is not about re-
sources. This battle is over the form of
government we will have in America.
We are battling over the future of
America.”

Mr. Watt reiterated his belief that
“the greatness of America” depended
on the use it made of its natural as well
as human resources and that ‘‘the mar-
ketpiace is the key: to allocating’ those
natural resources.

“The critics I contend with seek a
form of government that would central-
ize the allocation of resources and thus

-

J our well being,”’ he said. I feel strongly
that is wrong and if we are to improve
our military strength, create jobs and
improve environmenatal qualities, we
have to improve, aver the long haul, the
freedom that comes with the market-
place and a limited form of govern-
ment.”

Environmentalists Challenged

On several occasions Mr. Watt has
questioned the motives and patriotism
of those who challenge his approach.

Earlier this year, in a speech to farm-
ers, he made a distinction between
‘“liberals and Americans,’” which he
later said was intended as a humorous
remark. In an interview with a publica-
tion called Forest Industry Affairs Let-
ter, he said that the environmentalists
who criticized him were not interested

inthe environment.

‘‘They are political activists, a left-
wing cult which seeks to bring down the
type of government [ believe in,” he
went on. ]

Mr. Watt is not the only one in govern.-
ment today to hold these views. A re-
cent special report issued by the Repub-
lican Study Committee, a group of 150
Republican members of the House of
Representatives, said that “‘the specter
of environmentalism haunts America
by threatening to inhibit natural re-
source development and economi¢
growth.”

Mr. Watt, however, said he had be-
come the particular ‘‘symbol”’ of the ef-
fort to decentralize control of the na;
tion’s resources.

“l am the lightning rod for this Ad-

ministration,’’ he asserted.

——

—_—
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N ORLEANS (UPI) =-- INTERIOR SECRETARY JAMES WATT SAID WEDNESDAY
THE ADMINISTRATION IS5 COMMITTED TO A VIGOROUS DEVELOPMENT OF COAL
DESPITE LOWER OIL PRICES,

"WE ARE NOT GOING TO BE LULLED BY THE 50-CALLED OIL GLUT," WATT
SAID IN AN ADDRESS TO THE INTERSTATE MINING COMPACT COMMISSfON. "THIS
I5 A TEMPORARY SITUATION WHICH WILL CHANGE QUICKLY WHEN OUR ECONOMY
AND OTHER ECONOMIES AROUND THE WORLD MAKE THEIR RACOVERY.

“"AND WE CONTINUE TO LIVE WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF DISRUPTIONS OF
FOREIGN ENERGY SUPPLIES, WE ARE NOT GOING TO RELAX OUR EFFORTS TO
ENCOURAGE FULLER DEVELOPMENT OF AMERICAN ENERGY RESOURCES,"

WATT 5AID THAT UNDER PRESIDENT REAGAN'S POLICIES, THE BURDEN OF
COAL DEVELOPMENT FELL ALMOST TOTALLY ON PRIVATE ENTERPRISE AND THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF POLICING DEVELOPMENT FELL LARGELY ON THE STATES.
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