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Permitting, like every other approach to air pollution regulation, has its limitations. First,
there are the numerous exemptions. In general, small sources of air pollution are exempt
from permitting, because they are considered to be a bad use of the limited resources of
government permit writers. There are two potential problems with this exemption for
small sources. First of all, some companies don't apply for permits because they think
they are small, when in fact they are not. It might take years for the government to
discover that a company is not exempt from permitting, and in the meantime, the
company may be emitting unacceptable levels of air pollution. A related problem is that
small is not necessarily clean or safe. Some states only permit sources if they are
emitting 20,000 pounds or more of toxic pollution. For some pollutants, that may be a
reasonable approach. But if the company is emitting "only" 10,000 pounds of a toxic
metal into a neighborhood, there may be serious problems.

A second major limitation of permitting is the review process. There is often very little
data available to assess the likely emissions from a particular process. Government
permit writers often find the only source of data is the company applying for the permit,
whose objectivity might be questionable. There is also too little time or resources for
government permit writers to suggest better cleaner alternatives to a company. They
usually only have time to decide if the company's proposal is Jegal - not if it is optimal.
And they rarely have the resources to determine the economic feasibility of various
options. Sometimes permit writers just end up taking the company at their word. And
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sadly, the public rarely takes advantage of their legal right to review, comment on, and
challenge proposed permit decisions.

Finally, it has been said that the biggest drawback of permitting is that it draws
government resources away from compliance and enforcement activities. In some state
air pollution agencies, fully half of the technical staff (and a comparable portion of the
budget) are dedicated to permit writing. This means that it is especially important that
the permits these agencies issue do a good job of preventing air polution.

F. Great Waters Requirements of the Clean Air Act

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments directed EPA to make special efforts to investigate
and solve the problem of damage to the Great Lakes and other "Great Waters" from
atmospheric deposition (i.e., toxic fallout). The following actions were mandated:

1. A scientific assessment of the problem, including causes and effects;

2. Creation and operation of an atmospheric deposition monitoring network;
3. Periodic reports to Congress on Great Waters activities and progress; and,
4. Development of additional regulations (if needed) to solve the problem.

EPA's first Great Waters report to Congress was issued in May of 1994, and the second
report was released in June of 1997. These reports present an impressive body of
evidence demonstrating that atmospheric deposition substantially contributes to pollution
of the Great Lakes, and that wildlife and people are put at substantial risk by that
pollution. Fifteen specific pollutants of concern are identified.

The first Great Waters report recommended several concrete actions that could and
should be taken to address this problem. One recommendation was that Congress should
develop legislation prohibiting the export of any pesticide that cannot legally be used in
the United States. Another recommendation was that EPA should reconsider how it
defines a "major source” of toxic air pollution (20,000 pounds per year of any single
toxic pollutant or 50,000 pounds per year of all toxics combined).

The "major source” definition is very important because in most cases the technology-
based standards described above only apply to major sources, or a lower standard is
applied to smaller sources. In the first Great Waters report, EPA recognized that 20,000
pounds per year is an absurdly high threshold for many of the pollutants of concera.
Many pollution sources that may be posing serious environmental or public health
problems could be unregulated or under-regulated as a result. For example, "minor
sources” can include factories that emit 1,000 pounds of mercury a year, enough to
pollute billions of pounds of fish - hardly an amount that should be considered minor!

Unfortunately, as the second Great Waters report explains, neither of these excellent
recommendations has been adopted. The recommendation on pesticide exports was
rejected by a Congressional committee in 1995, so the U.S. continues to export (mostly to
developing countries) chemicals such as DDT deemed too dangerous to use at home.
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And on the "major source threshold" issue, EPA reversed its opinion almost before the
ink had dried on the first Great Waters report. The official explanation is that the agency
has the authority to regulate emissions from minor (a.k.a. "area") sources, so there is no
need to change the definition of major source. This appears reasonable at first, but
unfortunately the record to date shows that most technology-based standards developed
after the first Great Waters report was issued do not regulate area sources, and the few
exceptions apply more lenient standards to area sources.

The failure to implement Great Waters report recommendations underscores a continuing
problem with federal toxic air pollution regulations: when faced with uncertainty, the
government (under pressure from industry lobbyists) almost always chooses to do more
research before taking reasonable action. The end result is that EPA is more or less
meeting the first three goals of the Great Waters program (listed above) but failing to do
almost anything on the fourth and most important goal.

G. Virtual Elimination Campaigns

In 1978, the United States and Canada signed a Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement in
which they pledged:

"...(I)t is the policy of the Parties that... the discharge of toxic substances in toxic
amounts be prohibited and the discharge of any or all persistent toxic substances
be virtually eliminated."

Between 1978 and 1987, both countries made a great amount of progress in reducing
direct water pollution into the Great Lakes, yet contamination persisted. The problem,
researchers discovered, was that much of the toxic pollution was coming from the air.
Greater emphasis was placed on toxic air pollution in a second 1987 Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement, which included the following specific commitments:

"(a) The Parties, in cooperation with State and Provincial Governments,
shall develop, adopt and implement measures for the control of the
sources of emissions of toxic substances and the elimination of the
sources of emissions of persistent toxic substances in cases where
atmospheric deposition of these substances, singly or in synergistic o1
additive combination with other substances, significantly contributes

to pollution of the Great Lakes System. Where such contributions arise
from sources beyond the jurisdiction of the Parties, the Parties shall
notify the responsible jurisdiction and the Commission of the problem
and seek a suitable response.

(b) The Parties shall also assess and encourage the development of

pollution control technologies and alternative products to reduce the
effects of airborne toxic substances on the Great Lakes System."
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This year the U.S. and Canada took another major step forward when the environmental
agencies of both countries agreed to a Great Lakes Binational Toxics Strategy, which
includes very specific and ambitious goals, actions, and deadlines spanning the next 10
years. The scope of the agreement covers 26 pollutants or groups of pollutants, including
many of the ones discussed earlier in this report. And for the first time, there is now a
comprehensive written commitment to quantifiable objectives, enabling the public to
evaluate progress. For example, the U.S. commits in this agreement 10 a 50% reduction
in mercury emissions over the next 10 years, and a 75% reduction in dioxin pollution.

The Binational Toxics Strategy is a different approach to cleaning up the lakes than those
discussed previously. It depends heavily on an old clich€, "what gets measured gets
managed,” and it assumes that realistic but ambitious goal setting can challenge and
motivate people. It makes use of comprehensive and innovative strategies, including
public education, pollution prevention, and other voluntary approaches. (Some of these
innovations will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.} Although the Strategy
may often benefit from the results of regulatory programs, it is not itself regulatory.

It remains to be seen whether the Binational Strategy will be successful in meeting its
goals and cleaning up the Great Lakes. Virtual elimination pilot programs and other
voluntary pollution reduction campaigns have been surprisingly successful in the past,
both in Canada and in the United States. Some companies simply respond better to
challenges than requirements. In any event, the Binational Strategy allows the
opportunity to address Great Lakes problems from both sides of the border, and is

therefore of value.
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Chapter IV — New Approaches for Clean Air

The current solutions described previously have been quite successful in
reducing some of the most serious risks from toxic air pollution. But when
you consider the 8 billion pounds of toxics emitted into the air each year, you
must conclude that their are some pretty big holes in our existing regulatory
umbrella. It is apparent that the current solutions, alone, are not enough to

solve this problem.

(T

If we truly want clean, healthy air for everyone, we need to consider new ideas. In this chapter,
we will discuss some of the most promising new approaches to solving toxic air pollution
problems. The new approaches can be divided into five broad categories:

Changing how we determine what's safe and acceptable;

& Changing who we regulate;

Preventing problems instead of cleaning up afterwards;

¥ Using economic forces to clean up, rather than pollute, our air; and,
Community initiatives/partnerships — taking the problem into our own hands.

As we continue with this discussion, keep in mind that these new approaches are intended to fill
the gaps and supplement (not replace) the current regulatory regime,

A. Changing How We Determine What's Safe and Acceptable

One of the first and most important changes to consider
involves how we determine safe or acceptable levels of air
pollution. Most health effects research is based on studies of
young and middle aged working men with no pre-existing
health problems. By and large, this is a subset of the
population that is least likely to be adversely affected by toxic
exposures. Unfortunately, these studies have usually been the
basis for EPA's determinations of "safe" levels of air pollution.
The effects of toxic air pollution on women, children, the
elderly, and the sick are mostly unknown and are often not a
part of the decision making process.

Even less is known about the interactive effects of toxic air
pollution — that is, if you are exposed to a combination of two or more toxics at the same time,
are the effects somehow different than if you are exposed 10 themn individually? There are some
preliminary scientific findings that suggest that combinations of chemicals at low concentrations
can produce adverse health effects that none of the chemicals could produce individually. This
is very disturbing, and certainly calls for much greater research and regulatory attention.
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A second problem is that EPA has focused almost exclusively on cancer risks when determining
safe levels of air pollution. It is now well known that some health effects, such as birth defects
and learning disorders, might result from levels of pollution too low to cause cancer, and thus

wrongly considered "safe”.

Another big gap in the regulatory safety net is that we do not consider the cumulative or indirect
effects of exposure to toxic chemicals from many sources. For example, the currently existing
toxic air pollution regulations focus on one company at a time. If company X reduces their
pollution just barely below the level at which it causes health problems, and company Y across
the street does the same thing, then the cumulative effects of the two companies' emissions are
likely to cause health problems. Bioaccumulation is an example of indirect effects that has
already been discussed in this report.

Obviously, there are many shortcomings to the current approach. But there is a better way! In
future determinations, EPA should expand their review of health effects data as follows:

ensure protection of the entire population, including women, children, elderly, and the sick;
™M consider all types of health effects, not just cancer;

& consider indirect effects such as bioaccumulation; and,

consider the cumulative effects of exposure to multiple pollutants from multiple sources.

Before we move on to other categories of new approaches, let's look at a specific example of the
shortcomings in our current regulations, and a specific program already under way where EPA
has an opportunity to apply some of the above principles to improve the situation.

& Pesticides — Protecting Our Food, or Poisoning Ourselves?

Certain pesticides are known to be quite dangerous to our health. Sale of most of these products
is forbidden in this country. However, many pesticides currently on the market have never been
tested to see if they are likely to cause birth defects, developmental effects in children, or

infertility. Current pesticide regulations simply do not provide enough protection for infants and

young children.

One opportunity we have to protect ourselves and our communities is to tell industry and EPA to
conduct comprehensive reviews of new chemicals before we dump thousand of pounds of them
onto our fields and food supplies. Specifically, two acts of Congress (TSCA, the Toxic
Substances and Control Act and FIFRA, the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act)
require that chemicals be tested safe before they are "registered” and allowed to be used. EPA
should be asked to consider other harmful effects in addition to cancer, such as birth defects,
before they register new chemicals.
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& Urban Air Pollution — Why Doesn't Someone Do Something About It?

Given the number of people who live in large urban centers, it would seem reasonable to take
steps to reduce pollution there. After all, in these days of tight budgets, Congress i3 especially
worried about how much bang we get for a buck.

EPA is specifically required by section 112(k) of the Clean Air Act to address toxic air pollution
problems in urban areas.. It is the only part of the Clean Air Act that focuses on the cumulative
effects of multiple toxic air poliutants from many different sources. The agency has,
unfortunately, been slow in carrying out this requirement — a comprehensive control strategy
addressing "not less than 30 hazardous air pollutants” that was due to Congress in 1995 is still
not complete. A possible approach would be for individual communities to develop strategies of
their own. These strategies could be tailored to the needs and sources in specific areas.

Another approach would be for EPA to jump immediately to the protecting public health phase
of the Clean Air Act requirements. In following the Act, EPA has become bogged down in the
science — just exactly which of the toxic air pollutants listed in the act are the 30 worst? And just
who are the polluters responsible for 90 percent of the emissions? These are not easy questions

to answer, nor good places to start.

Fortunately, though, there is an aliernative strategy that would let EPA jump 10 the critical part
of the analysis — how do we reduce cancer by 75 percent? Instead of limiting themselves to just
the top thirty, they can instead use the "not less than” part of the law, and pick all known or
suspected carcinogens, which number more than thirty. Next, EPA can focus on every source
category known to emit these selected chemicals, or EPA can Jook at the source categories
responsible for 90 percent of the pollution, the minimum required by the Act.

In less than a month, EPA could short circuit the review that has taken seven years to date, with
no end in sight. After taking this across the board approach, EPA could turn attention to the
critical task — figuring out ways of actually reducing cancer risk.

A coordinated attack on pollution in our cities is sorely needed. It turns out that the same exact
sources contribute to @ number of our urban air pollution problems. Cars, of course, are a big
poltuter — they help cause smog, soot and toxic pollution problems. And the same urban
factories that emit the hydrocarbon contributors to smog in most cases also emit toxic air

pollution.

B. Changing Who We Regulate

As we pointed out in our earlier discussion of the problem, large factories collectively account
for just 30% of total toxic air pollution in the United States, yet they receive almost all of the
attention from federal and state regulators. Certainly these large factories deserve close scrutiny
and tough standards, but what about the other 70% of emissions?
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Let's discuss two examples where we should consider new approaches to who and what the
government regulates: "minor” sources (ie., small factories and businesses) and mobile sources.

% Making "Minor" Sources "Major" or Calling a Spade a Spade

The intended purpose of classifying sources as "major” or "minor" is to ensure that regulations
target the most significant polluters. Major sources are subject to strict permitting, reporting and
emission control guidelines, while minor sources usually are not.

But there is a big problem. As mentioned in the previous chapter, EPA's Great Waters Reports
conclude that even small amounts of the worst pollutants can harm the Great Lakes. For these
pollutants, the current definition of "major source" (one that emits more than 20,000 pounds of
any particular toxic air poljutant, or 50,000 pounds of all toxic air pollutants, combined) is
inadequate, because it treats all chemicals equally and ignores toxicity.

The first Great Waters Report recommended development of lower "major source" thresholds
for those pollutants doing the most damage to the Great Lakes. This was an excellent
recommendation, but it has never been implemented.

EPA currently has the authority to require strict emission controls even on minor sources, if they
find it necessary to protect public health and the environment.! This authority to regulate minor
sources is used as an argument by those (including the agency's top managers) who say it is
unnecessary to lower the major source thresholds. And it might be a valid argument, if only it
were happening. But the truth is that EPA has finalized 15 toxic air pollution regulations since
the first Great Waters report was issued, and in all 15 cases they have ruled that there was no
need to impose emission controls on minor sources. Four of these regulations affected sources
that emit dioxins, the most potent industrial chemical known.

It is apparent that the existing approach (controlling minor sources if EPA decides it is
necessary) is not accomplishing anything, because EPA always decides it isn't necessary. Itis
time to end this game of "pass the buck" and reconsider the alternative approach of lowering the
"major source" thresholds.

% Reducing Pollution from Cars
Cars and trucks are responsible for a huge amount of pollution, especially in cities. According to

EPA, "mobile sources” collectively emit 39 percent of total toxic air poltution in this country -
yet there are practically no toxic air poliution rules or standards for mobile sources.

® In the Great Lakes region, this approach is already used at the state level by Michigan and Wisconsin regulators,
who base emissior contro! requirements on the toxicity of specific pollutants, regardless of the major/minor source

distinction.
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EPA has the authority and the responsibility to regulate cars, but has done little to address cars’
toxic air pollution. What is desperately needed is a comprehensive strategy for mobile source

that considers all of the following:

how we use and maintain our cars;

) what fuels our cars burn;

M how efficiently our cars use fuel; and,
pollution control devices for vehicles.

A few specific examples of what this new approach might entail are worth discussing here. For
example, many states are currently considering inspecting passenger cars on a regular basis to
guarantee that their emission control systems are properly maintained and functioning correctly.
This is a good example of how we might address both the use/maintenance element and the
pollution control element of a comprehensive strategy.

As for the second element of the strategy, consider our use of diesel fuels. Diesel exhaust is
especially harmful to public health. In addition to containing toxic compounds, it also
contributes to soot and smog. The impacts from diesel trucks and buses is especially severe,
since tailpipes put the pollutants directly into areas where residents walk and breathe. In fact,
researchers at the University of California found that non-smokers who live in areas with
relatively high levels of smog and other pollutants have lung damage approximately 50-75
percent as severe as that of pack-a-day smokers!® Our comprehensive strategy should include

ways to discourage, reduce, or eliminate the use of dirty diesel fuels.

Finally, let's look at three examples of how we can use fuel more efficiently, and consequently
reduce toxic air pollution. The most obvious and most important way is to require better miles-
per-gallon performance from all new vehicles. There are requirements of this type in place

already, such as Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards, but they are absurdly lenient. New
passenger cars sold by U.S. automakers must average 27.5 miles per gallon. This standard hasn't

changed in more than 10 years, despite all of our advances in automotive technology, because of
relentless corporate lobbying. Pickups, minivans, and sport utility vehicles, which now total
about 40% of all new vehicle sales, need only average 20.7 miles per gallon. Better mileage
standards would translate into reduced toxic emissions, less smog, lower gasoline costs for
consumers, and reduced oil imports. -

One of the biggest, cheapest ways to reduce exposure {0 toxics from gasoline would be to require

"vapor recovery" at gas pumps - the double-hose pumps that collect gasoline vapors from our
tanks when we re-fuel at some gas stations. Alternatively, we could require "on-board vapor

2 Tashkin, et al., "The UCLA Population’s Studies Chronic Obstructive Respiratory Disease: XI - Impact of Air
Pollution and Smoking on Annual Changes in Forced Expiratory Volume in One Second”, American Journal of
Respiratory Critical Care Medicine, 1994, 149: 1209-17.
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recovery” in new cars, which capture vapors leaking from gas tanks no matter what gas station
you use. While gas stations are not the biggest source of toxic air pollution, there may be few
other places where our families breathe as many toxic fumes, many of which cause cancer.

A third opportunity for combating toxics from cars is regulation designed to reduce gasoline and
pollution Jeaks from auto and trucks. So-called "evaporative losses" dump toxics into the air
from places as innocuous as our driveways. As part of a comprehensive mobile sources strategy,
EPA should focus on the fact that cars leak gas vapors, and require car makers to reduce such

losses.

C. Preventing Problems Instead Of Cleaning Up Afterwards

In the past, industrial advances and growth were viewed as inherently good. Pollution was
considered by most to be an unavoidable (and therefore acceptable) consequence of economic
development. Then, as society came to realize the damage done by pollution, we reacted by
telling companies to capture and clean up the junk coming out of their stacks and pipes. The
technology standards described in the previous chapter demonstrate how much emphasis the
Clean Air Act places on cleaning up with expensive pollution control devices.

But things are changing in the 1990s. The most promising new approaches to environmental
protection are founded on the principle of pollution prevention, which acknowledges that it is
easier and less expensive to prevent problems than it is to solve them after the fact. In less than a
decade, an entire industry and profession dedicated to pollution prevention has developed and
matured, and a promising new concept called "Design for the Environment" is gaining
popularity. What it requires is that engineers and scientists consider environmental consequences
as one of the key design factors in their work.

The challenge is to invent new products and processes in such a way that less pollution and/or

- less toxic pollution is created. Not only does this approach minimize the need to control
pollution, it often does so in ways that save companies money. Needless to say, this is extremely
motivating. In many industries, toxic emissions have been dramaticaily reduced or even
eliminated, not because of government rules, or expensive control technologies, but because
somebody figured out a more profitable way to get work done without polluting.

Pollution prevention is undoubtedly the preferred approach to toxics problems, and the best hope
for real, long-term solutions. It should be the comerstone of our new approach to solving toxic
air pollution problems. As an example, consider incinerators. Scientists have already
established that incinerators are the leading source of dioxin emissions in this country. The
traditional approach would be to put expensive control devices on the incinerator smoke stack to
reduce dioxin emissions. The pollution prevention approach, on the other hand, is to reduce the
amount of waste we generate, thereby reducing the need to incinerate, and thus bringing down
dioxin emissions. This is inevitably cheaper and more effective.

49




50



Another important application of this new approach is chemical accident prevention. Some of -
the most dangerous exposures to toxic air pollution occur as a result of accidents (e.g., the
Bhopal tragedy). Many companies in the U.S. are now required to develop chemical accident
prevention plans, and in doing so there may be opportunities for communities to review these
plans and offer suggestions for improvement.

Prevention principles can also apply to some of the other major toxic air pollution problems
discussed in this report. To reduce risk from pesticide exposures, we should find ways to reduce
the use of pesticides. And to reduce toxic pollution from utility power plants, we should think
about energy conservation. Let's look at each of these examples more closely...

& Reducing the Use of Dangerous Pesticides

One environmental crime that EPA carrently allows is the production of banned pesticides for
sale to other countries! If it's clear that these chemical cause problems, and this is clear, then
selling them to other countries is guaranteed to cause health risks there. And when we sell
certain pesticides to Mexico, the pollutants stilt end up in the Great Lakes after being carried all

the way here on the wind.

As mentioned in the last chapter, a Congressional committee rejected EPA's Great Waters
Report recommendation to prohibit the export of any pesticide which cannot legally be used in
the United States. Barring a change of course by Congress, we must consider alternative ways to
meet this worthy goal. One simple and potentially effective solution to part of this problem is to
let companies know that we are outraged and simply will not accept the domestic production and
export of known carcinogenic pesticides. Even if a ban is not possible, EPA should encourage
companies to cease production of these products. As citizens, we can call on EPA and the

manufacturers to take this simple step.

In the meantime, we can and should reduce the use of
pesticides in the United States. Several tests of lawn
herbicide use have found significant contamination levels
inside homes after pesticides were applied outside.® Just
like dirt or snow, herbicides cling to feet, shoes, and pets,
and are then tracked into the house. Once again, an
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. Buying
organic food, where it is available and affordable, is one
way to do this. Another is to carefully consider and
minimize our own personal use of pesticides around the
home, lawn, and garden. And a new science called
Integrated Pest Management is very promising, because it

3 For example, Nishioka, M. et al., "Measuring Transport of Lawn-Applied Herbicide Acids from Turf to Home",
Environmental Science and Technology, Volume 30, Number 11, November 1996,
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uses natural means of controlling pests (for example, making use of certain Aarmless insects that
naturally prey on harmful insects).

An often overlooked benefit of reducing the use of pesticides are the so-called upstream benefits.
There can be dangerous emissions of poisons during the manufacture and shipping of pesticides.
Some of the accidental emissions dwarf the impacts of intentional uses. While the accidents are
not on purpose, they do have a significant effect on the environment. With lower usage of
pesticides, there would be fewer chances for the accidents to happen. An example is the fire at
the Helena, Arkansas pesticide plant on May 8, 1997. Accidents of this magnitude can only
occur if there is demand for the pesticides. If fewer people had needed pesticides, the impact of
the fire might have been smaller since a smaller quantity of the chemical might have been on
site, or the plant itself might have been devoted to other, less harmful uses.

% Use Conservation, Not Coal

Power plants dump millions of pounds of toxic pollutants into the air every year, largely from the
burning of coal, but also from oil and even natural gas. Alternative sources of electricity (waste-
to-energy incineration being a significant exception) produce fewer, if any, toxic emissions.

Using energy more efficiently reduces the need to burn fossil fuels to produce energy, translating
directly into lower toxics emissions. That is, if efficient light bulbs, for instance, provide the
same amount of light, but require less energy (fewer kilowatt-hours), then less coal, gas or oil
has to be burned to provide that electricity; with less fuel being burned, the pollution associated
with that fuel is not created, resulting in fewer toxics in the air. Conservation can reduce
thousands of pounds of mercury, arsenic, nickel, chromium, cadmium, hydrochloric acid gas,
hydrofluoric acid gas, and acrolein pollution every year!
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Reliance on renewable, non-polluting sources of
energy can also reduce toxics emissions. Windmilis
and solar collectors do not emit formaldehyde, dioxin
or any other noxious chemical. Use of energy sources
such as biomass (burning trees or crops specifically
raised for energy) also reduces toxic air pollution,
compared to coal. '

D.  Using Economic Forces To Clean Up, Rather Than Pollute, Our Air

Fconomists love to say that markets are more "efficient" at making decisions than government
planners. What they mean is that most of our daily decisions are about values and tradeoffs
between values, and that a free market enables people to "put their money where their mouth is”
when it comes to values and tradeoffs. Government planners, on the other hand, can only make

guesses about the public's true desires.

Under our current economic system, businesses and consumers often treat human health and
environmental problems (which we might call "bads") as entirely separate from decisions about
products and services (i.€., goods). The "bads” (e.g., cancer) often come much later than the
goods, or they can be passed on to somebody else (perhaps someone "down river” or living near
a landfill, or perhaps even future generations). On the other hand, government regulators are
given the task of dealing with the "bads," and prescribing solutions on the public's behalf. The
regulators, who often have minimal or no experience with a particular business or industry, tell
companies what they must do to clean up pollution. The combination of a free market for goods
and government planning for "bads” (such as pollution) almost guarantees that decisions will be

controversial and expensive.

One possible alternative approach is to use market economy forces in a different way, one that
considers environmental costs and forces people to consider those costs in their economic
decisions. There are several mechanisms to do this. The most common are taxes and fees. If we
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charge taxes or fees on bads, people will decide individually if the bads are worth the cost.
Another way to work within the current economic system is the more grass roots approach of
"green consumerism." This approach requires customers to clearly communicate to businesses
that they care about the environment and will not buy products or services from companies that
are environmentally irresponsible. People may also choose to tell businesses they are willing to
pay extra {again, putting their money where their mouth is) for environmentally preferable
goods. Green consurmerism will inevitably create green businesses, because businesses need
customers. It's that simple. And a final, less common economic approach that is growing in
popularity is "cap and trade” schemes.

Let's take a closer look at how we might use some of these economic approaches to reduce toxic
air pollution problems...

% Toxics Trading — An Idea Whose Time Has Not Yet Come?

Some policy makers are advocating the idea of emissions trading for toxic air pollution control.
Emissions trading is a system whereby a cap is placed on the total amount of pollution the
government will allow (e.g., 1 million pounds of pollutant X). Then, instead of requiring
individual companies to meet individual limits, the government assigns each company pollution
allowances (¢.g., 10,000 pounds of pollutant X). Finally, companies are allowed to buy and sell
all or part of their allowances as they see fit, but the overall cap must be honored. That is, if
Company A can reduce their pollution very inexpensively, they will have leftover allowances
that they can sell for profit. Company B, for which pollution reductions would be prohibitively
expensive, can buy allowances from Company A and thereby meet their own quota. Each
company gets to decide for itself what the most economical way is to handle their allowances.

In many of these "cap and trade” proposals, the government would "discount" trades (e.g., for
every 10 pounds Company A reduces, they can only sell 8 pounds to Company B - the remaining
2 pounds would be "retired"”). The government may also gradually reduce the cap over time.
Both of these measures ensure that companies get the benefits of a trading system, but pollution

decreases over time.

The botiom line of toxic air pollution trading schemes is that reductions of one pollutant in one
place at one time could be substituted for required reductions at other places at other times (and
some proposed schemes allow different pollutants to be substituted for one another!).
Unfortunately, the underlying assumption of emission trading that all pollution is created equal —
that changing the time, place, or even toxic chemical emitted will not have a negative impact on

the environment — is not true.

Many toxics are of concern because they might cause cancer when people are exposed to the
most minute quantities, or they have immediate detrimental effects when people are exposed to
morse than some minimum amount. Emitting several days worth of these toxics at once could
pose a problem, and moving them from one neighborhood to another unfairly disadvantages or
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harms one group of people over another. We do not have the skills or knowledge base to trade
most toXxics.

Mercury, however, is different because the problems it causes are long-term, not immediate, and
regional, not local. Mercury problems arise in the Great Lakes from accumuilation over decades,
not days, so altering emission patterns by a year or two is unlikely to have a significant negative
effect. Likewise, impacted water bodies can be hundreds of miles or more from emission
sources, so moving emissions from Cedar Rapids to Chicago is also unlikely to have a negative
effect, especially given that trading systems are accompanied by (and justify) significant

reductions. :

In fact, four Great Lakes states started a Mercury Reduction Initiative at the beginning of 1997.
One component of this initiative may be mercury trading among large sources, including power
plants and chemical manufacturers. If the states require significant reductions (e.g., greater than
50 percent reductions, per the targets identified in the Binational Virtual Elimination Strategy),
then it might be a good idea to include trading. In this case, trading may ease the pain for some
of the businesses involved, making them more likely to agree to reductions, and ultimately
achieving greater total reductions at an earlier date.

The advantages to using emission trading for mercury are the following. First is that businesses
that have the easiest time controlling pollution receive incentives to reduce as much as possible
(instead of just reducing to the point where they comply with a standard). Second, businesses
that have the hardest time controlling pollution have alternatives that result in pollution
reduction, but at a lower cost than what they would have to pay t0 reduce their own pollution.
And third, reducing the cost of controlling pollution ultimately reduces pollution, especially in
the highly charged political world where required reductions are determined.

& Pollution Fees — Charging Polluters for the Damage They Do

Pollution fees for toxic pollutants have also received some consideration in the Upper Midwest.
With pollution fees, polluters are not only regulated as to the amount of toxics they emit, but
they are also charged a dollar value that is linked to the amount (and potentially the toxicity) of
their emissions. Fees are charged to fund the administrative costs of regulating air poliution, but
in most states fees are only charged for a limited number of pollutants, which does not include
many of the toxic air pollutants. Furthermore, the sums levied to date have usually been very
small and have provided little if any incentive to clean up emissions.

Pollution fees place a direct cost on pollution, letting the market make decisions about good
responses to the problem. Just like some of us choose cars based on their gas mileage — knowing
that a better MPG rating leads to lower gas costs (and toxics emissions) over the life of the car —
companies can be presented with choices that lead to lower costs if they control or eliminate use
and emissions of toxics. "Monetizing" pollution is an economically efficient way to encourage
pollution reductions, because money is what drives business and consumer decisions.
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Continuing with the above reasoning, an example of this new approach might be to have vehicle
registration surcharges or additional sales taxes for high-emission or low-mileage vehicles;
alternatively, we could provide economic incentives for people to buy the best performing
vehicles. In this way, we can give people choices, encourage good environmental decisions and
possibly reduce poliution without telling people they must change their behavior.

For pollution fees to be effective, they must provide a significant disincentive for emitting toxics.
According to public opinion research by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, fees should
probably be set equal to the amount of environmental damage done by the emissions. (Even
though exact numbers are hard to calculate, we can estimate the cost of the damage.) Minnesota
has found that fees should be used to reduce deficits or reward businesses that have taken
significant strides towards reducing pollution. They have found that people don't approve of
using the fees to fund the expansion of state regulatory agencies. Evidence from the Minnesota
work demonstrates that people, including the business community, support emission fees as long
as they are efficient (they achieve the desired result at the lowest cost) and fair.*

E. Community Initiatives/Partnerships — Taking the Problem Into Our
Own Hands

The final category of new approaches involves a range of activities that citizens or businesses
can accomplish on their own - without government regulations. These approaches require
citizens to be informed and active, sometimes applying pressure to influence businesses in their
communities, but other times working in partnership with businesses to achieve lasting results

that satisfy everyone's needs.

Public pressure against specific polluters has an excellent record of "encouraging” polluters to
reduce or eliminate toxic pollution. Companies do not take well to being called dirty,
irresponsible or brown, especially in these days of green marketing where they try to capitalize
on the image of being good to the environment.

Ay finnesota Pollution Contral Agency, "The Feasibility of Using Fees to Reduce Toxic Air Emissions: A Follow-
up Report”, St. Paul, MN, June 1996.

57



58



Pressure or assistance from state regulators also can help reduce toxics. Illinois has been
successful in reducing ethylene oxide pollution from hospitals. This toxic gas is used in medical
equipment sterilizers and has been routinely dumped into the air. It is also very easy to destroy
this chemical by a safe, clean, and relatively inexpensive process that converts ethylene oxide to
harmless carbon dioxide and water. The toxic air pollution branch of the Illinois EPA simply
went to hospitals, which are concerned about reducing sickness after all, and convinced the
hospitals to reduce or eliminate ethylene oxide pollution.

As another example, the Wisconsin Fabricare Institute has voluntarily implemented an
environmental stewardship program for dry cleaners.® The program certifies dry cleaners using
better or best practices as a way of improving environmental performance and of giving
consumners the choice of environmentally safer services. While it's hard for us as individuals to
ask our local hospital to reduce ethylene oxide, each of us can easily ask our local dry cleaner to
participate in the "Five Star Environmental Recognition Program for Drycleaners.”

5 This program is a cooperative effort of the Wisconsin Fabricare Institute, the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, the Wisconsin Department of Development, the University of Wisconsin-Extension Service, the Center
for Neighborhood Technology, and Citizens for a Better Environment.
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A strategy that results in corporations taking responsibility for their effects on communities is to
sit down with them and voice concerns. As managers understand the impacts their decisions -
have on the lives of their neighbors, and can put a face on those impacts, they will be more
willing to accommodate concerns of citizens. The chemical industry has developed a
"Responsible Care" program, including citizen advisory panels that some chemical companies do
in fact take seriously. The citizen panels advise the companies to take certain steps to improve
corporate citizenship. Some companies even allow citizen advisory panels to write a statement
for the corporate annual reports, documenting where the company has done well and where the
company has failed to follow through on promises it has made.

Information can also be a powerful tool for toxics reductions. Many companies are required to
file annual Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) reports, in which they quantify the amounts of toxic
waste they create. Although this is a regulatory requirement, it often leads to very interesting
voluntary pollution reductions. The reason? Embarrassment. TRI numbers are public, and often
end up in newspapers or on the local news. Media reports often identify, for example, the 10
biggest sources of toxic pollution in a state, or the specific data for a local company. Companies
are clearly motivated by a desire to avoid showing up in those top 10 lists. They also want to
maintain good relations with their community. These factors have proven to be extremely
effective in motivating companies to reduce their toxics emissions, over and above any
government requirements. In some cases, TRI data makes companies realize for the first time
just how much pollution they create, and how wasteful their processes may be. So the desire to
improve company efficiency can also be a strong motivator.
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In addition to voicing concerns over everyday operations of neighborhood businesses, there is
also a role for citizen groups in reviewing emergency procedures. Companies are supposed to
develop plans for first preventing, and, second mitigating chemical spills, fires and other
accidental pollution. Since these plans directly affect people in surrounding communities, asking
to review such plans is a good way to engage management in our concerns. Community groups
can stress the benefits of entirely removing toxic substances from the processes and plants in
their neighborhood as an accident prevention step.

Companies involved in international trade may be more willing to consult community groups
because of ISO 14000 requirements. 1SO 14000 covers environmental management, and is one
of a series of international business standards that affect companies involved in international
trade. In meeting ISO 14000, companies are required to inform and involve stakeholders, which

would include community groups.

A separate toxics reduction strategy would be community "clean sweeps"” where government
workers or volunteers go through neighborhoods or towns and collect household toxics for
proper disposal. These toxics include unwanted paints, solvents, lawn chemicals and pesticides,
and also old batteries and thermometers. In rural communities, these sweeps can also pick up
unwanted and now banned pesticides and other farm chemicals.

Not all of the approaches listed above will work in every situation. However, each one has its
benefits and may be useful in reducing the impact of toxic pollution on our kids, our senior

citizens and our environment.

Many of these are more technical and require cooperation and conversations with government
agencies or industry. But even then, it's very easy to request the public hearing to which we're
entitled if the plant next door wants to make some equipment or operating changes. Making
your concerns known (and maybe causing a delay) marks you as someone your local companies

have to deal with.

Other alternative approaches to toxic poltution control are more personal — you can tune up your
car, air up your tires and conserve energy. A list of things you can do in everyday life is
included in the next chapter. Ultimately, a combination of the solutions describe in this chapter
and the previous one will need to be put in place to solve the toxic air pollution problems we

face today.
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Chapter V - Policy Recommendations

The preceding material leaves us with certain knowledge that something must be done to reduce
and eventually eliminate dumping of toxics into the air. The question then becomes, what can

we do?

In addition to the steps we can take as individuals, there are a range of options both within and
outside of current laws and rules. For instance, inside of current laws, the thresholds for
regulation can be reduced (see the discussion of "major source thresholds” in Chapter IV), and
we can focus additional attention and research on the more subtle health effects of pollution,
such as birth defects and the combined effects of multiple poilutants. Outside of current rules,
we can require companies to reduce the amount of mercury they spew into the air, even if they
have never been required to control mercury emissions before.

Components of the solution to the toxic air pollution problem necessary for protecting our health
and the health of the environment are:

] Requiring the steel industry to clean up the soot spewed from its smokestacks and to
eliminate the leaks of toxic gases from coke ovens (the coal processing part of making
steel);

M Shutting down or cleaning up all dirty incinerators, regardless of how large or small they
are;

| Controlling toxic pollutants, soot- and smog-causing chemicals from electric power
plants;

. Advocating for and using low emission, fuel efficient cars and public transportation;

M Collaborating with industry in our neighborhoods to let them know our concermns, to
encourage them to clean up, and to ensure that they are taking appropriate steps to protect
us from accidental and intentional pollution;

) Minimizing pesticide use, especially in suburban areas, and eliminating all unnecessary
uses;

%] Working for changes in the way industry operates its processes {¢.g., demanding
chlorine-free and recycled paper to reduce the environmental impacts of the paper
industry, or requiring antiquated chlor-alkali producers to change to non-poiluting
processes — some producers of these chemical feedstocks still use a process that dumps a

thousand pounds of mercury vapor into the air every year); and,

M Telling EPA to address urban air toxics, as required by the Clean Air Act, immediately.
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In addition to contributing to the above public efforts, each of us as individuals can take another
set of steps. Some of these are very simple, while others are more involved.

To protect yourself and your kids, read fish advisories, cut out belly fat from your fish to
remove cancet-causing PCBs. Unfortunately, this doesn't protect you from mercury
which is in the whole fish, and, where fish is unsafe to eat, release your catch;

To reduce the need for incinerators, reduce, reuse, and recycle as much as possible. If
you must burn wastes, burn them dry to reduce pollution formation, especially soot.
Don't ever burn plastic — burning plastics can create dioxin;

To reduce toxic pollution from power plants, make an extra effort to conserve energy —
turn off the lights. Demand that state and federal regulators clamp down on mercury
dumped into the environment;

Make an effort to drive less and to combine errands, especially on ozone alert days.
Keep your car well tuned. If you are purchasing a new vehicle, choose one with low
emissions and a high fuel efficiency rating;

Communicate to the people you do business with both at home and on the job that the
environment is very important to you. Demand recycled paper and chlorine-free paper.
Encourage companies to participate in voluntary programs (such as the Wisconsin Five
Star Environmental Recognition Program for Dry Cleaners) that reduce toxic air

pollution risks. Ask local industries to set up Citizen Advisory Panels or some other
forum where they can listen to your concerns and fix problems you identify;

Minimize or eliminate your use of pesticides and herbicides, especially on lawns where
they can hurt your kids and pets. If you must use pesticides, choose the least harmful
alternative (the June 1997 issue of Consumer Reports can help). Advocate for advance
notification and posting when pesticides are used in your community, with signs
describing the actual toxic effects the chemicals can have on your family and your pets.

Buy organic food if you can afford it.

& Incineralors

Incinerators create dioxin, they dump mercury into the air, they contribute to the soot and smog
problem, and they are unnecessary. Less polluting methods exist for dealing with garbage — at
least landfilling doesa't spew all of the bound up poliutants into the air.

A program for dealing with incinerators has three components:

&

Minimize waste and trash by recycling;
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& Ban incinerators or at the very least dernand stringent pollution controls on all
incinerators of all sizes — allow no exemptions; and

2] Construct safe landfills instead.

The first step in this, and any other, pollution reduction project is pollution prevention. In this
case, that includes waste minimization and recycling. Elimination of plastics, especially
chlorinated plastics, from the waste stream helps reduce the creation of dioxin; it also helps
preserve landfill space. Metals such as mercury should also be removed from the waste stream.'
Mercury boils at relatively low temperatures so if it is in trash, it will end up in the air if that
trash is burned. Even if mercury is landfilled, there is still a chance that it will soak into
groundwater or be transported into the air by trees planted on top of old landfills. Elimination of
mercury from products is most preferred, but barring that, it should certainly be removed from

common garbage.

Fven doing what we can to minimize and recycle garbage, we should simply ban the use of
incinerators as an option for solid waste disposal. Older incinerators and smaller incinerators
especially are not adequately controlled. Even if we are not successful in shutting down
incinerators, we can demand that every single incinerator in this country, without exception,
meet the highest standard for pollution control, dioxin control, and capture of metals from their
smokestacks. Some of the smallest incinerators are the worst offenders because they do not
control their combustion chambers to reduce poliution. Exempting these small incinerators lets
exactly the wrong people off the hook. Any incinerator that cannot meet stringent standards

should be shut down, period.

Landfilling is probably the preferab}e means of dealing with garbage, though landfills should be
constructed to the highest standards in order to provide a safe alternative. Str:ct standards in
waste storage and transportation are also important.

< Coal Power Plants

Power plants are some of the largest, easiest to control sources of air pollution. Their sulfur
dioxide emissions make up a large portion of the fine particle soot that is so deadly ~ causing the
premature deaths of thousands of people per year.? Nitrogen oxide emissions from power plants

' Some of the nastiest toxics are elemental metals (e.g., lead, mercury, chromium, cadmium, arsenic, etc.} which
literally cannot be destroyed by an incinerator or any other pollution control device. When you incinerate waste
containing these metals, all you do is disperse the metals in the air, where they can do a lot of damage. Even if you
capture the contaminants with air pollution control devices, all you do is collect them and send them to a landfill

anyway.

2 The exact number is hotly disputed, but is probably at least 15,000, based on research cited in support of the new
federal soot standard.
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are one primary cause of the harmful smog that keeps some kids inside instead of out playing
with their friends. Mercury from power plants is contaminating our waters and makes fish
unsafe to eat. Utilities spew other toxic air pollutants for which they are not regulated at all.

Cleaning up utilities is not easy. However, a very simple principle holds in these battles:
Regquire all plants to meet modern standards. The Clean Air Act has stringent controls for new
power plants, but very lax requirements for older ones. This policy was based on the expectation
(and promise of the utility industry) that all those old plants would shut down and be replaced
with newer, cleaner ones. Well, unfortunately for us, there are still a number of plants around

built in the 1950s and 1960s,

Electric utilities have reaped the financial benefits of repairing old equipment instead of buying
new, clean equipment. We deserve the clean air benefits that were supposed to arrive. The
solution is simply to require ali these old, dirty plants to meet modern standards, or to just shut

down.

Energy conservation is also an important step in reducing pollution from power plants. This is
the equivalent of the waste minimization step for incinerators, above — if we meet our needs for
light, heat, and other services with less electricity, then that is pure pollution prevention.
Conservation programs that result in "market transformation" — the elimination of inefficient
products from stores and suppliers, which are replaced with only efficient products in the market

— are especially effective.

On another front, we can ask regulators to change the requirements power plants must meet.
Currently power plants may emit no more than a certain amount of pollution per pound of fuel
burned (actually expressed as pounds of pollution per MMBtu of heat content). The problem is,
there is no limit to the amount of fuel that may be burned, resulting in the possibility of an

almost limitless amount of pollution.

When regulators set budgets for the amount of pollution allowed, there is then no legal way to
increase pollution, even if more power plants are built. This simple change is a big shift for
regulators, some of whom are already beginning to think this way, but it has very real benefits —
we get a guarantee that the amount of pollution will not increase.

Finally, toxics from power plants must be addressed. The first step is require that utilities track
and report the toxics they dump into the air. The EPA has just passed a rule requiring that
utilities do this under the Toxics Release Inventory program. Once utilities make these reports,
the information will be available from EPA and on the Internet at http:/fwww.rtk.net.

Utilities often complain that toxics control is too expensive, or even impossible. However,

technology does exist, whether that be further control of the soot particles that contain toxics, or
injection of special charcoals into smokestacks to collect harmful vapors like mercury gas.
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Where our health and our communities are at stake, the profits of big polluters should not get in
the way of clean air.

And if it proves to be prohibitively expensive to control toxics from power plants, those utilities
should not be let off the hook. They should instead be required to contribute money to cleaning
up toxics from other nearby industries, ensuring that reductions occur. This approach has the
added advantage of cleaning up the facilities where clean up is the cheapest, which is a useful
fact in today's political and economic climate.

% Trucks, Buses and Cars

Toxic air pollution from motor vehicles is a serious problem. No single step will solve the
problem. Action is required on several different levels. We should build cleaner cars, use
cleaner fuels, and provide incentives for the very best performance.

The Clean Air Act required EPA to recommend regulations for reducing toxic air poliution from
motor vehicles by 1995. It's 1997, and nothing has been recommended. The very first step to
cleaning up vehicle emissions should be to demand completion of this task by EPA. Some of the
recommendations should be obvious.

American automobiles are not fuel efficient. Better mileage should be the number one design
priority for automakers, because it leads to cleaner air and lower costs for consumers.
Furthermore, vehicles should be designed to have the lowest possible air pollution impacts.
EPA's recommendations should place highest priority on building clean, efficient cars. Vehicle
owners should be required to pass periodic emission tests to ensure that cars and trucks stay

clean as they age.

Toxic air pollution also varies depending on what fuel is used. EPA should pass much tougher
standards for diesel fuels, which are among the dirtiest, and expand the "reformulated gas”
program, which reduces toxic air pollution and the chemicals that create smog.

Gasoline evaporates very easily. Two additional steps are possible which would reduce
evaporation of gasoline and thereby reduce our exposure to toxic air pollution. The first is to
require vapor recovery when gas tanks are filled. This can be accomplished by equipment on gas
station pumps (already required in cities with the dirtiest air) or equipment on vehicles. The
Clean Air Act gave automakers nearly a decade to add this equipment to new vehicles, yet it isn't
certain if they will meet their deadlines. EPA should push automakers to meet this deadline, or
expand the gas station pump option to more cities. The second way to reduce evaporation of
gasoline is to require automakers to design vapor-tight vehicles.

And finally, our society must do much more to reward those who do their part to clean the air.
People who use alternative vehicles (e.g., solar cars) and public transportation should be
rewarded, through tax incentives and greater public funding of mass transit. On the other hand,
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we should discourage the worst polluters by charging fees or surtaxes on high-pollution, low-
efficiency vehicles.

& Steel Mills and Coke Ovens

The manufacture of steel and the production of the coke used in the steel making process is
widely recognized as the largest single industrial source of known and suspected cancer-causing
pollutants in the Great Lakes Basin. The carcinogens include benzene, cadmium, chromium,
dioxin, hexachlorobenzene, lead, nickel, PCBs, styrene, and toluene, among others.
‘Developmental effects are seen as a result of the chemicals from steel plants. Wildlife and

ecosystems are also impacted.

As with power plants, one of the answers is to rebuild plants to meet modern standards. The

~“amount of leaks from doors and lids of coke ovens is absolutely unnecessary. Although

- eliminating leaks will cost millions of dollars, that is the cost of environmental citizenship for
' these polluters. Benefits include a reduction in the thousands of cases of cancer attributable to

" steel in the Great Lakes Basin.

Another problem with the steel industry is the vast quantities of soot it puts out. For example,
the USX plant in Gary, IN is responsible for about two-thirds (62%) of the soot upwind in
Chicago! Soot controls on the plants would significantly reduce this problem, as well as the
problem of toxics carried along with the soot.

The Clean Air Act itself has a loophole for the coke making part of steel making. Provided that
coke producers (coke is 2 specially treated form of coal used in steel making) do a little bit better
than the minimum standards set by EPA, they are exempted until the year 2020 from the more
stringent standards that EPA will write after conducting a "residual risk” review.

We should insist that steel mills and coke producers minimize their emissions now, not 23 years
from now. Specifically, Congress should eliminate the delayed residual risk evaluation allowed

by section 112(g)(8)(A) of the Clean Air Act.
& Toxic Urban Air Pollution

EPA is also required to develop a strategy for achieving a 75% reduction in cancers caused by
urban air toxics. The agency is moving too slowly on this requirement, which is contained in

section 112(k) of the Clean Air Act.

Right now, EPA is engaged in policy that promotes delays instead of policy that protects public
health. In meeting the requirements of the Act, EPA has become bogged down in the science —
just exactly which of the toxic air-poliutants listed in the act are the 30 worst? And just who are
the polluters responsible for 90 percent of them? These are not easy questions to answer.
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Fortunately, though, there is an alternative strategy that would let EPA jump to the critical part
of the analysis — how do we reduce cancer by 75 percent? Instead of limiting themselves to just
the top thirty, they can instead use the "not less than" part of the Jaw, and pick all known or
suspected carcinogens, which number more than thirty. Next, EPA can focus on every source
category known to emit these selected chemicals (or EPA can look at the source categories
responsible for 90 percent of the pollution, the minimum required by the Act).

In less than a month, EPA could short circuit the review that has taken seven years to date, and
will undoubtedly take quite a few more years to complete. After taking this across the board
approach, EPA could turn attention to the critical task — figuring out ways of actually reducing

cancer risk.

The message to EPA should be: In developing the Urban Air Toxics program, don't worry about
the fine details of cancer-causing chemicals. We already know enough to warget the right
pollution and right polluters. Address the cancer problem now!

< Working Together

When they asked Willie Sutton why he robbed banks, he said because that's where they keep the
money. The same concept applies to collaboration. We should be more willing to cooperate and
collaborate with polluters, because they ultimately decide what gets done and what gets ignored.

Coilaboration doesn't mean surrendering our principles. When working with companies, we
must be tough but fair. We must do our best to be good neighbors, then demand the same from
industry. If we do it right, there's no better or faster way to get results. :

The most important part of forming partnerships with industry is to always be honest, and tell
them how you feel. We have to make sure they understand how important health and
environmental issues are to us. We should be willing to attend meetings and public hearings,
and if there aren't any scheduled, we should ask for them.

Neighborhoods and community groups should organize and work collectively. They should ask
local companies and government agencies for Toxics Release Inventory data, which by law must
be publicly available. They should also ask to see plans for chemical emergencies, and if there
are no plans, offer to help draft them. Community groups should encourage companies to start
Citizen Advisory Panels, and send representatives to participate on those panels.

s Pesticides

Pesticides — chemicals that are specifically designed to kill — are applied far too widely in
populated places. Use per acre is higher in the suburbs than it is on farms. Two or three specific
steps can dramatically reduce the threat from these chemicals.
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Local or even state ordinances requiring that spraying be posted would help us keep away from

treated areas. Posting requirements may result in less spraying, too, as people come 10

understand that the chemicals are truly harmful. This positive result can be bolstered if the signs
describe exactly what the chemicals can do to you.

Because of their potential ﬁannfui effects, some pesticides should be completely banned near
~ public places such as schools, parks, hospitals, nursing homes, day care centers. Nobody should
- be involuntarily e.xp_os_ed to these dangerous chemicals, particulariy our most vulnerable citizens.

- A further positive policy step would be to outlaw production for export of chemicals that are
illegal in the U.S. For instance, we still see a hazardous pesticide called chlordane being added
‘to the Great Lakes even though it is no longer used in this country. The chlordane is coming
- from as far away as Mexicol - And the infamous DDT is still the pesticide of choice in many

: " developing nations. We could reduce the amount of chlordane and DDT in the Great Lakes if we

- simply banned U.S. companies from producing and exporting these chemicals. This same
principle holds for other banned pesticides.

" With respect to pesticides in our food, certain steps can help protect us from eating too many
' pesticides. While washing fruits and vegetables is a start, that only removes a fifth of the toxins.

A healthier alternative is to buy and promote organic food. Buying organic and telling stores
and supermarkets that we want healthier food both protects us and helps reduce overall pesticide

" use. However, since it isn't always possible for everyone to buy organic produce, we can also
‘substitute safer fruits and vegetables for ones that contain high amounts of pesticides. The
Shopping List below suggests good alternatives for the more contaminated fruits and vegetables.
In short, pesticide use should be minimized and, where possible, eliminated, we should be
notified of pesticide use in the vicinity of our homes and schools, and, as a protective measure,
we should substitute low-pesticide foods for high-pesticide Joods.
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The Shopping List: Eat Healthy and Reduce Risks from Pesticides

Try These...
All of these alternatives are a good source® of most or all of the principal vitamins and nutrients
rank | Instead of these... in the contaminated food.
1 Strawberries Blueberries, raspberries, blackberries, oranges, grapefruit, cantaloupe, kiwis, or watermelon.
2 (tie) | Bell peppers:
Green peppers Green peas, broccoli, or Romaine feftuce.
Red peppers Romaine lettuce, carrots, broccoli, Brussels sprouts, asparagus, or tomatoes,
2 {tie} | Spinach Broccoli, Brussels sprouts, Romaine lettuce, or asparagus.
4 Cherries (£).5) Oranges, blueberries, raspberries, blackberries, grapefruit, cantaloupe, or kiwis.
5 Peaches Nectarines, U5, cantaloupe, watermelon, tangerines, oranges, or red or pink grapefruit.
6 Cantaloupe {Mexican) Buy 1).5. cantaloupe in season {May-December), or waterrneion.
7 Celery "Carrots, Roraine fettuce, broccol, or radishes.
8 Apples Pears, oranges, grapefruit, cantaloupe, kiwis, watermelon, nectarines, bananas, tangerines,
or virually any fruit not on the Hst of the most contaminated foods.
] Apricots Nectarines, U.S. cantaloupe, watermelon, tangerines, oranges, red or pink grapefruit,
or watermelon, ’
10 Creen beans Green peas, broceoli, cauliflower, Brussels sprouts, potatoes, or asparagus.
11 Grapes (Chilean) Buy us. grapes in season (May-December).
12 Cucumbers Carrots, Remaine lettuce, broceoli, radishes, or virtually any vegetable not on the fist of
the most contaminated foods.
*Includes 10% or more of the daily value of at least ane of the vitamias in the contaminated food,

Sources: Environmenial Working Group, compiled from FDA and EPA data; Center for Science in the Public Interest. Nutrition Action Health
Letter, January-February 1995, October 1994, May 1592, December 1991,

For more information, see Environmental Working Group’s full report, titled “A Shopper’s Guide to Pesticides in Produce™, available on the
Worid Wide Web at <http//www.ewg.org>, or contact EWG directly.

& Conclusions

As discussed throughout this report, toxics dumped into the air have a concrete, det;ing;entai
impact on our communities. Pelluters whose bottom line is the bottom line spew millions and
millions of pounds of toxic chernicals into the air every year. We need to tell them that our lives

are more important than their profits.

71



While there are few "smoking guns” from toxic air pollution, the cancer, birth defect, and
developmental risks are too serious to be ignored. Current efforts to eliminate toxic chemicals
dumped into the air are not moving forward fast enough. In order to protect our families, our
children, and our seniors in this country, much more has to be done.
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Dangerous, _dioximeﬁlitting incinerators of all sizes should be closed or, at the very least,

- controlled.

Power plants should meet modern standards or be shut down.
New vehicles should have lower toxic emissions and should get better gas mileage.

Steé_:i miﬂ_é should clean up, and coke ovens should be required to meet strict standards
now, not in 2020.

We should work directly with industry in our neighborhoods to develop ways of reducing

their toxic impact on our lives.

We should use fewer pesticides and require that we be notified when our neighbors use
them.

EPA should focus on reducing cancer from the known and suspected carcinogens present
in the air in our cities. Instead of wasting time, energy and money on deciding exactly
which dangerous, cancer-causing chemicals are the most harmful, they should focus on
eliminating all of these chemicals from our air.

These seven steps will not guarantee 100% safety, but they are important and necessary steps in
cleaning up America's air for our families and our future.
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APPENDIX B

TOXIC POLLUTION=HUMAN SUFFERING

Human Health Dangers Of Airborne Toxics That Pollute Our Great Waters

Reproductive/ Neurological/ | Imumuno- Other
Pollutunt Cancer | Developmental | Behaviorai 1 logical Endocrine | Noncancer
— —
Cadmium Respiratory and
and compounds Probable | Yes Yes Yes kidney toxicity
Chlordane Probable | Yes Yes Yes Yes Liver toxicity
DDT/DDE Probable | Yes Yes Yes Yes ] Liver toxicity
Dieldrin Probable | Yes Yes Yes Yes Liver toxicity
Dioxin Probable | Yes Yes Yes Yes Integument toxicity
Not
classi-
Furans fiable Yes Yes Yes Liver toxicity
Hexachloro-
benzene Probabie | Yes Yes Yes Yes Liver toxicity
Hexachlorocyc-lo- Kidney and liver I[
hexane {HCH) Probable toxicity
Lead and
compounds - Probable | Yes Yes Yes Yes Kidney toxicity
Kidney and liver
Lindane Probabie | Yes Yes Yes toxicity
Mercury and
compounds Yes Yes Yes Yes Kidney toxicity
Liver toxicity,
respiratory &
PCBs Probable | Yes Yes Yes Yes cardiovascular
POM Probable | Yes Yes Blood cell toxicity
Cardiovascular
effects; liver
Toxaphene Probable | Yes Yes Yes Yes toxicity

Source: U.S. EPA Potential Humar Health Effects Associated with Poilutants of Concern” in Great Waters, 1994
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Table 2. HEALTH FFFECTS OBSERVED IN GREAT LAKES ANIMALS.

0 "
2 o & L& &
- [ e} & -~ 5]
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= = o — & =
g £ £ & ] E = = i c B
o v . = i = € Y E
=] = - - = = o = =R wn
£ €., % B, E T € & £5¢& ¢
s 2 5 B il § ¢ £ E EgEg €
PECIES ¢ 0w U= U = ] Q B (5}
g 2% # 0o c &6 & £ ? 2 Es £
Bald Ezgle o o o o o ) °
Beluga whale ® | ® na o @& ® e ®
Black-crowned night heron ® @ & ® @
Caspian tem ® @ s & | & o ®
Chinook-ccho salmon ® |z @ L @&
Common tem ® 9 ® ® ® @
Double-crested cormorant ® ® @& & & o ® ®
Forster's tem ¢ o o o o 0 @ ®
Herring gull ® ©® o o o ® e o o ¢
Lake trout ® | ® a2 & ® @ ®
Mink | ® n2 e ‘@ ®
Osprey ® ¢ o
Ring-billed gull ® & @ ®  © @
Snapping turtle L | ®

Note: Cells not marked do not necessarily mean there is no effeci, only that no citation in scien-
tific literature was found.

Scurces: The Conservation Foundation and Chemical and Energy News
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Fish and Wildlife Consumption Advisories in the Great Lakes Region

[ Restrictions on consumption of fish and wiidlile are
recommended Tor all lakes and streams shown in red.
due to contamination caased by poflution,

Many other hodies of water have not been tested.
and may also contain contaminated fish,

4 Michigan and Mew York have issued
statewide consumption advisories,

o
From TISEPA. "Update: 1995 National Listing of Fish and Wildiife Consumption Advisories”, EPA-823-F-96-006, Washington, DC. June 1996a. i zmﬁ
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF SB 415
A BIll to Extend the Medical Waste Incinerator Moratorium

Presented on February 11, 1998 Before
The Senate Committee on Agriculture and Environmental Resources

The John Muir Chapter of the Sierra Club with approximatety 10,000 members in Wisconsin
supports SB 415 extending WI's medical waste incinerator moratorium until the year 2002.
The Sierra Club has supported past efforts by the Legislature to introduce the medical
industry in Wisconsin to new medical waste management policies and methods that reduce the
industry's reliance on incineration. The Club has joined the national campaign Health Care
Without Harm to develop environmentally responsible heaith care.

The Legislature needs to extend the moratorium at this time for two main reasons. The first
is to provide an opportunity for the existing policies and efforts to source separate materials,
to reduce the amount of infectious waste, and to control toxic emissions from incinerators to
run their course. As recently as the fall of 1997, the last group of medical facilities
generating medical waste were required to implement medical waste reduction policies. The
impact of these efforts will not be complete for at least a few years.

The second reason to extend the moratorium at this time is the focus and investment in
policies and programs to control mercury emissions and pollution. This simple date change 1s
a significant feather in the cap of the state and its ability to manage one of the top three
sources of mercury emissions across the country - medical waste incinerators. As recently as
this morning, the DNR presented a list of 33 programs and policies targeting mercury for
1997-1999. ‘

The Sierra Club report, “Danger in the Air Hope on the Horizon" released in July 1997
firmly commits the Club to working on a variety of toxic emission sources including medical
waste incinerators. I would like to draw your attention to the pie charts on pages 12 and 13
of the report which indicates the importance of medical waste incineration as a source of
dioxins and furans, PCBs, mercury and chromium.

T want to thank the Committee and the Committee chair for scheduling SB 415 promptly and
urge the Committee to take immediate action in support of extending the medical waste
incinerator moratorium date.

L S I . 3.
see £ 0 EFGY GG DROEEIVE D5




1997 SENATE BILL 415

Testimony to the Committee on Agriculture and Environmental Resources
Senator Alice Clausing, Chairperson

by
Bill Baumann
Combustion Process Section Chief
Bureau of Air Management
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

February 11, 1998

Senate Bill 415 amends 285.55(7) of the statutes, extending the applicability of
this section from July 1, 1998 until July 1, 2002. This essentially extends the
current medical waste incinerator moratorium in Wisconsin for 4 years. The
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources does not believe this will pose any
significant problems for hospitals and related facilities in dealing with medical

wastes, and that alternatives exist for dealing with these wastes.

A study that examined the capacity of medical waste incinerators in Wisconsin
was done in 1991 by the Department of Natural Resources. Information in that
study indicated that adequate capacity was present at existing incinerators to deal
with medical wastes generated in Wisconsin. The capacity issue has not been
studied further since that time. However, we have not had contact from facilities
seeking permits, in anticipation of the moratorium ending, to build any additional
incinerator facilities or capacity. Only 5 incinerator facilities remain in Wisconsin.

We view this as an indication of the adequacy of existing capacity.




In a related matter, US EPA issued final standards this past fall for regulation of
hospital/medical/infectious waste incinerators. These regulations included

guidelines for emissions from existing facilities and new source performance |
standards for facilities constructed after June of 1996. In a fact sheet prepared

on the regulations, EPA indicates that 50% to 80% of smaller medical waste

incinerators nationwide may discontinue operation as a result of the more

stringent new standards. However, EPA also indicates that

hospital/medical/infectious waste will be adequately handled either at remaining,

larger commercial incinerator facilities, or else through the use of other currently

available technologies such as microwave irradiation, steam autoclaving, or

chemical or thermal treatment.

In conclusion, we believe that there is adequate capacity to deal with medical
waste in Wisconsin. This capacity takes two forms, either existing incineration
capacity, or availability of alternate technologies for dealing with this waste

stream.





