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. . SECTION 1 ,,
‘ INTRODUCTION Y .
M - S e

" In December 1978, we mailed questiontaires to the State
lead environmental agency administrators and progkam directors

h vesponsible -for implementings- ‘
. ~=the Clean Air Actsy ' )
:--;hé_clﬁan Wateé'ibt;
< —the ?ederai Insecéicide, Fungicide and Rodenticide :
. Actt 3 .
- s -~the Resource Conseévation and Recovery Aft;'and,’ ;. o
¢ ==the Safe Drinking Water Act. - . o .

Hearly all administrators and program directors reSPOndeﬂ {See
Table 1}, K Each of the following,sSix sections in this volume
includes a copy of the questiohnaire together with the re-
. sponses. Some responses {shown as shaded Areas on the ques-
* tionnaires} were not provided since they identified the tve--
. Spondee, vepeated previous ansyers or were too volumijous.
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TABLE 1
=*

. . SUMMARY" OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 4

» State Program Directorsd. )
— %
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o . . RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY OF ° . N
. . STATE IMPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL *
e L« ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS _
-
- ' L ™ * ¢ . 3
.J'}
. oy
) ]
’ STATES RESPONDING (45)" —— —
Alabama AL ' Missouri MO
Alaska AK Montana MT ‘
R ! Arizona A2 . Nebraska NE ’
. Arkansas , AR Nevada Ny E
Ccalifornia CA New Jersey NJ - )
Colorado co ) New Mexico L)
Connecticut cT . . New York N Y ..
Delaware ' DE North Carolina,  NC . L
Plorida . FL Rorth Dakota ND
Georgia . GA Chio * OH
Hawaii HI Oklahoma - OK
. Idaho : ip .o R Oregon ; - OR
’ 4 Illinois \ IL Pennsylvania PA -,
Indiana in Rhode Isiand RI : .
s iowa iA South Carglina sc ¢
Kansas KS . South Dpakota sSp '
* Kentucky KY Tennessee *+ ™
Louisiana LA - Utah 7 gp. - ¢
. Maine ME vermont ., VT
Massachusetts MA Washington WA
Michigzan MI ) Wisconsin WI
. MinneZoga My Wyoming wy
. Mississippi MS - -
. e
"
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studying the problems-faced by the States o
. dmplerenting and admnistering -Federal .
envirormental Programs. The purpose of this
questiofinaive is to cbkain iaformation on your
/prtg:m{a and to determipe the signiffcance of
the problers Stats environmeatal Program
managers féce. We are sending similar
~ questionnatres to the directors o; the air
Flution control, deinking waterr pesticides,
%fd waste and water pollution control programs

all 50 states as well as to the adninistrator
of each State's environméntal agency,

While the Guestions that follow are hased
largely on our. discussions with program officials
in seven States. we Have atvempted to provide a
format that will be readily agaptable to all
States. If you feel that the formaf of any
questlon does ot fit your situation, please add
the necessary explanatory notes. doreowver. feel
free to make any additional comments on your pro-
gram, this questionnaire or related topics.

f }w have any questions: Please call
bonald Hunter at {617} 223-6536. !

- After ommplecing the questionpaire please
retucn it in the gelf-addressed postage paid
envelobe by Jarmwary 19, 1979,

NJTE: Throughout this qnesl:iamine, EFA vefers
to the Federal Enviromental Protection

"Thank you for your cooperation.
HESECHIEENT mlms

-
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, £
2. Which of ‘the followihg environmental programs
v do You adnipister? f{Check all that apply)
1. /7 Air pollution control /
2. /7 Drinking vatec
3. /7 Pesticides ‘
47 _Sold waste
S. /7 water pollution conteol
-~
\

————a—

. [
e . e
. U1S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
¢ Suzvey Of Scace implemencacion OF
, Fedecal Environmenc
6 - "
-]
Geneal Instructions el
he U.5. General ho Office is

e TR T -

Prokcams

8 ¥
AR w-wé‘ ek
“\

. .-(«rm; et

+

4. Hag your State had a ndjor veorganization of
' environmental progran and activitieg during
the last five years? (Check one)

Y0 ves

2/ 7/ Ha.iGD'IOWESTIGI 8}

as the.latest major recrgmxzanon Pact of
an cverall executive reorganizacion plan for
State govermment,,or did it involve a re-
“organjzation of eﬁv)rmnt.sl acl:wil:ies

only? (Check mgl .
F
7 Oue:an executive recrganization ¢

- -

¢
S.

.

-+

2. ,»;’ / awitorrental recyganization only
3. { 7 Other {Please specify)

Al

6. ¥hen was thiz latest major reorganizacion
rade of your State's environmental program?

{Enter month and Year)

E]

7. %o what extent, tf anys did Fedecal legis-

lations {Efa c ons ard policies) im
fluence the on to reovganize? (Check
one) .
1./ 7 To little or no extent
2. /77 7o some extent
. /7 To™ modecate extent
. -
4. /7 To a substantial extent
5. / 7 To a very great extent
In your opinion will your State make a major
izacion of environmental programs and
activities within the nexe two years. (Check
one) v

(W,

8.

Pefinitely yes
Probably yes

Uncertain (GO TO CUESTEON 11}
Probably ne (GO TO QUESTION 11)

Tefinitely no {GO %0 CUESTION 113

). i -%
)‘ s :\h\-w'b'{'i iﬁ‘)‘
'
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9. Do feel this teorganization will be part 0. To what extent, if any woirld Federal
of ﬁ?m:an executjve teorganizdtion plan lecislation, regul?tfofs and policies ,
for State qovermrent, or will it imolve 2 . _ influence this anticipated renrganization?
reorganization of cavironmental activities - !'Owck one) .
. only? (Check one} ‘

1. /__/ Little or no extent
1. /__/ oOverall executive rectganization o
2. [7T7 Sore exent .
2. {j Environmental reorvanjzation only

. ¥ /7 ucderate extent
' 3 Other {Please ‘spacify:)

; . -y specity : 44/~ 77 “substantia) extent

* . “ 5. /_/ very great extent
—_ HANAGEMENT OF FEDERAL ENVIRCRMENTAL PROGRAMS :

_ - . .
. - ~

.. - 11, Overall, in the manddement of your environmental programs, to what extent. if any. is
- ﬁof _the*factors listed below an otstacle to Peeting existing Federal requirerents?

k one box per line)

1. Deadlines rmposed . *
/ by F%tal lg;%slation -
. 2. Ava lity of -technolcgy to support -
Federal legjslation . -
3. Cbtainirg State enabling
legislation
- 4. Twoe it takes to 1ssue EPA requiations
and quidelines '
5. Amount of flexibility in current EPA . -
vlations and quidelines
[N Cﬁtity of current EFA regulaticns and
_qmiiﬁ_ .
?. Tume it takes EIA to respond to technical .
questions and interprét its vegqulations and
quidelines
8. Quality of EPA response to techmical questlons
and interpretation of its regulations and
~ quidelines
: ~%. Extent of controls wposed on the State by
EPA
10+ Philoscphical differences between
EPA and the State on Program
prioritles and chiectives

. 1l. Amunt of Federal tznding to B

ﬂgt program gginé' stration costs .
2. Tumirg of Federal {undirg to — . -
SUPPOTt prodram administration costs i N
. 13. Knowledge of the amcunt of future Federal funds
-to support State Prodram adwihistration _)

COsts
14. Existing State policies’to limit T

all progeam growth + .
v 5. Amount of State Funding you receive to . !

support program administration costs -
6, Current Juvel of Pederal funds for
mmnicipalities to neelt Federal environ-
mental irerents
Humber of staEf in
. State progeam o
18, Losses of edperienced

personnel
19, abality to £111
personnel vacancies
20. Current trainig programs avarlable '
for State personnel : 1
2. Split responsimiity for environmental !

' ams withih State govermment * i )
22, Current Jesel of public support for T
enviromreatal programs L I -
23. Current level of Gubernatorial and
State legislative support for environe ’
mental programs
-
2-4 . 1 .
Q
B ’
ERIC : -
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12, pmmmummmmm fonl 14, Overall, do you feel that ducing the next 2 t

- oxdently have tho greateat negative !mwt yeacs the erphasis your State places en '
. on. your progran. envirommental issues will increase, deTrease, ~

. or remain the sare? {Check one)

P P ' — . 1. (7 Sustantislly increase
. S . — T, 2. /7 Soewhat increase
bl o ‘-3-[:7&’&!&“&0 -
j - . b 7 sooewhat decreast
T - — T /[ 7 Substantially decrease

Ly

. PROGRAMY PRIORITIES

— — : 14a, Briefly explain why. .

+ 13. In your opinion, ducing the past § years, has
\you: State's erphasis on envitomnmenea) i ¥
increased, decreased o: remained the Same?
{Cheek )anel L)

1. /7 substantially inceeased A

£/ Somewhat. increased
7. Mo change ‘ STATE BUDGETARY PROCEMURES p

accept an EPA arantawhich suppocts program
Substantially decreased administcation costs but does not require .
additional State funds? (Enter mumbec
moeths for each type of grant)

L. Ot\qoint; gcant ronths

& 7 sfcuhnt decreased 15, Bow long does it usually take your State to -
i/

" l3a. Briefly explain why.

2. Vew grapt rentha

———

. 16. Bow lauq does it usually take your State to
. accept an EPA arant which supports program -
administcation costs and reguires some level
. of State fonding? (Mter nurber of months
for cach type of grant)

- 1. Ongoing geant - _ronths -

— L

+ 2. MNew grant roaths

' . 17. Once the EPA grant is accepted, how long does
' = It usually take for whe following? (Entec

ronths )

state sproval of new positions: ronths . N
Filling new positions: ronths

. 18, In your cpinion. how much advance notice of ~
Federal funding support <o you need to pro—
pecly budget and plan your procrems?  {fntec
ronths)
&
ronchs

"

El{fC‘ 3 - | o , 11 . o -

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




(.ls{ How satisfird or dissatisfied pfe you with
the amount of advance not ice Faderal
funding you currently receive? (Checknoml

1. /7 Very satistied 1
2.7 Gerecally satfafied
3. /7 Bordecline’

4. z’_:?"cenecally dissatisfled

5. / /!“ew dissacisfied

.__._..__g_ -
2. The Office of Hamgenen: and Bhdget
+ ard EPA are proposing legistation for a
consolidated grant to the States for adninisr
tering all envirowmental progris. ‘This
approach would elimipace the existing cate-
gorical grants for each progeam. 7o what
Jextent do you agree/disagree with this con-
solidated grant approach? . (Check one)

‘1. E Stremgly agree

2. £ 7 ngree

3 E Unsure

4- 7 Dpisagree

8. [ 7 strongly disaarce
EPA-STATE RELATIONSHIPS

1
21450 what extent, if at all, do you Eeelsyour
viewpoint as'Administrator of several State
envirvainental prograns is qiven adequage
consideration in the following EPA processes?
{Check one box pec Line) '

Regulatlon making
Folicy making

P!

i
o 22. overall, do ygu feel that thy FPA regional

stalf understands the problems yoo face in
arh_inhter:m yout proatama?  (Theck one)

S

. 7 “hefirfeely yos~ -
2. ,{__“jlpmbably yes
.70 thcerta:n
4 E PTdLZ\ly o
L_/ i‘!’et:mtelym
23, owerall, dg you (cel that FPA headquarters

staff understards the probloms you face in
adninistering yout progéams?  (Check one}

1. / 7 Definitedy yes

2. 27 Prombly ves
w7 Uncertain

<

ﬂé /Pmmblym [

+ .

8. 7 Definitely no ¥
L)

A et W gt o+




- RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRES o

Question 2. Which of the following environmental - .
preograms do you administer? v

-

* -«

$TaTE

%]
b
F
2
X
=
O
2
o
g

.

FIFRA

l
l

AL, :
.AKI )
AT, &4
AR
CCA I,
. 0 |
€T\
_ DE |
s -F ||I
ok
HI
i .
IL
IN .
1A
KS
Ky *
LA
- ME ’
. } HA
M1
HN
NS
H‘O -
NT
NE .
Ny * .
NJ
NM
NY
. NC
ND
oH
OK
. OR
. . PA
RI
' ’ 5C
. N$p
, TN
. UT -
+ . VT
WA
Wi
WY

-

x

L3
£

+

- A - -

*

~

E

|

E i R A R e Ea i i A - L B e ]

oo - oo

E A R - - - > HH KM DD M DG B DU DX B D B D DG DG D DD

E

ERIC

ATt provided vy enic [N N . * b9




. * Question 4. Has your State had a major reorganization of

' environmental program and activities during
the last five years?

-

L 4
Yes {13)
’ MA NC OH MO W
-~ RI MI__ NM HI WA )
FL MM T KS )
No {32
5 . cT N3 GA ™ AR NE SD
ME DE KY IL La co ur
. VT -PA MS IN OK MT WY
NY ~aL , SC . WL - IA ND AZ
) ”
3 ’ ’ . -
} N

)

A




-

Question 5. Was the latest major reorganization part of an
N . overall executive reorganizationiplan for State
goverfiment, or did it involve a ryeorganization

of environmental activities only? N

L |

. Question 6. When was this latest major reoyganization made . ’
of your State's enviromﬁéntal program?

A =
_Question*7. TO what extent, if any, 4id Federal legislation,
{EPA Fégulations and poliCies) influence the.,

decision to reorganize?’ . .
) - s
. - -
A 1/*
REORGANIZATION/ﬁITﬁIN PAST FIVE YEARS
‘ Question 5 Question & - Question 7 T
State y.’!ygg ' Date Extent of Federal Influence
MA Execut ive 7/75% Moderate !
RI Environmental 10/77 - Some
FL Environmental /7% y Little og no
NC Ehvironmental 9/78 Moderate
MI Environmental 6/76 " Little or no
M Environmental 8/73 Little or no
OH . Envirchmental 8/74 - Little or no . ®
NM Executive 1/78 Little or no
KS Executive 1/74 i Little or no
MO Executipe | tUT4 Little or no
HI Enviroggental 2/74 Very Great
’ NV EnvironMental /17 ¢ Little or no
WA Environméntal 12/74 Very Great
» Y .
) L)

i




Question 8. In your OpPlnion will your State make a major.
recrganization of environmental programs and
activities within the next two years?

-

Definitely Yes (1)

.

) . S0
. Probably Yes (8)
* MS IA ) AK
. IL iy Wi
OK HI
-
i ' Uncertain (13} !
- PA NC MI NE CA
\ _/// FL ™™ WI %Z ID
KY IN LA )
. . .

Probably Ho (20) -

: MN N ND NV MA NJ AL
: . OH co WY OR RI NY sC
‘AR MT cT ME VT | DE ®
S ' pefinitely No (3)
) GA KS MO
- ‘ .
- “ /
- ' 3
2-10 ’
\‘l

LRIS




i

Question 9. Do you feel ‘this reorganization will be a'part

. of an overall executive reorganization plan for
State government, or will it involve a reorgani- L
. zation of environmental activities only?

‘Question 10, To what extent, if any. -would Federal legislation.
requirations and policies influence this anticipated

reorganization? ¢
. REQRGANIZATION WITHIN THE NEXT TWO YEARS
A Ruestion 9 Question 10 -
State Type Extent of Federal Influence -
, MS Executive " very Great . g
. IL Executive Some . o
7 - . OK Other =~ Water Pollution ¥Moderate :
IA . Environmental Moderate §
- SD  'Other - Water agencies ’ . :
& environmental Little or no
uT Executive Substantial
HI Environmental Substantial
AR Other -~ Internal Department )
. Reorganization Substantial . -
. WA Environmental Very Great i
4’ =
A
. . &~
L ' ] -
5\ .F . \ -
' PR 4 - * - - = &
r
w4 N ‘
LY L 1w .
» r,"" ot ' . ) wd
- WL SN
S VN
@ - ! . { 4K\,f , -
o : 8 * ‘
¥ ¢
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?‘ * A - .
Pt T
. . ‘v‘h.-(- .
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Question 1}, Overall, in the management of ydur enviromment-

. al prograns, to what extent, if any, is each .
of the factors listed below an obstacle to meet-
ing existing Federal requirements? (Check one
box per line}

SaT Y = e SIS AP G LT 2
4

oo \ - Total Response: (45)
F- Deadiines Drposed - 7 -
rby_re?bir:l _legislarlon 12122% A1 211
; Fedetel Mealatation oY *o smont niainl s
« Ot Stal
s A 2 ahisisho] o
. t EF. :
and quidedines A pet 1ehetstaln
- Acount of flexabhtlity in curvent &PA - ' j :
ﬁ-‘:’i"'«"“”ﬁgi‘“’m — t 155181 91 24 1 .
fhelines o o ot INHLGHBANE
s Ti  takes EFA to nmd t.o technical
-questim and interpret its requlations and y shahalsf2
3 mlf::y“% EPA response to technical tions
and’ lnu:pra..atlmot ity mmuuq:; ahohshila
;.mtoimmlswmwsuteby 201 shzbai
15, gil:gmﬂr:aé dttfims I:ntueen ¢
rat proqr.
priorities aid ogjg.?ttm - 7jnpsiafs
« Mocan Fede
4 proran adninistration costs shafis]efa ¥
!E.ﬁEEEEEE«unIfwnugcn g
an adninistration coats - ananiys;3
n%‘got’r_. Thowledge Of the anount Of futuve Federal funds . ~
bawsu&m mtlm 15 ]3 nial2
mirg State policies t0 n‘inﬁ - ) ~{7hot Thal7
T T T ;
Mtafsu: ?dlgtmlmnoeww_ sh2hzhol 5
. Qurrent level of Federal fnnds for 4 e
wER i
" State program ~ A HEIE1IE .
ﬁ.m%mumed : . - Bhgﬂl ~.| -
LN ﬁﬁ £i11
mmm" 1 vacanctes N | I ERERE
5. t tralning
for State m.g.ﬁ’i“‘ﬂ'“ slzhrkele
- Spiit responsitnlicy for environmental
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Question 13,

In.you“r opinion; during the Past 5 years, has ht

your State's emphasis on environmental issues
increased. decreased Or remained the same?

!

Briefly explain why.

L_ Question [3a.

k - L

Increased.{13) » . . 2

Substantially

GAh Georgia

sistent
sible.

- .
has moved aggressively to keep State laws con-
with rFederal and obtain delegations where pos~
In addition. 'Georgia has implemented an envi-

ronmental resource. management concept including allocar

"tion of

MS Hiss1sg1ppl had been less énvironmentally aware than
other States, but this started to change in the mid-

ground andisurface waters,

70's as indicated by increasing-State legislative sup-
- port.s
sC Better public education -- and to some extent, the .

"chickenlittle syndrome.”
IN Increased requirements of ‘Federal 1eglslat1on.

‘®I In part.due to & change in adm1n15trat10n and a result-
ant greater focus on environqental matters. .
AR Economic and population growth hags been tremendous. \
LA Very great concern over solid waste incident -- snouball s
" effect. . . .
MO MNew State 1aws. . .

"ND No response. -

WY Pdssage.

of Wyoming's 1973 Environmental- -Qdality act.

> Sstaffing from 19 to 87 persons in this time period.
Substantive changes to enhance legislative coverage

of environmental issues.

AZ Much 9 c‘gall:er.' emphasis by State- 1egislature and Governor
' . to diredt environmental programs by State personnel in-
- stead of by BFA.
s HI Primarily in resp&nse to Federal legislation.
. AK Change in State admipistration~in 1374 -- emphasis of
S Governor on envird@amental guality. ’ "4
- ‘" Somewhat Increased {20) L S ‘
I d
MA No Response.
. ’ 'VT Tbe high level of emphasis which existed in the early'70
‘ e - has modergtely ingcreased due to public -awareness and .ful-
: ler knowlefie of issues.
. NY . Needed legislation has been passed concerning environ-
) - mental protection’and the in1t1at10n of reguletory pro-
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DE Federal enactment% mandate greater emphasis, i.e. Clean
5 Air Act of 1977, Clean Water Act of 1977, RCRA, TOSCA.
z FA New Federal legislatipn has gstimulated the State to seek
X primacy for operation of a number of programs. '
5 AL The public seems to be demanding more environmental con—~ .
% : trols but this has. not been translated into legislative -

action by increased budget or authorlty.
FL Continued support by the executive and legislative
- branches of State government and continued public sup—,.,
z port.
KY Environmental awareness was onh the fise. \
NC MNews coverage of environmental emergencies ‘and education.
IL .Program scope has expanded - professional compegtance- im-
proved ~ program coordination between media haa started -
program impacts better understood.

There was a more than’ substantial increase in-th e
60's and early 70'8, Tiis began to le n recent
years as public attention focused Other issues.

OH The emphasis. has changed an adversary to a coopera=
) tive nature, ¢

M Mineral extraction activity ang public,awareness.. .
% L ///OK Gradual increase in number of people and bills._involved in +

rrves s
, =
]

e e e B e e e
1

environmental area,
IA The number of programs, budget and personnel has increased 1
'mainly due to Federal funds,
* O Air Pollution has been a major public concern of interest
@Eﬁ the Governor and legislature. Radiation is a public
sue due to the Presence of Rocky "'Flats Nuclear weapons .
. Plant ¢inm Denver area.™ Yoo .
SD No Response. :
UT Utah has had strong, environmental programs for ¢ many years. X
6 Moderately increased funding and publicity have increased
Public awareness, but aiso has generated some negat:ve re-
. action. .
- . CA The current administration is far more sympathetic to en-
) vironmental concerns than the previcus one. There has
E been strong.‘public sSupport singe the late 6p's, but busi-
LT ness and labor groups have become hore outspoken in their
: opposition. ’
NV Local political awareness of programs. Rapid growth and
— limited resources. »

No-Change (4). . .

. - CT HNo response. . “
RI No response.
. N3 Major programs ha%;zg in place. g
WA We have been in this a for many yedrs. Much work had
already been done.
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* * .
Somewhat Decreased (8) . -

ME We have joined tHe establishment 3ind have .to fit sur .
rogramg-and goals in with all others unlike the peak
Pericds of enthusiasm in the early 70's.,
TH Because of public's concept of priorities; inf) lation,
energy and other considerations- have been given prior-
hd ltﬁ Their concern:for toxits in tng_environment and
their effect on health has remained filgh but they are
confused about them because of a latk of knowledge in
this\area by the Federal EPA itself and the ififormation
(somegimes incorrect).

MN, The basic regulatory Programs are "i;n Place” and euvi-
: ’ ronmental regulation it. no longer a "cause celebre™. N :
L KS Disillusioned b¢ procedural veguirements - costly pro- —
- Jgrams wi;hout logical benefits.

: NE Because job is being dond quietly and is perceived by .
: people to be reasonable and in balance with other needs. .
: . 4 © Emphasis l§ on "voluntary compliance® and.working with

:. " the peop]-e\ F3 - u (
T . MT fThe job shoulgg::vegbeen done, but delay in enforcement,

N

. inadequate field work and poor implementatlon caused by T -
the vast amou f Federal red tape. duplication and in- .
- , decision.4 - ' .
ID Backlash to environmefital overkill 4 years ago - general
_ . concern about economics. ’
3 . OR Emphasis Ras shifted, ¥rom water to aiv because' of water
clean-up success. Apparent 10ss of State control is de- -
c:easing-State4approval.0$ initiatives. .

-

Substantially Decreased ‘{0}) @

\‘ . _,-r-"‘ “#
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\Question 14. oOverall, do.you feel that duringfthe next 2 years

the emphasis your, State places environmental
. issues will increase, decrea or remain the

same?
- N
I Question ld4a. Briefly explain why.

: : X _._._/

Estantxally Increase {1) f

AZ Governor wishes the State to con 1 all environmental
programs and keep EPA and Federal programs out: The -
effect of environmental issues on Scate growth 15 under-

-

stood, ° . .
. ] N
Somewhat Igirease (20)- r S
+ CT Air priblems and SOIid'waste\g}kglehs #ill reach criti-

cal progortions during this pe d.
t NJ Public ss of the Bazardous chemical problem. -
DE It's an itable outg ﬁh of\xncreaSea Federa- rei
quirements.

PA Involvement in a number of ede:aﬂ law primacy programs
will stimulate ingreased regulatory and planning efforts.
AL HNew administration seems to be more positive in its ap-
. ptoach at thxs time to environmental issues. However,
\: there are sevete budget problems at the State level.
FL Goveraor s budget request supports a moderate increase ¥
in staffing for FY 1980-81,
KY Strong interest in multx-medxa impacts of pollution con-
y . trol decisions. -
SC Changes to Air Act, RCRA, Sth, CWA, TSCA, etc. )
« IL Emphasis on multi-media coordination - trade off is nec-
essary to accomplish other social objectives.
IN ‘State needs Lo increase overall services to its pedple.
‘ AR wufore population and economxc growtp expected.
O response.
NM * Continued emphasis in extractxon of minerals will in-
crease problems associated with that extraction.
OK w;ll eventually level off. Will continue for a period
+ ] time; ?

KS ®bjective goncern over toxics, Impetus of existing EPA
. . progra!g w111 carry fdrw v;ard.
MO New 1aW® and possible available Federal funginj.

BD Coal developments, 0il development.

SD This State is just becoming aware »f some of th» hazards
and is starting to worry - hazardous and toxic tubstances
is rather new to us, therefore interest can be generated.
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UT, Prospects for more enabling legislation are somewhat .
improved but budget increases will probably be negli- |
gible.

HI Amendments to Pederal- environmental pollution control

. acts and recent Stat® isbues will probably result in.
an increase in emphasis on environmental issues.

No Change (1?)
r ‘ -
) ME Maine has a continuing interest in envxronmental protec-
. e tion but there are "no" hot issues. _
¥T The current-effort i's considered to be in balance when
) considering all other functions of State grants.
CO NY¥ No substantial new 1egisl§€iq&~is anticipated.

' GA Georgia's program is already consolidated in one agency
with most Federal programs. NPDES, 205 (g}, PSD. etc.
delegated to State. The "hold-the-line” growth policy
of government will minimize change.

MS Proposition 13 fever will impact all State programs.

J
1

., s / NC Have reached a plateau. .

3 . TN No Response. * .

) ' ” MI Believe that energy considerations will prevent Eurther
inerease.

OH Retention of Governor and Director.
IA Budget process underway, Governor recommends status quo
Eor next two years.
NE I-+think we are reaching a level of equzlxbrxum in en-
vironmental programs, with activity being geared at a
level people have come to expect and accept. Increased
N inflationary pressure could be harmful. &
C0 Nor response., :
WY Present legislative candidates were elected on platforms
. . dedicated to limitingageneral governmental gyowth.and
. specific regulatory p rams.
NV Government spendzng will be the big issye. .
AK Federal intervention in Alaska o 2 land isszues and -
- whales wi'* generate a negatiye reaction among populace.
ID Programs static at State level - still much concern about
. economics. 4
N WA Much of the 1mp0rtant work is dene. We are now respond-
ing to Pederal initiatives. - -

.

4

Somewhat Decrease (7) -, -

S MA The economy and development of actxvztxes#that will
procuce Jobs or attract industry are major social and
¢ political issues.
RI Public concern for reducing spending. Public losing
faith with changing restrictions imposed by Federal
\ regulations and EPA's.

.
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‘ . MN Public support is diminishing Edr all government espe-—

cially regulatory programs which are perceived to have
4 negative economic impact.

WI More conservative mood currently aftev a few years of .
considerable activity (in both legislature and.executive
- branches}. —

MT We plan and plan as required by EPA but do little,
- CA State Senate committee assignments were recently stacked
- against environme#ntal pogﬁgrns.

. 4 OR Greater Federgl interven n will further decrease State
willingness ‘o operate programs without ability' teo adapt
to State conditions. .
Substantially.Decrease {0) . ) (\’\
3 Question 15. How long does it usually take your State to accept -
; ‘an EPA grant which supports program administration
v cogts but does not require additional State.funds? .
: ' Question 16, How long does it usually take your State to accept ~ :
an EPA grant which Supports program administration M
costs and reguires some level of State funding? :

o




Acceptance of EPA-Grants
stion 15,

Mon?

vest |

ths )

lon 16

=, Q
Not rguirfng State funds Reguiring State fundsg
ongoing New ongoing . New
State Grant Grant Grant . Grant
‘Cr 1 1 1 1
ME 2 4 2 9
MA 1 3 1 3
RI 1 1 ‘» 6
VT 1 6 I 9
NJ 0 1 6 12
NY 1 1 1 1
bE 3 3 3 3
Pa 1 1 1 1
AL 1 1 12 12
FL 2 w 2 2 6=12
GA , 3 6 1 12
KY 2 4 2 6
MS 1 1 1 /4
NC 0 6 6 15
sC 2 2 2 2.
™ 1-2 , 24 . 11 11-1
IL. 1 1 1 1
IN 1 - 2 2 12-24
MI 12 12 12 12
MN 1 3 1-2 3-4
OH S 4 5 4
w1 1 1-12 LA 12+
AR 1 1 3 3
LA . 1 3 1 .6
NM ] 6 0 18
oK 1 , 2 1 3-6
1A 1 3 3 12
kS 1-3 1-3 6=12 6=12
MO 18 24 18 24
NE 1 2 2 2.
.Co 2.5 . 4 812 12-18
Mt 2 s 2 1~6 1-6
ND 3 6 24 24
SD 1 1 1 1
ur 1 6 1 3
WY 1-2 1-2 1~2 1-2
#AZ 4 4 4 3
. CA NR NR NR NR
't aapt -8 7 8 12
NV /t/ 1 1 12-48 12-48
Ak . 3 3 3 .3
.ID 1 2 o >
OR 4-5 6~12 4-5 6~12
WA 4. 6 6

+ - 4
Not applicable - no new State funding likely for some time.
" NR - No Response -

e




.
. . - B
. .
. .
N .
. h ® . -
L +
" & -

Question 17. Once the EPA grant is accepted, -how long does
i o it usual)ly take for the following?
I j ~-State approval of new bositions
. . f -=Filling new positions
Y Questjion 18, In your opinion, how much advance notice of
N Federal funding support do you need to properly
budget and plan your programs?
X A
.
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_ Question 17

. Hew Posgitiens

TR

CT,
ME
MA
RI
vT
NI
2 NY
. BE i
. PA )
. AL
1 FL
51 . Ky )
un. , * :m ’

T EIrEES

e A S

NC,

R SC

) TN

- R ' IL
_ IN .
HI .

.- M3

! oH

W1 )
AR
LA

%QHO\QHMO\MO\MNW\DHWNW

-

QMM W WA ) e h
[}

0K
IA
KS
. . MO
. : NE
_ co
. MT
Nb
5D
: ) uT
WY
) AZ
. CA
HI
.. . Nv
AK
" .+ ID
- OR

. WA 2
. NR = No Response

L4

.
o
I N Wwo DL W W

N

(-

=

w

. . Months to
State Approve

2
6

‘12

1-¢

B
T N W
w o

L]

=
ok RN RO oh

+

[
-}

Months to
Fill

-

Indefinite
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Question 18

Months advance

Notice Needed

12
6~12
9 .
12
12
12
12
&
12
12-18
6
12-13
6
12-18

24 -

24

12
10-12

6-24

2-prior to State fiscal yr,

6
RR

9
12
18
12
36
12

EE

Q
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Question 19. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
) amount of advance notice of Federal funding you
currently receive?

Very Satisfied {0)
Generally Satisfied {11)

cT AR ND )
MA NM SD .
‘PL NE UT

KY co

Borderline (%)

. 4 . MN AR = .
. WI

Generally Dissatigsfied (20)

ME NY = NC AZ OK
RI DE sC HI IA i
VT PA OH NV KS ..

NI AL LA WA MT °

Very Dissatisfied (8)

Ga MI SR
MS MO
IL ID
IN OR,

No Response (1)

Ca

£

28

o e T 2-22
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Question 20,

The Office of Management and Budget and EPA ave
proposing legislation for a consolidated grant
to the States for administering all envivon-

mental programs.

This approach would eliminate

the existing categorical grants for each pro-
gragp. 7o what extent do you agree/disagree

with this consolidated grant approach?

strongly Agree (7)

ME MS
GA NE
NC AK
.IA

Agree {18)

- CT FL
MA KY
vT IL
DE M1

Unsure (6)
NJ On
MsS sD
TN MN

Disagree (3}
NY -

WY
CA

WI
AR
KS
co

Strongly Disagree ()1}

RI IN
PA LA
AL NM
sC OK

f".

ND
AZ
WA

-

o

uT
ur
HI
NV

2=23
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Question 21. To what extent, if =t all, do you feel your .
viewpoint as Administrator of several State
environmental programs is given adequate con- -
gideration in the.following EPA processes?
. . --Regulation making process - |
~=Policy making process - .-
- o ; d
Regulation Policy Making :
2 Making Process Process
’ Very Great Extent 0 0
. Substantial or Great Extent 1 ) 2
Moderate Extent 9 6
‘Some Extent 12 12 .
Little or NO Extent 23 . 25 - 3
; . - P
P i s
. . .
- Question 22, Overall, 4o you feel that the EPA regional . .
staff understands the problems you face in -
i administering your programs?
befinitely Yes 6
Probably Yes . 19
- Uncertain 5
Probably No 10
befinitely Ho 5
. Question 23. Overall, do youn feel that EPA headgquarters .
! T~ . staff understands the problems you face in s
e BN administering your programs? ,
T ‘H“-‘ _
. Definitely Yes ) 0 -
Probably Yes e —4 ‘ -
Uncertain 6 T e '
Probably No 16 TT—
Definitely No 19 . -
[ - .
"
, .
2-24 -~
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SECTION 3

ol RECTORS OF STATE IMPLEMENTATION

-
Y

States Responding
Questionnaire
Question.6

Question
Question
Question
Question

8
9
i0
11

Questions 12
Questions 14
Question 16
Questions 17
Question 19
Quastion 20
Questions 21
Questions 23
Questions 25
Questions 27
Question 29
Question 30
Questions 31
Quegtion 33
Luestion 34
Question 35
Questions 3&
Question 38
Question 39
Question 40

i

13
15

18

22
24

26

28

32

37

Questions 41 & 42
Quaestions 43, 44 & 45
Questions 46 & 47

e

OF THE CLEAN AIR ACT

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES
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¥ o ' .RESPONSES TO,THE SURVEY OF
. - STATE IMPLEMENTATION OF
" THE CLEAN AIR ACT .
E - -
‘\' . . . s LY
S ‘STATES RESPONDING (45)
Alabama AL . Nevada
Alaska. AK . New Hampshire
Arizona AZ -, New Jersey
Arkansas AR Neww Mexico
~ California - Ca New York
Colorado - Co ) North Carolina
Delaware bE . - North Dakota
‘ Florida . FL Ohto )
- Hawaii ’ HI Oklahoma
I1daho ip Oregon
Illinois . - IL Pennsylvania
indiana iN Rhode Island
. Iowa iA South Carolina
Kansas . - KS South bakota
Kentucky Ky Tennessee
- Louisiana - La Texas
Maine : ME Utah
’ Maryland MD Vermont
. Michigan MI Virginia
Minnesota MN . Washington
Mississippt Ms Wisconsin
Misgouri MO Wyoming
Nebraska * NE .

Py

. -

NV
NH
NY
NM
NY
NC

Nb -

OH
OK
OR
PA

RI -

sC
S
™
T
uT

VA’
WA
Wl
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- 1,8, CE :
l‘, ‘ . IJ\SJEENEML ACCOUNTING OFFE v ouh )
" P Survey of Statg Implementation of ca T
: é Tne Cléan-Aix Act T3
- e -\'“‘*-u‘“ . - ."; 1
‘ ST :
Geners} Instructions ) ' RESPONDEMT_INFORMMTICN: R\ B
o The 1.5, Gereral Atcounting Office is E;.:ﬁi?m”“%“‘w t& ;
5. studying the problans faced by the Scates in it} N ]
¢ irplemencing and adminiscering Federal o 4
3 : environmental programs. ‘The purpose of this - 3
: questioonaire is to cbcain information on vour :
pmgmis} apd to determine e significance of :
. the problems State envirormental program 3
: managers face, We ave sending similar .
. B questionnaires to the directors of the air .
. pollution &ontrol, drinking water, pesticides, ¢
P s01id waste and water pollution control procrams : ¥ 4
: in al} Sg sa:aes as well as o the administrator | 3 % ] - ~e
:. of each State's envircrmental agency. RN m, aqml.bh' gbdqgu - H
.; . 3 " ; < A ‘;* I;ﬁ?:_gmﬂ «,‘- 3 s
N 1’ vhile the questions that follow age based SR s E A "“’f'“ S gi” TR . ’
< largely on aur discussions with progtam officials 3 i3 s ‘!Q’. ) ol .
: mn States, we have attempted to provide a .o
that will be readily adaptible to all .
States. If you feel "that the format of any "
qeation does not £it your sitvation, please add
the necessary explanatory notes. Moreover,. feel
free to make any additional comrents on yoor pro— : R
gram, this ouestionnaire or related topics. . .
If you have any questions, please call |
Donald Hunter at (617) 223-6$36.
After corpleting the quest icnnaive please
return it in the self-addressed postage pard :
envelcpe by Japuary 19, 1979,
HOTE: Throuwghout this questiopnaire, EPA refers
v the Federal Environmental Protection
hgency. -
Thank for your vaticn. ' 5 R ’
. $ou For yod coops :ﬁﬁt‘ s
i , v "—
* ' 7 = )5 r
-
€ - . 4
3-3
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MANAGRMENT OF FEDERAL ENVIROWMENTAL PROGRAMS .

€. To what extent. if at all, is each of the factors listed below an cbstacle to nanaging your - -
Prgram to meet the objectives of the Clean Ajr Act? (Check one box per lire) & N

&

SaF Rehge b e any et ! P oaoag A P e i3
"

§

{

|
t
S
ﬂe¢

ag
e*ej*‘
Qae [
a,
C'{e
Sa, ©

2/ ‘\
» e*-.’
o S o
Su g
o
o
£x,
¥y
£x
£ >
e*{‘

s,

. 1. Deadlines inposed rg ' . "
by tederal legislation
%. AvailablIity of technolOdy to support
Federal legislation
3, Cbtaining State enabling .
legislation : . .
4, Time It takes to issue EPA regulations . N R " '
and quidelines
- 5. Amount of Clexibility in current EPA ) . ¢
lations and quidelines . - o :
: 6. Clarity of current EPA regulations and , , . :
M quidellnes . . :

PR e e T

% Ak n

. 7. Time it takes EFA to respond to technical * - -
L <questions and interpret its reulations and ~
2 T . guidelines f z’*
a, “Quallty of EPA response to tedmical questions ..

‘ and” integpretauon of its regulations and

__ Guidel Ines -1

3. Extent of controls irposed o the State by / ' e

EPA .

10, Philosophical diffevences between L - : ' b
FPA-and the State oh progran v
Priorities and chiectives -~ : .

11, Amount of Federal funding to

SUpport program administration costs ’ : .
. 2. Tihing of Federal ftunding to B
8 am inigtration costs
13, Ktmoﬂwgg % the arcunt of tuture Federal tunds ot

to suppﬁrt State prograas adam;su-ation “

i3, Exfs'hlng State policies to Lﬁrt
all program growth .

15, &m.mt of State funding you veceive to .
TLEMEE%Msmmn costs i
16, Current Pederal furcis tor

runicipdlities to meet Federal emvircn~

mental requirerents
17, Wmber of statf in

State program ' -
- 18, Losses of experienced
Personnsl

19, &bility o fill -
_Ersmnel vacancics : ‘e z
» Currert training proarams avallahle

for state personnel ¢
21, Bplit responsibiliity for environmental .

progeans within State gqovernment

’ 22. Current level of public support for .
envi tal programs

23. Curvent level of Gubernatorial and .

Stace Legislative support for emvaron- i .

mental programs
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b QW Lok Wl e e *ﬁ&‘aﬁm 12, will your State he reouired to Implement 2n
; : *’W 5 14K proaram to periodically test all cavs to
- _ w i ‘*‘x‘“’*’%‘“\‘ﬁa determine exhaust pollution leve,s? (Check
¢ ; i one) :
- ’im‘“iﬁ& *%-‘%“‘q 32 . -
] Lo i ;ff’: ’-' .E‘_,z;:;‘w:»: L 7 M 6D 10 QUESTION 16)
L o SRy 2 z ; Yes
H Fﬁﬁdz’i&i
*,' 13. will that IsM program be required for the .-
: entirve State or just part of the State? ~
N . {Check ) «
: 8 Oonsider ail ions of the Clean Air Act
. that ave applithble to your program. 7o L. /77 ‘Entire Stste
. . dace has your State enacted the necessary :
N lawg to hrplmt thtse sections? (Check 2./ 7 Part of State - L
. one) -
. 14. Will your State have to enact lugislation
L/ 7 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 10) in orde; to implement the au ile IgM
. program? (Check ofe)
: . 2. ‘m ° . -
; _ = . L /[T Yes .
g 9. Please list below ision for which -
I you'still need a § and the dace by 2. /7 to (G0 O (UESFIH 16) . ,
o which you expect that law,to be passed. .l
: ﬁ 15, In your opinion how likely is passage of M
.« B Provision for which te passage this enabling legislation? {Check one)
; . legislation is needed expected . -
R , L7 very }ikely . L
' 2 /7 Likely ) ‘o
' ' . 3. t ; Borderline
y - — 4 7 uniikely :
10. To what extent, if any, was or is each of *
. the factors listed below an obstacle to the 5. f 7 Very uniikely
passage of needed State Laws?  {Check one )
box per line} Some States may voluntarly Implement an
- ItM program to periodically cest all
cars to determine exhaust pollution -
levels. At the present time does’ your
State have or Plan to implement this program
i gn a voluntary basis? (Check one)
. s L/ 7 Yes * -
1. Cuevent amount of Federal | .
. funding s 2.7 B -
2 Probability of oontmued
Federal fundi rt 17. Wnich of the following best describes the
: 3. Qurrent EFA regulal:ions cyrrent sityatiop for chargina major sovrces
and guidelines a permit fee under Section 110 (C) (2) (k)
¥, State philosophical of the Clean Air Act? {Check ome) .
differences with intent
of Federal legislation 1. /__/ Have epabling legislation
T, State resources required
. to implenent and ad~ . 2. /=77 teed enabling legislation and likely
- minister the Prodram to cbtain jt .
11. In your opinions what hags been the major 3, /7 Heod enabling legislation byt
battier; if any, to passage of needed : un) ikely to ohtain it
State Laws,
18, ¥hen digfor will you submit your rwised sIp
. to EPAY (Enter mWyaar
ronth/  year
1)
. -
]
. A
3-5 \
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19. To what extent, if any, IBSM 23.

following impeded your prepacation and
subnission of a revised SIP? (Check ont box

rer line)
- 1.
2.
1. Current EPA M 3.
requlations -
2. Available State 4,
DESOUECES )
3. State opposition to 5,
intent of %ml leaislation
4, State enabling 24,
legislation
$. State policy on
proaram growth

20. In your opinion, what has been the major
' baccier, if any, to prepacation of your
revised SLP?

25.

- F - —

STATF. ACCEPTANCE OF PROGRAM RESPCHSIBILITY

21. Will your State be required to submit a non- 1.
acttainvent Plan?  {(Check one)

l_' 7 Yes 2,
2.7 %o 60 TO QUESTKN 23)
22, Do you feel your State will have adequate
vesources {financial and staft] to effect~
fvely manage that plan? (Check one) 26.
1. /7 befinitely yes '
2. /7 Probahly yes
3 /j Uncertaln
4, /7 Probahly no
5. /7 nbefinitely no

1.
2,

3.

L
+

Has or wlll your State adninister &
Prevention of Signlficant Deteciocacion

"

7 odefinitely yes .
(GO TO QUESTION 25)

"7 Protably yes
/7 Uncertain

{7 Probably no
{7 ‘tefinieely no

Briefiy explain why your State does not .
plan Lo adminlstec a PSD preacam.

Which Of the following best descrites the
situation in your State rvegardlno the admin-
istration of . Mew Scurce Review Progran
under Section 110 of the Clean Alc Act?
{Check one) - .

yd 7 Quecrently adninistering peogcam
{GO 70 QUESTION 27)

/7 HNat currently adninistering program
but plan to (GO TO UESTICN 27)

. 7 Yot currently adninistecing progcam

and do not Plan to

Belefly explain the m;jor rrason why your
Stace does not plan to administec.the pro-
qram.

+

Which of the 1ollowing hest describes the
situation in your State regarding the admin-
istecing of a NESHAPS proaram under Section
112 of the Clean Ajc Act? {Check one)

/7 Cucrently adninjstecing program
G0 10 FSTION 29)

/j Hot curreqtly administerina program
but plan to (G0 TO QURSTION 29)

£ ,7 Mot currventlv administecing procram
and do not Plan to -

e
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28, Briefly explain the major reason why your
State does not -Plan to adninister the

Progran,

Hhich of the following best deseri
situation in your State rding t
ministration of "a noncarpliance
' program under Section 120 of the
A {Check one)

4 7 Currently adninistering
{GO TO QUESTION 11)

e 2. /7 WMot currefely administering fprogram
but plan to (GO TO QUESTION 31)

C? Not currently administering
and do, ot plam to
: 0. Briefly explain why your State will not
' adninister the program. -

PROGRAM RESCURCES
3l. Please provide the following information re-

‘ g3Fding. the number of professiona) Psitions
. in your pregran as’of Jamuvary 1, 1979

AEnter mrbers in space provided. If none,
enter 0) .
Positions it
Aothorized Filled
Total number f’
Hunber 100% ‘
State funding
¥ Nuanber 100t

Federal funding

Humber jointly
funded

32. In total how many authorized professional

aitions do you expect your pmgrm have
by Octover 1, 19797 (Enter totai mirher of
PO et jons ) -
Muher positions
F
-
\)

ERI

A run e provided oy enic I

. L

L)

-

difficvities £illina .
tiops on a tirely basis?

+

33. Have you had
authorized pos

{Check one)

1, 7 Yes
2, /7 ¥o () 70 QUESTIQN 3¢)

34. To what extentr if any, has each of the .
following been an obstacle. to filling
rositions on a timely basis? (Check one
bux per line)

1. State salary .
structure . :

2, Cellings on
* authocized staff ,
levels : .

3. Statewlde freeze . g
on all hirinas ~

4, Statewide personnel

4

S 1 .

6. Limited recruiting
efforts Bl

7. State presidency . ¢
recuirement

8, Avallabl1ity of
disciPlines needed

9. Perceived tempotrary .
nature of Federally . o

supported positions

In your opinion whar has been the major *
barrier to filling poaftions?

35.

36, For the twp-yesr period endinq Dece'ber 31,
1978, please enter below: a, the approximate
numhet of professional staff that have lefc
your proqram voluntafly to take erployrent
elsewhere, and h, the sapproximace maber of
those who left who had thyee or more years
of rience. (fnter nurbers iR Spaces .
providad, if none, enter 0)

* 8. Hurber who left '
b, ________ Huther who left with three qr
more years experience
O 3

- b i *

3=-7 - &
'H. " -

o

>~
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37. If you have had professional staff leave
durlng the past two-yesrs what are the maior
reasons most often cited for leaving?

£

i

How much positive or negative impact has the
-Clean Air Act vequirement that each State
must preceive ar least one half percent of
the total: Secticn 105 anmual grants to all
States had on your program? “{Check one}

1. /77 significant positive impact .
2. /77 rsitive trpact .
3 b. Little or no-impact
A, /77 Megative i.trpact
"5, /=7 significant negative impact
PROGRAM PRIORITIES

39, In your cpinicn, who exetts the most in-

fluence on your assigrment of the priorities
to meet the requivenents of the Clean Air
Act?  {Check onel

1. / 7 %tate Government officials

./ 7 Local Goverrnent officials

3.4 7 Public Interest Groups

"I. Vi 7 EPA
)

5. o7 Other (Please specify)
k™

L

-

E z AR
NFRE e P,

-

Fa
Rased on current work priorities of the CAA
do you feel the following progran elements

40.

are over-emphasized, under ermphasized or
erphasized jusc right? (Check one Lox per
line) » Ny
% .‘ - g
ol - J°
AP oA
a.ve’ EY S “ ‘a -,
* Ky . Py
AP I :‘ A
.} W,
- L] ... Q‘. Qe ‘.GQ
o -
Planning
Manitoring -
Enforcement

EPASTATE RELATIOHSHIPS

41. Overall how woild you characterize your re-
lationship with EPA regional staff? (Check
one)

1. /£ 7 Very good
2. /7 Good a
3./ 7 beither good nor bad

T R R L,
i e st R A RO
b TR A o T Sk
NG SRR
S5 NHE LTS TS & Loty

;’;‘»f»? 5#@%* '@.&ﬁ'ﬁ&?’?ﬁg

3

42, 70 what extent, if at all, do you fee
EPA he rters  staff understends the
problems you face as a State progran
director in adninistering your program?
{Check one}
1. /7 Very large extent
2. /7 substantial extent
3. [ T7 doderate extent,

L
4. /7 Sore extent

5. /7 Little or no extent

¥

ey

[




43. Overall, how does the curvent level of EPA
headquarters staff understanding of your
problems impact on the effectiveness of your
progran?  {Check one)

L /7 significant positive impact

2. [77 rpositive impact

3. L/ Little or no impact

4.*,{ 7 Negative irpact

S, /77 sigiticant negative inpact :

44. 7o what extent, if any., has EPA mit&-ing
of your performance umler CAA assisted you

in {mproving program performance? {Check
one)

L. /77 very large extent
2. [77 substantial extent -

3. /77 toderate extent /“““'

L 4. 7 sore extane
5. L7 Little or no extent

43, To what extent, if any @0 you feel your
viewpoint as a State program director is
R given adequate consideration in the fol-
: 1?-fing EPA processes? {Check one box per
- line)

, 1. Tegulation raking
x]

__proces
2. Policy making
. _process

.

46. Please enter the narmes of the organizations
. that you feel best represent your views to:
a. the U.S, Conovess; and, b. the EPA.

a.  U.S. Congress

b. " EPA

. 42. Please enter below the name ot the or= .
ganlzation(s) you are rost likely to’contact
when you need information or asSistance to
carry out your prograt® responsibilities.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
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s ‘Question 6, To what extent, if at all, is each of the factors . .
V4 listed below an obstacle to managing. your program |- 1S
i to meet the objegtives of the Clean Alr Act? . /"
{Check ohe box per -line)

Total Responses: 45

e TN K

4. Deadlints Leponed
Fodetal leginlation

g ) Ava ey ol t
0 . + o Federal legislation
. rm.ﬁn—t. ShasTirg
N ! ﬁhlu on tﬁ"
t 8 to line tegulations
! . ond quidclines

: of flaxibility in current LPA
imhticu and culdel ines
« GIATALY Of current EPA vegulations and
The g '
B it takes EPh to vepond to technical
Queaticrs and intarprat sis regulationd and

+ gquidel ines
l-_gnlhym TRECns to techiical Questions
ud‘ i.tla}nrpmatm of its regulatioms and
. delires
Ll g‘mt controls irpoaed,on the Stata by

15, Plloacphical iffarences between
. A il the Stats on S,

{ties and chiectives
* )1 ¥ % of Tederal, {urdirg to

2m adreinistration coata

to mpport

. Tinipg » ng te
ar sdunistratlon costs
aount ol future Pederal tunds

‘ 1o MPpOLt State prograns sdrlnistration

n._%hq—fuu volicies to Limit
11 ]
+ Amcunt tata funding you rvoelw to

- % g?n sdninistration couta
t level of tal furxls

: mnicipalities to meer Faderal environ—
mnte

11 4 nts
¥ Rrbet ?Zﬂmu in *
State .
. experienced

B._ﬁ_my @ 11

T 1 vecancle
. n. &m training progrars svallable
for Scats 2|
" t IeIpins. ty for epviromental
(3

'ﬂ:‘% within State t
‘e of PIEIIE support 5
anviroreental ?n
- Qurrent GubtiTatorial and

Stata lagislative support for ey,
menital Deoorams N
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f {Question 8. Consider ail sections of the Clean Air Act that
are applicablie to your Projram, To date, has
you State enacted the necessary iaws to implement

those sections? ~ .

Yes (8) )

ME LA

NI . co .

DE ND + .
IN 8D

No {37)

- NH MD FL sC MN  NM kS ~  ca
RI PA KY TN OH 0K MO RI
vT Va MS IL WI X NE
NY AL NC MI AR Ia ur
NV AK Id OR WA Wy A2

,‘ e,
3-11
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Question 9. Please list below the provision for which you

+  still néed.a State law and the date by which
you expect that law to be passed.

Key: ND - No Date Given

NH (a) PSD, 7/1/79: (b) Permit Fee, 7/1/79.
RI (a) Operating Permit, ND; (b} Permit Fees, ND:
{c) Stack testing list, ND. -
VT (a) PSD offset, awaiting Attorney General opinion;
. (b) Permit Fee, 9 months after EPA regulations.
. NY (a) I&M, 4/1/79; (b) Permit Fee. ND.
MD (a) I&M, 7/79: (b) Delayed Compliance Penalties, 7/79:
{c) Permit Fees '7/79.
PA (a) Section 110(a)(2)(k), 8/79.
VA (a) 1&M, 1980; (b) Delayed Compliance Penalty, 1979;
. {c) Quality of Board Members, 1979.
* AL (a) Non-Compliance, 1980; (b) Permit Fees, ND; (c) 1I&M.
1980 if needed.

FL (a) 1M, 1979 or 1980; (b) WESHAPS, 1980: {c) NSPS,
1979 or 1980.

KY (a) IsM, 1982.

MS (a) Permit Fees, 7/79: (b) Make~up of Board, 7/79:

{¢) Non-Compliance Penalty 7/80.
NC (a) Non-Compliance Penalty. 6/79; (b) Permit fees, 6/79;
{c) Non-Attainment Permits, 6/79.

SC (a) 1IsM, 6/80.

T™ (a) I&M, ND.

IL (a) New Source Review, 6/79: (b) I&M, Never: {&) Pos-

sible P5D increment allocation, ND.

128 {state Boards), 1980; (b) Penaltie§ 1980.

Vehicle Inspection, possibly 4/79; (b) Authority to

isgue orders, possibly 4/79; (¢) Permit Fees., ND.

OH ({a) I&M. WD:; (b) PSD, 7/1/79; {¢) Civil Penalties,
7/1/79.

WI (a) I&M'7/79 or 80: (b) Permit Systems. 7/79; (c) Pen-
alty structure, 7/79.

AR (a) Permit Fees, Never.

NM (a) PSD. Permit FeeS, non—ferrous smelter orders. 3/79;

{b) Stack height provisions. 3/79; (c) Non-Compliance,
State Boards, passage not requested.

OK (a) IsM, 6/79.

TX (a) TACB Composition IaM, ND; (b) Non-Compliance, Per-
mit Fees, ND; (c) Alternative Site Source, radicac- °
tive pollution, ND. -

IA (a) Equipment standards, 6/79; (b) Operation Permits,
6/79.

KS (a) PSD, 4/79; (b) Permit Fees, 4/79: (¢) Civil Penal-
ties, 4/79.

-]
e

MN

3~-12




(a)
{a)
{a}

(a)

CAA-T77, 6/79: (b) IaM, ND.

IgM, 1979. .

I}M; 3/79; (b) Permit, 3/79; (c) Board Members,
3/79,

128, spring 1979: {b} Permit Fees, Spring 1979;
Non-Compliance‘Penalties. ND.

Section 110 (a)(8), 1979 session; (b) Section 128
(a), 1979 session.

I&M, &6/79.

Permit Fees, 4/79.

PSb-Part C, 6/79; (b} Non-Compliance, 6/79; {(c) Em-
Ployees Protection, 6/79.

Permit Fees, Not requested.

I&M, ND; (b), State Board, ND; {c} Confidentiility,
ND,

Non-Compliance Penalty, ND.

I&H' ND’ (b) Permit rees, 6/79-
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To what extent, if any, was or is each of the
factors listed below an obstacle to the passage
of needed State laws?

Key:
1l vVery Great Extent
2 Substantial or Great Extent
3 Moderate Extent
' 4 sSome Extent
5 Little or No Extent
]
Current Probability Current EPA State Philosbphical State Resources
Amount continued Regulations Differences with Intent Required to Implement
- Ffederal Federal and Guidelines of Federal Legislation and Administer
+State Funding Funding the Program
C ME 5 2 5 2 -7 5
? NH o 4 4 1 4 4
+RI 5 5 5 1 5
. VT 3 2 3 1 2
3 NI 5 5 ' 5 5 5
" NY 2 2 2 1 1
{ DE 4 4 4 4 3
< MD 5 4 5 1 3
PA 5 2 - 3 . . 3 2
. VA 3 1 3 3 2
AL 4 5 1 2 3
FL 2 2 1 2 2
KY 5 s 5 2 5
M5 5 5 5 4 5
Ne 4 4 2 2 3
sC 5 5 1 1 2
TH 5 5 5 1 3
IL 5 4 - 3 1 2 <

[
T~




Current Probabilitg Current EPA State Philosophical State Resources
Amount Continued Regulations Differences With Intent Required to Implement

. Federal Federal and Guldelines of Federal Legislation and Administer
State Funding Funding : .

.the Program

: IN
- MI
. BN
- OH
: NI,
AR
' LA
NM
ok
B wx £
IA
' K8
I MO
*NE
a:co
~ND
5D
ot
wY
AL.
CA
HI
NV
AR
ID
OR
WA

[y

<
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Question 11. In your opinion, what has been the major bar-~
rier, if any, to passage of needed State laws?

Mair fatar

-

. " ME Failure to see need for air pollution control.

WH Session fredquency (biennial). #
RI General resistance to any environmental legisiation.

- VT Legislature does not want to earmark funds and require

. source to-pay twice (taxes and fee}, N
Nl Vested interest copposition. 42
NY" Political differences between Governor and Legislature :
N on XM, v . 3 .
. DE HNot applicable. i

; o MD Premature - legislation to be congidered this session.
: . PA  Program funding.
VA ost to taxpayers on progrdm of questionable long term
) v benefits.
: ) AL  Transition between administrations.
FL Multitude of nges required for adoption of Federal
- ‘requirements sed on State laws, statutes and admini-
- . strative codes--all part of legislative required
i ; changes.
KY Philosophical differences, lack of supportive data.
M5 Uncertainties as.to needs.
. NC .philosophical differences. - : .
. SC Credibility yap. P °
TN _ EPA {(Congress)} forces game plan, y

IL  No required legislation has yet been considered. Major

dmn e,

- e HT .

barriers during current (Spring '79} segsion will be =
- - the Proposition 13 reaction and general negative at-
titude toward Federal environmental programsg. +
IN No public support. High cost to consumer. Unclear ; .
benefit. )
MI New reguirements haven t been congidered by legislature
‘e yYet.

MN - Rural legislators feel program unnecessary.
OH Anticipate public opposition to Inspection/ﬂaintenance.
Wl Inadegquate time to educate on «ll aspects of CAA and
its State impacts.
AR C?ncern by legislators as to appropriate administra-
tion,
. LA State resources reguired to implement and administer
* the progranm.
NM  Legislature-meets to consider non-budget matters only
Hnce every two years.
OK Lack of public support.
TX  State philosophical differences with intent and pot
tial effectiveness of Federal 1egislation«-I&M Nc::nprl
compliance penalty. T

46
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IA

KS

Co
ND
5D
or
WY
AZ
CA

HI

Rt

AK

OR

Philosophy of the Legislature and the people of Iowa.
If these laws are passed, it will be entirely due to
federal blackmail. -

State legislature does not share environmental control
“enthusiasm® evidenced by Congress in 1977 CAA amend-
ments . ’

Lack of manpower.

State Legislature slightly negative roward environ-
mental legislation. .
Lredibility., -
Lack of continued fuynds.

Federal inflexibility. ] -
Resultant cost td the State and private sector.
Philosophical objection to any program growth.

Who defines "peedeqd”.

Anti-government attitudes on the part of elected offi-
cials plus concern that any new regulations will have
adverse economic or pubfic impacts. ' :
Resources required to implement and administer the
program. —

The }aw was ' passed between Legislative session-({odd
year).

Department does not need nor intends to set up-an ex-
pensive permit fee system.

General anti-environment attitupde among State legisla-
tors. ) s
State versus Federal control.
Lack of confidence by Governor,
agency as to how mp po
due to an IsM progyam.

blic and the State
reduction will ocour

3-17
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i} Question 12. "Will your State be required to implement an I&M
™ : program to periodically test all cars to deter-
8 . mine exhaust pollution levels? .
; No (11
= ME MS ND ) .
: NH AR Sp
W vT -~ LA WY
Ia HI
‘ Yas (32)° .
P RI MD KY 1L OH v co NV
P! Ry PA HC In - WI KS ur Ip
¢ NY VA 5C . MI NM MO A2 OR
i DE FL ™ MHN oK NE FA Wa
t Unknown (2)

AL AK -

Question 13, Will that I&M program be required for the en-
tire State or just part of the State?

Entire State {3}

RI NI MO

. part of State {29)

NY VA s MN oK co NV IN
DE FL N OH Y- ur 1D WA
: : MD Ky 1L W1 kS Az OR - )
: PA NC MI NM NE Ch
¢
N .

48
. 3-18
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Question 14. Will your State have to enact legislation in
order to implement the automohile I&M program?

' Yes (23)
: RI FL ™ M o 4 ur
NY Ky IL OH KS CA
MD NC WI MO 1D WA )
va sC MI oK NE .
) . &
No {9) ' i
LY
N3 NM oR
£ DE co IN
PA AZ NV

Question 15. In your opinion, how likely is passage of this
enabling legislation?

-~

Very Likély'tll

RI

Likely (4) . ,
NC NE '
Ks Ca

Borderline {12)

- NY KY oK

MD sC MO
’, . VA MN ur .
- FL WI WA ‘
- -
Unlikel 4
Fal
MI U4
ol {+)
) Very Unlikely (2}

’ ™ 1L
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; Question 16. Some States may voluntarily ‘implement an I&M

; progjram to periodically test all cars to deter~
: mine exhaust pollution levels. At the present
time does your State have or plan to implement
this program on a voluntary basis?

Yes (9)
! RI IN AK
DE L (o] ™
XYy A2 ny
No-§36]
ME NY AL 5C OH 1] KS 5D
NH MD FL 1L W ok NE uT | i
vT PA Ms (.31 AR _ = co WY
nJ VA NC HN LA IA ND CA .
HI 1o OR WA
oo B
" s
i‘:
20
4
3-20




Question 17. Which of the following best describes the cur-
rent situation for charging major sources a
permit fee under Section 110 {c}{2}{k) of the
Clean Air Act?

Have Enabling Legislation (20) A

. ME FL iL " W1 ND
, . NJ KY N LA AZ v
DE sC MI oK 1D - !
VA ™ on Co OR

Need Enabling Legislation and Likely to Obtain It (16}

NY NC MO " CA

MD NM NE Hi :

PA X uT Hy . :
. MS s WY WA -

Need Enabling Legiglation But Unlikely to Obtain IT (8)

RI AR VT 1A '
AL S0 MN AR . &

t
Need Enabling Legislation But Unsure of Passage (1)

Question 18, When 4id or will ébu submit your revised SIP

to EPAT .
ME 3/79 . VA 17719 iN 2/7% TX 6/79 wY 1/79
NH 3479 AL 3/79 MI 1/79 IA /79 A2 12/78
RI 3/79 7L 12/78 MN S/79 KS 6/79 ‘CA 5=6/79
Ve 3/719 KY 3/79 OB S/79 MO 4/79 BI 6/79
Ny l/79 MS 2/79 Wl 4/79 NE 3/79 N 1/79 .
NY 4/79 NC  3/79 AR 3/79 co /719 AK  S/79 ‘
PE V79 sC 12/78 LA 379 ND 6/79 iD  4/79 :
MD 1/79 ™ 3-6/79 NM 1/79 SD 12/78 OR  6/79
PA S/79 i 6/79 Ok 3/79 ur 1/79 WA 4779
*
-
% 3~21
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A - Ququzbn 19. To what extent, if any, has each of the follow~
: ing impeded your preparation and submission of
> a revised SIP? ’
; Key:
E 1 Very Great Extent
2 Substantial or Great Extent
1 3 Moderate Extent
4 Some Extent
5 Little or No Extent
= Current EPA Available State Opposition State State Policy
5 Regqulations State to JIntent of Bnab_;g% " On_Program
, State & Guidelines Resources Federal Legislation Legislation  Growth
I
: ME 1 1 4 4 2
: NE 1 3 3 3 3
R 1 "4 . 2 4 5
) VT 3 2 4 4 1
: NJ 4 2 5 5 3
’ NY 1 2 4 5 4
DE 3 3 2 5 5
MD 4 3 5 5 5
PA 3 2 5 4 2
VA 5 4 4 3 3
] AL 1 2 "4 .5 5
2 FL 1 2 3 3 3
KY 5 1 4 5 5
MS . 5 5 4 5 5
NC 3 EJ 4 4 2
sC 1 1 5 5
™ 2 1 4 4 5
IL 3 3 4 4 5
IN 2 1 2. 5 5
MI 3 1 4 5 4
- 1] 4 1 5 4 2
OH 4 2 4 "5 5
Wl 2 1 2 1 2
AR 5 5 4 5 5
LA 1 4 4 N 4 4
NM 4 2 5 Y, 5 5 .
OK 2 4 -1 '\ 2 z
X 1 3 1 « 4 3
IA 1 1 1 1’ 1 i
KS 3 1 5 5 5
MO 2 1 3 3 1
NE 5 1 s 4 3

32
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Current /EPA Availlble State Oppositioge  Sesk State Polic
Regulatfong State to Intent of ablin On_Program

En
State & Guidellnes ReSources Federal Legislation Legislation Growth

co 4
ND
Sb
ur
WY
—-AZ
CA
HI
NV
AK
ID
OR
WA

[

3

[t

HWWWNWUIN&-H“UI&

\
i
kY

Wl Ly b= B U U b L b U g
vNouwenmenannna
e L WL O W N R Y W W

4
ww*HNNNNHH

* L.
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Question 20. In your opinibno what has been the major bar®-

rier, if any, to preparation of your relised
sSIP?

NJ
NY
DE

MU -

Ph
VA
AL

KY
Hs

NC
sC

IL

IN
MI

OR

WI

LA

Lack offfirm standards and concise guidance.

Qualified personnel to devote time and attention to
requirements.

Change in ozone ‘standards, and economic factors asso-
ciated with RACT requirements.

Timing -~ {f the State had 6-9 montizs more, a more com-
plete plan-with greater public participation could have
been developed.

Resources, short deadline.

Mot enough time to fulfil}l public participation procesgs,
EPA moving targets -- ozone standard, Stage II, etc.
Evaluating public hearing comments.

Manpower’ -~ technical information regarding non-tradi-
tional sources. .

Lack of staff resources and tixne.

Lack of timely guidelines from EPA.

Fluctuating EPA guidance on the criteria to be uged in
evaluating the SIP.

EPA continued changes to basic criteria and educating
MPOs on the afir quality problems.

Lack of personnel ‘to meet time restrictions. .
General feeling all requirements not necessary to. pro-
tect public health. Don't have broad base of support.
Available State resources (staff).

Lack of any real belief by Governor and SC air staff
that the revisions are necessary or will result in im-
provement. .

Lack of resources to do this and carry on day-to-day
responsibilities.

Required adoption of new State regulations and delays
in issuing new and revised regulations by EPA.
Resources (staff and money),

Lack of staff and time. Laﬁe and changing guidance
from EPA." *

Lack of qualified personnel.

Experienced personnel; untimely Fedecsl guidances and
unreascnable deadlines.

Inadequate eerrience technical staff and unreasonable
deadlines.

Lack of necessary preparation™t ime.

Lack of corrécts clear or specific guidance by EPA -~
non-uniformity of guidance from EPA region to region-
confusion ﬁver announced changing O standard not pro-
mulgated uMtil after SIP due.

1)
%
Lod
Y
[y
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NN

OK
TX
IA
KS
MO
NE

co
ND

WY
CA
NV
AK

ik
OR

WA

RIC .

Aruntoxt provided by Eric:

EE

Unrealistic deadlines skt by Congress, Problems in ob-
taining feedback from EPA Regional Office on proposed
regulations. etc., on af timely basis.

Public has not believed| that this is a real problen in
Ok lauoma.

Changing EPA requiremen
opinion on reguirements
State legislation. Res
Act.

Lack and lateness of provision
on reduirements, lack of staff
Adeguate manpower.

EPA contractual assistance not completed.

Lack of resources. Lack of EPA support.

Manhours regquired to draft and finalize a revxsed SIP
for Cost/Benefits of effort. ;
None. .

Short timeframe and lack of adequate staff.
Available State resources.

Resources and time constraints.

Poor organization of air prOQram [Lnadequate state/
local coordination).

Confusion over-what CAA Amendments meant.

Time- and resources.

Lack of public concern and lack of auto emission
control data to characterize CO problems.

Avgilable resources,

Need to gather more data. Lateness; of EPA guidante,
Public participation process,
Late and changing guidelines,
much detail in law.

Es, State/EPA difference of
for an approvable plan.
burces. Local opposition to the

of EPA specific guidance
for timeframes provided.

Inadequate time. Too

3-25
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Question 21, Will your State be reguired to submit a non-
attainment plan?

Question 22. Do you feel your State will have adeguate re-
sources {(financial and staff) to effectively |
manage that plan?

A

. Key: .
DY - Definitely Yes
: PY -~ Prchably Yes
PN - Prohably No
DN - Dafinitely No
* U - Uncertain
Yes (44}
ME - DY VA - U IN - PY ™ - PY AR - PH
NH - 0 AL -~ 0 MI - U IA - DN CA - PY
RI - 0 FL. - 0 MN - PY K5 - PY HI - DY
vT - PY KY - 0 OH - DN MO - DN NV - PN
NJ - PN M5 -~ PY Wl - U NE - U AK - PN
NY - PY NC ~ U AR - PY ¢co - 0 ID - PY
DE - PY sC - PY LA - PY 5D - DY OR- U
MD - O TN - PY NAH - PY ur - 0 WA - PY
PA - PN IL - PY QK - PN WY - PY
No (1)
ND
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Question 23, .RHas.or will your State administer a Prevention
of Significant Deterjoration (PSD) program?

\

Definitely Yes (13)

* vr FL . sC MB OK ) AK
RY Ky IN AR KE uT

Probably Yes (25)

ME PA MS IL [
nNJ - VA RC MX K&
MD AL N WI MO
NV OR Iip WA WY
<o sp HI CA A2

Uncertain {7
Hi RI DE OH L % IA
Probably Bo {0} .

Definitely Bo (0}

Queation 24, Briefly explain why your State does not plan
to administer a PSD program.

Not applicable due to responses to Question 23.

3-27
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{ Question 25. whioh of the following best describes the situa-
tion in your State regarding the administration
of a New Source Review Program under Section 110

of the Clean Air Act?,

Currently Administering the'P:ggram_jBBI

ME "MD MS IN Wl ™ SD
vT va NC MI AR IA CuT
NJ AL sC MN LA NE WY
DE KY ° ™ OH L co
CA Nv -~ I OR WA ND

-

- Not Currently Administering the Program But Plan To (12)

NH BA OK AZ
RI FL K& HI
NY "IL MO AK

Not Currently Administering the Program and Do Not Plan To (0)

IS

Question 26. Briefly explain the major reason why your State
does not plan to administer the program.

Not applicable due tO responses to Question 25.
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"Question 27, wWhich of the following best describeémgie situa~

tion in your State regarding the administering
of a NESHAPS program under Section 112 of the

Clean nir Act?

Currently Administeriqg Program (26) )

ME
NH
RI
WA

v Joe VA NC N Wl

NI MD AL sC MI X

NY  lpa KY ™ My NE -
OR o ° WD cA . -

‘Not Currently Administering Program But Plan To {11}

PL
MS

IL . AR Mo UT HI

OH r\: & 'sp Az
Not Currently Administerind Program and Do Not Plan To (8)-

M
oK
1A
Ks

WY . *
nv
AK
1p

*
|
.

Question 28. Briefly explain the major reason why your State

does not plan to administer the program.

M
oK
LA
KS

WY
v

AK
1p

L

We have no non-Federal sources subject to NESHAPS within
our area of jurisdiction.

Federal guidance and standards not acceptable to State.
No enabling legislation.

Cannot provide resources needed to effectively adminis-
ter.,

No major NESHAPS sources in the®State.

Another resource intensive jrogram with little benefit.
EPA regulations inadequate.

Regulations are of cuestionable relevancyt no problem
in State.

Resources, especially for asbestos inspections of demo-

lition projects.
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Question 29, Which of the following best describes the situa-—
.tion in your State regarding the administration
of a non-compliance penalty program under Section
120 .of the CAA?

E]

Currently Administering the Program (6) .- .

KY . MN co® Np S0 ca
) +Hot Currently Adminia;erinq Program But Plan To_ (21)- ’ !
y . * - ME PE Al; .NC MI MO HI
NJ MD . PL TN AR NE NV X »
NY VA M5 . IN KS . uT Ip : ,
Three States =~ PA, IL, andaWI -- stated they. do not know i
whether they will administ the program. i :
T ‘Not Currently Administering Program and Do Not' Plan To {15} -
NH: ‘RI VT T os¢C - oY
LA HM oK. T = IA
* WY AZ “AK . OR WA
:
¥ ox ¢ " o T
s .
N ) . X
4
f
‘ p
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Question 30. Briefly explain why ‘your State will not adminis~

. ter the program.. - .ﬂ\
&3 m
HH Commission recommendation. ' ;
. RI  Unnecessary. Major -sources in compliance. . . :
VT Will relook at program in future . ;

PA Do not yet know what we will do.T;} "
SC It is pointless, since EPA will reéview and second-guess
every decision. Wasteful,
-QH  Legal nightmare. Serves no useful purpose. MaJ;ower
intensive.

Hf A determination has not been completed concerning State
. * attitude on the assumption of this program.
+ LA  Lack legiglative authority. Such penalties not needed

to achieve compliance. .
NM  Our State air pollution program is based upon attempt-
. _ ing to obtain voluntary *compliance prior to imposition
, of penalties,
i - 0K State laws not compatible with this philosophy.” -Not
. beneficial to State. Too big of an administrative
burden,
TX  TACB philosophy is contradictory to concept. Question
effectiveness., .
IA No enabling 1egislation. ,
WY . Politically unpopular. Better to work through courts
for penalties.
AZ Against policy, Administration would be expensive,
complex and résource intensive, : LN
NV  Additional Legislation is needed. ’
AK -Not reélevant -— would be a very sen51tive program to ! f .
implement and would take more resources than it would
be worth.
OR Little need; wait to see what is required and extent -
of EPA oversight.
WA Don't agree with concept, too much detail in law, too . )
much EPA override. R
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Please provide the following information regarding
the number of professional positions in your program
as of Janvary 1, 1979, (Enter numbers in space

- provided. If none, enter 0).

:}. Question 32, In total, how many authorized professional positions
do you expecdt your program to have by October 1, 19797

L

Rey: .
PA Positions Authorized
PF Positions Filled
NR No Response

Note: All numbers have been rounded.

‘Question 31 Question 32

Number 100% Number 100%  Number Jointly Number Positions
: Total Number State Funding Federal Funding Funded . Expected By
. State FA °FF A PF PA PF PA PF October 1, 1979

{ ME 18 14 9 8 9 & 0 0 26
P NH 25 25 1 1 4 4 20 20 27
RI 13 13 & 6 7T 7 0 0 13
vr 19 16 0 0 2 2 17 14 23
8J 108 %0 0 0 o 0 108 90 108
NY 166 146 54 50 112 96 ; 0 0 la0
DE 13 12 . 7 7 6 5 4 0 0 13
MD 77 71 44 41 3 30 0 0 11
PA 221 209 0 0 0o 0 221 209 221
va 85 85 0 0 o 0 "85 85 85
AL 52 46 0 0 1 ] 51 45 52
PL_l/ 88 85 81 78 7 7 0 0 60

" 1/ Includes all staff, i.e. not only professional.

bd



Question 31 Quesgtion 32

Humber 100% NHumber 100% Number Jointly Number Posjtions
Total Number State Funding Fedetal Funding Funded Expected By

State BA PF BA PF BA PP PA PF October 1, 1979

KY 100 71 ) 0 0 0 0 100 71 100
NS 43 36 0 . 0 0 0 , 43 26 43
NC 82 76 21 21 61 55 0, 0 82
scC 69 64 38 29 26 0 0 73
TN . Bl 75 0 ] Bl 75 8l
IL 140 117 0 7. 133 110 140
IN 111 98 0 7 101 91 136
MI 52 46 0 0 52 46 . 52
MN 44 43 NR NR NR 44
. OH 119 91 0 0 115
Wi 75 60-65 NR NR 95
AR 41 26 41 26 41
LA 27" 26 27 26 27
NM 34 31 33 30 33
OK 34 3% 10 10 36
X 373 362 83 79 373
IA 21 “17 21 17 21
KS 28 23 26 23 28
MO 17 10 17 10 25
NE 12 11 0 0 12
€0 60 54 0 0 1]
ND 22.19 22 19 24
SD 7 7 5 5 9
ur 31 29 0 0 35
WY 11 11 1 11 13
AZ 41 35 0 o' 43
CA 370 345 240 220 360
HI 11 11 NR_ NR 11
nv 9 8 7 7 11

—
Q-0
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__Question 31 . Question 32

Number 100% Number 100%  Number Jointly Number Positions
Total Number State Funding Federal Funding Funded Expected By
State PA PF PA PP PA PF PA PF "Qctober 1, 1979

—

-~

AX 7 & 1 1 2 1 4 4 7,
ID 25 23 0 o 0 0 25 23 25
OR 130 125 o 0 .- 20
WA, 50 50 45 5 5 9 0 : 50
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Question 33, Have you had any difficulties filling authorized
. ! positions on a timely basis?

: Yes (41)
ME NY RY ™ MN - LA ¢ IA
NH MD M5 IL OoH M KS
vT PA NC I W1 oK MO
2% AL s5C MI AR TX NE
CA oT A2 ID OR WA . HI
AX Co WY D SD . H
' o (4)
RI DE VA FL

Y,

an

ERIC
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ME
NH
vT
NJ
Ny
MD
PA
AL
Ky
MB
NC
sC
TN
IL
IN

bagis?
y Keys |, :
1l vVery Great Extent
2 Substantial or Great Eftent
3 Moderate Extent
4 Some extent
5 Little or Ro Extent
Perceived
» Temporar
Nature -
Ceilings State- State Availability of .
Oon Stat&- “Wide Civii _ Limited State of Federal 15
State Authorized Wide Personnel Service Becruiting ReSidency Disqzﬁiines Support
Btate Salary Staff Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed Positions
3 3 5 5 3 2 "5 4 5
1 1 5 5 1 1 W5 1 W1
1 1 4 5 3 4 B 1 4
3 5 5 5 2 4 5 3 5
; 2 1 4 2 2 2 5 4 s
1 3 3 5 2 3 5 3 4
2 2 2 4 3 5 5 5 ) $
3 5 5 5 2 5 5 2 5
1 2 5 5 3 3 3 2 5
2 5 5 5 5 5 1 5 5
2 5 4 i 5 f 5 5 5 -2 4
1 4 4 s 1 3 5 2 5
1 3 5 ~ 5 5 ) 5 1 5
1 5 2 4 2 3 5 4 4
1 5 5 5 1 2 5 1 3 /

M

{

‘Question 34.

To what extent, if any. has each of the following
been an obstacle to filling positions on a timely

E6




State MAuthorized

-

~

.

Ceilings

4]

State Salary Staff

MI
MN
OH
Wi
AR
LA
NM
(4] 4
TX
IA
KS
MO,
NE
co
RD
sb
uT
MY
A2
CA
H1
nv
AK
ip
OR
WA

F}
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State-

State~
Wide
Wide Personnel

state

Civil

Limited State

Service

Recruiting Res]

idency Pisciplines

Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requ

Lrement

Availability

of

Needed

Perceived
Temporary
Rature
of
Federally
Supported
Positions
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Question 35. In your opinion, what has been the major barrier

to filling positions?

ME
NH

4N
NY
DE
MD
PA
KY
MS
NC
sC

™
IL

IN

M1

o8
Wl
AR

OK
TX

1A

{a)
{al)

(a)

{a})
{al
{a)
{a)

{a)
{a)
{a)
(a)
{a)

{a)
{c)
{a)
(a)

{a)

.(a)
(a)

{b)
(a)
{a)
(a)

{a)
{a)

{a)
(a}

(a)

B

-~

Governor had to approve each refill of Position.
He took his time.

Salary scales established: (b) Positions structure
in State government; (c) Priority established for
new positions. . ‘-

It is not the number of vacancies as it is we can-
not find middle managers with some experience.
Civid Service.

State Salary Structure,

Availability of needed disciplines. .

State Salaries: (b} Shortage of trained personnel.
i.e. engineers, meteorologists with diffusion model~-
ing backgrounds.

Salary Structure: (b) Lack of qualified candidates.
State Civil Service Procedures.

Salaries; (b) Lack of qualified applicants. -
Lack of trained personnel. -

&vailable applicants lacking the minimum experxence
and s~ducational regquirements.

Salary Structure! (b) State pérsonnel procedures;.
Competition with water programs,

Inadequate Salaries.

Cumbersome State procedures; :(b) Inadequate salary
structure.

Salary structure: (b) Ava11ab111ty3 (cl Hiring pro-
cedures.

Difficulty in finding experienced people to work
for low State salary.

Lack of qualified personnel on civil service lists:
Extremely slow State Civil Service procedures. .
State Salary Structure.

Availability; (b) Salary: (c) Procedures.

Lack of qualified applicants: (b} Lack of adegquate
salary structure.

Low salary.

Length ‘of time required under State personnel pro-
cedures to establish positions. reguest lists of
eligibles, and hire personnel: (b) Inability to
attract qualified engineers at State salaries for
engineering job classes. "
State funding limitation.

State salary structure and competition with indus-
try: (b) Highly technical reguirements.

Salary:; (b) Temporary Federal funding of Positions.

t
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' KS {a) Poor salary structure tied into €ivil Service re-
. quirements have made it impossible to employ and
e : ) retain needed engineering staff,
MO {(a) Salary; (b) Personnel requirements, !
NE . (a) Salary; {(b) Lack of available trained people,
co ta) Civil Service proceduress (b} Salary limitations. 1
- ND {a) Available funds -~ PSD Administration and imple- :
' mentation has beén’and continues tc be a severe
drain upon program funds.
. SD  {a) State salary structure’ {b) Location of State capitol,
e {a) Lack of timely awarding of PFederal funds.
WY {a) Availability of applicants with applicable experi-
'+ ence who would accept State Salary level,
AZ {a) The Salary structure versus rzsponsibility and
stress ratio as compared with private industry.
, Technical people are currently enjoying a sellers
market,
.. ¢ CA  (a) (Short-term) hiring freeze; (b) State Civil Ser-
. vice system; (c) State salary Structure,
H1 ‘{a) Salary structure,
s - NV {a) salary structure; {b} Temporary nature of Federally
supported positions in a high employment State,
AK {a) State reluctance to create new positions; (b) Re-
moteness of Alaska to potential candidates,
Ib (a) State salaries for engineers and senior technical
i } positions.,
B OR {a) State salary structure and fringe benefits; (b}
Availlability of gualified people; (c) State Civil
Setvice procedures and pelicies,
WA fa)aDifficult to find gualified candidates; (b) Regis-
ters not kept up to date. %

ERI
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Question 36. For the two year period ending December 31, 1978,
. please enter below: a. the approximate number
of professional staff that have left your pro-
¢ram voluntarily to take employment elsewhere,
and b. the approximate number of those who left
who had three or more years of experience.

Question 37. If you have had professional staff leave during
the past two years,; what are the major reasons
most often cited for leaving?

NR - No Response

.

Question 36 Question 37
Number With
Who 3 Years

State Left Experience Reascons Cited for Leaving

ME 5 4 {a) Pay: (b) Reorganization forced
them to move. ™

NH 3 NR {a) Salary: (b) Professional growth.

R 2 2 {a) Higher pay; (b) Relocation to
another area.

vT 5 5 {a) Went to energy program as it

? was new area; {b) Partly "burnt

out” from enforcement aspects
of program.

NJ 16 12 {a) Opportunity for advancement.

NY 2 1 {a) Better salary: {b) Promotional
opportunities. .

. DE 2 0 {a) Better salaries & benefits.

MD 8 8 (a) Salary: (b) Constraints or pro-
motional opoportunities: {(c}
Feeling that EPA will provide
more activity.

PA 12 g (a) Advancement.

VA 13 9 {a} Higher pay: {b} Return to school.

AL . 3 {a) Greater financial rewards; {b)
Potential for advancement.

FL 18 13 {a) More responsibility and money

. {(b) Training: (c} Long hours of dif- *

ficult writing and presentations.

KY 21 13 fa) Salaries; {b) Lack of opportuni-

ties for advancement within the
organization; (c¢) Disillusionment
with government.




Question 3& Queétion 37

Number with
Yo 3 Years
State Left Experience Reasons Cited for Leaving
- Ms 7 3 {a) More money.
NC . 21 21 ta) Higher galaries paid by private
sector. "
sc 13 10 (a) More pay; (b) Disenchantment.
™ 30 15 (a) Money. .
1L 52 31 {a} salary; (b) Frustration with bu-
Leaucracy, especially in Federal/
. - State system, ¢
IN 37 9 {a) Non-competitive salary and/or
fringe benefits; (b) Dissatis-
faction with career; (¢} Advance-
ment opportunity.
MI . 1o 2 (a) various reasons--no one thing
often ecited.
MN 4 3 {a) Better salary; {b) Move to area
. nearer to family: (e) Return to .
college for graduate work.
OH 31 27 (a) Better paying positions; (b)
Lack of advancement opportuni-
ties,
WI NR NR (a} Salary; (b) Professional ad-
vancement.
AR 10 3 fal Always leave for higher salary.
La 5 5 {a} Ssalary; (b9 alien residency .
froblems,
NM 6 6 {a} Salaricd; ip) Lack of upward
7 . m‘:biiity«
OK 5 3 (a} PrDmotional oppertunitys (b)*
“ - . Betier galary.
TX 56 ig {2) Professlonal developmen;? (b)
hdvancement apportunity;: {(e)
Higher salaries.
IA 6 q {#; seek orher enployment,
KS 3 1 (&) Salary.
MO 10 7 {a} Salary. .
, NE 2 H (a) Better salary; {b) Relocation.
co 12 2 (a) Better salary; (p) Better oppor-
tunity; (e) Frustration with .
. manaazment,
ND 2 1 {&) Salary; (k) Fringe benefits,
SD 0 o
uT 6 1 {2} Better Salaries.

ERIC
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Question 36 _ Question 37

Number With
Who 3 Years

State Left Experience’ Reasons Cited for Leaving'-

WY 0 0

A2 5 . 3 {4} Salary structure. '

- cA 36 12 {a) Higher pay.
Ty - HI 2 * {a) Promotion to higher paying posi-

; tion. .
‘ Ny 2 1 (a} Salary; (b) Advancement.

AR 1 1 {a) Not applicable.

1D 6 5 {a) Salary.

OR 5 5 (a) Salary: (b) Prequent reorganiza-.

g tions; (¢} Disenchantment with
Government work,
WA 3 . 1 {a) Salary: (b) Better job.
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Question 3g.

How much positive or ‘negative impact has the
Clean Air Act reguivement that each State must
receive at least one half percent of the total
Section 105 annual grants to all States had on
your program? -

Significant Pysitive Impact (8) -
ME vT WY aAK
NH ND HI ] ID

Positive Impact {6)

RI FL 33
DE ™ NV
ittle or No Impact (30)
J AL sC MN LA IA co OR
. MD RY IL OH NM Ks uT WA
PA Hs IN WI OK MO AZ
VA NC MI AR s 4 NE CA

Negative Impact (1)

NY

Significant Negative Impact {0)

Y
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Question 39. 1In your opinion, who exerts the most influence
. on your assignment of the priorities to meet
the requirements of the Clean Air Act? -

[ -

State Government Officials (14)

n RI NC oK s AK

. NJ ™ X WY ID
§ .kt . WI . Co ca

Local Govérnmeqt QOfficials {0}

Public Interest Groups {0)

: EPA_(28)
' NE pE AL "IN AR KS AZ
NH MD FL MI La MO HI
- vr PA MS - MN NM NE OR
NY VA - SC OH 1A ND WA
* Other ~ Please Specify (3}
s IL  The CAA. -

Ur utah Alr Conservation Committee.
NV  The grant Agreement.
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Question 40. Based on current work priorities of the!Cch
do you feel the following program elements are
over emphasized, under emphasized or emphasized
just right?

. Key:
VMO -~ Very much overemphasized
Q - Over enphasized .
EJR - Emphasized just right
U - Under emphasized
VMU - Very much underemphasized
\\ State ] Planning Monitoring Enforcement
ME .0 ‘ v EJR
4] .EJR ) EJR VMO
- R . 0 EJR - 0
' ) vT o EJR 0
NJ - VMO EJR 0
Ny EJR . EJR VMO
DE =- Varies --
MBb 0 0 . VMO
PA EJR EJR 0
VA 0 BJIR EJR
AL 0] EJR EJR
FL VMO 0 EJR
KY 4] 0 . 1)
MS 0 EJR 0
NC EJR U 0
sC EJR 0 EJR
by 0 EJR EJR .
IL EJR EJR EJR
~ . IN EJR U v
MI 0] . EJR EJR
MN EJR EJR EJR
OH VMO u VMO
Wl VMU u 0 .
- AR “DEIJR EJR VMO
- LA VMO EJR EJR
HM 4] EJR 2 EJR
OK VMO EJR VMO
% EJR EJR v U
IA EJR VMD EJR
KS 0 BIR Ll
MO D D : EJR
RE 0 EJR 0
co EJR 0 . 0
RD EJR EJR EJR
!
7{J
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_State Planning Monitoring - Enforcement
sD No Response .
or ) EJR EJR"®
Wy ) EJR EJR
AZ 0 EJR - VMO
CA EJR EJR )
HI : ] EJR 0
« NV E VMO EJR
* AK egg" 0 )
ID MO - ) EJR
OR EJR 0 8] .
WA - 0 ~EJR . VMO 2

¥

Question 41, Overall how would you characterize your relation-
ship with EPA regional staff?

.Number of States Responding

Very Good 7

Good 24

Neither Good Nor Bad 9 .

Poor 5

Very Poor 0 AR

Question 42, To what extent, iIif at all, do you feel the EPA
] headquarterg staff understands the problems you
- face as a State program director in administer-
ing your program?

Number of Stateg Responding

Very Large Extent 0
Substantial Extent 2
Moderate Extent 4
Somd Extent 17
Little or No Extent 22
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Question 43.

Overall, how does. the current:level of EPA head-
quarters staff understanding of your problems

Significant Positive Impact
Positive Impact

. Little or No Impact
Negative Impact
Significant Negative Impact

impact on the effectivenes of your program?’ *

t -
M - [

Bumber of States Responding

- 0 +
5
6 :
24
10

L}

Vi

‘I Question 44,

To what extent, Lf any. has EPA monitoring of your
performance under CAA assisted you- in lmproving
program performance?

Very Large Extent
Substantial Extent
Moderate Extent
Some Extent

Little or No Extent

Number of States Responding

0
3
4
16
22

Questigé 45.

Jf‘

To what extent if any., do your feel Your view—
point as a State program director is given ade~
Quate consideration in the following EPA pro-
cesses?

!
!

Very Great Extent
Substantial or Great Extent
Moderate Extent

Some Extent .
Little or No Extent

Regqulation Making
Process

Policy Making
Yrocesds

0 0
1 1
7 5
17 11
20 28




Question 46. Please _enter the names of the organizations
that you feel best represent your views to:
a. the U.S. Congress; -and b. the EPA.

- -

‘\S Number of States Responding
Organization ' U.5. Congress EPA

State and Territorial Air
Pollution Program

Administrators {STAPPA) 23 26
Hone . 11 10
Naticnal Goverhor's Association (NGR) 6 4
Governor's Office 3 0
Other (Organizations named only once!} 8 10

Note: Resﬁonses not additive because
of multiple State responses.

Question 47. Please-enter below the ‘name of the organiza-
® tion{s) you are most likely to contact when you
need information or assistance to carry out your
program responsibilities.

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Orjanization Number of States

EPA Regions - 18
EPA 12
Other States 8
State Organizations

Leocal Agencies and Governments

State Legislature and their staffs
Numerous trade and technical ©organizations
None

Public Interest Groups

Other {Organizations named only once)

BB W B WD

Note: Responses not additive because .
of multiple State responses.




SECTION ¢ .

DIRECTORS OF STATE IMPLEMENTATION
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
California
Colorado
Delaware
Florida
Hawaiti
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY
OF STATE IMPLEMENTATION OF

THE CLEAN WATER ACT

STATES RESPONDING (45)

AL
AK
AZ
CA
co
DE
FL
HI
IDp
IL
IN
IA
Ks
KY
LA
ME
MD
M1
MN
Ms
MO
MT
NE

Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexizo
New York
North Carolina
North nDakota
ohio

OkIahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
rRhode Island
sonth Carollina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

e
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Geneeral Instructlons

The .S, General Accountlng Office 1s
studying the problems faced by the States in
implerenting and adeinistering Federal
environmental progtama, The purpose of this
questionnalre is to obtain information on your
program(s) and to detemine the aignificance of
the problems State enviromenral program
ranagers face. We are sending similar
ueationnaires to the drectors of the alr
pollution control, drinking water, pestictdes,
solid waste and weter mllutlon control programs
In all 50 States as well asto the adninistrator
of each Sr.ate's ervironmental agencys

Wlle U\e questions that follow are based
largely on cur discyssions with program officials
in seven States, we have atrespted to provide a
format chat will be vesdlly adaptable to all
States, 1f you fee] that the format of any
questlon does not flt your situaclon, please add
the mecessary explanatory notes. Moreover, feel
free to make any additional corments on your pro—
grae, this questionnalre or telated toples,

It you have any gquestlons, please call
Donald Hunter ae {617) 2236516,

After completing the gquestionnajre, please
return it in the self-adiressed postage paid
envelope by Jarwary 19, 1979,

NOTE: Throughout this questicnnaire, EPA vefers
to the Federal Envirormental Protevtion
Agency.

‘Thank you for your cooperation.

U,5. GENERAL ACCOUNTING DFFICE
. SURVET OF STATE IMPLEMENTATION
i OF THE CLEAM.UATER ACT

______m INEORMATTCN ¢
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© KANAGEMENT OF FEDERAL FRVIRDNMENTAL m . ) .

[ad
. - ] 6. To what evtent. if ac all, 15 cach o{ the factors liated belos an obstacle to nartqim Your progran
‘ to neet the objectives of (WMAZ  (Check one box per line)

W ' ]

-
[

1. Deadlines Imposed NE , Lt
by Federal lcaislation
7. Availability of technology to suppo.l: -, .
Federal legislation ] "
+ Vbtalning State cnaoling . -
- legislation -
T"ﬂne it takes to issuc EPA requiatlons
and quidelings
» 5. Arpunt of flexibility in current EP3
requlations and quidelines .
6. Clarity of curment EPA regulaticns and o r

. idelines : .
T, Time {t taxes EPA to respond o technical i .
questions and interpret jts regulations and # .

quidelines
8. ualicy of EPA response to technical questions
and interpretation of its requlations and b ! .
gquidelipes . . _
9. Extent of controls irposed on the Scate by i PR
£PA ! :

10. Prilcsopbical diiferences between hat y
EPA and the State on program .
privrities and colectives * - .
11, Ampunt of Fedepal funding to . . .
SUPPOrE _Prodvam administration costs ‘ - .
I2. Timing of Federal funding to" Y

SUPpOtt program administration costs
13, Knowledge of the the amount uture Federal furcis

to support State Progrars administratlon . ' . .

ts g
15, Existirq State policies to lumit \

all am
' 15. Amount of State funding you receive to
SUpport proged® administration costs , .
6. Current level of Federal tunds for
runicipalities to mect Federal environ- - . '
mental requirermnts
. 17. Rurber of .staff in
P State progran
16, Teases of expericnced
__Personnel
- P 19. abiliy to {111
personnel yvacancies
20. Curvent tralnifg prograns ovallable
for State personnel -
2. splat responsibility for envirommental
progrars within State goverrmmnt 1 }
22. Current level of public support for . ]
—__ envirohmenta) programs
23, Current level of Guberna*wrial and # ' ‘
Srate Legislative support for ¢nvirom : . b .
mental programs |

T S

.

ERIC | ( K
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DROGRAM RESOURCES

12. please provide the following information re—
gardirnd) the number of professional positions
n your OWA program as of Jamuary 1, 1979,
{Enter mmhers in space provided; 1f none,

“—‘-"’wﬂa

: _ a-’b.’éf‘%f'i:w . enter 0)
e LR i""fﬁ’f,{f .
e "3 -x:ff j‘# A Positaons positions
& S a.mw.‘ﬁ'& Attt Y E!!!M‘ﬂ Filled
l.mlSUﬂ‘lOi
Total murber
8, Consider all provisions of the Clvan Water .
Act that are applicable to your program. To Number 100%
date, has your State enacted mecessary en- state funding
abling leg’ ;lotion to bplement 3l) of those
Chr Previsions?  (Check oned Murher 100%
' pederal funding
1./ / Yeas {00 10 QUESTICN 10}
tumber jolntly
/7w funded
, 9.  Please liat below the provision for which 13. In total how many authorized professional
you still peed 3 State law and the date by positions do you expect your program to have
vhich you expect that law to be passed. by October 1, 19797 (Enter total mmber of
posations)
5 P:wiqion legislation Date passage
- needed expected Rurber positions
v 4. Mave you had any difficulties filling
authorized Fos1tions on a timely basis?
{Check one)
. S ves
10. 7To what extent. 1f any, was or 15 each of 2. /7 Ho (GD 7O QUESTICN 12}
the factors listed below ap opstacle to the
passage of enabling lequslation 15. 7o what extent, 1f apy. has each of the
in youftSEate?  (Check one tox for each) following been an obstacle to filling
positions on a timely hasin?  {Check one
box per line) .
1., Current xount of Federal
funding :
2, Probaby Jity of continued | 1. State salary
Federal funding support a structure
/ 3. Current EPA regulations 2. Cer]ings on
’ and quidelines autherized staff
4. State philosophical i levels
aif ferences with intent 3. Statewrde frecze
. ' of Federal lemslation o oh all hrifs
! %, State resources recpiired ! 4. Statewide personnel
to irplement and ad- reductions
mnmster the program L . T, State Civil
Service Procedures
11. In your plnion what has heen the major 6. Limited recrulting
- barrier. 1f any, to passage of State en- efforts .
abling lemslation? (Please explain) 7. State residency -
- requirement 1 } H
8. Avatlabrlbity of ! ! -~
disciplines needed -
9. Percerved teryotary X !

nature of Federally
supported yofitions

el
}
{

'
..._.‘I _____ —— -——

’
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a

6. In your opimron. what has been the majyor
barrier to filling positions?

17. For the two year pericd endirg Necember 31,
1978, please emter below: a. the approximate
nurber of professional staff that have left
your program voluntarly to take employment
elsewhere} and, b. the approximate rwrber of
thosn who left who had three or rore yeors
of experience. {Enter numbers in spaces
provioed, if nore, enter 0)

a. - thmber who left

b, o Hurber who left with three or
mibe years oxperience

18, 1f pou have had professional staff leave
durthg the past two years. what ave the
majaor reasons rost often ¢ited for leaving?

STATE MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE GHANT

19. The Clean Water Act of 1977 declares that it
is the policy of the Congress that the
States manage the construction grant progran
and irplement the HPDES and dredge and £i1)
pemmit programs. HWill your State take ad-
vantade of the State Managerent Assistance
Grant {Section 205{9), Clean Water Act) to
assume rore tesponsistlity fsr thoge pro=
grams?  {Check one box per line}

L]

1. Comstruction qrant |
prodram

2. NPDES permit
prodvam

3. Dredge and f1l)

program

]

19a. If uncertain or you 40 not plan to take ad-
vantage of tha State Macagement Assistance
Grant, why? (Pleage explain and QO TO
CUESTION 22)

20. In your opinmione will the cormbine? Pederal
funds avallable from Sections 106 and 205{9)
of the (WA he sufficient to svpport the

- water pollution control Programs you will be
respnsible for? ({(Check cnel

1. /7 Detinitely yes)
2. /7 Probably yes (GO TO QUESTION 22)
3 77 Uncertain _ -
4. /7 Prohably no
s, /77 Definitely ro
21, 1f the furcling le~el is not sufficrent or

you are unsure. what progran(s) will be
underfunded?

EPA-STATE RELATIONSHIPS

22, Owerall, how would you characterize your re-
lationship wath EPA regional staff? (Check
one}

1. 7 very good

2. /7 Goed

3. /7 HNeither qood nor bad
4 7 poor

5. L7 Very poor

e T
o - s ]
PR SN
R ey 4
T _\{%%i‘é; X
PR T It
TR
- ";‘_“1? .

22, Wy? (Fleied explain). -, U
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23, To what extent, if at all., 4o you feel the

EPA MM%E'_ staff understands the
problems you face a3 a State progran-
divector in administering your progr
{heck one) F

L/ 7 Very large extent

2 f 7 Substantial extent

3. /7 Hoderate extent’ R

L 7 Scme extent

§. / 7 Little or no extent

<

#. Overzll, how does the current level of FPA

headiquarters’ staff understanding of your
problems impact on the effectiveness of your
program? (Check one}

1. /7 Significant positive lmpact

2. /777 rositive impact
3. /7 Little or no impact T
L7 lie;gative inpact
5. /7 Slgnificant negative mmpact
5. what extents if any, has EPA monitoring

To

of your performance under CHA agsisted you
in improving program performance? ({Check
one)

1. /7 wvery large extent
% /7 substantial extent
% /7 Koderate extent

4 [/ Some extent

5, /7 Little or no extent

26. To what extent. if any, do you feel your

viewpoint as a State program dicector is
given adequate consideration in the fol-
1owing EPA processes?  (Check one box per
1ine)

1. Requlation meking | ,
___process
2. Policy making l ,
—proceds

T

27.

L

Please enter the names of the orqamzations
that you feel best represent yout views to:
4. the U.S. Conaress! and. b. the EPA,

a. 0.5; Congress —Q
b. EPA

Kame the crganizacion(s) you are most likely”
to contact when you need information or
agsistance £O carry Qut your progranh re-
sponsibilicies:




RESFONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRES

' . Question 6. To what extent, if at all, is each of ‘the factors
listed below an obstacle & managing your program
to meet the object;ves of CWA? (Check one box per
line}

Total Responses: 45

4 Deadlines lmposed
1_31“ %nl Jegislation
A Ly of te(hno.logy to support
Pederal leshh:lon
. Obta State ing
Jeaislation
. t 3 tO issye’EPA regulations
and quidel ines
5, Amunt of Zlexibllity in curtent EFA
__xequiations and quidelines
&, Clarity of cutrent EPA @aiiom and
quidelines 1
7. Taoe it takes LPA to respond to technical
questions ard interPret 1cs regulations ard

quidelines
« Quality [=7 m to technjcal questions

and interProtatibe of its regulations and
quidelines

9, !:xte-.: of controls lrposed on ?he Stats by

5. ilﬂscﬂ)iaﬂ Siffererces between \’”
EPA and the State on progran
priovities and cbiectives,

11, Amount of Federal fundind to
1 t ar: sdninistration oosts

-2 Eﬁ% ﬁ Federal funding to
RO prodtam sdninlstration costs

T3, Frovledge of the the arpunt of future Federal funds
o a:pprr. State prugru- aduinistration

b :mﬂng State polfc\u to limit

all T,
IE, Ancone of smmmg you receive to
i NS R
eve ral furds for
‘maicipalities to peet Federal ensironr

nnul Temiirerents
staff in

13 fﬁ ﬁemtimd
B‘%ﬂ'ﬁw fixl
1 -

+ Qurvent Eraining prograr-. availscie
for State Perecruwl
21, Split vesponsibility for enviroomental
w within State qgouermrent
+» Current leve pblic support for
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Question 8. Consider all provisions of the Clean Water Act .
that are applicable to your program, To date,
has your State enacted necessary enabling legis-
‘lation to implement all of those CWA provisions?|

Yes (26)
RI pE  KY ™ X co I
Ve MD MS IL KS ND OR
. NI VA NC IN MO WY
- NY WY sC NI NE cr
No (18) B
_ NE AL oH NH g AK
- NH FL WI IA AZ D
; PA MN LA MT NV WA )

One State, OK, was uncertain.

s
it
—
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Question 9. Please list bélow the provision for which you
3 still need a State law and the date by which
you expect that law to be passed.

Key: ND - No date given

X ME {a} neDES, 10/79.
! - NH  {a) Reduction for States share for innovative treat-
ment, 6/79.
PA {a) Laboratory Certification, ND.
AL {a) section 402, 7/79.
FL, {a) NPDES suthority, RD.
MN (a)_sSpill Contingency Funding. 4/813 {b) Non-point
source control, after 1/80.
oH {a) Pretreatment, ND.
WI {a) Revision to our Discharge Permit Law, 1979,
LA {a) Section 208, ND; {b) Section 402, ND. .
NM  {a) NPDES, don't expect passage. .
OK  (a) Possibly fines for enforcement, ND,
IA (a) Minor Grants Law changes, passage unlikely. .
MT fa) Section 404 Administration, gon't recommend pas- tot g
s ag_e . A
0T {a} NPDES, 31/79.
AZ (a) NPDES, 4/79.
. - HI  (a) Authorization to enforce our regulations in Fed~
eral facilities, within first & months of 1979,
. NV (a) ICR and Authority to reject waste not conforming
to 206, 6/1/793 {b} Non-point source 6/1/79.
I (a) Higher penalties-~-NPDES, passage never expected:
{b) Increased ang specific non—=point source control
authorities, ND.
WA (a} State law provided for 3%2-500 but not for amend-
ments, legislature will consider updating State
Iaw in 1979.

4-10




State Funding Funding

‘ME
NH
RI
vT
NI
NY
DE
KD
PA
VA
AL
FL
RY
MS
NC
sC
™
IL
IN
MI
MN
OH
WI
LA
NM
OK
TR
IAa
ks
MO

Question 10. To what extent, if any. was or is each of the
factors listed below an obstacle to the passage
" of enabling legislation in your Stater

Key:

Very Great Extent
Substantial or Great Extent
Moderate Extent

Some Extent

Little or No Extent

[T Q¢ SRy

N State Resources
Current Probability State Philosophical Required To

Amount Continued <Current EPA Differences With Implement and
Federal Federal Regulations & Intent of Federal Administer the
Guidelines Legislation © Program

5

RPN RN Rk 0GR

XL IR AR Y X T F N ST N RT |
G A RS A G G T G e b G AP AR RO LT e
L ENEER S R NN R g A LT L

oy

Unknown ======= ==

PV SRR g SR PN SR I [NE G R PR, WA R E U g PR R LR ]

[SENENETRT RV, WA S
S EPR SRR R R S O Y
RENERYERT F KR N RY. I N
R e R e N
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State Resources

" Qitrent Probability state Philosophical Lae%uired to
Amount’ ontinued Current EPA Ditferences With Implement_and

Pederal Federal Requlations & Intent of Federal Administer the
State FundIng Funding Guidelines - Legiglation Program
R - -

4

NE
o .
MT
ND
ur
WY
AZ,
HI
Nv
AK
iD
OR

4

PERY Y RET TR YR Y S RT
PP Fr AT S CYRY CY Y
= R R RS R e b B3 O3 bl el
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Question 11, In your opinion, what has been the magor barrier.

any. to passage of State enabling legislation?

- ME
NH
vT
Ny

MD

PA
VA
LAY

FL
KY

ne
sC
n

IL
AN

MI

OR

NM
OK
X
1A

KS

None.

None.

Required State resources. B
Reliability of Federal funding. ; -

Resource committment without Federal funds,

Not applicable.

No resp .

Probability of cont

have to bear cost of the program if Fedéral support is
removed,

Lack of constituency within and outside State legisla-
ture willing to support the need for such legislation.
Opposition to Federal mandated programs without Federal
monies; )

Not applicable; have not had any problems in getting
enabling legislation.

No response,

NQ new program and personnel (government growth).

Lack of education on part of legislature.

Inability of EPA legal staff to define concretely needed
changes in State law.

Philosophical differences,

None.

The experience gained by the St

dollars (too'late} demands (2x) service and the best
result that can be achieyed is (1/2 x).

NO response. . .

S5tate ,resources required tc implement and administer
the program. °

No response.

Unaware of Federal requirements and lack of tr

Federal support for Federally inspired programs.

Other priorities.

National uniformity and State desire to impose no stric~
ter requirements than to protect local industries.

Ma2eds for enabling legislation is unclear.

State philosophical differences.

Fear Federal funds.

Ho response.