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SECTION 1 ~-.- 

INTRODUCTION .._Ie---....-- 

In December 1478, we mailed questionnaires to the State 
load environmental agency administrators and program directors 
responaihle for implementing: 

--the Clean Air Act; 

--the Clean Water Act; 

--the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide 
Act; 

--the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; and, 

--the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Nearly all administrators and program directors responded (See 
Table 1). Each of the following six sections in this volume 
includes a copy of the questionnaire together with the re- 
sponses. Some responses (shown as shaded areas on the ques- 
tionnaires) were not provided since they identified the re- 
spondee, repeated previous answers or were too voluminous. 
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EPA 
Region 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

1X 

X 

TABLE 1 -- 

SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSG ~I 

State ___.- 

Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

New Jersey 
New York 

Delaware 
Maryland 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentuckv 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Arkansas 
Louisiana 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Nebraska 

Colorado 
Montana 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Wyoming 

Arizona 
California 
Hawaii 
Nevada 

Alaska 
Idaho 
Oregon 
Washington 

Legend: 
- ___-..._ -_--._ -._ 

X - Questr.onnaires returned. 
* - No lead environmental agency or State not administering program. 

NR - No Response. 

Lead 
Agency 

X 
X 
X 
*' 
X 
x 

X 
X 

X 
* 
X 
* 
* 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
* 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

State Program Directors ~- 

CAA “- 

NH 
X 
NR 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
NR 

X 
X 
NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 

CWA - 

NR 
X 
NH 
x 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
NR 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

FIFRA 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
* 

NH 
X 
X 
X 

X 
NR 
X 
X 

RCRA 

NR 
X 

X 
X 
NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
NR 

SDWA 

X 
X 
NR 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

NR 
X 
NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 
NR 

X 
* 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
* 
* 
* 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
* 
X 
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m1oN 2 

statis I?kxponding 2-2 
tilllestiomh 2-3 
Question 2 2-7 
o.lestion 4 2-8 
Ckac&i.m~ 5, 6, & 7 2-9 
C&e&ion 8 2-10 
Guestions 9 & 10 2-11 
Questian 11 2-12 
Questions 13 & 13a 2-13 
Qestions 14 & 14a 2-16 
Questions 15 & 16 2-18 
@uestions 17 & 18 2-20 
pufztion 19 2-22 
Question 20 2-23 
Questions 21, 22, & 23 2-24 
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RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY OF 
STATE IMPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL -- 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS 

STATES RESPONDING (45) 

Alabama AL 
Alaska AK 
Arizona AZ 
Arkansas AR 
California CA 
Colorado co 
Connecticut CT 
Delaware DE 
Florida FL 
Georgia GA 
Hawaii HI 
Idaho ID 
Illinois IL 
Indiana IN 
Iowa IA 
Kansas KS 
Kentucky KY 
Louisiana LA 
Maine ME 
Massachusetts MA 
Michigan MI 
Minnesota MN 
Mississippi MS 
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Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

MO 
MT 
NE 
NV 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
ND 
OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
SD 
TN 
UT 
VT 
WA 
WI 
WY 



11. S a GBNERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

!iurvt!y 01 State Implementation Of 
Federal Ilnvironmentel Programs 

I’IXX%.AM AEDRG.QU2,ATION ---~.--..- 

4. Has your State had a & reorqanization of 
environmental prcx~ran and activities during 
the last five years? (Check one) 

__-- 
1. ( J Yes . 

.-_- 
2. 1. J NO (CXI TO QLWSI’TON 8 ) 

5. Was the latest major reorqanization part of 
an overall executive reorqanization plan for 
State goverrurent, or did it. involve a re- 
orqanization of environmental activities 
only? (Check one) 

1. L_ - / Overall executive reorqanization 

2. u Environmental reorqanization only 
---- 

3. / Other (Please specify) - ._._ .I--- I 

When was this latest major reorganization 
made of your State’s environmental program? 
(Enter mnth and year) 

To what extent, if any, did Federal legis- 
lation, (EPA requlations and policies) in- 
fluence the decision to reorqanize? (Check 
one 1 

-- 
1. / m little or no extent. 

2. / lb sure extent 

3. LJ To a moderate extent 
-- 

4. L___/ ‘Ib a substantial extent 

5. n Tb a very great extent 

8. In your opinion will your State make a maJo 
reorganization of environmental programs and 
activities within the next two years. (check 
one ) 

1. LT I&finitely yes 
..-- 

2. L.-J Probb1.v yes 

3. L:iT Uncertain (cm m QJEs’1’10N 11) 

4. La-_/ Ptobahly no (GO TO @JF:STION 11) 

5. m IZefinitely no (W ‘Xl LYJESTION 11) 
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRES ,-,-, ,-*,_ ,,_-,_.,_." -_(..-_- -.1.._._----.--,.----._ 

S?AT 1: *. .” 

AI, 
AK 
A% 
A Ii 
c A 
co 
CT 
Dfs: 
PII 
CA 
III 
I I) 
III 
IN 
IA 
KS 
KY 
LA 
ME 
MA 
MI 
MN 

C’ 

k 
MT 
Nf: 
NV 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
N D 
OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
SD 
TN 
UT 
VT 
WA 
WI 
WY 

Q!!! 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

CWA ."_ 111.- 

X 
X 
X 
x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

FIPRA RCRA --.- ----. 

X 
X X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X 
X X 

X 
X 

X X 
X 
x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 

SDWA --.-- 

X 
X 
X 

x 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
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Question 4. Has your State had a major reorganization of 
environmental program and activities durinq 
the last five vears? 

Yes (13) 

MA NC OH MO NV 
RI MI NM HI WA 
FL MN KS 

No (32) 

CT NJ 
ME DE 
VT PA 
NY AL 

GA TN AR NE SD CA 
KY IL LA co UT AK 
MS IN OK Ml! WY ID 
SC WI IA ND AZ OR 
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Question !j,-'-'-----'- C-I- 
--- 

Wds the latest major 
overall executive reorganization plan for State 
qovernment, or did it involve a reorganizatron 
of environmental activities on1 - 

Question 6. When was this latest major reorganization made 
your State's environmental program? 

To what extent, if any, did Federal legislation, 
(EPA regulations and policies) influence the 
decision to reorganize? 

REORGANIZATION WITHIN PAST FIVE YEARS - 

State _~ 

MA 
RI 
FL 
NC 
MI 
MN 
OH 
NM 
KS 
MO 
HI 
NV 
WA 

Question 5 

Executive 
Environmental 
Environmental 
Environmental 
Environmental 
Environmental 
Environmental 
Executive 
Executive 
Executive 
Environmental 
Environmental 
Environmental 

Question 6 Question T 

Date _ Extent of Federal Influence 

7/75 Moderate 
10/77 Some 

7/75 Little or no 
9/78 Moderate 
6/76 Little or no 
S/73 Little or no 
8/74 Little or no 
4178 Little or no 
7/74 Little or no 
7/74 Little or no 
2/74 Very Great 
7/77 Little or no 

12/74 Very Great 

2-9 



;jlita!;t.ic >n 0. rrl YOUr: c-will your State make a major 
reorqanization of 
activities within next two years? 

i)ef:i.rtlitely Yes [I ) .._.. -_. . . _- .._- - 

SII 

Uncertain L13) I .ll_ ,,,__.. - .- _... - _._._ 

PA NC MI NE CA 
Pii, TN WI AZ ID 
KY IN LA 

I)rok)at.)ly No L20) _.... "- . _, ._ ..-. - ..-. -. -.-- 

MN NM ND NV MA NJ AL 
011 c 0 WY OR RI NY SC 
AR MT CT ME VT DE 

l!~finitcl~ No (3) ._.- ".._ .-._.._.-..__I 

c;n KS MO 
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Quc::-it ion I). 110 you feel this reorganization will be a part 
of an overall executive reorganization plan for 
State government, or will it involve a reorgani- 
zation of environmental activities onlv? 

Uurastion 10. 'So what extent, if any, would Federal legislation, 
regulations and policies influence this anticipated 
reorqani.zation? 

:; t i l t. t.! 

M!; 
I I, 
OK 
IA 

:; I) 

IJ'I' 
Ii 1 
AK 

WA 

REORGANIZATION WITHIN THE NEXT TWO YEARS ........._.._..I-.____ --_.--~- 

Ou_e.%ti-.-9 Question 10 
Txe Extent of Federal Influence 

Kxecutivc 
1.1 x t: c u t i v c 
0 t h c r - Water Pollution 
Krtvironmental 
Other - Water agencies 

& environmental 
Kxecutive 
t:nvironmental 
0th t2 r - Internal Department 

Reorganization 
Knvironmental 

Very Great 
Some 
Moderate 
Moderate 

Little or no 
Substantial 
Substantial 

Substantial 
Very Great 
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queiiticm axl interpret 

rt State pmgmm a&ninistratim 

II----- 
_._____-- “_._.I. 

CJur~st ion 1 1. Overall., in the management of your environment- 
al programs, to what extent, if any, is flc?h 
of: the factors listed below an obstacle to meet- 
ing existing Federal requirements? (Check one 
box per line) ---..-. -_ -.. 

Total Response: (45) 
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r 
--..i- -.--. - -... ___~_. - 
ViJr?:;t ion 1. 3. In your opinion, during the past 5 years, has 

your State's emphasi!s on environmental issues 
increased, ------:-1 decreased or remained the same? 

-- 
IQII(.:xi% 13rmy explain why. I 

Subst.antiall~ Increased g.1, 

GA 

MS 

SC 

IN 
WI 

A R 
I,A 

MO 
ND 
WY 

AZ 

Ii1 
AK 

Georgia has moved aggressively to keep State laws con- 
sistent with Federal and obtain delegations where pos- 
s i b le . In addition, Georgia has implemented an envi- 
ronmcntal resource management concept including alloca- 
tion of ground and surface waters. 
Mississippi had been less environmentally aware than 
other States, but this started to change in the mid- 
70's as indicated by increasing State legislative sup- 
port. . 
Iletter public education --- and to some extent, the 
"chickenlittle syndrome." 
Increased requirements of Federal legislation. 
In part due to a change in administration and a result- 
ant greater focus on environmental matters. 
Economic and population growth has been tremendous. 
Very great concern over solid waste incident -- snowball 
effect. 
New State Laws. 
No response. 
Passage of Wyoming's 1973 Environmental Quality Act. 
Staffing from 19 to 37 persons in this time period. 
Sut)stantive changes to enhance legislative coverage 
of' environmental issues. 
Much greater emphasis by State legislature and Governor 
to direct environmental programs by State personnel in- 
!3 tea<1 of by EPA. 
Primarily in response to Federal legislation. 
Change in State administration in 1974 -- emphasis of 
Governor on environmental quality. 

Somewhat Increased (20) -.-- _.___..__ _. _...-_ --.---.-- _... -- 

MA No I~esponse. 
VT 'I'hc high level of emphasis which existed in the early'70 

has moderately increased due to public awareness and ful- 
ler knowledge of issues. 

NY Needed legislation has been passed concerning environ- 
mental protection and the initiation of regulatory pro- 
grams. 
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DE: 

PA 

AL 

I.' L, 

KY 
NC 
I I., 

Ml 

OII 

NM 
OK 

IA 

CO 

SIY 
UT 

CA 

NV 

Federal enaetmunts mandate great,er emphasis, i.e. Clean 
Air Act of 1977, CLcan Water Act of ,1977, RCRA, TOSCA 
Now Pcderal legislation has stimulated the State to seek 
primacy for operation of a number of programs. 
Thr? public seems to be demandinq more environmental con- 
trols but this has not been translated into legislative 
action by increased budget or authority. 
Continued support by the executive and legislative 
branches of State government and continued public sup- 
port. 
Environmental awareness was on the rise. 
News coverage of environmental emergencies and education. 
Program scope has expanded - professional competance im- 
proved - program coordination between media has started - 
program impacts better understood. 
There was a more than substantial increase in the late 
60's and early 70's. This began to level off in recent 
years as public attention focused on other issues. 
The emphasis has changed from an adversary to a coopera- 
tive nature. 
Mineral extraction activity and public awareness. 
Gradual increase in number of people and bills involved in 
environmental area. 
The number of programs, budget and personnel has increased 
mainly due to Federal funds. 
Air Pollution has been a major public concern of interest 
to the Governor and legislature. Radiation is a public 
issue due to the presence of Rocky Flats Nuclear Weapons 
Plant in Denver area. 
No Response. 
Utah has had strong environmental programs for many years. 
Moderately increased funding and publicity have increased 
public awareness, but also has generated some negative re- 
action. 
The current administration is far more sympathetic to en- 
vironmental concerns than the previous one. There has 
been strong public support since the late 60's, but busi- 
ness and labor groups have become more outspoken in their 
opposition. 
Local political awareness of programs. Rapid growth and 
limited resource,s. 

Lo Change (4) 

CT No response. 
RI No response. 
NJ Major programs have been in place. 
WA We have been in this area for many years. Much work had 

already been done. 

2-14 
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Somewhat Decreased (8) ..- .__. _. ._.I. _...... .._ - ___- -- ._..._-__ “I.. 

MF: 

TN 

We have joined the establishment and have to fit our 
proqrams and goals in with all others unlike the peak 
periods of- enthusiasm in the early 70's. 
Because of public’s concept of priorities; inflation, 
encryy and other considerations have been given prior- 
ity. Their concern for toxics in the environment and 
their effect on health has remained high but they are 
confused about them because of a lack of knowledge in 
this area by the Federal EPA itself and the information 
(sometimes incorrect). 

MN 

KS 

NE: 

MT 

The basic requlatory programs are "in place" and envi- 
ronmental regulation is no longer a “cause celebre”. 
Disillusioned by procedural requirements - costly pro- 
grams without logical benefits. 
Because job is being done quietly and is perceived by 
people to be reasonable and in balance with other needs. 
Emphasis is on “voluntary compliance” and working with 
the people. 
The job should have been done, but delay in enforcement, 
inadequate field work and poor implementation caused by 
the vast amount of Federal red tape, duplication and in- 
decision. 

I I) 

0 u 

Backlash to environmental overkill 4 years ago - general 
concern about economics. 
Emphasis has shifted from water to air because of water 
clean-up success. Apparent loss of State control is de- 
creasing State approval of initiatives. 

Substantially Decreased (0) - _-_--- 

2-15 



I .---"-eIr I-'--- Question 14a. Hriefly explain why. ----- 

Substantiall_y: Increase (1) 

A?, Governor wishes the State to control all environmental 
programs and keep EPA and Federal programs Out. The 
effect of environmental issues on State growth is under- 
s toocr , 

Somewhat Increase (20) --.. -.__.~-..-__. ..-__ -.---._.----.- 

c T 

NJ 
DE 

PA 

AL 

PI.4 

KY 

SC 
I I, 

IN 
RR 
LA 
NM 

OK 

KS 

MO 
N 13 
SD 

Air problems and Solid waste problems will reach criti- 
cal proportions during this period. 
Public awareness of the hazardous chemical problem. 
It's an inevitable outgrowth of increased Federal re- 
quirements. 
Involvement in a number of Federal law primacy programs 
will stimulate increased regulatory and planning efforts. 
New administration seems to be more positive in its ap- 
proach at this time to environmental issues. However, 
there are severe budget problems at the State level. 
Governor's budget request supports a moderate increase 
in staffing for FY 1980-81. 
Strong interest in multi-media impacts of pollution con- 
trol decisions. 
Changes to Air Act, RCRA, SDWA, CWA, TSCA, etc. 
Emphasis on multi-media coordination - trade off is nec- 
essary to accomplish other social objectives. 
State needs to increase overall services to its people. 
More population and economic growth expected. 
No response. 
Continued emphasis in extraction of minerals will in- 
crease problems associated with that extraction. 
Will eventually level off. Will continue for a period 
of time. 
Objective concern over toxics. Impetus of existing EPA 
programs will carry forward. 
New laws and possible available Federal funding. 
Coal development, oil development. 
This State is just becoming aware of some of the hazards 
and is starting to worry - hazardous and toxic substances 
is rather new to us, therefore interest can be generated. 
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I I ‘I’ Prcx.;fJec:ts Tar more t?nabliny legislation are somewhat 
i mf)r-ovocl t)u t budget i ncrctases wi.I.l probably be negli- 
qi.t,lc. 

If1 Arrzr:rkfrnc~nt.s to f*‘Ctrleral environmental. poll.ution control 
clcts and recent. St-ate issues wi 11 probably result in 
4ri i n<:rCas(,z in ~rnphas is on environmental issues. 

V'I' 

N Y 
(;A 

M :; 
NC 
TN 
MI 

OtI 
IA 

NF: 

CC) 
WY 

NV 
AK 

I 1) 

WA 

Maitlt! has iI continuing interest in environmental. protec- 
ti.on but ttlcre <Ire “no” hot issues. 
‘I’he current. c?ffort is considered to be in balance when 
Ct>n!jill<.lritlCj al 1 other functions of State grants. 
No substantial. new legislation is anticipated. 
Gc!orq ia ’ :; program is already consolidated in one agency 
with most Federal programs, NPDES, 205 (g), PSD, etc. 
clclc:cJatecl to state. The “hold-the-line” growth policy 
01’ qovcrnment will minimize change. 
Proposition 13 fever will impact all State programs. 
IIavc? reached a plateau. 
No Response. 
Bcl ieve that energy considerations will prevent further 
i ncrtLl:je, 
Retention of Governor and Director. 
f3udye t process underway, Governor recommends status quo 
for next two years. 
T think we are reaching a I.evel of equilibrium in en- 
vi ronmental procJrams, with activity being geared at a 
l.r:vcl ~eop.le have come to expect and accept. 1 ncreased 
inflationary pressure could be harmful. 
No response. 
1Jrer;c:nt legislative candidates were elected on platforms 
(ledicated to limiting general governmental growth and 
speci Pit regulatory programs. 
Government spending will be the big issue. 
Federal intervention in Alaska on D2 land issues and 
whales will generate a negative reaction among populace. 
Programs static at State level - still much concern about 
econom LCS . 

Much of the important work is done. We are now respond- 
ing to Federal initiatives. 

+mewhat Decrease (7) .- .._._ - ..-_- .I .--....- _..__..._ 

MA ‘The economy and development of activities that will 
proclucc: jobs or at.tract industry are major social and 
political issues. 

I<1 Public concern for reducing spending. Public losing 
faith with chanqing restrictions imposed by Federal 
reyulations and EPA’s. 

2-17 



MN Public support is diminishing for all government espe- 
cially regulatory programs which are perceived to have 
a negative economic impact. 

WI More conservative mood currently after a few years of 
considerable activity (in both legislature and executive 
branches). 

MT We plan and plan as required by EPA but do little. 
CR State Senate committee assignments were recently stacked 

against environmental concerns. 
OR Greater Federal intervention will further decrease State 

willingness 'to operate programs without ability to adapt 
to State conditions. 

Substantially Decrease (0) -.--- 

Question 15. How long does it usually take your State to accept 
an EPA grant which supports program administration 
costs 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 
costs and requires some level of State funding? 
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state I. ..._“ll. 
c ‘I’ 
ME 
MA 
RI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
D I*: 
PA 
AI, 
FL 
GA 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
TN 
IL 
IN 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 
IA 
KS 
MO 
N It: 
co 
MT 
N D 
SD 
UT 
WY 
AZ 
CA 
III 
NV 
AK 
ID 
OR 
WA 

* Not 

Acceptance of EPA Grants ( Months) 
Question16 

Not requiring State funds --- Requiring State funds -- --. 
Ongoinq 

-- 
New 

Grant 
Ongoinq New 

Grant Grant Grant -__--__ -- -_- 

1 1 1 1 
2 4 2 9 
1 3 1 3 
1 1 1 6 
1 6 1 9 
0 1 6 12 
1 1 1 1 
3 3 3 3 
1 1 1 1 
1 1 12 12 
2 2 2 6-12 
3 6 1 12 
2 4 2 6 
1 1 1 4 
0 0 6 15 
2 2 2 

l-2 2-4 11-16 
1 1 1 1 
1 2 2 12-24 

12 12 12 12 
l-2 3-4 

5 4 
1 1-12 1 12+ 
1 1 3 3 
1 3 1 6 
0 0 0 18 
1 f 1 
1 3 

1-3 l-3 6-12 6-12 
18 24 18 24 

1 2 2 2 
2.5 4 8-12 12-18 

2 2 l-6 l-6 
3 6 24 24 
1 1 1 1 
1 6 1 6 

l-2 l-2 1-2 1-2 
4 4 4 6 

NR NR NR NR 
6 7 8 12 
1 1 12-48 12-48 
3 3 3 3 
1 2 * * 

4-5 6-12 4-5 6-12 
4 6 4 6 

applicable - no new State funding likely for some time. 
NR - No Response 
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Question 17. Once the EPA grant is accepted, how long does 
it usually take for the following. 

--State approval of new positions 
---Filling new positions 

Question 18. In your opinion, how much advance notice of 
Federal funding support do you need to properly 
budget and plan your programs? 

2-20 



State ..- .__ - 

c 1' 
M t: 
MA 
Ii I 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
nl: 
PA 
AL 
FL 
GA 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
TN 
I r, 
IN 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 
IA 
KS 
MO 
N E 
CO 
MT 
ND 
SD 
UT 
WY 
A% 
CA 
Ii I 
NV 
AK 
I I) 
OR 
WA 

NR - 

Question 17 ---- 
New PosmGs -.--~- 

!LJnt!vmg .- Months to 
save Fill ..- --. 

3 
2 
3 
1 
9 
3 
2 
3 
6 
3 
6 
2 
1 
0 
6 
1 
0 
NR 
6 
4 

l-2 
2 
3 
1 
3 
3 
1 
6 
2 
0 
1 

.3 
3 
6 
2 
3 

5-l. 
* 2 
NR 

a 
3 
1 
2 

3-6 
2 

No Response 

3 
2 
6 

Indefinite 
12 

s 
4 
3 

6-9 
2 

2-3 
6-12 

4 
2 
3 

4-8 
3+ 

6-12 
3 

2-3 
2 
3 

1-6 
3 
1 
3 
3 
4 

12 
2-6 
1.5 

6 
6 
5 
2 

12-18 
2 

NR 
6 
2 
1 
4 
6+ 
4 
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Question 18 --- 

Months Advance 
botice Needed 

12 
6-12 

9 
12 
12 
12 
12 

6 
12 

12-18 
6 

12-18 
6 

12-18 
24 
24 
12 

10-12 
6-24 
18 
3-4 
12 

12-24 
Varies 

18 
12 

6 
18-24 

12 
12 

12-15 
18 

1 

1; 
3 

12 
Z-prior to State fiscal yr. 

6 
NR 

9 
12 
18 
12 
36 
12 



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

Very._.Satisfied (0) .".-._". 

Generallysatisfied (111 

c 'I? AR ND 
MA NM SD 
FL NE UT 
KY CO 

Borderline (5) -_- ._..-._- --- 

TN WY 
MN AK 
WI 

Generally Dissatisfied (20) ------ 

ME NY NC AZ 
Ii I DE SC HI 
VT PA OH NV 
NJ AL LA WA 

OK 
IA 
KS 
MT 

vex Dissatisfied (8) .-_ I---.-- 

GA MI 
MS MO 
I 1, ID 
IN OR 

No He=nse _-_-.._ - - (1) 

CA 
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Question 20, 'I%? Office of Management and Budget and EPA are 
proposirrq legislation for a consolidated grant 
to the States for administering all environ- 
mental programs. This approach would eliminate 
the existing categorical grants for each pro- 
gram. To what extent do you agree/disagree 
with this consolidated grant approach? 

StronAlx Agree I..--..-.. .._ __ ~_I"..- m 

ME MS 
GA NE 
NC AK 
rn 

fi,gree ( 18) .-..--- --_..I. 

c T F-1, 
MA KY 
VT I I; 
D I!: MI 

WI 
AR 
KS 
co 

Unsure /6) "I*II "... .I _.." _... _. 

NJ on 
MS SD 
TN MN 

Disagree (-3) 111 .-l_l. .--- -"I 

NY 
WY 
CA 

Strong11 Disagree 111) 1-"-._."_ .- """ ,I"_ l.-"- Itll--""". *-1--1 

Ii I IN ND 
PA LA AZ 
AL NM WA 
SC OK 

MT 
UT 
HI 
NV 

ID 
OR 
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Qurzstion 21 . To what extent, if at all, do you feel your 
viewpoint as Administrator of several State 
environmental programs is given adequate con- 
sideration in the foll.owing EPA processes? 

--Regulation making process 
--Policy making process --_--- .-_-.___ - - -..J 

Very Groat Extent 
Substantial or Great Extent 
Moderate Extent 
Some Extent 
Little or No Extent 

Regulation Policy Making 
Makinq Process Process ---- --- ~-__- 

0 0 
1 2 
9 6 

12 12 
23 25 

staff understands the problems you face 1.n 
administering your programs? 

-- 

Wflnitely Yes 6 
Probably Yes 19 
Uncertain 5 
Probably No 10 
Definitely No 5 

Definitely Yes 
Probably Yes 
Uncertain 
Probably No 
Definitely NO 

0 
4 
6 

16 
19 
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Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Nebraska 

RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY OF -__--_---- -----7- -STATE IMPLEMENTATION Ofi -_-...... 
THE CLEAN AIR ACT ---w--P 

STATES RESPONDING (45) _-- 

AL 
AK 
AZ 
AR 
CA 
co 
DE 
FL 
HI 
ID 
IL 
IN 
IA 
KS 
KY 
LA 
ME 
MD 
MI 
MN 
MS 
MO 
NE 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

NV 
NH 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
ND 
OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
SD 
TN 
TX 
UT 
VT 
VA 
WA 
WI 
WY 
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1%. 

I. 

2. 

13. 

1. 

2. 

14. 

1. 

2. 

15. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

16. 

1. 

2. 

17. 

/- J Part of state 

Will your Stat.e have to cwact leqislation 
in order to implement the autonubi le I&M 
f’rcqram? (Check one ) 

_._ _ _. 
/ / Yes 

-._ 
/ ,’ Plo (a, To (&lESTION lfi) 

In your opinion hw likely is passage of 
this w&l i nq leqislat ion? (Check one ) 

/._._/ Very likely 
--.- 

_/ . ../ I,ikely 

/ / f?orderlinc . ..-.. 

/ / Unlikely 
_ _ ..- 

Sonw, States may volunt.arly implement an 
I&M prqram to pritrlically test all 
cars to detetmine exhaust fmllution 
l.evels. At the present time does your 
St.&e have or plan to implement this prcqram 
on a voluntary basis? (Check one) 

/ / Yes 

Which of the folltwinq best rlescrihes t.he 
current si tuat i.on for charqinq major sources 
a ptmit fee under Section 110 (Cl (2) (k) 
of the Clean Air Act.? (Chrck one) 

/ / Have c*nat,linq legislation -.-- 

L._ ./ ~~cc?d t%natAirrn legislation and 1ikel.y 
to obtain it 

/.. ./ Nrxd enahlinq lr,qislation hut 
unlikely to obtain it 

When clid or will you sut)mit your rnvised SIP 
to EPA? (Fhter rwth/year ) 
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-. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

2. 

24. 

25. 

27. 

1. 

25) 

. _ __. ._. .^.. - ._._._ -. _. .-. 

_. __ __..... . _ ” -..__.” .._--. 

___ .._._____ _-- .-__...... -. -.___.._ - -...--..-.__._----- 

_._..,.. - ..___. _,__..__......... -_ ..-.-. - .--.- -- 

Which of the follcwinq host dcscritrs t.he 
situation in your State regartlinn the ailmin- 
istration of a New Source Review Prcqram 
urvler Section 110 of the Clean Air Act? 
(Check one ) 

/ / Current.ly &ministering prccpm 
(ml To CII~STION 27) 

(. --- / Not currently adninistxxing program 
hut plan to (CXI ‘El GUESTION 27) 

_-._.. 
/ / Not currently a&ninisterinq prtxqram 

and do not plan to 

Briefly explain the major reastm why yuur 
State rices not plan to a&ninist.er the pro- 
qrim. 

_ _. _.__ ̂__...____. - ..- 

Which of the following best describes the 
situation in your State regarding the acknin- 
istc~rim of a bII~:SfiAl~ prcnram under Section 
11.2 of the Clean Air Act? (Check one) 

.3. / / Not. currently aAninir;txrinq prmram 
aml 110 not plan to 
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34, 1'0 what extent, if any, has each of the 
fol Iowinq tncn an oktacle to f illinq 
p3it.ions on a tinely txisis? (Chrtck ““f’ 

15. 1n your tyrlnion what has tx?en ttle major 
tkjrrier to fillinq positions? 

.36. Wx the two year perid endinq December 31, 
1970, please enter helnw: a. the approximate 
nllmtzr of professional staff that have left 
your ~xoqran voluntarly to take employment 
~Isewhare, cand h. that approximate number of 
tlmse who left who had ttxee or ~rot-e years 
of expc*rience. (Enter rumhers in spaces 
provirkd, il none, enter 0) 

a. 

t,. 

NumtEr who left 

Plumher who left. with three or 
mre years eqzerience 
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Planning ___ 

Moni torinq ____ ------.---. 

Enforcerwnt 

EPA-STATE HELATIONSHII’S -.--.------ 

41. Overall how would you characterize your re- 
lationship with EPA xsional stafli’? (Check 
one ) 
-..- 

1. I!_./ v=-Y (7-7 

2. L-/ ccc6 

3. (-1 rlelther qccd nor bad 

4. i-7 Poor -.- 
..-. 

5. L-J very poor 

director in administerinq your prtrlram? 
(Check one) 

1. L/ Very large extent 
---- 

2. L-1 Substantial extent 
_.. 

3. 1-1 Moderate rxtwt 

-.. 
4. LJ Some extent 

_- ._.._. 
5. / / I,ittle or no extent .-..._ 
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4 I. 

I. 

1. 

I. 

4. 

‘J . 

44. 

1. 

2 . 

i. 

4. 

0. 

45 . 
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c~ut:st.i~,rt 6. 

I- 
To what extent, if at all, is each of the factors 
listed below an obstacle to managing your program 
to meet the objectives of the Clean Air Act? 

..““. (Check one box E line) 1 “,_..,” “..I ..-.._. ,__.-- -.--.- 

Total Responses: 45 

4 8 

F3'A IO u 8 10 
ITFE~~TT~Iftrences between 

EPAard th St&cm prcqrm 
9 12 10 11 

- -- -1 +--E-k 12 

l,. rugprt. progrim adninistration msts 
tt~~~i?%?-&ure Federal 

1 '1 0110 11 
Knwlcrlse of funds I I I 

1 - 
i , - i 

I 0 
2 

3 - 
5 

1 
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--ii- - 
8 - 

16 - 
5 - 

5 
3 

13 - 

2 
17 - 

10 - 

8 

-7-Y - 
6 - 

19 - 
3 - 

4 

3 

14 

22 
13 - 

112 - 



Question 8. r- Consider all sections of the Clean Air Act that 
are applicable to your program. To date, has 
you State enacted the necessary laws to implement 
those sections? 

(8) Yes 

ME 
NJ 
DE 
IN 

No (37) 

NH 
RI 
VT 
NY 
NV 

LA 
co 
ND 
SD 

MD 
PA 
VA 
AL 
AK 

FL SC 
KY TN 
MS IL 
NC MI 
ID OR 

MN NM 
OH OK 
WI TX 
AR IA 
WA WY 

KS CA 
MO HI 
NE 
UT 
AZ 
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Question 9.’ L Please list below the provision 
still need a State law and the date by which 
you expect that law to be passed. 

Key; ND - No Date Given ---._ _ .__,__- ----l__-l^l----l__l----~--- 

NH (a) 
RI (a) 

VT :;I 
(b) 

NY (a) 

MD ‘,:I 
PA (a) 
VA (a) 

(cl 
AL (a) 

FL (a) 

KY (a) 
MS (al 

NC I:; 
(cl 

SC (a) 
TN (a) 
I IJ (a) 

MI (a) 
MN (a) 

OH (a) 

WI (a) 

AR (a) 
NM (a) 

(b) 

OK (a) 
TX (a) 

IA (a) 

KS (a) 

PSD, 7/l/79; (b) Permit Fee, 7/l/79. 
Operating Permit, ND; (b) Permit Fees, ND; 
Stack testing list, ND. 
E'SD offset, awaiting Attorney General opinion: 
Permit Fee, 9 months after EPA regulations. 
I&M, 4/l/79; (b) Permit Fee, ND. 
I&M, 7/79; (b) Delayed Compliance Penalties, 7/79; 
Permit Fees 7/79. 
Section 110(a)(2)(k), 8/79. 
I&M, 1980; (b) Delayed Compliance Penalty, 1979; 
Quality of Board Members, 1979. 
Non-Compliance, 1980: (b) Permit Fees, ND; (c) I&M, 
1980 if needed. 
I&M, 1979 or 1980; (b) NESHAPS, 1980; (c) NSPS, 
1979 or 1980. 
I&M, 1982. 
Permit Fees, 7/79; (b) Make-up of Board, 7/79; 
Non-Compliance Penalty 7/80. 
Non-Compliance Penalty, 6/79; (b) Permit fees, 6/79; 
Non-Attainment Permits, 6/79. 
I&M, 6/80. 
I&M, ND. 
New Source Review, 6/79; (b) I&M, Never; (c) Pos- 
sible PSD increment allocation, ND. 
128 (State Boards), 1980; (b) Penalties, 1980. 
Vehicle Inspection, possibly 4/79; (b) Authority to 
issue orders, possibly 4/79; (c) Permit Fees, ND. 
I&M, ND; (b) PSD, 7/l/79; (c) Civil Penalties, 
7/l/79. 
I&M 7/79 or 80; (b) Permit Systems, 7/79; (c) Pen- 
alty structure, 7/79. 
Permit Fees, Never. 
PSD, Permit Fees, non-ferrous smelter orders, 3/79; 
Stack height provisions, 3/79: (c) Non-Compliance, 
State Boards, passage not requested. 
I&M, 6/79. 
TACB Composition I&M, ND; (b) Non-Compliance, Per- 
mit Fees, ND; (c) ALternative Site Source, radioac- 
tive pollution, ND. 
Equipment standards, 6/79; (b) Operation Permits, 
6/79. 
PSD, 4/79; (b) Permit Fees, 4/79; (c) Civil Penal- 
ties, 4/79. 
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MO (a) 
NE (a) 
UT (a) 

WY (a) 
(c) 

AZ (a) 

z: (a) 
NV I:; 

AK (a) 
ID (a) 

OR (a) 
WA (a) 

CAA-77, 6,'79; (b) I&M, ND. 
I&M, 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)(6), 1979 session; (b) Section 3.28 
(a), 1979 session. 
I&M, 6/'79. 
Permit Fees, 4/79. 
PSD-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) Confidentiality, 
ND. 
Non-Compliance Penalty, ND. 
I&M, ND; (b) Permit Fees, 6/79. 
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Question 10. To what extent, if any, was or is each of the 
factors listed below an obstacle to the passage 

I of needed State laws? 

Key: 
1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Extent 
5 Little or No Extent 

State 

ME 5 2 
NH 4 4 
RI 5 5 
VT 3 2 
NJ 5 5 
NY 2 2 
DE 4 4 
MD 5 4 
PA 5 2 
VA 3 1 
AL 4 5 
FL 2 2 
KY 5 5 
MS 5 5 
NC 4 4 
SC 5 5 
TN 5 5 
IL 5 4 

Current Probability 
Amount Continued 
Federal Federal 
Funding Funding 

Current EPA 
Regulations 

and Guidelines 

State Philosophical 
Differences With Intent 
of Federal Legislation 

5 
1 
5 
3 
5 
2 
4 
5 
3 
3 
1 
1 
5 
5 
2 
1 
5 
3 

2 
4 
1 
1 
5 
1 
4 
1 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 

3 
2 



4.J 
C 
(I, 
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1_.111 
L-.-- 

.__ _- ..-__--_ .- -,“,. ..__ I- . ..- --. ..- -_..__.. --- 
QLlPfitI iOIl 1 I. 

-- 

M B 
Nil 
RI 
VT 

N\J 
N Y 

IIF: 
MI) 
I'A 
VA 

nr, 
PI, 

KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
TN 
I 1, 

IN 

MI 

MN 
0 Ii 
WI 

Fai.lure to see need for air pollution cantrol. 
Session frequency (biennial). 
General resistance to any environmental legislation. 
Legislature does not want to earmark funds and require 
IjOUTCC to pay twice (taxes and fee). 
Vested interest opposition. 
Political differences between Governor and Legislature 
on I&M. 
rd0t applicable. 
Premature - leqislation to be considered this session. 
Proyram funding. 
Cost to taxpayers on program of questionable long term 
benefits. 
Transition between administrations. 
Multitude of changes required for adoption of Federal 
requirements based on State laws, statutes and admini- 
strative codes-- al.1 part of legislative required 
changes. 
Philosophical differences, lack of supportive data. 
Uncertainties as to needs. 
Philosophical differences. 
Credibility gap. 
I:PA (Congress) forces game plan. 
No requit.-ed legislation has yet been considered. Major 
barriers during current (Spring '79) session will be 
the Proposition 13 reaction and general negative at- 
titude toward Federal environmental programs. 
No public support. Hiqh cost to consumer. Unclear 
tjenef'it. 
New requirements haven't been considered by legislature 
yet. 
li~lral legislators feel program unnecessary. 
Anticipate public opposition to Inspection/Maintenance. 
Inadequate time to educate on all aspects of CAA and 
its State impacts. 
Concern by legislators as to appropriate administra- 
tion. 
State resources required to implement and administer 
the program. 
J,egislature meets to consider non-hudget matters only 
once every two years. 
Lack of public support. 
State philosophical differences with intent and poten- 
tial effectiveness of Federal legislation--I&M, Non- 
compliance penalty. 
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IA 

K!i 

MO 
Nf*: 

CO 
NI) 
:;I) 
I.1 T 
WY 
A% 
CA 

Ii I 

NV 

AK 

II) 

OR 
WA 

Phi losophy of the Leqislature and the people of Iowa. 
If these laws are passed, it will be entirely due to 
federal blackmail. 
State leqislature does not share environmental control 
"enthusiasm" evidenced by Congress in 1977 CAR amend- 
mcnts. 
Lack of manpower. 
State Leqislature slightly negative toward environ- 
mental legislation. 
Credibility. 
Lack of continued funds. 
Federal inflexibility. 
ftcnultant cost to the State and private sector. 
Philosophical objection to any program growth. 
Who defines "needed". 
Anti-government attitudes on the part of elected offi- 
cials plus concern that any new regulations will have 
adverse economic or public impacts. 
Resources required to implement and administer the 
program. 
The law 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 attitude among State legisla- 
tars. 
State versus Federal control. 
Lack of confidence by Governor, public and the State 
aqcncy as to how much pollution reduction will occur 
due to an I&M program. 
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Will your State be required to implement an I&M 
program to periodically test all cars to deter 

--2 mine exhaust pollution levels? 

ME MS ND 
NH AR SD 
VT LA WY 
IA HI 

Yes (32) 

RI MD KY IL OH TX co NV 
NJ PA NC IN WI KS UT ID 
NY VA SC MI NM MO AZ OR 
DE FL TN MN OK NE CA WA 

Unknown (21 

AL AK 

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

4 

Entire State (3) 

RI NJ MO 

Part of State (29) --. 

NY VA SC MN OK co NV IN 
DE FL TN OH TX UT ID WA 
ND KY IL WI KS AZ OR 
PA NC MI NM NE CA 
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Question 14. Will your State have to enact legislation in 
order to implement the 

Yes__1231 -.- I-- 

RI FL TN MN TX UT 
NY KY IL OH KS CA 
MD NC WI MO ID WA 
VA SC MI OK NE 

No (9) --- 

NJ NM OR 
DE co IN 
PA AZ NV 

I __._. -._. .-...-..------ ~_--. 
I 

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

Veryuu -_ Ll ) -- 

RI 

Likely (4) ~____ 

NC NE 
KS CA 

Borderline (12) 

NY KY OK 
MD SC MO 
VA MN UT 
FL WI WA 

Unlikely (4) 

MI TX 
OH ID 

Very Unlikely (2) 

TN IL 
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Question 16. Some States may voluntarily implement an I&M 
program 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) -- 

HI 
DE 
KY 

(36) No 

ME 
NH 
VT 
NJ 
HI 

IN 
MO 
AZ 

NY 
MD 
PA 
VA 
ID 

AK 
TN 
NV 

AL SC OH NM KS SD 
FL IL WI OK NE UT 
MS MI AR TX co WY 
NC MN LA IA ND CA 
OR WA 
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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) ---~_- - 

ME FL IL WI ND 
NJ KY IN LA AZ 
DE SC MI OK ID 
VA TN OH co OR 

Need Enabling Legislation and Likely to Obtain It (16) --_.-- 

NY NC MO CA 
MD NM NE HI 
PA TX UT NV 
MS KS WY WA 

Need --.- Enabling Legislation But Unlikely to Obtain IT (8) 

RI AR VT IA 
AL SD MN AK 

Need Enabling Legislation But Unsure of Passage (1) --__-- 

NH 

Question 18. When did or will you submit your revised SIP 
to EPA? 

ME 
NH 
RI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE 
MD 
PA 

3/79 VA lY79 
3/79 AL 3/79 
3/79 FL 12/78 
3/79 KY 3/79 
l/79 MS 2/79 
4/79 NC 3/79 
3/79 SC 12/78 
l/79 TN 3-6/79 
5/79 IL 6/79 

IN 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 

2/79 TX 6/79 
l/79 IA 5/79 
5/79 KS 6/79 
5/79 MO 4/79 
4/79 NE 3/79 
3/79 co l/79 
3/79 ND 6/79 
l/79 SD 12/78 
3/79 UT ~ l/79 

WY l/79 
AZ 12/78 
CA 5-6/79 
HI 6/79 
NV l/79 
AK s/79 
ID 4/79 
OR 6/79 
WA 4/79 
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1 Question 19. ;or~~;~e;;;;;;, if ;ny, has each of the follow- 1 
lng Impeded your prcparatlon and submlsslon of 

Key: 
1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Extent 
5 Little or No Extent 

Current EPA Available state Opposition State State Policy -I-"-"-" 
Rec~ulaZZT% State to Intent of Enabling On Program 

State ir;‘-G~?j,i~es Resources Fedk~~egislation Legislation Growth ..-.- _-- ----.._- .-_-__ . ..-t --" _--- I.-- -~ 

ME 
NH 
HI. 
VT 
NY 
NY 
DE 
MD 
PA 
VA 
AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
TN 
IL 
IN 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
NE 

1 
1 
1 
3 
4 
1 
3 
4 
3 
5 
1 
1 
5 
5 
3 
1 
2 
3 
2 
3 
4 
4 
2 
5 
1 
4 
2 
1 
1 
:3 
2 
5 

1 

: 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
4 
2 
2 
1 
5 
1 

: 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
5 
4 
2 
4 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

4 
3 
2 
4 
5 
4 
2 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
1 
4 
4 
2 
4 
5 
4 
2 
4 
4 
5 
1 
1 
1 
5 
3 
5 

4 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
3 
5 
3 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 

1 
5 
4 
5 
2 
4 
1 
5 
3 
4 
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Current EPA Available State Opposition State ~-- 
&gu lat ions State to Intent of ._ ;----"~- --._- Enablinq 

State,Policy 
-7 On Prqqram 

+;-t%tc, & Guldellnes Resources Federal Legislation Legislation -- - Growth -.".l I" "I - ._."_.".*_" --_ "-__- -~ *_--~- -_- 
(:(.I 
NI) 
s I) 
IJT 
WY 
nz 
CA 
III 
NV 
AK 
IO 
OH 
WA 

4 
4 
5 
2 
‘3 
1 
5 
5 
2 
1 

4 
‘3 
J 

2 
4 
3 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
3 
3 

4 
5 

1’ 
4 
2 
5 
5 
2 
3 
3 
3 
1 

4 
5 
5 
5 

4’ 
5 
5 
4 
5 
3 
5 
2 

3 
5 
5 
2 

ii 
3 
5 
3 
3 

: 
4 
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I Question 20. In your opinion, what has been the major bar- 
rier, if any, to preparation of your revised I 

MI!: 
r1 t1 

RI 

VT 

NJ 
NY 
VE 

MV 

PA 
VA 
AI, 

FL 

KY 
MS 

NC 
:; c 

TN 

I I., 

IN 
MI 

MN 
011 

WT 

AR 
rJ A 

Lack of firm 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. 
Timiny -- if the State had 6-9 months more, a more com- 
plete plan with greater public participation could have 
been developed. 
Resources, short deadline. 
Not enough time to fulfill public participation process. 
EPA moving targets -- ozone standard, Stage II, etc. 
Rvaluating public hearing comments. 
Manpower -- technical information regarding non-tradi- 
tional sources. 
Lack of staff resources and time. 
Lack of timely guidelines from EPA. 
Fluctuating EPA guidance on the criteria to be used in 
evaluating the SIP. 
EPA continued changes to basic criteria and educating 
MPOs on the air 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. Late and changing guidance 
from EPA. 
Lack of qualified personnel. 
Experienced personnel: untimely Federal guidance; and 
unreasonable deadlines. 
Inadequate =erienced technical staff and unreasonab% ---..-- 
deadlines. 
Iack of necessary preparation time. 
Lack of correct, clear or specific guidance by EPA -- 
non-uniformity of guidance from EPA region to region 
confusion over announced changing 0 standard not pro- 
mulgated until after SIP due. 
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UK 

‘1’X 

rn. 

K:Y 

MO 
N t-1 
co 
NI) 

II 1 
NV 
AK 

111 
OR 

WA 

IJnr~:a 1 i st i c deildl i nc:s sot by Congress. Problems in oh- 
t a i ni ncl rec.~lt)ack from EPA Regional Off ice on proposed 
recgu 1 at ions, etc. , on a t i.meLy basis. 
l’ut)l ic ho:; not Ilczlievctl that this is a real problem in 
Ok,1 /~tloma. 
Chancjinq EPA rquirements, 
c~pi,nion on r~:quiremontfi 

State/EPA difference of 
for an approvable plan. 

State! l.t!qisl.ation. Rc?sourccs. Local opposition to the 
Act. 
Lack and .latciness of provision of EPA specific guidance 
trn requi rcment 23, lack of Stilff for timeframes provided, 
Arlt;c~untfE! manpower. 
f::PA contractual assistance not completed. 
Ldck of resources. Lack of EPA support. 
Manhours rc3luircd to draft. and finalize a revised SIP 
for Co!it/LJcncfits of effort. 
None. 
Short. timeframe and lack of adequate staff. 
Aviiililblc? State resources. 
Resourcc:s and time constraints. 
Poor oryanizati.on of air program (inadequate state/ 
Loca 1 coord I nation) . 

ConIus ion over what CAA Amendments meant. 
Time and resources. 
Lack of public concern and lack of auto emission 
control data to characterize CO problems. 
Avail.able resources. 
Ncc’ttl to qathcr more data. Lateness of EPA guidance. 
Pub1 ic participation process. 
I,atc: and changing quidelines. Inadequate time. TQO 
much detail in law. 
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I 
Question 22. Do you feel your State will have adequate re- 

sources (financial and staff) to effectively 
manage that plan? 

Key: 
DY - Definitely Yes 
PY - Probably Yes 
PN - Probably No 
DN - Definitely No 

U- Uncertain 

Yes (44). - 

ME - DY 
NH- U 
RI- U 
VT - PY 
NJ - PN 
NY - PY 
DE - PY 
MD- u 
PA - PN 

VA- U 
AL- W 
FL- U 
KY- w 
MS - PY 
NC- W 
SC - PY 
TN - PY 
IL - PY 

IN - PY 
MI- U 
MN - PY 
OH - DN 
WI- u 
AR - PY 
LA - PY 
NM - PY 
OK - PN 

TX - PY 
IA - DN 
KS - PY 
MO - DN 
NE- U 
co- w 
SD - DY 
UT- W 
WY - PY 

No (1) 

ND 
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AR - PN 
CA - PY 
HI - DY 
NV - PN 
AK - PN 
ID - PY 
OR- U 
WA - PY 



Has or will 1 Question 23. your State administer a Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program? 

Definitely Yes (13) -_--- 

VT' FL SC 
IJ Y KY IN 

Probabk Yesx5) .--~- --_I - 

MN OK ND AK 
AR NE UT 

ME PA MS IL NM 
NJ VA NC MI KS 
MD AL TN WI MO 
NV OR ID WA WY 
co SD HI CA AZ 

Encertain (7) 

NH RI DE OH LA TX IA 

Probably No (0) -- 

Definitely No (0) 

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

Not applicable due to responses to Question 23. 
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Question 25. Which 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 Program (33) ---- -- 

ME MD MS IN WI TX SD 
VT VA NC MI AR IA UT 
NJ AL SC MN LA NE WY 
DE KY TN OH NM co 
CA NV ID OR WA ND 

Not Currently Administering the Program But Plan To (12) 

NH PA OK AZ 
RI FL KS HI 
NY IL MO AK 

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

, 
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. Which of the following best describes the situa- 

tion in your State regarding the administering 
of a NESHAPS program under Section 112 of the 
Clean Air Act? 

Currently Administering -- .--._-___-. Program (26) 

ME VT 
NH NJ 
RI NY 
WA OR 

DE 
MD 
PA 
co 

VA NC IN WI 
AL SC MI TX 
KY TN MN NE 
ND CA 

Not Currently Administering Program But Plan To (111 ---- -.-- 

FL IL AR MO UT HI 
MS OH 1, A SD AZ 

Not CurrentxAdministering Program and Do Not Plan To (8) ~.---- .-- 

NM WY 
OK NV 
IA AK 
KS ID 

t 
Question 28. Briefly explain the major reason why your State 

does not plan to administer the program. 

NM 

OK 
IA 
KS 

WY 
NV 

AK 

ID 

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 program with little benefit. 
EPA regulations inadequate. 
Regulations are of questionable relevancy; no pr.oblem 
in State. 
Resources, especially for asbestos inspections of demo- 
lition projects. 
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Question 29. L 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? 

Currentl_y_ Administering the Program m .--.l..l-__-. -.._- 

KY MN co ND SD CA 

Not Currentlydministering Program But Plan To (21) _I ." "_.. --~ ~ 

ME DE AL NC MI MO HI 
NJ MD FL TN AR NE NV 
NY VA MS IN KS UT ID 

Three States -- PA, IL, and WI -- stated they do not know 
whether they will administer the program. 

Not Currently-Administering Program and Do Not Plan To (15) - 

NfI HI VT SC OH 
LA NM OK TX IA 
WY AZ AK OR WA 
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Question JO. L Briefly explain why your State will not adminis- 
ter the program. .-_I -.---. - 

NH 
RI 
VT 
PA 
SC 

OH 

WI 

LA 

NM 

OK 

TX 

IA 
WY 

AZ 

NV 
AK 

OR 

WA 

Commission recommendation. 
Unnecessary. Major sources in compliance. 
Will relook at program in future. 
Do not yet know what we will do. 
It is pointless, since EPA will review and second-guess 
every decision. Wasteful. 
Leyal nightmare. Serves no useful purpose. Manpower 
intensive. 
A determination has not been completed concerning State 
attitude on the assumption of this program. 
Lack legislative authority. Such penalties not needed 
to achieve compliance. 
Our State air pollution program is based upon attempt- 
ing to obtain voluntary compliance prior to imposition 
of penalties. 
State laws not compatible with this philosophy. Not 
beneficial to State. Too big of an administrative 
burden. 
TACB philosophy is contradictory to concept. Question 
effectiveness. 
No enabling legislation. 
Politically unpopular. Better to work through courts 
for penalties. 
Against policy. Administration would be expensive, 
complex and resource intensive. 
Additional Legislation is needed. 
Not relevant -- would be a very sensitive program to 
implement and would take more resources than it would 
be worth. 
Little need; wait to see what is required and extent 
of EPA oversiqht. 
Don't agree with concept, too much detail in law, to0 
much EPA override. 
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1 Question 31. Please provide the following information regarding I 
the number of professional positions in your program 
as of January 1, 1979. (Enter numbers in space 
provided. if none, enter 0). 

Question 32. In total, how many authorized professional positions 
do you expect your program to have by October 1, 1979? 

Key: 
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 
Total Number State Funding Federal Fundin Funded 

State PA PF PA PF PA PF PA PF - -- - - -- - - 

ME 18 14 9 8 9 6 0 0 26 
NH 25 25 1 1 4 4 20 20 27 
RI 13 13 6 6 7 7 0 0 13 
VT 19 16 0 0 2 2 17 14 23 
NJ 108 90 0 0 0 0 108 90 108 
NY 166 146 54 50 112 96 0 0 180 
DE 13 12 7 7 6 5 0 0 13 
MD 77 71 44 41 33 30 0 0 77 
PA 221 209 0 0 0 0 221 209 221 
VA 85 85 0 0 0 0 85 85 85 
AL 52 46 0 0 11 51 45 52 
FL 11 88 85 81 78 7 7 0 0 60 

Number Positions 
Expected By 

October 1, 1979 

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



w 
I 

w 
w 

Question 31 

Sumber 100% Number 100% Number Jointlv 
Total ::umSer State Fundin Federal Fundin Funded 

State PA PF PA PF PA PF PA PF -- - - -- - z 

KY 100 71 
MS 43 36 
SC 82 76 
SC 69 64 
TN 81 75 
IL 140 117 
IN 111 98 
MI 52 46 
MN 44 43 
OH 119 91 
WI 75 60-65 
AR 41 26 
LA 27 26 
NM 34 31 
OK 34 33 
TX 373 362 
IA 21 17 
KS 28 23 
MO 17 10 
NE 12 11 
co 60 54 
ND 22 19 
SD .7 7 
UT 31 29 
WY 11 11 
AZ 41 35 
CA 370 345 
HI 11 11 
NV 9 8 

0 
0 

21 
40 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1:; 
NR 

0 
0 
1 
9 

289 
0 
2 
0 
0 

30 
0 
0 

12 
0 

23 
130 
NR 

0 
0 

21 
38 

0 
0 
0 
0 

NR 
86 
NR 

0 
0 

8 
282 

0 
0 
0 
0 

27 
0 
0 

11 
0 

22 
125 

NR 

0 0 
0 0 

61 55 
29 26 

0 0 
7 7 

10 7 
0 0 

NR NR 
7 5 

NR NR 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

15 15 
11 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12 11 
30 27 

0 0 
2 2 

19 18 
0 0 

18 13 
0 0 

NR NR 

100 
43 

0 
0 

81 
133 
101 

52 
NR 

0 
NR 
41 
27 
33 
10 
83 
21 
26 
17 

0 
0 

22 
5 
0 

11 
0 

240 
NR 

0 0 2 1 7 

Smber Positions 
Expected By 

October 1, 1979 

71 100 
36 43 

0 82 
0 73 

75 81 
110 140 

91 136 
46 52 
NR 44 

0 115 
NR 95 
26 41 
26 27 
30 33 
10 36 
79 373 
17 21 
23 28 
10 25 

0 12 
0 60 

19 24 
5 9 
0 35 

11 13 
0 43 

220 360 
NR 11 

7 11 

Qdesticr, 32 
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r --l.ll. . ..- ~ _." -_. .._- -_ ..__ - ..-^ __.- ._.. . ..-.... . . . . - - ___._ -__-_------ Quest ion 33. Have you had any difficulties filling authorized 
pas it ions on a timely basis? 1 

Yes (41) 

ME NY KY TN MN LA I.A 
NH MD MS I I, OH NM KS 
VT PA NC IN WI OK MO 
NJ A L SC MI AR TX NE 
CA UT AZ ID OR WA HI 
AK co WY ND SD NV 

No (4) 

HI I) I:: VA FL 
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Quest ion 34. To what extent, if any, has each of the following 
been an obstacle to filling positions on a timely 
basis? 

Key: 
1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some extent 
5 Little or No Extent 

w 
I 

W 
Q\ 

Ceilings 
On 

State Authorized 
State Salary Staff 

ME 
NH 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
MD 
PA 
AL 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
TN 1 
IL 1 
IN 1 

3 
1 
1 
5 
1 
3 
2 
5 
2 
5 
5 
4 
3 
5 
5 

Perceived 
Temporary 

Nature 
State- State Availability of 

State- Wide civil Limited State of Federally 
wide Personnel Service Recruiting - Residency Disciplines Supported 
Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed Positions 

5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
3 
2 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
2 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 

3 
1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
5 
5 
1 
5 
2 
1 

2 
1 
4 
4 
2 
3 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
3 
5 
3 
2 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
1 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

4 
1 
1 
3 
4 
3 
5 
2 
2 
5 
2 
2 
1 
4 
1 

5 
1 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
3 



W 
I 

W 
4 

Ceilings 
On 

State Authorized 
State Salary Staff 

MI 4 5 
MN 3 4 
OH 1 5 
WI 1 2 
AR 1 5 
LA 1 3 
NM 1 5 
OK 2 2 
TX 3 4 
IA 2 1 
KS 1 4 
MO 1 1 
NE 1 3 
co 2 4 
ND 3 1 
SD 2 2 
UT 2 4 
WY 1 5 
AZ 1 1 
CA 1 3 
HI 3 2 
NV 2 2. 
AK 5 1 
ID 1 5 
OR 2 2 
WA 3 4 

State Availability 
civil Limited State of 

Service Recruiting Residency Disciplines 
Procedures Efforts Requirement seeded 

2 
2 
3 
1 
5 
3 
1 
4 
4 
5 
1 
1 
5 
1 
5 
5 
5 
3 
1 
1 
2 
4 
3 
1 
2 
3 

4 
3 
4 
3 
5 
5 
5 
4 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
2 
5 
5 
4 
5 
2 
5 
4 
2 
4 
5 
2 
4 

5 
5 
5 
1 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
5 
5 
5 

3 
2 
4 
1 
1 
3 
1 
3 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
2 
5 
3 
3 
1 
1 
5 
5 
1 
2 
3 
2 
3 

Perceived 
Temporary 

Nature 
of 

Federally 
Supported 
Positions 

4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
1 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
1 
5 
1 
1 
4 
5 
4 
5 



.._ -.--_- ___" 
Quct:;t it)11 5;;. 1 ri your ojjirlion, 

_-_-P-v- r t-0 1’i 1 1 j.rlcJ f)o:; itions? _~ ..-___-____ -... .____.__ ..---._ I ..- .- .-.- 

Nli 

VT 

f&J 
NY 
I)!,: 
MU 

PA 
AL 
KY 
MS 
N C 

SC 

TN 
I L 

IN 

MI 

MN 

011 
WI 
AR 

IA 
NM 

OK 
TX 

J. A 

(a) 
I;‘, 
(3) 

( a 1 

(n) 

(a) 
( b 1 
(a) 

1:; 

( a ) 
(a) 

(a) 
( a ) 

( a 1 

(;ovc.:rnor tl;id to approve each refill of position. 
IIC? took his time. 
Sd 13ry scales estahlishctl: (b) Positions structure 
in State c.lovf:rnmfznt ; (c) priority established for 
new pas i t ions. 
It is not the number of vacancies as it is We can- 

not find middle managers with some experience. 
Civil Service. 
Statr? Salary Structure. 
Availability of needed disciplines. 
State Salaries; (b) Shortage of trained personnel, 
i.e. engineers, meteorologists with diffusion model- 
ing backqrounds. 
Salary Structure; (b) Lack of qualified candidates. 
State Civil Service Procedures. 
Salaries; (b) Lack oE yualified applicants. 
Lack of trained personnel. 
Available applicants lacking the minimum experience 
and educational requirements. 
Salary Structure; (b) State personnel procedures; 
Competition with water programs. 
Inadequate Salaries. 
Cumbersome State procedures: (b) Inadequate salary 
structure. 
Salary structure; (b) Availability; (c) Hiring pro- 
c:eclu re s . 
rjifficulty in Einding experienced people to work 
for low State salary. 
Lack of qualified personnel on civil service lists; 
ls:xtremely slow State Civil Service procedures. 
State Salary Structure. 
Availability; (b) Salary; (c) Procedures. 
Lack of qualified applicants: (b) Lack of adequate 
salary structure. 
Low s a I a r y . 
Lt?ngth of time required under State personnel pro- 
cedures to establish positions, request lists of 
eligibles, and hire personnel; (b) Inability to 
attract qualified engineers at State salaries for 
r?nqi.necriny job classes. 
State funding limitation. 
State salary structure and competition with indus- 
try; (t.)) Hiqhly technical requirements. 
Salary; (b) Temporary Federal funding of positions. 
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KS 

MO 
NE 
co 
ND 

SD 
UT 
WY 

AZ 

CA 

HI 
NV 

AK 

ID 

OR 

WA 

(a) 

(a) 
la) 
tit’, 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

Poor salary structure tied into Civil Service re- 
quirements have made it impossible to employ and 
retain needed engineering staff. 
Salary; (b) Personnel requirements. 
Salary; (b) Lack of available trained people. 
Civil Service procedures; (b) Salary limitations. 
Available funds -- PSD Administration and imple- 
mentation has been and continues to be a severe 
drain upon program funds. 
State salary structure; (b) Location of state capito 
Lack of timely awarding of Federal funds. 
Availability of applicants with applicable experi- 
ence who would accept State salary level. 
The salary structure versus responsibility and 
stress ratio as compared with private industry. 
Technical people are currently enjoying a sellers 
market. 
(Short-term) hiring freeze; (b) State Civil Ser- 
vice system; (c) State salary structure. 
Salary structure. 
Salary structure; (b) Temporary nature of Federally 
supported positions in a high employment State. 
State reluctance to create new positions; (b) Re- 
moteness of Alaska to potential candidates. 
State salaries for engineers and senior technical 
positions. 
State salary structure and fringe benefits; (b) 
Availlability of qualified people; (c) State Civil 
Service procedures and policies. 
Difficult to find qualified candidates; (b) Regis- 
ters not kept up to date. 

1. 
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Question 36. F'or the two year period ending December 31, 1978, 
please enter below: a. the approximate number 
of professional staff that have left your pro- 
gram vol.untarily to take employment elsewhere, 
and b. the approximate number of those who left 
who had three or more years of experience. ----_-- 

Question 37. L If you have had professional staff leave during 
the past two years, what are the major reasons 
most often cited for leaving? -I.~- .-___. -_.__.__.._. __ . ..-__-~_- .._. __I- 

NR - No Response 

State ..--. - -..-. 

ME 

NH 
HI 

v 'I' 

N,J 16 12 (a) 
NY 2 1 (a) 

DE 
MD 

PA 
VA 
AI.8 

F' I, 

KY 

Question 36 ._ .._. -_~-~-.- 

Number With ---_- -- 
Who 3 Years -- 
Left "--- Experience 

5 4 (a) 

3 NR (a) 
2 2 (a) 

5 5 (a) 

2 
8 

12 8 
13 9 

7 3 

18 

21 

0 
8 

13 

13 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

I:‘, 

(a) 

Question 37 .---- 

Reasons Cited for Leaving 

Pay; (b) Reorganization forced 
them to move. 
Salary; (b) Professional growth. 
Higher pay; (b) Relocation to 
another area. 
Went to energy program as it 
was new area; (b) Partly "burnt 
out" from enforcement aspects 
of program. 
Opportunity for advancement. 
Better salary; (b) Promotional 
opportunities. 
Better salaries & benefits. 
Salary; (b) Constraints or pro- 
motional opoportunities; (C) 
Feeling that EPA will provide 
more activity. 
Advancement. 
Higher pay; (b) Return to school. 
Greater financial rewards; (b) 
Potential for advancement. 
More responsibility and money 
Training: (c) Long hours of dif- 
ficult writing and presentations. 
Salaries; (b) Lack of opportuni- 
ties for advancement within the 
organization; (c) Disillusionment 
with government. 
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Question 36 . . -..-. ._ _--. ~ .._..-.-- 

Number With _.__. -.. -..-_ 
who 3 Years -‘: __ _ .._ tw-s.. 

stdtc! Lc !, f g x_Er”; r Q$cc?, 

MI; 
EJ ( 

:i ( ’ 
TN 
I 1, 

7 
21 

1 3 
30 
52 

3 
21. 

1.0 
15 
31 

IN 17 9 

MI 

MN 

10 

4 

2 

3 

otl 3 1. 27 

WI N R NR 

A it 
IA 

1. 0 
5 

3 
5 

NM 6 6 

OK !i 3 

TX 5 6 38 

1n 6 
KS 3 
MO LO 
NK 2 
c 0 1. 2 

ND 2 
SI) 0 
11’1’ 6 

( a ) 
( a ) 

( I.1 1 
( a 1 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

( a 1 

(a) 

( ‘3 1 
( <a 1 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

Question 37 _ _ _._. --~.L...---- ..__.--. -.--~-_ --_.- 

Reasons Cited for Leaviny __ I.__.. _.___ ._ _.. _ . .._.._-.__..._-. - ..___ -__ 

Marc money. 
Higher salaries paid by private 
SC c to r l 

More pay; (b) Discnchantmcnt. 
Money. 
Salary; (b) Frustration with bu- 
reaucracy, especially in Federal/ 
s t-at f? system. 
Non-competitive salary and/or 
fringe benefits; (b) Dissatis- 
faction with career: (c) Advance- 
ment opportunity. 
Various reasons--no one thing 
often cited. 
Retter salary; (b) Move to area 
nearer to family; (c) Return to 
college for graduate work. 
Hctter paying positions: (b) 
Lack of advancement opportuni- 
ties. 
Salary; (b) Professional ad- 
vancement. 
Always leave for higher salary. 
Salary; (b) Alien residency 
probl.ems. 
Salaries: (b) Lack of upward 
mobility. 
Promotional opportunity; (b) 
Better salary. 
Professional development; (b) 
Advancement opportunity; (c) 
Higher salaries. 
Seek other employment. 
Salary. 
Salary. 
Better salary; (b) Relocation. 
Better salary: (b) Better oppor- 
tunity; (c) Frustration with 
management. 
Salary: (b) Fringe benefits. 

Better Salaries., 
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State _----- 

WY 
AZ 
CR 
H I 

NV 2 1 
AK 1 1 
ID 6 5 
OR 5 5 

WA 

--..--Que%ix. 36 

Number -_--__I with 
Who 3 Years 
Left -- Experience 

0 0 
5 3 

36 12 
2 1 

3 1 

Question 37 - --___- 

Reasons Cited for Leavinq -------~ 

(&I Salary structure. 
(a) Higher pay. 
(a) Promotion to higher paying posi- 

tion. 
(a) Salary; (b) Advancement. 
(a) Not applicable. 
(a) Salary. 
(a) Salary; (b) Frequent reorganiza- 

tions: (c) Disenchantment with 
Government work. 

(a) Salary; (b) Better job. 
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----...---_____--- 
Question 38. c Flow much positive or 

Clean Air Act requirement that each State must 
receive at least one half percent of the total 
Section 105 annual grants to all States had on 
your program? 

_- -.._-I_- 

Significant Positive Impact (8) ..~. .- _.__ -.-I--..-.-~--- 

ME VT WY AK 
NH ND HI ID 

DositiveImpactA6) ._.------ - .- 

RI FL SD 
D r; TN NV 

Little or No Impact (30) ---_----._.- 

NJ AL SC MN 
MD KY IL OH 
PA MS IN WI 
VA NC MI AR 

Negative Impact (1) ---- _- 

NY 

Significant Negative Impact (0) .--. 

LA IA co OR 
NM KS UT WA 
OK MO AZ 
TX NE CA 
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-1* 11""," ,*( * lllf -"ll.l--- L .-m---v1 cJuc!!;t ion 39. In your opinion, 
on your assignment of 
the requirements of the Clean Air Act? 

_-._-.. _.".. -..----I .-.-- ~__ -____- I --._- ___.._.." ..--. --.- -.- ..-.- - 

stirte Government Officials (14) _. ._.... -..- .._- "_ .-_--_ ---.-...-.-"...--. 

I< I NC OK SD 
N<J TN *rx WY 
KY WI CO CA 

Local Government Officials (0) __-.- ._..__ -...- .._____ --___-_._-~--- 

Public Interest GrouE_(O], _-.-- _-,..._ ..I .___-. - . .._-.-_ --- -- 

EPA 128) . ..-.._ -.-.. 

ME DE AL IN 
NH MD FL MI 
VT PA MS MN 
NY VA SC OH 

Other - Please specifl.--l3_r -i-.-..._ ----.- --_- - 

I 1~ The CAA. 

AK 
ID 

AR 
LA 
NM 
IA 

UT IJtah Air Conservation Committee. 
NV The grant Agreement. 

KS AZ 
MO HI 
NE OR 
ND WA 
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c- -_--------- 
Ouccit ion 40. Based on current work priorities of the CAA, 

do you feel the following program elements are 
ovc'r emphasized, under emphasized or emphasized 
jufit right? ------I _-_-.- _.- -----I -_---. 

Key: 
VMO - Very much overemphasized 

O- Over emphasized 
EJR - Emphasized just right 

U - [Jnder emphasized 
VMU - Very much underemphasized 

state Enforcement Planning - -_ --l-.-.--.-_- .- - - Monitoring ..--.--_-- .--. -_"- -_--- 

Mb: 
NH 
I< I 
VT 
r.l.J 
NY 
I) I? 
MD 
PA 
VA 
AL 
F'L 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
'L'N 
I 1, 
IN 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
A Ii 
LA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
NE 
co 
ND 

cl 
EJR 

0 
0 

VMO 
EJR 

U 
EJR 
EJR 
EJR 
EJR 
EJR 

Varies -- 
0 

E,JR 
EJR 
EJR 

0 
0 

EJR 
IJ 
0 

EJR 
EJR 

U 
EJR 
EJR 

U 
u 

EJR 
EJR 
EJR 
EJR 
EJR 
VMU 
EJR 

U 
EJR 

0 
EJR 

EJR 
VMO 

0 
0 
u 

VMO 

0 
EJR 

0 
0 

VMO 
u 
0 

EJR 
KJ R 

0 
EJR 
EJR 

0 
EJ R 
VMO 
VMtJ 
EJR 
VMQ 

U 
VMO 
EJR 
EJR 

0 
11 
0 

EJR 
EJ H 

VMO 
U 

EJR 
EJR 
EJR 

U 
0 
u 

EJR 
EJR 
EJR 

U 
EJR 
EJR 
VMO 

U 
VMO 
EJR 
EJR 
VMO 

U 
EJR 
VMU 
EJR 

0 
0 

EJR 
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State Planning__ -- -..... -.- Monitoring _- --- 

s I) No Response 
UT 0 EJR 
WY 0 EJR 
AZ 0 EJR 
CA EJR EJR 
Ii1 U EJR 
NV EJR VMO 
AK EJR 0 
III VMO 0 
OR EJR U 
WA 0 EJR 

Enforcement -- 

EJR 
EJR 
VMO 

U 
0 

EJR 
0 

EJR 
0 

VMO 

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

L 

Number of States Responding 

Very Good 7 
Good 24 
Neither Good Nor Bad 9 
Poor 5 
Very Poor 0 

head uarters staff understands the problems you 
1 Question 42. ::whh::6::::&.:f at all. do you,feel the EPA 1 

face as a State program dlrector in adminlster- 

Very Large Extent 
Substantial Extent 
Moderate Extent 
Some Extent 
Little or No Extent 

Number of States Responding 

0 
2 
4 

17 . 
22 
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, how does the current, level of EPA head- 

Number of States Responding 

Significant Positive Impact 0 
Positive Xmpact 5 
Little or No Impact 6 
Negative Impact 24 
Significant Negative Impact 10 

Question 44. To what extent, if any, has EPA monitoring of your 
performance under CAA assisted you in improving 
program performance? --._---- -- 

Number of States Responding 

Very Large Extent 0 
Substantial Extent 3 
Moderate Extent 4 
Some Extent 16 
Little or No Extent 22 

Question 45. 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? 

Regulation Making Policy Making 
Process Process 

Very Great Extent 0 0 
Substantial or Great Extent 1 1 
Moderate Extent 7 5 
Some Extent 17 11 
Little or No Extent 20 28 
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Our!!; t. ion 46. Plcasc cntcr the names of the organizations 
t”hat, you feel best represent your views to: 
ii ” the U.S. Congress; and b. the EPA. 

Organi ~a t ion __.” ._...” ..__” I. 
Number of States Responding -_. 

0. S. Cosess EPA __.. -.._-- __- -- 

State ant1 Territorial Air 
001 lut.ion Program 
Administrators (STAPPA) 23 
Hor1t: 11 
Ndtional Governor’s Association (NGA) 6 4 
Governor ‘ s Of F ice 3 0 
Other (Orqani zat ions named only once) 8 10 

Not c : Ih2S[>OnSC!S not adtli tivc beCallSf2 
of’ multi.ple State responses. 

Question 47. Please enter below the name of the organiza- 
tion(s) you arc most likely to contact when you 
need information or assistance to carry out your 
program responsibilities. _-_-.. _ . .” ._-___ --.-_ ____ ~.- ..--.- ----- -” 

Oryan i zat ion Number of States .--- 

State Organizations 
I,ocal Agencies and Governments 
State l’,egislature and their staffs 
Numerous trade and technical organizations 
Non<: 
Pui)lic Int:crcst Croups 
Other (Organizations named only once) 

Not<!: Rr2sponscs not add i. tivc because 
of mult-iplc State responses. 
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SECTION 4 -.----._._~_- 

~IRfzc~o~s 0~ STATE IMPLEMENTATION .*..l_-___.-_-__--L(._~.--- -_-_- 
- OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT -..---___- ___--_ ---- 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES .-._l--l.-"- __----_-- -.-- -- 

TABLE OP CONTENTS I-.^.-_l.~..X .-._ “...- ..-.-_l__l_._ 
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Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
ColoracIo 
Delaware 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louis iana 
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 
ID 
IL 
IN 
IA 
KS 
KY 
LA 
ME 
MD 
MI 
MN 
MS 
MO 
MT 
NE 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

NV 
NH 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
ND 
OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
TN 
TX 
UT 
VT 
VA 
WA 
WV 
WI 
WY 
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_..-- _. ..___._ .__.^... .II - .-_. -.... 

H’A-S’I’ATF: lIEIATIfXdSHIPS 
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4-7 

2-l. Plrasc enter tile names of the orqani zations 
that you feel. best repre%?nt your views to: 
a. t.hc? IJ.S. Conqress; ant?, b. the CPA. 

<a . U . S . Q.‘r,nqrer;.s --_._ . . . . 

‘7. EPA _ “._ .- _._. -___.__“-- _ .._ I” .I” _ 

28. None the orqanization(s) you are rmst likely 
to wntact when you need infomation or 
assistance to carry out your prcqram m- 
.yxmsibili.ties: 

_______ ----__-~--_-__-._- ._____. __-.-. 

CXHER -._- 



RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRES ._- .,,_-._._. I_ ..,” ..^_ .._._-. --..-.--. 

---------.---.. ..~_. 
Question 6. ‘i’o what extent, if at all, is each of the factors 

listed beLow qn otstacle to managing your program 
to meet the objectives of CWA? (Check one box pe 
line) -. ______-._I_.-__.-____,____._- --- ____._.__..._.I___ “-.-l-l-------l ,____._-- 

Total Responses: 45 

1.lins inposed 
by F&era1 leqislatim 

2. Avnllamity of texa*to 

questions at-d interpret its tqulaticms SIX3 

--..3d.~lines 8. Q.diPt$ZZTPA ms~se to technicdT+5ZGiE- 
NW3 interprctlltibn of its mqulaticm am3 

~ibelines 
?i. Exrex of amtrols irscned on the State by 

m,lq?y~l 
Nullty to fill 

--..--- 

persaMe vaoanciee -- 
X Current training poqrams avam- 
__ .~~forStatc~r;onneL-.-----~- 
21. Split tcqxmdbility for enviromwt;ll 

pmqram within State qovernmnt ____ __.__ ------- 
22. Current level of mblic sumort for 

envl-mtal prugrams --_-- -..--_- .----- 
23. Current level of GutxrXial and 

State Legislative ruFport for cnvirorr 
--.~+l - am3 __---.- --_----.. 

? 1 4 17 7c. 

l- 2 13 13 16 

8 86 9 14 

1 

r 

/ 
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Consider all. provisions of the Clean Water Act 

has your State enacted necessary enabling legis- 
lation to implement all of those CWA provisions? 

Yes L_12). ---.__ 

R I J)E KY TN 
VT MD MS IL 
NJ VA NC IN 
NY WV SC MI 

No (18) --.__. 

ME AI, OH NM 
NH FL WI IA 
PA MN LA MT 

One State, OK, was uncertain. 

4-9 

TX co HI 
KS ND OR 
MO WY 
NE CA 

UT AK 
AZ ID 
NV WA 

‘/ 
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Please list below the provision for which you /: --- 
still need a State law and the 
you expect that law to be passed. 

M E 
NiI 

PA 
AL 
FL 
MN 

OH 
WI 
LA 
NM 
OK 
IA 
MT 

UT 
AZ 
HI 

NV 

ID 

WA 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

(a) 
(a) 

1:; 
(a) 

I”I a 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 
(b) 

(a) 

Key: ND - No date given 

NPDES, 10/79. 
Reduction for States share for innovative treat- 
ment, 6/79. 
Laboratory Certification, ND. 
Section 402, 7/79. 
NPDES authority, ND. 
Spill Contingency Funding, 4/81: (b) Non-point 
source control, after l/80. 
Pretreatment, ND. 
Revision to our Discharge Permit Law, 1979. 
Section 208, ND; (b) Section 402, ND. 
NPDES, don't expect passage. 
Possibly fines for enforcement, ND. 
Minor Grants Law changes, passage unlikely. 
Section 404 Administration, don't recommend pas- 
sage. 
NPDES, 3/79. 
NPDES, 4/79. 
Authorization to enforce our regulations in Fed- 
eral facilities, within first 6 months of 1979. 
ICR and Authority to reject waste not conforming 
to 206, 6/l/79; (b) Non-point source 6/l/79. 
Higher penalties-NPDES, passage never expected; 
Increased and specific non-point source control 
authorities, ND. 
State law provided for 92-500 but not for amend- 
ments, legislature will consider updating State 
law in 1979. 
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..-.. - ̂ -” .._..... ._--.__ -...-_-. I_------____ 
To what extent, if any, was or is each of the 
factors listed below an obstacle to the passage 
of enabling legislation in your State? 

-.mea..m----m- " ---- 
Key: 

1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Extent 
5 Little or No Extent 

ME 
NH 
HI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE 
MD 
PA 
VA 
AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
TN 
IL 
IN 
MI 
HN 
011 
WI 
LA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 

Current .---_. 
Amount .---- -- 
Feclera 1 -“--“-“T-” I. E’uncllny .“. “- - ._” .I 

5 
5 
5 
2 
3 
5 
1 
4 
5 
2 
5 
5 
2 
5 
4 
5 
2 

Probability -1----II-_-. 
Continued Current EPA -~~ 

Federal __ -"..-...~~- &aations& 
Fund9 ~-----7--- 

Guidelines ---- 

State Philosophical 
-Differences With 

Intent of Federal -- 
Legislation 

5 5 4 
.I 4 5 
5 2 2 
2 3 5 
3 3 3 
5 5 5 
1 3 3 
1 3 4 
4 3 4 
2 3 3 
5 5 5 
1 4 3 
2 3 3 
5 5 5 
3 3 2 
5 5 5 
2 3 3 

____-_--_ Unknown ---------- 
4 3 3 
4 4 4 
f 5 5 

2 2 
4 3 5 
2 2 2 
5 1 1 
1 5 5 
5 4 1 
2 2 3 
3 3 3 
1 2 2 

State Resources 
Required To 

Implement Zid 
Administer the --P-w 

Program 

4 
5 
2 
2 
2 
5 
4 
1 
2 
3 
5 
1 
1 
5 
3 
5 
1 

2 
2 
4 
3 
2 
2 
4 
5 
5 
1 
2 
1 
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State ..--..-...-.-- 

Current 
Amount 
Federal 
Fundi --- 

NE 5 
CO 2 
MT 2 
ND 5 
UT 2 
WY 1 
AZ 5 
HI 3 
NV 4 
AK 2 
ID 3 
OR 4 

Probability State Philosophical 
Continued Current EPA Differences With 

Federal Requlationc Intent of Federal 
Fundin-i Guidelines Legislation 

4 4 
1 3 
1 2 
3 3 
2 2 
2 4 
3 
2 a 

3 
5 
1 

4 5 
4 4 

4-12 

4 
4 
1 
4 

State Resources 
Required to 

Xmplement and 
Administer the 

Program 

4 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 



Question 11. L In your opinion, what has been the major barrier, if 
any, to passage of State enabling legislation? .__ _. _.. .._. _ _ __ ____ .._-.__-..I .._____ -...-...-~- 

ME 
Nil 
RI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE 
MD 

PA 

VA 

WV 

AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 

NC 
SC 
TN 

IL 
IN 

MI 
MN 

OH 
WI 

LA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 

KS 

N011e. 
None. 
Required State resources. 
Reliability of Federal funding. 
Resource committment without Federal funds. 
Not applicable. 
No resp 
Probability of cant 
have to bear cost of the program if Federal 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. 
No 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 achieved is (l/2 x). 
No response. 
State resources required to 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. 
Needs for enabling legislation is unclear. 
State philosophical differences. 
Fear Federal funds. 
No response. 
Lack of State commitment and Federal definition of pro- 
gram. 
Poor communications at a political level on the concept 
of complimentary State/Federal efforts. States are con- 
cerned by costs of Federally mandated efforts. 

4-13 



i 
h 



4-15 l 



rp 
I 

P 
a 

State 

FL 
KY 
HS 
NC 
SC 
TR 
IL 
IN 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
LA 
NT4 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
NE 
co 
MT 
ND 
UT 
WY 
AZ 
CA 
HI 
NV 
AK 
ID 
OR 
WA 

Question 12 

Total 
Number 

PA- PF - - 

313 270 
154 134 

31 23 
95 91 

131 123 
198 187 
191 171 
107 88 
140 130 
122 116 
130 118 
250 175 

39 37 
36 34 
63 63 

329 283 
54 45 
65 63 
23 19 
48 44 
24 19 
22 21 
18 17 
25 25 
23 22 
24 20 

492 428 
31 31 
10 10 
45 43 
58 43 
58 53 
77 72 

Number 100% 
State Funding 

PF PA - 

NR 
0 
0 

40 
85 

0 
NR 

0 
0 

76 
0 

110 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

13 
0 
0 

15 
1 
8 

215 
NR 

0 
33 

0 
33 
54 

LI 

NR 29 
0 31 
0 6 

38 55 
82 45 

0 0 
0 N;i 
0 0 
0 0 

74 46 
0 0 

96 140 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 74 
0 0 
0 0 
0 2 
1 2 

NR 4 
0 0 
0 0 

15 10 
1 2 
8 16 

187 277 
NR NR 

0 4 
33 6 

0 17 
36 16 
52 23 

Number 100% 
Federal Funding 

PA PF - - 

38 
11 

0 
53 
40 

0 
58 

0 
0 

42 
0 

79 
0 
0 
0 

47 
0 
0 
2 
2 

NR 
0 
0 

10 

12 
241 
NR 

4 
4 
5 

14 
20 

---___ 
Number 
Jointly 
Funded 
PA PF _ __ - 

290 
113 

35 
0 
1 

198 
0 

107 
140 

0 
130 

0 
39 
34 
63 

255 
54 
65 
21 
45 

8 
22 
18 

0 
20 

0 
0 

NR 
6 
6 

41 
4 
0 

- 

242 319 
123 154 

23 31 
0 95 

187 173 
113 210 

88 110 
130 140 

0 116 
118 120 

0 250 
37 39 
34 36 
63 78 

236 372 
45 50 
63 75 
17 47 
41 58 
NR 41 
21 28 
17 24 

0 30 
20 37 

0 24 
0 458 

NR 31 
6 13 
6 51 

38 56 
3 58 
0 77 

Question 13 
!iumber Positions 
Expected BY 
October 1, 1979 



Yt!,!; (41) _ .._ 

Mb: NJ PA FJ., SC YI LA MO 
N I I 1-J Y VA KY ‘;‘N MN NM NE 
Ii I ITIK WV MS IL 0 I-i OK co 
V’1’ MD AL NC IPJ WI IA MT 
IJY AZ CA LI I YV AK I 13 or< 
WA 

‘I’X KS ND UT 
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Key: 
1 ;rery Great Cxtsnt 
2 Substantial 3r Great Extent 
3 Yoderate Extent 
4 Soae Extent 
5 Little or Tie Extent 

Perceived 
Temporary 

State 
Ceilings on State- State-Wide m 

Availability vature of 
Limited State of Federally 

State Authorized Wide Personnel Set-vice Recruiting Residency Esciplines Supported 
State Salary Staff Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed Positions 

MS 
NH 
RI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE 
MD 
PA 
VA 
WV 
AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 

1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
2 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 

5 
5 
3 
5 
4 
4 
5 
2 
1 
3 
5 
5 
3 
3 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
3 
3 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

3 
5 
5 
5 
1 
5 
1 
2 
1 
5 
1 
2 
1 
3 
4 
5 
1 

3 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
5 
3 
4 
5 
5 
3 
4 
1 
5 
5 
3 

5 
5 
1 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 
5 
5 

1 
2 
1 
3 
5 
4 
3 
2 
4 
3 
1 
5 
2 
1 
5 
3 
1 

5 
1 
3 
3 
5 
5 
3 
3 
1 
3 
5 
5 
4 
1 
5 
4 
4 



Fe rce ive2 
?e.r,porarv 

State .&k-ai:abilit\s &t-ure of 
Ceilings on State- State-Xide i"ivil Limited State of Federally 

State Authorized in;ide Personnel GFZce Recruiting Itesidency Zscipll?;es s'u3DOrtPd 
State Salarv Staff Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement ?;eeded -- Positions 

T?j 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 i 3 
IL 1 4 4 5 5 5 5 3 5 
IN 2 3 5 5 4 4 5 2 3 
?I1 5 1 3 5 4 5 5 2 5 
!4N 5 5 4 5 3 4 5 5 5 
OH 2 2 2 4 2 5 5 5 5 
iU1 2 3 5 5 2 3 5 4 4 
LA 2 2 2 2 2 2 5 4 3 
NH 3 2 2 5 2 2 5 3 5 
OK 1 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
IA 1 3 3 5 2 1 5 1 1 
NO 1 3 5 5 1 3 5 2 4 
NE 1 4 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 
CO 4 2 5 5 2 2 1 3 3 
MT 2 1 1 4 2 3 2 1 4 
WY 1 2 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 
A2 1 5 5 5 2 2 5 4 4 
CA 3 5 2 2 4 5 5 5 3 
RI 2 2 2 4 1 3 2 4 5 
NV 2 5 5 5 4 5 1 1 3 
AK 4 5 5 5 1 4 3 3 4 
ID 1 1 5 5 2 4 5 4 2 
OR 2 4 1 4 1 2 5 3 1 
WA 2 5 5 5 2 2 5 2 2 



( LJ. 1 
(a) 

(a) 
( a ) 

sia I ,A t-y :;kructur~. 
Pcrwiwd tt:m[)orary nature of Federally supported 
II(J!; i t i 0ns: (1)) Availabi l.ity ofJ disciplines needed; 
s t ix t C? salary structure. 
I,ntrk OS qua I i fied persons available with residency 
rc:c~u i.rc!ment. 
Low ::aldry paid by the State. 
Low !ial.arieS; (b) Civi.l Service System. 
Rvcii lai)i 1ity of qualified personnel because of in- 
iitlw~uatc? sa 1ar.y. Y 
Salary l,evels in professional ranks; (b) Lack oE 
r~c.?cf:ssdry ex[)er ience. 
Str4t.e rfs~uircs contractual employment, no bene- 
Sits; (b) State ceiling on new positions including 
f”fXlf”! t-n 1.. 
Kxistincj - State Civil Service procedures; (b) New 
I ack of authority to increase complement. 
!itatf? !;alary structure not competitive Eor engi- 
neers ant1 c2x[)ericnced persons. 
State salary structure; (b) Civil Service proce- 
<Ill rf.,! !i ; (c) Pcrceivctl temporary nature of Federally 
3uppor tt2d pas it ions. 
!$a lary structure for engineers; (b) Personnel pro- 
ccc!urcs. 
Salary; (b) Wqulatory nature of: oryanization; (c) 
C i. v i 1 !;crv ice procedures ; (d) Lack of career Ladder; 
Advcrstlry atmosphere. 
startinq salaries of professional staff. 
Salary structures. 
Lack of: ava i lahLtt applicants with required experi- 
r! n c 0 d n (1 0 tl II c a t i 0 n . 
Inaclec~uate State salary; cannot compete with Federal 
ant1 private salary; (h) Lack of trained personnel in 
t h i s specialized field. 
Static? r;al.Tlry. 
I,ac:k ot competitive sal.ary structure relative to 
I’etIc:rnl and private. 
Shorti~qc of trained personnel; (h) Federal pay 
:;cJ.~.cs qcnc:ral. ly much above State scales; (c) Abil- 
ity of consultants to pay above market prices for 
personne 1 . 
Availability of experienced engineers. 
Inability ot EPA to provide funds at the time 

[J lannccl ror; this affects existing positions with 
end dates as weI. as new positions. 
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IdA (21) 

IA ( c-l 1 

KS (d) 
MO (a) 

Nt: ( a 1 

Cu) (a) 

MT (a) 
(b) 

WY (a) 

A% (a) 
CA (a) 

nI ( a ) 
NV (a) 

AK (a) 
(IJ) 

ID (a) 
0 it ( a ) 

WA (a) 

Wittlhol,Ii nq of Federal shar<? of program funcls. 
!I i.clti si~l~.i~.y offr~rinqs t)y cr~nriu1t.ants competing Ear 
lirni t.efl s11pply of engineers. 
Saldry of’fctrinq; (b) Avail,abi 1 ity of (lack) of some 
i’ri,f<3!.;si.<>nal riiscipli.nes. 
St.at,f: pf:r:-;tnnnel off ice. 
NO response. 
Grr-l(luclt(~ c!nqi,ner:rs arc-l i.n short supply. This slows 
hieincf procc:ns but has not ha(1 a major impact on 
the proq rtrm. 
Lack of sufficient long-term funllincj: (b) Di ffi- 
culty in finsling en’qincet-in<! ant1 planning exper- 
tise at: State salaries. 
sa1,iry. 
Stat-<! mc!t-it. system ailmini.strative process; (b) Ar- 
chaic anil low saldries. 
SaI,dt-y lcvcls for engineer l)ositions; (b) Lack of 
potential Eor upward mobility in other positions. 
Bad press on government employees; (b) Availability 
of disciplines in professional fields; (c) Slowness 
of personnel system. 
Unavailability of personnel with qualifications needed; 
Salary. 
Level of salaries in environmental engineer cate- 
gories cRt.ablished by State Personnel Division. 
State personnel procedures 
Competitive salary structure with Federal and local 
<jovcrnments and private firms; (b) State hiring 
Ireeze : (c) Uncertainty regarding level and avail- 
13bi lity of Federal funding. 
State of Ilawaii Civil Service 5iring procedures. 
Salary; (b) Availability of qualified personnel in 
the State. 
Gcttiny approval of personnel through State system: 
State hiring procedures. 
State! salary structure. 
l,:PA pays substantially more money For comparable 
pas i tion:; than States do. 
Saldry for engineer classes too low. 
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0 u (? s t:. I, t > fl 1, 7 , I.-- .-- For the two year perit-Xl ending December 31, 1978, 
plea.rje enter t)elow; a" the approximate number 
oE. proEessiona1 staff that have left your pro- 
gram voluntarily to take employment elsewhere: 
and b. the? approximate number of those who left 
who had three c>r moreears of cx_f)erience. I- -,,-x*-"-- --- ._- -_-.-_- ---em--"- -l 

Questic~n 18. If yc~u have had proCessiona staff leave during 
the past two years what are the major reasons 
most often cited for leaving? -r-,- 

Key: NR - Plo Response 

Quegt_ion 17 Question 18 - _-__--- --_--.--- 

Number With I-.-".- -"- 
WhQ 3 Years 

state G"rt I.-_f"l*l-"*l- __-- _" E*per ience - Reasons Cited for Leavin_q ---:_'--..-_-.--.---.--L... _____.- 

ME a 6 (al 

(a) 
(a) 

Salary; (b) Lack of Promotion 
opportunity. 
Lack of advancement potential. 
Setter paying jobs; (b) Fed up 
with paperwork and requirements 
by EPA. 
Salary; (b) Increased paperwork. 
Salary increase: (h) Promotional 
opportunities. 
Hiqher salary. 
Better salary; (b) More respon- 
sibility. 
Higher salary; (b) Get outside 
bureaucratic environment. 
Consultant type work: (b) Higher 
Pay. 
Pay; (b) Advancement (college 
graduates gain experience with 
agency and are able to obtain 
more pay from Federal govern- 
ment and consulting engineers). 
Low salary. 
Salary. 
Money; (b) Professional develop- 
ment. 
Salary. 
Money. 

NH 12 11 
RL 3 3 

VT NR NR (al 
NJ 100 70 (a) 

NY 5 2 (a) 
DE 9 7 (a) 

MD 15 12 (al 

PA 27 19 

39 

(al 

VA 43 (a) 

WV 16 12 (a) 
AL 14 a (a) 
FL, 55 NR (a) 

KY 
MS 

36 
5 

10 
1 

(a) 
(a) 
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26 

10 

(a) 

(a) 

10 (a) 

24 

12 

5 

(a) 

I:; 

(a) 

4 

25 

24 

3 

5 
3 

NH 

5 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

6 (a) 

3 (a) 

Quc?stion 18 __ _._..- -- .._...-_. ____ - 

Reasons Cited for Lcavinc~ __-________... -__-.-.-.-~..-.---. 

Higher salaries; (I)) netter op- 
portunities in private sector 
and Federal government. 
More money; (b) Experience in 
other areas; (c) Tired of being 
regulator; (~1) Family related - 
personal. 
State salary; (b) Intervention 
and lack of support by higher 
State officials. 
Obtain more money; (b) Atlvancc- 
mcnt greater elsewhere. 
Hiqher pay; (b) Less paperwork; 
Desire to make decisions not 
subject to veto by EPA. 
Career improvement: b) Higher 
7~;; (c) Dissatisfaction with 

. 
More money, experience and secu- 
rity. 
Better pay in private industry 
or other programs within OEPR. 
Salary; (h) Promotional oppor- 
tunity. 
Higher salary offerings: (b) 
Better working conditions. 
Returning to school. 
Higher salary; (b) Greater pro- 
spects for advancement. 
Retter jobs; (h) To go into husi- 
ness for themselves. 
While salary i.s a major issue 
frustration with complex and 
changing requirements and working 
with short staff are as often 
stated and likely more critical. 
Salary; (b) Desire to obtain 
professional experience in con- 
sulting engineering. 
No pattern -- but inadequate 
career .Ladder with appropriate 
salaries is major concern. 
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Question 18 -_., -_--_ .._-.._ -- 

AK 3 

WA NJ< 

3 

6 

1. 0 

NR 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 
(a) 
I:; 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

Better pay; (b) netter oppor- 
tunity to advance. 
Better pay; (13) Greater opnor- 
tunity for advancement. 
Sa.lary ; (b) To enter consultant 
engineering field; (c) Too much 
paperwork. 
Yiqher salary offer. 
Higher pay. 
Hiyher salaries. 
Salary. 
Better pay; (b) Job challenge 
(professional growth) ; (c) Pro- 
motional opportunities. 
Took jobs with municipalities 
at an increase of salary. 
All cases involved substant.ial 
salary increases and career Ob- 
jectives. 'They thoroughly CII- 
joyod working for State but the 
two reasons stated above could 
not he ignored. 
To broaden interests in other 
areas of department; (b) !)issnt- 
isfaction with paperwork; (c) 
Lack of "hands on" engineering. 
Salaries ; (12) Lack of advance- 
ment opportunities. 
Frustration with Federal requi.re- 
merits that cannot be explained 
or justified to the regulated 
source. 
Salary increases. 
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Question 19 .('(;r~r,tr;ct.~n'--TSPDES ._._ Drew" Question 19a ~--.---.- 
Uncertain or Do Not Plan ..-- 

Grant Permit & Fill .--._ .-.-.---_ --- to Take Advantage of State 
!7 t. d t. <.! .~ Pr'c,~ram cr'zrarn Program Management Assistance Grant -- -- 

MI: I)Y DY PN 
IJtI I)Y 0 N PIJ 
I( I IJ PN PY Funds for program should not 

reduce the inadequate funds 
available for construction 
grants. More abatement is 
accomplished with construc- 
tion grants than increasing 
support of program. 

I)Y PN 
u U 

DY I'N 
DY II 
DY PfJ 
I)Y II 

U PN 
DY PN 
I)Y u 

V'I' 
IJLI 
I4 Y 
I)f,i 
M II 
f'A 
VA 
WV 
Al, 

I)Y 
1’Y 
DY 
PY 
I)Y 
I)Y 
I)Y 
I)Y 
DY 

,____ _-...-. _.... _ ____. - ._._ ._.. .___ -_-.I-- 

LJ~lc’!;t ioll 19. 'I'ht! Clean Water Act of 1977 declares that it is 
t.t~c? policy OF. Congress that the States manage 
the construction grant proyram and implement 
the NI'I)E!j and tlre,Icje and fill permit programs. 
Will your State take advantage of the State 

i 

M~3nage;nent Assistance Grant (Section 205 (g), 
Clean Water Act) to assume more responsibility 
for tfl(J5C prOcjlY3.lTlS? 

--_~ __-._. --_.- _...-.--.--.--..-.--- ----- 

Key: 
DY Definitely Yes 
I' Y Probat~ly Yes 

U Uncertain 
PN Probably No 
DN Definitely "10 -~-----~- 

c.h~rar-; t ion L 19a. If' uncertain, 
tage of the State Management Assistance Grant 
w t I y ? 

--.-.-- - 
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Qut;st:.ion 19. ““_ II _^--- 
Con:; t ruct ion NPS- I .“I -._. -- .-.. -- ----- 

r; I: iA II t Permit . ___” II_- 
I’YCqrdm .__ ,. _ I p vz.et -.- 

l..“l.-.-.- . -  _I. .  

Dredge _-- 

& Fill ---- 
Program -1-- .-.". 

IJ 

I’Y 
IIY 
PY 
I)Y 
PY 
l)Y 
I’N 

I)Y 
SY 
J)Y 
I)Y 
PY 

II 
1)Y 
I)Y 

II 

1)Y 
DY 
IIY 
1)Y 
I’Y 

DY 
DY 

U 

DY 
I)Y 
UY 
I)Y 
I)Y 
DY 
I’EJ 

IIY 

IJ PN 

PY 
rn 

u 
PN 
PN 

u 
PN 

DY PY 
DY PN 

LJ u 
DY U 

u U 
u U 

PY PY 
DY U 
DY U 

Iii~V~ it. II 
PY PN 
DY u 
DY DY 

already PN 
delegated 

DY PN 
PY II 
DY PY 

PY u 
DN DN 
DY PN 
DY U 
PY u 
PN U 
PN DN 

DY DY 

Question 19a '.~Jncc?rtaTn-(~~D~-N~-Pian-- - -- 
__._ -_.___ _ "__"....-.----.--- -I- -.~ 
to Take Arlvantaxe of State ._-- ..__-... --...-_-___-_-I -" ,.--.. ".---I 
Management Assistance Grant ..“l.“.- ._ __.,.._. -__-_--._---~_.~~_-~ 

State Sialary ant3 personnel 
problems and legislative 
and qut)ernatori.al disap- 
proval of State government 
rJruwth. 

Regional office advises we 
can’t effectively nanage 
program in accordance with 
Fec1era.l. requirements. 

Strings attached by EPA. 

We want to handle what we 
have before taking on any 
new programs. 

Requires authorization of 
1979 legislature. 

It is unacceptable to take 
needed construction funds 
from cities to create a biq- 
ger bureaucracy at the State 
and Federal level. 
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--- 
. In your opinion, will the combined Federal funds 

available from Sections 106 & 205 (g) of the CWA 
IX sufficient to support the water pollution con- 
trol programs you will be responsible for? - ---------------II 

Defirlitely Yes (4) -.. - --. . ..--... _.. -. .._" _ ._ _I l_l- "_l_ 

M1-: IU NI: 

I'robably Yes ( 11) 

AZ 

NH NC 
MS TX 

Ilncertain (6) 

KS 
MO 

MT HI WA 
ND IJV 

v 'I' VA MN 
PA IN I. A 

Probabl_y PJo ( 11 ) -____. -.. ._ . . ..-_. ___. 

NY WV IL 
MD KY MI 

Definitely No (9) i" -.-- -- ._.._ -.----- 

N,J SC WI 
I.) t: TN IA 

Not Rpklicable (4) 

OH CO AK 
OK UT 

‘WY ID 
CA 

AI, FL NM OR 
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WV 
KY 
I;(: 

Ml 

otl 
w I 
(JK 
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I - - - - - -  

---_.--,_--- _.. _-..- I---_ ..--_ _-_ . - . - -  - - . . -  . . -  - . -_.----  

I ) l I r !Q;t  il)ll :!4 ( I  f)vc: rr.1 1 I  r  hr,w dot!:; the current level. of: EPA hcad- --_- 
“~11‘” r I C! L‘!i ’ stdf f llrill!:!r!;tilnc~i.r~q of your probl.ems 
i iIhtc:t. c,n t:ht: rif It’crc:tivrirrccss of your [program? .--.. “. ““. “.. . I I” .._.... ...~-“.. -.- -._. I -._ ..__... -.ll-.--“----.---- .-.--- A-.-. 
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_--. “--.--~----- 
~.)llt’!il ir>lr 2’;. 

1. 

-_-_” -_-. l-“.“_.-*-l”-l-.. .-.1---- -_ 
To what extc?nt, if any, has EPA monitoring of 
your performance un:ler C!J4 n.r;sisted you in im- 
prc)virbg procjram performance? 

--,----- 

Number of States Respondini .-..- ----.---.-_-.- _-_-- 

---...... 
To what extent, if any, do you feel your view- 
point as a State program director is given ade- 
quate consideration in the following EPA pro- 
cc .n se s . 3 

Regulation 
Mak iz Prosss 

Policy Making 
Process __-. I--.-- -- 
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I CJucl!lt ii,11 :! 7 . I~l~~~w f.:ntt?r the name.s of the organizations that. 
you fcsr:L t)c::it represent your: views to: a. t h e I 

U.S. Congress EPA _--. .-.- 

A:;:;c~:i,~Lir)n of !;t.atn: h Interstate Water 26 
1’01 lut ion Control Administrators (ASIWETP 1 

N<I~ iona 1 GOW rnor!; ,Assoc iat ion (NGA) 9 
W,it.t:r PoI 1 ut, icrn Cont.rol Feileration (IJPCF) 8 
:it.Eit.f.~ corlc~rrc!:;:i ion0 1. Dc! 1 eqa t ion 5 
I*:PR I?ri~j it,n 0 
Nc)nrb 1 
Ot.tlc!r (OrcJ;rn ixdt ions named only once) 13 
tlo K(.?r;ponsc.r 2 
Ilrltf~ : Ik!!~;pmr!;cr; dre not additive due 

ttr mu 1 t- i.plf: responses by States. 

33 

6 
8 
1 
2 
1 

11 
1 

Qur:r; t. i OII 28. Fiamt? the organization(s) you are most likely to 
c:ontact when you need information or assistance 
to cdrry out your program responsibilities. 

- r.ll _,. _. ,,“,._ .- ._____ --... -..--- ~-- 

Number of States Respondinq __~-_ .-~.- _-_- 

A!;r;r)ciat. ior) of State & Interstate 
Watftr I~01 X.uti.on Control 
I\clr'i~ini!;t~,it:ors (ASIWCA) 21 

t: t” A 10 
p:rJA w:rjion 10 
Wiiter iJollution Cont,rol Pederation (WPCF) 4 
Other States 4 
Naticiniil Gowrnors’ Association (NGA) 4 
Nont: 1 
!)t.lier (Orqanizations named only once) 11 
No r<(?sponse 2 
Note!: Nesponses dre not additive due 

to multiple responses by States. 
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SECTION 5 -----..--- - 

DIIIECTORC~ OF STATE IMPLEMENTATION _- I_ _..__._ --- _-__-___----~I-------..- 
01~' 'r1Il.Z FEDERAL INSECTICIDE, FUNGICIDF ---- 4, 

AND RODENTICIDE ACT .- -.---~ -__----_ 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES __-.-_..- --.-- .-.- -.--- 

TAHLE OF CONTENTS _- ___- .__---.-.---- -- 

5-l 

5-2 
s-3 
5-10 
5-1.1 
5-12 
5-14 
5-15 
5-16 
5-17 
S-1.8 
5-l') 
5-20 
5-21 
5-22 
5-23 
5-24 
5- 26 
5- 27 
5- 29 
5- 30 
5- 32 
5- 33 
5- 34 
5- 35 
5- 36 

‘, 

I ,  

, ,$ . I  



RI:!;I’ONSES TO THE SURVEY OF 
STATI IMPI,EMENTATION OF ‘L’FiK 

FFDFRAI, INSECTlCIDF FIJNGICID~ .._ .! __ I _ _ __._._______-.__ ‘I- _. ---...--_ . ..’ 
AND RODENTICIDE ACT __.~.,~I~ -- .-.... -.-.- .-.-.. -...-.. 

AI, 
AK 
A I1 
Ch 
CT 
IIf2 
F’I, 
GA 
iII 
I r., 
IN 
IA 
KS 
KY 
LA 
11F: 
MD 
MA 
MI 
MrJ 
MS 
1Y 0 
Ml’ 

FJn vacla 
“Jew Hampshire 
IJew Jersey 
New Nexicc 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Okl,ahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
CJtah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Iiashinqton 
West Virqinia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

NV 
Nfl 
NJ 
I4 M 
‘JY 
N c 
El 1) 
OH 
OK 
0 R 
PA 
RI 
f; c 
.s r) 
TN 
TX 
UT 
VT 
Vh 
WA 
\dV 
WI 
WY 
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- I 

I 4. Aa oiremor. wlwt tmw I 
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2. / / Had a cccprativc enforcement aqrre- 
mnt, hut did not t-mew (al To 
NJCSTIO’I 16 ) 

15. Overall, in your opinion, to what extent are 
you satisfied or dissatisfied with the irrc 
plementation of this agreement? (Check one, 
tten Gc m WESTIO?! 20) 

_- 
1. (.. -/ l:xtrerwly satisfied 

4. / / IXssatinfied 

5. / / Ihtrerely rlissatjsf ied 
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1. 

2. 

.$I . 

--- 

..-..-. ------. 

/ _/ Yes 

.-” -..-.. ._ .__ 

_ _- - ._._. ._. 
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J5. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

.si I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5, 

.J7, 
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I~,lC,!;I’ONSF:S TO QIIESrI’IONNAIRI’,S _____.” -___-.- _ -.-_.__.. - ______ - .__.__- 



MI: 
v ‘I’ 
Mt) 
AI, 
M :i 
I I, 
Oil 
fJY 
KS 
!;I) 
FJV 
iJA 

- fIJatl2 (46) I” .,, II, I_ _ m . I,_,,., 

1975 MA 197a 
19’70 NJ 1971 
1975 PA 1.974 
1077 PI, 1974 
II)‘75 N c 1976 
1960 IN 1975 
1976 w K 1977 
1973 OK 1978 
1976 rm 1974 
1974 II ‘J! 1.971 
1975 AK 1977 
Pr i or to .19 7 5 

N II 1977 
NY 1971 
VA 1975 
GA 1976 
SC 1375 
MI 1976 
AR 1975 
TX 1976 
IYT 1971 
WY 1973 
CA Early 1970s 

1,“‘11’~I,~.!t.ir!n Not, Enacted But AnticipatedBy - Date 0) _ _. _. _. - - __.^ .” .^_^ - . -.-.- .-.-- 

lJ’:‘j i !JI<It i,on “N.qt ,,f:nsctcd And Not Anticipated (0) . . _. . . _ _.._.. - ._ .---. ---_- 
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-_-__ -" ."l.." ._I"_ ..__. "." _.._I ,..- III .._-l_- _. _._ ---- ~-. 
iJuc!;tlon 3. 'XI what extent, if any, was or is each of the 

f"irctOrs listed t)<!low an 
vf' cnablinq legislation in your State? 

__ _._. _. -,_-"- "_--_~,,llll,.,,ll.-l~"-- ._-- -" -..-.- ---..--.-.---- 

1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 !;ome Extent 
5 1,ittle or No Extent 

State Philosophical '--'----E--- Differences With 
Intent of Federal 

Legislation 

5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
4 
3 
3 
2 
1 
2 
1 
5 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
3 
4 
2 
1 
5 
5 
4 

State Resources 
Required ‘i’o 

Implement and 
Administer the 

Proy ram 

4 
5 
2 
1 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
4 

: 
4 
4 
4 
3 
2 
5 
5 
4 
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Litate 
*-..“--..- 

OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
MT 
ND 
SD 
UT 
WY 
CA 
Ei I 
NV 
AK 
OR 
WA 

Probabi 1 i try ."_-","1".11 rl- I-..-.- 
Cont ~nuiztl _---" . - .-.- -".. 

E'cderal - "-"'.-?I"*.-- 
Fund lng -- __. ..--.__.. I 

2 
1. 
5 
4 
2 

State Resources 
State DhilO=hical ------7-------- 
--.-.. - .-.. -___-. --z- --- Recz&lred To ----.- 

Current EPA ~lfferences With _.._._"_" -.,-. I;---~ .-- --,.-.- .2-...-~~.....-~-~~ IjTGLement and 
Requlatlons & Intent of Federal Ad m i GYEZZ-56 -.__ -i--,.--:.I ,... I-_ .._..-. -.- .?--,e --.-‘--~---- ..-----.-------.- 

Gu IcIeL Lnes Pro9 -_____ ram .----... 1.1 -_-I-.. Idd1slatlon -. .--_-- 

2 
3 
5 
4 
2 
3 
1 
3 
4 
1. 
5 
3 
2 
5 
3 
3 

1 
1 
3 
4 
2 
4 
1 
2 
4 
1 
5 
3 
3 
5 
3 
2 

3 
2 
4 
4 
2 
4 
1 
3 
4 
3 
5 
3 
2 
5 
2 
4 
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---.“l---- 
1 (I S In your opinion, what has been 

if <lny, to passage of state 
---w...._. ---.I-L....- -_-,- 

KY 
ML; 
N c.: 

SC: 
‘I’N 

I I, 
IN 
MT 
MN 
ot1 
WI 

AH 
I,A 
NM 

OK 

TX 

over reactive requlation and attendant costs. 
ly mandated proqram which was lackinq in defi- 

II i t ic,n by EPA. 
IJrohnbility of continued FfzrlersI fundinq support. 
F'r.:rlf2ral requ i txment. 
KnowIcdqe that it’s a federally mandated proqram with 
inziuffiiL:ient federal fundinq. 
Alq>rcbf.znsion regardiny over-requlation. 
'I‘tlf? I,f~qi.~~l~tc~rs attitude towarcl EPll in general which 
i!; purely negative. 
thJr,t: aj,j,1 icab,le. 
t’c:rceived misdirection of f?edcral pesticide programs. 
None . 
Not applicable. 
Invasion of State authority --Philosophical differences. 
Ler~i~lature wanted a list of restricted use pesticides 
prior to enactment to know who would actually be ef- 
f t:ctc?cl by the legislation. Other federal programs, 
i.e. OSHA and their inability to be implemented. 
Not applicnhle. 
None. 
~~2:;s of state control over pesticide usage within 
Statr: boundaries. 
ficsistnnce to apparent Federal take over and threats 
of funding withdrawal. 
I,eqislature didn’t appreciate Federal law mandating 
State actions. 
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I. A 
1;:; 
FIG) 
M’l’ 
IJI) 
:; 1) 
I I ‘I’ 
WY 

i:I\ 

Wfb tlavf?! ~~dcquate legislation. 
None. 
Another Federal proqram started and dropped on States. 
rJot, appl. ica!)lc. 
Phi loso[>hical differences between State and Federal. 
N/) t. a[)[) I icab e. 
Unct:rtsinty of EPA programs. 
L(?(tislation par,sfd 1973. 
!;t.Cite C11 ready has a comprehensive pesticide regulatory 
1) rocj ram. 
No rc:;ponse. 
Conti nucd Federal funding. 
No r:cr;[)onsct. 
I’hi lr~so~~hical differences between State & Federal needs. 
A smal.1 percentage of people not wanting new legisla- 
t. ion which would increase regulatory authority. 

II----- 
_____ ..I” .._ ^. ._ _..--___. .._. _ ._... -_._I __.- .-- --..--.- --- 

Qnes t ion I 1 . Does your State have an approved 
undr?r Section 4 of FIFRA? 

N,J 
1)11: 
MI) 
I’ A 
VA 
WV 

CR 

SC 
TN 
IL 
IN 
MI 
MN 

OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 

TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
MT 
ND 

s II 
UT 
WY 
HI 
NV 
AK 

OR 
WA 
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()ut?st.ion I:?. 'I'u what extent, if any, has each of the follow- 
ing impetIed your preparation and submission of 
d I,lan to EPA for annroval? 

Probability 
Continued r _.." . .._ .--- 

Federal 
i;;r;LrA -. ._ __-. 

Key: 
1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Extent 
5 Little or No Extent 

Current EPA -----7---- Rqulatrons-fi -.. 
Guidelines -_------ 

State Philosophical 
Differences With ~- 

Intent of Federal 
--Legislation - 

State Resources 
--ReguKd To 

Implement aEd 
Administer the ___-___~ 

Proyrar 

Uuostion 13. In your opinion, what has been the primary rea- 
son your State has not submitted a State plan 
to EPA for approval? _-_. - - -_--.--. 

(IT Procrastination on formulating regulations (State). 
Will submit final regs. on l/31/79. 

(.:A EPA attention to minutiae and failure to meet review 
cleacllines. 
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._ _-.._----- -. . _._“_._“.__ .,_, _ ..,. “____ _.-___ _.__ “.. .,_ ,__, ._._ _. -. _ 
L)irt*:+t iI:)n 14. Wtiich of tl-IP f.01 Ic,wi ng I,cst ilescrihes your .situ- 

d t: ion i n e II te r i n q i 11 to a cooperative enforce- 
mr*nt aqrt:emont with EPA? YIl -_.- .._..._. _.. ..__.. -. -.-.._- _... .-..-. __ _^ __. .._ _. .." ___ - --.---. --- 

(:urrc?rlt ly Havfz A Coopzrat ivc! Enforcement Agreement (32) . ,_ _,_, ._.._ ._.._ ___ ,_" _..___.______ ___. _--.- .._. - -..- -- _.-..- ..-....---.---. "I..-. 

C'I r4.r VA IJ c MN OK M=' HI 
Ntl I)E WV TN AR T x ND NV 
V'I' MI) KY IN I., A rn s I) OR 
tJ Y I’A MS MI NM KS CA WA 

Ildd, a Coc.>~wra t i ve ..". F:nforcement AlrE:ement But Did Not Renew (2) _ . . ., I" I ,.__- ._.. _ -.- "_ - _ _. _ -. _, -..-___-______._._ -_.--._--_-__-.-.- --.--. - 
_- 

M I,: c;n 

I!fiycf t?r;yc;q Hait A Cooprative _ _. ,_ I _ I __ t::nforcement Aqreement (12) ,___.... _~ ____.._ __._..___________ - ._.__ - -__--.-- -.-- 

-..I. -..---- 
CJur?:; I: ion 1 5 . 

s---- 

_-__-----_-_ -_- “l_l _ - I_.. I. I” .I -_-_._- I 
Overall, in your opi.nion, to what extent 
satisfied or dissatisfied with the implementa- 
tion of this agreement. 

.“---“_-~ --“------- 

Key: 
ES Extremely Satisfied 

S Satisfied 
NSD Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 

D Dissatisfied 
I? 1) Extremely Dissatisfied 

(“I’ -  ; ;  DE - s 
Nti - 1,:s MI) - NSD 
VT' - $7 PA - s 
NJ - :+ VA - s 
N Y - !i WV - s 
LA - IJSII ND - s 
K:; - I) SD - s 
M':' - :; CA - s 

KY - ES MI - s 
MS - S LA - NSD 
NC - 11 NM - S 
TN - S OK - S 
IN - S TX - S 
HI - s OR - s 
NV - ES WA - s 

N o t. c : MN & AR stated implementation was just 
1)eqinnirrq so it was too early to comment. 
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Key: 
1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Extent 
5 Little or No Extent 

State Resources -- 
Current Probability State Philosophical Required TO_ ----.--- 
Amount -cG!iYxKa Current EPA Differences With Implement and ----- 
Federal ^-Federal- Regulations & Intent of Federal Administer the 

State F?i ‘FTn- _ 
--- --- 

Guidelines Legislation Program ---- _--.-. _-.__-.- - - 

ME: 5 5 5 y 1 5 
GA 5 5 .I 1 5 

Question 17. In your opinion, what is the primary reason 
your State did not enter into another coopera- 
tive enforcement agreement with EPA? 

ME Self-supportinq. 
GA Cumbersome procedures, basic differences in enforce- 

ment philosophy. 
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t.hlc::4t Ir,rb 1l’l. OvL’ra 1 I , to what extent, if any, has each of 
t:hc Fol.lowinq deterred you from entering into 
ir c:oo~~:ri~tivt? enforcement agreement? 

~_..l-ll _l__-““l_-_l-l_ll~.“-l”-- --“---A-- --.--l 
Kr?y: 

1. Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Extent 
5 I,ittle or No Extent 

State Resources 
(‘ur-rt;nt tJrot,obil i LJ. 
Arrl~~llrl t ‘(:(+f;yij;i,&j 

State Philosophical. 
Current. EPA 

------:--- Differences With 
---‘R’FecluEed To 

Fi?cit!r-;> 1 I’l+j”6; iii,! 
.-._ _“,_._ ..- :----..-..- Lm&ement and 

Rcgu 1.a t Ions & Intent of Federal Adm inyFk!%& 
: ; t. il t. * J 1*‘un(l i’r!g 

___.. 
b-v. n( 1 1 c.9 

-~ .-.. -‘.-i--.l- ---. ------- _ 
Gu~del lnes 

_-._ --~‘---~-- 
. __ ._ .._.. __ ._ .__ -:- Lemlatlon .-._- -------.. Program _-.-_ _.- 

5 
5 
2 
2 
1. 
3 
1. 
1 
2 

5 
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5 
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---- 
Quclstir)n 19. In your opinion, !I_-- . - _.....- - what is the primary reason 

your State did not enter into a cooperative 
enforcement ayroemen t? .- .._ -.-. I.-- 

KI 
AL 

FL 

SC 

I L 

OH 
WI 

New State law not implemented to point where this is 
possible. Power struggle noted in 10 above will have 
to be resolved before enforcement agreements are pos- 
sible. 
Neqotiating now; didn't have the time before. 
We do not believe a viable State Pesticide Program 
can be undertaken and run under rigid requirements 
mandated from EPA Headquarters, Washington. we a0 
believe a program of cooperation can be undertaken 
where the State enforces its laws, the feds. enforce 
their law, on a cooperative basis, toward a common 
ob:jective of a national pesticide program of respon- _-._-__.- 
sible pesticide usage. Not all knowledge is housed 
in D.C. Some has been deposited in other parts of 
the country. 
Philosophical differences. EPA's first action is to 
enforce. Florida prefers to give the violator an op- 
portunity to correct before taking an enforcement ac- 
t ion. 
Could foresee no real benefit at present time. Too 
much red tape. Can continue to do the job with State 
funcls. Too much federal interference. Federal guide- 
lines would result in inefficient use of manpower and 
equipment and require extra paperwork. 
The early philosophy of EPA regarding enforcement 
seemed aimed at effecting punitive action rather than 
securing compliance. It also seemed that the agree- 
ment would be designed to have the State work for EPA 
not cooperate with EP4. 
Philosophical differences with EPA enforcement policy. 
Some of the requirements placed on the State by EPA. 
We have an effective program implemented at the pre- 
sent time and do not feel that it is necessary to al- 
ways accept someone else's standards in order to ac- 
complish the job. We would rather contract to ac- 
complish the job than be burdened with establishing 
standards ancl/or systems to conform to EPA guidelines 
when those required circumstances are no more effec- 
tive in the management of the required tasks. Decided 
to take on enforcement grant because the State is will- 
in<3 to endure the problems mentioned above for addi- 
tional resources upon which to draw. 
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MO Unknown rf~c~uircrnents for auilitinq by Federal agency 
i.illCl nf:w iriti?ri)rc'tat.ionP; an<1 requirements by EPA as 
you l~rocjrC~r,ri into ~~txvg~arn. 

ll ’ l ’ WC) <ion' t. I)e.Lieve in the philor;ophy of enforcement 
aljrer:mc!ntl;. 

WY Don t want t.o be tolr1 what's qoot-l for us if we take 
the i r money. 

AK Ilaw: not. seen advantages of' ooing so. To do so would 
crt!;itc! il reporting system without any tangible gains. 

~-- .- .---_-. 
IJncler the 1978 FIFRR 
Stdte dssume primary 
for pesticide use violations? 

- 
Key: 

DY Definitely Yes 
I' Y Probably Yes 

U Unsure 
I" rJ Probably No 
DN Definitely No 

CT - I’Y 
MI< - I)Y 
PIA - I'Y 
NII - I)Y 
I< I - f'Y 
V?' - I'Y 
N,J - I)Y 
NY - I)Y 
Cl\ - I)Y 
WA - DY 

Di!: - DY 
MD - DY 
PA - DY 
VA - DY 
WV - DY 
AL - PY 
FL - PY 
GA - PY 
H I - I'Y 

KY - DY 
MS - PY 
NC - DY 
SC - DY 
TN - DY 
Ir, - w 
IN - DY 
MI - DY 
NV - PY 
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MN - PY 
OH - PY 
WI - DY 
AR - PY 
LA - PY 
NM - DY 
OK - DY 
TX - DY 
AK - PY 

IA - DY 
KS - U 
MO - PY 
MT - DY 
ND - DY 
SD - DY 
UT - DY 
WY - u 
OR - DY 



I----- - 1 
0 II c! s t-. i I J i I L 2 I . fiow much po:;i.tive or negative impact has each 

-- ~-.-~__--- -_ ---A 
of the f'ol.lowi.nq Ilad on your FIFRA program? 

s 1’ Significant Positive Impact 
I" Positive Impact 

L/N Little or No Tmpact 
N Nt!qative Impact 

SN Siqriificant Negative Impact 

s t d f. I ! ..” ._. 

CT 
MI5 
MA 
NIi 
I{ I 
V’K 
N,J 
N Y 
I)fs: 
MI) 
PA 
VA 
WV 
Al, 
P’Id 
(;A 
KY 
MS 
NC: 
s c 
'I'N 
I I, 
IN 
MI 
M1‘J 
Ofl 
WI 
AR 
IdA 
NM 
OK 
'K'X 
I. A 

I.ack of -.-.. - ~.i~ ._..; 
I'e&tlelde 
[ji r+L,i;&gim"-L i s t 
_ ._ .._ -.- ._ __ - _ 

N 
!2 N 
!; N 

N 
SN 

N 
N 

L/N 
L/N 

N 
N 

L/N 
N 

L/N 
N 

SN 
L/N 

L/N 
N 

SN 
SN 

L/N 
N 

s rJ 
SN 

L/N 
SN 
s N 

N 
I,/ N 

SN 
L/N 

AN 

Lack of 5.f ___. -... ..- --;-- 
Replations -.__ . -_--.- 

I.,/ N 
SN 

N 
L/N 
L/N 

N 
SN 
SN 

L./N 
L/N 
L/N 
L/N 

N 
L/N 

N 
N 

L/N 
L/N 

N 
L/N 
L/N 
L/N 

I‘J 
N 

L/N 
L/N 
L/N 

N 
N 
N 

L/N 
SN 

L/N 

Late Publication> 
Ei?XTTRestricted 
Pesti.cides List .- -- 

L/N 
SN 
SP 

N 
SN 

N 
SN 
SN 

L/N 
N 

L/N 
L/PI 

SN 
SN 

N 
SPI 

L/N 
L/N 

SN 
s El 
SN 
SN 
SN 
s r1 
SN 
SD 
SN 
SN 

N 
SN 
SN 
SN 
SN 
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L/N 
L/N 

N 
N 

L/N 
L/N 

N 
L/N 
L/N 

N 
L/N 

N 
SN 

L/N 
SN 

N 
L/N 

SN 
N 
N 

L/N 
L/N 

SN 
14 

SN 
N 

'1'~ wl~dt extent do you agree or disagree with 
tlic provision in the 1978 FIFRR amendments 
Wtlic'rl giveS the States the authority to approve 
p~!~ztici(1cs to meet special local needs? 

. _ . .._ -____- 

IlR ['J&J PA 1;' I, TN AR TX WY 
tJtI IJY VA GA IN LA MT HI 
I< I i)l,: IJV MS MI NM ND OR 
V"' Ml) Al, NC OH OK UT WA 

“1 t’c’l! ( 1 (I ) 

:;c MIJ IA MO NV 
I I, w .I KS c.: A AK 

MI,: 

5-23 

: 



Question 23. Please prsvide the foliowi2a i-for-ation regarding 
the zu7ber of professional positions _ in vour FIFRA 
zrograr, as of January 1, 1979. 

Rev - _ - 
PA lositions .?uthorized 
PF Positions Filled 
:;R No Response 

Note: All numbers have been rotznded. 

how many atithorized professional positions I do you expect your orogram to have by October 1, 1979? 1 

State 

CT 
ME 
MA 
:JH 
RI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE 
MD 
PA 
VA 
WV 
AL 
FL 
GA 

Total 
Number 

PA PF - - 

6 5 
2 2 
2 2 
5 5 
2 2 
4 4 

14 17 
26 26 

3 3 
4 4 

23 23 
6 6 
5 5 
6 5 

55 55 
16 16 

Number 100% 
State Fundinq 

PA PF - - 

Question 23 

Number 100% 
Federal Funding 

PA PF - 

2 2 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
0 0 
1 1 

15 13 
17 17 

0 0 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
2 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Question 24 
Number Gumber Positions 
Jointly Expected Ry 
Funded October 1, 1979 
PA PF - - 

3 2 
1 1 
1 1 
3 3 
0 0 
1 1 
4 4 
9 9 
1 1 
3 3 

10 10 
2 2 
2 2 
6 5 

52 52 
16 16 

1 1 6 
0 0 2 
0 0 2 
0 0 2 
2 2 4 
2 2 4 
0 0 19 
0 0 37 
2 2 3 
n 0 4 

12 12 23 
2 2 6 
1 1 5 
0 0 6 
3 3 61 
0 0 16 



CJ 
ml 
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Yes Ql, -^-. . . ._. 

CT MD AI, KY IL MO HI 
V’? en F'L MS WI ND tdV 
NJ WV GA NC AR CA OR 

No --. (2:) 

ME DE MI OK SD 
MA VA MN TX UC 
NH SC OH IA WY 
tt I ‘i’N LA KS AK 
NY IN NM MT WA 
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Perceived 
Temporarv 

State Availability Nature of 
Ceiiings on State- State-Wide Civil Limited State of Federally 

State Authorized Wide Personnel Service Recruitinq -: Residency Disciplines Supp 
state Salary Staff 

orted 
Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed Positions 

CT 3 5 4 4 2 4 5 3 4 
VT 1 2 2 3 3 2 5 4 1 
NJ 2 2 1 1 1 3 5 2 2 
MD 4 2 2 3 1 4 2 5 5 
PA 3 1 1 2 2 1 2 5 3 
WV 1 1 1 1 5 5 5 3 1 
AL 1 1 5 5 2 5 5 5 5 
FL 2 2 5 5 2 5 5 5 1 
GA 1 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 ; 
KY 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 
MS 1 4 5 5 3 5 5 5 3 
NC 3 5 5 5 4 5 3 2 
IL 3 3 3 ; 2 3 5 3 3 
WI 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 5 5 
AR 1 3 3 5 5 3 5 5 1 



Perceived 

Temporary 
State Availability Nature of 

Ceilings on State- State-Wide m Limited State Of Federal1 
State Authorized Kide Personnel Service Recruiting Residency ETsci lines SJpoorted 

State Salary Staff Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed Positions 

30 2 2 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 
ND 1 4 5 5 5 5 5 1 1 
CA 4 4 2 2 4 4 5 4 4 
HI 5 5 1 5 4 4 5 5 5 
NV 2 5 5 5 3 2 2 1 1 
OR 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 2 2 



_----_ 
Question 27. In your opinion, what has heen t-he major bar- 

rier to Eill.ing positions? 

CT 

WV 

AL 

FL 

GA 

KY 
MS 
NC 

(a) 

(a) 

::; 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

la) 

(a) 

I”al 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

State delays in filling positions for financial 
reason5 or red tape in personnel divisions. 
Personnel. requirements for limited classified po- 
sitions. 
State Civil Service slowness (all phases). 
State hiring practices and policies. 
State hirinq freeze; (b) State limitations in re- 
cruiting. 
Low State salaries; (b) Limited advancement possi- 
biLities, 
Lack of positions; (b) Inadequate State funding 
of program money needs. 
Perceived temporary nature of Federally supported 
pas i t ions . 
Inallility to hire experienced personnel at the job 
classification and salary authorized uncler the 
merit system. 
Salary. 
Low salary. 
Quest ions regartli.ng future funding of grant posi- 
tions. 
Failure to assign high priority to pesticide pro- 
grams; (I)) The feeling that Federal funding sup- 
port is temporary in nature. 
State budget concerns and pal icies on hirinq (i.e., 
personnel ceilings and residency requirements). 
Uncertainty of Federal. funding on a continuing 
basis; (b) Salary structure. 
Availability of qualified personnel: (b) Salary. 
Extensive travel recluired; (I.,) Inadequate salary. 
State Pcrsonne 1 Board ; (b) State hiring freeze. 
Freeze on hires (Departmental savings mandated by 
executive office). 
State residency recluirements; (b) Limited appli- 
cations: (c) Locations of position available. 
Lack of qualified applicants. 
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_ _ _ . .  - . .  _  . I . . .  “ _  , _ . .  - -  _ _ . . _ _ _ _ -  -  1 - - . - i . . . . I . - .  _ - - - . - .  - . - - . - ~ -  

Quest ion 28. For the two-year peri.od ending December 31, 
1378, please enter below: a. the approxi- 
mate number of professional staff that have 
left your program voluntarily to take employ- 
ment elsewhere; and, b. 

I-----l 

the approximate num- 
ber of those who left who had three or more 
years of experience. --- .._- --_- - .-.._ - . . ..__.. I-..~-. -- ----..--. -. .- .- - I .I .- .- .- _..- 

sxEmT--- If you have had professional staff leave dur- 
ing the past two years what are the major rea- 
sons most often cited for leaving? 

Question 28 .-- --- --.--- ..-- _Q_uestion 29 ______ .- 

state _-- ..” _“... 

(2 ‘r 
ME: 
t/In 
NII 

Number .--_- .--. - 
Who -- 
Left .-.- --I- 

2 

0" 
3 

it I 
VT 
NJ 

0 
0 
5 

NY 2 
DE 0 
MU 4 

.?A 
VA 
WV 

0 
0 
2 

AL 
FL 
GA 

KY 
MS 
NC 

SC 0 

With --._ 
3 Years 
Experience - Reasons Cited For Leaving --~~- 

0 
0 
0 
2 

0 
0 
1 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 

0 
4 
1 

0 

(a) Better opportunities elsewhere. 

(a) Lapses in Federal funding and 
inexpediency in approval of 
hack to back grants. 

(a) Inability to obtain permanent 
status. 

(a) Better employment opportunities. 

(a) Go into private industry for 
more money. 

(a) New job offers; (b) More money; 
(c) Better advancement potential. 

(a) Better job opportunities. 
(a) Seeking better pay; (b) Return- 

ing to school. 
(a) Not applicable. 
(a) Better paying jobs. 
(a) Better salaries in private en- 

terprise and federal govern- 
rnn;t; (b) Lack of career lad- 

. 
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Question 28 -..--.-l-l.-l--.. .----_l..-l_.-. .._ . Question 29 ---.--___.-_------- .._- -.- -. 

state ..--._.-_. 

TN 
I 1, 

IN 

MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 

AR 

LA 
NM 
OK 

TX 
IA 

KS 

MO 

MT 
ND 

SD 

UT 
WY 
CA 

HI 
NV 

AK 
OR 

WA 

Number ---.... ^_" 
Who 
Left ---.- 

1 
1 

3 

0 
1 
1 
3 

1 

2 
0 
3 

2 
4 

2 

2 

2 
1 

3 

0 
0 
3 

0 
2 

0 
3 

1 

With I-- I._ 
3 Years 
!!ZiiSSen c e --I- Reasons Cited For Leavin_q ' ----L---.L- 

O 
0 

1 

0 
NR 

0 
2 

1 

2 
0 
1 

2 
0 

2 

NR 

0 
0 

1 

0 
0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 

(a) Retter paying position. 
(a) Frustration with attempting to 

develop program without clear 
guidelines; (b) Better oppor- 
tunity outside government. 

(a) Higher salary; (b) Graduate 
school. 

(a) Other job opportunities. 
(a) Salary. 
(a) Retirement: (b) Advancement; 
(c) Pursuing other interests. 
(a) Salary; (b) Fringe benefits 

associated with Federal employ- 
ment as compared to State. 

(a) Left for more money. 

(a) Accept other position with pay 
increase. 

(a) Salary. 
(a) Advancement; (b) Interest in 

Industry; (c) More education. 
(a) Higher pay: (b) Confusion with 

Federal intrusion. 
(a) Better opportunities in salary 

and position. 
(a) Entered private business. 
(a) More money: (b) More prestige 

in new job. 
(a) Better jobs: (b) More money; 
(c) "Harder" money. 
(a) None. 

(a) Very few-- Promotional oppor- 
tunities elsewhere. 

(a) Better paying jobs; (b) Lure 
of private industry. 

(a) Insufficient salary: (b) Lack 
of advancement potential, 

(a) Changing nature of enforcement 
program: (b) Better salary op- 
portunities elsewhere. 
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~-.----_.- 
Oue5;t ion 31. Mow many ernp1oyee.s 

the late award of 
this impact on your program? ." -- _____-._ - _I ..-. ". --_ _-. _ __.. .II_--- ..-- _____ 

MA 1 No neqative impact i)ecause State did not have a 
FI FRA plan. 

NH .5 Had to train new employees. 
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- . - - -_ I -__-  I - -  - - - - ~ - . -  I .  

I)~ifb*et it,,) i:!. It ;3p~,~I i.cdtc)r certification program grant money 
r.:x~,)ir~~:; ,inrj is not renewed, what action is your 
litdtc: m0:;t likely to take? 

‘It: t711 i iid t-v ,, ,,,, ,, ‘i’tl,c I’ro~ram Ent i rell~ -,(4J- ,,I “, “*“_” ,_l”“~““.-.“- ._ 

Eli.: ‘i’kJ IIA CA 

t’~,rlt i nut: ‘rt!f; Prcyram On A Limited Basis t.33) _ I ““__.__ “.“* ._ ._- _ _..- .-_..-.-.- .---- ------------ 

i “I’ MA YH R I VT NY 
‘VA WV F’ I, GA KY MS 
?I I OII Wl. AR NM OK 
I< : ; NC) M’i’ ND SD UT 
01: 

MI) PA 
NC I N 
TX IA 
HI NV 

( ‘on t i nut.! ‘i’hc? Proyrz-am With State Funds (7) “” _. I I.” . .-. “-1- -._. l_.---“--“-l-.- ---.- ~ 

!1,I RI, NY WA 
1)l.Z :;t: OR 

ot IIf’,!’ - pl,tuse E:xl.l.ain (2) ,_... -._ ..I___.-._ -- - 

1 I, IJnct:rC~~ i n. 
YN C(.)nt.inue State licensing program which was in place 

l)~~forc FIFRA. 

C)llc!l:t.iori ‘I 4. OvQrall, how woul~l you characterize your rela- 
tior1:;hi.p with EPA regional staff? --.--__~ 

Numt)er of States Respondin I------- .--.- 

32 
14 

0 
0 
0 
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Num!)er of States Respondinq _-,,- .__._ -... _ --..--_-_ _.._._ ..- _-- 

3 
4 

13 
13 

7 

Number of States Responding 

/ 

CJufb:;t iori 36. To what f:xtent, if any, has SPA monitoring of 
your performance under FIFR4 assisted you in 
improving program performance? --“--..-.-_ -. 

Number of States --- -_--- --- Responding .-.- -- 

1 
3 

10 
1’6 
16 
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Ihtyu 1 at ion _.. _ .._ 
Mai; i-n1 Process 

Policy Making ._- .__..._ ~ _ ._. ._ I. 
Process _..-.... -.- --.--.._-- .-.-. - .-._..- ._ 

Very Grt.?rlt. P:xtr!nt 1 1 
,Liule; tdrrt id 1 or Great I.1 x t fan t 3 1 
Modordtf: Is:xt.f~nt 8 7 
:iomc~ I::xt(:rl t.. 21 25 
l,itt.lt: or tlo Extent 1 3 12 

Oqdnizirtion .I . _. II 11”- II..I 

Amf.:ricdn Associatir~n oE Pesticide 
Control Officers (AAPCO) 

National. Association of State 
Hi.rf2ctors of Aqr icu lture (NASDA) 

State E’IFRA Issues Research and 
Evaluation Group (SFXREG) 

Farm L3ureau 
Ndtionirl Agriculture Chemical 

Association (NACA) 
None 
National Agricultural Aviation 

Association (NARA) 
Other (Organizations named only once) 
No Response 

Note: IU2sponsc~s not adcli tive because 
c,E multiple State responses. 

. .._-A 

U.S. ConTress EPA - -._._._ -.__. .--.-- -_.- 

27 20 

17 11 

2 11 

3 2 
2 2 

2 3 
2 2 

13 11 
2 2 
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Question 33. L- Ple~~sc enter below the name of the oryaniza- 
t ion( s) you are most li.kely to contact when 
you need information or assistance to carry 
out your program r~sponsibilitics. 

--- J 

CJycEnization Number of States Responding ---- .~--- 

EPA Rcqions 20 
American Association of Pesticide 12 

ControL Officers (AAPCO) 
EPA Hcad~~uarters 6 
EPA 4 
Farm Bureau 4 
Nati.onal Association of State 4 

Directors of Agriculture (NASDA) 
National Aqriculture Chemical 3 

Association (NACA) 
National Agricultural Aviation 3 

Association (rJAAA) 
Cooperative Extension Service 3 
Industry 2 
State FIFRA Issues Research and 2 

Evaluation Group (SFIREG) 
Other States 2 
National Cotton Council 2 
National Pesticides Control 2 

As.soc ia t 101~ 
Other (Oryanizations names only once) 26 
None 1 
No Response 2 

Note : Responses not additive because 
of multiple State responses. 
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TABIEOF CD- -- 

“Yz.atEs kspc~tii.nq 6-2 
Questi0rm~i.re 6-3 
(.pxstirnn 6 6-9 
Qu&icm 8 6-10 
Our:stion 9 6-11 
Lhxsti.orls 10 b 11 6-12 
Qdc?stion 12 6-13 
Ckw3t:ions 1.3 & 14 6-14 
Cwstion 1.5 6-15 
Ouwtions 16 61 1.7 
;?uestion 18 

6-16 
6-18 

Qxstim 19 6-19 
Q.lestion 20 6-21 
Q..mki.cms 21 & 22 6-23 
L)Uestions 23 & 24 6-25 
Questions 25, 26, & 27 6-26 
C~esticms 28 6 29 6-27 
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RPSPOrJSES AL TO THE SURVEY OF ...I_..__._ . ..-... --_-.--~_I---~.-~----- 
STATL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE -__ ___. --_-.-_-- ___ - .._ ------.- 

RESOIJRCE CONSERVATION AND _ . ._ ., ___._..__.- --^_ __-.-._- .._..-..__ --.- 
RECOVERY ACT 

AI, Montana 
A Y Nebraska 
n 14 Nevdta 
A Ii New Hampshire 
c A New Yexico 
(:'T' New York 
iI!: Ilorth Carolina 
ITI, North Dakota 
i l I Ohio 
I I) Oklahoma 
I I, OrccJon 
IY Pennsylvania 
I. A Rhocje Island 
KS South Carolina 
KY South Dakota 
LA Tennr:sr,ee 
M I.1 Texa; 
?II) Utah 
M A Vermont 
YI Virginia 
MN :Jest Virqinia 
MS Wisconsin 
Cl0 Wyoming 

MT 
NE 
NV 
NH 
HM 
NY 
NC 
ND 
OH 
OK 
OR 
PA 
RI 
SC 
SD 
TN 
TX 
UT 
VT 
VA 
IJV 
\JI 
WY 
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1. 

I(. 

I. 

4. 

0 . 

16. 

Positions Positions --.--.--i-. Authorxed Filled _. ^. ._. _-._- 

2. (, / No (CY., ‘ITJ QJFS?ItxJ 21) 

19. To what. extent, if any, has each of t.he 
follturing been an obstacle to fillinq 
Ixx;i.t.ions on a tiwly basis? (Check one 
box per liw) 

levels & 
7; StatewicG-free-/.e 

- 

on all hiring .-_.-- ----;--- ----- 
4. Stntewlde personnel 

reductions __.-_- 
t-m 

-. -- -.. 

5. StateCivi----~------ _ .- _-. 
/ I 

-  

7. 
requirerrent 

Y 
-i------J-C.&J.--.j-j 
nF 

20. In your winion what has beeen the major 
barrier to Eillinq positions? 

~ ___ - . .._____._.__-.. - .____....-__ -..-- --.-..--...- 

._____-..- _____ - .__-__-_^ --.-_- ..-- - . ..--...- ____ 

--- -.--.. ---_- 

_-._-.-- -.- 

.___ ----..-_--.----. ---~ 

21. For the two year pricxl endi.nq December 31, 
1976, please enter below: a. the approximate 
number of professional staff that have left 
your prcxgram voluntarly to take employment 
elsewhere, and b. the approximate n&r of 
those who left who had three or more years 
of exprience. (Enter numbers in spaces 
provi&xT, if none, enter 0) 

a. Number who left -.- 

b. Nu&?r who left with three or .-..- 
mxe years exprience 
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25. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

26. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

27. 

overall, htw r?cx:s the current. level of EPA 
heackparters’ staff understandinq of your 
problems impact on the effectiveness of your’ 
prcqram? (Check one) 

. ._ 
/.--/ Siqnificant positive impact 

.._. -...- 
/ / Positive impact 

-- 
/ J Significant neoative impact 

7’0 what extent, if any, has EPA rmnitorinq 
of your performance under RCRA assist& you 
in improvinq program yrrfomance? (Check 
one ) 

(..-.._/ Substantial extent 

j’.f’ Moderate extent 

.[ ....._ / Little of no extent 

To what extent, if any, do you feel ytrur 
viemint as a State prcqrarr director is 
given adequate consideration in t.he fol- 
ltxvinq EPA processes? (Check onr’ Lox ~?r 

l_-.. 1. 
28. Please enter the names of the orqanizntions 

that you feel best represent your views to: 
a. the U.S. Cnnqress; and, iI. ttle WA. 

a. U.S. Conuress --. _.- --.. _..- -----. 

b. EPA --~-~-.----- . . _-.- 

29 . Nave the organization(s) you are most likely 
to contact when you need information or 
assistance to carry*out your program re- 
sponsibilities: 
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-- . 
12 7 2 a 11 5 5 

12 
7 - 

10 

13. 
6 - 
9 

st41Lc rqislativc+ supFort for envirm- 
mntal 2. 9 14 10 11 -__.-___ r)?zcqrm -.--.-.-.-- - 
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I~rol~al~ly ,,Ycs (.I 3) _.. .- _ __.-._ .__ 

IlricF:t.trlin ( 1 ) --"--- - -.-- 
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.._ . 
r---"-l 

6-11 



IJ1-c,l,.rtiiy YI!!; ( 1 5) 

N M MO N D CA ID 
IA MT IJT NV 

WY OR 
HI 
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impact has the 
had on your RCRA 

Siynificant Positive Impact (0) _ ._ ,._. ."._.._ -._-.. - . _.._.-. -_- __.___.-_ --.--__ 

Positive Impact (4) - ..__ ..- .I ___ _.. _ ._._____ ._-_ 

PA AL LA MT 

Little or No Impact (6) ."_"-.-- --.. -.-... - . ..__ --- --___ 

MI: MS f1 I MA MN ID 

&Aative Impact (20) --..-_.- --.- 

VT MD KY OH KS WY AK 
N Y VA TN AR MO AZ OR 
DE [JV IL IA um L YV 

ganificant Negative .----1-_- --. Impact (16) 

CT NC NM ND N I1 SC 
OK SD RI IN TX 
CA FL MI NE WI 
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Signif iciipt Prwitiv(2 Impict (2j ._. - "... ._ - _..-. _ ..-.._. -.- -- 

Sl) AK 

i’o:;i t. iyt; I Im~klct (13) ._ .” “. ” “___ 

IJtl V’i’ NC MT 
It I VA rJ F1 N I) 

1ti,t:t It: 0’: Ido Imp”ct (28) . ._ _. _I.-, _ 

I ?I’ I) t-1 AI, TN 
M E MI) I*’ 1, I r, 
MA PA KY IN 
!4 Y WV M s MI 

pyc~d t i,yg I,i~~;lu_tl.,.-~3_j 

1 , !, ( CA NV 

Signif icdnt Negative Imnpct (0) -. _ - .- _ - . .._ _ _- -- ._... ._ ..-.- ___ __~.__ 

MFI LA 
0t1 OK 
WI 7’ x 
AR IA 

ID 

KS 
MO 
NE 
OR 
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State 

!lC 
SC 
"Y A_ 
IL 
IN 
?lI 
KJ 
OH 
XI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
NE 
MT 
ND 
SD 
UT 
WY 
AZ 
CA 
HI 
NV 
AK 
ID 
OR 

Total 
Nuxber 
PA PF -- 

16 11 
35 30 
38 34 

109 77 
20 14 
41 27 
31 25 
28 24 
77 44 
13 11 
13 5 

9 7 
18 13 
58 52 
10 8 

6 5 
27 24 
10 8 

7 7 
5 5 
7 5 
7 6 
5 5 

12 12 
110 95 

4 4 
5 5 

10 9 
14 10 
33 27 

Question 16 ------------- 
NumSer 

Xwnber 100% 
State Funding 
?A PF - 

11 11 5 0 
27 24 8 6 
17 16 21 13 
40 37 69 40 

0 0 0 0 
27 27 14 0 
15 15 14 3 

0 0 0 0 
54 36 23 8 

8 7 4 3 
5 5 0 0 
5 -1 2 1 
6 6 12 7 

26 26 22 18 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
8 8 19 16 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
1 1 4 4 
4 3 2 1 
3 3 4 3 
0 0 0 0 
3 3 9 9 

30 NR 20 NR 
NR NR NR NR 

2 2 3 3 
8 7 1 1 
0 0 0 0 

24 20 9 7 

9unnSer 100% 
Federal Funding 
PA PF 

- 
Jointly 
Funded 
PA PF 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

20 14 
0 0 
2 2 

28 24 
0 0 
1 1 
8 0 
2 3 
0 0 

10 8 
10 8 

6 5 
0 0 

10 8 
7 7 
0 0 
1 1 
0 0 
5 s 
0 0 

10 NR 
NR NR 

0 0 
1 1 

14 10 
0 0 

Question 17 
%hber Positions 
Expected kw - 
October 1, 1979 

18 
37 
41 

124 
27 
5i 
29 
34 
77 
25 
11 

9 
21 
80 
10 

8 
32 
10 

8 
5 
9 
7 
5 

16-20 
100 

4 
9 

11 
14 
34 



i Question 16. Please provide tke foilowing information recar-!i?c > i 
I of professional positions in your RfRA proqtaz as of JaE.uarv i, 

i 
19.79. 

Key: 
PA Positions Authorized 

Nste: Wumbers Have Been Rounded 

Question If. In total, how many authorized professional positions 30 you 
expect your program to have by October 1, 1979? 

State 

Total 
Number 
PA PF 

Number 100% 
State Funding 
PA PF - 

CT 19 17 f4R NR 
?lE 5 2 0 0 
MA 23 18 14 11 
NH 7 7 3 3 
RI 5 3 0 0 
VT 6 6 0 0 
NY 107 90 44 38 
DE 6 3 1 1 
MD 13 13 4 4 
PA 30 28 2 2 
VA 13 7 11 6 
WV 11 9 6 6 
AL 14 12 3 3 
FL 26 22 0 0 
KY 63 49 NR NR 
MS 11 10 3 3 

Question 16 -- 

Number 100% 
Federal Fundiny 
PA PF - 

NR "JR 
5 2 
9 7 
4 4 
0 0 
0 0 

63 52 
5 2 
9 9 
2 0 
2 1 
5 3 

10 8 
0 0 
0 0 
8 7 

----_ 
Number 
Jointly 
Funded 
PA PF - - 

UR N R 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
5 3 
6 6 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

26 26 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 

26 22 
NR NR 

0 0 

Question 17 
Gmber Positions - 
Expected by 
October 1, 1979 

19 
7 

23 
3 
5 
8 

118 
6 

17 
42 
13 

9 
14 
36 
74 
14 



__-.- “_^“.^ . ^ . .  I  . . - _ -  - . . . _ - - I - - - .  -  . - -  

Quc.::;t iorl 18 . ~IAV~J you had any difficulties filling authorized 
pwij t ion.5 on a timely basis? 

Yf2:i ( 40) . . . 

C’l V’1 VA PI.5 TV LA K s UT 
M 1,: IJY WV NC MI NM MO WY 
MA OfI Al, SC 0 M OK NE CA 
Elf1 MD PL TN LJI TX MT HI 
I< I PA KY I L, AR IA SD ID 

No (6) ----” -_- 

IIt:: ND tU/ 
MN AZ AK 
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Perceived - 

Ceilings State- State 
temporary 

Avallabijit * L 
On State- wide civil 

1 nature of 
Lirr.ite-l c State - Of Federaflv 

State Authorized wi3e Personnel Service DisciDiines orted Recruiting RPsidency 
State Salary Staff 

supp 
Freeze Reductions Procedtlres Efforts --- ~ Requirement Xeeded ---- positions 

\o 
CT 
IIE 
:‘iA 
NH 
RI 
VT 
NY 
MD 
PA 
VA 
WV 
AL 
FL 
KY 
MS 
IJC 
SC 
TN 
IL 

3 
1 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
1 
2 

3 
3 
2 
5 
5 
2 
2 
3 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 

2 2 
3 3 
1 3 
5 5 
5 5 
4 2 
5 4 
4 4 
1 1 
4 1 
3 4 
1 5 
5 5 
5 5 
5 5 
2 4 
5 3 
4 4 
5 5 

3 
5 
1 
4 
5 
3 
3 
1 
3 
3 
1 

4 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
3 
4 
5 
3 
2 
1 
4 
4 

5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 
3 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 

2 
5 
5 
5 
1 
3 
1 
4 
3 
1 
3 
1 
3 
2 
5 
2 
3 
1 
2 

4 
5 
4 
2 
3 
4 
2 
3 
2 
1 
3 
7 
i 
2 
2 
3 
5 
2 
3 



Perceived 
temporary 

Ceilings State- State Availability nature of 
On State- wide civil Limited State of Federally - 

State Authorized wide Personnel Service Recruiting Residency -. Disciplrnes supported 
State Salary Staff Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed positions 

IN 
YI 
OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 
NX 
OK 
TX 
IA 

m 
r: 

KS 
MO 

0 NE 
MT 
SD 
UT 
WY 
CA 
HI 
ID 
OR 

2 
3 
i 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
4 
1 
5 
5 
3 
2 

5 
4 
3 
5 
2 
4 
3 
2 
5 
1 
4 
5 
5 
1 
2 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
2 
5 
5 
2 
5 
5 
3 

5 
5 
3 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
5 
3 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
2 
5 
1 

3 
2 
3 
4 
3 
5 
5 
3 
5 
4 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 

5 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

2 
2 
5 
2 
3 
2 
4 
2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
3 
2 
2 
1 
5 
5 
3 
2 

5 
3 
4 
5 
4 
2 
3 
2 
4 
1 
3 
4 
5 
1 
3 
i 
5 
5 
2 
4 
3 



I.ow +;,I L;~ry for qualified I)rofcssi.onals; (b) Statewide 
t x’eex(3 (tcJq)orary ) . 
Yore-i.:rlmpet itive state salaries--3 Federal positions 
lliivt: logon vacant for an average of 7 months because 
I;trltt~ cannot. find people willing to accept low salary. 
f; t , I t f.h C i v i 1 Service proceclures; (b) State salary 
?tt.r-uc!tIIre. 

‘I’c.!mpor:dry status of job. 
Avcl I lrltri 1 i ty of disciplines. 
!;4,mr: ~lifTicu1t.y in filling middle management positions. 
I)i: 1 ayr; in obtaining EPA program grant with subsequent 
rlf!.l i4y in f25tabLishinq positions. 
:;t.,.ite salary structure; (b) State Civil Service pro- 
< : t b ( 1 LJ C ( ! R . 
l~'rr!c!ze pal icies. 
St" il t f! salary structure; (b) Availability oE pro- 
f ~?;:;ionn.l skll L5. 
!Gdldt:ic!;; (b) Civil Service procedures. 
i;aldry; (!,) State funding availability. 
I-itdtc? Civi 1 Service prcxzetlures. 
I,c)w :;d1:,ri.<:s; (t)) ilnclependa51e Federal funding. 
011r !jtdtc C1.i1r:,~ification Commission; (b) Budget 
(Zi~lnln i !j!; i on. 
I)(.$1 ,1yr3 i II rl:cttivinq EPA award notice coupled with the 
‘;t.<It.f!‘:; i ndt)i 1 i.ty to responcl quickly to personnel needs. 
1,,1a*k of tim(? on the part. of existing staff to recruit 
c~~~fl I:V<I luclt.(.i qappI icants. 
ki,l I , I I .L(! ! i .  

(>nd I i f ic:cl p?r:ionnr?l wi llinq to work at present salary 
t.<.l t. f! . 
!;,~l,rry; (h) Aviiila!)ilit.y of specific disciplines; (c) 
!;t Git.(~ i~~:r’-;0nncl. procedures and assistance. 
!t t: i.i f <” Civi 1 Service--requlatory requirements; (b) 
(,)11i1 I i t icatir>nR of applicants. 
i;t:sIt.r~ :i;ildry :;t.ructurc. 
':'f~~1iou:; !I~~x.:~~IJ~xs that must be followed. 
Ii t: L 1 t. f ’ r;nl.q~ir-y r;truct:ur~; (b) Ceilings on staff levels. 
Low L;tdtc :;dl;lrit:s. 
lnt.f!rrir~ 1. r:ccl tap?; (t,) State personnel. regulations. 
:~~d~l~~~~u,itc r;dldri(2s; (b) Lack of individuals with 
f~x;i~t:rti:;c:. 
I,dc:k of i~l~dlififcl aI)pli.cants; (b) Non-availability of 
(1 i ::r: i p I i II(~:; nc?c?clc!rl. 
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IA (a) 
( (: 1 

KS (a) 

MO (a) 
t4 I: (a) 
MT (a) 

:j I) (a) 
(Jr,1 (a) 

WS la) 
( : n (a) 
I1 I (a) 
I 1) ( a 1 
OH (a) 

Cei linqr; on authorized staff; (b) F’ederal Funding; 
Salary structure. 
L;tate salary structure; (h) The availability of dis- 
ciplines needed. 
Low State salary. 
Available disciplines. 
Statewide freeze: (h) Temporary nature of Federally 
supported positions; (c) Ceilings on authorized staff 
levels; (d) Statewide personnel reduction. 
Lack of competitive salary: (b) Location of job. 
Funding stability; (b) RCRA funds; (c) State tax 
reform. 
Salary: (b) Finding qualified, experienced people. 
Statewide freeze on all hirings. 
St ate C ivi 1 Service procedures. 
Salary: (b) Disciplines needed. 
Cumbersome Civil Service procedures; (b) Lack of good 
,lpplicants willing to work at State salaries and for 
“yovernment” in general. 
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- .I____.--..-.. --- .._ -._. _...__. - --.---...-.--..-..-.-.--.---------.-- 
tpt)u’ t.hc: two year L)er’io<l ending December 
JilI!aFic! <?ntt.?r \,t?I.c’,w: (a) the? approximate number 
of I”,~i,,ft.!r;sii)niil Fit-aft’ that have left your program 
vr~lunt~ri ly to take L’mployrnent elsewhere, and (b) 
1 tlr? aIq)n)x i mate? rrum!,f::r of thwie who left who had 

0 r 1n0 r 0 --- years of experience. ----.---- 
--m-s-*- -,..*.-,-.--P-f- _---” 

It you tlavct had JxoFcr;sional staff leave during 
ttlc! palrt two yc!<:lrs, what are the md jor reasonI: 
rnc):it. of ten cited for leaving? -. _.---_-_ _._._ __ __-.__ 

QqgS_fr~,cJn 21 _ _ . Question 22 _-- .-_. -.---. 

titittt: _.. 

(:‘I’ 

M 1,: 
MA 
N II 

I(. I 
VI’ 
N Y 

I)!,: 
Ml) 
I’A 

VA 
WV 

Al, 
PI, 
KY 
M!; 
N c 

!i c 

Number With I - ” _, I 
WI0 3 Years .._._ 
Idb f t 

‘- -‘_.‘-‘- ; . J.X~t?tI 1 enct t.. ..__ “” __ . ..’ Reasoils Cited for Leaving -..- ._-..------_---- _.-_______ 

G 5 Nore challenging opportunities 
in energy field; (b) Head spe- 
cific sections of other States’ 
pr-oqrdms ; (c) Hiyher salaries. 
Money. 
Civi 1 Service; (b) Salary. 
Other higher paying State job; 
Private company. 

3 2 
1 0 
2 0 

0 0 
2 2 
6 3 

0 0 
1 0 
4 4 

4 3 
.j 2 

1 0 
0 0 

17 12 
j 0 
I 0 

4 4 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

To seek private business ventures. 
fIighcr salaries in industry; (b) 
Better prospects for advancement 
elsewhere. 

Take better joh (salary). 
Salary inadequacies; (b) promo- 
tion limitations. 
Salary 
Salary; (b) Frustration with 
overa 11 support . 
Saldry. 

J3etter salary opportunities. 
Salaries. 
Seeking a position requiring 
greater engineering detail and 
less administrative duty. 
More money; (1,) Opportunities 
for overall professional growth. 
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Question 22 

Number _ _ I ._ 
w h 0 
Le f t 

3 

W i t. h _.. _. 

Reasons Cited for Leavinrj _____._... --__--._-...-- state _. ".. _ 

'I' N 2 (a) 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 

Salaries--with little hope for 
improvement. 
Expand horizons ; (b) More money. 
Salary; (b) Advancement; (cl per- 
sonal fulfillment. 
Different positions: (13) More 
salary; (c) Private enterprise 
Got better, higher paying jobs. 
Higher salary; (1-11) Greater op- 
portunity for advancement. 
Salary. 
Better pay; (b) New program op- 
portuni ties. 
Better pay. 
Dissatisfication. 
For better paying positions: (b) 
To work in an area better suited 
to their educational background. 
Better opportunities; (b) Promo- 
t ion. 

I I, 
I rJ 

17 
5 

2 
2 

MI 4 1 

MN 
011 

10 
3 

4 
3 

(a) 
(a) 

w I 
A R 

10 
7 

1 (a) 
(a) 

r,n 1 
NM 4 
OK 6 

1 
1 
5 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

(a) TX 5 2 

IA 
KS 

0 
I 

0 
1 Lack of opportunity for personal 

aclvancement. 
Low salary; (b) Future opportuni- 
ties. 
netter job offers; (b) Money, 
responsiki lity, etc. 
Frustration because of EPI\ re- 
quirements that have slowed 
S0Iid waste progress consicler- 
ably in this State; (b) Lack oE 
enforcement. on both the State & 
local level. 

(a) 

MO 2 (a) 

(a) 

(2) 

NE 1 1 

MT 2 2 

N II 0 
SD 5 
II’1 2 
WY 0 
nz 2 

(a) 
(a) 

netter offers. 
Employment advancement. 

r3etter job opportunity (perman- 
ent status-hiqher pay). 
Temporary positions ending; (b) 
Move to private industry; (c) 
Advancement. 

CA .I 0 

!I I 0 0 
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Number of States Kesxondirq --.__-- 

20 
20 

4 

Number of States Hesi;?Pndin_g . ..-.-. - . . . I l-lI..-. - .-..-.- - -__ .I.- 

0 
3 

11 
19 
13 
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-- 
ttow cloe:; the current level of EPA head- 

c{uartr:rs staff unclerstdr~llnq of your 
impact on the 

-----:--F-,,.,; 
~::fEect.ivent?r;r; oE your program? 

- ..^_----.- 

?Jumher of States Responding ____------ - 

3i(jrlifWicatlt DoL;itive Impact 0 
I’c~r; it: i vc’ Impact 6 
l,i ttlc or Ido Impact 8 
Nc.tijiit ive Impact 26 
:ii (In i F icant IJtZ<jHtivO Impac:t 6 

[)rovincj program :3crformance? 

Number of States Respondiny -~- 

Vt:ry Large Extent 
!;ubstantial Extent 
Yoclerate Extent 
!; orw P: x te n t 
I,i ttlc or No Extent 

0 
2 
9 

14 
21 

Oui~rit ior1 27. To what extent, if any, do you feel your view- 
pint as a State program director is given ade- 
quate consideration in the following EPA pro- 
cesses? 

Very Great Extent 
Substantial or Great Extent 
biodcrate Extent 
Some Extent 
Little or No Extent 

I 

Regulation Policy 
naking Making 
&rocess Process - 

0 0 
5 ” 2 
9 8 

19 18 
17 L 17 
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r- -_ - .--._.._ ._.--_-___- ------, I)lJ(‘!it iCJ,I :?tl. I~l~~~c;~.~ enter the names of the organizations that 
yi,lJ f(!el t,est represent your VI”t’C?S 
IJ .‘G . “onqress and 1). 

U.S. Congress --_---. EPA 

22 27 
17 

4 
n 
0 

3 0 
0 2 
3 1 

2 4 
3 8 
1 0 

to mu1tipl.e State 

I 
(,)ut!!; t. ion 29 . idamc the organization(s) you are most likely t.0 

cont”act when you need information or assistance 
to carry out your proyram responsi!>ilities: 

Organizations .-.-. -.-.-_-.- _-.- States Responding 

ICPA Rr? 11 ions 
I!: P A 
tdational Governors Association (NGA) 
Counterpart agencies in other states 
National Solid Waste Management 

Association (NSIJHA) 
Association of State & Territorial Solid 

Waste Management Officials (ASTSWMO) 
Other (Organizations named only once) 
None 

20 
16 
13 

7 

5 

2 
16 

1 

Note: Responses are not additive due to multiple State 
responses. 
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Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Cal ifot-nia 
Colorado 
Connect: icut 
DC! taware 
1~' I. or id a 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

RESPONSES TO THE SURVEY OF -_-I-.----~.-" 
STATE I!dPLEMENTRTION OF THE ---I_-.--- ------- 

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT -- --._ ~_-_____I_~ 

STATES RESPONDING (40) -. --. ____~ 

AK 
AZ 
AR 
CA 
CO 
CT 
DE 
FL 
HI 
ID 
IL 
IA 
KS 
KY 
LA 
ME 
MD 
MI 
IMN 
MS 

Missouri 
Mont.ana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

MO 
MT 
NE 
NV 
NH 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
NC 
ND 
OH 
OK 
RI 
SC 
TX 
VT 
VA 
WA 
WV 
WI 
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4. u Civil service 

-._- ..---- -_--- 

7. How many nmnunity and non-community 
rtrinkinq water system’s do you have in your 
State? (Enter nurxkr; if estimated place 
an “E” after the t-m&x) 

Conlmuni ty systems 

Non-convnunity systems 
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Pas i t ions --.~..I 
Authorized --- -. -. 

Positions 
- --.7---- 

tilled 
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_ _ ._ _ _ .- ._._ - ._... __. _._ 

_ _ _._ ._ _ _ .._ _ _.. _ _ .__ ._._. _ 

_ - .._... ___. - _.^_. ._-._ ._ ..” . ..,._ _-. 
I~:I’R-S’I’A’I’F: REIJ\TION~SRIPS .” .I . ..-. _ . ..-.__- 

27. Werall hcxJ would you characterize your re- 
lationship with EPA regional staff? (Check 
O,i<l ) 

.._. 

28. To what extent, if at all, do you feel the 
EPA headquarters staff understands the 
problems you face as a State prcqram 
director in adninisterinq your prcqram? 
(Check one) 

1. L-/ Very large extent 

2. ( / Substantial extent -_ 
._-_ 

3. Am J Mtderatr extent 
.- .- 

4. (_.,,_ / .L;tz~ extent 
._-- 

5. / / Little or no extent ___.. 
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Rl?SI'ONSF:S TO QUESTIONNAIRES .---.- _...- -.___-__ ---.---.- 

Vwl-; t: i <Iti 6 , Which of' the fol.lowiny best describes the posi- 
tion of your program in the State's oryaniza- 
t iional structure? 

L.iq~ilrd(rg Ik~>artment ( 0) _.- . . . ..- - ..- .__... 

!Jdrt of State Health DgJdrtment (29) .- - . _ "_ ..- -._ --"~..-_-.- 

<*'I‘ 
ME 

NY WV MI OK co CA 
I) I? MS MN TX MT HI ' 

f( I MI) NC AR KS ND NV 
VT VA SC LA NE AZ ID 
WA 

Part. of State Environmental Agency I-." _ I . ..-- _I ..-. -- -...-.. -.-----_ (10) -- 

NfI FL IL WI IA 
NJ KY OH NM AK 

ottrcr - ITlease Z$ecify (1) .I _ -.._. ".. -_-.-. ---.~- - -- 

MO Department of Natural Resources. 

7-9 



Communit_y: Non-Community 
s t a t C! -T------- 
_- ----. ?lstems -.-_._- FJstems 

CT 793 400OE 
ME 355 3000 
NH 450 2000E 
HI 1OOE 500E 
VT 370 2200E 
NJ 760 10000E 
NY 3650 15000E 
DE 183 500E 
MD 625 5000E 
VA 2700E 9000E 
WV 034 2200 
FL 3100 4100 
KY 697 658 
MS 1700 1000 
NC 2974 14000E 
SC 1OOOE 1500E 
IL 2000E 30000E 
MI 1437 14000B 
MN 95OE 6000E 
OH 1725 15000E 

Community Non-Community 
State Systems Systems 

WI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
NE 
co 
MT 
ND 
AZ 
CA 
HI 
NV 
AK 
ID 
WA 

1200 
576 

1015 
600E 

1115 
5000E 
1300E 

925 
1250E 

635 
750E 
557 
316 

1050E 
5500E 

141 
350E 
439 
600E 

2536 

15000 
467 

1546 
600E 

1300E 
3000E 
1450E 
1045E 

3-5000E 
900E 

2000E 
1OOOE 

603 
670E 

6000E 
34 

700E 
400+E 

1600E 
1356 
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_--- -..- -.,.I-.--“-__--.-I- --.. ---.._““I ..--. . . . . . ..“------ 
C~nsiiler al.1 provisions of the SDWA that are 
i~pp.LicabLc to your program. To date, 

1 

has your 
!itato enacted the necessary laws to implement 
all of those provisions? 

MI r,n 
MN NM 
Of{ OK 
WI TX 
AR IA 

KS ND 
MO AZ 
NE CA 
co HI 
MT NV 

AK 
ID 

WA 

_l-l-l----- _.-___-.-_.---- ~- 
Please list below the provisions for which your 
State still needs enabling legislation and the 
date by which you expect enabling legislation 
will he passed. ------l 

VT Complete legislative authority in all areas--April 1979. 
NC New Water La~--~June 1979. 
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Question 12. To what extent, if any, was or is each of the 
factors listed below an obstacle to the pas- 
sage of enabling legislation in your State? 

I I 

Key: 
1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Kxtent 
5 Little or No Extent 

Current Probabilid 
Amount '-----?--- ContLnued 

---- Federal Federal 
State --- Fiiiiinii -- Funtliiq .---_ -"-- 

CT 5 4 
ME 5 4 
NH 3 2 
RI 5 5 
VT 2 2 
NJ 5 5 
NY 5 5 
DE 5 
MD 4 
VA 5 3 
WV 4 1 
FL 3 4 
KY 4 4 
MS 5 2 
NC 4 2 
SC 4 4 
IL 5 
MI 5 
MN 5 1 
OH 4 3 
WI 3 2 
AR 5 5 
LA 5 5 
NM 2 2 
OK 5 1 
TX 5 5 
IA 2 1 
KS 5 2 
MO 3 2 
NE 4 1 

LeGslation -_- ----- 

5 
1 
2 
5 
4 
3 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
2 
4 
3 
1 
3 
5 
1 
4 
4 
3 
5 
1 
3 
5 
3 
2 
2 
2 
3 

State Resources 
Required To 

Implement and 
Administer the ----~ 

Program 

4 
3 
3 
5 
4 
2 
5 
5 
1 
4 

4" 
4 
2 
1 
2 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
2 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
2 
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Cu,yrgrjt:. Prol.~at)il* 
nlllr,~ln t '-----.--i--- Continued Current EPA 
Fc:clc>r:a.l 

".._ I "- .-.I ._.-II 
I;'ederal 

.~~~-~y-e...-...-- 

!; L-+i.u b:urr(ii'rYcjl 
IIIulations & - 

Furidiny GGmines I. ". _" .". -.---.--____ 

(1 (.I 
M’l’ 
Nl) 

A% 
c A 
II I 
NV 
AK 
I I) 
WA 

5 
3 
3 
3 
5 
5 
1 
4 
4 
2 

4 
1 
3 
2 
5 
4 
2 
1 
3 
4 

State Resources 
-EZfCired To --.-.- 

memnt-and -- I- 
AdminiEter the 

Proy_ram _- .- -.-- 

4 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
4 



1 Our?:5t ion I t. In your opinion, what has been the major bar- 
Y i<?r, if any, to passage of State enabling 
1 e (J i Ei 1 d t. i 0 n ? 

-_1---1 -l ___- _---_“” ---__- 

c ‘I’ 
ME 
NH 
HI 
VT 

N,J 

NY 

UK 

MD 
VA 
WV 

FL 

KY 
MS 
NC 

SC 

IL 

MI 

MN 
OH 

WI 

AR 

LA 
NM 
OK 

Attitude of’ :i tate Legislature. 
Prohabi lity of continuing Federal funding. 
NO response. 
Cost of improving water systems ($50 million in VT) 
and Fclcleral timetable to be in compliance. 
Initially some question as to whether the State 
should assume primacy. 
No legislative changes were required for New York 
State to accept primacy. 
Fnabl ing legislation existinq prior to Safe Drinking 
wa te r AC t . 
Not applicable --legislation passed. 
No cc? span se . 
Justification for additional regulations and assurance 
of federal funding. 
That it would require the State to spend more money 
for the program in the long run. 
None. 
Enabling legislation has been passed. 
Reguirement that State amend its laws and regulations 
to conform to federal laws and regs. in almost every 
detail. This does not allow a State to respond to 
its particular circumstances and conditions. 
Many State legislators, in reading the public mood, 
are opposed to any new federal regulation or control. 
Difficulty in having a minor change in legislation 
introduced and acted upon when major legislation is 
being considered. 
Concern for what will happen to program--financially 
and EPA program requirements. 
Probability of continued Federal support. 
Efforts by public interest group, supported by USEPA, 
to eliminate any flexibility on part of Ohio EPA in 
dealing with USEPA. Where will money come from to 
pay for total expanded program. 
Legislators concern over taking on another Federal 
program. 
Adequate public health laws were existing prior to 
P.L. 93-523. 
Not applicable. 
Fundinq. 
No response. 
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TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
NE 

H I 

NV 
AK 
I I) 
WA 

None, really. 
None. 
It passed in Kansas. 
The fact that it is another Federally mandated prOqKam. 
Resistance to Federal incentive assistance When pro- 
gram need is not locally recognized. 
No barrier. 
EPA regulations. 
None. 
People are opposed to Federal control 
Philosophical questions re: should the State partici- 
pate. 
The potential impact and financial responsibility on 
the agricultural industry in the State. 
Continuing Federal funding. 
Impact of program on small groups of people. 
Feelings that government should he cut, not increased. 
Legislation was not required. If it were necessary, 
the major problem would be reaction (rejection) of 
OSHA-type legislation, with the State being a pawn in 
the game. 
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L)uin:it. itIlL 1.4, Iloeri your office, EPA or another State office 
currt?xrtZy have the primary responsibility for 
tfic: fol.lowincj programs 

-- -,---- 

Surface Im~undment Assessment 
-~--~nt3s-&-~~~nsS~~~~ (PltsL- -- 

Your Office 
Dept l of Environmental Protection 
Your Office 
Dept. of Environmental Management 
Agency of Environmental Conserva- 

tion 
Water Quality Planning & Manage- 

ment Element 
Your Office 
Dept. of Natural Resources & En- 

vironmental Control 
Water Resources Administration, 

nept. of NaturAl Resources 
Have contracted with State Water 

Control Board 
Dept.. of Natural Resources 
Your Office 
Dept. of Natural Resources and 

Environmental Protection, Divi- 
sion of Water Quality 

Another Division of Board of 
Health 

Dept. of Natural Resources and 
Community Development 

Your Office 
IL EPA/Dept. of Land Pollution 

Control 
Your Office 
MN Pollution Control Agency 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Pollution Control and Ecology 
Conservation Office 
NM Oil and Gas Commission 
Solid and Industrial Wastes, 

Dept. of Health 
Water Resources Dept. 
University of Iowa 
Bureau of Water Quality - Oil 

Field and Geology 
Outside Study 
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State .----- 

NE 
co 
MT 
ND 
AZ 
CR 

Jl I 
NV 

AK 
I J) 
WA 

Undergtound -----. - Injection - _____- -. -- 
Control Program 

Dept. of Environmental Control 
EPA 
Your Officfz 
Your Office 
EPA 
State Water Resources Control 

Board 
EPA 
Division of Environmental 

Protection 
Your Office 
Water Resources 
Dept. of Ecoloqy 
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Surface ITFundment Assessment ______--...--. --- 
(Pits, __--- Ponds & Lagoons Study) ..-- 

nept. of Environmental Control 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your OfEice 
Bureau of Sanitation 
EPA 

State "208" Plan 
Division of Environmental 

Protection 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Dept. of Ecology 



!; t. 1.i t. 0 

(1 ‘I’ 

M 1,: 
NII 
I< I 
VT 
N,J 
NY 
IjIm: 
MI) 
VA 
WV 
I*'1 1 
KY 
MS 
N c 
:;<: 
II, 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AR 
r,n 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
N E 

co 
MT 
ND 
AZ 
CA 
HI 
NV 
AK 
ID 
WA 

!;ut-vt:*i.Llance of Surface . . . .._. _._._._-. I.--- - ^... -.. -.--. 
Wa tf?r !iySl:.t"mS 

Yc)ur- Ofl iccj 
Your Of f icf? 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
I~:I’A 
Your Of f ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Of f ice.: 
Your Off ice 

Your Of f ice 
Yr)ur Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Of f-ice 
Your Off ice 
I,: I” A 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
You r Of: t ice 
Your Office 
KPA 
Your Office 
YUIJ r Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Water Quality Bureau 
Your Off ice 
Dept. of Environmental Control 

L Dept. of Games & Parks 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 

Enforcement of Surface ..-.--.---.-.-1- ------- 
Water Sls terns ___-.- 

Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
EPA 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
YOLJr Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
EPA 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
EPA 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Water Quality Bureau 
Your Off ice 
Dept. of Environmental Control 

& Dept. Water Resources 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Office 
Your Off ice 
Your Off ice 
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s t a t f! __- _...... 

(~‘1’ 
M t: 
NfI 
HI 
V? 
N&J 
NY 
DE 
MD 
VA 
WV 
F’I, 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
11, 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AR 
IA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
LA 
KS 
MO 
N F.: 

CO 
MT 
ND 
AZ 
CA 
11 I 
NV 
AK 
I [.I 
WA 

surveillance of Ground .‘ _ .__..._ "..._ -... - --.-- --.- ~-- 
Water System I - --_.. .-- .____I-- 

Your Office 
Y(.,\ltT Of f ice 
Your Office 
your Office 
r PA 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
EPA 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
E P A 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Water Quality Bureau 
Your Office 
Dep t , of Environmental Control 

Conservation & Surveys Divi- 
sion, University of Nebraska 

Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 

Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
EPA 
Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
EPA 
Your 
Your 
Your 
Your 
EPA 
Your 
Your 
Your 
You f 
Your 
Your 
Your 

Enforcement of Ground 
WaterSystems 

Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 

Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 

Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 

Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 
Office 

Water Quality Bureau 
Your Office 
Dept. of Environmental Control 

& Dept. of Water Resources 

Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
Your Office 
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Ql,Le:? t  ion 1 5 l If your office does not have primary responsi- 
tjility Ear all programs listed in Question 14, 
how much OF a problem, i.f any, does this pre- 
sent to your implementation of the SDWA? 

Not a ProLI.em @3) ._.- -.... - ._.- _l"."""-.l - ..-.- -.--" 

I( r WV MS WI NM N I? AZ NV 
NJ I*' L MI AR OK co CA WA 
VA KY OH LA TX MT Ii I 

Somewhat of a Problem (8) .._. ._..." .-,.-. - _(_... ".. -. _ "..- . . . *--I-----~ 

c 'I' VT I L 
ME MD MO 

Moderate Problem (3) I _* ""1 "."_.. - _. ." .- .-.._ll.. --l..~.-..~-.".~". 

I)E MN IA 

Substantial Problem 1_1) ._" "" "*_"._I. ..*. - II..I lll",..-.--..- -_ 

NC 

Very: Great I'roblem (0) _ ._ .- __ _ .,.,. _ ., ,.. __ _,_-..-. _^-.- 

b&t-~~~~~licill~l.c: ( 5) .__ _... _. ._.. _ _ "_ 

NH NY SC 

AK 
ID 

KS ND 
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r- .--- Vuvstion 16. DCES your office have final site approval au- 
thorit)? for the location of each of the follow- 
inq? ------I 

state ” ..-. _ _ . . .” 

c ‘1’ 
MI: 
N H 
HI 
V’F 
N,J 
NY 
I)B 
ML) 
VA 
IJV 
1.’ I I 
KY 
MS 
NC 
:i c 
II, 
MI 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AI< 
I,A 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
K S 
MO 
N E: 
c:o 
MT 
NI) 
AZ 
CA 
ti1 
IJV 
AK 
I I) 
WA 

Land 
.. “---’ cmlication "..._.___ --__ -. 
of Wastewater _-._I -__.. -._ -.---- 
Yes No .- _" .- -- 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

Hazardous 
Sanitary Waste 
Land Fill Disposal 
Yes - Yes No 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

NO - 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
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(m)ilCb!it. i(JTl 17. In your opinion, do your State's current site 
CiJq,roval processes for each of the following 
a&xJuately protect groundwater supplies? 

m.""m-."mm.m.----~- 
Key: 

IIY Definitely Yes 
PY Probably Yes 

U Uncertain 
PN Probably No 
DN Definitely No 
NA Not Applicable 

!rt crt c: 

(:‘I’ 
Nt’: 
tJt1 
It I 
V'I' 
NJ 
I4 Y 
111,: 
Ml) 
VA 
WV 
b'l, 
KY 
MS 
NC: 
$3 “0 
J I, 
MJ 
MN 
OII 
WI 
Art 
r,n 
NM 
OK 
'I'X 
IA 
KS 
MO 
rL!t+: 
(2 0 

!!clV,! 
Application ..- - -.-..-_- 
of Wnstewater ._.._.. -._. ._ .._. -.L.--.-.- 

I’Y 

PN 
I’Y 
NA 
IJY 
I’Y 
I-’ Y 

II 
I'Y 
DY 
PY 
I'Y 
I.)Y 
I'Y 
I'Y 
PN 
PY 
I'Y 
PN 
I'Y 
PY 
J)Y 
PY 
DY 
DY 
I)Y 
DY 
J'Y 
[IN 
J'Y 
J?N 

Wastewater ~-. 
iZ.&K!E 
Disposal 

PY 
PN 
PY 

u 
PY 

u 
u 
u 

PY 
DY 
DY 
PY 
DY 
PY 
PY 
PN 
DY 

u 
PN 
PY 
PY 
DY 
PY 
DY 
DY 
DY 
DY 
PY 
PY 
PY 
.PN 

Sanitary 
Landfill -___ 

PN 
DN 
PN 

U 
PY 

u 
PN 

u 
PY 
DY 
DY 
PY 
DY 
DY 
DY 
PN 
DY 
PN 
PN 
PY 

u 
PY 
PY 
PY 
DY 
DY 

u 
PY 
PY 
PY 

U 

Hazardous 
Waste- 
iEZ$5&3al 

DN 
DN 

u 
u 

PN 
u 

PN 
u 
U 

DY 
u 

PY 
DY 
PY 
DY 
PY 
DY 
DN 
PN 
PY 

u 
PY 
PY 
PY 
DY 
DY 
DN 
PY 
PN 

U 
PN 
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titritc! ..I. 

MT DY 
Nl) NA 
J-ii: I’Y 
CA I’Y 
II I I’Y 
NV I.1 
AK DY 
I I3 I’Y 
rvn DY 

liLil1[1 
.’ “‘- -  * fi~~1icatiot-i I ..l--_l_ll"l-.-- 
tsf Wdntewater -I. ..--. - .__. _._-._ 

Wastewater --.--- 
S.luds '---7- 
Dl.s~osal -.-_- _--I- 

DY 
NR 
PN 
PY 
PY 

u 
DY 
PY 
PY 
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Sanitary ----T-- Landfill -.--~ 

Hazardous ----..---.- 
Waste --7---- Disposal .l-l II.- 

PY 
NA 
DN 
PY 
PY 

u 
DY 
PY 
PY 

PY 
NA 

u 
PY 
DY 

IJ 
DY 
PY 



s t ii t. c! ,I 
(:‘I’ 
Ml:: 
NII 
I< 1 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
IIt: 
II I) 
VA 
WV 
1,' I., 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC: 
11, 
Ml 
MN 
Of1 
Wl 
AR 
IA 
N M 
OK 

_~_I- ._.. 
Qllc~rlt ion 18. Ploast? provide the following information regard- 

Inca the! number 
program as of 

----_-I-Ii_- ---~ 
Key : 

PA Positions Authorized 
PF Positi.ons Filled 

Note : All numbers have been rounded. r ---.-"--_------_r__ 
Ouf.~:; t ion 19 . In total, how many authorized professional posi- 

tions do you expect your program to have by 
October 1, 19791 

Lma".---I.p --"~- _.-- -----.- 

'I'ot a 1 ._.--_ 
Nurnbe r 

PA"' "' P I*' 

Question 18 ..I - "" I-. ". ._ ...__X --I ----. ._ ____"._ -.- .- . -.-.-- -- .I.-.--.-.-.-_ Question 19 
Number Number Positions 

Number 100% Number 100% -----._.- -___.-, -- -- 
State Funding 

5-?xntly 
.-- 

Federal Fund* 
Expected By 

Funded - .- --._- .--..- _---.__ _(---- --- ._.-____ October 1, 1979 
PA PF PA PF PA PF _._ .--. -- - - - 

16 
7 

25 
10 
18 
17 

135 
15 
12 
51 
26 
62 
23 
11 
42 
20 
36 
43 
28 
67 
32 
17 
38 
35 
22 

3 3 1 3 12 0 0 
4 4 2 1 0 0 

10 10 1.4 14 0 0 
3 2 7 5 0 0 
9 9 8 8 0 0 
7 6 8 6 0 0 

19 1.4 59 49 55 50 
3 3 7 5 5 5 
2 2 10 10 0 0 
0 0 0 0 51 46 
9 7 17 6 0 0 

i5 34 27 13 0 0 
0 0 0 0 23 19 
0 0 0 0 11 9 

26 23 .I 4 10 0 0 
11 8 9 9 0 0 

0 0 0 0 31 26 
17 16 22 20 0 0 
18 18 10 10 0 0 

0 0 6 6 61 45 
0 0 0 0 26 23 

10 7 7 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 38 26 

25 25 10 7 0 0 
0 0 G 6 16 16 
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Question 18 ._-l--.l._.-----_ _. -._. ..- __..-.....-. - I_ .__(I - --...I Question 19 
Number Number Positions ----- 

'I'c,t.a 1 Numt,er 100% Number 100% . .-.- _*..".-. -.~~'-.~.- _~--.- Jx-9 _-- --- Expected & _- 
N LJrRt,C;.~: - State F'uncIa __-_ .._. ^.^^_____ Federal Pundim, Funded October 1, 1979 

___---.- *_“._.I ..-- - - -  -11--- 
Zjt.otf! 1’A PF PA PF PA PP I’F $‘A --- - _-- .-_., ll.l 

37 60 
0 0 
0 

25 :: 
0 0 
4 15 

: 
0 
0 

5 6 
64 24 

0 0 
3 7 
8 
0 i 
0 0 

50 0 0 
0 2.1 20 
0 23 18 
0 0 
0 105 12 

13 4 4 
0 5 5 
0 a a 
6 0 0 

21 0 0 
0 3 3 
5 0 0 
6 11 
0 9 9 
0 40 35 

99 
21 

:9" 
15 
24 

5 
8 

14 
115 

3 
10 
15 
10 
40 

a/ Includes other department programs. 
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Rasctl on the total. staff you expect to have on 

crf rlrinkinq water in your State? 

r ------ --__.- - .._.._ . . ..-. - _._..___._~_.__ ..-_ --- ._-_ --- 
Qutrstion 21. 

,"_ .,,_ ~~'-.-.-.--~m"-m---..-; 
fiow ntlecluate do you feel. this anticipatedmon- 1 torinq frequency will be for each type of system? 

Key: 
MTA More Than Adequate 

A Adequate 
LTA I,ess Than Adequate 

NR No Response 

Question 20 1"1 _" " ;_ 
Commun rtl ."..~-- -"I.--I 

--.---Non-Commun ity. 
__-"-"-__-"-- 

kY.f?..tr.t2!!'". Systems 
state (Months ) (Months) _, ,_ __. 

VI 
N,J 
t\l Y 
I)K 
MI) 
VA 
WV 
l*'J, 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
I I, 

12 
6 

12 
twice every 

month 
12 
12 
1. 7 
12 

4 
12 
1% 
24 
1% 

1246 
24 
12 

surface 
24 

qroundwater 
36 
12 
15 
24 
I 2 
24 

1 
6 

36 A LTA 
12+ A A 
36 A A 

3 A A 

12 LTA A 
48 A LTA 
17 LTA LTA 
24 A A 
12 A A 
12 LTA LTA 
36 A A 
36 LTA LTA 
36 A A 
12 A A 

0 A LTA 
36 A LTA 

NR MTA A 

60 A LTA 
36-48 A A 
120 A LTA 

60 A A 
48 LTA LTA 

3 A A 
12 LTA L'I?A 

Question 21 -----._ - - ._ 

Community ~- Non-Communit_y ----.- 
Systems Systems 
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state --._. _... -. 

OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
N I:: 
CO 
M'l 
ND 
A% 
CR 
II I 
NV 
AK 
I I> 
WA 

Question 20 _ ._ 
Commun 1 ~,- 

. ..- -.-- ..-._. iSon~c~~mun ~~~ 
t;L ._."l_ ..-. "."_ l-l-"l-----_l_.. 

tsy.c;tems _..-.-- Systems -..- 
(Months,) (Months) 

3 12 
24 42 
36 NR 
24 NK 

4 I.2 
1 3 
3 12 

12 .L 2 
24 24 
24 36 
12 24 

1 1 
12 18 
24 48 

1 4 
36-60 36-60 

Question 21 ----I--- - - ---.... 

Communi- .---- Non-Communix 
?ystems Systems 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

LTA 
LTA 
A 

MTA 
A 

LTA 
A 

LTA 

A 
A 

LTA 
LTA 
LTA 

A 
A 
A 

LTA 
LTA 
LTA 
MTA 

A 
LTA 
A 

LTA 

Quuation 22. Have you had any difficulties filling authorized 
positions on a timely basis? 

i 

Yes (39) .__-. “.. .“-l-llll- 

CT NJ WV SC WI KS AZ ID 
Mb; NY FL I r, AR MO CA WA 
N I.1 DE KY MI LA NE HI AK 
RI MD MS MN OK co NV NM 
VT VA NC OH TX IA MT 

No c1L.i. -- - 

ND 
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! Question 23. To what extent, if any, have each of the following j 
been obstacles to filling positions on a tirnefy i 

i basis? / 

Key: 
1 Very Great Extent 
2 Substantial or Great Extent 
3 Moderate Extent 
4 Some Extent 
5 Little or No Extent 

Perceived 
Temporary 

State 
Ceilings on State- State-Wide m 

Availability Nature of 
Limited State of Federally 

State Authorized Wide Personnel Service Recruiting mency Disciplines Supported 
State Salary Staff Freeze Reductions Procedures Efforts Requirement Needed Positions 

CT 
ME 
NH 
RI 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE 
MD 
VA 
WV 
FL 
KY 
MS 
NC 
SC 
IL 

3 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

5 
1 
2 
5 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 = 
4 
1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
3 

3 
1 
2 
4 
5 
5 
5 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 
5 
1 
3 
5 
3 

5 
1 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
2 
2 
5 
2 
5 
3 
3 
2 
5 

4 
3 
3 
5 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 

4 
5 
3 
4 
3 
3 
2 
5 
1 
4 
3 
4 
5 
4 
4 
3 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
4 
2 
3 
2 
1 
3 
5 
1 
3 
1 
1 
5 
5 
1 
2 
1 

5 
4 
1 
4 
3 
5 
4 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
5 
3 
1 
3 
3 



4 
I 

w 
0 

State 

31 
MN 
OH 
WI 
AR 
LA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 
KS 
MO 
NE 
co 
?fT 
AZ 
CA 
HI 
NV 
AK 
ID 
WA 

State 
Salary 

4 
5 
1 
3 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
4 
3 
1 
3 
1 
2 
4 
1 
2 

4 
1 
4 
1 
1 
5 
1 
4 
5 
3 
5 
3 
3 
2 
1 
5 
2 
4 
2 L 
5 
1 
1 

State- 
Gdide 
Freeze 

5 
3 
5 
5 
3 
5 
5 
1 
5 
3 
5 
4 
5 
5 
1 
5 
1 
1 
2 
5 
2 
1 

State 
Civil 
Service 
Procedures 

3 
2 
5 
3 
5 
5 
2 
5 
5 
2 
4 
3 
4 
3 
4 
1 
2 
1 
4 
1 
4 
2 

Lir,ited 
Recruitinq 
Efforts 

5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
1 
4 
3 
2 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
2 

1 
5 
1 
3 
1 
5 
5 
5 
1 
1 
1 
2 
5 
2 
2 
3 
3 
5 
2 
3 
3 
1 

Tezmorarv 
xattire of 
Federallr- 
Suppcrted 
Positicr?s 

5 
1 
5 
3 
3 
5 
2 
4 
4 
1 
5 
2 
1 
5 
3 
5 
5 
3 
2 
4 
4 
5 



II‘ 
MI 

MN 

(NI 

WI 

RI< 

I,A 

NY 

(a) 

(a) 
(a) 

I;; 

(a) 

( a 1 

(a) 
( a 1 
(nl 
(a) 

(a) 

(al 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

( a I 
( a 1 

(a) 

(al 

(al 

(a) 

( a 1 

(al 

lna&~Iuat,tt salary; (b) Personnel Department takes 
too long to process ,job openings. 
F’txczc by Stat.c personnel. 
Low salary structure. 
1,ow wa1arie.s. 
Lack of properly trained personnel (water supply; 
pubIic health) ; (b) Slow personnel system. 
Civi 1 Service procedures; (b) State salary struc- 
ture; (c) Availability of engineers. 
St”iit:e Department of Civil Service and Budget Offi.ce 
approval. 
fliring fretlze; (b) State personnel policies. 
Salary. 
Stil‘3tTY. 
Statfr salary structure: (b) Availability of disci- 
plincs needed. 
Salaries: (b) Availability; (c) Authorization for 
positions by DOA; (d) Low priority of program. 
Inadequate salaries for engineering & technical 
pf.:rsonnel.. 
State salary structure: (b) State Civil Service 
[JrC)c+2tlu re $3 . 
Low salary structure; (b) No qualified people 
available. 
St-ate salary structure is not competitive with 
industry or Federal government for similar posi- 
t. i. 0 n 53 . 
Lack of properly qualified enqineers. 
I,ack of qraduatc engineers with some water supply 
training. 
Cei Iings on authorized staff levels; (b) Perceived 
temporary nature of Federally supported positions. 
State salary structure; (b) Funding: (c) Authoriza- 
tion of table of organization. 
State freeze on creating new positions. Rave 
ljudget but cannot hire. 
Xnadecjuate salaries; (h) Incorrect position classi- 
fication; (c) Inadequate salary increases: (d) 
Availability of Environmental Engineers. 
Cannot find competent engineers who will work for 
the low state salary. 
Delay in receiving grant monies and difficulties 
in carrying over grant monies: (b) State’s slow 
process inq of new employees: (c) Temporary classi- 
fication of Federally supported positions. 
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OK 
‘I’X 
IA 

K 2; 
MO 

NE 

C: 0 
MT 

nz 
CA 
t1.l 

NV 
AK 

II) 
WA 

( a ) 
( 3 1 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

(a) 
( CI 1 

( ii ) 
( a 1 

Per, L’ salary structure. 
!ihorta~~~r: of engineering qraduatcs. 
Lack of adequate long term funding: (b) Lack of 
authorizf;c'l positions; (c) difficulty in securing 
r:nqLnecrs with State salaries, 
I ~~atlcc~uat,e salary to be competitive. 
Salaries: (b) Availability of trained personnel; 
Civi 1. Service procedures. 
Assured continuity of Federal funds and Legisla- 
tive refusal to assume responsibility for iinanc- 
inq Pederally mandated activi.ties. 
AvaiXability of disciplines needed. 
statewide freeze on hiring: (b) Availability of 
personnel adequately trained who are willing to 
work in Montana. 
FJon-competitive salary with industry. 
Hiring freeze brought on try Proposition 13. 
:.; t a t 0 salary structure in relation to the respon- 
fii),ility incurred. 
state salary structure. 
Getting approval of positions through State system 
ant1 the following State hiring procedures. 
Low salary in engineering positions. 
Availability of qualified candidates (aggravated 
by eompct.ition by other public and private employ- 
(jt)S, salary structure). 
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F -_I-, ---------._-- ----- 
Qucfzit. ion 2%. For the two year period ending December 31, 

1978, please enter below: a, the approximate 
number of professional staff that have left 
your program voluntarily to take employment 
elsewhere and b. 

experience. 
--- 1 the approximate number of 

those who left who had three or more years of 

Key: NR No Response 
Note: Numbers have been rounded. 

Uuestinn 26. I If you have had professional staff leave during 
the past two years, what are the major reasons 
most often cited for leaving? - 

Key: NR No Response 

Question 25 Question 26 -I-lll_t---.--~- - .- --.--.. ____---.---- 

NH 
It I 
VT 
NJ 
NY 
DE: 
M I) 

VA 

WV 

F‘ I, 
KY 
MS 

NC 
SC 

Number With ~- -- 
Who 3 Years 
Left Exerience Reasons Cited for Leaving _-.-- --- 

2 1 

1 1 

2 2 
1 1 
0 0 
3 2 
0 0 
0 0 
6 6 

22 14 

7 4 

5 3 
4 4 
1 1 

0 0 
5 2 

(a) To broaden experience; (b) Re- 
turn to school. 

(a) Badgering by immediate super- 
visor. 

(a) Salary; (b) Fringe benefits. 
(a) Low salary. 

(a) Better salaries elsewhere. 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

t:; 

(a) In-house bureaucratic hassle: 
(b) Higher salary offer. 

Salary; (b) Seek more challeng- 
ing job. 
Better salary; (b) Tired of 
bureaucratic red tape; (cl 
Tired of being policemen. 
Inadequate salary: (bl Chance 
for advancement. 
More money. 
Inadequate salaries. 
Salary structure; (b) Potential 
advancement. 
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MN 
011 
WI 

AH 

ItA 
NM 
OK 
TX 
IA 

MT 

N I.) 
A% 
CA 

WI 
NV 
AK 

Quc:;ti.on 25 . ._~__".*". ."_ _" ..-. ___I .- ._._ ..--..-. - -- 

0 
17 

7 

9 

N 14 
2 

15 
10 

3 

3 
N H 

1 

2 

2 

0 
5 
5 

0 
0 
2 

With --:L. 
3 Years I.I. -, "-lf~.. 
Ex*erlence ---- 

2 
2 

0 
9 
1 

6 (a) 

NR 
0 

10 
7 
1 

3 
NH 

1 

2 

1 

0 
2 
3 

0 
0 
1 

Question 26 ___." ._ .._ - _. - _.-_.._ -_ _-__ - ._^_.. -- .-._ .-.._ . _ _. _ 

Reasons Cited for Lr;aviny 

(a) netter paying job. 
(a) Wanted t9 try public practice 

as opposed to stat<; regulatory 
career. 

(a) 
(a) 

(a) 
(a) 
(a) 
(a) 

;:i 
(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

Salary; (h) Other experience. 
Advancement opportunity; (b) 
Pay 
Salary: (b) Limited salary in- 
creases; (c) Limited professiona 
clrowth: (d) Unacceptability of 
enforcing over-restrictive I'd- 
era1 requlations. 
NR 
Salary 
Poor salary structure. 
Hiqher salaries in other fields. 
Ability to make more money: (lo) 
Frustration over program changes 
and complexity. 
Salary. 
Salary. 
Disagreement wi.th Federal ap- 
proach for implementation of 
SDWA. 
One transferred within tlepart- 
ment; (b) One didn't like re- 
quired move. 
One left to go into consultiny 
for more varied experience; (b) 
Another to go into contracting 
and equipment sales. 

(a) Better salary. 
(a) Return to graduate school; (h) 

Take another engineering job. 

(a) Promotion to position in water 
Dollution control program; (b) 
Employee dissatisfied with regu- 
latory and paper schufiling as- 
pects of program. 
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s t. Cl t.c 

I I) 

WA 

3 (a) Salary; (b) Desire a different 
challenge; (c) Promotional oppor- 
tuni ties. 

2 (a) Opportunities for advancement 
(and thereby higher salaries). 

__--_--__--* 
Qirc*!; t. ion 27 . Overal I., how would you characterize your rela- 

tionship with ISPA regional staff? --.-- - 

Number of --.-.A. -- States Responding 

22 
13 

2 
3 
0 

-_ --_- 
Qur?st. ion 28. To what extent, if at all, do you feel the EPA 

headquarters staff understands the problems you --I” ----- 
face as a State program director in administer- 
ing your program? I 

V<:r-y IrC~rqe Extent 
!;ut,st,IntiaI Extent 
Mocl~:r~ltt? Extent 
SOlll~! l*:xtlt>nt. 
1,it.t. Ir? or No Extent 

hJumber of States Responding - 

2 
5 
6 
9 

18 
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, 

Siynlficant Positive Impact 
Positive Impact 
LittLe or No Impact. 
Negative Impact 
Significant Negative Impact 

Number of States Responding __-_.--- 

5 
4 
6 

16 
9 

- -- 
Question 30. To what extent, if any, has EPA monitoring of 

your performance under SDWA assisted you in 
improving program performance? 

Very Large Extent 
Substantial Extent 
Moderate Extent 
Some Extent 
Little or No Extent 

Number of States Responding -~- 

3 
1 
7 
9 

20 

Question 31. To what extent, if any, do you feel your view- 
point as a State program director is given ade- 
quate consideration in the following EPA pro- 
cesses? 

Regulation icy Pal 
Making Process Makinq Process 

Very Great Extent 0 0 
Substantial or Great Extent 3 1 
Moderate Extent 8 11 
Some Extent 10 9 
Little or No Extent 19 19 
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QU~.!S1: ion 32. PIeasc enter- below the name(s) of the organiza- 
tion(s), that you fee.1 best represent your views 
t 0 : a. the U.S. Congress and b. the EPA. 

U.S. Caress “--_-...--. - EJPA 

26 31 
14 9 

4 0 
0 3 
3 0 
7 7 

-.-- “._--_--~-- --I1 

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. 

!)rlfar~i zot ion Number of States Responding ---- --.--.- 

KPA R~.:~J i01j 18 
Crmf et-~IIL:~ oi’ State Sanitary 

Knqi nl!c!rr; (CSSK) 15 
Fil’A 1. 3 
Amc:ric,in Wdt(:r Works 

Association (AWWA) 11 
Othf2r !it:ate Program Directors 2 
None? 2 
() t. h f”! t (Ot:“litnizntions named only once) 10 

Note: Re riponsf? 3 not additive due to 
mu lt.iplc State responses. 

(087160) 
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