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ERRATA SHEET

A misprint was made in printing the cover of this report. The
title of this report should read:

A Progress Report: State Implementation of
EPA Guidelines on the Use of Population Projections

This report was prepared by the Sierra Club, 530 Bush Street,
San Francisco, California 94108 financed in part by a grant from
the Environmental Protection Agency. The contents do not
necessarily reflect the views and policies of the Environmental
Protection Agency.

Should you have any questions concerning this report, please
contact Cathy 0'Connell, Environmental Protection Specialist on
(202) 755-8056.
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September 15, 1979

TO: Envirommental Leaders, Activists on Population Projectiouns,
and Others

FROM: Judith Kunofsky, Population & Growth Policy Specialist
and Project Director
Donald Forman, Project Associate

One of the most important, and often ignored, influences

on envirommental decision-making at all levels of govern-
ment is the population projection used. Projections are
used to prepare clean air and clean water planms throughout
the country, to calculate the size of a sewage treatment
facility for which federal funding is available, to assess
the need for and extent of highway expansions or mass
transit, to evaluate costs and"bgqefits of proposed
water diversion projects, to project recreational
needs and forecast energy demand.

Because the use of population projections can in some
ways be self-fulfilling, they are important tools for

_those concerned "about land use or growth policy.

The way projections are used can help solve - or aggravate -
environmental problems. Construction of a sewage tresatment
facility can foster the paving over of prime agricultural
land. The ensuing sprawl development can create new and
worse ailr pollution and water pollution, and increase energy
use. A water diversion project designed to meet ''projected
needs'" can cause problems at the source of the water and
in the basin to which the water is brought. A highway
built to £ill projections of automobile travel can take
needed funds - and riders - away from mass transit.

Similarly, by shaping federal investment, the use of
population projections can be a strong influence on the
future of America's cities and towns: They can assist in
economic changes which would not otherwise nave occurred.
They can help fund development in parts < an area which
would otherwise have remained undeveloped or, conversely,
help promote the ravitalization of a city.

530 Bush Street San Francisco, California 94108 (415) 981-8634



The fifty states are now in the process of implementing
relatively new EPA guidelines on the use of population
projecticns in its programs, The attached report is one
of the results of a small grant from the Environmental
Protection Agency to the Sierra Club to conduct a2 tele-
phone survey of the states and let you know how well

the process has been going. We have paid particular
attention to how much and what kinds of public partici-
pation has been taking place,

Section 4.4 of the report describes opportunities for
your involvement in the next few months,

The EPA process is also important because it may serve
as a model for similar efforts in other federal agencies.
The Office of Management & Budget and Department of
Commerce are expected, this fall, to issue a proposal
for the development and use of a consistent set of popu-
lation projections in all federal programs which use
projections in a funding formula. This is likely to
involve not only EPA's pollution control programs, but
also various transportation, water policy, and urban
development programs (and others) throughout the faderal
government,

We are available to assist you in learning more about

EPA's use of population projections and what your state

has been doing. As a result of our telephone conversations,
we have much more information about each state than we

have been able to include in this report. We strongly

urge anyone interested in becoming involved at the state
level to contact us for assistance and additional ideas,

Finally, the Sierra Club publishes Population Reporc, a
free newsletter that focuses on federal policy on the use
of population projections and national trends in population
growth. We would be happy to send it to you.

N DV”A)\?»\ ﬁ/ﬂ«b&{/ Y

Judith Runofsk Donald Forman

Thanks to Annie Stine for the graphics and Marina Wadopian
for production assistance.
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1.1 SIERRA CLUB INVOLVEMENT IN POPULATION PROJECTIONS

For several years the Sierra Club has been interested in

the use and abuse of population projections in federally-
funded programs. The Sierra Club has sponsored a continuing
program of training its members and involving them in the
issue of population projections.

Projecting the numbers of people expected to live in a
region and the distribution of their homes and jobs
around the region is ome of the important components

of developing air and water quality plans. The numbers
and their distribution affect transportation patterns
and automobile use; the amount of water used in lawns

and gardens; runoff problems associated with construction
activities; the number of dry-cleaners and attendant air
pollution; the amount of area coverad bv pavement and

therefore possible problems with drainage of stormwater,
etc.

In general, the higher the projection, i.e., the greater
the population, the more difficult it is to meet any
particular set of standards. This is because there are
more people whose activities can produce pollution.

The distribution of population, though, is also very
significant. For example, a population living in
suburbia and commuting with automobiles to jobs would
produce more air pollution per person and in total than
if they were living more compactly and used buses, or

if they commuted shorter distances by automobile.

In at least some cases in the past, communities used
different projections for different purposes. This was

not only confusing and a possible waste of money and dupli-
cation of effort, but also was not a good way to meet
public needs: Use of different projections might direct
growth in different ways, thus cancelling the impact of
both the programs. Or one program may be using projections
to calculate needs for certain public services, while
another program causes growth to occur elsewhere in the
community. Thus, the first program's efforts are not

only useless but expensive.



In September, 1978 the Envirommental Protection Agency
(EPA) published guidelines that fundamentally changed the
process by which population projections are developed

for use in EPA's water quality and air quality programs.

Eszentially, the change was as follows: In the past,
whatever projection a community or its consultant pre-
pared was accepted as reasonable. This "bottom-up"
approach resulted in projections being used around the
country which totalled several tens of millions more than
the projected U.S. population for 1990 even under the
highest fertility assumptions. Now, however, the process
is more a "cascading' or '"top-down'' one: Each state has
received a federally-prepared projection and all fifcy
sum to the Census Buresau's medium projection for U.S.
population growth. The states have until October 1, 1979
to submit to EPA allocations of that projection for parts
of the state. EPA funding for the counstruction of sewage
treatement facilities and related planning efforts for air
and water quality are then tied to those projectious.

In spring, 1979 the Sierra Club wanted to inform its members
of the status of state implementation of the population
projections guidelines. EPA at that time did not have
sufficient information on the states to enable this. The
Environmental Protection Agency then agreed to give the
Sierra Club a small grant to conduct a telephone survey of
all fifty states to assess the status of the disaggregations
in each state and provide that information to our members.
It is our hope that this information will enable many more
people arcund the country to become involved in the precess.

In addition, the Sierra Club agreed to compile
problems identified by the states in order to provide
EPA with information which might further improve the
process in the future,

This report is one of the results of that grant.

This project has been financed in part with Federal

funds from the Environmental Protection Agency under
grant number T90101801u. The contents lo not necessarily
reflect the views and policies of the Envirommental
Protection Agency.



This report has been prepared with a variety of audiences

in mind. We are primarily addressing citizen activists
around the country, whom we hope will become more involved
in the development and use of population projections for
their communities. We are also sending this report to each
of the individuals in state governments whom we contactad.
We hope that our compilation of suggestions for improving
the process will be of use to the Environmental Protection
Agency. TFinally, in some ways the EPA guidelines are a
"pilot study" of how such a process of developing national
consistency in projections can work. The Office of Manage~
ment and Budget and Department of Commerce will scon be
proposing a similar system to cover all federal programs
which use population projections in funding-allocation
formulas. We hope that our observations and recommendations
will be of use in demonstrating the strengths and wezknesses
of EPA's approach and will therefore enable a federal-wide
system to be a more effective and useful omne.



1.2 HISTORY OF THE EPA PROJECTIONS GUIDELINES

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972 stated that the size of any sewage treatment facility
built under the terms of the Act should

"relate directly to the needs to be served by such
works, including sufficient reserve capacity. The
amount of reserve capacity provided shall be approved
by the Administrator (of EPA) on the basis of a
comparison of the cost of constructing such reserves

as a part of the works to be funded and the anticipated
cost of providing expanded capacity at a date when

such capacity will be required." (section 204(a)(3) )

The Act also required EPA to publish cost-effectiveness
guidelines for conducting such an analysis, and to revise
them at least on an annual basis. Guidelines were published,
and a proposed set of amendments to those, incorporating

many of the concepts currently being imp.emented, was
circulated in mid-1976. Proposed amendments were then
published in the Federsl Register on February 4, 1977,

In 1977, Congress debated and passed amendments to

the Act, now called the Clean Water Act. The House of
Representatives proposed no change in section 204(a)(5).

The Senate, however, proposed that federal funding be

limited to facilities with reserve capacity for ten years

in the future; interceptor sewers and "associated appurtenances"
were to be funded 20 years into the future.

The Senate report stated that, "One puryese of this amendment
is to concentrate available funds on correction of existing
municipal problems" (emphasis added). Senator fuskie
commented that the goal of the funds provided by the Clean
Water Act "is not to finance the future growth needs of the
United States.” An Administration representative supported
the Senate proposal, known as the 10-20 formula, citing

the successful California experience in implementing such
limitations and acknowledged that ''Overbuilding has been a
problem."




The Conference Committee version, which was integrated
into the Clean Water Act, amended Sectiom 204 (a) (5) to
add the following toc the section quoted above:

... at a date when such capacity will be raquiread

"after taking into account, in accordance with regu-
lations promulgated by the Administrator, efforts to
rdduce total flow of sewage and unnecessary water
consumption., The amount of reserve capacity eligible
for a grant under this title shall be determined by

the Administrator taking into account the projectad
population and associated commercial and industrial
establishments within the jurisdiction of the appli-
cant to be served by such treatment works as identified
in an approved facilities plan, an areawide plan under
section 208, or an applicable municipal master nlan of
development. For the purpose of this paragraph, section
208, and any such plan, projected population shall be
determined on the basis of the latest information
available from the Unitéd States Department of Commerce
or from the States as the Administrator, by regulation,
determines appropriate....."”

In compliance with this requirement, and following the
ideas developed in the earlier published draft, EPA issued
interim regulations implementing the Clean Water Act of
1977 on April 23, 1978. These included, in Appendix 4,
cost-effectiveness guidelines with a section on population
projections, and went into effect June 26 of that year.

After a comment period, a final set of regulations for the
Construction Grants Program was frinted in the Federal
Register on September 27, 1978. These contained the
guidelines on population projections which are the subject
of this report. A copy of the guildelines and the Federal
Register discussion of comments received on the earlier
draZt is in section 2.3.

-11-



1.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE EPA GUIDELINES

These guidelines appear to have developed over a period
of years because of a variety of councerms:

A.

Congressional testimony that the total projections
being used arocund the country was substantially greater
than any reasonable projection of U.S. population,

and that as a result substantizl overbuilding was
taking place,

Concern in Congress and the Admini~tration that the

size and staging of municipal sewage treatment facilities
be cost-effective, i.e. produce the most improvement

in water quality per dollar expanded:

To the extent that money is used for "reserve capacity"
in one community, it is not available to solve current
water polluticn problaems elsewhere.

To the extent that a facility is built which is too
big, the community must bear the burden of excessive
operation and maintenauce costs, as well as its
share of the construction costs.

Concern that the wastewater treatment program could
create new pollution problems by subsidizing sprawl
and loss of agcicultural land and zjcravating air and

water pollution - unless the solution is in scale to
the problem being addressed.

Concern reflected in the President’s Urban Policy, of
which these guidelines are a part, that federal programs
help maintain the integrity of cities and towns.,

Complaints from a variety of sources that inconsistent
projections are often used in a particular community

among various EPA programs or among the programs of
different federal agencies, In the former case, plans

to meet air quality and water quality standards might be
inconsistent., In the latter, federal programs might be
using projectioné in such a way that the programs effects
do not reinforcé each other.




1.4 PROJECT PROCEDURES

Project staff consisted of Judith Xunofsky and Donald Forman
who were based in the national office of the Sierra Club in

San Francisco. Additiomal volunteers were involved in other
states.

Staff first contacted each Regional Office of the Environmental
Protection Agency and spoke with the individuals who are working
the most closely with the states in complying with the projec~
tions regulations. We spoke with approximately 44 pecple in

FP), We asked for their most recent information om the state's
progress in implementing the guidelines and for the name of

their contact in the state.

We then called each of the fifty states, beginning with the
person identified by the EPA staff. In some states, this
person was the one with responsibility for implementing the
process. In other states we were referred subsequently to
various people until we found a person with responsibility
for the projections.

We informed each state that we were preparing a report for

our members on the implementation of the projections guidelines,
and that we were looking for suggestions for improving the
process.

We followed a prepared list of questions, adjusting them to
fit the situations in particular states and omitting certain
low priority questions in the interest of time. The state
calls lasted between twenty minutes and one hour. Notes on
the discussions were almost always retyped within twenty-four
hours of the calls.

The project began on August 9. Phone calls were made during
a six week period between July 16 and August 27. We spoke
with approximately 70 people in the states.




Disclaimers

We attempted to record our conversations with the states and

to summarize them as accurately as possible. Because these

were phone interviews, and because the states did not have

an opportunity to review our summaries, it is possible we have
misrepresented details of the situation in some states. Nomnetheless,
we believe that the overall picture we-present in this report is

an accurate one, representing the situation in each of the states

as of the date of our discussions with them and as reported by the
individuals we contacted.

In some cases we found that different individuals in one state
gave very different accounts of the general process of prepar-
ing projections in the state and how the state was complying
with EPA; therefore it is possible that for some states in
which we spoke with only one persom, the picture we received
is not complete.

Furthermore, our conversations were with individuals who at
times were undoubtedly expressing their personal opinions
rather than official views of the states. Our discussion of
suggestions for improviang the process and general attitudes
reflects a compilation of these individual views and should
not be interpreted to necessarily reflect the official views
of the states.

In many states the process of complying with EPA guidelines
was nowhere near completad at the time of our discussions
with them. The situation in particular stat<s, then, may be
different at the time of publication of this report than
when our information was gathered.

Finally, the report includes stories of particular states
and opinions of individuals with whom we spoke. Those
opinions, although sometimes placed in quotation marks,

are in some cases paraphrases. We attempted to retain the
intent of the speaker while clarifying wording and grammar.

-14-



CHAPTER 2

THE EPA GUIDELINES ON THE USE OF POPULATION PROJECTIONS

The most ''accurate" description of any set of regulations or
guidelines is, of course, the original text itself. However
in this case, where the guidelines are in small type and
tersely written, a more leisurely explanation is certainly
warranted. We here present,first, a two-minute version,

the Federal Register discussion of comments received in
response to an earlier drafc, and then the text of the
guidelines themselves.

2.1 A Two-Minute Version of the Guidelines
2.2 A Ten-Minute Version of the Guidelines
2.3 Further Questions

2.4 Examples

2.5 Discussion in the Federal Register and Text of the Guidelines

-15-
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2.1 A TVUO-MINUTE VERSION OF THE GUIDELINES

In the past, population projections were prepared by local
govermments or 0y consulting engineers preparing to build
a particular sewage treatment facility <£or the local
government. The population projection for the area to be
served together with information and assumptions about per
capita water use and expected industrial water use are
used in a "cost-effectiveness analysis'" which determines
how large a facility should be built initially to maximize
the benefit gained per dollar spent.

Under the Clean Water Act, a sewage treatment facility whose
size is determined by such an analysis is entitled to have 75%
of its construction costs paid for by the federal govermment,
If the facility uses innovative or altermative technoclogies,
the federal share of the cost can be 85%. A community can
always build a larger facility as long as the additional
construction costs are paid for in some other way.

The population projections that were prepared in this way
totalled tens of millions o0f peorle wore than even the Ligh
projection of U.S. population in the year 1990, Furthermorsz,
they were often inconsistent with projections being used in
EPA or other federal programs in the same community.

EPA's process is now a ''cascading" or "top-down'' approach.

The Bureau of the Census prepares projections for the U.S., popu-
lation. EPA contracted with the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA)
to disaggregate, or allocate, the medium Census Bureau projection
to projections for each of the states. Each state was sent this
projection, and can either accept it or amneal., Then each

state divides that projection into projections for so-called
"designated 208 agencies'" and other parts of the state such

as counties., (Under Section 208 of the Clean Water Act, the
Governor of a state can choose - i.,e., designate - certain
substate agencies to develop the clean water plans for their
area. These agencies, which are sometimes regional planning
agencies or counties, are often called "designated 208 agencies”
or ""208's". Similarly, Section 201 of the Act sets up the
program of federal funding for comstruction of publicly owned
sewage treatment facilities. Those facilities are sometimes
called "201 facilities" and the areas they serve ''facility
planning areas" or '"20l areas." )

Subsequently, esch 208 agency or county will prepare projections
for its cities, towns, and facility planning areas. The
projections that come out of this process are the only ones
which will qualify for use in determining how much federal
funding is available.

Since the '"reserve capacity" in a sewage treatment facility
can be a major determinant of how much and when and where
growth occurs in a community, it is important for the public
to be involved. -18-



2.2 A TEN-MINUTE VERSION OF THE GUIDELINES

A, The EPA Projectious for the-States

In 1977, the Bureau of Economic aAnalysis in the Department

of Commerce prepared a population projection for each of the
states, They began with a projection for U.S. population
prepared by the Bureau of the Census, also in the Department
of Commerce. That projection, known as Series II, assumes

an average family size of 2,1 children per woman and 400,000
net migration to the United States. That fertility rats is
higher than the current level and the migration rate is lower.
(See 2.3, Question K, for furthar discussion ol the projection).
The projection for the year 2000 is 265,078,000, which is a
204 1increase over the 1979 population of about 220,000,000,

A draft projection was send to each state for comment, but
many states did not respond. Changes were made by BEA in
response to the comments for many of the states. The revised
projection was then sent to the states.

Although BEA will be releasing an updated set of projections
in 1979 as part of its "OBERS'" series of projections, those
numbers do not replace the ones sent to the states for use
in the EPA guidelines at this time.

The number each state was sent can be found in Appendix B,
Individual State Reports.

B. State Review of the EPA Projection

Each state must review this projection and has several choices:

1. The state can use the BEA projection, which we refer to in
this report at the "EPA projection.”

2. The state can use a projection which the state had already
prepared as of 6/26/78 instead of the EPA projection as long
as the year 2000 population projected is not more than t:e
EPA projection plus 5% for the same year. The June 26, 197%

date was when the interim regulations had taken eifect.

3. If a state wants to use a projection existing on 6/26/78
but which is more than 57 greater than EPA's or prefers
any projection prepared more recently than that, it
must get EPA agreement to do so. In the terms of the guide-~
lines, the state must ''request a variance."

Such a request, together with the justification, must be sent

to the EPA R3gional Administrator who will forward it to
the EPA Administrator in Washington, D.C. However, orior to

-19-



making such a request, the state must issue a public

notice of its intention to do so. The Regional Administrator

of EPA must then ''solicit public comments and hold a public
hearing if important issues are raised about the State
projection's validity." EPA regulaticus recuire a 45 day

notice for a public hearing, which can be racuced by EPA to no
less than 30 days if the longer nmotice "'is not needed to encourage
public participation " in that hearins.

C. Disaggregating the Stzte Projection

After it has been decided what projection the state will use,
the state must prepare a ''disaggregation'” of that projection
to parts of the state. A disaggregation is a division of a
projection intoc projections for smaller geographical areas.
It is sometimes called an "allocation'.

The particular geographical areas in the state for which

a projection must be prepared are described in the guidelines
and depend on how the state is doing its water quality nlanning
under the Clean Water Act,

The state must determine a population projection for each of
the following substate areas:
a) each designated 208 agency (see section 2.1)
b) outside designated 208 areas, for each SMSA (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area) and ""all non-SHSA
counties or other jurisdictions." (see definition in 2.3H)
The sum of these projections must not exceed the state projection.
It can be lower if the state wishes.

The state must prepare its disaggregations in consultation with
air quality planning agencies, designated 208 agencies, and
other regional planning agcncies.

We have found that in some states the agency in the '"leagd"
position is the one responsible for water quality planning;

in some it is the agency which prepares populaticn projections
for the state; in others it is a more general policy or
planning agency (see section 3.4).

The dissggregations must be suimitted to EPA by October 1, 1979,
However before the state submits them, the state must hold a
public meeting on the subject. Federal regulations for the
Clean Water Act require no less than a thirty day notice for

a public meeting.




D. Comparing the Projections With Those of 208 Agencies

‘lany designated 208 agencies have alreadvy prepared projections.
Some have been submitted to EPA in the past and in some cases
approved.

The guidelines deal with the problem that the projectiom the
state prepares for the 208 agency's part of the state might
not be the same as that agency's own projection. We should
note here that in some states the 208 agencies began with
state-produced projections.

The guidelines allow the projections to differ in certain
circumstances: ''Where a designated 208 area has, as of June 26,
1978, already prepared a population projection, it may be used
if the year 2000 population does not exceed that of the
disaggregated projection by more than 10 percent.... ILf the

208 area population forecast exceeds the 107 allowance, the

208 agency must lower its projection within the allowance...."

Any such variances for these agencies are over and above the
projection being used by the state for this process (see
section 2.3 for further discussion).

This whole matter might, at first glance, seem superfluous.
If a designated 208 agency already has a projection, why
doesn't the state simply prepare its disaggregation to ''give'
that area of the state the number it is already using?

There are several possible reasous a state might not want or
be able to do this:

1. The projection of the 208 agency may be substantially
greater than a projection already prepared by the state
which the state intends to use. This is not an uncommon
occurrence.

2. The projections of 2ll the 208 agencies taken
together with the rest of the state may be sub-
stantially greater than the projection which the
state wants to use or that EPA permits the state
to use.

3. The state may want to project relatively larger populations
for its non-designated areas (for whatever reasons) and
may do so by preparing a disaggregation which gives the
designated areas less than they have prepared.

These possibilities are discussed in greater detail in-
section 2.4 below.



E. Submitting the Projections to EPA

When the state's disaggregations are ready, the state nust
call a public meeting. EPA regulations require no less than
thirty days notice for a public meeting.

Many states have combined these meetings with hearings on the
208 plans. Other have scheduled separate meetings. Still
others, which already had projections developed separately
from the 208 process believe they complied with the public
meeting requirement in their initial development of those
numbers (see section 4.3 for further comments and analysis).

The projections, revised if necessary, are then submitted
by the states to EPA "as an output of the statewide water
quality management process,” i.e. the 208 process, In some
states, those plans and the projections were submitted in
draft or final form many months ago.

F. Using the Projections

After the projections disaggregations have been
approved by the EPA Regional Administrator, they are supposed
to be used in the following ways:
1, for future 208 planning
2, for future "meeds surveys', conducted every two years
by EPA
3. for the cost-effectiveness analysis, and then the
size of a particular sewage treatment facility whose

facility plans are "prepared under step 1 grant assistance
awarded later than 6 months after Agency approval of the

State disaggregations.” (4 step l grant is the first

one awarded by EPA for developing the plans for a facility)

G. Projections for Facility Planning Areas

In some cases, the projections the state prepares will not be
down to the level required for planning a particular facility.
Timetables for preparing those projections are discussed in
section 2.3H below.

H. Revising the Projections

The guidelines say that '"'State projections and disaggregations

may be updated periodically in accordance with Agency guidelines.'

-22-



2.3 FURTHER QUESTIONS

A. Do these guidelines prevent a community from building a larger
sewage treatment facility or planning for more population
growth than is in the projection that comes from this process?

No. A community can build a larger facility if it pays for

the additional capacity itself., Similarly, a community can

plan for larger population growth as long as those larger
projections are the ones used in its air quality and water quality
plans. The guidelines are not restrictions on planning or

on community goals, only on the amount of faderal money available.

B. Does this process affect how much money each state gets for
the Construction Grants Program, which funds sewage treatment
facilities throughout the state?

No. The Clean Water Act Amendments of 1977 fix the amount of
money, or rather the percentage of the appropriation, which

is available to each state. The final population projection
prepared under this process therefore does not affect the money
available.

The size of any particular facility, though, and therefore the
relative distribution of money around the state, may be affected.

Suppose, for example, that the state keeps the same priority
list it had before, i.e. d.es not change its ordering of what
projects it wants to build first. And suppose that the effect
of the guidelines in that particular state is to reduce the
population projections being used by local governments or
planning bodies for this program. Then the effect of the guide-
lines on actual construction is that the state, with its fixed

pool of federal money, can fund more facilities, each of which
receives less federal funding.
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C. What 1if a state prepares its population projection by
aggregating (i.e. summing or adding up) projections
prepared initially for substate regions?

The state still must submit any request for a variance from
the state number first.

Quite a few states, including North Dakota, Mevada, YNew Yorlk,
ontana, and Utah, are preparing their projections this way
(see Appendix B).

D. Are the state disaggregations supposed to reflect "trands'
or "goals"?

The guidelines do not specify either, although at least one
state mistakenly assumed that the disaggregations were r=aquired
to be "trend" or "baseline" projections. In fact, szveral
states 3re explicitly including established state goals in
their disaggregations.*

One of the problems with population projections is that equally
qualified professionals could produce different population
projections for the same geographical area; there is therefore
always a policy decision to be made on whose projections are

to be used. .

E. Who decides in what circumstances a designated 208 agency
is allowed to use the up~to~10% variance?

That decision, according to EPA, is made jointly by the state
and the EPA Regional Administrator

*See definitions and discussion in sectiomn 3.5.
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F. Do the 107 variances available to designated 208 agencies
have to be included in the 3% variance available fo states?

No. The guidelines specifically say they do not: 'Where a
designated 208 area has, as of June 26, 1978, already prepared
a population projection, it may be used if the year 2000
projection does not exceed that of the disaggregated projection
by more than 10 percent. THE STATE MAY THEN INCREASE ITS
POPULATION PRQJECTION TO INCLUDE ALL SUCH VARIANCES RATHER
THAN LOWER THE POPULATICN PROJECTION TOTALS FOR THE OTHER
ARFAS." (emphasis added)

This is the most widely wisunderstood provision of the
guidelines (see section 2.4 below).

G. Can the state projection be more than 5% lower than EPA's?

Yes. The state's projection can be as low as it likes. The
guidelines talk about the need for a variance only when the
state's projection is higher than EPA's.

In fact, quite a few states have submitted or will be submicting
projections lower than EPA's. See Appendix B for examples.

H., What must be done after October 17

Paragraphs (4) and (5) in the guidelines describe what
additional disaggregations must be prepared after EPA approves
the ones submitted by October 1.

The specific reference to another deadline is in paragraph (6)
which states that, "Facilities plans prepared under step 1
grant assistance awarded later than 6 months after Agency
approval of the State disaggregations shall follow populaticn
forecasts developed in accordance with these guidelines.'

Certain of the additional disaggregations are required (within
designated 208 areas and within SMSA's which are outside 208's)
while others are optional (outside both SMSA's and 208's).
Projections in these latter areas need to be prepared only in
conjunction with a particular facility plan.

(An SMSA, or Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, is a metro-
politan area containing at least ome city -~ or twin cities -

of 50,000 or more population, the county in which it is located,
and any adjacent counties that are both metropolitan in character
and socially and economically integrated with the central city.

A list of SMSA's is prepared by the U.S. Office of Management

and Budget.
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I. How did the Bureau of Economic Analysis produce the
state projections?

The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) produces a set of
projections called OBERS, an acronym for the names of the

two agenci:zs which originally had responsibility for the
program. The 1972 OBERS projections were published in 1974
and included a consistent set of economic and population fore-
casts for economic areas, water resources regions and subareas,
states, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's) and
Non-3MSA portions of the areas. The next complete set is

due in 1979,

For EPA, BEA updated its 1972 projections only at the state
level. They used their economic model to project the state
analogue of gross national product and used state trends to
project per capita income. By relating the two, they developed
a population projection for each state.

They did not do a demographic projection, i.e. one which looks
at fertility and migration trends for the states. That is

type of projections are prepared by the Bureau of the Census.
The most recent set of Census Bureau demographic projections
was mleased in October, 1978, Those projections are different
from the BEA projections and are not involved in the EPA
process. see also question K. below.

J. How does this process relate to the one which will be
proposed by the Office of Management & Budget and Department
of Commerce, which would apply to «ll federal programs which
use projections in their funding decisions?

The EPA guidelines are a separate process. The proposals by
0.M.B. and the Dept, of Commerce are not scheduled to appear

in draft form in the Federal Register until fall, 1979 and

the state projections in that process would not be availsble
until perhaps 1981, If the OMB proposals are issued in final
form, EPA might then need to revise its own guidelines to

ensure consistency; however the EPA guidelines are in effect now
are will remain so even if the OMB proposals are not issued

in final form.

Of course, many people are looking at the EPA process as a
pllet program of how such a nationally consistent system might
work,



K. 1Is the projection BEA used the most recent projection for
the United States.

Actually, it is not, bur the differences are small. The Bureau
of the Census medium (Series II) projection for the year 2000,
issued in October, 1973, was 262,494,000, They updated the
projection in July, 1977 and this most recent projection gives
260,373,000 for the year 2000.

The BEA projections were released in early 1977 and began

with the earlier Census Bureau projection. However BEA also
took account of the acknowledged undercount in 1970 of more
than four million people. That explains why the BEA projection
for the year 2000 is several million pecple greater than the
Census Bureau's,

The projections above also include projections for the District
of Columbia, which is not discussed in this report. The 3BEA
lists a 7/77 population for the District of 690,000 and a year
2000 projection of 661,000.
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2.4 EXAMPLES

EXAMPLE A

Suppose a state has one designated 208 agency, called Metro COG
and exactly one other SMSA encompassing the rest of the state,
called Greater Bigtown. Suppose that the projection the state
has to use is one million for the year 2000 and that the
existing Metro COG projection, being used in water quality
planmning, is 600,000 for that year.

Possibility #1: Give Metro COG exactly the projection it already
has and g¢ive Greater Bigtown a projection of 400,000 for
the year 2000.

However this may be unacceptable to Greater Bigtown, which
itself may have a larger projection or want a larger one.

Possibility #2: Give MetroCOG 91% of its projection, namely
546,000. Then allow Metro COG to get a 107 variance.
In other words, Metro COG can use a projection of 546,000
+ 54,600 which is 600,600; Metro COG can now continue to
use theprojection it wanted. The states now can give
Greater Bigtown a projection of 1,000,000 minus 546,000
or 454,000!

The state winds up being able to use a projection of
600,000 + 454,000, or 1,054,000,
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EXAMPLE B

Suppose a state is working with a projection of one million
for the year 2000, as in Example A. But suppose the state
now has two designated 208 agencies called Metro COG and

Area COG and that everything else in the state is part of
Greater Bigtown, an SMSA. Suppose that Metro COG and Area COG
have been using projections of 500,000 each for the year

2000,

Clearly, the state can't produce a disaggregation with
500,000 each for Metro COG and Area COG because there would
be nothing left for Grezater Bigtown, not even the current
level of its population.

Possibility #1: Suppose one of the designated 208 agencies
has also prepared a population projection lower than
the one they eventually chose to use for the 208 procass.
Give the 208 that projection and see if enough is
left to satisfy Greater Bigtown.

Possibility #2: Give both Metro COG and Area COG 91% of
their original projections, or 455,000 each. As in
Example 4, "give' each area its 10% variance, bringing
them back to roughly 500,000 each. The state now
has left to allocate 1,000,000 - 455,000 - 455,000, or
90,000. If this is acceptable to Greater Bigtowm,
the state's problems are solved.

If this is not acceptable to Greater Bigtown or to the
state, for whatever reasons, the state has no choice

but to a) give Metro COG or Area 70G even lower projections
b) request a variance of the state number from EPA.

Possibility #3: Suppose the state already has a set of
prajections for regions or counties, or perhaps several
sets. If one set vives a total projection of roughly
one million, the state zould allocate population according
to that projection. Or, if the state has county pro-
jections totalling, say, 1,200,000, the state could give
each of the three areas under consideration 83% of the
sum of their constituent counties' projections.
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2.5 TEXT OF THE GUIDELINES AND DISCUSSION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER

This section contains that portion of the Comstruction
Grants Regulations in the Federal Register of September 27,
1978 which dealt with population projecticms.

_n order are:
* cover page for the entire package of ragulations
* two pages of introductory discussion
* three pages of discussion specifically on the public
response to the earlier draft of the projections
guidelines
* text of the guidelines themselves,
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(6560-01)
Title 40—Protection of Envirenmen?

CHAPTER |—ENVIRCNMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY

(FRL 951-3}

PART 35—STATE AND LOCAL
ASSISTANCE

Subpart E—Grants For Construction
of Treatment Works

AGENCY:. Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Rule.

SUMMARY: This is a conformed ver-
sion of regulations governing the con-
struction grants program for munici-
pal wastewater treatment works. The
substantial changes in the regulations
serve several purposes. The majonty
of the changes implement amend-
ments to the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (FWPCA or the Act) as
amended, contained tn the C(lean
Water Act of 1977 (Pub, L. 95-217 or
the 1977 Act). The reguiations aiso
contain a series of technical amend-
ments that make techrucal, admunis-
rative, and programmasatic changes Lo
facilitate admintstration of and par-
ticipation tn the program. The regula-
tions {ncorporate certain requirements
and incentives to implement the pre-
treatment program for {ndustries con-
tributing to municipal wastewater
treatment works. To enhance public
involvement !n the program, the regu-
lations add public participation activi-
ties In the development of State proj-
ect priorities as well as in the approval
of State-prepared population projec-
tions in the cost-effectiveness analysis
guidelines. Cost-effectiveness analysis
guidelines are completely revised to re-
flect provisions of the 1977 Act and
other major policies. Finally, n re-
sponse to Executive Order 12044 on
improving government regulations, we
have made numerous editorial changes
to make the regulatigns more under-
standable. .

DATES: These {ipal rules are effective
on October 1, 1972, unless otherwise
specified in particular sections. They
apply to grants (including subsequent
related projects) awarded on or after
that date, Comments on changes pro-
posed to §35.936-13 will be accepted
until Novemder 30, 1978.

ADDRESSES: Comments submitted
on these regulations may be inspected
at the Public Information Reference
Unit, EPA Headquarters, Room 2922,
Waterside Mall, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, D.C., between 8 a.m. and
4:30 p.m., on buswness days. EPA-pre-
pared summaries of the comments are
also available. Comments on proposed

RULES AND REGULATIONS

changes to §35 936-13 should be sent
(in tripiicate, if possible) Lo Mr. Alex-
ander J. Greene, Director, Grants Ad-
ministration Division, Attentlon: PM-
216-P “Subpart E,” Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW,,
Washington, D.C. 20460.

PFOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:

Michael B. Cook, Acting Director,
Facility Requirements Division
(WH-547), Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. 401 M Street SW,
Room EI1137D, Washington, D.C.
20460, telephone 202-426-39404.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Certain regulatory changes to imple-
ment the 1977 Act were published on
April 25, 1978, {in the Fepzrar REecis-
TER as {nterim final regulations. These
included changes related to State pri-
orities, grant eligibie categories, land
eligibility, user charges, industrial cost
recovery, grants for individual sys-
tems, combined step 2 and 3 grants,
training focliity grants, Buy America,
cost-e{fectiveness analysis and reserve
capacity. We published these regula-
tions as interim final and generally
made them effective on April 23, 1978,
because they implement provisions in
the 1977 Act that were effective upon
enactment and because they were nec-
essary for ongoing administratica of
the program. Some of the technical
amendments, which were published in
Froerar REcisTzz on June 2, 1978, as
the proposed rules, made changes 0o
the same sections. The provisions can
be distinguished by reading the discus-
sfons. {n this preamble and referring
back to the earlier PepeRaL REGIsTZR
publications, where the regulatory
changes are set forth section by sec-
tion. The remainder of the regulatory
changes that implement the 1977 Act
were proposed on April 25, 1973, De-
cause, under the 1977 Act, they are
not eflective until October 1, 1978, or
because their umplementation was not
cructal to the program’s operation.
These Include provisions on lnnovauve
and alternative technologies, recre-
ational, and open space uses, and the
provision of assistance by EPA to
grant reciptents with respect to con-
ncts.

EPA conducted extensive public par-
tcipation activities in the develop-
ment of these regulations, Prior to ink-
tial publication of any of the regula-
tions in the FPIperar REGISTER, EPA
circulated four drafts of the regula-.
tions implementing the Clean Water
Act. Also in the drafis were changes
on pretreatment and public participa-
tion. We conducted numerous meet-
ings to solicit public input. These in-
cluded 4 days of open meetings in
Washington, D.C., six briefings for
State and local officials neld at EPA
regional offices, and meetings for EPA

(T.m’sf odyct \.‘OnD

advisory groups. Three meetings were
held with State representatives ap-
pointed by the Nationa: Governors’
Conference and by the Association of
State and Interstate Water Pollution
Control Agencies. Two meetings were
held with the Asscciation of Metro-
politan Sewerage Agencies, (wo meet-
ings were held with the Management
Advisory Croup, and presentations
were made al the government effalrs
seminar of the Water Poilution Con-
trol Pederation. We :onsuited repre-
sentatives of Federal agencles [(nfor-
mally. During this prepublication
pericd of ¢ months we received over
1,000 written comments {rom State, re-
gional, and municipal agencies: envir-
ornmental and spec:al interest groups;
and the public generaily. "We circulat.
ed cnme draft of the technical amend-
ments to 1,000 organizations and pri-
vate citizens before publication in the
FInrRAL REGISTER.

On April 25, 1973, EPA published
proposed and interim finaj regulatory
changes to implement the 1977 Act, o
modify pretreatment requiremients,
and to add certain public participation
activities, On June 2, 1978, £PA pub-
Hshed technical amendmen's to the
construction grants regulations as pro-
posed rules. After publication of the
regulations, several environmental and
special nterest Zroups cocrdinated
five areawide conferences cn the regu-
lations in Atlanta, Chicago, Dallas,
Philadeiphia, and San PFrancisco.
These meeungs Wwere attended by
1,000 pcopie.

Duriny June, EPA regional offices
conrducted 14 public meetings g soiicit
comments. The EPA officials responsi-
ble for development of the regulations
macie presentalions and enswered
questions. The regional offices encour-
aged participation by 2 combination of
press releases, mailings and telephone
contacts o interested and aifzcted ¢r-
ganizations. EPA oificials directly re-
sponsible for the regulations met in-
formally with representatives of cther
Federal agencies, environmental, and
special tinterest groups. They also an-
swered Innumerable telephone {nquir-
ey =bout the regulations. EPA re-
ceived over 250 comments on the April
25 regulations and over 45 on the tech-
nical smendments published on June
2. These comments and sumumaries are
available for inspection at thie EFA
PubHe Information Reference Unit at
thre address listed above.

Using the comuments received during
and after the comment period, ZFPA
revised the April 25 regulations. '‘Ae
rnsiled the revised drafl to more than
930 groups, agencies and persons that
commented on prioc drafts. We re-
cetved guick responses {rom various
groups and considered their cormuments
m preparirg the {inal regulations. Be-
sides tiae revsions o tne April 23 reg-
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ulations, the final regulations tncluded
both revisions o the technical amend-
ments and editoral changes.

Altogether the Agency circulated
more than 60,000 copies of various
drafts of the regulations. We received
invaluable assistance from the organi-
zations, agencies, and the public at
large. Commenters raised a variety of
issues. The major issues raised during
the official comment period are dis-
cussed below under the appropriate
subject area.

Various related regulations have
been or will Be published soon. As re-
quired by statutory deadline, EPA
published two short amendments to
the construction grants program regu-
lations early this year. On January 10,
1978 (43 F'R 1397), fiscal years 1973-81
authorizations were allotted. On June
29, 1978 (43 FR 28702), we published a
correclion of the section number for
the allotment regulation. It is § 35.910-
3 in this conformed regulation. On
February 23, 1978 (43 FR 7426}, the re-
{mbursement grant regulations (subpt.
D) were revisad to extend eligibllity
dates. On June 28, 1978 (43 FR 27738),
EPA published final pretreatment reg-
ulations as 40 CFR part 403. Those
regulations establish the responsibil-
fties of Government, [ndustry, and the
public to implement national pretreat-
ment standards to coatrol pollutants
that pass through or wnterfere with
treatment processes In publicly-owned
treatment{ works of that may contami-
nate sewage siudge.

On August 7, 1978, we published pro-
posed regulations on public participa-
tlon in the FroeraL Rzgrst=m (43 FR
34794). Those regulations !mplement
section 10l(e) of the FWPCA which
requires TPA Lo provide for, encour-
age, and assist public participation in
EPA programs. The regulations would
replace 40 CFR part 105 (Public Par-
ticipation in Water Poliution Controf)
and 40 CFR part 249 (Public Participa-
tion in Solid Waste Management) with
a new 40 CFR part 25.

References to part 25 are inserted in
this regulation in anticipation of pub-
lication of final public participation
regulations. In the interim any refer-
ence to part 25 (n these regulations
should be interpreted as referencing
the current part 105 regqulations. The
new part 25 would establish overall
public participation requirements f{or
programs under the Clean Water Act,
the Safe Drinking Water Act, and the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act. The regulations, (n addition,
revise public participation require-
ments in 40 CFR part 35 subpart E,
specificaily for the construction grants
program. They focus the publlc’s at-
tention an decisions made during the
planning of the wastewater treatment
facilities. They also provide the oppor-
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tumity for public Involvement in later
stages of project development.

EPA published proposed regulations
{for the water quality management
program {n the FrbEraL RIGISTER ONn
September 12, 1373 (43 FR 40742).
Those regulations replace 40 CFR
parts 130 and 13! and porticns of part
35 with a2 new 40 CFR part 35, subpart
G. The regulations govern the water
quaiity management program under
sections 106, 208, and 303(e) of the
FWPCA and include changes made to
{mplement provisions of the 1977 Act.
The regulations require a State/EPA
agreement, which s intended to serve
as the principal management tool {or
the water quaiity management pro-
gram. The State/EPA agreernent wil
integrate the planning, management,
and implementation of atl water qual-
ity management programs under the
Clean Water Act, RCRA, and SDWA
by fiscal year 1980. At a minimum, the
fiscal year 1979 agreement shall cover
programs authorized by sections 108,
205(g), 208, 303, and 314 of the Clean
Water Act. The State/EPA agreement
s distinct from the construction grant
delegation agreements thal may be ne-
gotiated under secticn 205(g) of the
FWPCA, a3 amended by the 1977 Act.
The  w~ater gquality management
(WQM) regulations coordinate the es-
tablishment of State and areawide
WQM agencies’ sewage treatment pri-
orities with the construction grants
priority system and lists. WQM plans
are to provide certatln facuity planning
related information such ss planning
area delineations, waste laad alloca-
tions, and population projection disag-
gregations. Construction grant f{acility
plans will have to be based on this in-
formation. Overall the WQM program
regulations link that program and the
canstruction grants program together
much more closely,

On September 20, 1978 (43 FR 42251)
we published In the F¥peErRAL RZGISTER
final regulations on State management
assistance grants (subpt. F). They
make (unds avatlable to States to man-
age the construction grants program
and to hire and train staff needed to
implement delegated functions,

Prom tlme to time EPA lssues guid-
ance and technical {information to sup-
plement regulations and to assist
those participating and interested (n
EPA programs. A listing of informa-
tion and coples may be obtained from
the General Services Administration
(8FS8S), Centralized Malling Lists Ser-
vices, Building 41, Denver Federal
Center, Denver, Colo. 80225, (See
§ 35.900(c).)

Discussion of the regulatory changes
being made are grouped by subject
matter. Following the discussion of
each subject area, the preamble identi-
fles those sections in the regulations
reiated to the subject areas that are
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changed. For the technical amend-
ments each section containing a
change (s discussed separateiy.

STATZ PrIORITY

Sections 20 and 40 of the 1977 Act
modified the poiicy and procedursas ap-
plicable o State project priorily plan-
nng and clarified the intent of Con-
gress regarding the roles and responsi-
diiities of the States [n preparation of

priority lists. These new provisions of .

the Act require several modifications
to the procedures used by the States
1 managing thetr priority lists. Estac-
lished griorily railng and ranking ori-
teria that are consistent with a2pplica-
bie guidance and these regulations
need not be changed.

The 1977 Act fives the States exclu-
sive authority to rank categertes of
projects. The categories specified in
the 1977 Act are those usea in the
survey of the cost of needed publicly-
owtied treatment works (the needs
survey) and have been defined in
detail in previously published guig-
ance for the survey. The reguiations
have geen written so that no State (s
required o essign a different ranking
Lo categories of projects, but it may do
50 on an optional bass,

States ara expected to coniinue to
use pricrity criteria based cn the se.
verity of the pollution proolem, the
existing population affected, ana
other related [factors necessary o
meet stalutory requirements. All pro-
jects cn the priority lists, includin
those henefiting from the setaside pro-
visions, must be rated accocding to the
priority criteria and sublect to the
management procedures contained in
the approved State priority systam.
When preparing thelr priority Ilsts,
States must take (nto account ihe
#wark completed by designated State
and areawide agencies responsipie for
water quality management.

The legislative history of the 1977
Act indicates that State priority list
planning and management must bde
closely linked (o meeting unfilled
treatment needs before other eligible
treatment works may be funded. The
1977 Act speciflcally requires, with one
exceptfon, that only projects resulting
{n compliance with the anforceahis re.
quirements of the Act may he (ncluded
on the State's priority list. Projects on
the State list which do not mest this
requirement are to be removed and al-
ternate projects which do meet the re-
quirements added to usea available
funds.

Several commenters on the regula.
tions expressed concern thal the sec-
tion on State priorities was very long
compared with the relatively short ref-
erence 1o priorities in the Clean Water
Act. We belizve that these comments
resull from a misundarstanding of the
role af the priorily system and priority
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moniloring requirements. Still others
concurred with the requirements as
written. EPA has worded the regula-
tions to allow considerable flexibdity
{n monitoring so that local conditions
can dictate the extent of the require-
ment within iimits designed to ensure
that minimum monitoring to protact
the health of the comrmunily is re-
quired.

Concern was expressed thal Dbest
practicable waste treatment criteria
were not defined. These criteria are
defined in chapter II of Alternative
Waste Management Tecrmiques for
Best Practicable Waste Treatment,”
EPA-430/9-75-013, MCD-13, under al-
ternatives employing land application
techniques.

EPA received recommendations that
nonprofit organizations oe deemed eli-
gible [or grants and for management
of on-site systems. The Act allows
award of grants only to “public
bodies.” Nonprofit organizations with
the capability and authority to plan,
desigh, construct, and operate treat-
ment works for public purposes would
be eligible to function (n that capacity
under agreement with the public body.
If the nonprofit organization s consti-
tuted s public body under State law, it
could qualify for consideration for a
grant (e.g., a citizen’s association
which s officially constituted as a
sewer district).

One comment asked what s a
“nurnber of individual units,” is there
8 maximum number of individual
units, and if there is a dollar ceiling
for indfvidual systems. There {s no ab-
solute dollar ceuing for individual sys-
tems; the law specifically states a
minimum of ‘one or more principal
restdences or small commercial estab-
lishmencs.” The maximum number of
units would be established through se-
lection of the appropriate alternative
0§ unconventional technology [or indi-
vidual residences or clusters of resi-
dences. Under the definition elsewhere
in the regulation (§35.9153-1(e)), this
technology would be applied in com-
munities of 3,500 population or less, or
highly dispersed sections of larger
communities.

One comment referred to the state-
ment that all individual systems quali-
fy as alternative systems., yet the cost-
effectiveness guldelines provision for
the 115 percent cost preference for in-
novative and alternative systems does
not apply to (ndividual systems. The
law specifically states privately owned
individual systems must cost less than
the cost of providing a system of col-
lection and central treatment.

Other comments recommended more
coordination Wetween EPA and the
Farmers’ Home Administration
(FmHA). Such coordination has al-
ready been initiated; PmHA’s final de-
cision on projects Is often made pend-
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ing EPA approval of a grant. In addi-
tion, coordination between the two
agencies in areas such as joint applica-
tions, standardization of definitions of
high-cost projects, and other stream-
lining of administrative procedures is
proceeding under the aegls of a White
House working group on rural water
and sewer problems. This coordination
also will be extended to other Federal
agencies through this group.

One comment recommended exten-
sion of grant eligibthity to bathroom
fixtures and plumbing utlizing flow
reduction - technology. Congressional
intent expressed in the legisiative his-
tory is quite clear that commodes or
associated plumbing are not eligible
for grant funding. If elig:ble, adminis-
trative difficulties and costs would be
very large.

EPA encourages the use of the facili-
ty plan to evaluate every feasible al-
ternative {or solution of the water pol.
lution problem whether or not such a
solution involves grant ineligible facili-
ties or methods. Assistance in grants
packaging, coastruction supervision,
planning and initial training for oper-
atlons and maintenance are all gener-
ally grant eligible.

There were several requests to
define termms and concepts more spe-
cifically. This will be done in separate
guidance to be wssued at an early date.

Regulatory changes relating to indl-
vidual systems are found in §§ 35 305~
23, 35.917-1(b), 35.917-2(a), 35.918,
35.918-1, 35.918-2, and 35 518-3.

COST-EFFEZCTIVENESS ANALYSIS
_GUIDELINES AND RESERVE CAPACITY

Background. On February 4, 1977,
EPA published in the Fepgrat REcts-
TER proposed guidelines to amend and
supplement the Cost-Effectiveness
Analysis Guidelines (Appendix A to 40
CFR, Part 315, Subpart E). That pro-
posed revision was {ntended to provide
for cost-effective sizes of and suffi-
clent reserve capacity for wastewater
treatment works and, at the same
time, to avoid overdesign. Coverage in-
cluded guidance and alternative proce-
dures for forecasting growth of popu-

lation, for estimating wastewater
flows, for determining cost-effective

construction staging periods, and for
providing extra capacity beyond that
deterrnined to be cost-effective.

Most of the commenters on the pro-
posed revisions, while agreeing in prin-
ciple with the proposal, raised ques-
tions or suggested modifications that
convinced the Agency several changes
were warranted. Aiso, additional guid-
ance was required to implement sec-
tion 16 (Cost-Effectiveness) and sec-
tion 21 (Reserve Capacity) of the 1977
Clean Water Act. Accordingly, the
EPA revised the Cost-Effectiveness
Analysis Guldeiines to Incorporate
these changes, and on April 25, 1973,

/ ' . ~
(Discussion )
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published them as part of a set of in-
terirmm regulations to Implement the
Clean Water Act. These interim guide-
lines were effective as of June 26, 1978.
Commenters on the interim guidelines
suggested revisions that convinced the
Agency to make some additional
changes.

Innovative and cliternative technol-
ogres. Section 16 of the 1977 Act en-
courages the use of innovative and al-
ternative wezstewater treatment tech-
nologres by extending grant =ligibility
Lo such projects if the life cycle cost
does not exceed that of the most cost-
effective alternative by more than 13
sercent. The Agency’s interim guide-
llnes called for using option 3 of the
following options for calculating the
cost-effectiveness preference:

1. Use the iife cycle cost of the
entire proposed waste tilreatment
system as a base for calculating the
cost difference;

2. Apply the 15 percent {ncrease to
innovative and aiternative components
(and other differing portions) as com-
pared with corresponding portions of
the least costly nonunovative alterna-
tive; or

Use, as a base, the entire proposed
waste trealment system where the
system primarily (more *han 50 per-
cent of its cost) involves innovative or
alternative technoiogies. Should Inno-
vative or alternative components com-
prise 30 percent or less of the system
cost, the calculation base would be
that for optiom 2.

Some commenters have expressed a
preference for option 2. The Agency
does not concur because option 2
would be difficuit to administer and
would also restrict unnecessarily the
number of projects qualifying for the
15 percent preference. The Agency has
rewritten option 3 to state that all pro-
jects with alternative and innovative
components will qualify for the prefer-
ence, except for those in which alter-
native or innovative unil processes re-
place conventional processes n a
treatment plaat and account for less
than 350 percent of the cost. This lan-
guage represents a slight liberalization
of option 3, allowing some additional
projects to qualify for the tost prefer-
ence. This revision also clarifies and
simplifies the old language.

Other commenters noted that coiiec-
tlon systems common to hoth the con-
ventional option and alternative tech.
nology system should not be [ncluded
in the caiculation base. The Agency
agrees and has modified the guideiines
accordingly.

Another commenter noted that the
15 -percent cost-effectiveness prefer-
ence must be mandatory rather than
permissive. Both the law and these
regulations mandate a 15 percent mon-
etary cost-effectiveness preference for
all innovative or altermative projects

FEDERAL REGISTER, YOUL 43, NO. 183—WEDNESDAY, SSPTEMBER 27, 1978

-36-



44032

or components therecof that meet the
Agency's cniterion f{or such projects.
However, this aoes not mea2an that the
grantee must adupt an opiion fealur-
g nnovative or alternative ‘echnol-
cgies wherever their monetary costs
are less than the 15 percent celitng ze-
cause nonmonetary factors must be
taken into ascount as weil.

Digscount -ate. The Agency consid-
ared raising tne discoun! rate for eval-
uating propesed wastewatsr treatment
werks {rom thal used by ithe Agency
‘currently 4% percent) to 10 percent.
The former rate I1s Jdsed by the Water
Resources Council (WRC) to evaluate
the costs and benefits of ~ater re-
sources projects. EPA, a3 3 member
25ency. adopted this rate 1n 1973 when
1t published ‘he Cost-Effecliveness
Analysis CGuidelines (appendix A of
Cornstruction Grant Regulationss, al-
tiicugn the construction grants pro-
gram s not covered by the WRC
“nrirciples and standards” {or evaluat-
inz water rosource projects. The latier
rate (10 percent) is cited in QOffice of
Manogement and Budget (OXMB) ¢ir-
cular A-84 for use In agency programms
nct covered oy the WRC “‘principles
ang standards.”

The L0-percent rate is believed o ap-
proximats the cpperiunity cost of cap-
ital. The “Ogpoortunity Cos!t of Capital
Concept” nas tie mest theoretical eco-
nomic ustification for cost-eifective.
rness analysis. This congept suggests
thte proper dJdiscount rate to use for
pubiic investment prejects should be
based on the rate of return to privote
sector investment (before taxes and
adjusted for inflation). This is because
resources used for public investment
have alternative uses in the produc-
tion of private commediiles which so-
ciety foregces for the sake of the
public {nvestment.

[Jse of the l0-percent discount rate
would ne.p produce 2 more economi-
cally 2fficient distmibution af censtruce
tion grant funds. The expected result
s that the optimal (cost-effcctive)
siaging peried (Lthe number 0f years
for which the treatment plant (s de-
signed to handle a cormunity’'s
growth (n terms of sewerage dis-
charge) will cecreass {rom about 10-29
years to about 9-18 years. These
shorter staging pertods wiil resvit in
sligntly smaller treatment wnrks and
m smaller initial treatment sxpendi-
tures for each proposed treatment
system. Thnts should permit 2 some-
what greater number of treatzment sys-
tems o be funded.

Despite these considerations, th=
Agency has decided agzalnst ralsing the
discount rate 0 10 percent. The
higher discount rate would have the
effect of lowering the total present
worth cost of facilities with high oper-
stion and maintenance costs w1 com-
parison with the total present worth
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cost of capital intensive facilities with
low operation and maimnienance costs
such as land treatment and energy re-
covery facilities. This could largely
ofiset the 15-percent cost-effectivensss
preference given 0 such measures
unaer the 1977 Act and these gulde-
lines. It would also run counter to the
President’s recent decision 5 retain
the existing discount rate for water re-
sources projects.

Many commenters representing a
wide variety of intarests opposed in-
creasing (e discount rate (only one
favored such action) primarily because
such actions would tend to disadvan-
tage capital intensive land treatment
and energy recovery aiternatives and

would favor ogeration and malinte-
nance cost intensive opticns.
The Agency has decided to retain

the WRC discount rate (currently 5%
perceni) tecause this rale is consistent
with the President’s waler resources
palicy and the net programmatic ad-
vantages, if any, of increasing the rate
are not ¢f overniding :mportance.

Cost escalciion. Several commenters
advocated use of a salvage value for
land higher than the gprevaiiing
marketl price as required in the inter-
un guidelines because of the very high
rate of land value appreciation. The
Agency has analyzed farmland vaiue
appreciation since 1360 and since 1970
and has compared these rates with
cost escalation rates for construction,
energy and tabor, The analysis showed
that iand values over Soth the 17.year
and 7-year periods have escalated
roughly 3 percent f{aster than costs as-
sociated with censtruction or oper-
ation and maintenance of a treatment
works. On this basis, the final guide-
lines wili requtre, {n the calculation of
land salvage value, 2 land appreciation
rate of 3 percent compounded annusal-
ly, unless the grantee Justifies 3
higher or lower percentagze based upcn
historical differences between local
iand cost escalation and construction
cost escalation. This allowance repre-
sents the estlmated differencs In rates
between land cost appreciation and
the cost escalation of goods and ser-
vices related to construction.

Several commenters suggested esca-
lation of energy, chemical, and labor
costs {n the cost-effectiveness analysis
to account for articipated high in-
creases In these costs. It should be
noted that the cost effectiveness anal-
ysis procedures call for use of constant
dollars based on prevailing market
prices at the time ¢f the analysis and a
low discount rate which is less than
the inflation-free rate based on the op-
portunity cost of capital concept., This
approach, rather than implying no
future inflation, simply assumes that
the costs of all resources involved in
treatment works construction and op-
eration will increase at about the same

(Whscussion

rate on a long-tarm basis. The results

of the cost-effectivensss analysis
would be distorted, however, if the
prices of certain resource inputs

cnanged significantly over the plan-
ning pericd in relation wo the nricas of
other resources. The Agercy has ana-
lyzed historic data on wastewatar f{a-
cility construction price indexes and
o0 prices of various operation an
maintenance components, inciuding
labor, electricily, chemicals, coal, pe-
trolenm distillates, and natural gas.
We also reviewed prolections of
energy use prepared bv the Depart-
ment of Energy. Only tne histori¢c and

fucur

projected increzse {n  natural gas
prices were found ‘to significantly

xceed (by nearly ¢4 percent) those for
construction and the average of other
cperation and maintenance elements.
Thus. the Agency has revised the
guidelines to require escalation of rela-
tive natural zas prices over the nian-
ning period at a compound rate of 3
percent annually, urless the grantee
justifies a higher or lower percsntage
based upon refional cifferentials be-
tween nistorical naturzal 735 price asca-
lation and construction cost escala-
tion.

[eserve camczéyi Thre Clean Water
ATTTTOOR A Iency, (n deltermin-
ing the amount of reserve capacity ell-
gible for a grant, to take {nto account
the prorected popuiation presented in
a factlity pian. The population must
te based on the ialsst :nformation
avaiiable {rom the U 3. Denartment of
Commerce or {rom the States as EFA
determines appropriate, The interim
guidelines called for population fore-
casts in facility plans to be based upon
disaggregation of State population
totals already developed by the De-
partment of Commerce, 3evarzl com-
menters, principally 203 planning
agencies, oppose this approcach and
coniend that population {Irecasiing 4s
a policy matier that should best be ad-
dressed by local governmentai units.
Others, principally environmenial
groups and wndividuals, favor the dis-
aggregation approach as a means of
preventing excesstve capacity and re-
sultant secondary tmpacts.

The Agency belleves the disaggrega-
tion approach should be retained be-
cause, to avoid providing excessive re-
serve capacity, {orecasts of population
and sconornic activities for lndividual
small areas such as f{acility planning
areas or designated 208 areas snould
be reasgnably consistent with State
and national projections. This ap-
proach is consonant with the Presi-
dent’s urban policy intended to revital-
ize cities and discourage urban sprawl.
The guidelines perm{t Inclusion of
extra capacily in a treatment works at
the expense of the grantee Lo accom-
modate local growth poticies. The final
guidelines allow reasonable departures

e
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from the Deparument of Comunerce
State projections and their disaggrega-
tions to designated 208 areawide plan-
ning areas, where the State or desig-
nated 208 agency has already prepared
projections. The [(inal guidelines
permit use of State projections eal-
ready prepared by the State U the
year 2000 State projection does not
exceed that of the Department of
Commerce projection by more than §
percent. The Administrator may ap-
prove State population projections
that exceed the Department of Com-
merce projections by more than 3 per-
cent U justified by the State. Where a
designated 208 agency has already pre-
pared a popuiation projection for its
area, [t may be used U the year 2000
population does not exceed that of the
disaggregation, based on the Depart.
ment of Corumerce prolection, by
more than 10 percent.

One State suggested allowing a State
prepared  population  forecast to
exceed the Bureau of Economic Analy-
sis forecast by 10 percent without jus-
tification. The Agency does not concur
because the present 5-percent depar.
ture s substantial. Also, since the
State may increase its tctal after the
208 agencies have receiwved thetr var.
i lances up to 10 percent, the total final
i State departure from the 3ureau of
Economic Analysis projection may al-
ready approach !9 percent or even
more [n some cases. Another State
+ commented that States already having
policies of disaggregating State totals
among countles, even within designat-
. ed 208 areas. should be allowed to con-
[ tinue to do so. The Agency agrees and

has included such a provision {n the
| final guidelines.
! One commenter has suggested that
i population projections {n 201 and 208
¢ plans should no longer be wedded to
. exasting zoning ordinances, which may
! be exciusionary and forbid immigra-
I tion by lower income people. Instead
| he suggested that future population
‘ and the resulting reserve capacity f{or
| Brant funded projects should rely on
' regional population projections and, in

particular, regional allocations of low-

and moderate-income apartment units,

The Agency cannot fully comply with
{ this suggestion because {t belleves that
| zoning and land-use decisions should
| be left primarydy with local govern-
i mental units, and decisions on cost-ef-
) fectiveness should be based on total
1
]
|
1
1

and not partial population projections
in an area. However, these regulations
require the local population projec-
tions for 201 plans to fall withim ce:l-
ings based on disaggregation of State
and regional population totals.

Several commenters advocate 8
much more flexible population f{ore-
casting approach by permitting use of
population projections other than the

LBureau of Economic Analysis. The

—

Agency does not concur because use aof
varnous projections would be inequita-
ble and would lead \n many instances
to f{unding excessive reserve capacity
to accommodate growth.

One commenter stated that the pop-
ulation disaggregation approach is toc
simplistic for interstate metropolitan
areas where factors influencing popu-
lation change go beyond State bound-
aries. The Agency concedes that such
situations may pose difficult forecast-
ing and disaggregation protlems. Nev-

ertheless, the Agency believes the in- |

terstate disaggregation problems can
be worked out through consuitations
among the concerned States, designat-
ed 208 agencies and other resional
planning agerncies.

Some commenters pointed out the
need {or public invoivement in+ the
review of the Stale population disag-
gregations. The Agency agrees that
the public should have an opportuntty
to review and comment on the disag-
gregation before Agency review. Ac-
cordingly, the final guidelines now re-
quire the State (o noid a public mee:t-
ing on its disaggregations before sub-
mitting them for Agency review.

The Agency believes that the same
population projections should be used
for both air and water quaiity plan-
ning. Appendix A now requures, as an
initial step toward unplementing this
objective, that States, s'hen disaggre-
gating total State population, consult
with organizations of local officials re-
sponsible for water quality and air
quality planning. [n many instances
the organizations certified by Gover-
nors pursuant to section 174(a) of the
Clean Air Act to do atr quality plan-

) ning are also 208 agencies.

Some congumenters nave oojected to
the per capita flow limitations of 60-80
gallons per capita per day (the second
method of esiimating wastewater
flows) as being unrealisticaelly low. The
Agency believes that such dry weather
base {low allowances are adequate for
smaller communities where flow data
are lacking. These allowances exclude
infiltration and (nflow. Residential
wastewster {lows nationwide average
only 45 gallons per capita per day.
Other commenters favor increasing
future per capita flows over time.
They contend that tincreasing per
capita flows have bLeen observed
during the past 10 years and that vith
increasing aifluence this trend will
continue, The Agency agrees that per
capita water usage and wastewater
flows have increased in the past but
believes that this trend is reversing.
This can be attributed to the increase
of perscoal water conservation nabits
encouraged by periodic water short-
ages or higher water supply and sewer-
age costis even in normally water rich
areas. Moreover, plumbing codes,
State laws and ordinances are rapidly

e B AlbrnnsE 2t i b tem AT, Lo
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Yeing revised in many areas Lo require
installation of water-saving lixtures in
new dwellings, hotels, motels, and
other buildings.

Section 21 of the 1977 Aclt requires
the Agency. (n approving he amount
of reserve capacity for a irealment
*orks, to tage Lo account efforts Lo
reduce the [low of sewage ang unnec-
essary water consumption. The Prasi-
dent’'s water resource policy f{eatures
water COnservation as its cornersione
and requires F'ederal agencies to
plement appropriats consarvaiion
mesasures.

The guidelines require a cost-ef{{zc-
uveness evaluation of [low-reduct.on
mesasures such as plastic toilet dams
and iow flow showerheads: changes 1o
laws, ordinances, or plumbing coges re-
quirng instailation of water-saving de-
vices in future habitations; and waler
pricing changes. The grantee must Je-
velop a recommended flow reducuion
program featuring a pubiic .nforma-
tion program pius cost-ei{feclive meas-
ures {or which the grantee has umple-
mentation authority or can obtaln ¢o-
operation from an entity wila such au-
thority. Txempted {rom these require-
menis are those comumunities with a
sopulation less than 10,000 or =#1ith
average daily hase flows, excluding -
filtration/inflow and industrnial flows.
for treatment works design of less
than 70 galions per cepita per day or
with ongoing flow reducticn programs.

Several commenters pave suggesien
that smail communities sheuld be en-
ccuraged to conserve water and thus
should not be exempt from the fow
reduction requirements. The Agesncy
concedes that some water sonservalion
potential exists for smaller commuzni-
ties even ihocugh sucn commuaities
tend L0 use and waste iess waler than
the larger, more affiuent cities. Never-
thaless, the Agency believes ithatl the
limited cost savngs ootatnabie n
small communities from flow reduc-
tion programs may not be commenzu-
rate with the admunistrative burden
imposed. Some commenters have
powunted out that the 70 gallone pzr
capite per day exemption criterion 13
too stringent and have suggested 3 100
gallons per capita per day criterion
The Agency disagrees hecausce the 70
gallons per capita per day [igure,
which represents an  average dry
weather base [low, IS large enough w
exempt most small communities and
waterconserving larger cities. Almosi
all  communities, inciuding larger
water users, would be exempt i tha
suggested 100 galions per carpita per
day critericn were used.

Two commenters objected to the
flow reduction requirements as being
unreasonable for areas with adeguate
water suppiies. The Agency disagrees.
During the past 20 years. persisten:
drought and accompanyicg waler

LGl
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volvement In any contract dispute w1l
not make EPA a party to any contract
entered Into by the grantee. (See
§35.938-8.)

(d) Delegaiion to States. The author-
ity to provide technical and legal as-
sistance in the administration of con-
tract matters described in this section
may »e delegated to & State agency
under Subpart T of this part i{f the
State agency can demonstrate that i
has the apprepriate legal authority to
undertake such functions.

1 APPENDIX A

COST-EFYECTIVENESS ANALYSIS GUIDELINES

1. Purpose. These guidelines represent
Agency policles and procedures [or deter-
mining the most cost-effective vaste treat-
ment managemsant system or component
part.

2. Authonty. These guidellnes are pro-
vided under sections 212(2XC) ana 217 of
the Clean Water Act.

2. Applicadlity, These guidelines, except
as otherwise noted, apply to all [acilities
planning under step 1 grant asswtance
awarded after September 30, 1978. The
guidetines also apply 6 State or locally fi-
nanced fac:lities planning on which subse-
quont step 2 or step 3 Federal grant assist-
ance ls based,

4. Definttions. Terms used tn these guide-
lines are def{ined as (ollows:

a. Waste lreatmnent managemen! sysiem.
Used synonymously with “complete waste
treatment systern” as defined in §35.303 of
this subpart.

b. Cost-effectiveness analysis. An analysis
performed to determine wnich wasie treac-
ment management system Or componant
par. wiil result in the minumum total re-
sources cosis over tlme o meet FPederal,
Strate, or local requirements.

¢. Planning pemod The period over which
s waste trestiment management system s
evaluated for cost-effectiveness. The plan-
ning period begins with the system’s {nitial
operation,

d. Useswd {fe. The estimated period of
time during ¥hich a treaiment works or a
compenent of a waste irealment manage-
ment system xill Be operatad.

e. Dwsaggregalion. The process or resuit of
breaking down a sum total of population or
economic activity for & State or other jur's.
diction (L.e., designated 208 area Or SMSA)
into smailer areas or jurisdictions,

§. [dentiicenion, seiection, and scrzening
of allernatives. 8. [denttfication of allierna-
ttves. All feasible alternative waste manage-
ment systems shall be irutlally ldentified.
These aiternatives should ‘nclude systems
discharging to receiving waters, land appli-
cation systems, on-site and other non-cen-
tralized systems, including revente generat-
tng applications, and systems employing the
reuse of wastewater and recycyling of pol-
lutants. In !dentifying alternatives, the ap-
plicant snhall consider the possibility of no
action and staged development of the
system.

b. Screening of altermatives. The ident:-
fied slternatives shatl be systematically
screened to delermine those capable of
meeting the sapplicaple Federal, State and
local critena.

c. Selection of diternctives. The !dentified
alternatives snall be wntially analyzed to de-
termine which systems have cost-effective
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potential and w hich shouid be fully svaluat-
ed according to the cost-effectiveness analy-
313 procedures establishea (n the guidelines.

d. Eztent of etfort. The extent of effort
and the level of sophistication used in the
cost-ef{fectiveness anaiysis should refiect the
project’s size nnd lmportance. Where proc-
essas or techniques are claimed (0 be uno-
vative tecnnology on lhe basis of the cost
reduction critizrion contalned (nt paragraph
Se(1) of apper:idix T 10 this subpart, 4 sulfi-
ciently detailed cost analysis shall be inciud-
ed Lo substantiate the claim -0 the satis(ac-
tion of the Regional Administrator.

§. Cost.effecliveness analysts proceduras.

a. Method o) analysis. The resources cosis
shall be determined By evaluating opporiu-
Ity costs. Pvor resources lhat can be ex-
pressed in monetary terms, the analysis wiil
use the interrast (discount) rate established
in paragraph 6e. Monetary costs shail be
calcuiated in terms of present worth values
or equivalant annual values overs the plan-
ning pericd defined in section 0. The anal-
ysis shail descriptively present nornumone-
tary factors i e.g.. soclal and environmental)
\n order to determine their significance and
impact. Nonproaetary factors tnclude prima-
ry and secomiary 2nvironmental 2{fects, im-
plementation. capabdility, operadility, per-
formance reltabilily and Nexidilfty. Al-
though sucn factors as use and recovery cf
energy and scarce resources and recyciing ot
nutrients are to e incluaed in the monetary
eost analysiy, the non-monetary svaluatton
shall also include them. The most ¢ost-effec:
tive alternat!ive shall be the waste treatment
managemens system ¥hich the analysis de-
termines to have the lowest present xorth
or equivalent annual value uniess nonmone-
tary costs are overriding. The most cost-ef-
{ective altermative must also meet the mini-
mum requirements of applicable effluent
limitations, groundwater protection, or
other appilcable standards estadiished
under the Act.

B, Planmimg pertod. The pianning period
for the cosi-effectiveness analysls shall be
20 years,

¢. Elements of monelary costs. The mone-
tary costs ti be considered shall (nelude the
total value of the resources which are at-
tributadle to the waste treatment manage-
ment system or tg one of {ts component
parts. To dete mine these values, all monies
necessary {or capital construction costs and
operation nnd malntenance costs shall be
{dentified.

(1) Capital construction rcosts used in a
cost-ef{fective analysis shall tnclude all con-
tractors’ costs c¢f construction wcluding
overhead and profit, costs of land, relocza-
tion, and right-cf-way and easement acqutsi-
tion; costs of design engineerirg, {leld explo-
ration ancd engineering servires during con-
struction; costs of administrative and legal
services including costs of bond sales: star-
tup costs such as operalor tratning; ana in-
terest during construction. Capttal construc-
tion costs shsall also [nclude contingency
allowances consistent with the cost esti:
mate's level of precwsion and detatl.

(2) The cost-effectiveness analysis shall
include annuai cests for operation and
mawntanance (including routine replacement
of equiptneat and equipment parts). These
cosis shall be azdequale o ensure effective
and dependable operation during (ne sys-
tem’s planning period. Annual costs shall be
divided between {ixed annual costs and costs
which would depend on the annual quantity
of waste water collected and treated.
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Annual revenues generated by the waste
treatment management system through
energy recovery, crop production, or other
outputs shall be deducted from the annual
costs {or aperation and maintenance .n ac-
cordance with gFuldance issued by the Ad-
munistrator,

d. Prces. The applicant shall calculate the
various components of cocsts on the dasis of
market prices prevailing at the time »f Lne
cost-effectiveness analysts. The analysis
shall not alijow ior inflation of wages and
prices, excebt those 'or land, as described 1n
paragraph 8h(l) and for natural gzas, Tnis
stipulation ts based on lne mplied assump-
tion that prices, other than the sxcepticns.
for resgurces nvalved n treatment works
construction znd operation, il tena 0
cnange oJver Lime 39y approximately the
same percentage. Changes :n th2 zeneral
levet of prices will not affect the rasuits of
the rost-effectiveness analys:s. Natural sas
prices shall be escalated at a compound rate
of 4 percent annually over 'ne planning
pertod, unless the Regional Adminigtrator
detzrmines that the grantee has Jusiified
use of a greater or lesser percenlage nased
upon regional diferentials between histor:-
cal natural gas price es¢alatisn and con-
s.wruction cost escalation. Land prices shail
be appreciated as provided in paragrapn
shei). Both hustorical data and future pro-
Jections support the zas and land price ex2a-
Jations relative to those {or other 30o0ds and
services related Lo waste +water treatment
Price escalation rates may De updated per-
odicaily n accordance Wil Agency guide
ines.

e [nterest (discount) rate The rate ewhich
the Water Resources Counctl asiablisnes an-
nually for 2valuation of water rasource pro-
jects shall se used.

{. Interest durng construction. (1) Where
capital expenditures can be expected 0 Je
{airly uniform during the consiruction
period, interest during construction may He
calcuiaied at [ =1/22Ct where:

I=the Interest accrued during the consiruc:
tion period.

P=the construction pariod in years,

C=the total capital axpend.tures,

{=the Interest rale {discount rate 1 section
ge).

{2) Where expendfiures %l not de uni-
form, or when the conaiructian geriod =ill
e greater than 4 years, interest during coq-
struction shajl be calcutlateg on 3 year-By-
year 9asis.

Z. Usesul life. (1) The treacment works’
useful life for o cosi-2ffectiveness analys:s
shall be as f{ollows:

Land—permanent.

Waste water ccnveyance siructures (in-
cludes collection systems, outfall pipes,
{nterceptors, {orce  mains, tunnels,
etc.}—50 years.

Other structures (includes plant building,
concrete process tankaze, basins, uft sta-
tions structures, ete ;—30-30 years,

Prccess squipment—13-20 years.

Auxiliary equipment—10-15 years.

(2) Other useful L.fe pericds will be accant.
able when sufficient justification can be
provided. Where a system of a component is
for interum servica, the anticipated useful
life shall be reduced to the period for 1nter-
im service.

n. Jalvage value (1) Land purchased for
treatment works, including iand ised as
part of the treatmeni process of for wuiil-
mate disposal of residues, may be assumed
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to have a saivave value at the end of the
planning penod 3 least equal tu its prevasls
Ing market value s the Line of Lhe dnailysis
in calculating the sivage value of land, the
land value shall be appreciated at a com-
pound rate of 3 percy 1t annually cver the
planning pertod. unie s the Regional Ad-
ministrator determires that the grantse has
justified the use of 2 griiter or imuser per:
centage based upon hist: nical ciffarences
between local land cost escilation and con-
struction cost escalatign. Thy land cost €sca-
1atla0 rate may Se updated perodically \n
accordance «ith Agency guideiaies. Right-
of-way eassments shail be corsidered te
hate a salvage value ol Jreater (han the
prevailing market value at the time of the
analysis.

(2) Structures will be assumed (o have &
salvage value {f there s 1 use [aQr them at
the end of the planning pertod In this case,
salvage vajue shall be estimated using
straight line depreciaiion during the useful
iife of the treatment works.

(3) The method used in paragraph §(2)
may be used 10 estimate saivage value at the
end of the plannuing pertod {or phased addd
tions of process equipment and auxiliary
equipment.

(4) When the snticipaced useful iifs of a
facility is less than 20 years (for anajvsis of
interim {acilities), salvage vajue can De
claimed for equipment if 1t can de clearly
demonsirated thal a specifle markst or
reuse opportunily will exist.

7. Innogvatire and qiternative wastewxaler
trealment processes and (cCANIques.

3. Beginning October |, 1978, the capital
costys of pubdlicly owmned (reatment =xorks
which use processes and techniques meeting
the criteria of appendix E 10 this sudpart
and which have only & water poilution con-
trol function, may be 2hgible tf the present
worth cost of ine treatment works 1§ ©at
more than 115 percent of the present worth
cost of the most cost-effective poilution con-
trol system, exclusive of collection sewers
and interceptors common (o the two 3ys-
tems deing compared, By 115 percent,
except [or the following situation,

b. Where innovative or alternative unit
processes aould serve in lieu of conventional
unit processes in a conventional vaste sater
treatment plant, and the present worth
costs of the nonconventiunal unit processes
are less than 50 percent of the present
worth costs of the treatment plant, multiply
the present worth costs of the replaced con-
ventional processes by 115 percent, and add
the cost of nonreplaced unit processes.

¢. The ellgidility of mullipurpose projects
which combine a water ‘pollutien ccntrol
function with another function, and =Imich
use processes and lechniques meeling the
criteria of appendix E to this subpart, shall
be determined in accordance with guidance
lssued By the Adminisiratar,

4. The above provisions exclude individual
systems under §35.9{8. The regional Admun-
[strator may silow a grantee to apply the 1§-
percent preference authorized by this seo
tion to facflity plans prepared under step 1
grant assistance awarded before Qctober I,
1978,

RULES AND REGULATIONS

4. Cost-effective siaging and sweing of
trealment worke,

a. Population projections (1) The disag-
gregation of Statr projections of population
shall be the basis for the ponulation l{ore-
cAsty presenled in individual facility plans,
except as noted. These Stale projecuions
shall De those deveioped In 1877 by the

Bureiu of Economic Analysis (BEA), De-
partment of Commerce, unisrsy, as of June
28, 1978, the State has already prepared
projections Thew Stale projections may b
used nstead of the BEA projections i the
year 2000 Stale populallon aocs not exceed
that of the BEA projection Dy more than 3
percent. If the wifference exceeds this
amount, the Staie must cither justify or
lower its projection. Justification must be
based on the histerical and current trends
(e g. energy and industrial development,
mlitary BSase openings) not taken into ac-
count in the BEA projectinns. The State
must sudmit {or agprosal to the Admunistra.
or the request and justification {cr use of
State grojections higher than the BZA pro-
jections, By that (ume, the 3tate shall (ssue
2 pubiic notice of the request. Before the
Admintstrator's approval of the State pro-
jection, the Regional Administrator shall so-
licit publie cormmments and hold a pubdlic
nearing {{ important ssues ife ralsed abhout
the State prorecuon’s validity, State projee
tions wnd disaggregations may be updated
periodically In  accordance with Agency
fuidelines,

(2) Each State, working =ith designated
208 planning agencies. orgsnizations cert-
{led by the Governor under section 174(s) of
the Clean Afr Act, s3 amended, and other
regional planning agencies in the Siate’s
nondesignated aress, shail disaggregate the
State population projection amang {3 desig-
nated 208 areas, other standard metropell.
tan statistieal areas (SMSA’s) not lnciuded
in the 208 ares, and non-SMSA counties or
ather appropgriate jurisdictions. States that
had enacted laws, as of June 26, 1973, man-
dating disaggregacion of Siate population
totals (0 each county for areawice 208 plan-
ning may retain this requirement. When
afsaggregating the Slate popuiation total,
the State shail take into account the pro-
jected population and economic activities
identified \n facihity plans. areswide 208
plans and municipal mester pians. The sum
of the disaggregated projections shall not
exceed the State projection. Where 1 desig-
nated 208 area has, as of June 28, 1978, al-
ready prepared a population prolection, it
may de used If the year 2000 population
does not expceed thatl of the disaggregated
projection by more thaa 10 percent, The
State may then (nceresse its population pro-
lection to inelude all such variances rather
than lower the population projection totals
for the other areas. If the 208 ares populs.
tion forecast exceeds the 10 percent
allownance, the 208 agency must lower (ts
projection %ithin the allowance wnd submit
the revised projection for approval to lhe
State and the Regqional Admunlstrator.

(3) The State projection totals and the
disagzregations will be submitled as an
output of the statewide wxater quality man-
agement process. The suomission shsll o~
clude a list of designated 208 aress, all
SMSA's, and counties or other units outside
the 208 areas. For cach unit the disaggre-
gated popuistion shall be shown for the
years 1930, (999, and 2000. Each State wil{
submit 1ts projection tolals and disaggrega-
tons {or the Regional Admuustrator's =p-
preval before October 1, 1379 Before this
submission, the State shail hold a pubdlie
meeting on the disaggregations and shall
pgrovide public notice of the meeting consist-
ent with part 25 of this chapter. (See
§$35 91%(e))

(4) When the State projeclion totals and
disaggregations are approved they shall De

used thereafler (or arc-awide water quality
manaxement plannuig a3 well as {or facility
planning wnd the needs surveys under sec
tion 516(9) of the Aci. Within areawide 208
ptanning areas, the designated sgencies, tn
consultation %:tn the States, shall disaggre-
gate the 208 area preojections among he
SMSA snd non-SMSA areas and then disug-
gregaie these SMSA and non-SMSA projec-
tions among the [acility planning areas and
the remaining areas. For those SMSA's not
wcluded within designated 298 planning
aress, escht State, 3itn assistance [rom ap-
propriate reglonal planning agencies, shall
disaggregate he SMSA projecticn among
the faciity Plannng areas and the remain-
ing areas withn the SMSA. The State shail
check the facility pianning ares [arecasts o
ensure reasonableness and consistency with
the SNESA projections.

(3) For non-SMSA [acility planning areas
not included ‘n designiated arsawide 208
areas, the State may disaggregile popuia-
tion projections {or non-SMSEA countles
smong facility planning ar#as and remasin-
ing sreas. Otherwise, the grantee s to fore-
cast future pogulatian growth for the factll-
ty planning area by lirear extrapolation of
the recent Dast (1980 10 present) 2opulatiom
trends for the planning area, use of correis-
tions of pianning ares growth with popuia-
tion growth for the township, county of
othar larger parant arsa population, or an-
other appropraate method. A population
forecsst may De ratsed above thal Indicsted
by the sxtengion of past lrends where likely
impacts (e.g., sigruficant new energy devei.
gpments, large new (ndustries, Federal n-
stallations, or Lutitutions) justify the dif.
ference. The facilities pian must document
the justification. These pepulation foracasts
should be based on estimatas of new em-
ployment to be generated. The State shail
check (ndividual population forescasts to
insure consistency =it overall projeciions
for non-SiASA countles and justification for
any di{ference {from past trends,

(8) Facilitles plans prenared under step |
grant assistance axarded later than 8§
months after Agency approval of the Stats
disaggTegations shail follaw pogulstion fore-
casts developed o accordance with LheseAj
Luidalines

b, Wasiewater /low estimales (1) [n deter.
mining total average daly flow f{or the
design of treatment works, e flows to e
considered inciude the average daiy Dbase
Nows (ADBF) expecled (rom residential
sources, commercial sources. institutional
sources, and ndusines the works il serve
plus allowances for f{uture indusiries and
nonexcessive nfltration/nflow. The
amount of nonexcessuve nfiltrauons/inflow
not lncluded in the base flow esumales pre-
sented herein, is Lo be determined secording
to the Agency guidance for sewer system
evuludtion or Ageacy pollcy ou treatmeqt
and conuwol of comduned sewer overflows
(PRM 75-34),

(2} The estimation of existing and future
AIDBF, exciusive of flow reductian from
combined residential, commercial and nsti-
tutfonal sourses, shall be based upon one of
the following metiiods:

(1) Preferred method Exisiing ADBF (s es-
timated based upon 1 fully documented
analysis of wuter use records adjusted {or
consumption and losses or on records of
#astewater flows for sxtended dry petriods
less  estitnated dry weather infdtrmalien,
Pature Qows for the treatrment Works degign
should be estimated by determining the ex.

FERERAL REGISTER, YOL 13, MO. 183—WEDNEIDAY, SEPTEMIEX 27, 19738

-40-




W WL WL w
s & e & e & e e & e o s
W oo~k oo+

e
o - O

CHAPTER 3

SUMMARIES AND CONCLUSIONS : LEAD AGENCIES &

Svecial State Activities for the Process
General Attitudes

Use of Available Time

Locus of Responsibility Within the States
Methodologies and Approaches

Consistancy of Projections Within the States
State Reactions to the EPA Projections
Variaance Requests

Communications Problems

Energy-Impact States

Timing of the Requirements

Vision

-

o

PA

-41-



3.1 SPECIAL STATE ACTIVITIES FOR THE PROCESS

0f the fifty states, approximately twenty have sufficiently
refined, consistent, and updated processes of preparing and
using projections that little new was needed to comply with
EPA requirements for the October 1 submission except possibly
for the public meeting:

Hawaii, for example, developed a complete set of projections
which were released in March, 1978. Those projections wera
automatically used in water quality planning.

Arizona develcped a complete set of projections which were
adopted in 1977. A state Executive Order requires these
projections, down to the association-of-governments, or
regional, level, to be used in all state planning. All but
one of the designated 208 agencies had projections for their
areas no greater than the state-prepared ceilings. The one
whose projections exceeded the state disaggregation is now
revising its projection downward.

daryland has preexisting projections prepared by their
Department of Planning and used for county water and sewer
plans. They are submitting these figures, meeting the public
meeting requirement in the 208 hearings going on this summer.

The characteristics of states in this category seem to be:

1) having prepared population projections for the state
in the recent past or good enough to still be useful and

2) having prepared projections for substate ragions which
were used in water quality planning or having already compared
the state's own disaggregations with the projections of designated
208 agencies and begun to reconcile them.

For those states which have had to perform new tasks in
compliance with the EPA guidelines, the tasks included:

a) Preparing a state projection which did not already
exigt or deciding to use the EPA projection. West Virginia,
for example, had no preexisting projection. They decided to
use EPA's projection for the state, prepared disaggregations
to the county level, and will hold a public meeting.
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b) Comparing a state-produced number with the EPA pro-
jection and, in some cases, requesting a variance and preparing
the justification. Montana, for example, has a set of projectiouns
prepared initially at the county level and summed to produce
a projection for the state. lMontana's projection is much higher
than EPA's and they will be requesting a variance.

¢) Comparing state-produced disaggregations with the
projections prepared by designated 208 agencies. New York,
for example, has made such comparisons and indicated which
designaced 208 agencies will receive variances and can use
their current projections in the interim, and which nust
immediately uwodify theirs. In future water quality planning,
designated 208 agencies will have to use the state's projactions.
By comparison, California is using a preexisting state projection,
but not the associated disaggregation. Instead, the state will
prepare a disaggregation in such a way that, with the 10% variances
allowed for 208's, each designated area gets the projection
it wants.

d) Preparing a disaggregation ~f whatever projection
for the state was available. For example, Alabama had a
preexisting disaggregation but decided to prepare another
because intrastate trends have changed., Perhaps seven to nine
states appear not to have had disaggregations for their
own state projection,
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3.2 GENERAL ATTITUDES

Some states found the process helpful:

It's a good idea to tie down projectioms. It simplified
things.

This is definitely needad in order to avoid :lver- and
under-design.

The disaggregations make it easier to deal with population
and allow us to spend time on other issues.

Since 1966 we've raquired county water and sewer plans
that say where and when service will be.... I was happy
to see the EPA guidelines; it gives us more impetus.

Several states thought the process was an annoyance:

The whole thing is a lot of monkey business, an exercise
in futility, an annoyance.

I would like a more '"flexible" system, although preserving
inteyrity and objectivity.

I'm sure we're not the only state that these guidelines
are going to cause trouble.

In some states the projections were sufficiently consistent
or noncontroversial as to have produced little interest on
the state's part in the guidelines.

The remainder seemed to regard it as another federal requirement
with which they were obliged and willing to couply.

Many states and especially many of those which seemed clearest
in their understanding of the regulations and most experienced
in dealing with projections expressed strong support for the
"cascading' structure of the guidelines. Some particularly were
pleased with EPA for having involved the states rather than
going directly to substate governments. One urged EPA to
continue to regard the stotes as the "first line of contact”

in resolving intrastate conflicts over projections.
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This result of our surwrey may perhaps be surprising, since thers
may be an impression in some quarters that states are having
great difficulty with these guidelines. It is certainly
possible that the people with whom we spoke were not being
totally honest with us or were in fact not the ones with the
strong negative opinions. We regard this as unlikely, though,
given the frankness with which they answered many of our
questions and the fact that we spoke with many dozens of

people.

Two states which had opposed the general structure when the

draft guidelines were open for public comment did not do so

in our conversations with them. It should be noted that

the stats projections in both those cases were within 57 of

the EPA projection. We do not speculate on now those statas
might have reacted had there been significant differences in
these numbers.

Must of the problems mentioned with the guidelines were over
the BEA model, specific state projections, the process of
consultation with the states over those projections, the
timing of these requirements, and the amount of "flexibility"
available, or were based on misinterpretations of the
guidelines., Thase problems are discussed in later sections
of this report.

On the basis of our telephone discussions we suspect that as
states become clearer in understanding the guidelines and as
the relevant state agencies gain experience with projections,
this process will come to work well in most states, including
those which had trouble with it this time.

Appendix A contains a selection of supportive and critical
comments made by state representatives on the entire process.
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3.3 USE OF AVAILABLE TIME

among the states which had substantial work to accomplish
to meet EPA's deadline, there was great variation in the
utilization of the available time. At one extreme, there
are five states which admitted or implied to us that they
would not meet the deadline. There are five others that
we believe are likely not to meet it. And there are
additional statss that will meet the deadline only if
their last-minute variance requests are approvad and without
a public hearing. Some states will meet the deadline only
as a result of providing minimal notice of their public
meetings. Some of these states had hardly or just begun
the process when we spoke with them, even though it was
less than three mouths before the deadline.

Reasons for latenmess typically include communications problems
with EPA, understaffing, toc many other things to do, or
problems of jurisdiction within the state.

Other states, however, got off to early starts and used the
time available with great effectiveness. Florida held its
public meetings in January, revised its projzctions in
response to those meetings, and submittad its disaggregations
to EPA April 3. Nevada submitted its variance request in
April., Ohio disaggregated the EPA total to the county level
and submitted these projections to designated agencies and
river basin advisory councils, All but two of the regional
ccuncils submitted revisions that fell outside the allowed
range. The ensuing process of thorough local review to
achieve acceptable totals for most counties took nine mownths,
and the state is now negotiating disaggregations for facility
planning areas outside the designated areas. All this was
achieved before some other states had even preparad a work
plan for the process.

Since a draft of the guidelines was in the Federal Register
in early 1977 and since states saw EPA's projection for them
in early 1978, it is difficult to understand why some states
waited until summer 1979 to begin the work.




3.4 LOCUS OF RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN THE STATES

All but seven states seem to have basically one agency

which prepares projections for the state, accprding to our
telephone interviews. We will be referring to these as

the "projections agencies' Of the seven states which do not,
six have no such agency and one has two of them, omne of

which prepares projections for federal nrograms and the other
for instate use.

In the 43 states with projections agencies, the projections for
compliance with EPA requirements were prepared by or through
that agency in 37 cases. In the six states remaining ( CA,

KA, ME, NJ, OR, WV), in which the projections agency was

not utilized in this process, the reasons were among the
Following:

* The state projections agency does only trend projections
and its work does not represent the administration's policies
on the use of projections in state or federal programs.

* The state is using the process in order to implement a
state growth policy, a function not appropriate in that state
to the agency which prepares the projections.

* The projections agency was in the process of preparing
projections, but those would not be ready on time.

* The water quality people wanted to use the projections

prepared by designated 208 agencies rather than state-preparad
projections.

In 7-8 states we had difficulty identifying a person who could

Ny be said to be responsible for the state complying with EPA.

In four states where we eventually found such an individual,
it took us many calls to locate the person. In some cases where
we were able to locate the right person, other individuals in
those states who attempted to do so on their own had great
difficulty and sometimes never succeeded. See section 4,3,
Public Involvement,
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In several states, the person we identified as probably the

one responsible for implementing the guidelines knew little

or nothing about them. In some cases this might have been
because that person supervised someone who knew the process
well; however in other cases there appeared to be no one in

the state who was well acquainted with what the guidelines said.

Several states themselves identified problems with implementing
the guidelines as related to the lack ¢f clarity within state
government over who was resronsible. In those states where

the projections agency had refused to participate, an environ-
mental agency scmetimes was left holding the ball despite its
feeling it did not have the expertise to do a good job., Im
one state three agencies already had projections; cne of the
two didn't want the responsibility in this case but the other
two both did. In one state, as of the date of our contact

the Governor had not yet designated a lead agency.

Several states commented that the agency signing the work
agreement with EPA was not the agency with responsibility for
producing the projections. It was therefore difficult to
hold the latter to requirements or deadlines. Furthermore,
since the projections agency is not usually the one which
deals with EPA, there are not good working relatiomships,
messages can get garbled, and the point of the guidelines can
easily be missed.

In one state an Executive Order prohibits state agencies
from using any projections but those currently being prepar:zd
by a particular agency, but allow others to use preexisting
projections in the interim. The agency trying to comply with
EPA does not know to what degree it can amend its existing
basin plan projectioms.

Despite all this, all the states appear to be producing some
set of projections and disaggregations for EPA. But the
confusion in some has the effect of slowing down the process,
making it probably less useful to the state, and making public
involvement all but impossible.




3.5 METHODOLOGIES AND APPROACHES

Methodologies used by states to prepare their projections
and disaggregations varied widely,

Although most states prepare state projections first, quite

a few prepare projections for substate areas, typically counties
or multicounty economic regions,and then sum those projections
to produce a state projection. Examples of these include:

Utah, Montana, Nevada, New York, South Dakota, and Wyoming.

The methodologies used range from pure demographic projectiors,
pure econometric ones, with some states using combined
methodologies (see Glossary, Appendix C, for definitions).
Disaggregations include those techniques as well as a variety
of trend and ratio methods,

Although in some cases it was not clear to us what sorts of
methodologies were used at the state level, it seems that
the following states are examples of ones which use certain
techmiques to produce state projections:

pure demographic: California, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, South Carolina, Vermont,
and others

pure economic: Colorado
combined: Arizona, Connecticut, Hawaii.

Similarly, states prepared the disaggregations using

different techniques, as mentioned atove, and using different
philosophies. They ranged from pure ""trend" or 'baseline'
projections to more «a less inclusion of policy considerations,
See further in this section for definitions. Uew Jersey's
disaggregations, for example, are prepared as a reflection of
clearly articulated growth policy goals within the state (see
Appendix B).
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Of the states whose disaggregations weres ''baseline”, some

used elaborate demographic or econometric models, while others
did not. One state, for example, compared with 1970 census
results with the 1977 estimates and simply extrapolatesd the
growth trends from that period. When asked if they really
expected the areas to grow at the same rate for the rest of
the century, the state replied that that's the best they

have.

One state commented that since '"there are no well-documented
disaggregation methodologies except for land-based ones

which are complex and require wmassive data,... we fall back on
a quasi-tachnical and quasi-political process, which may be

OK but which many planners don't like because it deesn't
produce a pure projection.'

We believe that two states are likely to present EPA with
projections which include mere arithmetic manipulation of the
numbers, reflecting neither technical rationales nor state
growth policies,

a4 ,}h;\'
Lo

~
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"Trend" and "Policy'" Projections

Although in some cases these two sorts of approaches to

a projection cannot be precisely distinguished, we use the

terms in the following ways: A projection which relies only

on past or current trends in job creaticn, migration, fertility,
land use, etc. or includes only future events out of the control
of public policy (or decisions already made) is a "trend"

or "baseline" projection. A baseline projection is sometimes
also defined as '"'a projection based on a defined set of

economic and/or demographic assumptions and which attempt to
capture and reflect the essence of historical growth patterns.
They do not attempt to take into account changes in intervention
strategies by any level of zovermment or by the private sector.”
This perhaps does not clear up the definition, since we are

not here defining'intervention strategy'!

We are using ''policy" projection to refer to situations
where a state government has articulatad goals for the amount
or distribution of growth in the state. In some cases these
involve protection of agricultural land, prevention of sprawl,
revitalization of cities, or others. These policies may be
being implemented in other state programs or the state may be
using the EPA process, and its effect on directing federal
money within the state, as a or the tool to implement the
state's goals.
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States whose projections reflect policies

Hawaii has an ongoing State Commission on Population and Hawaii's
Future, composed of seven public members, a representative of
state government, and one from the U.S. Depavrtment of Defense.
The Commission is very involved in the development of the
projections, and the latter reflect a number of growth policy
considerations involving distribution of population among the
islands and the overall economic assumptions used in preparing
the state projection,

Conneczticut's upcoming set of projections will reflect a State
Plan of Conservation and Development approved by the legislature.

New Jersey's projections are being specifically designed to
reflect certain goals of the administration: preservation and
enhancement of existing urban areas, substantial reduction in
growth in currently undevelcped areas, and maintenance of moderate
rates of growth in suburbs. These projections will be presented
to 208 advisory committees and others for their response,

California’s projections reflect the zdministration'’s commitment
to an urban strategy, one of whose components is having state
agencies use projections which have been prepared by councils

of government.

Massachusetts' projections were initially developed by a

state agency but were the subject of extensive discussions
throughout the state as part of the Massachusetts Growth Policy
Report. Local Growth Policy Committees existed in 330 of the
state's 351 communities and meetings and discussions were held
over a 20 month periocd. The question of how and where
Massachusetts' communities should change was widely debated and
projections were adjusted to form a mutually consistent and
acceptable set which will now be used in all state and local
planning.




3.6 CONSISTENCY OF PROJECTIONS SIITHIN THL STATES

At least sixteen and possibly as many as twenty-six states
already have a formal or informal policy of consistency

among the projections used by state agencies - althou~h in

a few cases this is not strictly enforced. Almost half the states
are already ©planning to use the disaggregations preparad

for EPA for other purposes.

Two states, however, specifically do not want these numbers
used by other state agencies. In one case it was because

of disagreement with the population estimate on which

the projection was based, leading to incomparability of

the projections with others used in the state (see section
3.7). In the other case it was because of differences between
the EPA projection and the state's oim, without any problem
with the estimace., A third state expressed reservations

about further use of the disaggregations produced for EPA
because of the "'crudeness of their methodology.”

Many of the states commented that their efforts to develop
intra-state consistency are hampered by the varying require-
ments of federal programs. One state referred to state
agencies dealing with the Dept. of Commerce; Dept. of Labor;
Health, Education & Welfare; and EPA, whose needs and
requirements differ, while other states mentioned HUD programs
and DPT. These states were supportive of federal efforts to
develcp consistent requirements since that would serve state
needs as well.
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In some states, though, problems within the state hamper the
development of such consistency. Some are discussed in other
sections of this reporc (see, for example, section 3.4). In
one state, all planning is done with the same statawide popu~
lation projections, but different programs use different
disaggregations. In another state, one agency prepares county-
level "trend"” projections while several others use the regional
planning agency projections because the latter are tied into
air quality and water quality planning and reflect more closely
local land use constraints and decisions. One sctate has four
sets of operating projections: two for HUD programs, one done
by a consultant for health planning, and an environmental

set. Only the latter, according to our stata contact, has had
strong local input.

Two states complained that consultants and/or municipalities
"can't be forced to use the same projections," despite the
state being the source of the program's money. In one of
these cases, the state had attempted to ensure that the
consultant work regularly with the regional planning body;
nowever that proved impossible to enforce and is now causing
substantial problems. Despite these states' experience,
others have no similar problems ensuring the use of srate-
produced projections by substate goveruments.
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3.7 STATE REACTIONS TO THE EPA PROJECTIONS

By far the most comments from the states on ways to improve
the implementation of the EPA guidelines were on the EPA
state projections, Several states claimed to have not heard
anything about the model or the purpose until they received
the EPA projections "in the mail;" we did not check whether
they meant the original set sent out in early 1977 for their
review or the final set,

The states want more involvement in the process of developing
the assumptions used in preparing the projections. There
were many complaints about BEA's data base and assumptions
being not detailed enough, outdated, or too general. Some
states claimed to have no idea what methods BEA had used to
produce the projections for EPA,

Roughly 25% of the states had either questions about or
disagzeements with the BEA model, the final numbers, or the
process of consultation with the states.

vespite these disagreements, virtually none of the states expressed
objection to EPA's having prepared a set of state proiections.

We must admit, however, that we did not ask a direct question

on this subject. Nevertheless the states were being quite

frank with us in general and one might suppose that if they

felt strongly about this issue they would have mentioned it,

We guess that the situation would have been very different

had the 5% "automatic' variance and the procedure for requesting
even greater variances not been available.

Sample comments of state representatives follow:

Commun.ication

Several states complained that communication with BEA about

their model is very difficult or impossible, '"To talk with
BEA you need to know the detalls of their model and that's
almost impossible." BEA is far away and it's "not easy to

complain to them.'" Furthermore, since ''there is no formal
mechanism for EPA and the state to discuss the projections"

of BEA, the state has no effective way to consider or challenge
the BEA methodology.
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BEA's Model

Some states use or prefer demographic to econometric models
(see Glossary). Since BEA used the latter, it was difficult
for those states to compare their own projections with EPA's
and evaluate the differences.

One state did not like any federal agency coming up with
numbers for the states at all, but added that EPA is ''taking
the heat'" only because they instituted this process first.
(It should be noted here that we did not find as much heat
as several states thought we would)

""BEA didn't take into account energy development: uranium,
coal, o0il, and gas.”

One state complained that several of BEA's assumptions are
unrealistic in general and particularly bad for that state:
* 43 unemployuent
* no cyclic fluctustions in the economy
% people moving primarily in resvonse to jobs and income,
rather than ""quality of life" considerations.'

Trend Projeccions

Two states in the northeast objected to EPA having used
"current trends' in preparing projections for the states.
This, they said, was inconsistent with the President's Urban
Policy, particularly if funding is in any way tied to the
numbers. They felt that federal policies should be used to
prepare projections, giving more weight to already-developed
communities in the northeast.

Estimates

3 states disagreed with the estimates of past and present
population used by BEA as inputs for projecting as being
incompatible with the state's own assumptions and with those
used in other programs. One mentioned specifically BEA's
Sstate-by-state allocation of the 1970 census undercount;

this factor is not accounted for in the state's own projections
nor, they said, in Bureau of the Census estimates. As a
result, one state commented, EPA ensured that the projections
developed in compliance with EPA requirements will not be

used for any other purposes within the state.

" another state mentioned that the BEA estimates and projections
do not include the military population or ship's crews, while

the state's own do. However in this case the state's projections
is still less than BEA's; since the state uses its own fore-
casts in planning, it really doesn't matter.

A third state mentioned that the undercount of illegal aliems
is significant in that state and needs to be dealt with.

A
——
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3.8 VARIANCE REQUESTS

Although a few states had great disagreements with the EPA
projections for their area, from a nationwide perspective
there was general satisfaction with those projections.

According to our telephone interviews, we believe that

three states requested variances of more than 537 by August 13:
Colorado, Indiana, and Nevada. We believe that possibly six

to elzven additional states are likely to make such requests

by October 1. These include Montana, Utah, Wyoming, Washington,
New Mexico, and Oklahoma, as well as others who have not yert
decided what they will do.

The largest percentage increase we expect to Dbe submittead

will be approximately 35% (Utah), with the largest numerical
increase possibly being almost a million and a half from one
eastern stata.

Although controversy over the state aumbers is restricted to
a relatively small nimber of states, the differences can
imply major and potentially serious impacts within those
states.

Several states were unclear about what kind of supporting
information EPA would want to accompany a request for a
variance,

Four states definitely are planning to use the n»rovision

of the guidelines allowing up to 127 variances Sor desirmaczed
208 agencies with preexisting projections: California,
Colorado, Georgia, and New York. Approximately half the
states have decided not to take advantage of that provision;
this includes seaveral states in which designated agencies
have projections larger than those which the state has or
will produce. The remainder of the states either have not
yet comparad their numbers with the 208's projections, have
not yet prepared their own disaggregations, or did not
indicate to us what they intended to do.
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3.9 COMMUNICATIONS PROBLEMS

Many states evidence subscantial confusion over what was
required of them, even on questions clearly dealt with

in the guidelines. This may have been because they did

not read the guidelines carefully enocugh (or, in some cases,
at all), because the guidelines were perhaps too tersely
written, or because of insufficient or confusing communi-
cations with EPA staff.

We point out the following to identify the typical problems:

Al

Some states were unaware that anything needed to be done
at all, In some cases these were states whose projections
processes were sufficiently consistent and complete that
little, in fact, needed to be done. In others, the states
needed to hold a public meeting or sometimes undertake
substantial amounts of work. One state observed that it
relies on IPA to highlight for it what needs to be dene;
that they do not have sufficient staff to pore through
new regulations.

There was much confusion over what needs to be submitted

to EPA by October 1, although the guidelines are clear on
this point. Several states, believing that projections
were needed down to the facility planning level by October,
mistakenly thought they would be unable to satisfy EPA's
requirements. -

Several states mistakenly believed that the 10% variances
available to designated 208 arsas must f£it within the
original state total.

Some states mistakenly thought that the EPA process is
connected with the upcoming OMB/Commerce proposals
(see cover letter, and sections 4.4, Appendix A.35, and
elsewhere), and one state delayed its disaggregations
waiting for word about the OMB/Cormerce process.

Some states did not know that a public meetring was
required. This was true not only in states where a
"projections' agency was carrying out the requirements
but also in a few cases where an "envirommental' agency
was in charge.




3,10 ENERGY~-IMPACT STATES

Much of the dissatisfaction with the EPA process, and with
the EPA state projections in particular, came from energy-
impact states: aAlaska, Colorado, Utah, ¥Wyoming, ontana,

New Mexico. Wyoming, for example, updates its projections
every six months and was concermed that if frequent revisious
to the projections used by EPA are not permitted, planning )
will be done and facilities sized based on patently outdated
projections.

States with "boom towns” were particularly concerned that
"locking'" a town into a previously-prepared county projection
is not productive,

Furthermore, states appear to be using different philosophies
in determining what energy-related facilities should be
assumed in preparing the projectioms, even under a 'baseline'
or "trend" series. Cne claims not to include any project
unless it isunder construction or the envirommental impact
statement has been approved. Ancther may perhaps be including
all projects proposed in the President's energy message ,
regardless of the likelihood of their being carried out.

One state expressed frustration with having to prepare and

submit only one projection, since they believe the state
population in the future will to a great extent be determined

by national decisions which have not yet been made. That

state suggested that states be allowed to submit an "alternative"
projection which would come into use if a particular scenario
does materialize. The concerns expressed in this suggestion
might, in our opinion, be easily alleviated if appropriate
arrangements are made for quick revision of a state's pro-
jection should conditions change quickly.

In quite a few cases we asked for ideas on how EPA might

best deal with the problem of energy-impact states or towns.
Ideas included allowing frequent revisions of the state's package
of projections, allowing updates of projections for a particular
substate ragion if that area has grown more than a pre-
established amount, having a certain "pool" of population which
is not allocated to any state which would then be available to
energy-impact areas if needed.
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3.11 TIMING OF THE REQUIREMENTS

Many states expressed concern about the timing of the
requirement for the disaggregations in relation to the
timing of other processes in which states are also involved.
Some of the problems relate to timetables imposed by federal
.requirements while others involve intermal state timetables.

Other Federal Requirements

How do these guidelines affect projections used in 208 plaas
already submitted and approved? YNew York has explicicly
discussed with designated 208 agencies which projections must
be updated and under what timetables. Howerer we do not

know if other states, in which plans of 208 agencies must be
revised, have thought this through clearly.

What is the relationship with HUD "701" nlans? Under an
interagency agreement between EPA and the Dept. of Housing &
Urban Development, projections used in the latter's "701" plans
must be the same as those used in EPA's 208 plans. Who

follows whose lead?

How will the process be affected by the release of a new sat
of BEA projections in 19797 by proposals of OMB/Commerce?
See 2.24A, I, and J.

State Timetables

In some states, an update of the state's own projections is

almost, but not quite, ready. Those states, wnich include

Maire and Connecticut do not believe that what they submit by
October 1 will be very useful and some expect to resubmit disaggre-
gations soon thereafter. However there is no way that zny

fixed timetable for submitting projections would satisfy all the
states, Illinois, Indiana, and Kansas are also about to

release updated projections.

Other states, particularly those growing very rapidly, were
concerned about the June 1978 date mentioned in the guidelines
as the date by which a set of projections must have been in
existence in order for it to be submitted to EPA without a
variance request. They, as well as several other states,
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believe they are growing very rapidly - generally in response
to decisions made by the federal govermment - and that special
consideration should be given to frequent updates or

perhaps even interim adjustments in projections for parts

of the state (see section 3.10).

Some states had prepared their projections before the guidelines
were issued, either for their own use or in specific response

to Clean Water Act requirements, but did not prapare disaggre-
gations to the now required geographical detail.

Approximately seven statas mentioned their lack of enthusiasm
about preparing projections when the 1980 census is almost

here,
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3.12 VISION

Although most states will have complied with the letter of
the guidelines, in only a few states were the individuals
respousible aware of or planning to use the opportunities
made available by the guidelines (see sectiomn 3.53).
These opportunities include:

* using the process to further the state's own goal
of consistency among projections used by state agencies

* trying to develop consistency among the projections
used for federal programs

* articulating a growth policy via the projections

* conducting productive negotiations with substate
governments which might otherwise not have taken place.

It is our belief that a state seeing the guidelines as
something other than a.dull federal requirement was, in
part, dependent on prior experience in the agency or state
with making or using projections, one individual with a
particular interest in the '"philosophy' of the use of
projections, or prior stats formulation of or interest in
growth management or growth policy.

A major hurdle was that, as many states mentioned spontaneously,
they thought of this as simply another regulation and "don't
really understand what EPA wants' or what problems EPA was
trying to solve in promulgating the guidelines.

Quite a few states already have or are working towards a
policy of consistent projections among all state agencies
(see section 3.6); in most of those, the states attempted

to use the opportunity of complying with EPA to foster that
policy. Some of them mentioned that this was not always

easy because of the conflicting requirements of other federal
or state agencies.

We are not trying to imply that had the option of not simply
preparing '"trend" projections been mentioned to the states,
that lage numbers would have taken advantage of it. 1In

some states the question of growth policy is too controversial;
in others it is being debated but no policies have been
developed. One state volunteered that even had they

realized the projections need not be '"baseline" projections,
they would have prepared such anyway ''because that's what
we've had experience with."

Although most states did not seem to realize it, it is e
a political choice to use '"trend" projectiomns. It was the fffﬂlr
lack of such awareness that, in our opinion, caused the / T
poor attention to public involvement by most states (see \\;
section 4.3). ’
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4.1 COORDINATION AMONG STATE AGENCIES

The present EPA process appears at first glance to involve

only water-quality planning, but it has important ramifications
well beyond water. Therefore it is vital to its success that

a variety of the branches of state govermnment be involved.

First of all, in many states water quality functions are
divided among more than one agency. In some states these

were all involved, but in others one agency would handle

the process and the other would continue in blissful ignorance.
In some extreme cases the 208 office would be handling
disaggregations and the 201, or construction grants, office
within the same agency wouldn't know about it.

Second, the process is in actuality as much tied to air quality
as to water quality., The guidelines specifically mention
required consultation with agencies doing air quality planning.
Furthermore, future revisions of state implementation plans

for meeting the Clean Air Act requirements must use the same
projections as those used in the 208 plaus.

In our telephone interviews we did not specifically ask about
air agency coutacts, but from the fact that only three or four
states volunteered any mention of such contacts, we must cou-
clude that they were not high in the conscicusness of those
implementing this process. Such counsultations (ov lack there-
of, may not even be meeting the letter of the guidelines).

Furthermore, we do not know to what extent state air quality
agencies (as opposed to the substate ones mentioned in the
guidelines) were involved. In many cases these agencies were
in the same department as the one handling water quality;
however, as we found was the case among water people, mere
co-presence within a department does not ensure communication.
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A third interagency ramification of this process is that

it is intrinsically related to land use and thzrefore relates
to the work of whatever land use or planning agencies a

state has. This kind of contact was frequently realized
because in many of the states the initial disaggregations
were prepared by a state planning agency which then gave

them to the water agency, which often modified them and
handled public and local govermment participation.
Unfortunately, however, it is not clear that the "planning"
people were always informed of the acrtual impacts of use

of the projections; often they seemed to be simple technicians
preparing numbers. For other interagency problems, see
section 3.6.

"

The reader may have noticed a certain pessimism on our

part regarding effectiveness of coordination among state
agencies. But we must note that there were six states wnich
gave indications of efforts to achieve this. For example:

* Quite a number of other state agannies attended
Florida's Tallahassee projections meeting, including the
Division of Forestry, Dept. of Transportation, Dept. of

Health Planning & Development, and the Dept. of State Planning.

* The state projections in Delaware are prepared by
the Population Consortium, which includes representation from
the Dept. of Transportation; Office of Management, Budget,
and Planning; Dept. of Development and Housing; and the
Dept. of Health and Social Services.

* California has an interagency group on population
projections which has met occasionally over the past few
years and more recently has discussed California's compliance
with the EPA guidelines. The air quality and water quality
agencies have both been particularly involved.
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4,2 TINVOLVEMENT OF SUBSTATE GOVERNMENTS

In producing population disaggregations there is no substitute
for interactions among the various levels of govermment. The
federal government has to deal with states who have to deal
with counties and COG's and 208's, who have to deal with
municipalities.

"It's a negotiating process. You don't jam a population
figure down a throat."

This kind of negotiation is necassary to get accurate base
data or dasirable trends; it is alsc needed to get the
adherence of local governments to the projections once produced.

Fortunately, this kind of intergovernmental contact is also
highly desirable for reasons that go far beyond projections.
It is the keystone to effective regional planning of all

kinds, and to effective implementatiocn of almost any state
program.

So we see it as a bonus that states with effective projections
mechanisms in the course of them achieved considerable contact
with different layers of government.

Ohio was exceptional in its efforts in this direction:

"We're kind of proud of what we've dome, Local communities
realized that this will determine the size of their
facilities and so they took it seriously.... We submitted
(our county projections) to designated agencies and advisory
councils for each river basin. We let the regional councils
revise them as long as they maintained a regiomnal control
total, All but two of them fell outside the allowed

range, so we forced them to revise downward.

The Dayton metro area requested a 200,000 decrease. They
documented it well, so we granted it.... If a city or

county could document for us a change from our projection,
we accepted it.

This process took us nine months, but we agreed on county
totals except for three or four counties which we're still
working on. We had very thorougn local review and local
input. I travelled all over the state,
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(Ohio, continued)

We've held public hearings on the county level and
small area projections: fourteen hearings in July and
August. Then we'll go back and work one by one with
the communities that don't like their projections....
When we make a change, we go back to the local advisory
committee to get their approval again since it involves
changes for the whole region."”

It's time consuming, especially of staff time, but it's
worth it. People may not like what we come up with,
but they are generally agreed to accept it until the
1980 census.

Texas is another state =hat seems to have achieved considerable
cooperation and interaction between the state and local
governments:

"It was good that the federal government left intrastate
disaggregacions to the state, and the state left this

to smaller units, Noone felt anybody was forcing anything
on anyone. Each county did their own disaggregation, and
with one exception they've all been reconciled.

"There's been discussion, but not much controversy. There
weren't many discrepancies because the local areas had
been working with the governor's office for years on
projections. There were discrepancies in a few local
areas, but there were handled within the counties."

Maryland is a state with comsiderable experience in projections
and it wants to move towards more interaction:

"In the future we anticipate a more open and cooperative

method for all planning areas -- an advisory group of
state agencies and counties, lots of chance for local
input.”

Unfortunately, not all states were equally successful in
achieving local involvement., Some states told us:

"o local government involvement until now.'

"local governments have been involved only by having
received the notice. They won't be involved much until
the facilities planning process (201)."

"I used to comnsult with local govermments and the public
but their informationm usually isn't good., I don't do
that any more. I do better projections by myself.”



Further, many states reported individual procedures which
were especially effective in generating local involvement.
Since these were by and large the same procedures used to
general public participation, we refer the reader to
section 4.3.

A frequently mentioned problem in many states was the one

or two designated areas that requested exhorbitant pro-~
jections. It is difficult for us to find any overall pattern
in how these were handled, i.e. in what cases the state
changed its projections or granted a variance and in what
cases the designated 208 agency is revising its. But,

in most cases, these problems led to serious discussion
between the state and that agency. And since these were
parts of the state where growth is a particularly significant
issue, we regard it as useful in itself that this process

has led to discussions between levels of government,
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4.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

In this section we discuss involvement of the non-governmental
public in preparing, comnsidering, or evaluating the projections
used for the EPA raquirements. It was disappointing to us
that,in many states, ocur questions about public involvement
were answered exclusively by reference to the involvement

of local governments and it was sometimes difficult for us

to make clear that we were particularly interested in the
direct involvement of the non-govermmental public.

It is hard to give an overall assessment of public

involvement throughout the country. In some cases, there

were pre-existing projections which were used widely throughout
the state. Some of the projections in these statas incorporated
clearly articulated policy goals (see section 3.5). ‘llany

were pure ''trend" or "baseline' projections (see definitions

in seccion 3.3); of those, some were prepared with the
involvement of advisory committees that included university
representatives (Arizona, for example) or business representatives
(Delaware, for example). «thers were prepared pursly by
technical professionals.

Some of these states, which in most cases had little to do

to complv with the enidslines, aré now scheduling public

meetings as the guidelines require (examples: Illinois, Michigan,Minnesota)
Others believe they have already satisfied those requirements

either through public involvement in the projections process

or as a result of hearings on the 208 plans

Most states which prepared projections for the 208 program
reported having included consideration of those projections

in the 208 hearings. 1In some of those, projections were
singled out as a separate item of discussion -~ but no state

in this category could recall any of the discussion. In others,
projections were among the subjects on wnich public ccmments
could have been made, but generally were not.
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Some states claimed to have discussed projections with their
208 advisory committees. In at least one state, though,
the topic never came up.

One projections agency described its work as '"intentionally
a bit ivory-towerish. Environmentalists are not involved."

In some states citizens were actively involved in debates

over popw ation projections at the designated 208 level -
exwmples are the Atlanta Regional Commission, Southeast
Michigan Council of Govermments, Association of (San Francisco)
Bay Area Govermments. However our telephone survey was of
state governments and we did not ask about involvement at

this level.

We believe it is fair to say that except for a hiandful of
states in which the projections are reflective of or used

as growth palicy, or those states in which all the decisions
were made at the designated 208 level, there has been
virtually no involvement of the non-governmental public in
the process of deciding how projections should be prepared
or considering the process as it developcd.




Inadequacies

In quite a few cases, state staff with whom we spoke were
unaware of the requirement for a public meeting before the
disaggregations are submitted to EPA. To be fair, in some

cases we were speaking with staff of the "projections agency’
who defer to the envirommental agency on such matters. On

the other hand, it is quite likely that in some of those

cases the environmental "person'' regarded their responsibilities
as being simply to forward the projections to EPA., Further-
more, in a few cases even the latter individuals admitted

to not knowing about the requirement for a public meeting.

In some states we believe the state meetings will be
virtually a farce for a number of possible reasous:

* The state is giving insufficient notice or not
announcing the meeting widely enough.

* Even after the state has given notice of a request
for a variance, no information will be available for citizens
to look at until a few days before the meeting itself,

* The meeting (in fact the entire process) is scheduled
so closely before the deadline that the chance of public
involvement making a difference, is virtually nil. But Florida
shows how a state, by starting early, can stimulate considerable
statewide involvement.

* The state does not want public involvement, sees it
as a nuisance which cannot contribute to their work.

One state in fact described its own public meetings as

"being done almost as an afterthought, without serious interest
in getting public involvement." Another state official said

he used to work with local goveruments and the public but
doesn't do that any more because he can produce better
projections than they can.

Furthermore, not only did some states hold these beliefs,

but they expressed them to a caller from the Sierra Club, whom
they might have presumed would have a great commitment to
public participation.
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Analysis

It is our belief that there are several reasons why state
officials have not seen much value in public involvement:

* They are preparing ""trend" preojections and see the
public as not being able to provide useful data about what
is happening or professional reflection on the technical
methods they are using. These states do not acknowledge
that choosing to use ''trend” projections is in itself a
political decision, nor that there are different views on
what is a "trend.”

* They have seen no public interest and cannot believe
there would be any., However even in some states where citizens
have tried to become involved, they have in several cases been
unable to find out what the state was doing. See, for example,
the individual state reports for ¥ew Jersey and Pennsylvania.
When we ourselves called Delaware, we were explicitly and
incorrectly told by one official that no one in the state
was working on the process, and we suspect that a caller less
persistent than ourselves would probably never have located
a more knowledgeable official. Furthermore, citizens are
not likely to become involved in scmething which is presented
as a purely technical phenomenon that supposedly neither
influences nor can be influenced by public policy decisions.

* The state may be negative about the EPA process as a
whole and wants to devote as little energy to it as possible.

* The state regards discussicns in the context of 208
plans as sufficient. However in too many cases the public
(as well as state officials themselves) has a mistaken notion
of the "accuracy" or non-controversial nature, supposedly,
of population projections. There would therefore in many
cases be no reason for a 208 advisory committee or others to
spontaneously pay attention to the choices made in producing
projectiouns. )

* Although the state's water quality agency is familiar
with and perhaps even sympathetic to public involvement, the
projections are prepared by a ''projecticns agency" which has
no familiarity with how or why to involve the non-governmental
public, may in fact be actively hostile to anything but
professionally prepared 'trend" projections, and regards its
task as simply to produce good sets of numbers.

All these reasons are self-rainforcing, for a state which

has failed until now to involve the public is unlikely even

to see signs of public interest which might encourage further
such efforts on the state's part. As in so many other domains,
the nurturance of public involvement with projections requires
careful attention from the state over the years through many
rounds of updates.



Successful Activities Towards Public Involvement

Despite the preceding fairly bleak account of public

involvement throughout the country, quite a number of the

states did engage in activities which we believe are appropriate
for stimulating participation. We believe that if such
activities are incorporated inco projections procedures

through the years, they will encourage the development of a
public following which will be able in the future to make
significant contributions. And an additional and immediate
benefit is that most of these activities have been highly
successful in generating the involvement of local govermment:

* Massachusetts had an extensive growth pelicy process.

* Florida held seven meetings around the state solely on
population.’

* New York will publish a detailed handbook on projections
for local contractors.

* New Jersey is using the process as a forum for articulating
growth policy, one which will then will be widely discussed.

* Arizona has :niversity planners and demographers on its
technical advisory committee.

* Hawaii has an ongoing Commission on Popnlation and
Hawaii's Future.

* Ohio spent nine months negotiating over the county
level projections, has held fourteen public meetings, and is
now negotiating over projections for facilities planning areas.

“Nhieh wouid yay rather sae guit an s site?
{A) Aninterconunental etcont, 8)an atgrmic
powergiant: (C) a mail-tvoe snOpSING cantsr: o7
Q) 33.000-unit middle~ncama nousing daveicoment.”




4.4 WHAT REMAINS TO BE DONE

Although many states will have completed the process of
submitting projections by the October 1 deadlinme, others will
not. These latter states will still be making decisions on
how to submit their projections.

Many important opportunities for public involvement still
remain:

* When variance requests are submitted, the EPA Regional
Administrator is required to solicit public comment and, if
there is controversy, hold a public hearing. Since quite a
few states are submitting last-minute requests for such
variances, there is still a chance for public review of the
request and for a hearing to be requested,

*# Because public hearings require a 43 day notice, reducible
to no less than 30 days, those states in which hearings will be
held still have time for public participation in that hearing.

* If the variance requests are rejected, in whole or in
part, states will have to prepare new projections.

* Several states seem to be violating even the letter of
the guidelines on the requirement for a public meeting, and EPA
might ask them to go back and hold one or otherwise impr.we
public participation.

* The Office of Management & Budget and Dept. of Commerce
are scheduled to propose a similar system for all federal
programs which use projections in their funding formulas. These
proposals are scheduled to appear in the Federal Register this
fall, with several months for public comment and public hearings
around the country. The Sierra Club's newsletter, Population
Report, which is available free on request, will keep readers
up to date on these proposals.

* Several states indicated they will resubmit projections
in the near future, when their state updates are available,
These include Connecticut, Kansas, and Maine.

# All states will have continuing updates of their clean
water and clean air plans, and projections for these will be
periodically updated.
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* Many scates have not yet prepared the projections
to the facility planning level, which will soon be requiread
for areas submitting step 1 grant applications. These
projections need considerable local involvement.

* EPA is developing regulations to tie together in a
consistent way the projections used in clean air planning
and the impact of the construction of sewage treatment facilities.
Public involvement is needed in commenting on the proposals
for this effort, which is iriplementation of Section 316 of
the Clean Air Act, and in implementation at the local level,

* Many states are involved in trying to establish
statewide consistency in their use of projections.

* {any states have regular projections processes, and
these involve more or less frequent revisions of projections
for the state and substate levels,
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5.1 STATE ACTIVITIES TO INVOLVE THE PUBLIC

(see Chapter &)

Unfortunately, it is not easy to spark overnight interest
in a subject like population projections that has long been
relegated to the private chambers of state demographers

and water quality planners. Whether or not they have done
so in the past, all states will now be required to prepare
regular updates of their projections, and the task of en-
couraging public involvement must be seen as a year to year
process to be built up gradually, not as something to be
attempted once and abandoned if not greeted with immediate
and spectacular outpourings.

Federal agencies overseeing state projections processes aust

give careful attention to formulating guidelines for insuring
state processes that genuinely attempt to involve the public,
ad are not pro forma displays.

These guidelines might include itemizations of procedures
for states to follow, but they should also contain the
flexibility co encourage state experimentation. In Section
4.3, Public Involvement, we listed some of the innovative
procedures used by various states to involve the public,

It might be noted that most of these procedures are also
highly effective in involving local govermments and, in some
cases {(e.g. Florida), state agencies that are not otherwise
involved.

We offer the following recommendations to states to facilitate
public involvement:

A, Written laterials on the State's Projections Effort

It would be extremely useful to the public, local government, and
others for states to produce a brochure on the rasults of the
state's projections work, describing not only the numbers and
the methodology, but also:

* who was involved in developing the assumptiouns
how local governments and the public participatad
whether any state policies were included
which federal or state agencies will be using the projections
and for what purposes.

* % *

The handbook being prepared by New York state is a beginning along
these lines.
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B. Briefing of 208 Advisory Committees

Many states have statewide and/or regional citizens advisory
committees for their water quality programs. 1In at least one
case we know that such a committee never discussed projections,
and we suspect the situation to be widespread. We urge states to
specifically inform these committees about projectioms. This

is important even in states that have essentially completed

the projections process, because these committees need to under-
stand the role of projections in order to help inteprate them
into the overall countinuing planning process for clean water.

C. Regularly Involving the Public in Projections

We recommend that states regularly involve the public -~ the non-
governmental public in particular - in their ongoing work of
developing and using population projections, whether tied to

an environmental planning program or not.

In section 5.10 below we recommend that states establish

formal advisory committees specifically on the issue of population
projections, with mandatory membership of a certain number of
non-governmental individuals with varied backgrounds and interests.

D. Involvement of "Population People' in Envirommental Planning

State a_encies managing federal or state environmental planning
programs should establish countacts with demographers, population
organizations such as Zero Population Growth, and other individuals
and groups who might be particularly interested in population.

This is especially important in states where projections are
prepared by water agencies who might otherwise lack demographic
expertise and knowledge of who in the state is nterested in
population per se. These people and organizations might be

added to mailing lists on projectiomns-related issues but also,
being few in number in some states, where appropriate might be
contacted personally as well.

N N
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E. Consideration of the Impact of the Projections

Statewide discussion should be fosterad of the impact of

the projections used., As cne state official commented, people
understand what the projections mean only as they consider

the impact of the numbers and distribution oan water quality,
housing, land use, open space, jobs, air quality, etc.

It is no wonder that much of the public is not interested

in projections abstractly: divorced from considerations of
impact, the numbers are much more difficult to grasp.

One state official commented to us that his agency was
obligated to prepare the projections, but that he hoped some
other state agency would consider the impacts, some of which
he thought were adverse.
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5.2 PUBLIC MEETINGS ON PROJECTIONS

(see section 4.3)

In many states, the public meetings on the disaggregations
were combined with meetings on the water quality plans.
Although this has the benefit of focusing attention on cthe
impacts of growth rather than on the numbers themselves, in
most cases the projections were never the subject of
comment.

EPA should suggest to the states that, when holding meetings
on a number of subject, population projections be specifically
given a special place on the agency and their importance
highlighted for those attending.

Furthermore, EPA should strictly enforce the following:

*

*

*

holding of a meeting when required
adequate public notice

calculating the time of issuance of public notice only
from the dat: materials are available to be reviewed
by public, not merely when a notice is published

scheduling msetings in accessible locations at times
during which the public can attend without difficulty

scheduling meetings sufficiently before submissions

deadlines to allow public concerns to be evaluated
and incorporated into the state's proposals.
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5.3 COMMUNICATIONS BEIWEEN EPA AND THE STATES

(see sections 3.3 & 3.9)

Various problems of communication between EPA and the
States were common, and described in detail in sections 3.3
and 3.9. EPA should be careful to highlight those portions
of regulations which require something new of the states,
particularly (as in this case) when a process is likely to
involve extentive negotiations with substdte agencies.

Such discussions should occur well before any deadlines in
order to make it possible for states to finish on time.

5.4 WRITTEN GUIDANCE FOR THE STATES

(see chapters 3 & 4)

EPA should produce written, explanatory materials for the
states on what is being asked of them, why the guidelines were
developed, and how they can be implemented in various ways.

Availability of such material would , we hope, eliminate many
of the misunderstandings which occurred this time around and
alsoc provide states with more of an understanding of EPA's
reasons for promulgating these guidelines. Otherwise, states
often regard them simply as another bureaucratic raquirement.
It should be remember that in many states the agencies pro-
ducing the projections have no direct contact with EPA or
familiarity with the impact of use of the projectioms in
various programs.

Furthermore, most states did not avail zhemselves of the
opportunities made possible by the flexibility written into
the guidelines. In many cases their staff was overworked and
unlilkely to notice anything but the mere requirements of

the guidelines; in other cases states or the programs respon-
sible were sufficiently unfamiliar with the use of population
projections, that other possibilities did not occur to them.

Guidance from EPA might well include case studies and examples
of how the guidelines might be applied in various circumstances.
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5.5 STATES WHICH HAVE HAD DIFFICULTIES

EPA should work particularly closely with those few states
which appear to have had or be having difficulty complying
with the guidelines, serious misunderstandings about them,
or problems developing a locus of responsibility within
the state.

We expect that if this is done, such problems will be sub-
stantially reduced, if not eliminated, by the time of the
next revision.

5.6 INVOLVEMENT OF OTHER STATE AGENCIES

(see section 4.1)

EPA should strictly enforce requirements for involvement of
state agencies and local govermments. In particular, when
guidelines such as these require specific consultation with,
for example, air quality planning agencies, EPA should
notify those state agencies directly to ensure they are aware
that their participation is needed.

This is particularly important for those states where the
projections are being prepared not by an envirommental agency
but by a projections agency which might not appreciate the
desirability of involving others in state government.
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5.7 REVISIONS OF THE PROJECTICNS AND
INTEGRATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

(see sectioms 3.6 & 3.11)

EPA should make clearer determinations of how revisions to
the state projections and the disaggregations can be
integrated into ongoing envircmmental planning efforts.

EPA should also resolve with the Dept. of Housing & Urban
Development the relationship between projections prepared for
EPA's 208 program, ncw in some ways constrained by these
guidelines, and projecticns used for HUD's "701" plans.

5.8 EARLIER DEADLINE FOR VARIANCE REQUESTS

Several states are delaying the submission of variance

requests until close to October 1 and submitting them together
with disaggregations. This has the result that if the variances
are denied, these states will not have submitted adequate
disaggregations.

Furthermore, such late submissions make it difficult for
public reaction to the variance request to be adequately
considered and incorporated.

These situations could be avoided if the deadline for requesting
a variance of the state number were considerably earlier than
that for submitting disaggregations.

-87-



5.9 URBAN AREAS WITH DECREASING POPULATIONS
OR LOW GROWTH RATES

(see section 3.7)

A ma’‘or weakness in the guidelines is that while they

may prove to Le effective in preventing overbuilding, they
are not very effective in those areas which, from a variety
of criteria, should experience more rapid growth.

If one takes the trends in, for example, many urban areas,

one sees substantial decreases in the center city population.
This problem could be resolved if the states were to realize
that they need not use "trends" in producing the projection;
they could instead, as Yew Jersey is doing, establish goals
for population in urban areas and have the projections reflect
those goals. We have addressed this more general problem
elsewhere in the report.

Nevertheless the problem remains when we look at the state
projections; they have been prepared according to 'trends”
the states, and the process does not appear to allow this
to change., The only opportunity would seem to be for a stute
itself to produce a higher overall projection and convince
EPA that such is the "real" trend.

for

Since these regulations are considered to be part of the
President’'s Urban Policies, effects om our established cities
should be carefully considered,

We recommend that a thorough analysis be done of how population
projections are used in making funding decisions throughout
the federal government and, in particular, how this affects
urban areas.
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5.10 PROPCSED FEDERAL-WIDE PROCESS

The EPA projections guidelines are in many ways a pilot
study for how such a process might operate at a federal-
wide level. As we mentioned in the cover letter to this
report, a proposal for development of comsistent projections
which must be used in those federal programs which use
projections in a funding formula is expected to be proposed
by OMB & the Department of Commerce this fall.

Much of the analysis and many of the recommendaticns in this report will,
we hope, e of use to those developing this proposal.

We offer the following specific recommendations:

A. Most states would find federal-wide consistency a substantial
step forward., Several complained to us that different
requirements ia EPA, HUD, DOT, and HEW programs cause them
to need to produce several sets of projections.

B. Although most states were satisfied with the EPA numbers,
this was because of their similarity to the states' own
projections and the provision in the guidelines allowing
them to use the latter if differences were minor. In order
to maintain smooth working relationships with states, to
increase the possibility of this process being useful to
the states in their own, non-federally-required work,
and to avoid duplication of efforts by states, we feel
strongly that variances such as the 57 one allowed by EPA
should be maintained.

C. OQur recommendation for written guidance to the states (see
section 5.4) is even more important if the projections are
to be used more widely. This guidance should not simply
be a rephrasing of guidelines, but should include examples,
and answers to common questions in easily readable format.
We believe the materials should be written at a level
understandable to the potentially-interested public.

ESHAC/pt
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Because the process has thus far been tied only to

certain envirommental planning requirements, the agencies
overseeing the process have been either envirommental ones
or what we have veen calling ''projections agencies." If
the process were imnlemented to cover many more Zederal
programs, presumably the latter agencies would get

greater responsibilities and the former less.

However it is srecisely the ''projections' agencies which
in many states have no interest in or knowledge of public
participation. We believe that requirements for public
involvement must be carefully and tightly written and
enforced, because ilie risk of lack of public invo.vement
is greater,

We recommend seriocus consideration of states establishing
state advisory committees on projections with mandatory
membership of a certain number of non-govermmental
individuals including varied backgrounds in all the relevant
program areas: water, air, solid waste, housing, education,
transportation, etc., as well as population.

Leaving such options open to the states is likely to be
productive only in those states which have thus far displayed
public participation in implementing the EPA guidelines.

Several states complained that they were not sufficiently
consulted when the BEA/EPA projections were developed. In
two cases the estimates used were not comparable to those
used by the states. Such problems should be taken seriously,
and opportunity for state involvement should be created.

The various federal planning requirements should be spelled
out on a timetable and the relationship of development of
the projections to that timetable should be made clear to
the states. Otherwise there may well be rampant confusion
about which update of the projections is required to be
used by whom, when. The particular cases of states whose
am projections timetables are incompatible with requirad
state updates for federal purposes should be dealt with

in advance.
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APPENDIX A

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OF THE STATES

In our telephone interviews we offered states the opportunity
to make whatever comments they wished on the EPA projections
guidelines. 1In Chapter 3, Summaries and Conclusions, we

have quoted or mentioned many of those comments.

In this section we present additional comments which did
not fit anywhere else or are more general.

A4

A.S

General Supportive Comments
General Negative Comments
Miscellaneous Comments

Specific Suggestions or Problems

Reactions to Possible Federal-Wide System
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A.l GENERAL SUPPORTIVE COMMENTS

It's good to force states to look at projections because
it makes them think about the impact of the growth. It
will stop local govermments from manipulating projections
high or low to get what they want.

Despite the fact that we are participating reluctantly, I
think the process provided good liaison opportunities with
substate agencies.

This makes good sense 1f done at the beginning of 208 planning
and it will make good sense in 1985 when the new census data
are available.

We're proud of what we've done. Local cormunities realized
that this will determine the size of their facilities and so
they took it seriously.

This is definitely needed in order to avoid over- and under-
design. It is particularly important for the 208's but not

in rural areas and the SMSA's which are (in that state) mostly
quite small and not showing much growth.

We're already using the interim figures. We're being fairly
stringent xbout them. We're telling local govermments that
consultants will no longer be preparing projections. We'll be
handing the projections to them.

Disaggregating to facility planning areas is a good thing. I've
seena’ lnt of abuse (this person said). A jurisdiction would come
and project the bulk of the growth in one end of the county, and
then a couple of years later they'd come back and project all
their growth in the other end.

No doubt about it. We need standardized population projections
that are acceptable to everyone involved.

I now know more after going through this process.

States should develop their own disaggregations, resolving their

own needs and what EPA will accept. Many states are like us and

haven't had the foresight or resources to develop disaggregations

previously,

The process wasn't very tedious or complicated. For one thing
because we've been here before,
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The process will probably result in benefits, particularly if
people work out good compromises.

We try hard to keep projects from getting out of hand.

Consistent projections (which we've had in the state) have
been a good experience,

I concur in EPA's approach of getting everybody involved.

EPA should extent this approach to its other programs, ¥PDES
permits and non-point source programs in particular. Population
is clearly an important factor in estimating future wastes
quantities, but the regulations now address the use of projections
in these programs only indirectly.

Don't ruin pood things going on in the states right now with too
many regulations. The current level of detail in the projections
guidelines is good now.

If EPA will support a state when it has a strong program, things
will work well. They've built flexibility (the 5 and 10% pro-
visions) into it. If EPA is willing to take the heat, it will
be OK.

The process we used was time-consuming, particularly of staff
time. But because of the local consultatiog, people are
generally agreed to accept the results, at least until the 1950
census.

EPA should look to the states as the "first line of contact"”
for resolving conflicts with local govermments.
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A.2 GENERAL NEGATIVE COMMENTS

The requirements are difficult to read.

EPA has said that if there's some reason for deviating from
these projections they'll be flexible but most people (in our
local governments) are afraid that EPA won't allow any change

in the projections. We're afraid they'll put these in concrete.

We're under some awfully rigid requirements that could cause
problems for a specific county, say one where the figures don't
reflect what we (now) know or expect. The tools of the trade
don't allow us to project in a rapidly expanding county.

The EPA should ask states for projections. They'd get more
state input. The regulations seemed not to realize that lots
of people across the country are wrestling or dealing with the
same thing.

They (EPA) made no effort to get input the way the states ars
required to get it. The state projection just showed up in
the mail one day., (comment of two states)

The system set up now is workable. But it's probably too hard
to deal with. It's so structured there's no way to deal with
anything out of the ordinary.

The whole thing is a lot of monkey business, an exercise in
futility, an annoyance. It should be done case by case; the
total of the parts might well exceed the whole. If we're looking
at a town that looks like it's going to grow, we give it

funding for growth.

We didn't get enough money for planning in the non-designated
parts of the state and as a result our projections aren't very
good there., We're telling our contractors that the local numbers
shouldn't be treated as gospel for 201 planning.

Doing disaggregations to the county level is worthwhile, but
doing them in rural areas to facility planning areas is not.
The regs. seem rore appropriate for denser populated urban states.

We shouldn't have to do this as part of the statewide 208 program.
It's nore related to fenstruction Grants in 205g or someone else,

These guidelines are constructed to produce a ''convenient' pro-
jection. But really you should be going to the level of govern=-
ment which hes the most information, which is some cases will

be a local government not the state or the feds.

-97-



We shouldn’t have to do disaggregations at all since our
state's growth is totally a function of federal decision.

We would prefer to submit two projections not one. In many
parts of the state, the economy is dependent on one industry
or one company and it is difficult to pick a particular future.
. Having additional projections ready and approved means one

can svitch to using that projection as soon as a decision is
made. This is particularly important when situations are
changing rapidly.
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A.3 UISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS
This is an unplanned planning program. Agencies that work
with HUD are more used to this.

The process is easy for states that are well-prepared but
very hard for others.

The feds want to ignore the energy boom. I'1l have to eat
my words 1if ZIPA accepts our request for a variance.

We have a problem with asking our Governmor to accept projections
prepared outside the state. We £feel our projections are as
good as EPA's, '

The methodology should be reviewed stringently but there should
be some leeway in the actual numbers produced.

EPA needs to be "flexible', particularly at the facilities planning
level (a comment of quite a few states).
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A.4 SPECIFIC SUGGESTIONS OR PROBLEMS

This section covers ideas not included in earlier chapters
or in the State Reports.

One state felt the 5% and 10% variances were "arbitrary" and
that if such variances zre allowed at the state and 208 level
they should alsc be allowed at the facilities planning level.

Iwo states commented that treating the designated and non-
designated areas differently (as far as possible variances)
polarizes them and is unfair to the nondesignated areas.

One state commented that because the 10% variances allowed

to the designated areas do not take population away from other
parts of the state, it is politically impecssible for the
Governor to refuse to grant one. (7™n the other hand, several
states in which there are significant differences between the
208 and the state projections are not going to grant the
variances and have no problems with that)

One state accepted a 5% variance even though it really wanted
a somewhat larger one because the process was easier.

One state has several problem counties which contain large
military bases. They have to rely on the army's figures for
those but there may be closing of bases in oher states which
would mean more people in their state.

Five states mentioned having communities with large seasonal
populations of tourists and retired pecple and not knowing
how EPA wanted them to handle this in their projections.

One state commented that since most of the step 1 grants in
that area have already been awarded the guidelines should
perhaps also cover step 2 grants. Related to this is the
following:

In one state the current set of projections is now significantly
different in parts of the state from the former set. One largge
project is now completing its planning phase (step 1 grant) and

it appears that the projection which was used is very much inflated
compared with the more recent projection. One person in the state
government stated a preference for having the most recent projection
used even if it is developed at the end of a lengthy and expensive
planning process. That state had attempted to get the contractors
to consult regularly with local govermment planners but this
apparently was difficult to implement.
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A.5 REACTIONS TO POSSIBLE FEDERAL~WIDE SYSTEM

In our telephone interviews, quite a few of the state people
wera aware that the federal government is considering developing
a process to ensure consistent use of population projections by
all federal programs which use projections in funding formulas.

States generally expressed support for the idea of consistent
projections to be used by state and faderal programs, with

some commenting on the technical or political hurdles to be over-
come,

Some states were acquainted with the details of the proposals

being developed by the Cffice of Management & Budget and Departmest
of Commerce along these lines. In some discussions, the nature

of the conversation led us to tell states about these proposals;

in others the issue never arose.

General Supportive Comments

Sounds rather progressive.

I wish them luck.

The idea has merit but will take time.

All federal agencies should use the same numbers.

There's some practical value to the OMB plan, but also headaches.
There are now (in our state) no official numbers at aanv level. The
feds should use the same numbers; every program in DHEW uses a

different projection.

A very stroug, good move as long as there is substantial state
involvement in reviewing the state projections.
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General Negative Comments

It's sensible to use different methodologies for different
purposes. The Federal DOT projections have been useful to us
and in the short term they have come ocut very close. I caution
against using one set cof numbers for all putposes.

There will be a similar problem with the OMB plan to the one
the states now have with the locals, The states are likely to
say that there's not enough state involvement.

Projections are not appropriate for allocating money.

Joint BEA/Census projections (to be proposed by OMB and Commerce)
might not be better. One small state commented that it was
difficult for them to lhave influence. A larger state suggested
outside review in developing the projections.

We are "headed for a big battle with OMB." States know the
trends better than the feds, The OMB proposals don't take into
account federal policy objectives such as Carter's urban policy.
If we look at the long-term situation, for example, the northeast
has plenty of water and will get more growth.

If done wrong, this could reinforce current population shifts
around the country (which is bad).

Other Comments

You ne2d to look at the implications of using different projections.
Overbuilding of hospitals, for exampile, causes higher rates to

its patients but overbuilding of highways brings no complaints
because it wasn't built with local money.

All calculations of need should be done straight, with a safety
factor added explicitly at the end. The way it's done now, they
add a safety factor in each calculation, and the final number is
wildly inflated.

In non~EPA programs, one has to get the analogue of per capita

use and the design period. One fact that also needs to be considered
is the risk., For example, in the case of hospital needs, coming

up short is a real problem.
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APPENDIX B

INDIVIDUAL STATE REPORTS

Each state rzport that follows is the summary of
one or more telephone interviews lasting between
twenty and sixty minutes each. 3ecause of
limitations of space we had to omit much of the
information we learned in those calls; we would
be happy to provide additional details on
request on particular states.

"Date of contact' refers to the date of our most

recent telephone conversation with a state representative.
Material in the summaries is therefore no more recent

than that date; because some states were at the time

in the midst of deciding how to handle the projections,
the situation at the time you are reading this may

be very different.

"7/77 estimate" refers to the estimate of population in
July, 1977 used by the Bureau of Economic Analysis
in preparing in preparing their projections for EPA.

"EPFA projection" is the projection for the year 2000
for the state prepared by BEA for EPA.

"State projection' is the state's official, or usual,
or only available projection prepared by the state's
projection agency. It may be several years old, or
very recent.

"Projection submitted" is the projection for the scate
which has been or will be submitted to EPA. Except
where indicated, it does not include 10% variances which
may be granted to designated 208 agencies.

The section entitled, "State Projections" describes

the state's usual process of developing projections,
independent of EPA requirements, The next section,
"Special activities for EPA" includes projections
developdd as part of EPA planning processes {(sach as
208) or specifically to comply with these guidelines
In some cases it was difficult for us to tell in

which of these two categories some activity has fallen.

In the "Other Comments' section we present, for some
states, a brief analysis of strenzths and weaknesses

in a state's approach to the EPA guidelines.,
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ALABANA
Date of contact: Aupust 6
Gilford Gilder 7/77 eatimate
L B 3,690, 00
Office of State Mlanning and 670,000
Federal Propram= (OSPFP) fPA projection: 4,140,000
State Capitol state projection: “doesn't

Montgomery, Alabama 36130
(205) 832-6400

projection submitted: same

State Projections

Three years ago 11 southern states including Alabama did a county Jevel
disapgrepation. This was based on BEA "OBLRS E” 1972 projections.

There are no legally officfal projections in the state, but O5PFF has
promoted theirs and they are used by several state apencies including
civil defense, education, some parts of the health department, and some
HUD agencies. They are the only consistent set put out with regularity.

Special Activities for EPA

Thev decided to redisaggrepate the same totals as before because there
have been changes in trends. The new disappregation and notice of

a public weeting September 5, just on projections, were sent out August
3. The disagpregation was based almost enlirely on census data and
annual estimates.

Other Comments

Apparently the state will meet the FPA deadline with no difficulry.

from BEA by
more than 5

Date of contact: July 26

Bob Martin 7/77 estimate: 407,000
Construction Crants Englneer FPA projection* 667,000
Department of Environmental Conservation state projection: none

Pouch 0 projection submitted: 667,000

Juneau, Alaska 99811

State Projections

none

Special Activity for LPA

They are extremely skeptical about any projections. They think that
EPA figurer may be low, but they say they have no evidence; so they
took them., {(Martin mentioned existing projections for 2000 ranping
from 500,000 to 1,000,000).

They divided the state into six signiffcant population arcas, (the
municipality of Anchorage, the four largest boroughs, and “other™),

and went to the DNepartment of Commerce and Economic Development to get
growth figures for these. The methodology used a combhination of
historic trende and guesswork by Martin, who is not a demographer,

to divide the growth among the six areas. They will be holding meetings
in Jate July or early August on thelr priority 1fst, and projectiens
will be included. He didn't think environmental groups were included

on the malling list for notice for the meetiogs. There has been no
other public participation till now, and local government involvement.

These disapgregations won't be used for any other purpose.

Other_Comments

Alaska has some special circumstances that make projections there
extremely problematic, in particular, the fact that thelr historic
trends are stronply distorted by the butlding of the Tipeline, and
the problem that their development is strongly affected by as yet
unmade federal decisions. We can sympathize with their feeling

that this process may be inappropriate to them. Nonetheless, if

they wish to continue receiving federal wastewater funding, there is
a need for some rational decision-making proceduvre on facility sizing.
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ARIZONA
pate ol contact: Auvgust 8
Dean Moss, Manager 7/77 ectimate: 2,296,000
Planning Section EPA projection- 4,149 000
Bureau of Water Quality Control state's projection: within 57 of TPA
Arizona Dept. of liealth Services projection submitted: 27
1740 W. Adams St {(pos<ibly 4,032,200)

Phoenix, AZ 85007
602/255-1252

Octlobet’77 projection

State Projections

Official state projections ave prepared yearly by the Department of Frenomic
Security. A)l state agencies are required to use these numbers.

Preojections are prepared for the state and for each county using both
econometric and demopraphic assumptions. The councils of government in the
state do projections below the cowmty level, which are used in state programs.

The projections are reviewed and approved by a Technical Advisory Committee
whose members include representatives ol various state agencies, local
governments, major universlities,and Indian tribes,

Special Activities for EPA

tnly one of the desiguated 208 ageucles had projections greater than the
state-produced contrel totals. That agency has reviscd its numbers to be
consistent with the state mumbers.

Extensive pubtic hearings were held last summey, but except for the difference
in projections mentioned above, the population projections were not the

subject of any concern.

The state number and the disaggrepations were submitted in November, 1978.

1 L]
ARRANSAS
Date of contact: July 30
Churk Bennett 7/77 estimate: 2,144,000
Grants Officer FPA prejection: 2,970,000
Construction Grants state projection: 3,032,000
Department of Pollution Contrel and projection submitted: 3,032,000

Ecology
8001 National Drive
Little Rock, Arkansa= 72219

State Projections

There were no official state projections.

Special Activities for EPA

Bennett 1= responsible for submitting the projections, but the 208 staff,
a different section of the Department of Pollution Contro} and Ecology,
are the ones responsible for preparing them., They, in turn, bired the
Department of Local Services, which In turn hired the University to do
the work.

The methodolopgy used to produce the projections is fnitly complicated,
involviag many rounds of negotiations with local and regional governments
and planning agencies. According to the state, EPA regulations required
that the state's 208 program use OBTRS (BEA) state and substate projection=
prepared in 1972 unless those could be shown to be unrealistic. The

state was working with EPA county projections, and was beginning to identi~
fy problems in parts ol the state, vhere those projections were too low.
Then in 1977 BEA published a revised projection for the state which was
higher than the former and much more reasonable. They devised a disaggre-
gation strategy beglinning with this newer state projection, county esti-
mates (or projections) from 1972 and 1975,and varjous comparative rates

of growth and sharee of the population.
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However no county's projection was reduced below the 1972 BEA projection
figures; thus, the original totals of the planning agencies in this
round of the process exceeded the state projection as allowed by EPA.
The planning agency projections were teduced roughly proportionately,
although not in atl cases.

RBennett was worried becsuse the preojections were actually done before
EPA's puidelines came out, and so they were done only to the county

and to the dratnage sepgment (drainage basin), not to the communtty.

fie thinks that Arkansas has already submitted these projrctions
to EPA, but he's not sure. Rennetlt was sure that the state had followed
all public participation regulations, but he didn't know in any detail
what it had done. Theve were numerous meetings all over the state, two
advisory committees and twe public hearings, but all these were on water
in general, or water quality standards, not specifically on population.
Bennett did not know of any involvement by environmental proups, or by
local governments either, except for a few representatives on advisory
comsittees. These projections won't be used for anything else.

Other Comments

Bennett expressed concemn over the state's lacking projections down

to the facllitv planning area for 208's and SMSA's, but it appears

that he helieved that these were due by October 1. Since they are

not due by that date, the state seems to be able to meet the deadline,
assuming, of course, that 1t meets the public participation requivements.



CALT FORNIA
Date of contact: Angust 8
Robdrt Chung 7/77 estimate: 21,896,000
Office of Flanning & Researeh EPA projection: 26,786,000 -
1600 Tenth St. state's projection: 29,287,000(haseling)
Sacramento, CA 95814 27,211,700(1ovwer projection)
916/445- 7866 projection submitted: 27,211,700

State Trojections

A state baseline projection is produced by the Population Researcn Unit in the
Department of Finance. For the year 2000, the baseline projection is
29,2R7,000; one of the alternatfve projections for that year fa 27,211,700 and
there are othershigher than the baseline. The latest baseline was relcascd
December 1977 and alternative projections were released July 1978.

These projectlions are purely demographic and are prepared at the state and
connty levels, the latter after some consultation with local planners. These
numhers are used by same counties and some state agencies. There are no pollcy
inputs.

Public involvement: There usually is none, although a public meeting was
called by the Office of Planning & Research in early 1977 to discuss the
haseline piojection.

Special Activities for EVA

Altnough the Department of Finance prepares the basellne projection and althowugh
the State Water Resources Control Roard oversees the water quality planning

and construction grants programs, speclal activities to comply with the TPA
guidelines are being carried out by the Offtce of Planning & Research,

OPR will not ask to use the state’s baseline, hut will begin with the state's
lower projection which is within 5% of the EPA projection. OPR will, however,
not use the disaggregation to counties which was prepared by DOF together with
thiz Jower projection, knowm as "F-75".

State policy, consistent with the Governor's Urban Strategy, is that state
agencies should use coumcil of government projections, when those projections
have been reviewed and approved by OFR. The state has six designated 208
agencies, which are also cowncils of government (COG's); of these, all but one
prepare their own projections. The remaining COG's cover most, but not all of
the state, and generally use the DOF projections.

The sum ol the COC projections plus DOF projections for non-COG comties is
greater than the 27,211,700 projection. In order to use this projection, t ’
preserve the state's commitment to using COG projections, it appears that the
state will use the allowed 10% variances for designated 208 agencies.

OPR has heen working on a continuing basis for several years
with repreaentatives of other state apencies to develop state
policies on the use of projections. Atl=o, the Department of
Finance briefs state agencies on their projections.

OPR plans to discuss the proposed disapgregations with the designated
208 apencies and {5 in regular contact with the Sierra Club on

this issue. They expect the public meeting to be held sufficlently
quickly that the disaggregations can be submitted to FPA not long
after the October 1 deadline.

COLORADNO

Date of contact: Auvgust 10

Jerry Langin-licoper 7/77 estimate: 2,619,000
Pivision of Planning FPA projection: 3,868,000
Department of Local Affalrs state's projection: 7
1313 Sherman, Room 520 projection submitted: 4,373,000
Denver, CO (includes some varjances)

303/839-2351

M.Gral?lﬁmhg:m
The Division of Planning produces projections for the state. The Jast official
set was released in April 1976. A prelilminary revised set was released in

1978 for comment; provisional projections were issuved in early 1979, and a
final set will be released in Auvgust, 1979.

The projection is basically an econometric one. The state does not have good
demographic Information since the 1970 ceusus, particularly on interstate

migrants. The projections are trend projections; although there has been much
discussion about state growth policy in recent years, nome has becn developed.

‘A state statute requlres agencies not using Division of Planning projections

to get their approval, but this 1s not wel} enforced.

Special Activities for EPA

The state's interagency executive committee which oversees the 208 process set
up an oversight committee and a technical committee to comply with the EFA
guldelines on projections.
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When the projections prepared by designated 208 apencles were reduced by
about 10%, and added to state-produced figures for other areas, the total
roughly equalled the state's "central projection.”

The state believes that energy development on the vestern slope of the Rockles
is likely to produce significantly more growth than the EPA projection. 1In

late July, the state submitted a request to use a projection of approximately
4,373,000 for the state, which is 3,868,000 plus the 5% "allowed” by the
regulations, plus 312,000. This includes 107 variances for the designated

208 agencles. Thelir projection assumes 22,000 coll shale workers and 10,000
coal workers in their Region XI planning area in the year 2000. This projection
was worked out together with local governments, counclls of govermment.

They issved a puhlic notice through the A-95 review process in newspaper
advertisements, and in a wailing to a few citizens groups which have expressed
interest. The public meeting 1s scheduled for September 6.

Disaggregations were not submitted to EPA at the same time. The state has a
"fall-back” disaggregation fn the event the state varfance request is
rejected, The state regards these nuwbers as being produced only for EPA and
they will not be used for other purposes.



COLORADO

Other Comments

Zero Population Growth Colorado, fu a letter to FPA dated Auvgust 20, Is
requesting a public hearing on the proposed variance for the state. They
raise the following point=:

* the varfance request of 312,000 attributed to energy resource
development presumes that the Presideat’s synthetic fuels program will be
passed and that Colorado will meet those production gnals -this despite great
controvetrsy around the country and within the state The projections shoutd
not assume this development wnless and until this program becomes a reality.

* the projections assume that all new jobs mean fmmigration to the
state and that none of the jobs would be filled by Colorado residents.

* the State Department of Flanning itself is of the opinfon that these
projections should be developed including political comsiderations, not simply
technical ones. Full prblic participation is, therefore, very important and
needed.

¢ >
CONNECTI CUT
Pates of contact: August 17 and 20
Terry Schnure, Asst. Director 7/77 estimate: 3,108,000
Comptehensive Planuning Division EPA projection: 3,741.000
Office of Policy & Manapement state projection: 3,773,800
80 Washington St. projection submitted: 3,773,800

Hartford CT 06115
203/566- 3905

Fred Bannick

Water Compliance Unit

Dept. of Enviroumental Trotection
State Off{ce Bldg.

165 Capfitol Ave.

Hartford CT 06115

State Projections

A set of projections for the state and dizaggregations were prepared in
Novemher 1976 by the former State Planning Council, whose responsibilities
have now been assumed by the Office of FPolicy & Management. The latter is
currently preparing revised projections using a combination demographie
and econometrlc model.

The legislature adopted a procedure for developing a State Plan of
Conservation and Development; public hearlngs were held, the legislature
reviewed the text, and it was adopted in May 1979. This forms the basis for
the policles which are being incorporated in the current set of projections.
Those policles include land and water use, preservation of agricultural land,
and others. The projections will be open for review by substate governments
for another two months.

The public has been involved through the regional planning councils, which
in Connecticut are state agenciles, and through public meetings.

Special Activities for ETA

All water quality planning in the state, including that of designated 208
agencies, has used the 1976 projections and their disaggregations.

Banntck will look at how the 1976 projections were adopted to see whether a
public mweeting is now required. He expects he will simply resubmit the
1976 projections. Schnure indicated the state will want to resubmit the
numbers when the current revislons in the projections are completed.
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DELAVWARE

Date of contact: August B

Jerry Esposito 7/77 estimate-* 582,000
Water Resources Section TPA projection: 84t ,000
Department of Natural Resources and state's projection: le=s than
Envirenmental Control 95% of EFA
Tatwell Boilding projection submitted: same

Dover, Delaware 19901
(302) 678-5409

m@%f@%m&@u
There 15 a state Population Consortium, an informal proup that {r accepted
as the state's official population and economic cstimating group. It has
varisble compoeftion -~ anyene can come -~ but includes representatives
from state agencies, county planning departments, cities, and Delmarva
(Del.-Md.-Va.)} Tower and Light.

The state projections were done in 1975 to the county level through 1995
by the University of Delaware, Division of Urban Affairs. They did oot
include economic variables to any great extent. The Consortium contracted
with the University to extend these projections through 2000, but this
isn't particularly more accurate, according to them, just an extension

of the old projections.

They have two desipnated 208 areas. For croasrtal Sussex County, in _o-~
the Division of Urban Affairs prepared subcounty projections. This in-
volved preparing a projection for the whole county, which was much less
than the older official projections. The consensus of the Consortiwm was
to use the new figure, and subtract the difference from the state total,
which brings the =tale total even [arther below the EPA projection. The
county had wanted to keep the oripinal higher mumbers.

Special Activities for EPA

Until shortly hefore we called, the state had been unaware that thelr
number had to be within 5% of EPA. At the last meetinpg of the Consortium,
thie was brought up, and people were worried because the state number was
lower than FPA's by more than 5% and thought that this might be prohibited
by the guldelines. The state had not yet spoken to FPA about this.

1f EPA says they have to hold a public meeting, they'll do so. They
have put off dealing with disaggregations to facility planning areas,
thouphh it's been brought up and is on the Consortium's workplan for next
year.

They were not aware that it is perfectly within the puidelines for the
state [igures to be more than 5% lower than BEA's, but they hadn't
asked EPA yet,

We had difficulty locating anyone who knew about the process. We spoke

to people in both 208 and construction prants whe did not know what was
golng on, one of whom even assured us that no one in the state was working
on this.

Although the state became aware of this process rather late, 1t should
not be difficult For it to comply with the Octoher 1 dend}ine because it
has preexisting projections.

FLORIDA
Date of contact: August 9

Eugene Nowak /77 estimate: 8,452,000
Environmental Administrator EFA projection: 15,049,000
Bureau of Wastewater Management and Grants state projections:

Department of Environmental Regulation< Jow: 11,909,110
Twin Towexrs Office Building medium: 13,671,350
2600 Blair Stone Road high: 15,401,600
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 projection submitted: 14,857,044

(904) 4B8-2582

State Projections
In 1978 the Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BBER) of the

Unfversity of Florida prepared three sets of county projections using
demographic methodolopy.

Special Activities for EPA

The EPA projections were disaggregated te counties by computing each county's
share of growth from 1970 to 1977 and then projecting that same share of
growth up to the EPA totals. These numbers were taken to seven public
meetings around the state in early January. The participants included locatl
planners, regional planning councils, Zero Population Growth, and several
state agencies. The state received 26 requests for deviations covering
Effty or more of the state's 67 counties. These requests were analyzed

by an ad hoc group consisting of Nowak, the head of 201, the head of the
non-designated 208 group, and the chiel demographer from the Divisfon of
State Planning in the Department of Administration. The reguests were in
most cases accepted {f the projections were used in the past, and were vsed
for other planning Functions. Thus, considerable changes were made, and

the numhers Einally submitted to EPA in April, 1979, and accepted by EPA

in June, totalled less than the EPA projections, but wore than the BEBR
medium flgure.
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Other Comments

In submitting the projections Florida requested the opportunity te reevalu-
ate them 1f their use should be extended to other federal agencies, if any

significant regional departure from them should be experienced or expected,
and after each census. These conditions were accepted by EPA.

Florida was the first state to submit its projections, yet it managed
while acting qulickly to hold an extensive set of puhlic meetings resulting
in quite considerable input, especilally from regional government and

also from other state apencies. This input was taken seriously and
resulted in real changes in the projections.



GEORGIA
Pate of contact: August 15
Tom Wagner 7/77 estimate: 5,048,000 (see below)
Office of Tlanning & Budget EPA projection: 7,053,000
270 Washington St.  SW state's projection: 7,053,000
Atlanta GA 30334 projection submitted: 7,405,650
404/656-7191 (exactly EPA 4 5%)

State Trojections

The Office of Tlanning & Budget produces cfficial state preojections,

The most recent set was issued In September, 1977,

The projections are demographic ones at the cownty level, and totals for the
state are compared with an independently produced projection for the state.
They iInclude no goals, and are "baseline” trend projections.

Special Activities for EPA

The Office of Planning & Budpet has circulated a proposed methodology for
doing the disagpregations to local govermments, designated 208 agrncies and
other state agencies, and they have come to a preliminary agreement. The
method used will veight three components: a demographic method, an
econometric method, a straight line trend approach, with a ratfo method
added as perhaps a fourth factor.

As of our telephone discussions, they were heginning to produce the actual
disaggregations, which would also be clirculated widely.

OPB will coordinate the public meetings with the Environmental Protection
Division of the Department of Natural Resources; at least two meetings would
be scheduled. Thus far non-governmental organizations have not been involved
in the disaggregation proposals.

OF8 will not allow other state agencies to use these numhers except for EPA
progprams: The original estimates are not consistent with the state's of{ictal
eat{mates. The BEA projections include accommodation for the census
undercommt in 1970, a factor not taken {nto account by state projections.
Their own state projections include other details such as age, race, and sex

which are used by other programs and not available from the EPA procedures.
1f the numbers produced are not Initially acceptable to substate governments,

the state may be several months late in suhmitting the disaggrepations to
EFA.

Other Comments

The qestion of poputation projections is much more highly
politicized in Georgia than, to our knowledge, in any other
qtate. Conflicts in particular between the Atlanta Regfonal
Commission, a designated 208 apency, and the state and EPA

have been going on for many years. These conflicts are the
subject of much press coverage and public debate, and the
different projections are also involved in at least one pending
lawsult regarding a proposed highway expansion.

The current projection of the Atlanta Regional Council for the
year 2000 is approximately 3.5 million, while the state's projection
for that area 1n the same year 1s approximately 2.4 million,

' »

HAWALE
Date of contact: August 8
Robert Schmitt 7/77 estimate: 895,000
Dept. of Planning & Economic Development EFPA projection for 2000: 1,366,000
P.0. Rox 2359 state’s own projection: 1,225,900
Henolulu R1L 96804 projection suvhmitted: 1,225,900

State Projections

Hawafi's Department of Planning & Economic Development prepares official
projections at the state and county levels which are used by all state
agencies and were used in the water quality planning process. The last
get was teleased in March, 1978 and was submitted to EPA in December, 1978
as part of the 208 plan. There are no plans for an update wntil after the
1980 census.

They base thelr projections on economic assumptions plus assumptions about
fertility. Both the state numbers and disaggregations to the county level
Include some considerations of growth policy and land wse. For example,
they sssume a leveling off of tourism to zero growth in the year 2000. The
question of the populatiou projections is highly political and intensely
debated.

The public 1s involved through Hawaii's Commisstion on Population and the
Hawalian future, composed of nine memhers, seven from the public, one from
state government (Schmitt) and one from the Dept. of Defense.

Special Activities for EPA

Schmitt recalls no patvticular discussion of the projections in the context
of public hearings on the "208" program.
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The state appears to have done nothing new in response to the process.
Other Comments
The state's projections include ships’' crews and navy personnel while the

EPA projectiona do not. Therefore if a compavable basis were used by the
twvo agencles, the difference between the projections would be even preater.



1DARO
Date of contact: July 24
Mike MeMasters 7/77 estimate: 857,000
Senjor Epvirommental Quality Speclalfist FPA projection: 1,183,000
Munlcipal Constructlon Grants Section state projection,
Department of Health and Welfave RBoise State taiv: 1,300,000
Divisicn of Health and Welfare projection submitted: 77

State Wouse
Boice, 1daho 83720
(108) I84-2433

State Projections

Bolse State University has a projection. The Department of Water Resources
has county-wide projections. The Decpartment of Planning, Budget, and
Pollcy Alfalrs has {ive year projections.

There is a committee of representatives of the Bureau of Policy Planning
and Development, the governor's office, the Department of Water Resources,
the Department of Health and Welfare--Division of the Environment, EPA,
and personnel from Boise State University, which is trying to estahlish

a methodology for a uniform get of state population projections for state
planning, but this methodolopy fs probably several monthe down the rtoad.

mahﬁm_l\,.abwzlmw?m.mg
There {5 a water treatment needs survey projection from 1978, to be
reviced Iin 1980. This doesn't include rural areas, It is extrapclated
from the 1970 Census and the 1977 population estimates. Mc Masters
indicated that this number fs 1i{ttle more than 5% tno high, though it

1s not clear to us what that means since the number doeen't Include rural
areas. They are stfll not clear what they are doing about the present
proress; they still do not have a lead agency. *
McMasters indicated that hearings would be hatrd to get in, maybe not
till the {irst of the year, and they might have to ask EPA for permission
to be late.

Qther Comments

The state at the time of our contact was serfously bhehind in complying
with the process. According to Mc Masters there had bheen no effort
until the last three months. And that doesn't seem to have settled
much. But they do have projections for the non-rural areas in the
needs survey; so they might, with some wotk, be sble to prepare some
acceptable project{ons. However {t is unlikely that there will be time
for more than a winimal public and local participation. These seem
especially significant because there are areas of the state which have
been showing extremely rapid growth and for which any profections are
1ikely to be controversial.

ILLINOIS

Date of contact: August 20

Hiteh Beaver, Manager 7/77 estimate: 11,245,000
Planning and Standards Section ETA projection: 12,358,000
Mvision of Water Pollution Gontrol state projection: 12,735,000
Illinols EPA projection submitted: 12,735,000

2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, Illinois 62706
(217) 782-33162

State Projections

The Bureau of the Budget has prepared disaggregations for eight or nine
years with updates in 1973, 1975, 1976, and 1977. 1979 {ipures are
expected soon. Doing it this often has been a little disruptive. The
goal eventually is to dicagpregate every two years. These projections
go to the county level and are the officlal ones used for all state
planning. They use a combined demographic/econometric methodology.

Special Activities for EFA

The 1977 disaggregations were within 37 of EPA, so they are belng used.
Beaver 1s coordinating the process, thouph Bureaw of the Budget will

hold the public meeting and probably do the official submission. In

the 208 process they contracted out to the University to do disaggregations
to the township level using combined methodology. The disaggrepations

were then taken to the regional planning commissions. The Northeastern
T1lincis Planning Commission (the Chicago area) went to most of its
municipalities; there was more controversy in that area than elsewhere.

Environmental groups were {nvolved through 208 plan involvement; they
are represented on advisory committees.
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INDIANA
Date of contact: August 13
Jefl Feller 7/77 ecarimate: 5,330,000
Water Foliution Contrel Divisfon FFA projection: 5,712,000
State Board of Health state projection @ FPA +5.7%
1330 W, Michigan Street projection submitted: <ame

Indianapolis, Indiana 46206
{117) 633-0735

State Projections

The State Planning and Services Agency had been involved with projections
at one time. 1Indiana University has prepared projections to the comnty
level based on drmographic wethode and in the late fall may be carrying
these to the townchip level.

Speclal Activities for EPA

The Board of Health has adopted and used the University county projections.
They applied least squares regressions to carry them to municipaltities,

and the expected Indiana University township level projections will pive
them a more secure base for doing this. Tor carrying projections down to
lower levels there i= a contract with Holcum Tustitute.

The state projection 1s 5.7% greater than EPA's, and =0 {n June they

of ficially requested a varlance, as well as lssuing notification of a
puhlic meeting September 5. They took the mumbers to public policy
advisory committees for each region. They received some verbal criticisms
but no written comments. They also met with peopie in each region.

Other Comments

Pecause the Bnard of Health handles this process, they need numbers
that are good for health uses too. But the Highway Commission and
Department of Natural Resources probably won't use these projections
because they have their own.

1f the varfance is accepted, they should have no trouble meetfng the
deadline.

IovA
Date of contact: Aupnst )
Joe Lynch, Wead 7/77 estimate: 2,879,000
Water Quality Flannfng Section EPA projection: 3,101,000
Chemicals and Water Quality Division state projection: 3,188,797
Department of Environmental Quality projection submitted: 77

Henry A, Wallace Building
900 E. Grand

Des Moines, Towa 50319
(515) 2B1-8957

State Projections

The State Office of Planning and Program (OTP), which 1s essentially
an arm of the governor's office, has done other projections in the past.

Special Activities for EPA

OPf took a loog time preparing the projections for this process; Lynch
wasn't sure why. 1In mid-July the Department of Envitonmental Quatity

got the disagpregations to county and SMSA, which they sent to the

regional planning agencies and asked them to disaggrepate and return by

the wmiddle or end of August. The agencies had not previcusly been informed
that they would have this task.

Lynch hoped that the disaggregations would be ready for a public meeting
of the Water Quality Commission in September. He doubted that they would
make the deadline, but they would come close.
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Des Moines, the only 208, has a greater projection than OPP's, and they
may want another 10 or 15 thousand over the OPP projection of 390,000.
One other SMSA was also unhappy with its number, and it was not clear
vhat they would do.

No other state agencles are involved. The facility planning area projec-
tions won't be used for any other purposes, but he presumes the OPP
numbers will be. Ne didn't know of any public participation so far.
There hae been no local government fovolvement till now.

Other Comments

Lyncy indicated that he had only been in his present job for three months,
and that Dennis Vaughn, a staff worker under him, would be more know-
ledgable (same address, (515) 281-8953).



KANSAS
Date of contact: July 31
Norma Sandberg 7/77 estimate- 2,326,000
mid-level engincer FFA projection: 2,517,000
Dept. of lleatth and Environment state projection: 2,629,160
Forbes Field projection submitted: 2,629,160

Topeka, Kansas h6620
(913) 8A2-9360 ext. 25

State Projections

Tn 1977 the governor ordeved that no state agency could prepare population
projections except for the Division of State Planning and Research of

the Kansas Department of Administration. These aren’t ready yet, and In
the Interim the Department of Health and Environment is allowed to use
their 1974 projections From 303" water basin plans, but 1t is not clear
to what degree they may revise them.

%ﬁﬁhﬁmﬁﬂ@@hh@
The of ficial projections may not be ready In time for the deadline and
may not be within FPA's 1imits; so Department of Health and Environment
dectided to prepare thelr own projections for countles and cities using
extrapolation Trom the 1970 Census and the 1976 Census Bureau estimates.
Because the Census 1977 estimate already exceeds the EFA 1980 projection,
it was declded to use the FFA fipures plus 5% as control totals. The
Depattment has no demographic expertise, and so these projections were
prepared by Sandberg, an engineer.

Sandberg emphasized the weakness of these numbers and the worry that
someone else might use them for another purpese. In particular, there
is a 14% difference between the new figure for the Kangsas City 208 and
that of MARC, the COG (Counct) of Govermnments). WARC §s currently
preparing the npew projections, and Sandberg guerssed that the correct
number was prohably somewhere between. In late May they scnt out a
draft of their numbers. On July 2 there wac a public meeting, and a
comment period from then ti111 July 16, though they were still accepting
comment= at the end of July. The numbers were sent to regional planning
commissions, the Kansas Leapgue of Municlpalitles, consulting engineers,
etc., but not to the interested public, environmental groups, or
popvlation peaple--because the official projections are expected soon,
she said. They {ntend to wait t{1l the last minute for submitting to
EPA.  They fintend to pive EPA the new official numbers as @oon as they
are ready.

Other Comments

Sandherg pofnted out the weakness of the projections may not be as much
of a problem as it conld be, because for three years the state has had
a strong population policy in terms of reviewing grant applications.

KENTUCKY

Date of contact: July 25

Shelby Jutt 7/77 estimate: 3,45R,000

Chief of the Proprams Branch FPA projection: 4,224,000

Divisjion of Water Quality state projection:

1065 US 127 South Louisville: 4,287,000

Department of Natural Spindletop: 4,506,952
Resources and Environmental Battelle Lab: 4,606,794
Protection projection submitted: 4,287,000

Trankfort, Kentucky 40601
(502) 564-3410

State Projections

Before EI'A's regulations came out the pgovernor had directed the
University of Louisville Urban Studies Center to prepave projections.
They tock the 1970 census data and did a revision using 1977 esti-
mates. Previously there had heen projections prepared for the
state's Department of Transportation by Spindietop in July, 1971

and uced for the river basin report in 1975. Jutt thoupht that the
Department of Transportation might prepare their own in the future,
or else might use the University of Louisville’s.

Special Activitics for EPA

The Division of Water Quality looked at the Unitversity of Louisville
projections in 1ight of the Construction Grants program and saw few
impacts. They are less than 5% of[ from the EPA numbers. The state
notified EPA of the figures. They held a public review period for
which they notified all municipalities {rom early May to mid-June.

One of the 15 area development districts has fts own projections which
it wants to use, but the state can't let them becavse the numbera don’t
apree and the projections don't really affect them anyway because they
ate in steps 2 and 3 of grants, and won't need a new projection until
after the 1980 Census. One 208 area is disapprepating itself. One is
no longer designated ns a planning area; so the state is disappregating
it. No other state agencies have heen involved.
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The disapgrepation will be included {n the pubiic hearings on the 208
plan. They've held six public meetings on 208 plans, which included
projections. There were fourteen groups that were in various wnys
involved with 208 meetings, including Slerrva Club, League of Women
Voters, Appalachian Plants, a couple other environmental/public interest
groups, and seven area development districts. Each of these districts
contalns an environmental committee. Five hundred attended the meetinps,
but few rpoke on projections. They expect to submit the disapgrepations
in early August.

These projections will be used for non—point source pollution planning
by the Division of Conservation and for solid waste by the Division
of Hazardous Materlals and Solid Waste Manapement.

One 208 area may use the 102 varfance. The projections throughout
the state are prepared to the facility planning area Jevel.

Other Comments

The state had preexisting projections so that it was easy to meet EPA's
deadline.



LOU1IS1ANA

Pate of contact: July 25 7/77 estimate: 3,921,000
FPA projection: 4,659,000
state projection: ?7?

Dale Givens projection submitted: 27

Assistant Chief

Division of Water Pollution Control
Department of Wiidlife and Fisheriles
PO Drawer TC

Unjversity Station

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70893

(504) 2-61363

State Projections

There are several sets of comnty tevel projections including ones done
by the University of New Orleans, and another wmiversity (Louisiana State
University?),

Speclal Activities for EVA

The State Planning Office has prepared county projections. These were
aggregated up to basins which are larger than counties except (or a few
water quality limited segments. These numbers are used in "303" water
basin plans, as well as in 208 plans, though it was not clear whether
208 plans already exlst or were being prepared.

Givens did not know the state numbers compared with EPA.  He indicated
that they were trying to stay within 5%, but that they may not he able
to and may need a varfance. He assumed they wonuld submit {n September.

There are eight citizen advisory boards and one other board. There have
been two public hearings, one on a summary of part of the 208 plan.

Some local peaple complained that thedr projections were too Jow, but
there had heen no written response on population.

Except for the Department of Wildlife and Ficheries and the State
Planning Olffce, noother state agencies have heen involved with the
disaggregations, and they won't be used for any other purpose.

Other Comments

We had some difficulty Jocating the responsible person, being referred
from one person to the next,

MAINE
Date of contact: Avgust 13
Bob Nunan 7/77 est{mate: 1,085,000
Dept. of Environmental Protection LPA projection: 1,222,000
State House state's projection: none

Augusta, ME 04333
207/289-2591

State Projections

The State Planning Office produces projections for the state. They currently
do not have any for the year 200, but expect to produce such in sjix to nine
months,

Special Activities for EPA

The State Planning Office was unwilling to produce the projections and
disaggregations to meet the required EPA deadline, so compliance with the EPA
guidelines 1is being met through projections developed in the Dept. of
Environmental Protection.

The state has told the EPA regional office that the projections which will be
sitbmitted are "interim” ones and that the state plans to resubmit numbers
(with a possible variance request) as well as disaggregations in the future.

Projections are produced by regional planning commissfons covering the state,
some of which are designated 208 agencies. When these projections are
totalled they sum to "significantly more” than the EPA number. DEP plans to
reduce the projections of those regional planning commissions which are not
designated 208 agencles in order to get a state total within the EPA
projection + 4.37.

DEF plans to circulate the proposed projections to some other state ewmployees
and to local governments before submitting them.

There are no plans for a public meeting.

rrojection submitted: EPA + 4.137%
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MARYLAND

Date of contact: August 13

Larry Fopel=on 7/77 ectimate: 4,139,000
Administrator 3 (applications person FFA preojection: 5,583,000
rather than demographer) atate's projection: within 1%

Maryland Department of Planning projection submitte
N1 W. Preston St.
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
(301) 383-2465

same

.m\nmwmlbﬁ.mnt}oﬁ
Department of Planning has been doinp state projections for more than

ten years, using a demographic model. They ave trying to be on a twe year
schedule, although they have been somewhat irregular in the past. There
is no law that anyone must use their [igures (though there are thoughts

of enacting one), but they have tried to get them adliered to with some
success. But other agencies may use other fipures. The Health Department
produce= short-range forecasts.

Alao, since 1966 they have required county water and sewer plans that

say where and when service will be. They don't bave statntory authority,
but the state share of sewer funding glves =ome leverage. Thelr procedure
is to develop county tatals. 1f a county uvses a number different from
theirs, they want to talk, and thelr leverage through grants gives a

de facto power of approval.

In the future they anticipate a move open and cooperative method for all
planning arcas -- an advisory proup of state apencies and countirs, lots
of chance for local input. 1In counties where the county's own totat
doesn't agree with the state's, they will have te have negotlations over
the subcounty totals. They have submitted pfeces of thelr projections
over time since lad £all, and EPA approval will be at varying times,

by dralnape basin.

Special Activities for EFA

They are using thelr preexisting projections, meeting pnublic participation
requirements by including the projections in 208 plans; there are 11 or 12
non-designated area hearings over this summer. In designated areas they
negotiated acceptable numbers. Apparently there has been no response

from the general public, environmentalfsts or population groups.

Other Comments

1t sounds like the state has a lonp-slanding serious pbrojections effort
that will meet the deadline with no troublie. It is not clear, however,
to what degree the public has an opportunity to be genuinely involved.

MASSACHUSETTS
Nate of contact: August 27
Madeline Snow, on behalfl of: 7/77 estimate: 5,782,000
Linda Simio, Planner EPA prejection: 6,614,000
Dept. of Environmental Quality Engineering state's projection: 6,668,0007

100 Cambridge Street
Boston, MA 02202

projection submitted: 7,054 ,0677

State Frojection

in 1975, the then-exidting Office of State Tlanning prepared a projection for
the state for the ycar 2000 of 6,668,000 and disaggregated the projection to
the level of the thirteen regional planning agencies.

The projections at the state level were demographic projections.

No single set of projections was used by all state agencies. However, former
Governor Dukakis instituted a policy of having consistency, and Governor King
has continued that policy. However, there ls no state agency currently dealing
with projections except for those with environmental planning responsibilities.

Each of the regional planning agencies considered the projection and in some
cases revised it slightly, then disaggregating further to smaller geographical
areas. They were required to hold meetings with local elected officials and
consulted with citizens advisory committees.

-115-

This ptrocess was part of implementation of a state Growth PolicyAct, passed in
1975, and which resulted in a Massachusetts Growth Policy Report fssued in

SepLember 1977. Extensive meetings and discussions were held throughout the
satate at all levels of povernment.

At the local level, the projections apparently reflect a commitment to
vevitalizing of cities and towns, curtalling of spraw]l and protection of
sgricultural land, and thereby incorporate policles, not simply trends.

Special Activities for EPA

The total of the projections finally adopted by the regional planning agencies
is 7,054,067 for the year 2000. Of the thirteen regional planning agencies,
nine were designated 208 agencles over at least part of thelr areas. The
projections developed as above vere used in the 208 water quality planning,
both by the designated agencies and the state.

The Dept. of Environmental Quality Englueering is now double-checking the
projections with local governments and 18 using a computer system of the
Division of Alr and Hazardous Materials. After this rechecking and review the
state will them decide whether or not it needs to request a varfance from EPA;
the current projection of 7,054,067 is slightly more than 5% greatexr than the
EPA projection.



(Massachusetts)

After the pracess is completed, the state Is planning to produre 2 booklet
giving a1l the Hnal agreed-vpon projections, which will then be u=ed by
all state, reglonal, and local governments in thefr work.

Other Comments

Massachusetts Ie to be commended for its comprehensive gprowth policy process
and tihe extent of cit{zen and local govermment participation.

However, since the state's Office of State Planning Ls no longer In existence,
we hope the state wil] find a way to continue its process of preparing state
projections.

HLONIGAN
Pate of contact® August 14
Ron Wilson 7/77 estimate: 9,129,000
Chief of Water Quality Manapement EPA projection: 10,314,000
Plannlng Section state's projection: 10,504,000
Department of Natural Resources projection submitted: 10,504,000

517/374-9437

Larry Rosen

Office of the Budget

Dept. of Management and the Budget
1ewis Cass Bullding

P.0. Box 0026

Lansing, Mich. 48909
517/373-7910

State Projections

The Pepartment of Management and the Budget (DMB) released a set of county
level projectjons March, 1978, prepared using a demographic model.

Special Activities for EPA

The DMB figures are 1.B5% over EPA's and will presumably be submitted without
change. The entive state {8 covered by 14 designated areas, each of which did
a disagpregation in preparing their water quality management plan. ALl but
three are within the DMB figures, and those three ave revising as a condition
of EPA's 208 plan approval.
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Tublic participation had not yet been worked out, but would probably be done
by DNR. Wilson indicated that there was a chance that puhlic participation
might delay the state beyond the October 1 deadline.

There is a good chance that these projections will bz used by all state
programs; they at least must be satisfactory for the whole DNR.

It is our understanding that the person most centrally involved in the process
in Michigan is David Milstein, at the same address and phone as Rosen, who was
on vacation at the time of our survey.

It sowds like the public particlpation, whether or not completed in time for
the October 1 deadline, is belng done more or less as an afterthought.



MINNESOTA

Date of contact: August 16

Douglas Hall 7/77 estimate- 3,975,000
Facilities Section FTA projection: 4,505,000
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency state's projections:

1935 W. Cotmty Road B-2 original- 4,652,800
Rogeville, Mnn. 55113 revised : 4,529,800
612/296-7241 projection submitted: 4,529,800

State Projections

There is a state demographer In the State Flanning Agency who since 1975 has
prepared projections down to the county level. Recently some revicions have
been made to this tontal. Tt is well within 5% of EPA. The projections are
based on "current trends and sophicticated modeling".

Special Activities for EPA

The projections were submitted to EPA a year and a half ago and approved then,
Hall was not aware that any public meeting had been held; so a meeting is
probably necessary before these numbers can be resubmitted.

In the one designated area, Minneapolis-5aint Faul, the metro council has
developed projections down to the township leveil.

In 1974-76 projections were prepared for cities and townships where a sewage
treatment need was ldentffied.

Other Comments

Assuming that it schedules a public meeting promptly, the state should have no
great trouble meeting the deadline, but this is only because it had preexisting
projections. We spoke to people in 201 and 208 agencies who had never heard of
the process, and ltall himself seemed unaware that there was a public
participation requirement.

MISSISSIPPL

Nate of contact: July 25

David Vewis, Chief 7/77 estimate: 2,389,000

Munic. Facilities Bection ETA projection: 2,740,000

Bureau of rollution Controil state projection: 7

Nepartment of Natwural projection submitted: EPA plus 5%
Resources

r.0. Box R27

Robert F. Lee Bullding
Jackson, Mississippi 39205
(601) 354-2550

State Frojections

Lewis didn't know specifically what other projections existed in the
state, but he keeps running into them for Jots of cities and chambers
of commerce. Also, the state maintains a "cap” projection under which
all planning is done, but there are several different disagprepations.

Special Activities for EPA

The agency preparing disapgregations 1s the Research and Development
Center of Mississippi. Last fall the atate asked for a 5% varlance
and pot it. They felt this was a little low, but was easier than
applyling for a bigger variance. Then they disagpregated to counties
using a combined methodoiopy. They may be havinp counties disaggpregate
themselves Jurther; we are not clear. No other state agencles are
involved in the process. The projections will be used only for water
quality programs (208) and are already being used. They sent EPA a
copy, they thought, last September. The final offictal submission,
with a few mipor modifications still under preparation, will be by
October 1, probably arcund the first of Scptember. The delay 1is
because they've just had a reorganization and they want to give the
new commission time to get orlented before they ask it to approve the
projections.
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They will probably schedule public meetings with municipal asscciations
and the environmental advisory group (Audubon, Sierra Club, etc.).
There's a public meeting scheduled for early September for the overall
state 106 plan (water quality plan for the following year) because
the projections are to be updated yearly. In spring there were puhlic
meetings on 208 plans including projections which were almost the same
as the current ones. They've received no comments on projections.




MISSOURT
Date of contact: August |
John Howland 7/77 estimate: 4,801,000
Division of Environmental Quality EPA projection: 5,225,000
Department of Natural Resources state's projection® A
F.0. Box 1368 projection submitted: 7

Jefferson City, MO 65101
314/751-3241

State Projections
In the '60s the Nighway Department fssued projections for transportation
purposes (and these were used five years ago in the "303"'water basin plan<).

The State Offfice of Administratfon, which is the state planning agency, is=ued
projections to 1980 and 1990, and recently contracted to the thiversity of
Missourl to prepare projections to 2000. Thelr previous projections have heen
demographic; so 1t 1s likely that these are, too.

There were projections in the 1980 needs survey presented to Congress in
February, 1979, and at first they were poing to use these. But then they
foumd out about the Gffice of Administration’s new projections and decided
to vse those. They still do not know how Jarge the 2000 prolections will be,
but the 1980 and 1990 projections are within 5% of EFA. They should receive
tlhiese soon.

They will ‘then give these to the 20Bs, who are already wnder contract with
continuing 20B funds to disaggregate the cownty totals and submit thelr
figures to the Governor by September 26. These flgures are on the apenda for
the Septemher weeting of the Clean Water Commission; they will discuss what
they know by then, and this will be thelr statewide public participation. 1In
addition, the 208s will submit their disagpregations to their own boards.

Other Conments

No one else will be using the factility planning area disaggregations, but other
state departments will probably use the Office of Administration's county
figures.

It sounds 1ike they will meet the deadline.

[ § -
HONTANA
Date of contact: August 9
Phil Brooks 7/77 estimate: 761,000
Research and Information Systems Division EPA projection: 802,000
Dept. of Commumity Affaivs state's projection: 935,000
Capitol Station projection suvbmitted: 77

Helena, MT 59601
406/449-2896

State Projections

The Department of Community Affatrs is the only state agency producing population
prajections, and other state agencies therefore presumably use theirs.

The projection is s demographic and econometric model at the county level; the
state projection ts the sumation of those.

An entire series of projections was produced about a year and a half ago. A
more recent set also has been fssued.

Special Activities for EPA

Because of various communications problems, the state has only recently hegmn
the work necessary to comply with EPA guidelines.
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Because the guidelines specify that projections available in June, 1978 must
be used, the state will use its projectlons available at that time even though
that projection's forecast for 1980 was exceeded by the estimate for 1978. The
even larger updated state projection will be used as part of the justification
for the variance request.

The DCA s only beginning to compare the projections uvsed by the four
designated 208 agencies with the state's own projections. In the event that
they differ, 1t has not yet been decided how they will be reconciled.

Various substate planning agencies will be consulted during the process.

The state expects to finish the process no later than the October 1 desdline in
the guidelines.

Qther Comments

Montana was one of the states in which communications problems with EPA and
within state government caused the process to not be bepm until summer, 1979.



NEBRASKA

Date of contact* Aupust 8

Susan Hoppel 7/77 estimate: 1,961,000
Natural Resources Commission EFA protection: 1,734,000
P.0. Box 94B76 state's projectjon: 1,728,163 7

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509
402/471-2081

projection submitted: within 5% of LrA

State Nrojections

The State Office of Planning and Frogramming (recently renamed Policy Research
Office) handles projrctlions. The above listed state projection was sent to us
by a citizen contact as the medium series of thelr 1976 projections. There
may be a more recent ove. The actual work seems to be contracted to the
University of Rehraska Bureau of Business Rescarch.

mw<mmmm._l>bmwmmnmmm|~m\wmhw
OFP's most recent update was dane wnder the 208 planning process. The
projections go to cities (roughly equivalent to faciiity planning areas) and
coumtles.

Although she {=< the person coordinating the process, Hoppel was imaware of
the regulations wmtl] a week ago, and did not know about the public
participation requirements. The 208 process involved many hearings, but none
specifically on poputation.

Qther Comments

Presumably they can meet the deadline by promptly scheduling a public meeting.
It is conceivable that their 208 process may already have satisfied the require-
ments techulcally, but it surely does not sowmd like an effective vehicle for
public participation if those attending were not notifjed of the connection of
the hearinp with this process.

TR

NEVADA
Date of contact: August 7
Bob Rigsby 7/77 estimate: 633,000
Sentor Urban Planner EFA projection: 1,141,000
State Planning Coordinator’'s Office state's projection: 1.585,000

Capitol Complex
Carson City, NV 89710

projection submitted: 1,585,000

State Frojections

In September, 1978 the Governor issued an Executive Order assigning
responsibility for preparing projections for wse by all state agencies to the
State Planning Coordinator's Office. Before that time, several agencies prepared
projections.

The model is a demographic and econometric one for the counties, and the
projections are summed to the state level. The last set was published in
December 1978. Local governments wetre not very involved in the development of
these projections.

Special Activities for CPA

The state requested a variance at the end of April. A notice was published in
the three major newspapers and sent to each major city and other state agencies.
There was no response to the newspaper notlces.

-119-

He is working with the three designated 208 agencles tc reconcile the
projections.

Msapgrepations to the county level were submitted to EPA but only {n tentatfve
form. They will hold perhaps three public meetinps in September prior to
submitting the final dlsapgregations.

Nevada was the first state to submit fts request for a variance and is to be
applauded for having dealt with this so much sooner than many of the other
states wihich are only now submitting such requests.

The notice of the request which was published in the newspapers might have
gotten some response had it also been sent to environmental groups, which appears
not to have been done.



NEW HAMPSHIRE

Pate of contact: August 17

James McLaughliin 7/77 ectimate: 849,000
Of(ice of State FPlanning EPA projection- 1,306,000
1 1/2 Beacon Street ctate’s projection: 1,207,000
Concord, NH 03301 projection submitted: 1,207,000

603/271-2155

Also’ NDave Neville, Water Supply & Pollution Contrel Division

State Projections

The Office of State Ilanning produces demographir projections at the state and
repional Jevels; projections for municipalities are then produced using Jand
~uge information. There are no pollcy assumptions used. A major revision was
issued in August 1977.

Repional planning apencles are fnvolved in preparing the projections, with some
input from the towna, Other state agencles are also involved, but not the
public. Al) state agencles use these numbers.

Special Activities for EFA

There 15 a working agrcement between OSP and the Water Supply and Poljution
Control Mvision. The Ffactltties planning level 1s ip most cases the same as
the town level.

The three designated 208 agencles have used the OSP numbers.

Mclaughlin was unfamiliar with the EPA projections guidelines, but fs in the
process of getting more detalls from the Water Supply & Tollution Control
Mvision.

Othey Comments

New llampshire was one of the states where the state's own projection is less
than EPA's and there is already use of those projections in 208 planning -and
as a result none is paying much sttention to the guidelines. Neither of the
two people we spoke with was very familiar with the guidelines. Hmwever,
except [or a possible need for a public meeting it would appear te be very
gsimple for the state to comply by gimply formally submitting its projections.

1 )
HEW_JERSEY
Date of contact- July 23
Joseph Wiley 7/77 estimate: 7,329,000
Office of Areawide Planning EFA projection: 8,747,000
Dlvision of Water Resources state’s projection: 9,066,000

Pept. of Environmental Protection projection submitted: 9,066,000
1474 Prospect St.
r.0. Box CN 029

Trenton NJ 08625

State Projections

Demographic projections are prepared by the state's Department of Laboy and
Industry. Those were adjusted upwards to reflect potential development in
two particular urhan countlies, resulting {(n a projection for the state of
9,066 ,000.

Special Activities for EPA

Originally, the state had trend disaggregations which were being veviewed by
citizen advisory comnmittees. In the middle of the process 1t was changed to
be a policy-oriented process, with the state producing projections which

reveal its dintentions, to be followed by publiic review of those intentions.

Three policy assumptions are gulding the disaggregations: Urban areas should
stabillze thelr populations at the 1975 levels. Undeveloped areas should
have a drastic cutback in their rates of growth. Suburban areas should
continuve their current moderate growth rates. The state is considering
possibly using the projections which arise from these assumptions to channel
state investment.
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These projections were released and sent to EFA in June 1979 in draft form.
Although some of the projections prepared by designated 208 agencies are
greater than those produced by the state for this process, the state will not

request variances and the 208 agencles will need to revise their projections,

Public meetings on the projections will be combined with hearings on tne 208
p rogram.

Other Comments

Although at least ore interested citfzen attempted in early 1979 to find out
who in the stnte was responsible for compiiance with the EPA guidelines on
projections, he was umsuccessful despite having made 8ix or seven calls. At
that time, staff in both the Pept. of Environmental Protection and the
Govermor's office (which has nominal awthority) stated they were not the
appropriate agencies.

Nevertheless, New Jersey appears to have been the most farsighted and
Jnnovative in its use of the gufdefines. [t remains to be seen how the
citizens advisory committees and others in the state react to the projections
being developed and the assumptions underlying them.



NFW MEXICO

Contact date: July 25, 1979

Catherine Callahan 7/77 estimate- 1,190,000
Section 208 Troject Manager FPA projection: 1,436,000
Evironmental Improvement state projection: EPA + 23%
Division (FID) projection submitted: 17
flealth and Environment
Department

P.0. Box 968
Santa Fe, MNew Mexico 8750)
(505) R27-527t ext. 297

Stephanie Kruse

Plamner 1}

Water Quality Planning Unit
Favironmental Improvement Mvision
Health and Enviionment Department
P.0. Box 968

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

(505) 827-5271 ext. 368
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The Health and Fnvironment Department had contracted for the Bureau
of Business and Economic Research (BBER) of the Unfversity of New
Mexico to prepare projections through 1990 to the county level using
a demopraphic mndel.

Special Activities for ETA

For this process EID contracted with BBFR to extend its projections

to the year 2000 and to the level of wastewater facilities planning
areas. For disaggrepatinp to planning area, BBER will have an economic
analyst who will introduce some economic factors. The state feels

they have a good demographer who knows the state well and does pro-
jectiones for uranivm companies=.

The county level projections were dve in mid-July, though they were
overdue as of July 19. These were then to be sent to COC's, develop-
ment districts, and those countiec which were expected to be particu-
larly interested. The responses wete then to be sent back to BRFR,
who would then complete planning area level preojections by September
15. Puhlic hearings were then to be held in Lhe Jast two weeka of
Septemher, and then the projections were to be approved by the Water
Quality Contrcl Commiscion, which meets only infrequently, at thelr
next meeting. Offfcially the state was planning to meet the October 1
deadline, but gave indications that they were aware that this was
unlikely. Possibly they will submit draft figures by this date and
final figures soon after, thouph FPA has gpeciffically written them that
this procedure fs unacceptable.

Upon inquiry as to why the contract with BRFR was written with such
a late deadline, EID indfcated that it was "between a rock and a
hard place.” EID has no demographic expertise and fn the past has
done only perfunctory population work. BRER was essentiatly their
only contractor, but would not commit itself to an earlier date.
Looking at the consequences of lateness (step 1 prante would be
delayed, but the state has few step 1's coming), they decided to

be late and to have gnod projections.

(New Mexico)

The state has had a troubled cotrespondence with FPA concerning
procedures for requesting a variance. 1In May of 1978, the state
wrote to the Regfonal Administratoc requesting to use the BRER Low
Series year 2000 projection, which fs 237 higher than the BFA year
2000 projection. 1In June of 1978 FPA wrote back requesting the state
to suhmit a justification and documentation of public notice for this
variance request. 1In September 1978 the state sent to the Reglonal
Administrator a copy of a letter from BBER critiquing the BFA pro-
jectfons, but apparently no informatfion regarding public notification
or the basie for their alternative projectfon. EPA at last replied
to this in May of 1979 by apain requesting justification and docu-
mentatfon of public notice. It is currently the state's intentfon

to submit the request for a varlance at the same time as it submits
fts Jisaggregations. This 1s at least partly because the state feels
that {t {s difficult to present further justification without specific
numbers.

Thetre had heen no formal public participatfon to date, though the
state had been contacted by two Sierra Club people and a few others.
Also, they had briefed their 208 policy advisory committee which had
sent back comments.

One line of reasoning for requesting the large variance is that the
state claims that EPA's number does not take jnto account energy
development: uranfum, coal, ofl, and gas. The BRER critique of
BEA's methodology argues that:
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1) BEA's projections were based on estimates of per capita income
which were revised subsequent to the release of the poupulation
projections;

2) The projections prior to adjustment for underenmeration in the
1970 Census were too low, but the estimates of underenumeratjon
for New Mexico, the largest in the country, were so large as to
render all estimates questionable.

It might be borne in wind, however, that energy development in such

an arid environmentally sensitive area Is highly debatable. Rather

than being a forcgone conclusion, ft will depend on vatrious national
and state policy decisions which have yet to be made.

It might be noted that since the entire state 1s one 208 area, the
requirements for meeting the October 1 deadline would seem to be

simply submission of a projection for the entire state, as well as

for all SMEA's. The planning area projections would not be required
until six months afterwards, snd even then only when the state requests
step 1 grants. Thus, it would seem that il the variance is approved,
the state should be able to meet the October ! deadline, but 1f the
variance is rejected, the state will be late.



NEW YORK

Date of contact: July 24

Charles Horrison 7/77 ectimate: 17,924,000
Dept. of Environmental Conservation EPA projection: 18,922,000
Room 406 state's projection: 19,596,000
50 Wolf Road projection submitted: 19,823,000
Albany, NY 12233 (includes some 107 variances and
518/457-4208 some projections for 1995)

mwmwm.fﬁmmﬁ@m
The state's Commerce Department vegularly prepares projectlons for the state,
multi-county reglons, and counties. The most receat set was released in
January, 1978. All state agencies are required te use these projections

The projections are demographic ones, prepared inftially at the comty level
and summed to a projection for the state.

There used to be an interagency planning committee which oversaw the development
of the projections.

Special Activities for EFA

As part of developing the state's 208 program in non-designated arcas, the
pept. of Environmental Conservation prepared projections for Minor Civil
Divisions (towns, cities, ete.) in the 47 non-designated countles, working with
county planners. Trojections for parts of the state were reviewed by the 13
Tolicy Advisory Committees prior to submission to EFA and hearings were he 1d
around the state. Some of these projections are for 1995, that having heen the
planning perfiod for some of the substate agencles.

Each of the state's six designated areas prepared its own population projections.
DEC has compated f{ts own projections with those produced by the designated
areas. MNfne coumties among the designated ones have projections which are
greater than the state's and five of them have projections within 10%; theix
numbers have been certified on the condition that they revise them to match

the state's projection under specified timetables. Four have projections more
than 107 above the state's; although their mumbers have been certified, they
cannot be used during the fnterim and must revise them to match the state's
mder specified timetables.

The state is preparlng a handbook of guidelines for engineering consultants on
how to prepare projections for facilities planning areas to be consistent with
EPA requirements. This handbook describes the EPA regulations, how the state
prepared disaggpregations, the role of infrastructure in affecting prowth, and
their analysis of problems with the EPA requirements.

According to Mr. Morrison, the certified projections were submitted to ETA In
fall, 1975.

Other Comments

We have acen a dralt of one of the sectlons of the handbook being prepared
(see above) and think New York state should be commended for its preparation.
It is only when such materials are made available to governments, consultants,
and the public that policles on population projections and some mderstanding
of the impact of thelr use can be widely shared and debated.

Although we do not necessarily agree with all the comments made in the draft,
we wish all states were preparing such reports

‘4 ¥
NORTI CAROLINA

Pate of contact: July 30
Steven Wardrup 7/77 estimate: 5,525,000
Sncfal Research Assistant 2 EFA projection: 7,619,000
Department of Natural Resourres state projections:

and Community Development high: 7,538,000
Division of Environmental low: 7,080,000

Management projection submltted: range of
P.0. Box 27687 7,080,000 to 7,538,000

Raleiph, North Carolina 27611
(919} 7131-5251

mﬁmﬂw‘nﬁmﬂh@ﬁ
There are two agencles that do most of the state's population work:

the Diviston of Environmental Management for federal programs, and

the Division of Administration for In-state use. These each developed
projections. DEM {s consistently hipher, which comes from a philosophy
that it's better in environmental plamming to overproject. There

were other previouvs projections not vaed In this process.

special Activities for EPA

1t was decided that the state should submit a range rather than a
single projection, and EPA approved this. Even the high projections
for all countles total within 5% of EPA. They had just finished the
projectfons for all counties, held public hearings, and were poiong to
send the projections in soon.
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They did two sets of ladependent projections for the counties. The
Pivision of Administration used demographic methods while DFM used
econometric methods. In Febrvary and March they beld seven public
hearinps on 208 plans. PFPopulation was included as a separste apenda
item in these. People had until June 30 to submit comments. They
received comments on twenty of the hundred counties, most from regional
planners, none from the public or environmentlal groups. Projectinns
to facilities planning areas are handled by local governments as
needed,

Other Comments

There is no state uniform policy on projections, hut there has been
an informal agreement for last tem years to use these projections
for all envirenmental plauning. Before submitting the projections
they may submit them to the Environmental Mansgement Cowmission for
approval, and this would be useful as a step towards establishing
uniform statewide projections.



NORTIL DAKOTA

Date of contact: Avgust 13

Francis Schwindt 7/77 estimate: 653,000
State Health Department FPA projection: £90,000
1200 Missouri Avenue state's projection: within 5%
Biamarck, ND 58505 projection submitted: S ame

701/224-2354

Richard Blair, Director
Office of Statistical Services
Department of Health

State Caplitol

Bismarck, ND 58505

State Projections

’
According to Blalr, the state had a program to produce populatfon projections,
but appropriations ran out in June, 1979. Several years ago they produced
nine demographic projections, with varying ferti}ity and migration assumptions,
down to the reglonal planning and cowmty levels. An interim set of state
numbers were issuwed, which might still be used by most agencles. There are no
officinl state numhers.

Speclal Activities for EFA

According to Schwindt, projections were developed as part of the 208 process
by local agencies, presvmably the elght reglonal planning comcils, one of
which Is a designated 208 agency. State-developed guidelines were used to
produce those projections.

Efght public hesrings were held on the 208 plan and no others are scheduled.
The projections in the 208 plan total to within 5% of the BEA number.

Other Comments

We could not determine the relationship hetween the earlier set of
state-produced projections and the ones being used In the 208 process.

i 1Y
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Date of contact: August 1)
Eva Hotteman 7/77 estimate: 10,701,000
Ohio EFA ETA projection: 17,031,000
0ffice of the TPlanning Coordinator state's projectiont 1?7
361 . Broad St. projection submitted: less than 57 over EFA

Columbus, Ohio 43215
616/466-8860

State Projections

The state has 1974 and 1978 HUD projections and a set done by a consultant
for the Pepartment of Health (thie last used a combined methodology). Other
agencies have opted for one set or another. To meet HUD requirements this
situation must be resclved by September 1, and negotiatfons are under way.
Ohlo EPA's (a state agency) is the only projectfon with stroug local input.

Special Activities for EPA

There were preexisting 208 projections in the designated areas, bul these were
much too high; they took up 902 of the state's growth, so Ohio EPA prepared
new projections. They started with the EPA total plus 5% and did a cohort
survival prejection for counties to this control total.

They then submitted these projections to designated agencies and advisory
counclls for each river basin. They Jet the regional councils revise them as
long as they maintalned a reglonal comtrel total. Al} but two of them fell
ocutside the allowed range, and so were forced to revise downward.

The Dayton metreo area requested a 200,000 decrease. They documented it well,
so Ohio EPA granted it. If a county or reglon could document a change from
the projection, 1t was accepted.
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This process took nine months, but this state agreed on county totals, except
for three or four counties which they are still working on. They had very
thorough local review and local input. They then used their data base to
develop figures for the facility planning areas. They have just produced
those and sent them for local review to the non-designated areas. Designated
areas are preparing disaggregations for themselves.

The submitted number will be close to 5% over EPA's projection, but the exact
total s not known yet, because there are two regional agencles left to deal
with,

The advisory committees include most environmental groups, and the state
technical advisory committee includes the Sierra Club, lLeague of Women Voters,
etc. The only non-govemmental groups to respond have been chambers of
commerce, vniversities, and some people who do projections.

They used a demographic medel for the county projections because they did not
have adequate data for econometric models for rural areas, but some regions
that had good data used econometric models for their further disaggregations.

They will meet the October 1 deadline for coumty level projections. They
expressed concern that they would not meet that deadlire for facillty
planning area projections, and indicated that this was a matter of concern
for them due to some regulations on "forming designated management agenciles”.

Other Comments

The state appears to be doing an exceptfonal job of getting local involvement,
which they take seriously but not wmcritically. They are aware of the mix of
demographic and political issues involved and are working towards workable
compromise.



OKLAIIOMA
Date of contact: July 20
David BIackford 1/77 ectimate: 2,811,000
(208 project manager) EPA projection: 3,196,000
Chief of Lnvironmental Frograms state’'s projection: EPA + 5.4%
Department of Pollution Control projectjon submitted: 7

P.0. Rox 52504
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73152
A05/271-4677

State Frojections

The Oklahoma Employment Security Commission (OFSC) was designated by the
Governor to prepare projections, originally for noting ewployment trends. They
have several years experience and use combined demopraphic/econometric
methodology.

Special Activities for EPA
The 201 propram hroke down pro)ections to hydrological bowmdaries when
different from political ones.

The OESC projectfons are 5.4% higher than EFA's.

They are preparing their work task for this pracess now. They don’t know which
agency will actuvally be preparing the projecticons; Blackford hoped that OFSC
would take the contract, but 1f not probably it would be Pepartment of
Poliutfon Control Blackford expressed wcertatnty whether the state would
meet the deadliine. They apparently have been delayed in starting by uncertalnty
over what they have to do.

Blackford expected that they would request a variance, though that was not
decided.

Local governments will not be fnvolved much till the 201 process.

Other Comments

It is bard to tell whether they will succeed in meeting the deadline or prepare
reasonable projections, because at the time of contact they essentially had

not started or even figured out what they were dofng. It wil)l be very difficult
under these circimstances for them to achieve any significant public involvement.

t ]
OREGON
Date of contact: July 31
Tom Lucas 7/77 estimate: 2,376,000
Supervisor EPA projectfon’ 3,209,000
Water Quality Planning state's projection: 3,301,000
Department of FEnvironmental Quality projection submitted: 77

P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207
503/229-5284

State Projections

The Portland State University Center for Population Research prepares commty
level projections for use by all state agencles. Their medim projection is
within 5% of ETA's.

Fach of the 277 local jorisdictions is required to follow projections approved
by the Land Conservation and Development Commission for sewers, water,
transportation, etc. Only 44 of these have been approved to date. The
cubmission deadliine {s not till July 1, 1980, and somc may be late.

Special Activities for EFA

The state spent a long time in virtual paralysis on this process laboring wnder
the mistaken bellef that they nceded facllity planning ares projections by
October 1. Appavently it was our phone call on July 24 which informed them
that they did not need these, and galvanized them into action. They decided to
vae the Portland State medium numbers for non-designated areas, and the 208s'
om projections for the four 208s. Although there is a problem with one of the
208s: the Central Valley area (Salem) has projections that are 55% higher
than the Portiand State medium; and 1t is not clear what will be done there.
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Notices for public hearing or meetings were to go out the first week of August.

Lucas indicated that though he was fairly knowledgeable about what the state
was doing, there was no individual eofficially in charge.

Other Comments

Oregon has been extremely fast in getting comstruction grants obligated, so
that there way not be any projects on the priority list till next year. This
would mean that the state might not take the October 1 deadlfne as setriously
as others.

It appears that the otate will meet the deadline with an adequate set of
projections, hut this 1s sheer luck, since as of July 24, they had no idea how
they would meet ft.



PENNSYLVAN1A

Pate of contact: August 6

Ken Bartal 7/77 estimate: 11,785,000
Department of Environmental Resources (DER) FTA projection: 12,365,000
Fulton Ruilding state's 1973

P.0, Box 2063 projection: LPA + 11.9%
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 state's 1977 conslstent with
(717) 787-3481 rrojection: I FA

projection submitted: 77

State Frojections

.

The Office of State Planning and Development (OSPD) in the governor's
office has general responeibilities for develonping projections. Their

1973 projections used the same methodology as BEA and the National Planning
Assoctation, and have béen uvsed 1n their comprehensive planning. As a
result of comprehensive water quality planning, the 1973 mimbher« were
disaperepgated virtvally to facility planning areas. The stratepy for the
1973 county and local projections was to begin with OSPD county projections.
Then the state nepotiated with regional and county plannfopg commissions,
who played a major vole in local preojections. It tock almost two years.

The 1977 projections use fundamentally the same methods as BEA, bhut po
only to the county level. OSPD’s figures are not mandatorlily used, but
some agencles do use them. DER tries to u=e consistent projections for
water quality and quantity, air quality, solid waste, etc. -- as far as
alloved.

Special Activities for EFA

There was a perlod of floundering because of confuglon over the regula-
tions. It 1s nnt yet clear which set of OSFD projections witl he submitted,
because i{ they use the more recent ones, they will then have to prepare
new disaggregations to (acllity planning areas, and it s felt that this

is too blg a task. The decislon as to which set will he used will not
include pubiic input, but the state will provide the basis for the decision
to the public so that it wil) be open to alter the fact comment. Efther
way, county and local governments are expected to object that their pro-
Jections are too low.

Using the 1973 projections would require a varfance request. Their
principal procedure for public participation will be to issue a public
notice in the Pennsylvania Bulletin (the state equivalent to the

nc:mnmmm»ommwawmmmmv.‘:aanmn»=w~rxncﬁz»zav:mmnowmavn.xsa ﬂmnossanu
for certification by the governor, a set of projections. It would
fndicate that no public hearing or meeting is planned unless puvblic comment
jndicates the need. There was extensive public involvement in the 1977
projections. 1f they should go to the 1977 projections, they would probably

hold a meeting.

(Pennsylvania)

They had not thoupht about ways of invelving citizens, environmental groups,
or population prople. The only area where they've had response is the
Philadelphia area, where many responses are on population. My are from
local govemments saying, "our figure is too low".

Other Comments

We are in rontact with an activist who reports having contacted in February
people in both DER and OSPFD and being wnable to find anyone working with the
process at the state level. DER sald that everything was being done at the
regional level. We are concermed that this sort of misleading state response
to cltizen inquiries could have a damping effect on public particilpation.

The state has had considerable difficulty due to confusions aver what was
required by the repguvlations. 1L appears that this has been solved, and the
state will meet the October 1 deadline, unless it requests a variance and
the request s rejected.
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RHODE_ISLAND

Pate of contact: August 20

Chester Symanskd 7/77 estimate: 935,000
Of fice of State Planning ETA projectlion: 1,033,000
265 Melrn<e Street state's projection: 1,005,600
Providence, RL 02907 projection submitted: 1,105,600
W1/227-2656

Juan Marlscal, for Tom =*:nrmu.
208 Froject Manager

State Frojections

The Statewide Planning Program produces projections for the state and for
commties, cities, and towns. A set was issued in 1975 and a revised ert in
April 1979.

They use a demographic method at the state level and use a colinrt/ratio
method to produce city and town projections. The projectlions are strictly
baseline prejections, withnut policy inputs.

Other state agencles have not been involved in development of the projections.
The program is gulded by a technical comnmittee and a planning council, both
of which fnclude local government people and private firms, Other than that,
there i8 no public tnvolvement.

There Is an informal policy of state agencies using these numbers.
Special Activities for EPA

The 208 program is using the Aprif 1979 projections.

Symanski was tmawave of the EPA guidelines and referved us to Tom Bruckner,
the 208 project manager. Bruckner was on vacation.

Other Comments

Becauwse Mr. Bruckner was on vacation and apparently would have been the person
most familiar with the guldelines, 1t was difficult for us to present a complete
report on the state's process.

The current projections for Rhode Island show substantial population reduction
in the city of Providence, and there appears to br some controversy over 3
facilities planning being designed for the city.

The problem of this population reduction might be dealt with more effectively
tf there had been more public involvement in considering whether or not the
projections used should be "current trends" projections or not. Such a decision
seems to have been made more or less automatically.

L] ]
SOUTH_CAROLINA
Date of contact: August 8
George Fowler 7/17 estimate:
pDivision of Research and EPA projection:
Statistical Services state projection:
(B03) 758-2586 prejection submitted:

Webb Linebach

Department of Health and
Environmental Control

2600 Bull St.

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

(803) 75R-3877

Charles Jeters

Head of Divisfon and Industrial
Wastewater

Department of Health and Environmental
Control

2600 Bull Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

(803) 758-3877

State Projections

2,876,000
3,700,000
within 5% of EPA
same

For several years the Division of Research and Statistical Services

has done projections for the state. They've talked most closely
with the 201 and 208 people in the Department of Health.
Jections are within 57 of EPA's figures. They are demographlic and

to the county. Environmentallsts are not involved with thia agency,

Thelr pro-
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vhich describes ftself as "intentially a bit ivory-towerish.”

Special Activities for EPA

A draft of the county projections was about to be released. They

will hold a public meeting towards the end of September.

For

facility planning areas, they'll leave it to the cities and counties

to negotiate reasonahble numbers.



SOUTH DAKOTA

Date of contact: Avpust 10
'

Jim Nelson 7/77 estimate: 689,000
Deputy Division Director FI'A projection: 730,000
Division of Water Management state's projection: 797,000
Joe Foss Bldg. projection submitted: 77

Fierre, SD 57501
605/773-4523

Dick Gebhart

State Planning Bureau
State Capitol

Pierre, SB 57501
605/773-4599

State Projections

In Pecember, 1978, the State Planning Bureau published a set of three projections
for the state through the year 1990. Using the same model, they have produced

a projection of 797,000, which corresponds to the lowest of the three projections.
They begin with demographic projections at the cowmty level and sum to get a
state projection. The process was overseen hy an interagency population task
force.

Until Januvary, there was a directive that these projections be used by all
state agencies, but the administration changed and that directive {s no longer
in force.

Special Activitles for EPA

The Division of Water Management has contracted with the State Planning Bureau
to produce a projection for the year 2000. As of 8/27, the latter has not yect
formally sent fts work to the Division of Water Management.

Originally, the latter had belleved, based on an earlier set of projections
done only through the year 1990, that the EPA projection was within the ranpe
of the three official ones for the state. However, i1f the Ffinal State Planning
Bureau number is in fact 9Y larger than the EPA number, as it appears to be,
the Division of Water Management will then have to consider whether to request
a variance or simply use the EPA numberx.

Mr. Nelson expects the public meeting to be combined with some 208 hearings.

Other Comments

South Dakota is only now beginning to consider how it will comply with the

guidelines. As a result, the results might be prepared on & rush basis without
adequate consideration.

TENNESSEL,

Date of contact: August B

Bob Alexander, Chief 7/77 estimate: 4,299,000

Water Quality Plapning Section EPA projection: m'w~u.ooo

Tennessee Divis{on of Water state projectjon: tMar&L 5% of EPA
Quality Control projection submitted: same

Department of Public Health

Suite 309

Capitol Towers Building

c/o Jud hodney

Nashville, Tennessee 37219
(615) 741-2275

State Projections

The State Planning Office disnggregated the "Bureau of Economin Analysis

”cuw Series E population projections” to county, 201 area, nnd river
ASIn.

Special Activities for EPA

The Plamning Office projections were included in 208 hearings held by
the Water Quality Control Divisfon from mid-Tehruary to March, though
they were not emphasized. ’ )
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The 208 plan containing the projections was submitted by the Planning
Office on August 18, 1978, The state's disngpregations to facility
planning areas are used for facility planning except In Memphis
vwhere the 208 agency had already developed their own vﬁoumnnuozmu

Other Comments

Ve are in contact with a member of the 208 citizen's advisory committee
who reports having been totally unaware of hearings concerning projec~ '
tions. This citizen's advisory committee, thus, does not seem to have
been an effective vehicle for public involvement. )

There seems to be some confusion of responsibilities between the Planning
Office and the Water Quality Control Division.



TEXAS

Date of contact: July 19

Herh Grubb 7/77 estimate: 12,830,000
Director for Planning and Development ETA projection: 18,069,000
Department of Water Resources nnxna.m,s~0uoﬂn_0:” _m<~w~‘coo
P.0. Box 13087 projection submitted: 18,069 ,0007

Austin, Texas 78711
512/475-3921

State PMicjections

In the early '70s the Division of Planning and Coordination deve loped general
planning projections for health, education, transportatfon, water, etc. They
contracted the projections work to the Population Research Center at the )

University of Texas at Austin. They use a demcgraphic model, and preoject to

the county level. ’

Special Activities for EPA

For this process they have dme a complete nev projection for each county.
They came three or four per cent lower than EPA; 5o they normalized the
counties proportionately. They didn’t change the state total because they'd
based a lot of other planning on it.

They issued the disapgregations to counties and told them to disapprepate to
208 areas. FExcept for the Beaumont/Port Avthur area they'd all been
reconciled and certified by Grubb's office. Also the Victoria/Coastal Bend
non~designated area hadn't been settled yet.

They were virtually done with the process.

Other Gomments

A local artivist has sent us a copy of a letter from Pick Whittington, Deputy
Mrector of the Department of Water Resources, February 78, 1979, indicating
that Texas had submitted its projections to FPA on December 5, 1978. These
projections were made by the Department and its predecessors in za<aa:nn‘ 1976
and reevaluated in 1977 to 1978, and are the total listed above as :nnmnm )
profection”. This submission was not mentfoned tn our phone interview, and

80 we do not know the correct reconciliation between the information T“ this
section and in the previous one.

The procedute dercribed above of normalizing projections upwards sounds
unfortunate. If the new projections reveal that earlier ones were inflated, it
would be appropriate, in light of the expensive and irreversible no:mm._:»:n.“a
of oversfzing, to use this opportunity to institute lower projectlions for new
planning, rather than to etick consistently to inflated figures.

1 ]
UTAR
Date of contact: August 10
Jeannie Watanabe, Assistant 7/77 estimate: 1,268,000
State Planning Coordinator EPA projection: 1,688,000
124 State Capitol state’s projection: LeA + 352 1
Salt Lake City UF 84114 projectton submitted: FPA + 357 7

801/533-4659

State Projections

Last year the Governor designated the State Tlanning Office as responsible
for providing projections to state agencies. They have spent the past year
revising a model used to produce a complete set of projections in 1975.

The projection begins at the multi-coumty Jevel, which approximates labor
market arcas; these are also the 208 planning areas. The model has both a
demographic and an econometric component. There are no policy inputs:
projects are not assumed unless the EIS is completed or construction has

begun.

Drafts have been submitted to various state agencies for thelr comments.

Speclal Activities for EPA

Watanabe is developing the case for a vartfance and expects to submit 1t
together with the substate projections by the end of August. The EPA
project fon made certain assumptions about fertility trends which do not hold
for Utah, and does not "appreciate certain economic changes” in the state.
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The desfignated 208 agencies in the state used different methodologies and
Watanabe has been working with their planners to compare the numbers.

The scheduling of the public meeting is contingent on the state's petting
the requested variance. There are no procedures for how the state will
prepare disaggregations if the variance request is refused.

The state has issuved the required public notice about the request for a
varfance. HWowever when an interested citizen called on Avgust 17, he was
told that no material was ready for him to lock at regatding the amount of
or justification for the varisnce.

Dther_Comments

Utah appears to be asking for the largest percentage

variance by far of any state, However the state has

S0  postponed this process that now, when they want to meet the
deadline, they are apparently giving fnadequate public notice.
1t makes no sense to announce a request for a variance but not
bave any materials to show individuals requesting information;
that makes a mockery of the notice requirement.

the Sierra Club's Utah Chapter has asked EPA to hold a public hearing.



VERMONT
Date of contact: August 27
Steven Syz 7/77 estimate: 487,000
Water Quality Division EPA projection: 607,000
Agency of Fnvironmental Coneervation state’s projection- 646 RO

Montpelier, VI 05602 rrojection submitted:: 646 800

802/828-276)

Bob Wanner

State Flanning Office
Pavilion Bldg., 5th floor
Hontpe lier, VT 05602
802/828- 1326

State Prolections

Officlal state projections are prepared by the State Flanning Office. The
most tecent set 1a the result of 3 process bepim 1o October 1977, Drafts
were distributed In 1978 and a set was publlished in Jume, 1979. This
projection is 646,800 in the year 2000.

The projections are now used by all state agencles and local govemments,
although that was not the case in the past.

The projections use a demographic methodology, and are disaggrepated to the
county and town levels. QOther state agencles were involved, such as the
Pepartment of lealth. .

Speclal Activities for EFA

The entire atate is one designated 208 arca. Because the state has no SMSA's,
the EPA gutdelines require them to submit only one numher, namely the
projectlon for the state.

On September 6 there will be a comhined public hearing and meeting of the 208
board to discuss the projection as well as other water quality issves.

Al though the projection was submitted to EPA 1n early Avgust, Syz did not
reallze the state may have to request a variance. fle {8 currently checking
the guldelines to determine what the state will do.

VIRGINIA

Date of contact: August B

Robert Griffis 7/77 estimate: 5,135,000
Economi ¢ Research Section EPA projection: 6,755,000
Department of Flanning and Budget state’'s projection: 3.1% lower than KLPA

331 9th St. Office Bullding
Richmond, VA 23219
804/786-7771

projection submitted: s ame

State Frojections

Department of Flanning and Budget has responsibility for developing official
projections to be used by all apencies. The statewlde Ecomomlc Base Studies
FProgram develops projections, which are sent out to 10 or 15 people in each
county once a year. There is a series ol meetings with local govermments
and planning commissjons invited. Each planning commission 18 asked to
contact Jocal goveruments.

Thelr methodology 1s primarily ecanomic and also demographic. The Research
Triangle Institute 1s involved through a contract.

Speclal Activities for ErA

The State Water Control Board made the submission to EFA. The 208 is
constrained to use Department of Tlanning and Budget's figures. The policy
at the State Water Control Board is that when you submit one facility plan,
you bring a plan for the whole coumty.

Othex Comments

The state had a well enough developed system for state projections that they
had no trouble meeting EPA requirements.
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WEST VIRGINIA

Date of contact: August 13

High Fdwards 7/77 estimate- 1,859,000
Water Resources Mvision ECA projection: 2,003,000
31201 Greenbriar St. state's projection: none

Charleston, W. V. 25311 projection submitted- 2,034,319

I04/348-5902

State Projections

The Governor's 0ffice of Cconoemlc and Community Development is supposcd to
i1ssue official state projections, but said they would have nothing ready by
the deadline.

Special Activities for EFA

The state dldn't have any preexisting figures, so they were stuck with EFA's
even though they thought the projection for 2000 was a bit Jow.

They wsed the 1970 Census and the revised 1976 population estimates, to the
county level, and determined the fncrease for each area. They then
extrapolated that same share of the growth for each area through 2000.

There's only one designated agency: around Charleston. Tt was more than 107
over the state-produced dlsaggregation, sa the state Timited it tn 10%Z. We
presume that  this accountes for the difference between the EPA number and

the submttted total. For two or three comntier the Census Bureau egtimates
showed a population decrease, however, the final state projection showed them
having constant population.

They have given notice for holding a public meeting. Up to this point there
had been no participation by the public or local povermment except for the
one designated area.

Other Comments

The state will meet the EPA deadline and requirements with no trouble, but
public input will be minimal.

WASHINGTON
Dates of contact: July 18, 25
Kathleen Carcia 7/77 estimate: 3,658,000
Flannerc EPA projection: 4,417,000
Office of Water Programs state's projection: more than 5% over EPA
Munlcipal Division projection submitted: 7?

206/753-2971

Jan Whitworth

Planner

Comprehensive Programs Division
206/753-2809

State Projections

The Office of Financial Management (OIM) does projections, disaggregated to
cities and coumtles. The preexisting set was mote than 5% over BEA, and
although Garcia hadn't seen the new ones due July 1, she assumed they'd be
even higher.

Most planning bodies use the OFM methodology and forecssts except the Tuget
Soumd Coordinating Council and the two Seattle area designated 208s, which
have developed their own.
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Special Activities for EFA

They were behind schedule. Garcia had bren on projections for only one
month, and Whitworth, the other staff person involved, had started only
July 17.

They will start with OFM's fipures and coordinate with local projections.
Their time frawe*

August 6 : public notice on meeting
Avgust 16: release populatfon projectjon data
September 6: public meeting In Olympia

OFM's resident expert 15 demographer Donald Pittinger, of University of
Waghington.

An explanation proferred for the state projectirns belng so much higher than
EPA was that the EPA numbers were prepared during the Boeing slump, but now
that Boeing is OK, and there is trade with China, the state {s growing faster.

Other Comments

The overage in the etate projections is concentrated in the Seattle area.
This could be a problem because, according to one activiast, Spokane is
located over a designated Sole Source Aquifer, has wrban population
densities but rural plumhing.

The state's planto release the popvlation projections only three weeks
before the public meeting allows inadequate public notice, particularly
since there seems to be controversy 1n the state over projections.

There have been requests from the public for meetings in Spokane
and in Seattle or Tacoma, since Olympia is 3 difficult site for
people other than those employed by state government to get to.

VWashington seems to be extremely late in tmplementing this process
and negligent in involving the public, a situation especially
unfortunate in light of the large and controversial varfance request.



WISCONSIN

Date of contact: August 16

Randy Wade 7/77 estimate: 4,651,000
Planning Analyst FPA projection: 5,553,000
Water Quality Flanning Section state's projection: within 5% of FPA
Department of Natural Resources projection submitted: s ame

F.0. Box 7921
Madiscn, Wis. 53707
608/266-9265

State Projections

In 1974 the Department of Administratfon prepared three sets of projections
to 2000. The medium state contrel total 1s within 5% of EPA.  These seem to
be demographlc profections.

Special Activities for ErA

Each areawide was given a regional control total -the sum of all its comties.
They then did independent projections to minor civi) divisions and to

service areas, all of which luckily came out within the DPepartment of
Administration's range. They then added up thelr own cownty totals which,
Wade says, are better than the Department of Administration's.

Agencies used varying methods. One used an economic model. One vsed a
share model. The Mllwavkee areawlde used a complicated comhined model which
included a test using the "normative land use ptan”. 1n at least one case
the projertions vweve part of 208 plane.

In non-desipnated areas, there aren't always projections for all minor civit
divigiona. But vhere these have been done, they usually all use the same
“share” or ratio methodology -based on the share which the division has
histoerically had of the county's population.

The mumbers have not yet been submitted. Wade expected to meet the deadline,
but he doubted that the public participation requirement had been met yet.
He had not heard about it before our call.

The areawides have had local citizens' committees and weetings, but nothing
oo the statewlide level. Many of these meetings, perhaps all, focussed on the
whole 208 plan and not just projectfions.

The areawides Involved local communities in their projecting. There Is a
state population cowmcll that reviewed the projections. Environmental
groups have not heen involved except on local and statewide advisory boavds.

Other Comments

These projections will be the official state projections. Their use is not
completed, but any plan that doesn't use them will be somewhat questionable
ipso factn. They will be used for water, alr, transportation, and most other
purposes.

The state used the population projections to prepare a twenty-year sewer plan
goveming all sewer facilitles and extensions down to 8.

It sounds like the state is serlouwsly committed to preparing and using
projections.

WYOMING
Date of contact: August 9
Phil Kiner 7/17 estimate: 406,000
Division of Research and Statistics FPA projection: 484,000
DAFC (Dept. of Administration § Tiscal Control) state's projection: EPA + 20%
Room 302, Emerson Bldg. project fon submitted: EPA + 207
Cheyenne, WY 82001 or more

State Projections

This Division now produces population projections, having inherited the
responsibility recently from another agency.

Projections are prepared at the county level using an econometric and
demographlic model; the state projection ls a sum. Projections were issued 1n
November 1978 and July 1979 and are revised every six months.

Drafts of the projections are sent to clities and counties.

A Govemor's memo requires other State sgencles to use these projections.

Speclal Activities for EPA

Because of communications preblems, the Division did not find gut about the EPA
requirements until very cecently.

The state’s own projection 1s approximately 20% greater than EPA's by the year
2000. The state s currently preparing the request for a variance for EPA.
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Wyoming originally had three designated 208 apencies, but two have dissolved.
Those two did have projections in thetr drafts.

If a public meeting 18 required, the state will comply. Nowever, this Division
does not usually schedule public meetings, and will probably work with the
PDepartment of Environamental Quality.

Other Comments

Wyoming was one of the states which began the process only recently. In order
to mect the October 1 deadline, the state would have to have virtually no
notification for the required public meeting. Perhaps if we had spoken
directly with the Department of Fnvironmental Quality we would have gotten a
clearer picture of what was Intended.

Wyoming's process of updating its projections every six months is the most often
in the country. Perhaps Wyoming and several other rapidly growing needs
need to work out special arrangements with EPA.



APPENDIX C

GLOSSARY

In this section we try to define or describe some of the
more technical terms used in the report.

Types of Population Projections

We generally describe the projections used as being demographic,
econometric (or economic), a combined approach or a ratio or

trend projection (see section 3.5 and the State Reports). A
demographic projection makes separate assumptions about fertilicy,
mortality, and migration and calculates a future population.

It is also called a "cohort-survival" or "cohort-component”
projection.

An econometric projection begins with a forecast of jobs.

Then, by making assumptions about the labor-force participation
rate and the unemployment level, translates that Tto a
projection of population.

A combined approach uses both demographic and econometric elenents,
and can be of various types. A common one bsses the migration
assumptions in the demographic model on that part of the pro-
jected labor force which cannot be met by locally-born individuals.

Some states use various kinds of trends or extrapolations, and

continue an area's rate of growth into the future (see Idaho)
or an area's proportion of the state's growth (see Alabama).

201 Facility/ 201 Plan/ 201 Projection/Comstruction Grants Program

Section 201 of the Clean Water Act establishes a program of
federal funding of 75% or 85% (in certain cases) of the
construction costs of publicly owned sewage treatment facilities,
The area which a particular facility is being designed to

serve is the "facility planning area.'" The population projection
used to plan the facility is the "201 projection." The plan is
the "201 plan." Etc.

These facilities take care of '"'point sources'" of po_lution, i.e.
those coming out of or from a pipe or similar area.

The pregram in EPA's Office of Water and Hazardous Materials
which makes the grants for these facilities is called the
Construction Grants Program.
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Population Projection/ Forecast/ Estimate/ Census

A census is an actual count of the number of people in

an area. The next census will be taken in 1980.

An estimate i1s a guess of the number of people in an

area prepared between censuses; it is based on any of

a number of indicators of population change: births,
deaths, construction permits, school earollments, drivers'
iicenses, estimates of jobs, etc.

A population projection is a guess, or scenario, of how
many people would live in a particular geographical area

at some time in the future. It consists of »ase data
(census or astimates, current and past fertility, migratiom,
mortality, etc.), a model (demographic, economic, straight-
line trand, etc.), and assumpticns (What will the fertilicty
be in twenty years? How may jobs will there be in this
area?).

A projection is not necessarily a prediction; the latter

is used when the person preparing a projection thinks that

a particular projection is the most likely to happen.
However one can prepare any number of projections, including
those which one thinks involve assumptions unlikely to
materialize.

A forecast 1s a projection which someone thinks is reasonably
likely to come true. That is, the term involves more of
a commitment of reasonableness than a projectiomn.

A prediction is a best guess. As far as we can tell, no
state azencies ever ,0 population predictions.

A baseline projection is one which is used by official
agencies and is regarded as the standard projection to be used,
or one thought of as reascnably likely to occur if "curranc
trends" coutinue.

Disaggregation

A disaggregation of a projection is a division of one projection
into projections for smaller geographical areas. So, for
example, a state may prepare a population projection for the
state and then disaggregate (or divide or allocate) to
projections for counties.
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208 Plan/ 208 Agency/ 208's/ 208 Level

Section 208 of the Clean Water Act requires states to develop
plans to meet clean water stanlards. Sources of water pollution
come from point sources and non-point sources. Examples of the
latter are agricultural runoff and runoff from urban construction
sites.

The plans, whether for entire states or parts of them, are called
208 plans.

The Governor of a state may choose - or designate - cextain
substate agencies to prepare the water quality plans for their
geographical areas. Those agencies are called 208 agencies or
208's., Their geographical area is sometimes called the 208 level.

Although these designated 208 agencies in some cases are counties,
more often they are multi-county planning agencies, which in
different states have different legal statuses, sources of funding,
roles, and responsibilities. They are known as:

* councils of govermment  (COG's)
areawide planning agencies
metropolitan planning agencies or organizations
associations of govermment
area planning and development commissions (APDC's)

* X ¥ *

However not all agencies with the above names have been
designated for 208 planning!

Needs Survey

EPA conducts Needs Surveys every two years to determine what
is still needed in each state to comply with various portions
of the Clean Water Act. The cost of complying is also
estimated. Population projections are, of course, used in
determining and estimating the needs.

Surveys were conducted in 1973, 1974, 1976, and 1978,

Step 1 Granti

Under the Comstruction Grants Program (see atove), EPA makes
grants in three steps for the construction of a sewage treatment
facility. Step 1, the first, is a planning grant. Step 2 is

for design of the facility and step 3 is for actual construction.
The EPA projections guidelines refer to a deadline after which
all Step 1 grants must use projections consistent with the
guidelines.
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APPENDIX D
EPA CONTACTS

Listed below are individuals in EPA headquarters and ragional
offices who can provide you with additional information about
the EPA requireemnts and particular states.

EPA Headquarters
Cathy 0'Connell, 202/755-8253 or 202/426-9404 (leave message)
Facility Requirements Division (WH 595)
Office of Water Program Operations, CWWM
EPA
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D0.C. 20460

Region I (CT, MA, ME, NH, RI, VT) - Boston
Roger Duwart, 617/223-5130
Water Quality Branch

Region IT (NJ, NY) - New York City
Beverly Reith, 212/264-1840
£IS Preparation Branch, Water Division

Region III (DE, MD, PA, VA, WV, & OC) - Philadelphia
Gene Mattis, 215/597-3423
water Quality Management Coordinator

DE, MD, OC: Larry Merrill, 215/597-9966
PA: Rich Setzer, 215/595-9151
VA, WV: Hank Zygmunt, 215/597-8168

Region IV (AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, SC, TN) - Atlanta
James Kutzman, 404/881-4989
Chief, Applied Technology Section
Water Division

Region V (IL, IN, MI, MM, QH, WI) - Chicago
Mary Lou Lageman, 312/353-2000
Regional Economist, Planning & Evaluation Branch

IL, IN: (Mr.) Noel Kohl, 312/353-2163
MI: Jim Filippini, 312/353-2160

MN, WI: (Mr.) Dale Luecht, 312/353-2168
OH: Ed Watters, 312/353-2172
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Region VI

(AR, LA, NM, OK, TX) = Dallas

Thomas Lera, 214/767-2624

?eglon VII (IA, KA, MO, NB) - Kansas City

KA:
MO
NB:

Vic Zleglor, 816/374-5429
Larry Sheridan, 816/374-3429
(Mr.) Lee Duvall, 816/374-5429
John Houlihan, 816/374-3429

Region VIII (CO, MT, ND, SD, UT, WY)- Jenver

CO:
MT:

Bruce Zander, 303/837-4963
Robert Fox, 406/449-3486 (note area code)

ND, SD: Roger Dean, 303/837-2721

UT:
WY:

Paul Arell, Doug Johnson, 303/837-4963
Mike Strieby, 303/837-4963

Region IX (AZ, CA, HI, NV) - San Francisco

AZ:

CA:
HI:
NV

Region X
Mike

1D:
OR:
WA:

Mark Brucxer 415/556-3793
Loretta Baraam1a1, 415/556-2833
Kitt Armstrong, 415/536~8085
Rick Hoffman, 415/556-3039

(AK, ID, OR, WA)- Seattle
Gearheard, 206/767-1237

Stan Brust, 907/271-5083 (note area code)
Eldon Edmundson, 208/384-1450 (note area code)
Cecil Ouellette, 503/221-3250 (note area code)
Al Ewing, 206/453-7218
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Population
How They Are Made... And

™

Projections

Bows ¥

How

They Make Themselves Come True

JUDITH KUNOFSKY

Or AEMosE hifteen years, the Sierru Club has acknowl-

edged that population growthas a cause vl all environmen-

tal problems The environmental eftects of the almost 220
suthion Americans are compounded by an annual increase of
almost 2 muliton: the Census Burcau's “mediuim fevel™ forecast
foresces u total poputation of 296 mullion in 2025—only 47
vearsaway A growing populaton intensities pressure on fragile
iand, coatributes to poliuton of wr and water, provides the
unpetus foe the wrbamization of agrnicultural land and the coa-
struction of an ever-increasing number of power plants, While
growth rates have dechned both in this country and in many
other purts of the world, overall population continues to
inereuse.

The way we evaluate how fast the population size s chang-
g, what programs might help reduce the growth rate, how bad
{or zoad) the situation might be in the future s through the use of
populaton projections  Moreover, for many programs with
significant environmental impact—sewage treatment facilities,
major water diversion projects, massive cegtonal energy
development—the population projection tor the appropriate re-
gron iy used to jusuty the peoject. fromically, in many cases,
usinyg 4 projection this way actuaily heips bring about the growth
that was foreseen. [n other words, sometimes the projection
causes the growh! *

A poputation projection tor a given geographical area states
what the population size and growth rate would be at certain
dates in the tuture Tt difters from a population estumate. which
in usaally g statement about the past or current population of un
area. Projections are prepared for the world, {or nations, states,
counties, cities and smaller geographical arcas, and can be pre-
pared with g variety of detarl and sophistication. Some proy-
ections aive oaly the total number of peoplc: others deseribe
chstribution by age, sex and sometimes ruce. rehigion or other
graup wenutication. Pupulatton progections are prepared using
different models, or mathemaacul formulations, that express
difterent theories about why and how population size and
growth rutes change. For example, one might uassume that 4
community sy overall population will continue to increase ut [ %
year. Or one might muke separate assumptions about family
size, muortality, fertiity tming and nugration, and apply those
assumptions 1o a detaded breakdown of the current population
by uge und sex. Alternatively. one might relate population
change to a projection of regtonal job avaslability.

A projection s not a prediction; evenan theory, a projection

’
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need not tell us what 1s most likely to happen. A projection
retlecty the consequences of 4 continuation of “current trends ™’
and the extent to which the model chosen accurately mirroes the
real world. The ditference between them s that cucrent trends
always change, and they change, at least in part, as 4 result of
our ¢valuation of and reaction to those trends. For example,
approximately one out of five births in the U.S. 1s to a teenuger.
One mught prepare a population projection based on this situa-
ton However, one might feel that as a ~octety we will adopt
programs to change the trend, and therefore project a reduction
1N teenuge parenting,

Population projections are based on much accumulated expe-
rience and are almost always prepared to retiect whut are be-
lieved to be current trends. Of course, itis difficult to distinguish
between a current trend and 4 short-term aberration in behavior,
i testility or migration. [t is important to reulize that it is nor a
question of an adequately prepared projection being right or
wrong, but simply that the world 1s much o complicated for
there to be a correct guess of the tfuture.

Demoygrapher Peter Morrison has written that, " Forecasting
iy least effective when itis conducted as an exclusively mechan-
icaf process. [tis tempting to adopt an approved method, plug 1o
some numbers, and crank out some more numbers that tell
people what to do ... It should be possible, however, 0 un-
prove the odds on making right decisions not onaly by laboring to
improve the models, but ulso by sharpening our ability to evalu-
ate and assess the products of forecasting models. ... Those
who use demoyraphic forecasts must exercise at {east as much
Judgment as those who make them.”

Populatton projections are used 1n three ways. Projections are
used to give us an wdea of population size and growth rates 1n the
{uture. We can evaluate whether the U.S. has reached or wall
reach zero population growth, how tast our numbers might be
increasiay tn the year 2000, what the coatnbution of immugra-
ton at various levels s to the U.S. population, the significanee
of the heavy migration to the Sun Belt, how fast Monterey,
Californiu, is gaining people or how fast another region is losing
people Fromthese projections we can then evaluate the need for
corrective or supportive actions, the wisdom of adopting various
population policies to change vr renforce trends,

Projections also are used in determining the allocation of
federal funding, the decision to go ahead with or to reject vari-
ous federal, local and state projects. All major government
investmenis—such as roads. dams, sewage treatment plants and



Is it fair for ¢ communiry
that consciously ur unconsciously
’ submits an inflated projection
to receive a bigger chunk of the tax dollars?

sewers——atlempt to solve current probiems (such as water poilu-
ton). ornay provide for additional capacity to continue to abate
a problem or to anticipate a tuture problem. A new reservoir
may, tor example, provide for the anticipated water needs ot a
communty that does not now have a waler shortage.

In order to deternune these future needs. the agency propos-
Ing a project prepares @ projection of the quantiies involved,
whether they're quantities of water, untreated sewage or vehi-
cles expected. In cuch cuse, an essential component of the de-
mand projection is a projection ot the number ot people who will
he fiving in the aica in yuestion or who will be served by the
tacdity. The population progection s then used (o determine
whether a project s needed, where it should be locuted, how
large it should be, the cost-eftectiveness ot the proposal and,
finally, the amount of money to be made avatluble by the appro-
priate level of government. Population projections, therefore,
are crucial and indispensable factors 1n the evalustion of needs
by communitivs and by government agencies with funding
authority.

Populution projections are also used 1n devising computer
models that involve both population and economic projections,
These models are used o estimate the effectiveness ot proposed
environmental controls. For example, a model may postulate
various types ol air pollutants emitted by difterent sources, fac-
lor in topography und weather conditions, then evaluate various
strategtes tor meeting federal air-quality standards. Modeling
can also be used to gauge the ctfect on population of proposed
eneryy development, a new industrial facility or water devel-
opment. But population projections are much more than a rather
academic, statistical exercise. The projections themsclves can
have a tremendous eftect on growth. This s because construc-
tion projects olien toster the population and economic changes
that were projected. In other words, if o community provides
sewer hookups tor o doubled population, people myy move to
that community —because there are sewer hookups.

This situation poses certuin problems:

o Iy it fuir for a community that consciously or unconsciously
submits an inflated projection 1o receive a bigger chunk of the
tax dollars?

® The growth that s induced by an infated population projec-
tion may reffect the desires of oaly certain special interests in a
communty.

¢ One federal program may undermine the goals of another, as
when the federal government funds a sewage treatment plant to
solve current water polfution probiems, and the reserve capacity
of that plant tacilitates growth in an arca that depends heavily on
the automobile. As u result, auto commuting increases, and air
quality gets worse,

Another example would be tf 4 ¢ity with decreasing popula-
tion were foreed to use a projection retlecting only the “current
trends, ™" thereby widing and accelerating the population de-
crease. This direction might be contrary to an cstablished federal
or state or local policy of rebuilding the city's population and
industrial basc.

Different government agencies have experienced different
problems connected with population projections. In the
abstract, these problems may seem almost impossibly abstruse,
but case studics shed some light.

Water Development and a Wilderness Study Area:
The Forest Service and Medicine Bow
National Forest, Wyoming
THF U.S. Forest Service, within the Department of Agricul-

ture, has been developing a management plan for the Huston
Park Unit of the Medicine Bow Natonal Forest in Wyonuny
The unit 1s near the city of Cheyecane, ind the key point of
contention has been the extent to which the Forest Service wall
accede to the Cheyenne Water Board's request that land be re-
served for further development of the city’s water supplies.
Some of the remaining arcas within the unit were to be made
available for study for potential inclusion i the National Wil
derness Preservation System. The five options presented ranged
from reserving one third ol the acreage requesied toe potential
water development to reserving all the acreuge requested. In
arca, the acreage requested for wilderness study runged from
none to 43,010 acres. The onginal chuce inade by the Forest
Service was to reserve all the acreage requested for water devel-
opment and to allocate 29,770 acres for wilderness study.

Substantial controversy arose, however, after publication ot
the Draft Enviroammental Impact Statement i lawe 1976, The
Cheycnne Water Board hud used a projection of 113,490 for
Cheyenne for the year 2000, compared with 43,313 in 1973
However the Economic Rescarch Unit of the Otfice of the State
Pfanning Coordinutor had projected a year-2000 population of
73,400 for the entire Laramie County, 1in which Cheyenne 13
located, of which about 60,000 would be in the city of
Cheyenne. This discrepancy was noted not oniy by The Wilder-
ness Society and the Wyoming Qutdoor Council, but also by the
Office of Industrial Siting Adminsstration ot the state and by the
governor. Governor Ed Herschler wrote that, “The draft state-
ment . . . fails to adequately address several important matters.

. The discussion of the population projections und the in-
creased demand tor water resulting from the projected popula-
ton should be more specific and definitive.””

Objections were suffictently compelling that in the final re-
port, dated September 1977, the Forest Service had changed s
recommended management plan to one allocaung about half the
requested acreage for potential water development and 36,840
acres for wilderness study. The city immediately appealed to the
director of the Forest Service, and the matter is stull betng
negotiated.

Water Development and Hydroelectric Power:
The Army Corps of Engineers in Alaska
THE Army Corps of Engineers has proposed building a dam
on the wild Susitna River in Alaska. [f built, this would be
the most expensive hydroelectric dam project in the Corps’ his-
tory, with costs estimated between 31.5 billion and 36 billion,
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The sum total of all state projections
used . . . should be equal to
or reasonubly related to
a projection of U.S. populution.

Corps analysts have admited that, “"by making assumptions
about luture popuiations and cconomic growth and then
providing energy sutficient 1o sustain such growth, the intial
projections may  become Sett-{ulfilling prophecy.”” But the
project’s environmental mpact statement takhes a difterent,
more simpinstie view it clams that the poputation and indus-
tal growth will occur whether or not the dam s built and that
the increused availability ot power will nor stimulate industrial
development,

The Corps did point out, though, that “"by presunung that
energy needs must be inet, the opportunity 10 use the provision
ol pawer as @ tool 1o direct growth toward socially desirable
goals is toregone 1o the absence, however, of any such gener-
aily accepted growth goals, it seems highly presumptuous to do
vtherwise than plan as o satisty the energy needs required to
sustain that leved of tutare development deemed most fikely ™
lhe statement s somewhat crrcular, but it does point out
clearly that unless we as a country begin to develop and articu-
late more clearly our national, regional and local population
and development goals, the de facto growth policy will con-
taue to rellect past treads—or the wishes of the muost vocal
and upunionated special mterests.

It we are 1o use population progections intelligendy and
correctly~ -as planmng wols rather than as pronouncements
ol unalterable preconditions—a few principles should be
toliowed

The lederal government should continue o produce pro-
jections for the country as a whole that include a runge of in-
terpretations of cutrent treads v U S population growth.
Morcover the federul government should seriously consider
producing alternative projections that present a more goal-
oriented attitude towards U S. population growth, te., that
exhubit alternative population paths including feruhiy and mu-
Lratton assumptions that are not now regacded as current
trends.

There ts nothing wrong with the federad povernment coatiny-
g 1o produce o consistent set ol population and economic
projections for regtons and communines, according o current
trends (as Jdoes the Bureau of Econonie Analysis for the Water
Resources Councth. However, popufation projections that are
developed for use by the government a lunding must satisty
the tollowing conditions:

e Projections must be prepared using demographically accept-
abte techntques and must be periodically updated. This point
should be no surprise.

¢ The sum total of all state proections used - -ac all progections
for smaller geographical untts— should be equal to or rea-
sonably related (o a peojection of U8, population. The sum ol
the parts must approximate the whole.

s Projections must tuke into account the relevance of goals as
well as trends

® There must be opportuities forinput by state and local gov-
ernments as well as the public,
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® All federal agencies should use the same projections in a
community of stale

Communitics must he encouruged to prepare and ase pro-
jections that reflect goals, not simply trends This is purticuiarly
true for population distribution within a commuanty but should
also be true tor population size itself Implementation of the
Clean A Act, Clean Water Act and other natonal legislation
s, some communtties, led to this type ot innovative think-
ing, but this needs to be encouraged far more than it has been.

As the federal government improves its abifity to articulate
natiotal policies lor urban development, protection ot agricul-
tural tand, water policy, housing, population growth and so on,
these policies shoutd be reflected in its population projections
There s good news about the federal government's use of popu-
latton projections. The bavironmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has developed a new and enviroamentally ~ound process,
ane that totlows the principles outhined above

The EPA'N process begins with the Census Bureau™s " Sertes
11" projecuen for the United States. This 1s the medium projec-
tion, the one most otten quoted and used. [t s the progection that
grves a4 ULS poputation n the year 2000 of 260 mithon—uand
one tn which U.S. population never stops ncreasing . The
Bureau ot Econonuce Analysis (BEA) ot the Depurtinent ol
Commerce pertodically prepares a consistent set of population
and cconomie projections tor more than 600 geographical re-
grons i the country, mcludimg cach state. AUERPAS request, the
BEA divided the Census Burcau's single projection mto 30 state
projections. Each state would then divide its projection ato d
number of smaller projections for regtons (such as those with
water quality planning agencies—""208"" agencies) Each re-
wton would turther beeak dowa the projections tar constituent
counties, cities and sewage-facility planning arcus (72017
arcas). The avadable tederal funding would be hmited to 75% or
83% of the cost ot a tactlity whose s1ze would be determined by
the EPA’ population projection Communities that wish o con-
struet larger facihties could do so at therr own additional
expense.

The EPA procedure also includes provisions for reasonabte
exceptions and variations within striict himtts, Environmentalists
have praised the proposed EPA procedure because 1t involves o
nattonal overview of population progections, because states
have an important role to play; and because communities cun
determine where and how they want growth to oceur. Implemen-
tatton of these regutations would o a tong way toward remedy -
ing the problems involved i the use of population projections.
But much would sull need to be done: state governments and
communities stitl have their own policies on how population
projections are prepared and used. More importantly, the devel-
opment of 4 community consensus on the most environmentally
sound and socially beneticial projections tor their ared is a task
that remains to be accomplished virtually everywhere in the
country, 0

Judith Kunofshv s president of Zero Populanon Growth and 1y the
Club’s populanon specuding




