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set for a while.” I mean, why has he made the decision to go ahead
and veto it today? To set up a confrontation before Congress leaves?

MR. FITZWATER: No. We wanted to give as much time to
act on it as possible. Hopefully, they would pass our bill.

Q Since you sent up the alternate bill on Saturday, .
what's the point of vetoing it? They could act on the alternate bill
or they could not act on it and say =--

MR. FITZWATER: Well, we've said all along we'd veto it.
What do you mean?

Q Well, last week you were talking about possibly
waiting the full 10 days to see what happens with the alternate bill.
Why are you not giving that a chance?

MR. FITZWATER: Because we decided the best way was to
send it back and give them a chance to act on a new bill.

Q Are we ready to move?
Q It's okay with me.

Q Yes.

MR. FITZWATER: All right.

Q On the Clean Air Act, the conferees seem to have
reached agreement on everything except the Wise amendment. Two
things: does the administration still consider that provision to be
veto bait? And is the rest of the compromise other than that
provision as it now stands acceptable?

MR. FITZWATER: I would say, first of all, that we're
very pleased. by -the .tentative agreement-that's been reached on the
Clean Air Act. On June 12, 1989, the President announced the first
comprehensive amendments to the Clean Air Act in over a decade. The
agreement reached last night will cut sulfur dioxide emissions by 10
million tons by the year 2000, reduce toxic emissions by over 75 to
90 percent and reduce emissions that cause urban smog.

We are pleased by the bill. We think it's a very
reasonable attempt. As I said, we've been working at this for any
number of years. The Wise amendment is still, as I understand it,
outstanding at this point. We have opposed that and we have not
signaled a veto, but we will continue to work with the conferees to
try to get an acceptable provision. But overall, we think this is a
very important development for the admlnlstratlon and the Congress
and for the American people.

. Q Are you saying -- when you say we have not 51gnaled
a veto, you are saying you have not signaled a veto on the Wise
amendment?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, we've been opposed to the Wise
amendment. I mean on the whole bill, vyes.

Q If that amendment is not dropped out by the
conference, is the administration prepared to veto?

MR. FITZWATER: Well, we'll have to wait and see how it
comes out. We've been working against it and the conference isn't
over yet in that regard, so we'll have to wait and see.

Q Is the Wise amendment the employment training,
retraining, or job assistance for unemployed workers?

Q Yes.
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orthe uast two weeks, the
;American economy has

very life against the in-

sanity of Washington

politicsand a lcadership
vacuum in the White House over the
two most dangerous issues, higher
taxes and the Clean Air Act.

Fortunately for the nation, not to
mention President Bush, Michigan
Rep. John Dingell, Democratic
chairman of the House Energy and
Commerce Committee, has appar-
ently decided that protecting the
economy is more important than de-
stroying Republicans. But even his
“damage control” on Clean Air is
much too little and far too late, as the
White House has not signaled its
w1lhngness to sign an outrageously
expensive bill,

Even as Mr. Bush prepared to
sign off on a “deficit reduction” plan
that allows $100 billion in higher

- spending for fiscal 1991 in return for
%35 billion a year in higher taxes,
congressional environmental ex-
tremists like Rep. Henry Waxman,
California Democrat, and Sen. Dave
Durenberger, Minnesota Republi-
can, tried to send him the most
costly possible Clean Afr bill to em-
barrass him with the “greens.”

White House sources admitted to
this columnist last week that if the
president is forced to deal with this
bill before the election, he will sign *
it — just to protect Republican Sen.
Pete Wilson, who is ruqning for gov-
ernor of California where as many as
14 Republican seats could be gained.
On the other hand I was told, “If he
gets it too late for the election he
might veto it." Already that threat is
vanishing.

Dingell managéd to get thé:colife:
ence to agree to cut at least $12 bil-
lion to $16 billion of the costs of this '
madness by backing away from

in both House and Senate versions.

Those standards calling for re-
ducing the residual risks on all air
toxics (189 compounds) to 1 in 1 mil- ;
lion risk to the most exposed indi-
viduals (MEI) would have forced the
closure of at least 14 major steel -
plants and all coking ovens and have
cost up to $40 billion, by themselves.
Theimpactof these “bright lines” on
the Michigan auto economy would
have been incalculably high, with to-
tal costs of at least $800 million to
$1.6 billion.

Instead, under Mr. Dingell's guid-
ance, both House and Senate ver-
sions of those “bright lines” were

Warren T. Brookes is a nationally
syndicated economics columnist.

epression?

_been_in..a_race_for_| its ___Agency-adnjiriistered |

“bright line” standards on air toxics ~* |§ :

killed in favor of, returning to the
original Envxronmental Protection
‘am|
gin of safety" standard, ghangmg,
“bright lines” into “bnght bands”. *
Unfortunately, this -essentially
modcest concession has apparently
convinced the president to sign a bill
that is still at least $15 billion more

costly than his supposed veto line of

$21 billion. (See Table).

As three Nobelist economists
James Buchanan, Milton Friedman
and George Stigler warned Mr. Bush
in a letter last week, “The Clean Air -

Act’s unduly stnngent and ex-' "

tremely costly provisions could eri-

ously threaten this nanons eco-r'

nomic expansion.”
Thus, as important as Mr. Din-

gell's achievement on air toxics was,-

there are still massive economic
costs in the remaining sections:

Acid rain

The $5 billion to $8 billion cost
per year will involve electricity rate
increases of from 15 percent to 30
percent in approximately 11 Cen-

tral states, with a-likely lost-jobim- -
. pact (direct-sndindiréct) jof be-

" tween 40,000 and 90,000 "jobs, 'to

achievea 10 million ton Teductionin

" sulfur dioxides (S02)'by 1999. That
same S02 reduct;on could be
achxeved by 2010 for'no job loss or’
rate increase. © ‘-

This program mxght recover 75
lakes from acidity over SO years,
with an average area of 10 acres
each,or 750 acresin all, Linear costs
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are more thun $300 mdlmn per acre
recovered. The S0-year cost of
liming these lakes (as recommended
by sclentists of the Natlona] Acld
Precipitation - Asséssment Ponect
[NAPAP} ) is $1,250 per acre. While
Michigan's costs are slight, the auto
industry will be severely affected.

Ozone non-attainment
‘This $19 billion to $48 billion sec-
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tion requires $600 per automobile
in more advanced tailpipe designs
and the reformulation of gusoline
and the murketlng of alternative fu-*

“

470,000 - 1 500 000 ﬁ-g I ey
g .l:,"ermlttmg.f'__‘ o

retlroment of the heavtest ozone-.
é:onmhu}lng qld'cars q because

+ because of this bill, "productxvxty

L \growth will be reduced. Growth in

aveali

- United’ States; The health benefits
are estimated at from negligible to
thotisands of lives. Most real epide-
miology suggests under 200 hves
peryear~ Coers

One of the sleepers in this bill

. will require at least 143,000 small

businesses (up to_ 6,000 in Michi-

. gun) for the first timc to go through

federal point-source pollution-
permitting processes. A study by

" CONSAD Economlcs says annual

cls, It also requires the installation' -

of point-source controls on all sta-
tionary sources of volatile organic

compounds and of nitrogen oxides, -

from local dry cleaners up to fac-
tories.

since higher-cost new cars will slow

‘The benefits are unquunlifiuhlu

_costs per small plant will be $8,000,
to $22,000, 6r $1 billion to $3° biltlon'

per year. That's $40 million to'$120

- million to the struggling Michigan

economy, alone.

- In'hig letter to Mr. Dingell last
July. White House Economic Ad-
viser Michael Boskin admitted that

: VOCs and zorig non attamment es-.
pectally in the Eastern half of the’

and in -

herseve!

X productmty w1ll thus both slow. Do-

mestic industries that are required
to spend intensively on poliution con-
trols will definitely become less
competitive in world markets, and
some jobs will move offshore as a
consequence.”

Worse, the bill will increase U.S.
energy consumption of natural gas
by 6 percent to 19 percent, oil by 2
percent and totul electricity by 1.5
percent, all during a Middle East
Crisis.

‘Tb put it bluntly, despite Mr. Din-
gell's best efforts, the House/Senate
Clean Air bill is a wasteful, costly,
assault on an cconomy already

. plunging out of favor with world in-

vestors,

. The fact that the president will
apparently now sign this bjll even
though it breaks every parameter
that he originally set forth reveals an
administration without direction or
vision,
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