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At the beginning I should warn all of you about what is to follow: as a well-trained and 
non-practicing fisheries biologist, and sometimes game biologist, you are now listening 
to a conservation generalist. These are the ones with the big mouths who try to put the 
specialist in his place. In effect, the title of my talk--"The 1971 EQ Index and Its 
Implications"--is an exercise in reducing a complicated mass of data into an understandable 
message. National Wildlife Federation is trying to make ''E .Q. 11 as co:mnon a term as 
"G.N.P.," which is, of course, "Gross National Product." G.N.P. is part of an artificial 
system involving our monetary system, whatever that is, while Environmental Quality 
Index is designed to measure those real factors which determine how well mankind can 
survive. 

After you see the film strip I'll be outlining further aspects of E.Q. and what use we are 
making of it. 

The first question after seeing the film might be about the accuracy of our index. This 
is best answered by referring you to the "1971 E.Q. Reference Guide" (available through 
the National '"llildlife Federation, Wash., D. C.) which lists our sources of inforumtion. 

Since our initial E.Q. in 1969, several groups, including the U. S. Governnent, are noN 
publishing their own versions o= an E.Q. Perhaps with several in the act, a new science 
will eventually evolve '"herein increasing attention will be given .to ::neasuring man's 
surroundings in relation to his health and well-being. Refinement o£ these measurements 
will allo"N us to translate environ;nental needs into practical solutio!ls .• 

A Federation investigative tea:n has been dlgging into this complicated monetary-environment 
problem and ·lJe have "t:he biggest untold story in A:nerica today" according to Tom Kimball 
who will be making these remarks in the February-March issue o£ NATIONAL WILDLIFE, now 
being ~~iled to 600,000 assoclate me~bers. And it's good news, which is a rare event these 
gloomy d.'lys. The >nessage is simply this: it will pay us to ::lean up p::~llution. 0•.1·r bill 
fo·,: ai.r and water pollution damage is now at a staggering $28.9 billion annually. This 
costs every psrs::m in the U. S. $137 a year, or $480 a family. And the total is climbing 
fast. 

The p·::>llution arithmetic adds 'JP in an exciting way when you look at it like this: A 
reasonable cleanup prosram will require an investment of $10,2 billion annually. Your 
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family's share co:nes to $170. But this cleanup ·.vill reduce pollutio:t da:nages by a whopping 
$22.2 billio~! Your f&nily's share of saving comes to $370. 

You pay O'.lt $170 for cleanup and get back $370, for a :-~et savings of $200. More importantly, 
clea:-~er atr gives a new lease on life for all creatures, be they eagles or ma:1, Here's how 
we arrive at these startling figures: 

Air Pollution- TI1a President's Council o~ En~ironmental Quality reports the current 
air cleanup campaign will cost $23.7 billio~ betwee:t 1970 and 1975. Estimates indi
cate this will reduce air pollution d~nage by two-thirds by 1976. Polluted air 
causes ·the follo"Ning damages, says the C.E.Q.: human health $6 billion; materials, 
vegetatio:1, $419 billion; lowering of prop-erty values $5.2 billio':l. So::ne economists 
indicate these figures may be too conservative since they do not account for a short
ened life due to illness, or loss ·::>f scenic values. One eJCpert told us, "If we 
continue to establish cmnprehensiva air pollution standards--a:td if we have the 
co•Jrage to enfo.-ce them--by 1976 we can reduce air pollution by 80 to 90 percent. 

Hera's the arithmetic: Tile $16.1 billion annual air pollution damage a~ounts 
to $268 for your share as head ·:>f the family. The gross saving.'J fr01n cleanup, 
reducing the damage 66% by 1976, would ~a a savings of $10.7 billion annually 
or $178 for a family. Frrnn this we deduct from future gross savings the annual 
cost of the cleanup or $3.9 billion or $65 a family. No"N then, in 1976 the 
result in nat annual savings comes to $6.8 billion or $113 for a family. 

Water Pollution - Specific figures are lacking, as compared to air pollution, 
and Fed·~ral officials are almost embarrassed by the lack of data. Ho;vever, the 
Federation's talk with .economists who have researched the subject estimate that 
water p::>llution costs the United States $12.8 billion annually. Tiley also believe 
pollution damage can be reduced 90 percent by 1980. 

Polluted water costs the nation untold billio~s in reduced output, increased 
expenses, higher taxes and on top of it all, we all have generally a 1nuch poorer 
life. Here are some exa~ples: 

Tile polluted Deleware estuary alone represents $350 million in lost 
recreational opportunities. 

One fifth of the nation's shellfish beds are cl:>sed because of water 
p::>llution. 

A single child born retarded due to chemical contamination of water 
his mother drinks can cause society $250,000 ln remedial training and 
custodial care, 

Our calculations, based upon our view of the best data available, amnittedly 
rather scarce, give us this kind of picture for benefits in cleaning up water. 
With pollution d·~~ge at $12.8 billion a:tnually, that anounts to $213 per 
family, based upon a round figure of 60 million fa~ilies. By 1980 an effective 
cleanup program can reduce this damage by 90% and this means an annual gross 
savings of $11.5 billion or $192 per family. From this we deduct $6.3 billion 
for the cost of the an~ual cleanup and this amounts to $105 per family. The result 
is the n~t a:1n:Jal savings a:td the figure comes out to be $5.2 billion or a 
savings 3= $87 per family. 

Do these figures mean anything? It must be admitted that research data is not abundant 
in this area. It is a curious fact that government agen:ies can supply plenty of figures 
to sup?ort their prop3sals to build specific projects, but they cone up short when dealing 
with air a!ld water pollution which mean so much to ,nank.tnd. At any rate, sources for the 
figures used by NWP d·afend this infor•aa':io!l and suggest the figures, if anything, are 
conservative. 
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Naturally, there is a time lag between ta~payer investment time and a return on his money. 
Air savings should be effective by 1976 and water savings by 1980. The average family 
must invest a total of approximately $500 by 1975 without return, but by 1979 the fa~ily 
will recover this $500 and by 1980 each family will have an annual savings of $200. 

What about people being willing to make this investment? ~ricans are pcofit motivated. 
If enough of them can be convinced that pollution co~trol will yield a return on the 
money the task will be easier. Quality of life should be more imp:>rta:lt than dollars a11d 
cents and without this attitude America and the world are in for mighty rough going. But 
pollution control, fortunately, should appear both to the dollar-conscious individual and 
to the growing numbers interested in the quality of our lives. 0:1 this whole question -:Jf 
whether Mr. Average Ta:<:payer is willing to shell out still more for pollution co:1trol, 
National Wildlife Federation is sponsoring a questionnaire through one of the natto:1ally 
known public opinion survey organizatio:1s. Future articles in NATIONAL WILDLIFE will 
feature the results of this survey. I'd be surprised if ~nericans refused to pay the bill. 

Meanwhile the skeptics will ask if pollutio:1 cleanup is on schedule. Well, for air 
pollution the 1970 Clean Air Act has sufficient Strength to accomplish the goals as 
indicated in the aforementio-:~.ed goals. The figures are valid. Here are the "IFs": 
IF current strict standards are not lessened, IF timetables set forth are met, and IF the 
regulations are enforced. 

Water pollution figures are based on the Water Quality Act of 1965. The effort, however, 
can be called a failure to date because standards are not uniform or complete and State 
enforcement has lagged. Only 27 States have "no further degradation" clauses. Current 
ho;>e is the new Water Pollution Bill which ho;;>·:afully will pass Congress in 1972. It 
establishes strict Federal standards for effluent discharge by the individual polluter 
and provides for tough Fedaral as well as State enfo·ccement. 

Even though most pro=essional resource ~anagement people beco~ impatient a:1d sometimes 
discouraged at the rate America is cleaning up its own mess, none of us can afford to 
diminish our efforts at the present time. It see~s to be generally agreed that the 
conservatio>:'l mo-.reme!lt is not going to go away. Ho-.vever, there probably has been s01ne loss 
of vigo·c since the probable peak attained d-Jring the first Earth Day, which was over two 
years ago. So~ observers would ~ave us believe there is no-.r a backlash, perhaps led by 
Secretary of C~nmerce Stans and some industries and a scattering of unions. Since there 
has always been resistance to the co':lservatio':l movement, most often for monetary reasons, 
this is to be expected. 

w:~at about a change in life style? The booming bicycle business is not going to clean 
up much air pollution. Our life style is dictated much more by man's technical gadgets 
than by any urging to zhange, via picketing, quitar playing o~ readtng the Whole Earth 
Catalog. While there will be so:ne, laboring mightily O':l. their co~p·:>st pile, most 
~cricans 'Hill continue to take the path of least resistance. But nevertheless, in spite 
of all this, changes in life style are coming. 
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Wnether we like it or not, America will eventually be greatly affected by a national 
policy. This policy will be an example of hoN" changing life styles will come about. 
change will be due to necessity, oftentimes a hard tas~naster. The free ride era is 
celerating. If we are to survive, we must seek alternatives to many of the plans and 
practices involving natural resources that heretofo.:e we used with reckless abandon. 
Seeking alternatives, measuring the trada-offs and trying to study alternative futures 
will no doubt beco~e increasingly important as a science and p~ofession. Those so 
inclined could obtain excellent background naterial by becoming acquainted ·with the World 
Future Sodety (P. 0. Box 19285, 20th Street Station, Wa:'lhington, D. C. 20036). Science 
writer Odom Panning predicts that nearly t;¥ice as !ll8ny ~11.ericans will be engaged in pco
tecting the enviro:lment by the and >:1f the 1970 1 s as were e·,uployed at the beginning 
(Od•~. F. 1971. Oppo~tunities in environ;Thantal careers. Universal Publ. & Dist. Corp., 
N.Y.). 

The scientific co;nmunity in America will be challenged as never before to provide acceptable 
alternatives, Our basic research effort in this country has been influenced greatly by 
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the emotional climate of its people. Our defense posture captured the bulk of our better 
scientists and then it was the space program. Compared to either of these, enviro~mental 
research effort is indeed p•.my. 

Better answers to enviro'l!.ne!:ltal problems must be paralleled with more effective education. 
Democracy d·acrees that the people m>Jst be the arbitrators of what constitu·::es the good 
life or decides o~ the trade-offs and s:>cial p:-ogress we will have. An objective EQ ind·~x 
to assist the p·eople in determining the degree to which the enviro:rme!lt is deteriorating, 
along with the costs, alternatives, and trade-offs, is vital so enough public interest will 
obtain desired results. 
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