RS
R Iy

PrROGRAM FOR PuBLIC CONSULTATION

15
2 S ~  ScHooL ofF PuBLIC PoLicy, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND

7 H
TRY LAY

SURVEY ON GROUND-LEVEL OZONE

APRIL 2018
- QUESTIONNAIRE -
Fielded by:  Nielsen Scarborough Fielding Dates: March 9-23, 2018
Sample Size: 1,999 registered voters Margin of Error: +/- 2.2%

The first issue we are going to explore is a proposal being considered by Congress about the amount of
ground-level ozone. Ozone is a key factor that creates smog and is harmful to humans.

Briefly stated, states are currently required to undertake a step-by-step plan for lowering their maximum
allowed ozone levels. The proposal in Congress is to delay this requirement for eight years.

Here is some background. In 1990, with bipartisan support, Congress passed an update of the Clean Air Act,
which called for gradually reducing ozone. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was charged with
establishing the standards for this process and working with the states to meet them. In 2008, the

EPA lowered the maximum ozone allowed to a level called 75 ppb (this means: parts per billion). Most states
have reached that standard. However, states that started with especially high ozone levels--especially
California--were given more time and are still working on reaching that lower level.

In 2015, the EPA took another step, updating the standard, further lowering the maximum ozone level to 70
ppb--a 7% reduction.

Q14. Just based on what you know, how important do you think it is to lower the maximum allowed ozone
level?

Not important Just a little Somewhat Very Refused /
atall important important important Don't Know

National 9.3% 14.1% 28.5% 47.5% 0.6%
GOP 16.0% 22.8% 36.1% 24.3% 0.8%
Dem. 3.0% 5.9% 21.4% 69.3% 0.4%
Indep. 10.2% 15.1% 29.2% 44.9% 0.7%
Cook's PVI (D-R)

Very red 9.5% 15.8% 36.8% 37.1% 0.8%

Red 8.9% 14.0% 30.5% 45.4% 1.2%

Somewhat red 11.0% 14.6% 26.6% 47.6% 0.3%

Somewhat blue 8.5% 14.3% 29.0% 47.7% 0.4%

Blue 11.0% 15.0% 22.7% 50.6% 0.7%

Very blue 6.8% 10.7% 25.4% 56.6% 0.5%



Here is how the 2015 EPA approach works:

States and the EPA will work together to specify which counties in their state exceed the new ozone level
requirement--this is almost completed.

States will then have a year to come up with a plan for reducing the ozone levels in those counties and then
another 2-3 years to finalize the plan with EPA and begin implementing it.

Most states are expected to get their ozone levels down to the 70 ppb level between 2021 and 2023.

For certain states that are still working on the earlier plan to get their ozone levels down to the 75 ppb level--
primarily California-- they will have more time and it could be as late as 2040 before they get their ozone
levels down to the 70 ppb level.

If states do not develop a plan or move forward with it, the EPA may step in and develop a plan, and impose
sanctions on the state.

The EPA has done a number of studies and reviewed studies by other organizations assessing the likely COSTS
and BENEFITS of the plan for bringing these counties’ air quality in line with the new standard.

The EPA has concluded that, once states start implementing their plan in 2020, this will begin to create some
COSTS, which are projected to rise to $1.4 billion by 2025. After a few years these will then start coming down.
At some point, California will get its level down to 75 ppb, and once it starts with its plan for getting down
further, there will be a new cost of about $0.8 billion which will go for a few years before coming down.

The National Association of Manufacturers did a study in which they concluded that the costs could be
substantially higher, emphasizing that the costs are unknown for some of the steps that will be required.

The EPA also assessed the BENEFITS of reducing ozone to the new level of 70 ppb. It estimated the economic
benefits as ranging from $2.9 to $5.9 billion each year. It is also estimated that the following negative health
consequences would be avoided each year:

e 320to 660 premature deaths

e 960 hospital admissions and emergency room visits

e 340 cases of acute bronchitis

e 11,000 cases of upper and lower respiratory symptoms
e 230,000 cases asthma attacks in children

e 28to0 260 heart attacks (nonfatal)

e 188,000 days when people miss work or school

e 620,000 minor restricted activity days

These benefits are estimated to substantially increase further when California lowers all its levels to 70 ppb.

As mentioned, there is a bill in Congress that delays by eight years the requirement that states undertake a
step-by-step plan for lowering the maximum allowed ozone levels from 75 ppb to 70 ppb.

We will now evaluate some arguments for and against the proposed legislation.



Q15. Industry is already taking many steps to reduce air pollution, spending tens of billions of dollars per year.
And ozone levels are already coming down--they have come down 17% since 2000. The EPA established
stringent new ozone standards in 2008, but did not issue guidelines for meeting them until 2015. Some states
have only just reached the 2008 levels and some have not yet reached them. Yet, the EPA, in the same year,
issued even more stringent standards, requiring states to come up with yet another plan. This is too much, too
soon.

How convincing or unconvincing do you find this argument?

Very Somewhat Total Somewhat Very Total Ref. / Don't
convincing convincing convincing unconvincing unconvincing unconvincing know
National 13.1% 36.5% 49.6% 29.7% 19.9% 49.6% 0.8%
GOP 19.9% 44.6% 64.5% 25.2% 9.4% 34.6% 1.0%
Dem. 7.8% 28.3% 36.1% 34.1% 29.1% 63.2% 0.7%
Indep. 10.7% 39.1% 49.8% 28.7% 20.6% 49.3% 0.9%
Cook's PVI (D-R)
Very red 17.7% 36.9% 54.6% 29.9% 13.8% 43.7% 1.7%
Red 13.4% 33.9% 47.3% 29.1% 22.1% 51.2% 1.4%
Somewhat red 12.3% 38.3% 50.6% 28.7% 19.9% 48.6% 0.7%
Somewhat blue 9.9% 43.0% 52.9% 25.8% 21.3% 47.1% 0.0%
Blue 14.7% 31.3% 46.0% 32.3% 21.7% 54.0% 0.0%
Very blue 10.7% 36.1% 46.8% 30.7% 22.1% 52.8% 0.5%

Q16. Extensive research has clearly shown that ozone is dangerous, especially to children, the elderly, those
with respiratory illnesses, and unborn fetuses. About 24.6 million Americans, including 6.2 million children,
live with asthma, making them especially vulnerable to ozone. It can even cause premature deaths. Exposure
to ozone during pregnancy can cause low birth weights, increasing the likelihood of other health problems.
Clearly, we cannot delay bringing down ozone levels.

How convincing or unconvincing do you find this argument?

Very Somewhat Total Somewhat Very Total Ref. / Don't
convincing convincing convincing unconvincing unconvincing unconvincing know
National 38.2% 35.7% 73.9% 15.2% 10.2% 25.4% 0.6%
GOP 19.1% 37.1% 56.2% 26.0% 16.6% 42.6% 1.2%
Dem. 56.0% 32.5% 88.5% 6.9% 4.4% 11.3% 0.2%
Indep. 36.7% 40.7% 77.4% 11.5% 10.6% 22.1% 0.5%
Cook's PVI (D-R)
Very red 33.3% 36.5% 69.8% 17.7% 12.1% 29.8% 0.5%
Red 31.1% 41.7% 72.8% 13.4% 12.7% 26.1% 1.0%
Somewhat red 43.2% 32.4% 75.6% 15.9% 8.3% 24.2% 0.2%
Somewhat blue 35.0% 34.8% 69.8% 17.8% 10.4% 28.2% 1.9%
Blue 38.5% 36.4% 74.9% 14.6% 10.5% 25.1% 0.0%

Very blue 48.7% 32.1% 80.8% 10.7% 8.1% 18.8% 0.4%



Here is another pair of arguments for and against the proposal.

Q17. To meet this new ozone standard, states could be required to place restrictions on everything from
manufacturing and energy development to infrastructure projects like roads and bridges, hurting their
economy. This will hurt the many people who are already having a hard time economically. This bill would give
states more time to get ready for the new standard, thus balancing the needs for better air quality and

economic growth.

Very Somewhat Total Somewhat Very Total Ref. / Don't
convincing convincing convincing unconvincing unconvincing unconvincing know
National 16.0% 42.7% 58.7% 26.2% 14.5% 40.7% 0.6%
GOP 22.0% 46.1% 68.1% 21.4% 9.5% 30.9% 1.0%
Dem. 10.8% 38.8% 49.6% 31.0% 19.1% 50.1% 0.3%
Indep. 15.6% 44.8% 60.4% 25.0% 14.2% 39.2% 0.4%
Cook's PVI (D-R)
Very red 22.3% 44.2% 66.5% 19.5% 13.1% 32.6% 0.9%
Red 12.5% 43.1% 55.6% 30.8% 13.4% 44.2% 0.2%
Somewhat red 15.8% 44.0% 59.8% 23.7% 16.1% 39.8% 0.3%
Somewhat blue 10.5% 44.4% 54.9% 24.1% 18.9% 43.0% 2.2%
Blue 15.0% 41.5% 56.5% 30.3% 12.9% 43.2% 0.2%
Very blue 17.8% 40.8% 58.6% 27.8% 13.5% 41.3% 0.1%

Q18. Ozone pollution has serious economic consequences. It creates healthcare costs related to respiratory
problems, such as increased emergency room visits from asthma attacks. It results in more lost worker days

and reduced worker productivity. It reduces tree and crop growth, harming agriculture and timber
production. Local economies are affected as ozone pollution discourages tourism.

Very Somewhat Total Somewhat Very Total Ref. / Don't
convincing convincing convincing unconvincing unconvincing unconvincing know
National 32.0% 39.2% 71.2% 17.5% 10.7% 28.2% 0.6%
GOP 13.9% 38.5% 52.4% 27.1% 20.1% 47.2% 0.3%
Dem. 47.8% 39.8% 87.6% 9.3% 2.2% 11.5% 0.8%
Indep. 33.2% 39.3% 72.5% 16.2% 10.6% 26.8% 0.7%
Cook's PVI (D-R)
Very red 29.1% 36.9% 66.0% 19.8% 13.7% 33.5% 0.6%
Red 28.4% 38.3% 66.7% 19.5% 12.7% 32.2% 1.1%
Somewhat red 28.6% 40.5% 69.1% 20.5% 10.4% 30.9% 0.0%
Somewhat blue 32.9% 40.9% 73.8% 14.6% 11.1% 25.7% 0.6%
Blue 30.1% 41.0% 71.1% 17.7% 10.4% 28.1% 0.8%
Very blue 42.9% 38.9% 81.8% 10.9% 6.7% 17.6% 0.6%



Here is the final pair of arguments for and against the proposal

Q19. While it is not difficult for some states to get their ozone levels down, for others it will be a real economic
hardship. Some have exceptionally high ozone levels to start with. In some cases this is due to natural sources
of ozone and topographic features that they can do nothing about. It is unfair to impose the same high
standards on everyone so suddenly. We should ease up for a while and give the states more time.

Very Somewhat Total Somewhat Very Total Ref. / Don't
convincing convincing convincing unconvincing unconvincing unconvincing know
National 13.8% 37.2% 51.0% 28.4% 19.4% 47.8% 1.2%
GOP 23.9% 41.7% 65.6% 21.6% 11.3% 32.9% 1.6%
Dem. 5.1% 33.4% 38.5% 35.7% 25.2% 60.9% 0.6%
Indep. 13.1% 36.8% 49.9% 25.7% 22.9% 48.6% 1.5%
Cook's PVI (D-R)
Very red 18.8% 39.8% 58.6% 21.4% 19.3% 40.7% 0.7%
Red 12.1% 30.2% 42.3% 30.1% 24.8% 54.9% 2.7%
Somewhat red 12.3% 40.4% 52.7% 30.1% 16.2% 46.3% 1.0%
Somewhat blue 14.0% 42.0% 56.0% 27.2% 16.1% 43.3% 0.8%
Blue 16.3% 36.6% 52.9% 28.8% 17.3% 46.1% 0.9%
Very blue 9.1% 33.8% 42.9% 33.4% 22.8% 56.2% 0.9%

Q20. The EPA plan already gives states with high ozone levels more time to get their levels down. Easing up on
all states is no favor to the states with high levels. Much ozone is blown in from neighboring states. Even the
state of California--which has exceptionally high ozone levels--has testified in opposition to this legislation.
Their economy has grown dramatically while pollution levels have been cut significantly.

Very Somewhat Total Somewhat Very Total Ref. / Don't
convincing convincing  convincing unconvincing unconvincing unconvincing know
National 31.6% 42.2% 73.8% 16.7% 8.8% 25.5% 0.8%
GOP 15.0% 44.8% 59.8% 23.5% 15.4% 38.9% 1.4%
Dem. 48.0% 37.7% 85.7% 10.7% 3.2% 13.9% 0.3%
Indep. 27.5% 47.7% 75.2% 16.3% 7.9% 24.2% 0.6%
Cook's PVI (D-R)
Very red 25.7% 43.2% 68.9% 19.6% 10.8% 30.4% 0.7%
Red 24.7% 43.9% 68.6% 16.8% 12.6% 29.4% 2.0%
Somewhat red 36.6% 37.8% 74.4% 15.1% 9.6% 24.7% 1.0%
Somewhat blue 28.1% 46.6% 74.7% 17.0% 8.4% 25.4% 0.0%
Blue 33.5% 42.5% 76.0% 16.6% 6.4% 23.0% 1.0%

Very blue 40.6% 38.5% 79.1% 15.3% 5.6% 20.9% 0.0%



Q21. So, in conclusion, do you favor or oppose legislation in Congress that delays by eight years the
requirement that states undertake a step-by-step plan for lowering the maximum allowed ozone levels from
75 ppb to 70 ppb?

Favor Oppose Ref./Don't know

National 38.2% 61.2% 0.6%
GOP 54.5% 45.0% 0.4%
Dem. 24.1% 75.6% 0.3%
Indep. 36.6% 61.7% 1.7%

Cook's PVI (D-R)

Very red 45.8% 54.0% 0.3%
Red 31.3% 66.9% 1.9%
Somewhat red 38.6% 60.9% 0.6%
Somewhat blue 40.8% 59.2% 0.0%
Blue 37.1% 62.0% 0.9%
Very blue 34.4% 65.6% 0.0%

Thank you so much for completing the survey! Your response is very valuable to us.



