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A New Green Government Weapon:
Shooting Down Regulatory Takings With Estoppel

by Laura Pfefferle, Tulane Law School

I.  Introduction

One who buys with knowl-
edge of a restraint assumes the
risk of economic loss.  In such a
case, the owner presumably paid
a discounted price for the prop-
erty.  Compensating him for a
“taking” would confer a wind-
fall.1

The widespread destruc-
tion of wetlands in the United States
and the gradual realization of the
folly of that course of conduct has
led to increasing efforts to preserve
the nation’s remaining wetlands.
Regulations to protect wetlands,
however, conflict with landowners’
expectations for using and develop-
ing their property.  The result has
been the proliferation of takings
claims against government when
regulation stymies development.
Landowners seek reimbursement
from the government for the value
lost to them when land contains
wetland areas that cannot be devel-
oped the way the owner wishes and
regulations reduce or eliminate the
value of the property for non-wet-

land uses.
Purchasers can avoid such

problems by buying land that does
not contain wetland areas, but a few
states, such as Louisiana, have mil-
lions of acres of wetlands whose
location is not always known.2  The
broad definition of wetlands in-
cludes areas that are not necessar-
ily wet at all times, so their elusive
nature compounds the identifica-
tion problem.  Louisiana has not
mapped all of its wetlands, and has
no requirement that sellers disclose
the existence or the extent of wet-
lands on their property to potential
buyers.  Are there valid reasons to
add yet another regulation to wet-
lands law requiring sellers to pro-
vide actual notice of the possibility
that their property may contain
wetlands?  Will such a requirement
provide benefits not attained
through private solutions to the
problem, or reduce negative conse-
quences resulting from the lack of
actual notice to buyers?

Although the many per-
mutations of wetlands law, regula-
tory takings, and disclosure re-
quirements are beyond the scope of

this work, Part II provides a broad
outline of these areas of the law and
a foundation for interrelating as-
pects of them through my proposal.
Part III will demonstrate that an ac-
tual notice requirement is timely
given changes in wetland regula-
tions.  It will show that actual no-
tice will prevent disputes, provide
certainty to landowners at minimal
cost, and eliminate wetland-related
regulatory takings by using estop-
pel while protecting our national
wetlands resource.  Finally, I will
assert that actual notice will benefit
both the state and federal govern-
ments by reducing regulatory tak-
ings litigation and its concomitant
expense to landowners, govern-
ment, and taxpayers.  Part IV will
conclude that applying both the tra-
ditional and modern concepts of
property law to the problem of wet-
lands loss in Louisiana militates for
a new requirement that sellers of
land in Louisiana provide actual
notice to buyers of the possible ex-
istence of wetlands on properties
offered for sale.

II. Takings, Wetlands, and Notice

Annual Section Seminar Notice on Page 17
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Law

A. Concepts of Property Law
Historically, the common

law has favored three social policies
underlying the rules of property
ownership.3  First, certainty of own-
ership gives people confidence and
security because they know what
they own and what rights they have
without having to seek determina-
tions in court.4   Second, social peace
results from clear rules that prevent
disputes.5   Finally, property law fa-
vors putting resources to productive
use.6

In the United States, con-
cern with ownership and control of
property manifested itself in the
Constitution’s Fifth Amendment
clause, “nor shall private property
be taken for public use, without just
compensation.”7  The mandate his-
torically applied only to govern-
ment eminent domain “takings” of
property for public purposes such
as roads.8   A landmark 1922 Su-
preme Court case introduced a new
application of the clause by declar-
ing that if regulation of a person’s
property “goes too far” it too be-
comes a taking for which govern-
ment must pay compensation.9

Modern property law has
evolved to emphasize free alienabil-
ity while reinforcing certainty and
social peace through land use con-
trols such as zoning.10   Society has
recognized that protection of agri-
cultural and ecologically sensitive
land may preserve land’s most
“productive” use.11   Mechanisms
such as development controls, ur-
ban growth boundaries, and retire-
ment of sensitive land for conserva-
tion purposes attest to these new
views.12

Economic theory has af-
fected the way in which courts re-
solve property disputes.  In 1960
Professor Ronald Coase proposed
that regardless of which party held
a particular property right, in the
absence of transaction costs, parties
to a transaction would achieve the
same efficient solution to a dis-
pute.13   Implicit in Coase’s theory

is that the parties bear the full costs
and receive all the benefits of the
transaction; thus, the transaction
places no positive or negative exter-
nalities upon society.14   As applied
by law and economics scholars, the
Coase theorem would have a court’s
judgment reflect the agreement the
informed parties would have
reached were they bargaining with
low transaction costs.15   Other areas
of law follow this idea of economic
efficiency by assigning the risk of
loss to the party best prepared to
prevent it.16

B. Takings Law
In the United States, tak-

ings of property under
government’s eminent domain
power and regulation under the
police power were areas of law that
existed in separate realms until Jus-
tice Holmes formally wed them in
Pennsylvania Coal v. Mahon.17   Fifty-
six years later, in Penn Central Trans-
portation Co. v. New York City, the
Supreme Court announced two fac-
tors by which it would evaluate tak-
ings claims:  the character of the
government action and its economic
impact.18   As part of the economic
impact analysis, the Court would
consider the frustration of the
owner’s investment-backed expec-
tations for the property.19

A basic idea behind takings
law is that individuals should not
bear the burden of providing pri-
vate property for public use.  In-
stead, the public should compensate
the individual for the property
taken.20   While the Supreme Court
in Mahon had decided to focus on
reasonable expectations, it was not
willing to extend takings law to
cover property interests that the
owner had believed were available,
but which the government had
thwarted.21

Over the years of takings
jurisprudence, the Court has dis-
tilled a three-factor takings test.22

First, courts must examine the char-
acter of the government action; for
example, whether the action in-
volved a physical occupation or was
intended to prevent a nuisance.23

Second, courts must consider the
economic impact of the action, such
as a reduction in the value of the
property.24   Third, courts must de-
termine the extent to which the ac-
tion interferes with the property
owner’s reasonable investment-
backed expectations.25  The founda-
tion for assessing investment-
backed expectations at the time of
purchase is the amount of informa-
tion buyers have about the property,
which in turn affects the price
paid.26   Evidence that the land-
owner should have or could have
reasonably expected a regulation to
affect the property makes it unlikely
that a court will find a taking.27   For
example, some courts have consid-
ered the buyer’s having paid a re-
duced price for property as an indi-
cator of awareness of existing or
potential regulation.28   Taking a
snapshot of the buyer’s investment-
backed expectations at the time of
purchase has been an equitable way
to analyze later takings claims aris-
ing from the effects of regulation.29

A crucial development in
modern takings jurisprudence oc-
curred in Lucas v. South Carolina
Coastal Council.30   In Lucas, the Su-
preme Court held that a state stat-
ute prohibiting development on
beachfront property deprived the
owner of all economically beneficial
use of his land and was therefore a
total taking.31   The Court declared
that the government must pay com-
pensation for such takings unless
the regulation was designed to pre-
vent nuisances or was part of the
state’s real property law, and thus a
part of the deed, when the buyer
acquired the property.32   In other
words, the Court would not com-
pensate a total taking if the owner
had constructive notice of existing
property law principles and there-
fore his expectations for the prop-
erty were unreasonable.33   The
South Carolina statute rendering
Lucas’ property a total taking was
passed after Lucas purchased the
property.34   The Court allowed that,
once in possession of property, the
owner could naturally expect that
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the government might pass new
regulations curtailing certain uses of
land, but that those would not war-
rant compensation unless they con-
stituted taking of all economic use
and did not fall within the excep-
tions noted above.35

Just as Lucas had construc-
tive notice of state property law
principles when he purchased his
lots, the federal prohibition against
dredging and filling wetlands un-
der section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (CWA)36  puts all U.S. property
owners on constructive notice that
development of wetlands may not
be permitted and that they must
adjust their reasonable investment-
backed expectations accordingly.37

Likewise, compensation for regula-
tory takings will not result from
frustrated efforts to develop wet-
lands unless regulation displaces all
economic use and the use was not
already prohibited under state
law.38   This is an unlikely scenario.
Still, the Lucas Court signaled that
landowners’ investment-backed
expectations at the time of purchase
will be one of the most important
factors for assessing takings claims
in the future.39

Jurisdiction for takings
claims against the federal govern-
ment lies in the Court of Federal
Claims when the remedy sought is
a judgment exceeding ten thousand
dollars.40   Claims for less than that
amount, or in which the suitor seeks
an injunction, also may be heard in
a district court.41   Louisiana’s con-
stitution contains a takings clause
and Louisiana law provides for a
process to assess takings and to pro-
vide compensation to property
owners when government action
diminishes the value of their prop-
erty.42  Exceptions include eminent
domain actions; legislative amend-
ments, enactment of statutes, or
adoption of resolutions; and actions
taken to comply with federal laws
and regulations.43

C. Wetlands Law
Wetlands44  first received

federal protection in 1972 under sec-
tion 404 of the Clean Water Act

(CWA).45   The section 404 program
applies to the “waters of the United
States,” which encompass most
water bodies in the country.46   These
waters include not only navigable
waters, but also streams, tributaries,
wetlands adjacent to other water
bodies, interstate wetlands, and iso-
lated wetlands that are not adjacent
to other bodies of water — if their
degradation could affect interstate
commerce.47   Wetlands may be
separated from nearby water bod-
ies by substantial barriers yet still
be classified as adjacent.48   Even ar-
tificially created wetlands and sea-
sonal wetlands that are dry during
parts of the year are subject to CWA
jurisdiction.49   The Supreme Court
has confirmed the broad scope of
regulatory power over many types
of wetlands, even those not hydro-
logically connected to neighboring
bodies of water.50   Landowners,
then, may safely assume that prop-
erty containing any type of wetland
may be subject to regulation.

The Army Corps of Engi-
neers (Corps) administers the CWA
section 404 permitting program and
makes most jurisdictional determi-
nations.51   The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) retains ulti-
mate authority for CWA jurisdiction
decisions52  and may veto Corps per-
mits.53   The section 404 program
puts responsibility on the wetlands
owner for the initial determination
as to whether particular wetlands
fall under CWA jurisdiction.54   The
applicant for an individual permit
bears the burden of delineating the
extent of the wetlands on the prop-
erty the applicant seeks to de-
velop.55   The applicant must collect
and provide information support-
ing the delineation to enable the
Corps to make the official deci-
sion.56   Determinations must be
made based on a site-by-site evalu-
ation and can present considerable
difficulty even for experts.57   The
Corps and the EPA are authorized
but not required to make wetlands
delineations.58   Therefore, property
owners often seek the services of
private consultants to conduct the

delineations, thus avoiding the
likely delay and uncertainties of
obtaining them from the district
Corps engineer.59

A wetland owner faces
strict liability under section 404 for
dredging and filling wetlands with-
out a permit.60   The CWA lists sev-
eral kinds of exemptions, primarily
for farming, forestry, and ranch-
ing.61   General or nationwide per-
mits cover other activities in wet-
lands and do not require individual
applications, but in some cases re-
quire the landowner to notify the
Corps before beginning activities.62

Distinguishing between activities
requiring individual, general, or
nationwide permits can be difficult.
For example, landowners can clear
wetland trees and vegetation with-
out individual permits, but the
CWA regulates the activity if the
landowner redeposits the removed
material.63

The Corps approves most
section 404 permit applications, re-
quiring at most, minor changes or
added conditions on some per-
mits.64   Individual permits are more
difficult to obtain, and a significant
number of applicants do not follow
through to receive them.65   Rather,
they simply drop out of the pro-
cess.66  Collected data does not re-
veal the details of each case, such
as how many proceed without a
permit, or how many adjust their
projects to avoid having to apply for
permits.67   The Corps does not is-
sue permits to fill wetlands if there
are practicable alternative sites that
would have fewer negative impacts
on wetlands.68   For example, in
Bersani v. EPA, a developer sought
to build a shopping mall on a site
containing nearly fifty acres of wet-
lands.69   The EPA vetoed the permit
because a non-wetland site was
available at the time the buyer pur-
chased the property.70

Takings claims for wet-
lands stem from government pro-
tections and programs that limit
activities in wetlands and thus force
property owners to provide the
“public goods” wetlands offer—
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such as improved water quality,
drainage, flood storage, recreation,
and wildlife values—at private ex-
pense.71   The number of takings
claims for wetlands exceeds that of
any other type of federal taking
claim.72   From 1992 to 1997, federal
takings suits netted almost $350
million for claimants.73   Wetland
takings claims most often arise
when the Corps denies a
landowner’s application for a per-
mit and frustrates his or her devel-
opment expectations.74   State regu-
lations, sometimes enacted pursu-
ant to a federal requirement, may
result in takings claims as well.75

The government has created no uni-
form national system to compensate
people suffering declines in prop-
erty value due to wetland regula-
tions.76

In the conterminous United
States, Louisiana is second only to
Florida in wetland acreage, with 8.8
million acres.77   Louisiana law con-
tains various provisions mandating
protection of its wetlands, and re-
quires coastal use permits under the
state coastal management pro-
gram.78   Both state and federal wet-
lands programs abound:  no less
than thirty-six federal agencies have
functions related to protecting the
nation’s remaining 103 million acres
of wetlands.79   These programs have
not yet stopped the decline in na-
tional wetland acreage.80   In re-
sponse, the EPA recently terminated
a popular nationwide permit that
was widely criticized for allowing
too much wetland destruction.81

The Corps has restructured the na-
tionwide permit program to restrict
the sizes and types of wetlands that
people may disturb.82   The nation-
wide permits are due for renewal in
2001, and even further restrictions
are expected.83   Consequences will
include more required mitigation
and increased permit denials.84

Some percentage of those permit
denials will likely trigger takings
claims.

For purposes of this article,
“developing wetlands” means fill-
ing areas of wetlands to the extent

that the developer must seek an in-
dividual, rather than a nationwide
permit.  Therefore, “development”
is synonymous with the Corps-per-
mitted discharge of a pollutant (fill
material) from a point source into
waters of the United States, and
destruction or conversion to dry
land of wetlands falling under CWA
jurisdiction.85

D. Notice Law
The notice element in tak-

ings law appeared in 1984.  In
Ruckelshaus v. Monsanto Co., the Su-
preme Court considered whether a
taking occurred when a federal stat-
ute permitted the EPA to disclose
trade-secret information about a
Monsanto product.86   The takings
clause, the Court held, protected the
company’s property right to the in-
formation.87   The federal statute,
however, put Monsanto on notice
that the government would reveal
trade-secret information.88   There-
fore, the Court held that the com-
pany could not have reasonable in-
vestment-backed expectations
when it was aware that the govern-
ment would disclose the informa-
tion.89

Although Monsanto is not a
land use case, its holding is impor-
tant to takings law because it sig-
naled that notice of a government
regulation can frustrate takings
claims by minimizing the weight of
investment-backed expectations,
which are arguably the most impor-
tant takings factor in landowner
claims.90   The Lucas court followed
in the Monsanto tradition when Jus-
tice Scalia applied the “negative”
notice rule to real property:  in the
absence of government regulation
prohibiting development, a prop-
erty owner’s reasonable expecta-
tions for developing property are
“taken” by later-enacted laws for
which the landowner had no con-
structive or actual notice.91

State courts, too, have ap-
plied the notice rule to reject land-
owner takings claims.92   For ex-
ample, in a New York case the court
denied compensation when a devel-
oper had notice, prior to a land pur-

chase, of government plans to re-
duce the maximum building den-
sity allowed on a parcel.93   The court
deemed his investment-backed ex-
pectations unreasonable.94

All property buyers have
had constructive notice of the fed-
eral statute protecting wetlands
since its enactment in 1972.95   They
have constructive notice of state
statutes regulating wetlands as well.
Louisiana has what could be termed
a de facto inquiry notice requirement
for purchasers of property contain-
ing wetlands.96   That is, buyers bear
the burden to investigate the exist-
ence and extent of wetlands on
property under consideration for
purchase because Louisiana has no
requirement that sellers notify po-
tential buyers.

In Louisiana, the remedy of
redhibition (rescission) of the pur-
chase is available for fraudulent
concealment of the existence of wet-
lands on property.97   A successful
claim for redhibition requires the
buyer to prove three elements:  a
sale, a defect, and the nature of the
defect as one that would have
caused the buyer to avoid the sale
had the buyer known of the defect.98

Louisiana law holds buyers only to
a reasonably prudent buyer stan-
dard, yet the average person may
have difficulty recognizing certain
conditions as wetlands.99

The dearth of past redhibi-
tion case law for Louisiana property
containing wetlands is probably at-
tributable to several factors.  Most
wetlands in Louisiana are not likely
to be of types that are difficult to
recognize.100   In addition, not all
wetlands create problems for those
who may wish to convert them to
other uses.101   Reasonably prudent
land buyers in Louisiana are likely
to be aware of the potential difficul-
ties associated with buying wet-
lands and choose not to buy prop-
erty containing wetlands if they in-
tend to develop the property.102

Many potential takings suits need
not be filed because landowners
modify their plans in order to secure
permits or to avoid the need for a
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permit.103   Finally, no precedent ex-
ists for considering wetlands to be
a defect warranting redhibition.104

E. The Actual Notice Mechanism
Ideally, actual notice will be

as simple as an insertion in the deed
or a form setting forth the Louisi-
ana statutory obligation requiring
sellers of real property to inform
buyers that:  (1) the property may
contain wetlands; (2) if wetlands are
present, they may be subject to state
or federal regulation; (3) the federal
and state definitions of wetlands
include areas that may or may not
be inundated at all times; (4) a Corps
or private professional delineation
is the best way to determine the lo-
cation and extent of wetlands; (5)
sellers need not provide delinea-
tions; (6) notice estops regulatory
takings claims for decreases in prop-
erty value if the property contains
wetlands, under law or regulations
in effect at the time of purchase or
those enacted later, and (7) credits,
compensation, or other incentives to
preserve wetlands may be available
to wetland owners from state or fed-
eral programs.105   Exemptions from
the notice requirement would track
those wetlands that are jurisdiction-
ally exempt from CWA and state
regulation under existing law.

The rationale for the notice
requirement has two prongs.  First,
actual notice places the burden on
the buyer to determine whether
wetlands exist on the property, or
to take the risk of surprise after pur-
chase, when recovery via a taking
claim would be estopped.  Clearly,
the wary buyer will investigate be-
fore buying, and indeed, has great
incentive to become informed.106   If
a potential buyer locates wetlands
on the property and chooses to walk
away, he or she obviously loses no
property value by having made no
purchase, and therefore has no ba-
sis for a takings claim.  Actual no-
tice provides the impetus for even
the unwary buyer to seek informa-
tion, and assigns the risk of loss to
the buyer if he or she chooses to
waive the opportunity to do so.  The
second prong of the notice require-

ment estops takings claims from
buyers who receive actual notice
that property may contain wet-
lands.  Actual notice affirmatively
places the burden on buyers to in-
vestigate the wetland status of prop-
erty and to adjust investment-
backed expectations accordingly.
Under Lucas, the existence of wet-
land regulations in state law, and by
analogy under federal law, removes
the foundation for takings claims
based on unreasonable expecta-
tions.107   Buyers on notice bear the
disparity between unreasonable ex-
pectations and the market value of
property containing regulated wet-
lands, and actual notice estops a tak-
ings claim.108

Under the second prong,
any pre-existing takings claim the
seller might have had would be
based on the market value of the
property containing regulated wet-
lands.109   If the seller obtains a high
price as a result of unreasonable in-
vestment-backed expectations on
the part of the buyer, then the
amount of the seller’s takings claim
will decline or the claim will disap-
pear because his losses will be re-
duced.110   Under the first prong of
the notice requirement, the seller’s
position remains unchanged.111   A
lost sale represents no loss exceed-
ing any pre-existing regulatory tak-
ings claim he or she might have had,
because no further decline in prop-
erty value occurs.112   If regulations
to protect the wetland have lowered
the market value of the property,
then that lower value should be re-
flected in the selling price and will
form the basis of the seller’s pre-
existing takings claim.113   On the
other hand, if the seller conceals the
nature of the property’s value and
obtains a higher price, he or she
opens the door to suit by the buyer
in redhibition or for fraud.114   The
seller would then bear any dispar-
ity between the market value and
the selling price because the buyer
could recover that difference at
minimum, up to the full price paid
upon a judgment in redhibition.115

Again, any pre-existing taking claim

the seller might have will be based
on the market value.116

F. The Law Converges:  Notice to
Landowners in Wetland Takings
Cases

Courts consider far more
than the link between constructive
or actual notice and investment-
backed expectations when deciding
takings cases, but notice has el-
evated the role of expectations in
both state and federal cases in de-
termining whether regulatory tak-
ings occur.117   For example, in 1964
Deltona Corp. purchased ten thou-
sand oceanfront acres in Florida to
build a residential development.118

Navigable waters restrictions were
in place at the time and the devel-
oper had to obtain Corps permits to
proceed.119   Environmental regula-
tions, however, had become more
restrictive, and the CWA was en-
acted before Deltona had obtained
all necessary permits to complete
the development.120   The court held
that the developer purchased the
land with full awareness that per-
mit conditions might become more
restrictive.121   The wetland area that
Deltona could not develop consti-
tuted twenty percent of its total
acreage, but the court found that
Deltona’s investment-backed ex-
pectations were not seriously dam-
aged and found no taking for the
diminution in value.122

Subsequent to Deltona, the
Monsanto case cemented the notice
rule in takings jurisprudence.123

The next major wetlands case to
apply the notice rule was Ciampitti
v. United States.124   Ciampitti, a de-
veloper, was aware of state and fed-
eral wetland restrictions on fourteen
of forty-five acres when he pur-
chased them for development.125

The court found that he could have
had no reasonable development ex-
pectations and, without difficulty,
denied the takings claim.126

A landowner in Formanek v.
United States bought property con-
taining ninety-nine acres of wet-
lands and twelve acres of uplands
in 1966, with the intent to use the
property for industrial develop-
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ment.127   Over twenty years later the
Corps denied a permit to develop
some of the wetlands, and the court
awarded the pre-regulation fair
market value of the land.128   Restric-
tions on the land had come into ef-
fect long after purchase so the court
was sympathetic to the owner’s dis-
appointed expectations and the tak-
ings claim.129

As these cases demonstrate,
government action cannot take
value from property for which
landowners, through actual or con-
structive notice, paid prices reflect-
ing existing or expected regulations.
Conversely, the courts may be sym-
pathetic to property owners who
suffer losses resulting from regula-
tions whose enactment is unforesee-
able.  Lack of actual notice was piv-
otal in Bowles v. United States, a
Court of Federal Claims case in
which a property owner had no no-
tice of Corps jurisdiction over a sub-
division lot for which the only eco-
nomic use was as a residence site.130

The Corps denied a section 404 per-
mit for the owner to install a septic
tank.131   The subdivision, however,
required the tank in order for the
owner to construct a residence, and
the court found a total taking.132

The court decided that the existence
of Corps jurisdiction over the
purchaser’s property was not fore-
seeable by a reasonable person.133

Had the landowner received actual
rather than constructive notice, the
court signaled that it would have
ruled differently.134

Actual notice would estop
takings claims even when regula-
tions enacted after purchase reduce
land values.  For example, a devel-
oper in Loveladies Harbor, Inc. v.
United States purchased a 250-acre
parcel and had sold most of it be-
fore the CWA came into effect.135

The Corps denied a section 404 per-
mit for only twelve acres, but the
court held that the developer’s in-
vestment-backed expectations had
been thwarted.136   The developer
had no notice of the regulations yet
to be enacted, and the court af-
firmed the $2.5 million award for

the taking.137

In Loveladies, the state had
granted a building permit and the
Corps denied the section 404 per-
mit, placing responsibility for the
taking on the Corps.138   Had the
state denied the initial permit, tak-
ings liability might well have rested
with the state. Louisiana courts
have not yet reached this issue of
liability in a wetlands context.  It is
important to note that the state en-
acted the regulation in Lucas pursu-
ant to federal coastal management
legislation, yet the state, not the fed-
eral government, was responsible
for the judgment.139

State and federal case law
amply supports the conclusion that
most courts have not hesitated to
use the weapon of estoppel to shoot
down takings claims.  The Court of
Federal Claims has used federal sec-
tion 404 law as constructive notice
to estop such claims, despite Justice
Scalia’s specific statements in Lucas
that background principles of state
law inhering in the title could func-
tion to estop total takings claims.140

Justice Scalia discussed and did not
rule out federal restrictions that
might inhere in the title when land
is sold.141   The Federal Circuit in a
recent non-wetland takings case,
however, citing Lucas, invoked a
federal statute in effect long before
the company acquired its mineral
interest to estop a takings claim.142

In M & J Coal Co. v. United States, the
government forced a mining com-
pany to leave coal pillars in the
ground to prevent subsidence.143

The Federal Circuit decided that the
company had no reasonable expec-
tation to exploit its mineral interest
at the cost of public safety because
the company was aware of federal
statutory restrictions at the time it
acquired its mineral interest.144

Two years later, the Court
of Federal Claims in Forest Proper-
ties, Inc. v. United States disagreed.145

The court stated that a section 404
permit denial was irrelevant to the
takings analysis because state law
allowed dredging and filling a lake
bottom.146   The federal permit could

be granted or denied, so the exist-
ence of the section 404 program it-
self did not defeat the developer’s
property interest.147   Instead, the
court focused on the owner’s unrea-
sonable investment-backed expec-
tations, given knowledge of the
CWA regulation, to deny the tak-
ing.148

During the same year, the
court in Florida Rock Industries, Inc.
v. United States found a taking when
the Corps denied the landowner a
section 404 permit to extract lime-
stone from 98 of 1,560 acres of wet-
lands.149   As in Loveladies, the owner
purchased the property prior to en-
actment of the CWA.150   The court
held that when Florida Rock pur-
chased the land it had the right to
develop or mine the property and
fully expected to do so under exist-
ing law, so its investment-backed
expectations had been frustrated.151

The nearly unbroken pat-
tern that has emerged reveals courts
favoring takings claims from land-
owners surprised by regulations
enacted after they purchased prop-
erty.  Likewise, when federal or state
regulations are in place at time of
purchase courts tend to deny tak-
ings claims because development
expectations are unreasonable.  Re-
cently, the Court of Federal Claims
decided a significant wetland tak-
ings case that exemplifies the role
of actual notice and estoppel in pro-
tecting the environment.152   In Good
v. United States, a developer in 1973
purchased a forty-acre parcel in the
Florida Keys that contained thirty-
two acres of wetlands.153   The con-
tract for the sale provided actual
notice that development might be
problematic:  “The Buyers recognize
that certain of the lands covered by
this contract may be below the mean
high tide line and that as of today
there are certain problems in con-
nection with the obtaining of State
and Federal permission for dredg-
ing and filling operations.”154

Environmental regulations
tightened over the years after the
purchase.155   Good first applied for
a Corps permit in 1981 and sought



 7

Louisiana Environmental Lawyer • Fall 2000

approval from county and state au-
thorities to obtain additional neces-
sary permits.156   Years of ever more
complex restrictions, revised plans,
and attempts to comply with mul-
tiple regulations followed, culmi-
nating in a fourth Corps permit de-
nial in 1990.157   Good then filed a
takings suit in the Court of Federal
Claims.158   He lost on summary
judgment because the property re-
tained value and because Good
lacked reasonable development ex-
pectations due to the regulations in
place, and his actual notice, at the
time of purchase.159

The Federal Circuit decided
Good’s appeal in 1999, and he again
lost on summary judgment.160   The
court focused its analysis exclu-
sively on Good’s unreasonable in-
vestment-backed expectations, in-
cluding his actual and constructive
notice of the regulatory climate at
the time he purchased the prop-
erty.161   The actual notice in the con-
tract of sale gave the court a ready
peg on which to hang estoppel of
the claim.162   Had Good not received
actual notice, the court could have
based its decision on the claimant’s
constructive notice of regulations in
effect when he purchased the prop-
erty.  However, the Good case clearly
demonstrates how takings claims
approach mootness when claimants
have actual notice of restrictions at
the time of purchase.

Since the Penn Central deci-
sion, then, federal courts generally
have held land buyers responsible
for their unreasonable expectations
when they were on notice of gov-
ernment regulations when purchas-
ing property.163   Many courts im-
pliedly hold developers to a higher
standard of awareness of restric-
tions than they do individuals buy-
ing property to construct single resi-
dences.164   Not all courts have been
sympathetic to such buyers.165   For
example, in Rowe v. Town of North
Hampton the property owners ac-
quired a two-acre parcel in 1968.166

The town passed wetland regula-
tions in 1979 that prevented the
owner from building on the lot.167

The owner was unable to obtain a
variance and sued for a taking, but
the court was unsympathetic, de-
claring that the owner knew of zon-
ing restrictions in place at the time
of purchase.168   She was generally
aware of increasing concerns about
wetlands and knew the law could
become even more restrictive, so the
court found her expectation to build
on the lot was unreasonable.169

On the other hand, in
Vatalaro v. Department of Environmen-
tal Regulation, the elderly buyer pur-
chased wetland property without
awareness of a state restriction de-
spite her son’s diligent inquiry into
county regulations.170   The buyer’s
constructive notice of the state regu-
lation did not prevent the court
from finding a total taking.171   The
state interest in preserving the wet-
land site precluded virtually any
use, and the frustration of the
buyer’s intent to construct a resi-
dence rather than a commercial de-
velopment appeared to influence
the decision.172

The equities in another case
favored the buyer less than in
Vatalaro, but the court ruled for the
buyer and found a taking.173   In Gil
v. Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
Agency the owner purchased a lot
consisting of nearly all wetlands but
which was zoned residential and
located in the midst of single fam-
ily residences.174   The Connecticut
Supreme Court found the buyer’s
expectations for development rea-
sonable and upheld the taking claim
following building permit denial by
the wetland agency.175   The buyer
had paid a discounted price for the
parcel, but the court focused on his
expectations even in the face of the
speculative nature of the pur-
chase.176

A Pennsylvania environ-
mental board denied a couple a per-
mit to fill wetland property to con-
struct a business in Mock v. Depart-
ment of Environmental Resources.177

The landowners did not present
evidence of what their expectations
were at the time of purchase in 1963,
and the court noted that the prop-

erty was not only wetlands, but also
riparian and located in the one hun-
dred year floodplain.178   Therefore,
the land had been subject to regula-
tion under the common law for
“centuries.”179

The council in Grant v.
South Carolina Coastal Council held
that restrictions on tidelands form-
ing part of the background prin-
ciples of state law at the time of pur-
chase yielded no taking when the
owner filled the property without a
permit.180   In three recent New York
wetland cases, the state’s high court
decided there were no takings.181   In
all three cases, the court concluded
that restrictions inhering in the title
to property when purchased served
as constructive notice and estopped
the takings claims.182   In Gazza, the
court also noted that the reduced
purchase price reflected the buyer’s
awareness of wetland regula-
tions.183

III. Analysis

Given that all citizens have been on
constructive notice about wetland
regulations since enactment of the
CWA decades ago, the number of
takings claims should theoretically
be small.  The losses represented by
claims that reach the courts as well
as those uncounted silent losses that
will never be known testify to the
failure of constructive notice.  It is
fair to give actual notice to a land
buyer of potentially restrictive gov-
ernment regulations on wetlands
before the purchase takes place.

The ultimate objective of
the actual notice requirement is to
protect wetlands.  Many other ben-
efits will result from the require-
ment, however, and those benefits
will indirectly work to preserve
wetlands as well.  Complicated and
fact-dependent wetlands problems
have few solutions that result in no
adverse impacts, but the notice re-
quirement produces remarkably
few negative consequences.

The actual notice require-
ment will be effective prospectively.
Courts using traditional takings
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analysis for prior claims can apply
estoppel and dismiss claims that
some buyers will undoubtedly at-
tempt to pursue despite having had
actual or constructive notice.
A. Actual Notice Will Protect Wet-
lands

The actual notice require-
ment will promote the national goal
of preserving wetlands.184   An ac-
tual notice requirement is timely
given changes in federal regulations
to protect wetlands.185   If enacted
now, the requirement would
proactively estop the imminent fall-
out of increased takings claims re-
sulting from new restrictions in the
nationwide permit program.186

Under the revised permit program,
more land—and smaller parcels—
will be subject to more demanding
section 404 regulation. Conse-
quently, tightened permit condi-
tions will trigger more permit deni-
als.  Those denials represent wet-
lands that will not be filled.

The actual notice require-
ment will protect wetlands in other
ways as well. Informed buyers who
have actual notice to investigate the
wetland status of properties they
buy will tend to have reasonable
expectations regarding develop-
ment of those wetlands.  Those who
understand that the Corps will scru-
tinize the availability of alternative
sites at the time of purchase before
approving permits will be more se-
lective.187   Arguments from poten-
tial wetland developers who have
had actual notice are unlikely to
convince the Corps decisionmaker
that the developer had no alterna-
tive when he or she could have pur-
chased property without wet-
lands.188   Under this programmatic
scheme, potential buyers are likely
to be more careful when purchas-
ing property with wetlands, and
will have more reasonable expecta-
tions about what they can do with
the property.  Fewer permits would
be sought so fewer will be issued,
and more wetlands will remain un-
disturbed.

The actual notice require-
ment would increase demand for

means other than takings suits to
compensate wetland owners for
declines in property value.  The fed-
eral government may step in to cre-
ate a compensation system, but
state, local, or private action might
be more effective.  Such action could
operate in tandem with or as a
supplement to national efforts to
provide compensation.  Until an
adequate system materializes, how-
ever, more wetland owners will be
motivated to try alternatives al-
ready tested, such as selling conser-
vation easements or participating in
mitigation banks.  Programs issuing
and trading transferable develop-
ment rights or conservation credits
are likely to become more popular
among wetlands owners.189

B. Actual Notice Will Prevent Dis-
putes and Provide Certainty to
Landowners

An actual notice require-
ment would not only protect pur-
chasers from surprise, but would
also protect sellers from claims of
fraud based on nondisclosure.  The
notice requirement would avert
costly litigation by affirmatively
shifting to buyers the burdens of
informing themselves about wet-
land regulations and obtaining de-
terminations and delineations.190

Actual notice would likely prevent
disappointment and frustrated ex-
pectations by catalyzing the process
of self-information on the part of
buyers.  Sellers would remain vul-
nerable to suit in redhibition for
fraud for actively concealing the
presence of wetlands, but that
would be the case absent a notice
requirement.
C. Actual Notice Will Promote Eco-
nomic Efficiency

An actual notice require-
ment would eliminate externalities
currently borne by society.  Under
the Coase theorem, knowledgeable
sellers and buyers perform transac-
tions in which all burdens and ben-
efits accrue to the parties.191   Thus,
when uninformed buyers purchase
property containing wetlands and
buyers’ expectations become frus-
trated, society bears costs even

when takings claims do not result.
The price in excess of the true mar-
ket value of property represents
losses to buyers and windfalls to
sellers.  The losses to buyers are not
available for investment in buyers’
development projects.  The social
and economic benefits of that devel-
opment decrease or disappear.  The
benefits to society of existing wet-
lands may decline as well when
landowners attempt to recoup
losses by draining or otherwise
damaging wetlands in ways that are
not within Corps jurisdiction.192

The market for land gener-
ally places burdens on buyers un-
der the maxim caveat emptor.  Actual
notice adjusts the burden on buy-
ers from one of potentially huge
losses after uninformed transactions
to smaller information costs ex-
pended before purchase that result
in wiser purchases.  Courts may at-
tempt to reach equitable and effi-
cient decisions in takings suits, but
such suits themselves represent vast
inefficiencies.  Buyers’ plans must
wait as the suits progress through
the courts, and may never come to
fruition.  Lawsuits demand limited
judicial resources.  Funds allocated
to development shift to pay for le-
gal representation.193   If, as Coase
suggested, judges should reach de-
cisions that represent the agreement
the parties would have reached,
then judges can never make such
decisions because in an efficient
market takings suits would not ex-
ist.
D. Actual Notice Will Benefit State
and Federal Government and the
Taxpayers

The Lucas decision allows
for successful takings claims when
the government passes regulations
that prohibit economic use of
land.194   Regulation rarely results in
the loss of the total value of land,
but partial losses are likely when
state and federal regulations pre-
empt certain land uses.195   As Lucas
demonstrates, even state regula-
tions in the public interest may not
ward off substantial awards to suc-
cessful claimants, presenting poten-
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tially large state financial burdens.
State wetland takings

claims may be few in number now,
but increased regulation and other
factors should trigger a greater
number of such suits in the future.
Takings claims directed against the
state have been largely unsuccess-
ful to date.  The number of cases
brought to conclusion in the courts
is not an accurate reflection of the
real number of disputes, nor does it
represent actual losses.196   Increas-
ing pressures brought on by grow-
ing population, sprawl, and height-
ened federal efforts to protect wet-
lands promise more conflicts be-
tween the state and wetlands own-
ers.197   Takings claims against states
that are brought in federal courts are
usually unsuccessful, but may be-
come more common and more
likely to succeed.198

Federal restrictions such as
those in the National Flood Insur-
ance Program will operate to de-
crease the supply of land available
for development.199   Developers
will divide land into smaller parcels
and convert more land while the
supply of raw land continues to
shrink.  State efforts to protect wet-
lands, including regulation pursu-
ant to federal laws and assumption
of the section 404 permitting pro-
gram, may not preclude state tak-
ings liability.200   Tightened federal
regulations and federal pressure on
states to protect wetlands, as well
as state efforts to attract and keep
federally funded coastal restoration
projects, promise ever-increasing
takings claims.201

An actual notice require-
ment will estop state takings claims
in two ways.  First, actual notice
would prevent more buyers from
unknowingly purchasing land con-
taining wetlands.  Therefore, they
would not be entitled to the “inno-
cent purchaser” defense.  Without
this defense, buyers will be es-
topped from collecting for takings
when denied permission to develop
their land as they wish.  If buyers
choose to ignore the notice and fail
to investigate before buying, estop-

pel will prevent them from recov-
ering their losses from the govern-
ment.  Second, by giving actual no-
tice that state regulations exist and
that further regulation is possible,
wetlands owners will be estopped
from recovering for reductions in
land value resulting from regula-
tions enacted after purchase of land.
Lucas’ takings recovery resulted
from just such an enactment of
coastal building restrictions after he
had purchased his lots.202

The importance of actual
notice in saving land buyers from
unanticipated losses could be dra-
matic.  The notice requirement is
likely to make the most difference
to the group least protected under
the status quo:  individuals buying
land on which to build single fam-
ily homes.  These are buyers who in
many cases are unable or unwilling
to initiate legal action.  Many poten-
tial takings claims are never made
because the landowners lack the re-
sources to pursue them.203   With ac-
tual notice, these silent losses can be
avoided.  Therefore, the effect of a
notice requirement may be modest
within the legal system but substan-
tial outside of it.
During the 1990’s, ongoing takings
claims against the U.S. government
numbered between 150 and 300 per
year, with wetlands cases represent-
ing one fourth of the total.204   Tak-
ings claims involve the costs of liti-
gation and judgments paid by the
government, and these are costs that
all taxpayers, including those in
Louisiana, stand to save by reduc-
ing takings claims.
E. Actual Notice Will Not Compen-
sate Wetland Owners

The Bowles court succinctly
summarized the case for actual no-
tice and pointed out the problem it
cannot solve:

When the land owner
has actual knowledge of the
government regulation prior
to purchase, the “notice” de-
fense makes economic sense.
A rational buyer who has ac-
tual notice of government
land-use regulations prior to

purchase will consider the
risk that use may be re-
stricted when deciding how
much to pay.  That is, the ra-
tional buyer is compensated
for this risk up front by pur-
chasing the property at a dis-
count.  Though, of course, the
seller may have a valid tak-
ing claim.205

The actual notice require-
ment is a way to remove takings
claims from the courts, but for all
that an actual notice requirement
can do, it will leave unsolved the
question that has plagued wetland
regulation since the CWA took ef-
fect.  Regulations on wetlands lower
the value of property by reducing
its uses and development potential.
Actual notice will estop regulatory
takings claims, but eliminating tak-
ings claims will remove one of the
few ways wetlands owners can ob-
tain compensation for losses in
property value.  When the environ-
ment wins at the expense of prop-
erty owners who suffer uncompen-
sated losses, the victory is hollow
because the environment becomes
the enemy.  Therefore, the legisla-
tive creation of an equitable and ef-
ficient system to reimburse those
who own wetlands for the very real
losses they suffer must take top pri-
ority.206   The takings clause of the
Constitution demands no less.207

Society owes it to both wetland
owners and the environment to take
up the tool of the law and fashion a
remedy.

Compensation is what tak-
ings suits are about, but takings
suits are a highly inefficient way to
compensate landowners.  They im-
pose the costs of litigation and the
resulting awards on society, but the
landowner’s recovery bears no re-
lationship to protection of the wet-
lands over which the suit was initi-
ated.  Only those who bring success-
ful takings suits obtain recoveries.
Those who do not prevail or who
do not bring suit because they lack
the necessary resources, or because
their losses are too small to justify
the costs of suit, go uncompen-
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sated.208   The societal interest in pre-
serving wetlands should place the
burden of protecting wetlands on
society as a whole, not on the indi-
viduals who fortuitously own prop-
erty containing wetlands.

Compensating wetland
owners for declines in property val-
ues resulting from regulatory tak-
ings does not address the problem
of funding wetland preservation.
The compensation issue is bound to
the problem of shifting the cost of
wetland preservation to society as
a whole, because the costs of both
compensating wetland owners and
preserving their wetlands rightfully
belong to all members of society.
Wetlands are unevenly distributed
among the states yet their benefits
accrue to all citizens.209   Conse-
quently, forcing states such as Loui-
siana to compensate all wetland
owners within state boundaries
would place an unfair burden on
those states with plentiful wetland
areas.210   Federal programs cur-
rently in place to fund wetland pres-
ervation may be adequate to the
task, but they must be properly
funded and must encompass all
wetlands.
F. How Will the Future Look with
an Actual Notice Requirement in
Place?

The future with an actual
notice requirement in place is a fu-
ture without regulatory takings
suits over wetlands.  The
adversarial relationship of wetland
owners to the government will dis-
appear.  Wetland owners will no
longer perceive their wetlands as
burdens.

The weapon of estoppel
will be the instrument of its own
demise.  Takings suits eventually
will become obsolete as land con-
tinues to change hands to informed
buyers.  These buyers will know the
wetland status of property and the
regulations that apply to it at the
time of purchase, and they will have
factored into the price they pay the
potential for those regulations to
change.  The discrepancy between
market value and price paid for

land will approach zero as invest-
ment-backed expectations adjust
according to the land’s wetland sta-
tus.211   Government regulatory ac-
tions will “take” nothing from buy-
ers who have reasonable expecta-
tions.

Closing the courthouse
door to wetland takings claims will
force state and federal governments
to create better legislative solutions
to compensate wetland owners.212

Those solutions will provide com-
pensation not only to those with the
resources to complain loudly, but to
those who have silently suffered
losses in property value with few
prospects for relief.  Government
will spend its resources more effi-
ciently providing fair compensation
to many than on expensive litiga-
tion with the few.213   Case law shows
that courts already apply estoppel
at the end of the long legal road that
takings claimants must follow; ac-
tual notice will save them the jour-
ney.214

Compensation may take
any of several forms, including
transferable development rights or
conservation or mitigation credits.
Some landowners will sell the rights
or credits immediately, and some
will let them accrue to the property
to enhance its attractiveness to buy-
ers.  Subsequent purchasers will be
aware, as part of the notice require-
ment, of the availability of these
benefits and they will adjust their
expectations and the prices they pay
accordingly.

Most important to environ-
mentalists, fewer wetlands will be
destroyed.  First, as land continues
to change hands, more sellers and
buyers will request delineations.
Sellers will find that obtaining de-
lineations before placing property
on the market will catalyze sales.
Sellers’ efforts to provide this infor-
mation is entirely consistent with
the actual notice model of increas-
ing information for buyers.  The in-
creased number of delineations will
provide a more complete and pre-
cise picture of the location of wet-
land areas in the state.  Ideally, the

Corps will incorporate this data into
existing maps that identify not only
the location of wetlands, but also
their value for preservation. Gov-
ernment and private programs to
protect wetlands will allocate re-
sources more efficiently by focusing
on high quality wetlands for prior-
ity protection.215

Second, informed buyers
will not purchase land containing
wetlands if they desire to develop
the property.  Alternatively, in-
formed buyers who do purchase
land containing wetlands will do so
with reasonable expectations for the
nature of the development that
regulations will allow.  In both cases,
wetlands will be spared.  Buyers
with incomplete information about
wetlands and unreasonable expec-
tations for development will be phe-
nomena of the past.

Positive spillover effects for
the environment will result.  In-
formed buyers will tend to pay at-
tention not only to wetland condi-
tions, but will be more aware of con-
ditions such as floodplain location.
Sensitive ecosystems will remain
intact.  Wetland-dependent plants
and wildlife will flourish.  Water
quality will improve.

IV. Conclusion

The national objective of
protecting against further loss of our
nation’s wetlands can be quietly
drained of its vitality parcel by par-
cel, permit by permit.  Instilling the
power in Louisiana law to preserve
the centerpiece of America’s wet-
land wealth should be our economic
objective, as it must be our moral
duty.  Louisiana can both protect it-
self by estopping takings claims and
preventing such claims from aris-
ing, while fostering the social goals
of peace, certainty, and protection of
wetland resources.

Two questions have not
been addressed satisfactorily and
will remain unanswered even as-
suming passage of an actual notice
requirement.  First, how can society
compensate the landowner whose
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property declines in value due to
regulations on wetlands?  Second,
how can society ensure protection
of existing wetlands in perpetuity?
Society is slowly finding ways to
solve these problems, but the solu-
tions must be economically efficient
and fair to both wetland owners and

society.  Uncompensated losses and
takings litigation are neither.  Actual
notice must be viewed as one step
in the evolution of an equitable wet-
land policy under which both
people and the environment can
win.  Louisiana should arm itself
with this new weapon to shoot

down the potential for wetland tak-
ings claims to arise.  We all have a
stake in the equitable green future
this new law promises.
To read the footnotes, check the
SGLP web-site at http://www.lsu.edu/
guests/sglegal/

RULE-MAKING UPDATE

Air Quality

AQ201 - Fugitive Emission Controls
(LAC 33:III.2121) (La. Register vol.
26, #7; 7/20/00).
Removes the word “pipeline”  and re-
moves a redundant phrase to provide
clarification to the regulations for moni-
toring requirements and exemptions to
monitoring requirements for petroleum
refineries, SOCMI, MTBE, and poly-
mer manufacturing industry for fugitive
emission control of organic compounds.

AQ203 - Volatile Organic Com-
pounds - Loading (LAC 33:III.2107)
(La. Register vol. 26, #7; 7/20/00).  Test
Methods 18, 25A, 25B, and flaring de-
vices will be added as appropriate test
methods for determining compliance
with the control requirements for load-
ing facilities for volatile organic com-
pounds.  This is part of the State Imple-
mentation Plan, which is federally en-
forceable, and EPA has requested these
changes.
AQ200 - Repeal of Control of Emis-
sions from Motor Vehicles and Re-
lated Fees (LAC 33:III.223, 1901-
1935, and Chapter 19.Appendix) (La.
Register vol. 26, #8; 8/20/00).  The ex-
isting regulations at LAC 33:III.1901-
1935 and the appendix at the end of
Chapter 19 are being repealed, and the
fees at LAC 33:III.223 are being
amended, because the enhanced Motor
Vehicle Inspection/Maintenance Pro-
gram was never implemented and was
not reauthorized by the Louisiana
Legislature in 1997.  Although these
regulations were promulgated in 1995,
vehicle testing was not to begin until
1999, and only after reauthorization by
the Legislature in 1997.  As the Legis-

lature did not reauthorize this enhanced
program, the program was never imple-
mented, and thus, these regulations are
moot and obsolete and need to be re-
pealed.  The Legislature, by Act 576 of
the 1999 Regular Session, did autho-
rize a less stringent, less costly program
for the control and abatement of motor
vehicle emissions to include new evapo-
rative system pressure tests.  A gas cap
pressure test was implemented effective
January 1, 2000, and a fuel inlet pres-
sure test is scheduled to be implemented
later in the year.  The new emissions
testing will be performed as part of an-
nual vehicle safety inspections, and
thus, enforcement of program provi-
sions and collection of fees for this new
vehicle inspection/maintenance pro-
gram will be handled by the Department
of Public Safety and Corrections, Of-
fice of State Police, Safety Enforcement
Section (DPS), with DEQ providing
oversight, data collection support, and
liaison activities.  In accordance with
R.S. 32:1306(C), DPS has promulgated
a final rule on December 20, 1999, nec-
essary to implement the new require-
ments of this recently authorized ve-
hicle emissions I/M program.

AQ206 - Standards of Performance
for New Stationary Sources (NSPS)
(LAC 33:III.3003) (La. Register vol.
26, #8; 8/20/00).  This rule incorporates
by reference 40 CFR Part 60 as revised
July 1, 1999, into LAC 33:III.Chapter
30.  Louisiana receives delegation au-
thority from the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) for 40 CFR
Part 60 Standards of Performance for
New Stationary Sources (NSPS) by in-
corporating the federal regulations into
the LAC.  EPA’s 105 Grant Objective
requires that incorporation by reference
of new and revised NSPS regulations

be made annually.  This rulemaking
meets that requirement.

AQ202 - Zinc Reclassification and
other Clarifications (LAC 33:III.5107
and 5112) (La. Register vol. 26, #9; 9/
20/00).  Reclassifies zinc and zinc com-
pounds from a Class II toxic air pollut-
ant (ATAP@) (suspected human car-
cinogen and known or suspected human
reproductive toxin) to  Class III TAP
(acute and chronic, non-carcinogen
toxin).  Exposure to zinc and zinc com-
pounds has been shown in EPA toxico-
logical studies to cause acute and
chronic health effects corresponding to
the Class III TAP classification.  The
rule also corrects a typographical error
and adds a certification statement to the
requirements for initial and subsequent
annual emission reports and revisions
to any emission report to attest that the
information contained in the report is
true, accurate, and complete.

AQ205 - Update Incorporation by
Reference, 40 CFR Part 68 (LAC
33:III.5901) (La. Register vol. 26, #10;
10/20/00).  Incorporates by reference 40
CFR Part 68 through July 1, 1999, and
65 FR 13243-13250 air quality regula-
tions.  The federal regulation revises the
list of regulated flammable substances
to exclude those substances used as a
fuel or held for sale as a fuel at a retail
facility. This rule will allow the facili-
ties to comply with equivalent federal
regulations.

AQ207 - Update Incorporation by
Reference, 40 CFR Part 61 and Part
63 - (LAC 33:III.5116 and 5122) (La.
Register vol. 26, #10; 10/20/00).  In-
corporates by reference, into Chapter
51, additional federal regulations in 40
CFR Parts 61 and 63, National Emis-
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sion Standards for Hazardous Organic
Air Pollutants (NESHAP), as well as
removes previous references to Federal
Registers.  The state of Louisiana has
received delegation of authority from
EPA to implement NESHAP by
“straight” delegation, which requires
that DEQ incorporate rules as promul-
gated by EPA without changes.  Loui-
siana incorporated certain NESHAP
regulations by reference on January 20,
1997.  In agreement with the revised
delegated authority mechanism and
with EPA grant objectives, the depart-
ment is now incorporating additional
NESHAP regulations by reference.
These changes will expedite both the
EPA approval process and the state
implementation of delegation of author-
ity for the NESHAP program.  The
NESHAP and the authority for EPA to
delegate authority of that program to the
state is established in the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990, Section 112.
This rulemaking is applicable to station-
ary sources statewide.

Hazardous Waste

HW073 - Remedial Action Plans
State Provisions (LAC 33:V.625, 630,
635, 660, and 717) (La. Register vol.
26, #7; 7/20/00).  In order to maintain
delegation to operate the hazardous
waste program in Louisiana in lieu of
EPA, or to become delegated for previ-
ously undelegated activities, the state
must adopt regulations equivalent to
federal regulations.  Federal regulations
promulgated in part 40 of the CFR on
November 30, 1998, contain certain
provisions that cannot be adopted ver-
batim because of differences in termi-
nology and procedure in state statutes.
These provision include the process to
approve or deny a remedial action plan
(RAP) application; the effective date of
a RAP; when to begin physical con-
struction; appeal of the decision to deny
a modification or revocation; and
reissuance or termination of a RAP.
This rule replaces the federal require-
ments with equivalent state require-
ments that are consistent with the state
statutes.  In addition, the rule removes
redundant state requirements for pub-
lic notices for hazardous waste activi-

ties.

Nuclear Energy
NE024 - Determination of Fee (LAC
33:XV.2508) (La. Register vol. 26, #7;
7/20/00).  Amends existing regulations
to provide relief to registrants who re-
ceived registration fee assessments for
X-ray units that they no longer possess.
The registrant will not be required to
pay the fee, if he provides, by the due
date on the invoice, written documen-
tation of the name, address, and tele-
phone number of transferee.

NE026 - Amendment of Fluoroscopic
X-Ray Systems (LAC 33:XV.605) (La.
Register vol. 26, #10; 10/20/00).  Re-
laxes requirements that are stricter than
the federal requirements for exposure
rate limits, and adds restrictions on
equipment manufactured after May 19,
1995, when high level control is pro-
vided.  This action will allow the state
rules to become more compatible with
the federal regulations.

Office of the Secretary

OS035 - Laboratory Accreditation
Amendments (LAC 33:I.Subpart 3)
(La. Register vol. 26, #7; 7/20/00). The
laboratory accreditation rule requires
accreditation of commercial environ-
mental laboratories by the department
every three years.  The accreditation
program requires third-party audits,
submission of samples for independent
analysis, and inspection of regulated
laboratories.  The rule provides for qual-
ity assurance/quality control proce-
dures, laboratory personnel qualifica-
tions, and sampling protocol. The rule
establishes the requirements to ensure
the quality of data generated by com-
mercial environmental laboratories that
are accredited by the department, and
provides clarification to facilitate a bet-
ter understanding of the program re-
quirements.  The rule also promulgates
the changes made in the emergency rule
OS035E, which was effective on De-
cember 15, 1999.  These changes ex-
tend the deadline to apply for accredi-
tation to July 1, 2000, and the deadline
for accreditation by the department to
December 31, 2000.

OS037 - Beneficial Environmental
Projects (LAC 33:I.Chapter 25) (La.
Register vol. 26, #8; 8/20/00).  Governs
the use of beneficial environmental
projects (ABEPs@) in the settlement of
civil penalty assessments, as required
by R.S. 30:2031 and 2050.7.   Defines
BEP as Aa project that provides for en-
vironmental mitigation which the de-
fendant/respondent is not otherwise le-
gally required to perform, but which the
defendant/respondent agrees to under-
take as a component of a settlement of
a violation(s) or penalty assessment.
Requires that a BEP must be either a
public health project or a pollution pre-
vention project, as those terms are de-
fined in the rule.

Water Quality

WP035E4 (La. Register vol. 26 #10;
10/20/00) Financial Security for Pri-
vately-Owned Sewage Treatment
Facilities. This rule reissues WP035E,
which was issued on an emergency ba-
sis on July 1, 1999, as necessitated by
Act 399 of the 1999 Legislative Ses-
sion.  That act requires the execution of
a surety bond (or other acceptable fi-
nancial security) for all privately-owned
sewage treatment facilities that are regu-
lated by the Public Service Commis-
sion, prior to receiving discharge autho-
rization.  Such security is to be payable
to the DEQ, and conditioned upon com-
pliance with the Water Control Law and
any applicable permit.  The secretary
of DEQ may order forfeiture of the se-
curity upon determining that the con-
tinued operation, or lack thereof, of the
facility represents a threat to public
health, welfare or the environment be-
cause the permittee is unable or unwill-
ing to adequately operate and maintain
the facility, or has abandoned it.  The
proceeds of any forfeiture shall be used
by the secretary to correct deficiencies
or to maintain and operate the system.
Act 399 applies to any issuance, re-
newal, modification, or transfer of such
permits after July 1, 1999, and mandates
that the Department establish by rule the
acceptable forms of financial security
and the amount of financial security re-
quired for the various types and sizes
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of facilities. This rule amends LAC
33:IX.2331, 2381, 2383, 2385, and
2769, and adopts LAC 33:IX.2801-
2809, to fulfill that mandate.
WP035E3, signed and effective on June
26, 2000, includes amendments allow-
ing for waiver and exemptions under
certain circumstances, as provided by
Act 93 of the 1st Extraordinary Session.

Proposed rule WP035 was published in
the Louisiana Register on September
20, 2000.  The earliest date it can be-
come a final rule is December 20, 2000.

 WP040 - LPDES Incorporation by
Reference Update (LAC 33:IX.2301,
2531, and 2533) (La. Register vol. 26,
#8; 8/20/00).  Updates the CFR refer-
ences in Chapter 23 to the current 1999
CFR.  Authorized programs are required
to adopt changes made to the federal
regulations.

 WP039 - Phase II Stormwater Dis-
charges  (LAC 33:IX.Chapter 23)
(La. Register vol. 26, #10; 10/20/00).
The Phase II stormwater regulations
expand the existing Louisiana Pollut-
ant Discharge Elimination System
(LPDES) stormwater program (Phase
I) to address stormwater discharges
from small municipal separate storm
sewer systems (MS4s) (those serving
less than 100,000 persons) and con-
struction sites that disturb one to five
acres.  The regulations allow for the
exclusion of certain sources based on a
demonstration of the lack of impact on
water quality, as well as the inclusion
of others based on a higher likelihood
of localized adverse impact on water
quality. The regulations exclude from
the LPDES program stormwater dis-
charges from industrial facilities that
have “no exposure” of industrial activi-
ties or materials to stormwater.  Also,
the deadline by which certain industrial
facilities owned by small MS4s must
obtain coverage under an LPDES per-
mit is extended from August 7, 2001
until March 10, 2003.  In order to ful-
fill the department’s responsibility as
defined in the existing Memorandum of
Agreement between the LDEQ and the
US EPA, the department is required to
develop and maintain the legal author-

ity (including state regulations) to carry
out all aspects of the LPDES program.

CASE LAW UPDATE

Challenge to Acid Injection is Neu-
tralized.
In the Matter of BASF Corporation’s
Exemption from Hazardous Waste Land
Disposal Restrictions, No. 99-0302 (La.
App. 1 Cir. 7/31/00), 765 So. 2d 1171.

The Environmental Quality
Act, at La. R.S. 30:2193, prohibits the
land disposal of hazardous waste in gen-
eral, but also provides for exemptions
to this prohibition for the underground
injection of hazardous waste under cer-
tain circumstances.  Furthermore, by an
amendment of the statute in 1997, La.
R.S. 30:2193 and its land disposal re-
strictions do not apply to the injection
of hazardous waste when: (1) such land
disposal has been exempted by the U.S.
EPA from similar land disposal restric-
tions contained in the federal Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA); (2) a permit has been issued
for such injection well by the Louisi-
ana office of conservation, pursuant to
its authority under the federal Safe
Drinking Water Act; and (3) the secre-
tary of DEQ determines that there are
no economically reasonable and envi-
ronmentally sound alternatives to the in-
jection of such hazardous waste.

BASF Corporation produces
hydrogen chloride (HCl) as a byproduct
of its manufacturing processes at its fa-
cility in Geismar, La.  BASF has an in-
jection well on site that it has used in
the past to dispose of excess HCl, al-
though the company has been able to
use and sell all of its HCl since 1991.
Nevertheless, BASF applied to DEQ for
an exemption from the land disposal re-
strictions, under La. R.S. 30:2193(E),
to ensure that it would be able to use
the injection well if it could not use or
sell all of its excess HCl.

DEQ issued a decision finding
that there are no economically reason-
able and environmentally sound alter-
natives to the injection of BASF’s waste
HCl (waste being defined as only that
HCl that cannot be used or sold, and is
to be discarded).  Furthermore, BASF
had obtained both a RCRA exemption

from EPA  and a well permit from the
Louisiana office of conservation.
Therefore, DEQ said, the criteria of La.
R.S. 30:2193(E) were met, and BASF
did not need an exemption in order to
use its injection well.

The Louisiana Environmental
Action Network and the Ascension Par-
ish Residents Against Toxic Pollution,
both represented by the Tulane Envi-
ronmental Law Clinic, appealed DEQ’s
decision to the 19th JDC, which affirmed
it.  That judgment was then appealed to
the 1st Circuit Court of Appeal.

The court of appeal affirmed
the district court’s judgment upholding
the DEQ decision.  The court of appeal
rejected the appellants’  arguments that
feasible alternatives to injection were
available.  The court cited DEQ’s de-
termination that use and sale of HCl,
while adequate for the time being, may
not be so in the near future due to the
increasing ratio of supply to demand.
The court also accepted DEQ’s deter-
mination that a neutralization plant con-
structed by BASF for the purpose of
neutralizing HCl with caustic material
was not an  economically reasonable
alternative and was not the most envi-
ronmentally protective method of dis-
posing of the waste.

Since the criteria of La. R.S.
30:2193(E) were met, and BASF did
not need an exemption in order to use
its injection well, the court found it un-
necessary to address other assignments
of error based upon the statutory and
regulatory requirements for obtaining
an exemption.

Appellants filed a request for
rehearing, which the 1st Circuit denied.
No application for writ of certiorari was
filed with the Supreme Court.

Exxon’s Air Permit Withstands Scru-
tiny
North Baton Rouge Environmental
Assoc. and Louisiana Environmental
Action Network v. La. Department of
Environmental Quality, No. 456, 658
(19th J.D.C. 3/15/00).

DEQ issued a Part 70 (Title V)
construction and operating air permit to
Exxon Chemical Americas, for a new
polypropylene unit to be located near
Baton Rouge.  The area is classified as
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a non-attainment area for the ambient
air standard for ozone.  Appellants ap-
pealed the permit decision to the 19th

J.D.C.  Judge Robert Downing upheld
DEQ’ s decision to issue the permit,
holding that:

1.  Louisiana’ s Air Quality
Regulations require, as a condition of
issuing the permit, that all existing sta-
tionary sources of air pollutants owned
or operated by the applicant in Louisi-
ana shall be in compliance with all ap-
plicable state and federal emission stan-
dards and limitations, the Federal Clean
Air Act, and all conditions in a state or
federally enforceable permit.  LAC
33:III.504.D.1.  However, the absence
from the record of a specific finding by
DEQ that Exxon meets this requirement
does not justify remanding or overturn-
ing the permit.  The record does con-
tain a certification by Exxon that it com-
plies with all applicable rules, and ap-
pellants had offered no contrary infor-
mation during the public comment pe-
riod or since.

2.  Emission reduction credits
used to offset the new emissions allowed
by the permit, under LAC 33:III, Chap-
ter 6, must be presumed to be valid, and
the appellants offered no evidence to the
contrary.

3.  La. R.S. 30:2054(B)(3),
which authorizes the state’s emission
reduction credit banking system, does
not violate the state constitution’s man-
date to protect the environment.  That
statute is rationally related to achieve
improvement of air quality.

4.  Under DEQ’s regulations,
the permit must require Exxon to
achieve the lowest achievable emission
rate. Since there are no other facilities
comparable to the Exxon facility being
permitted, there is no evidence in the
record that suggests the existence of any

system or technology better than that
employed by Exxon.

5.  DEQ rationally showed
that a preponderance of the evidence
sustained its opinion that the benefits
of the permitted facility outweigh the
costs, as is required under Save Our-
selves, Inc. et al v. Louisiana Environ-
mental Control Commission, 452 So.
2d 1152 (La. 1984). Exxon has signifi-
cantly reduced emissions, and puts
money back into the community.  The
new facility will emit an additional 34
tons of pollutants in the Baton Rouge
ozone non-attainment area, but this
amount is small compared to two days
of automobile emissions, and does not
outweigh the benefits.

Only Individual Notice Starts Appeal
Clock for Aggrieved Person
In the Matter of Natural Resources Re-
covery, Inc., No. 98-2917 (La. App. 1
Cir. 2/18/00), 752 So. 2d 369.

The 1st Circuit Court of Ap-
peal says that DEQ is required by La.
R.S. 30:2050.23 to give written notice
of a permit action to any person who
has submitted a written comment on the
permit.  Reversing a ruling to the con-
trary by the 19th J.D.C., the court holds
that the 30-day appeal period, under La.
R.S. 30:2050.21, for an aggrieved per-
son who has submitted a written com-
ment does not begin to run until DEQ
mails to that person a notice of the is-
suance of the decision.  The court re-
jects the arguments of DEQ and the
permittee that DEQ is required only to
give notice to the permit applicant, un-
der La. R.S. 30:2024, and that La. R.S.
30:2050.23 merely specifies the
method to be used for giving notice
when notice is otherwise required by
another statute or regulation.

The Supreme Court denied a
writ application, and the case has been

remanded to the district court for a hear-
ing on the merits of the appeal.

Individual Notice, Round 2
A to Z Paper Company, Inc., et al. v.
State of Louisiana, Department of En-
vironmental Quality, No. 99-1710 (La.
App. 1 Cir. 9/22/00).

In an appeal of a DEQ deci-
sion to issue a minor source air permit,
filed by 3d persons, DEQ moved for
dismissal on the grounds that the ap-
peal was not timely.  The District Court
granted the motion, and Appellant ap-
pealed to the 1st Circuit, arguing that the
30-day appeal period never commenced
because DEQ had not given Appellant
written notice of the decision, as is re-
quired by Matter of Natural Resources
Recovery, Inc.  DEQ argued that the
court’s decision in Matter of Natural
Resources Recovery, Inc. was distin-
guishable because Appellant never sub-
mitted written comments on the permit
application.  What Appellants claimed
as comments on the permit application
were actually enforcement complaints
submitted before the permit application
had been submitted, and DEQ re-
sponded accordingly, the agency ar-
gued.  Furthermore, according to DEQ,
Appellant never requested notice of the
permit action under La. R.S.
30:2022.A.(1), which requires DEQ to
send notice of an action to any person
who has requested it.

The court of appeal reversed
the district court judgment, and re-
manded the case for a hearing on the
merits of the appeal.  In doing so, the
court simply held that Matter of Natu-
ral Resources Recovery, Inc. applied,
and did not address DEQ’s argument
that no comment on the permit applica-
tion had been submitted.  DEQ has re-
quested rehearing.

Legislative Update

Joint Meeting on DEQ Rule on
Beneficial Environmental Projects

The House Committee on En-
vironment and the Senate Committee on
Environmental Quality held a joint

meeting on July 11, 2000, to review
rules proposed by the Department of
Environmental Quality on Beneficial
Environmental Projects (BEPs).  R.S.
30:2050.7, (Acts 1999, No. 1184) es-
tablished BEPs and required the pro-

mulgation of rules to implement their
use in settlements.  This procedure al-
lows DEQ and persons or companies
who have been subject to enforcement
actions for environmental violations to
work out alternative methods of reso-
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lution, other than the payment of fines.
These projects may include community
projects, environmental mitigation, en-
vironmental safety and public health.

Issues discussed at the hearing
included the differences between the
Louisiana and the EPA laws and regu-
lations governing BEPs and the impact
of the loss of fines on the Environmen-
tal Trust Fund.

Officials of the Department of
Environmental Quality testified that
DEQ currently had discretion to set fine
and penalties under current law and the
proposed rules would allow DEQ to
substitute other types of projects in lieu
of the fine.  These rules would allow
DEQ to require a small environmental
violator to improve its facilities, thereby
reducing pollution, while a fine could
have the effect of shutting down that
same business.

At the conclusion of the meet-
ing, the House Committee voted in fa-
vor of the rules by a vote of 6 to 3.  The
Senate Committee took no action on the
rules.  As a result the rules went into
effect as proposed.

Meetings on Status
of Louisiana’s Aquifers

The Senate Committee on Environmen-
tal Quality has held a series of public
meetings to determine the effect of pro-
posed power plants on the states aqui-
fers.  These meetings have been held in
Lafayette, Ruston, Hammond and Ba-

ton Rouge.
The water levels of several of

the aquifers in the state, including the
Chicot Aquifer in Southwest Louisiana,
the Sparta Aquifer in North Louisiana
and the Southern Hills Aquifer in South-
east Louisiana, have been dropping for
many years.  This is primarily due to
overpumping and has been exacerbated
by the current drought.  Many applica-
tions for construction of power plants
have been filed.  Power plants use large
amounts of water for cooling their
equipment.  Power plants have been
drawn to Louisiana because of its sup-
plies of natural gas and water and its
location on the electrical power grid.
Unlike many states, Louisiana has lax
laws and regulations on the use of un-
derground water.  The power plants,
commonly called merchant power
plants, are generating power primarily
for sale out of state.  DEQ, claiming to
have no choice, issued permits to these
facilities without determining the ef-
fects of the high usage on that resource.
Several groups have filed lawsuits con-
testing the permits issued by DEQ to
the power plants.

The U.S. Geological Survey
stated that the power plants are not the
only users that may affect the level of
the aquifers.  The aquifers are affected
by municipal and domestic use, farm-
ing, and industrial use.  These new
power plants will affect each aquifer
differently.

The Sparta Aquifer, which is

currently experiencing problems,  will
be affected the most by the increased
drawdown. Testimony by the Louisiana
Geological Survey indicated that ma-
jor problems may occur within 10 years
if some type of regulation is not estab-
lished.  These problems include shal-
low domestic wells drying up and salt
water intrusion.  The Louisiana Geo-
logical Survey estimated that the South-
ern Hills Aquifer may experience prob-
lems within 15 to 20 years. The Chicot
Aquifer, which is heavily utilized by
rice farmers in the area, may not expe-
rience problems for 20 to 30 years.

At each meeting, public
sentiment was generally against the
permitting and construction of
additional merchant power plants.
Representatives of these facilities
discussed the benefits of the plants and
conclusions the conclusions of their
experts that the extraction of
groundwater would have minimal affect
on the aquifers.  Members of the public,
as well as several legislators, indicated
that some legislation may be necessary
to deal with the issue.  The committee
requested information on alternative
methods of cooling, such as surface
water, gray water, and air cooling.

A final meeting is scheduled
for October 11, 2000 in Baton Rouge
to review the information from the pub-
lic meetings and to determine what, if
any, legislation is necessary at this time
to regulate the groundwater resources
of the state.

Science for Lawyers
EPA Releases Guidance to States for

Designing Flexible Title V Air Permits
by M. Michelle Marney

Title V of the 1990 Clean Air
Act Amendments required each
state to develop a comprehensive
operating permit program for ma-
jor industrial sources of air pollu-
tion.  A major source of air emissions
under Title V has the potential to
emit 100 tons annually of any crite-
ria pollutant, or the potential to emit
10 tons annually of any single haz-

ardous air pollutant or 25 tons an-
nually of any combination of haz-
ardous air pollutants. The Title V
Air Operating Permit organizes, in
a single, comprehensive document,
all the air requirements which ap-
ply to the permit holder.

The Title V permitting pro-
cess is as lengthy as it is arduous for
both the regulated community and

DEQ, requiring substantial effort on
the part of the applicant just to com-
pile the technical, regulatory, and
administrative information re-
quired in the application, and a sub-
stantial effort on the part of DEQ to
review the information received
and incorporate it in permit form.
Add to this the expanded public
participation provisions built into
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the program, and Title V permit is-
suance can easily take more than a
year.

With the Title V Air Oper-
ating Permit program now fully
implemented in Louisiana, most
businesses and industries subject to
Title V have traversed the permit
process.  Now these Title V permit-
ted facilities and, consequently, the
attorneys addressing the various is-
sues of regulatory compliance un-
der Title V, are likely looking ahead
to the inevitable and unenviable
prospect of modifying the Title V
permit to incorporate the various
facility changes or operational
changes necessary to more accu-
rately reflect current business needs.

As with new Title V per-
mits, all renewals and significant
permit modifications must go
through public notice and com-
ment, potentially including a pub-
lic hearing, where requested. Neigh-
boring states and EPA are also given
the opportunity to comment on per-
mit content. While public participa-
tion is a necessary and often useful
component of facility permitting,
when it is coupled with DEQ’s ex-
haustive review of the technical and
regulatory aspects of a proposed
permit modification, issuance of the
modified Title V permit often takes
as long as issuance of the original
Title V permit. Even where the state
program provides an expedited re-
vision process, modifications made
under this ordinary Title V process
make it difficult if not impossible for
a business to make operational
changes to effectively and efficiently
respond to the marketplace.

In August 2000, EPA re-
leased draft guidance known as
“White Paper Number 3," provid-
ing state and local permitting au-
thorities information on how to de-
sign flexible permits for sources
subject to the Title V permits pro-
gram. In concept, a flexible Title V
permit provides specifically for rea-
sonably anticipated modifications
to the facility and its operations and
further provides for the implemen-
tation of those changes as needed

throughout the term of the permit
without need of modification or re-
vision of the Title V permit.  The
flexible Title V permit would be
most useful to sources that need to
make frequent or quick operational
changes to meet changes in market
demand.

The draft guidance de-
scribes several approaches for pro-
viding more operational flexibility,
but EPA focuses primarily on “ad-
vance approval,” which is the most
versatile and effective flexible per-
mitting approach.  Advance ap-
proval is the incorporation into a
Title V permit of terms which au-
thorize specified future changes to
occur such that no further approval
or Title V revision is needed before
the source can make these changes.
With a Title V permit containing
advance approval, the permittee
need only provide a simple letter
notice to DEQ informing of the plan
to implement the preapproved
change and document the change in
an on-site implementation log.

Under the flexible permit
approach, operational flexibility is
analyzed early in the development
of the permit application, giving the
permit applicant the opportunity to
consider not only present facility
operations but to plan for future
operational needs and the type and
amount of planned growth at a fa-
cility. Changes typically suitable for
advance approval that would oth-
erwise require permit modification
and/or DEQ approval prior to
implementation, most notably in-
clude:

- addition of new emis-
sions units or new compo-
nent equipment,

- reconstruction of an
emissions unit,

- modification of an
emissions unit,

- relocation or
reconfiguration of equip-
ment,

- rerouting emissions to
another control device,

- adding a new control
device; and

- undertaking site activi-
ties, such as factory experi-
ments, remediation, test
burns, emergency generator
operation and pilot opera-
tions.

The flexible Title V permit
identifies not only  the category of
changes contemplated, but also all
applicable requirements associated
with the changes.  The flexible per-
mit also “links” the implementation
of advance approved changes with
each correlative applicable require-
ments and compliance assurance
measure triggered by the change.
This flexible permit also bounds the
magnitude of the advance approved
changes.

While up-front costs to de-
velop a flexible Title V permit will
likely be higher than for traditional
Title V permits, flexible Title V per-
mits have the potential to benefit ev-
eryone without sacrificing environ-
mental protection. The use of plant-
wide emission caps in flexible per-
mits, which limit future emissions
increases and, in some cases, reduce
overall emissions, amounts to  in-
creased environmental protection,
and the flexible permit approach en-
courages the increased use of pol-
lution prevention practices, allow-
ing industry to adjust their pro-
cesses as necessary to remain under
an emissions cap. A flexible permit
can provide an improved knowl-
edge of a facility’s emissions for the
entire site and of its compliance sta-
tus, as well as improved public un-
derstanding of a facility’s activities
over an extended period, since each
proposed advance approval must
describe the type and magnitude of
the potential emissions increases
that can occur.

Flexible Title V permits for
air pollution sources offer great po-
tential to provide permitted facili-
ties with otherwise unavailable op-
erational flexibility. The draft guid-
ance on flexible air permitting dem-
onstrates, in considerably more de-
tail than provided herein, how this
innovative permitting approach
promotes equal or better environ-
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mental protection while facilitating
opportunities for Title V facilities to
comply with the mandates of the
Clean Air Act and, more specifically,
the terms and conditions of their

Annual Section Seminar in New Orleans
Please remember the annual LSBA Environmental Law Section Annual Semi-

nar will be held on Nov 17, 2000 from 8:30 AM to 12:25PM at the Hotel Interconti-
nental  Hotel, 444 St. Charles Avenue, New Orleans. Speakers include DEQ Sec.
Dale Givens, Dr. Margaret Reams LSU, Bruce Hammatt DEQ, Office of Conserva-
tion Commissioner Philip Asprodites, Gerald Walter, Robert Coco, April Snellgrove,
Kyle Beall and Charley Hutchens.

Please plan to attend and support the Section. Further details on the seminar
can be found at: http://its2.ocs.lsu.edu/guests/sglegal/public_html/lel/
annual_seminar.pdf or by contacting Ms. Donna Maddie at (225)-381-0259.

Announcements

Title V permits, in a smarter, more
efficient fashion.

Ms. Marney currently practices
with the law firm of Taylor, Porter,

Brooks & Phillips, L.L.P., and was
formerly an environmental consult-
ant specializing in the air permit-
ting field.


