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AIRCRAl·'T NOISE 
__ , 

I D.C. • September· 27 - Representative Glenn Anderson 

f 

I 
today the Ford Adminic;tr<ltion for ga.s:rin0 

Secr.!ta:-y Colenan and preventing the Secret:try from presenting a 

to curb aircraft noise. This sho;.;s a "total 

of lc;ldership, aud disregard for the '-lelfare of sh: millio:t 

who are heir:.=; bomlJarded daily by noise." 

Andersen, the Chairman of the House Aviation Subcor::mittec!, has 

consistentiy presseu the Administ::-ation to a proposal fo·c 

aircra.ft and has fr.:-:n 

SC1tcret;lry Coler...an that such .::1 would b:- fot"th"'ot-tir.g. 

sb: r.:illion a·L·I'! being :_.,.,.;J of til :: f':.!ll 

e:a!::;ine noise, and thus, providing relief to · 

our -a1at airports," he said. 

!:•.> recluce aircr;tft but, the t.Thite r.:. :. t\ ' 
fo::- of the b::·>rt -

th·:! ruhlic -- Ol." ;J.lJ. three," C\lnti . • 
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aviation tClday. It i.s causing havoc to the lives of residt>nts 'Who 

live near our nation's airyorts; it is causing the airlines to 

oper.ate with questionable procedures, which involves safetyl' to 

avo.id residential areas; and it is threatening to interrupt our 

system of air transportation, yet. the White House chooses to ignore 

the problem - gag the Secretary - rather th.:m attempt to solve it, u 

he stated .. 

Anderson's subcorr~ittee has conducted in-depth hearings on 

aircraft noise, but has delayed action awaiting recomoendations 

from the Secretary of Transportation, which possesses the necessary 

technical expertise. 

117his 'head-in-the-sand' p.or.ture assumed by the Uhitc House 

is indefensible and sh~ws a total lack of the ability to ~Bke 

a tough decision," Anderson co:tcluded. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 29, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

& JIM CANN 

Aviation e oposal by Secretary Coleman 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Attached at Tab A is my memorandum and draft policy state
ment on aviation noise which you asked for on September 18. 

I regret that this has been delayed beyond the three days 
we asked for. I sent it to you on Friday, September 24, 
before your Southern Swing; and I did not realize you had 
not seen it. 

The comments of Jack Marsh, Alan Greenspan and Paul O'Neill 
are at Tab B. 

In addition, I thought it would be helpful if we had some 
indication of CAB's reaction to possible fare adjustments 
if airlines should need them to meet FAA standards. At 
my request Ed Schmults informally asked CAB Chairman Robson 
for his views. They are at Tab c. 

attachments 
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THE WHITE HOUS~ 

WASHINGTON 

September 24, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

t 
JIM CANNO ~ FROM: 

INFORHATION 
REQUESTED 

SUBJECT: Aviation se Policy 

When you discussed an Aviation Noise Policy Statement 
with Cheney, Marsh, Greenspan and me last Saturday, 
you suggested that your Policy Statement might take 
the form of a message to Congress, or a major address. 

Since any message to Congress could be lost in the 
closing days of this session, I believe that a speech 
would provide a better opportunity for you to present 
your views. 

Accordingly, I have drafted for your consideration an 
Aviation Noise Policy Statement in the form of a speech 
which might be given to a knowledgeable audience gathered 
at one of the noisiest airports: 

Airport 

New York - La Guardia 
Chicago - O'Hare 
New York - John F. Kennedy 
Newark, Ne\v Jersey 
Boston - Logan International 
Los Angeles, International 

Serious Noise Affecting 

1,000,000 persons 
771,000 persons 
507,000 persons 
431,000 persons 
431,300 persons 
293,600 persons 

Since the New York metropolitan area has three of the 
noisiest airports, I would suggest you speak at one of 
them, preferably JFK. 

The audience could include (by invitation) airport workers, 
pilots, homeowners in the area, community leaders, environ
mental leaders, airline executives, civic leaders, a 
cross-section of the community most directly affected by 
aircraft noise, and labor and management representatives 
of the airline and aircraft industries and their suppliers. 

\ 
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This draft attempts to get across these points: 

your concern for an environmental problem; 

your interest in preserving a healthy and 
competitive airline industry; 

your concern for jobs; 

your interest in energy conservation; 

your desire to avoid unnecessary Federal 
expenditures; 

your personal leadership in addressing a 
difficult, complex, and interrelated set of 
problems; and 

your decisiveness in proposing a balanced, 
practical and sound solution. 

By the time of your return I will have reviewed this with 
Marsh, Greenspan and O'Neill. 
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QUIET SKIES 

(Appropriate Salutation) 

We have assembled here at Airport ---------------------
today so that I could speak with you about two important 

and related national problems. 

And in .the process I am going to discuss a real-

life case study of what is wrong with Washington -- and 

what must be done about it. 

The first of these two national problems is aircraft 

and airport noise -- and I will today announce a plan to 

reduce the noise pollution around this and other major 

airports in the Nation. 

The second problem is the need to ensure that the 

200 million Americans who fly every year have the finest 

possible airline service. I will today describe the 

measures necessary to make certain that the American 

consumer will be served by a healthy and competitive 

system of commercial airlines. 

, 
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Both of these problems and their resolution affect 

your lives, your jobs, your environment, your property, 

your future and your children's future, and the well-being 

and progress of the Nation. 

For some 6 million Americans who live and work 

around 100 major airports in the u.s., the noise of jet 

planes is a very real and personal environmental problem. 

I know, because I used to live near Washington National, 

and sometimes the noise was so bad you could not read a 

newspaper, hear the T.V., or finish a conversation with 

the children • 
... 

For these 6 million Americans the problem of noise 

is getting worse as air travel increases -- and we want 

air travel to increase. 

But we must also end the noise problem. 

Since the 1960's, when the airlines introduced new 

·:. jet airplanes into the fleet, noise has been recognized 

as a major constraint to commercial aviation. Through 

research and development, by the government and by private 

industry, we have learned how to make jet engines quieter, 

and more efficient in fuel use. The technology is ready. 
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We have taken the first steps to reduce 

the noise around airports. In 1969 the Federal Aviation 

Administration, one of the two Federal agencies that 

regulate the commercial airlines -- I know you are 

aware that Congress feels the airlines are so important 

that you need two Federal regulatory agencies to tell 

you what to do -- in 1969 the FAA issued standards that 

would cut in half the perceived noise of new jet aircraft 

effective at the start of 1975. 

For the last two years, all commercial planes 

coming off the assembly lines in the United States have 

met these standards. 

But the FAA did not act to correct the biggest 

· part of the airport noise problem -- some 1600 older jet 

airplanes, or about 77 percent of the u.s. commercial 

airlines fleet. 

These planes are still flying; and if you live near 

this or any other major airport in the United States, 

you are still listening to them. 

' 
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Why, seven years after the FAA set aircraft noise 

standards, are these noisy planes still flying? 

The answer, very simply, is that FAA knew that 

some of the airlines could not afford to pay for modifying 

or replacing their older planes to meet the new noise 

standards. 

Why not? One reason, frankly, is that some of the 

airlines have not been well-managed. 

But another important reason airlines could not 

afford to pay for noise reduction is that the Civil 

Aeronautics Board, the other Federal agency that regulates 

the airlines, could not look ahead and provide the 

revenues the airlines would need to pay for noise reduction. 

The CAB is like that mythical bird which flew back

ward and knew where it had been, but not where it was going. 

Under their own regulations for setting airline fares, 

CAB looks backward at "historic costs," but not ahead to 

realistic future costs. 

' 
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The CAB was created almost 40 years ago to promote 

and assist a young and hopeful airline industry. There 

were reasons then to allocate routes, set fares, and limit 

competition; at the beginning, the public need for good 

service required extensive government involvement to assure 

orderly growth of the airlines. 

It is different now. 

When the CAB began in 1938, domestic airlines carried 

a total of 1.3 million passengers, for 476 million passenger 

(. 
miles. 

This year, u.s. airlines will carry more than 200 

million passengers, for 128 billion passengers miles -- a 

growth of 26,800 percent. Airlines now carry more people 

between cities than any other form of public transportation. 

The airline industry is no longer an infant; it is 

mature, big and fully capable of prospering in a free, 
' 

open and competitive market. 

It was for this reason that on October 8, 1975, I 

(, 
proposed to the Congress the Aviation Act of 1975, 
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would have reduced economic controls, opened markets, 

reduced fares and made it possible for all airlines 

to better serve the American consumer. 

My objective was to work with the Congress to 

ensure that the U.S. will have the most efficient airline 

system in the world, providing the American public with 

the best possible service at the lowest possible cost. 

That \·las 11 months ago; but neither the House nor 

the Senate has acted on this important legislation, which 

is the first comprehensive updating of airline regulation 

in almost forty years. Nor has Congress proposed any 

alternative. 

However, the blame does not all rest on Congress. 

Some airline executives, and their Washington lobbyists, 

have short~sightedly opposed this change. While they say 

publicly they are for free enterprise and open competition, 

they have privately lobbied against open competition, against 

the American cons~~er, and in fact against greater opportunity 

·· for the growth and prosperity of their airlines. 
' 
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To do this, I am taking the following actions: 

First, I am today directing the Secretary of Trans-

portation to instruct the Administrator of FAA to extend 

its noise regulations to all u.s. commercial aircraft, to 

be phased in over an 8-year period. 

Second, I am putting the Congress on notice that I 

will not accept its inaction. Congress must adopt the 

airline regulatory reform measure I proposed in 1975. 

Congress must act on this reform in the interest of the 

American public. 

(. 
: I want the members to know now that aviation regu-

latory reform will be on their doorstep when they come 

back in January. 

Thi~d, I propose that the present Federal tax on 

domestic passenger fares be reduced from 8 percent to 

6 percent, and on domestic freight, be reduced from 5 percent 

to 3 percent. This tax on the consumer is now going to 

' . the Airport and Airway Trust Fund to provide Federal 

assistance to airport construction and improvement. There 

is now a surplus of $1.4 billion in this fund. Passengers 

have a right to this tax reduction. 
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However, if the Congress does not act on regulatory 

reform for the airlines within 60 days after the new session 

opens, I shall have no choice but to propose the reimposition 

of that 2 percent as an environmental surcharge on passenger 

fares and freight bills. The funds from the surcharge 

would be directed into a special trust fund, administered 

by the Secretary of Transportation, to assist the airlines 

in financing the new and quieter planes that are necessary 

for the abatement of aircraft noise around our major airports. 

I do not want to call for this environmenal surcharge 

on passengers. Regulatory reform is a far better solution. 

But if Congress does not act on the aviation regulatory 

reform I proposed last October, there has to be another 

alternative. 

Even then, an environmental surcharge would be a 

temporary expedient -- not a permanent solution to the 

real problem facing the airlines and other over-regulated 

industries in this country. 

$uch a surcharge would help end the noise problem. But 

it will not change the CAB's outdated methods of setting fares 

and controlling markets. It will not improve an airline's 

ability to compete and provide better service. 

' 
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fed the hearths of an industrial revolution and 

now have rene'i.ved significance in the era of environ-

mental and energy consciousness. Highways made 

us the most mobile population on earth, profoundly 

altered our land use patterns, and established the 

automobile, truck and bus as an important part of 

the Nation's mobility and economic activity. Mass 

transit provided the lifeline to city centers and_ 

now offers hope for their revival. Civil aviation 

extended its reach around the globe and helped 

design the interdependent world in which we now 

live. General aviation has greatly increased 
( 

business and pleasure mobility and opened up formerly 

unreachable territories. Pipelines are vital to 

energy independence. 

"To sustain and enhance our economic vitality 

and growth, the productivity of our commerce and 

the quality of our leisure, we need a healthy and 

responsive transportation system. National trans-

portation policy must serve these broad goals of 

our society by helping to guide the development, ' 
financing and maintenance of a safe, efficient, 

accessible and diverse transportation system. Such 

\ (' 
\ __..,- ' _____/ 
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a system should meet the needs of all Americans -

as passengers, consumers, employees, shippers and 

investors -- in a way that is consistent with 

other national objectives. The values and priorities 

of our society are changing as the land on which 

we live is changing, and transportation must blend 

with other national goals in seeking heightened 

quality in the American way of life. •• 

We have set our national goals for what is and what 

must continue to be the best airline system in the world. 

By wprking together we can reach those goals. 

Thank you. 

, 
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Jack Marsh 

Concurs with the general approach of requiring Congress to 
either pass your Aviation Regulatory Reform or impose an 
environmental surcharge to assist the airlines in meeting 
FAA standards. 

Alan Greenspan 

Made three points: 

1. He feels it is very important that you make a judgement 
on the politics of the proposal. 

2. He believes it is bad long-term economic policy to 
provide part of the capital airlines need to finance 
equipment, and it would eventually lead to quasi 

.nationalization. 

3. He believes that aviation noise is not a compelling 
public issue of the dimension of abortion or jobs. 
would like to see this decision delayed until after 
election, which would give us time to review the 
financing alternatives. 

Paul O'Neill 

Made three points: 

He 
the 

1. We should not say the FAA is holding up action on the 
extension of noise abatement regulations. The fact is 
that FAA has sent several proposals to Secretary Coleman 
to extend the noise regulations, but the Secretary has 
returned them for further study. 

2. While the general public may respond favorably to your 
insistence that Congress either pass your Aviation Regu
latory Reform or face an environmental surcharge, the 
aviation trade believes this is not a real threat. The 
a~rlines which have opposed deregulation would be likely 
to continue their opposition in order to get fede~al 
assistance for aircraft replacement. 

' 
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3. OMB is strongly opposed to giving up the revenue from 
the present tax. A 2% reduction would cost them about 
$300 million yearly. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHJNGTON 

September 22, 1976 

JIM CANNON 

ED SCHMULT~ 
Telephone Call to the Chairman 
of the CAB ori DOT Noise and 
Aircraft Financing Proposals 

I called Chairman Robson this morning to inquire about 
CAB procedures if the airlines requested a fare increase 
to finance, in part, aircraft replacement required by 
FAA noise standards. At the outset, Robson said that 
the CAB had never been faced with the problem of auth
orizing fare increases to meet future costs. He said 
that such a request by the airlines would present novel
questions to the CAB and would require adjustment to 
the Board's fare setting formula. If the ticket tax 

,- were reduced by 2 percent or so, this would at least 
. give the Board something to work with. 

Robson stressed several times that he thought any 
proposal should be directly linked to regulatory reform. 
He said that we should not lose the "lever" provided 
by any financing proposal without obtaining passage of 

· reform legislation. 

Robson also observed that if the DOT proposal involved 
any legislation, the airlines would undoubtedly be 
fighting in Congress for a mandatory fare increase. 

, 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 29, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: & JIM CANN 

Aviation oposal by Secretary Cole~an 

FROM: 

Attached at Tab A is my memorandum and draft policy state
ment on aviation noise which you asked for on September 18. 

I regret that this has been delayed beyond the three days 
we asked for. I sent it to you on Friday, September 24, 
before your Southern Swing; and I did not realize you had 
not seen it. 

The comments of Jack Marsh, Alan Greenspan and Paul O'Neill 
are at 'l'ab B. 

In addition, I thought it would be helpful if we had some 
indication of CAB 1 s reaction to possible fare adjustments 
if airlines should need them to meet FAA standards. At 
my request Ed Schmults informally asked CAB Chairman Robson 
for his views. They are at Tab C. 

attachments 
, 



THE WHITE HOUS~ 

WASHINGTON 

September 24, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

' JIM CANNO ~ FROM: 

INFORMATION 
REQUESTED 

SUBJECT: Aviation o1se Policy 

When you discussed an Aviation Noise Policy Statement 
with Cheney, Marsh, Greenspan and me last Saturday, 
you suggested that your Policy Statement might take 
the form of a message to Congress, or a major address. 

Since any message to Congress could be lost in the 
closing days of this session, I believe that a speech 
would provide a better opportunity for you to present 
your views. 

Accordingly, I have drafted for your consideration an 
Aviation Noise Policy Statement in the form of a speech 
which might be given to a knowledgeable audience gathered 
at one of the noisiest airports: 

Airport 

New York - La Guardia 
Chicago - O'Hare 
New York - John F. Kennedy 
Newark, New Jersey 
Boston - Logan International 
Los Angeles, International 

Serious Noise Affecting 

1,000,000 persons 
771,000 persons 
507,000 persons 
431,000 persons 
431,300 persons 
293,600 persons 

Since the New York metropolitan area has three of the 
noisiest airports, I would suggest you speak at one of 
them, preferably JFK. 

The audience could include (by invitation) airport workers, 
pilots, homeowners in the area, community leaders, environ
mental leaders, airline executives, civic leaders, a 
cross-section of the community most directly affected by 
aircraft noise, and labor and management representatives 
of the airline and aircraft industries and their suppliers. 

' 
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This draft attempts to get across these points: 

your concern for an environmental problem; 

your interest in preserving a healthy and 
competitive airline industry; 

your concern for jobs; 

your interest in energy conservation; 

your desire to avoid unnecessary Federal 
expenditures; 

your personal leadership in addressing a 
difficult, complex, and interrelated set of 
problems; and 

your decisiveness in proposing a balanced, 
practical and sound solution. 

By the time of your return I will have reviewed this with 
Marsh, Greenspan and O'Neill. 

, 



QUIET SKIES 

(Appropriate Salutation) 

We have assembled here at ---------------------- Airport 

today so that I could speak with you about two important 

and related national problems. 

And in the process I am going to discuss a real-

life case study of what is wrong with Washington -- and 

what must be done about it. 

The first of these two national problems is aircraft 

and airport noise -- and I will today announce a plan to 

reduce the noise pollution around this and other major 

airports in the Nation. 

The second problem is the need to ensure that the 

200 million Americans who fly every year have the finest 

possible airline service. I will today describe the 

measures necessary to make certain that the American 

consumer will be served by a healthy and competitive 

system of commercial airlines. 
~-~;;,, 
~ ("\ .... \ 
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Both of these problems and their resolution affect 

your lives, your jobs, your environment, your property, 

your future and your children's future, and the well-being 

and progress of the Nation. 

For some 6 million Americans who live and work 

around 100 major airports in the U.S., the noise of jet 

planes is a very real and personal environmental problem. 

I know, because I used to live near Washington National, 

and sometimes the noise was so bad you could not read a 

newspaper, hear the T.V., or finish a conversation with 

the children. 

For these 6 million Americans the problem of noise 

is getting worse as air travel increases -- and we want 

air travel to increase. 

But we must also end the noise problem. 

Since the 1960's, when the airlines introduced new 

jet airplanes into the fleet, noise has been recognized 

as a major constraint to commercial aviation. Through 

research and development, by the government and by private 

industry, we have learned how to make jet engines quieter, 

and more efficient in fuel use. The technology is ready. 
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We have taken the first steps to reduce 

the noise around airports. In 1969 the Federal Aviation 

Administration, one of the two Federal agencies that 

regulate the commercial airlines -- I know you are 

aware that Congress feels the airlines are so important 

that you need two Federal regulatory agencies to tell 

you what to do -- in 1969 the FAA issued standards that 

would cut in half the perceived noise of new jet aircraft 

effective at the start of 1975. 

For the last two years, all commercial planes 

coming off the assembly lines in the United States have 

met these standards. 

But the FAA did not act to correct the biggest 

· part of the airport noise problem -- some 1600 older jet 

airplanes, or about 77 percent of the u.s. commercial 

airlines fleet. 

These planes are still flying; and if you live near 
, 

this or any other major airport in the United States, 

you are still listening to them. 
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Why, seven years after the FAA set aircraft noise 

standards, are these noisy planes still flying? 

The answer, very simply, is that FAA knew that 

some of the airlines could not afford to pay for modifying 

or replacing their older planes to meet the new noise 

standards. 

Why not? One reason, frankly, is that some of the 

airlines have not been well-managed. 

But another important reason airlines could not 

afford to pay for noise reduction is that the Civil 

Aeronautics Board, the other Federal agency that regulates 

the airlines, could not look ahead and provide the 

revenues the airlines would need to pay for noise reduction. 

The CAB is like that mythical bird which flew back

ward and knew where it had been, but not where it was going. 

Under their own regulations for setting airline fares, 

CAB looks backward at "historic costs," but not ahead to 

realistic future costs. 

, 



-5-

The CAB was created almost 40 years ago to promote 

and assist a young and hopeful airline industry. There 

were reasons then to allocate routes, set fares, and limit 

competition; at the beginning, the public need for good 

service required extensive government involvement to assure 

orderly growth of the airlines. 

It is different now. 

When the CAB began in 1938, domestic airlines carried 

a total of 1.3 million passengers, for 476 million passenger 

miles. 

This year, U.S. airlines will carry more than 200 

million passengers, for 128 billion passengers miles -- a 

growth of 26,800 percent. Airlines now carry more people 

between cities than any other form of public transportation. 

The airline industry is no longer an infant; it is 

mature, big and fully capable of prospering in a free, 

open and competitive market. 

It was for this reason that on October 8, 1975, I 

proposed to the Congress the Aviation Act of 1975, which 

' 
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would have reduced economic controls, opened markets, 

reduced fares and made it possible for all airlines 

to better serve the American consumer. 

My objective was to work with the Congress to 

ensure that the u.s. will have the most efficient airline 

system in the world, providing the American public with 

the best possible service at the lowest possible cost. 

That was 11 months ago; but neither the House nor 

the Senate has acted on this important legislation, which 

is the first comprehensive updating of airline regulation 

in almost forty years. Nor has Congress proposed any 

alternative. 

However, the blame does not all rest on Congress. 

Some airline executives, and their Washington lobbyists, 

have short~sightedly opposed this change. While they say 

publicly they are for free enterprise and open competition, 

they have privately lobbied against open competition, against 

the American consumer, and in fact against greater opportunity 

for the growth and prosperity of their airlines. 

, 
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Consequently, we have this situation: 

Too Much Noise: 

The FAA, by not moving on noise standards, has 

shown a lack of decisiveness that must be changed. 

Outdated Regulations: 

The CAB, by following policies and procedures 

that are impractical and out of date, is clearly 

unable to assist the airlines in providing the best 

and cheapest service to the public. 

Congressional Inaction: 

The Congress, by its failure to act on aviation 

regulatory reform, is continuing a critical economic 

problem for the airlines and all the people who work 

for airlines and depend on them. 

As President, I cannot tolerate inaction any longer. 

We must end the noise pollution around American airports 

and bring quiet skies back to America again. 

We must free aviation from arbitrary and unnecessary 

restrictions and regulations so that the airlines themselves 

can pay the cost of noise abatement. 

, 
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To do this, I am taking the following actions: 

First, I am today directing the Secretary of Trans

portation to instruct the Administrator of FAA to extend 

its noise regulations to all u.s. commercial aircraft, to 

be phased in over an 8-year period. 

Second, I am putting the Congress on notice that I 

will not accept its inaction. Congress must adopt the 

airline regulatory reform measure I proposed in 1975. 

Congress must act on this reform in the interest of the 

American public. 

I want the members to know now that aviation regu

latory reform will be on their doorstep when they come 

back in January. 

Third, I propose that the present Federal tax on 

domestic passenger fares be reduced from 8 percent to 

6 percent, and on domestic freight, be reduced from 5 percent 

to 3 percent. This tax on the consumer is now going to 

the Airport and Airway Trust Fund to provide Federal 

assistance to airport construction and improvement. There 

is now a surplus of $1.4 billion in this fund. Passengers 

have a right to this tax reduction. 

, 
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However, if the Congress does not act on regulatory 

reform for the airlines within 60 days after the new session 

opens, I shall have no choice but to propose the reimposition 

of that 2 percent as an environmental surcharge on passenger 

fares and freight bills. The funds from the surcharge 

would be directed into a special trust fund, administered 

by the Secretary of Transportation, to assist the airlines 

in financing the new and quieter planes that are necessary 

for the abatement of aircraft noise around our major airports. 

I do not want to call for this environmenal surcharge 

on passengers. Regulatory reform is a far better solution. 

But if Congress does not act on the aviation regulatory 

reform I proposed last October, there has to be another 

alternative. 

Even then, an environmental surcharge would be a 

temporary expedient -- not a permanent solution to the 

real problem facing the airlines and other over-regulated 

industries in this country. 

' 
~uch a surcharge would help end the noise problem. But 

it will not change the CAB's outdated methods of setting fares 

and controlling markets. 

ability to compete and provide better service. 
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The lasting solution is to give the free enterprise 

system its best chance to operate. 

The genius of the American economic system throughout 

our history has been a partnership between government 

and free enterprise. The right role of the government 

in the American economic system is to help private enter-

prise accomplish needed objectives for the American people 

and not to hinder private enterprise. 

Our national growth in 200 years has been phenomenal, 

and in no area of our lives has the partnership between 

government and private enterprise worked better than in 

transportation. 

In the National Transportation Policy Statement of 

my Administration of September 17, 1976, we said: 

"Transportation has substantially shaped the 

growth and development of the United States. 
' 

Waterways led our ancestors to new frontiers. 

Today, our energy-efficient inland waterways and 

merchant marine seek out new markets. Railroads 

~~'b'-, 
I <(. .( \ 
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fed the hearths of an industrial revolution and 

now have renewed significance in the era of environ

mental and energy consciousness. Highways made 

us the most mobile population on earth, profoundly 

altered our land use patterns, and established the 

automobile, truck and bus as an important part of 

the Nation's mobility and economic activity. Mass 

transit provided the lifeline to city centers and 

now offers hope for their revival. Civil aviation 

extended its reach around the globe and helped 

design the interdependent world in which we now 

live. General aviation has greatly increased 

business and pleasure mobility and opened up formerly 

unreachable territories. Pipelines are vital to 

energy independence. 

nTo sustain and enhance our economic vitality 

and growth, the productivity of our commerce and 

the quality of our leisure, we need a healthy and 

responsive transportation system. National trans

portation policy must serve these broad goals of 

our society by helping to guide the development, 

financing and maintenance of a safe, efficient, 

accessible and diverse transportation system. Such 

, 
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a system should meet the needs of all Americans --

as passengers, consumers, employees, shippers and 

investors -- in a way that is consistent with 

other national objectives. The values and priorities 

of our society are changing as the land on which 

we live is changing, and transportation must blend 

with other national goals in seeking heightened 

quality in the American way of life." 

We have set our national goals for what is and what 

must continue to be the best airline system in the world. 

By w9rking together we can reach those goals. 

Thank you. 

' 



Jack Marsh 

Concurs with the general approach of requiring Congress to 
either pass your Aviation Regulatory Reform or impose an 
environmental surcharge to assist the airlines in meeting 
FAA standards. 

Alan Greenspan 

Made three points: 

1. He feels it is very important that you make a judgement 
on the politics of the proposal. 

2. He believes it is bad long-term economic policy to 
provide part of the capital airlines need to finance 
equipment, and it would eventually lead to quasi 
nationalization. 

3. He believes that aviation noise is not a compelling 
public issue of the dimension of abortion or jobs. 
would like to see this decision delayed until after 
election, which would give us time to review the 
financing alternatives. 

Paul O'Neill 

Made three points: 

He 
the 

1. We should not say the FAA is holding up action on the 
extension of noise abatement regulations. The fact is 
that FAA has sent several proposals to Secretary Coleman 
to extend the noise regulations, but the Secretary has 
returned them for further study. 

2. While the general public may respond favorably to your 
insistence that Congress either pass your Aviation Regu
latory Reform or face an environmental surcharge, the 
aviation trade believes this is not a real threat. The 
a~rlines which have opposed deregulation would be likely 
to continue their opposition in order to get federal 
assistance for aircraft replacement. 

' 
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3. OMB is strongly opposed to giving up the revenue from 
the present tax. A 2% reduction would cost them about 
$300 million yearly. 

, 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 22, 1976 

JIM CANNON 

ED SCHMULT2\fl 

Telephone C:;J_j to the Chairman 
of the CAB on DOT Noise and 
Aircraft Financing Proposals 

I called Chairman Robson this morning to inquire about 
CAB procedures if the airlines requested a fare increase 
to finance, in part, aircraft replacement required by 
FAA noise standards. At the outset, Robson said that 
the CAB had never been faced with the problem of auth
orizing fare increases to meet future costs. He said 
that such a request by the airlines would present novel· 
questions to the CAB and would require adjustment to 
the Board's fare setting formula. If the ticket tax 
were reduced by 2 percent or so, this would at least 
give the Board something to work with. 

Robson stressed several times that he thought any 
proposal should be directly linked to regulatory reform. 
He said that we should not lose the "lever" provided 
by any financing proposal without obtaining passage of 
reform legislation. 

Robson also observed that if the DOT proposal involved 
any legislation, the airlines would undoubtedly be 
fighting in Congress for a mandatory fare increase. 

, 




