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t- Section 1

INTRODUCTION

"We ought not to look hack ualess It is to derive usefld
lessons from past errors, and in the purpose of profit-
ing by dear bought e_oerianee."

George Washington

This report presents a compilation of facts _bout organizations und studies

concerned with the coordination of federal activities and policies In the field of

civil m,lstiou. As pert of its duties under the Noise Control Act of 1972, the

EPA Office of Noise Abatement and Control is now in the process of considering

what sort of mechanism might best ensure coordination of future federal efforts

to reduce aircraft and airport noise. It was thought that a look at past inter-

agency coordination efforts might prove usalal.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

Suggestions from the staff of the Office of Noise Abatement and Control of

EPA provided the initial list of candidate org_nizetiuns, and others were found

in the course of our research. It quleidy became obvious that there were two

types of organizations:

1. Those temporarily engaged in studying some aspect of the problems

of iuteroguncy coordination, either directly or as pert of s larger study.

2. Those engaged in interagsncy coordination (two or more agencies or

. departments).
For simplicity, we have called the latter coordinating organizations and

the former study groups. We chose a representative sample of coordinating

.... orgunizo_ons nnd _tlldy groups that have bucc active since Worhl War IT,
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especially those with noian-rdiatod functions. Most of the coordinating

organizations chosen were tnvolvad with more than three agencies, Industry-

inspired groups such as SAE and ASTM were oxoludedt as were groups whose m

solo function was coordination of nspeots of the federal SST program. Willie

some chosen organizations coordinated on n broad scale, many concentrated

on coordination of federal research. We then collected as many documents by

or about each organization or study as was possible in the time available. With

the help of this documentation, we were able to develop n uniform set of facts

about each, based on the following outline:

1. Origins and outline history. (}low was the organizattun or study

set up ?)

1. I Specific authorization

1.2 Proanthorlzattun history

1.3 outline history

2. Operation. (How did It function?)

2.1 Formulation of objectives

2.2 Membership

2.3 Activities

2. 4 Staff

2.5 Use ofcontractors

2. S Relations with other groups

3. Outputs. (What wore its outputs ?)

3.1 Reports

3.2 Proposed laws and/or regulations t
3.3 Public relations and information dissemination

3.4 Proposed coordinationoffederalagenayactivities _._

4. Impact. (How were itsoutputsused?)

4.1 Legislation

4.2 New organizationsor major changesinexistingorganizations

' 4.3 Coordination of federal agency activities

_-2



5. Monitoring and updating of organizational goals and updating of

organizational operations. (How wore monitoring and follow-up

_, accomplished ?)

5.1 Monitoring progress toward objectives

5.2 Updating objectives

5.3 Revision of organizational structure

We tried to follow the outline for each description, but the fine points have

been omitted when they did not fit. Also, in many instances, study organiza-

tions were od-hoc in nature, and organizations expired at the completion of

the study. In such cases the section on monitoring and updating obviously did

not apply.

One methodological problem arose from the fact that, although each of the

institutions discussed was concerned with coordination, the degree of coordinao

tfon, and even the meaning of the word as understood by participating parties,

varied, In some instttul_0ns, voordInatian was understood to be largely the

process of faollituting better communlcation--putting agency programs on the

table, so to speak. As a result, the degree of change in individual programs

was a voluntary matter, depending on the degree to which individual agency

interests were not threatened and/or in conflict, In other cases, there was an

active effort to persuade autonomous agencies to agree on policies and, equally

important, to implement decisions. Only rarely did coordination include the

right of the coordinating organization to make binding decisions and to obtain

sufficient resources to monitor the progress toward implementation of such

decisions. In this compilation, we have Included institutions that exercised

various degrees of coordination.

Another basic problem was the familiar one of trying to decide whether

_{ there was a causative relationship between two events simply because one pre-

ceded the other. We relied on the basic documents to provide this insight

wherever possible.

I -:I



While this report may ultimately be used in evaluating the effectiveness

and limitations of the v_wious institutions, a necessary prior task was ts

establish tlle facts. We made the assumption that partial analysis of a complete h
set of rants is better than premature study of e partial set of facts. To thst

end, we have included basic data aneb as membersbip lists, bibliographies°

excerpts from documents, and texts of Executive Orders.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Coordinating Organizations, as a group, are treated first, folJowed by

Studies. For the convenience of the reader, organizations arc included in the

list of abbreviations in the front matter. In edditioe_ the organizations can be

found in Figure t, which places them in time. Certain entities appearing in

Figure 1 (RTCA, ANDB, AMB, and the Finns Report) are not treated separately

but are discussed in the sections on the Air Coordinating Committan (ACC),

the Harding Report, and the Curtis Report.

So as not to clntter the text, such things as compilations of basic data

and excerpts from documents are provided as appendices.

We have deliberately stopped short of describing what the ideal orgaulza-.

tinsel structure should be for coordinating federal aircraft noise research or

federal aircraft noise policy, for the ideal form and structure partly depend

on the contemporary environment rather than on the past. However, the reader

should find tltis material useful in synthesizing his own conceptions of model

coordination systems.

t
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Section2

SUMA_ARY .AND CONCLUSIONS

This overviewfirstexamines the longotsrmtrendsLn ister_Igency

eoordlnotlonasd attemptsto putpoetaoordJnotingorgon/zntlonsintobetter

chronologicalperspective.Tim distinctionismade betweensoordlantlonof

reannrehand developmentandeoordlnutlonofciviloviutlonsystem operstlons

and policies.

The emphasis thanshiftstogeneralobasrvetlons_boatcommon patterns

and problems thatseem te here recurred.These observationsare nsceasar/ly

tentative in nature since the source documentation was more complete for some

profilesthanforothersand becauseerrorsofemphasls or omissionmay have

entered during the process of reducing the large amount of information that was

col]ectedo In addition, some of the material is open to a variety of interpreta-

tions. Itis forthesereasonsthatwe have insludedas much detailedinformation

asposelblv--lanlsdingexcerptsfrom dosmnunte--inthetextP_nd_ppandiees,and

thatwe suggestthatthereader relyon this[nformotiosas wellas tllesummary

informinghis own conclusions.

CHRONOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

Intheyears immediatelyfollowingWorld War If,therewere clearlydsslg-

haled orgv-ntzsflons for coordinating civil aviation research and system opera-

" tionsoHowever, mechanisms for ensuringcoordinationbetween theseorganizn-

flosswere lessclearlydefined.

. The NntioanlAdvisory Committee for Aeronautics(NACA) had theprimary

responsibility for coordinating the research needs of pri_,ote, commercial, and
1

1
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milit_y research, in addition to its function of performing fundament_ and

applied research (Fialetter Report, 3), *

The Air Coordinating Committee (ACC) had the primary responsibility for t

coordinating all Federal aviation activities excluding research and development.

(Flnletter Report, 3; Brewster Report, 3). In practice, the ACC also became

inTolvad in research and development activities related to air traffic control

and navigational aid systems, while staying out of the area of aeredynnmie

research and development of new aircraft and aircraft engians. This involve-

ment was through ths antivities of the committees in the ACC Technical Division

(ACC, 2.6).

COORDINATION OF RESEARCH

By 1960, NACA had been abolished and there was so longer a single coordi-

nating mechanism capable of ensuring a national policy for cl_ql aviation research

and development.

The suanessore to NACA thai were cre_ted in 1958 were NASA, with an

operational space mission, and the National Aeronautics and Space Council

(NASC)p for research policy coordination. NASC, however, emphasized prob-

lems concerned with the space effort and was less active in coordinating aero-

nautical research (NASC, 4, 5).

NASA, DOD, and FAA sash had their own policies and programs for re-

search. As a U.S. Senate committee concluded,

Policy Is a composite of the separate policies of the various
ngencies.., primarily NASA, DaD, and FAA (now a part of
DOT}

Conaluaione of Senate Committee en Aeronautical
Space Sciences, Report No. 957, Jan. 31, I968,
p. 21. '_

*Numbers in the references ce_rrcspond to sections of the tople outline prcsantecl
inSectionI ofthisreport.

2-2

•_,_ _._._ ..................... ...........................................



The use of bilateral mechanisms such as the Aeronautical and Astronautics

Coordinating Board (AACB) increased. The problem was mitigated in tile area

of bioscounties-related aircraft noise research by the coordination role played

by CItAI3A, the Commitiee on Iiearing, Bloanoustics) and Biomanhanics of the

National Academy of Sciences. The problem of research coordination was one

of the factors leading te various studios such as the ASEB study (1967-68),

CARD study (1968-71), and the report of the Aviation Advisory Commission

(1970-72).

COORDINATION OF OPERATIONAL POLICY

By the srLrly 1960,s, in the area of national aviation system operations, the

ACC lind been abolished and a centralization of powers had occurred that made

ACC-styla coordination less necessary.

The problem of coordination of operations was mitigated by the centraliza-

tion of many functions in the Airways Modernization Board in 1957, succeeded

by the FAA in 1958, Included in the FAA were most ACC functions, as well as

responsibility for safety. Thus) for the development of air facilities (airports,

the traffic control system, navigational aids) there was lass need for coordina-

tion of the type performed by the ACC, the Air Navigation Development Board

(ANDB), and their member departments and aguncies (Harding Report, 1, 2;

CurtisReport 3.2, 3.3).

While most ACC functions went to FAA, coordination of civil internatianal

aviation policy went to the Interagsncy Group on International Aviation (IGIA),

created in 1960. The secrelariat of this tninragency committee was housed in

FAA. Its organizational procedures were similar to those of the ACC.

_( COORDINATION OF AIRCRAFT NOISE ABATEMENT

In the early 1960's there was no institution actively coordinating federal

airerat_ noise abatement activities.

i 2-:)



The aircraftnoiseproblemwas developingwlfilecentralizedcoordination

institutionsfor research and developmentwore declining,as previouslyout-

liand.FAA responsibilityend nuthorityinthe operationalnreas ofairtraffic
t

control,safety,fanilittosdevelspmonL end nlr spacenilocailonwere evidently

sufficienttoenablethatagencytoacteffectively.However, FAA was loss active

inthe areaofnoise abatement.

It was in that context that President Johnson directed the Office of Science

and Teelmniogy(OST)toinitiatewhat he cellednn "actionprogram" in 1966

(Bef.FANAP, I.1;Appendix F).Under thisprogram, the FederalAircraft

Noise Alleviation Plan, participating federal agencies (FAA, NASA, IIUD,

Dec) began to agree upon and implement measures aimed at nllovtetiag the

problems of aircraft noise in the vicinity of airports. (FANAP, 1, 2). The

principal measure was introduction of legislation requiring noise certification

of now aircraft (FANAP 3, 4; Appendix F, No. 3).

i
The action program started by OST became less active when it was trans-

ferred to DOT in 1967 as the interagency Aircraft Noise Abatement Program '.i

(IANAP). The primary focus of IANAP ablfted away from operational lnnovatioas

toward more rosasrch, and the type of coordination shifted from new agency

progrnm commitments toward exchange of views and informaiton (IANAP, 2. 1,

2, 3, 4).

The lack of nleareut coordination arrangements evident in the 1960's per-

sists today. Congress and the Aviation Advisory Commission both expressed

hope that NASC would evolve into a centralized coordination mechanism for

civil aviation research and development within the Executive Branoh (AAC, S).

However, NASC was abolished by u Presidential reorganization order in 1973.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

CONGBESSfONAL IMPETUS

The existing impetus for better coordination for all federal aviation policy,

includingnoiseabatement,irescome ci_tofiyfrom Congress.

0. 4



• Congress inspired the CARD study (1967-71) to try to get NASA, DOT

and FAA within DOT to work more closely together (CAI_D, 1, 3).

• Congress created the AAC (1970-72) to examine the long-range needs

cf civil aviation, including organizational needs (ACC, l.i, 1.2, S. ]).

• Congress mandated El)At under Section d of the Noise Control Act of

1972, to coordinate federal noise research and control programs,

including those for airport/aircraft noise.

COORDINATION

Coordination efforts that have gone beyond tbc "exchange of information"

stage have included those of the AACB (]960-presant), FANAP (1966-67), IGIA

•: (1960-present), soma elements of IANAP (1967-1973), JONA (1971-1974), and

CIIABA (1963-1972). All have done mere than facilitate exchange of informa-

tion. AACB claims harmonization of Defense/NASA plans for Joint use of

research faallitlan and for the space shuttle program. IGIA has anified U.S.

positions at ICAO. FANAP activities included paving the way for noise certi-

fication of new alrcralt in FAR 36. IANAP panels identified teclmology gaps.

CHABA helped shape federal research cn human response to noise, AACB

has drawn Congressianal praise as a model for other coordination efforts.

JONA was established tc integrate NASA and DOT (including FAA) plans for

aircraft noise research and development. (Profiles on AACB, IGIA, FANAP,

CItABA, JONA. )

One possible pattern for a coordinating mechanism for aircraft noise

abatement is that used by the Interaganey Group on International Aviation

(IGIA).IGIA crganizaticnand prccedurcswere modeled onthosecfthe ACC.

Like ACC, itwas createdby ExecutiveOrder. IGIAcoordinatesfederal

agency inputs into recommcadaticns for n unified U.S. position on numerous

" , civil aviation matters (ACC 2.3; IGIA 2.3). Although, in thu ACC/IGIA model,

it only t,"d_cs one member's dissent to bring nn issue to a higher level for reso-

lution (ACC 4.2, .4.3), ACC had the defect cf sometimes failing to surface

r
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eantroversiul issues because it was in the memberrs short-term interest to

keep tbcm i_iddan.

]IIGII-LEVELSUPPOIiT ,

"Successful" coordination efforts have evidently bean facilitated by bigb-

/ level ngeany support and participation as well as tbe existence of an appropriate
coordinating institution° The AACB principals (co-chairmen) are at tbc Assis-

tant Secretary level; this Ires also been the level for IGIA principal members.

FANAP was created under White House auspices, thus ensuring hlgh-leval

agency interest.

Active interest at the top (Executive Office) is also essential to successful

interagcncy coordination because the budgetary agency (BOB, now OMB) bas

control of tim allocation of funds and because of the need for the Executive

Office to take an active role in deciding unresolved disputes.

If aganoins are to implement programs agreed upon through interagency

eoordin,_tton, financial resources must be made available In agency budgets.

This requires not only Congressional appropriations but also OMB coopera-

tion, which In turn is a function of Executive Office interest.

One example ts the relative ability demonstrated by the CAA and tbe

Bureau of Public Reeds in obtaining adequate funding in tbe mid-1950_s.

Although both agencies wore equally buried within the organizational structure

of tbo Catamaran Department, CAA had funding problnms, wblle the Bureau

of Public Boeds bed great success in getting funds for the Interstate Iiighway

Program. "The Bureau was greatly aided in this effort by the fact that it Yeas

able to interest President Etsanhower personally in the program" {Appendix

Q, p. 1-515). BOB (new O},I]3) has intervened to play a role in civil aviation

coordination through its expertise in the field of government organization

througbout tim 1._inan Report/ilardfng Report/Curtis Report sequence of events '_

in tlle 1950_s. It is presently Involved in the ongoing improvement of coordina-

tion of federal noise activities,

.... J
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Active interest of policy level persoanel in fedora) departments and agencies

is also o prerequisite for successful coordination.

IIECURRING PROBLEMS

Whatever the form of an interagency coordinating mechanism, certain

problems tend to recur unless positively dealt with:

• The active participation of non-federal _overoraant ,_roups must be

secured t particularly that of industv-t, t wbtle still insulating actual

intera_escy deliberations from their excessive influence. ACC bad

this problem (ACC, 2,6, 5. t_; also Appendix C, pp. 42-7). Tile Pro-

gram Evaluation and Development Committee had this problem

(FANAP, 2.6), IGIA procedures show that it is aware of the problem

(IGIA, 2,6). The problem also existed in IANAP {IANAP, 2.2, 2.3t

2.6}. NASC wa.s encouraged to set up liaison groups (CARD, 3; ACC,

3) In the form of various study groups. Another aspect of this ques-

tloa is the narrowing cf representation that tends to occur when non-

governmental representatives must provide financial support (such

as travel e_penses) while providing technical expertise In the coordi-

nation process {CHABA_ 2.2, 2.6).

• Member a_ancles possessing statutory duties cannot voluntarily

abrogate them. The history of ACC experience with CAB and FCC

provide examples (Appendix C, pp. 11-12). A parallel situation con

be seen in the FAA statutory responsibility for air safety, as it may

be impacted by noise abatement alternatives.

e When the policy review or ssency coordinating mechanisms are too

closely tied to one a_ancy t there is a tendency for other agencies not

to participate as actively or effectively. The ACC Secretariat was /

located in tllo Department of Comraaran. By the end cf its existence

it was widely regarded as being dominated by Commence (ACC, 2.6,

I 4.3). Once a coordination mechaoism begins to obtain the reputation __

J_
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thai it is dominated by one agency, it may begin to lose its effeotlveness.

Other agencies may become more reluctant to seriously participate.

q'ho host agency is therefore led to do more of tile work. But in doing

more of the work, the host agency ]loightons the imago of domination.

E
p

I,

...... I
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Seotton 3

COORDINATING ORGANIZATIONS

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS (NACA)z-

1915 to 1958

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE IIISTORY

Specific Authorization

AoL ofCongress, approved March 3, 1915(50U.S.C. 151)

Preauthorizatlon History

The NACA was appointed pursuant to law In 1915. It was modeled after a

almilar committee established In Great Britain to investigate the scientific

problems involved in flight and to give advice to the military air services and

other aviation services of the government.

OPERATION

NACA was both a line agency performing research and an advisory com-

mittee nerving both the agency and the rest of the government.

Formulation of Ob.loetlvan

The line duties of the NACA woret

1. To supervise and direct saientific study of the problems of flight with

a view toward their practical nolutian.

2. To detorminc the problems that should be attacked experimentally,
, t

and to discuss their solution and its application to practical issues.
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3. To direct and conduct research and experiment In aeronautics at the

L.'mgley Aeronautical Laboratory, the Ames Aeronautical Laboratory,

the Lewis Flight Propulsion Lubornianyp and any other laboratories

that might be placed partially or wholly under the direction of ihe Corn- *

mitteo.

The fuactione of the NACA were:

1. To equip, maintain, and operate offlans, laboratories, and research

stations under its direction.

2. To acquire additional land for, andortal¢s additional construction at,

and purchase and install additional equipment for existing laboratories

and research stations under its direction.

The coordination responsibilities of the Advisory Committee wore as
follows :

Under the Policy Statement of March 21, 1946, it is clearly
the duty _nd the responsibility of the NACA to coordinate
Government aeronautical research with civilian, industrial,
and university programs (IteL 2, p. 91).

The 17 members of the Advisory Committee wore appointc_ Ily the Presi-

dent and served without compensation, except for expenses. The law provided

that tee of the members would be representatives of specified government

agencies, and that seven oti|cr members would be selected from "persons

acquainted with the needs of aeronautical scisnces_ either civil or military,

or skilled in aeronautical engineering or its allied sciences" (ReL I). Five

major and twenty-two subordinate committees, simlltmly organized, assisted

the Committee in determining policy and programs--total membership, more

than 400. One of the subcommittees was on aircraft noise (see Figure 2).

Nongovernmental cmpleyans wore appointed for a term of five years,

withtheexceptionthatany member appointedtofilla vacancythaioccurred #

priortotheexpirationofnterm wouldbe appointedfor theunexpiredImrtian

ofthatterm.
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Subcommittee on Aircraft Noise

Mr. William Littlewood. Vice President, Equipment Research.
American Airlines, Inc.. Chairman

Dr. H. O. Parrack, Wright Air Development Center.
Dr. H. E. von Gierke, Wright Air Development Center.

Comdr. B. K. Weaver. USN. Bureau of A_ronautics. Depart-
ment of the Navy.

Mr. Joseph Malulaitls, Dffica of th_ Chief of Tf'an_portation,
Department of the Army.

Mr. Stephen H. Rolla. Chief. Power Prant Branch. Aircraft
Engineering Div{sion. Civil Aeronautics Administration.

Mr. B. S. Spano. Civil Aeronautics Administration.
Mr. Arthur A, Regier. NACA Langley Aeronautical Laboratory.

Mr. Newell D. Sanders, NACA Lewis Flight Propulsion Labora-
tory.

Dr, Leo Beranek. Ptesidont and Rolt. Beranek & Newman.
Inc.

Mr. A. W. Cobb, Aeroiet.Ge,lera[ Corp.
Mr. Alien W. Dallas, Director. Engineering Division. Air

Transport Association of Am0r[ca.
Mr, Harry H. HowelJ. Transport Division. Boeing Airplane

Co.

Mr. E, J. Kirchman. The Martin Co,

Dr. Robert B. Lawhead. Rocketdyne Division. North
American Aviation. Inc.

Prof. R. W. Leonard. University of California
Mr. M. M. Miller, Chief, Acoustics Section, Douglas Air.

craft Co.. Inc,

Dr. CharJesT. Mo[Ioy, Lockheed Aircraft Corp.
Mr. John M. Tyler. Pratt & Whitney A{rcra ft. United

Aircraft Corp.
Dr. P. J. Westervolt. Assistant Professor. Department of

Physics. Brown Univer=iw.
Mr. J. F. Woodall. Convair. Division of General Dynamic=

Corp.
Mr. George P. Bates. Jr. Secretary

From: National Advi$ory Committee for Aeronautics, Forty

_ .fourthAnnualReporf, f958, Washington: U.S.G.P.O.,
1959.p 9t.

Figure 2. Membership of NACA Subcommittee on Aircraft Noise in 1958
i,

E
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On M_W 21, 1958, current members were:

o Alien V. Astin, Ph.D., Director, National Bureau of standards

• Preston R. Basset,, D.Sc.
n

• De,lee W. Break, Ph.D., Prosidant, Rockefeller institute for

Medical Research

• Leonard Carmichnsl, Ph. D., Secretary, Smtthsoaian Institution

• Frederick C. Crawford, Sc.D., Chairman of the Board, Thompson

Products, Inc.

• William V. Davis, Jr., Vice Admiral t United States Navy

• ,lames IL Doolittle, Sc.D., Vice President, Shell ell Co.

• Paul D. Foe,e, Ph.D., Assistant Secretary of Defense, Research and

Engineering

o wellington T. Hines, Rear Admiral, United States Navy

• Jerome C. Hansakcr, SO. D., Massachusetts Institute of Technology

• Charles J. McCarthy, s.B., Chairman of the Board, Chance Vought

Aircraft,Inc.

• Donald L. Putt, Lieutenant General, United states Air Force
' i

e James T. Pyle, A.B., Administrator of Civil Aeronautics

• Francis W. Reiehalderfer, So. D., Chief, United Stotos Weather Bureau

• Edward V. Rickenbseker. Sc.D., Chairman of the Board, Eastern

Airlines, Inc.

• LouisS. Rothschild,Ph.D., Under SecretaryofCommerce for

Transportation

e Thomas D. White, General,UnitedStatesAir Force
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Aotivtiics

The Advisory Committee was required to meet twice each year and could

meet more often in special meetings called by the ohn/rman or upon the request
v

of five members of the Advisory Committee. Tile Advisory Committee actually

met on an average of 10 times a year (Raf. 6, p. 24). The average attendance

at meetings compared creditably with the most strictly run industrial board.

The committee set policy and broadly planned s research outline to be carried

out by scientists, engineers, and other persons on the staff of the agency. It

was gives the responsibility for hiring and firing only three people: directorj

executive secretary, and associate director.

Coordination was carried on largely through the NACA technical committees

and subcommittees. These groups were made up of representatives of the mili-

tary, civil aeronautical agencies of the Government, the aircraft industry, and

aducaliona] and scientific institutions (Ref. 2, p. 91). Membership for u typical

subcommittee is shown in Figure 2.

Technical committee and subcommittee meetings were held two or three

times a year. ANACAeareeremployeeservadasaneretarytoeanhafthase

groups to enasre continuity of proeeedthgs. The purpoan of these committees

was to exchange information o.ndmal_o recommendations only; they did not

sharu the decision-rushing power of the main Advisory Committee (Rcf 9,

p. 24).

OUTPUTS

NACA published annual reports ending with its 44th and final Report of

1958 ('fief. 5). Those.reports described both research activities and coordian-
floe activities.

i :,_ In addition, coordination work was performe d by the committees and sub-
i committees; this was largely coordin_tion in the sense of facilitation through

exchange of information.
i

I!
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IMPACT

As mentioned curlier, NACA was both alian organization conducting

rcssaroi_ for otlmr government agencies (like National Bureau of Standards

today} and an advisor to other agencies through its Committee and various

subcommittees. In its advisory role, it was more of a technical than a policy

advisor, and that is why it did not play a direct role with organizations sueb

as the ACC. Instead, NACA advised ACC members. Nevertheless, its in-

fluence was great, because of the prestige of Advisory Committee members,

their numerous iIfformal ch.'mnels of communication, and the private ,'tad

governmental expertise of tbu subcommittees.

It w,'m generally recognized that NACA played a kay role in aeronautical

research and development as well as serving as a link between government

.-rod industry (Ref. 3, p. 119}. Because of this, it was remembered with

nostalgia in the 1960's, when no single authoritative institution of its kind

existed ..my longer (Rcf. 4, p. 16).

MONITORING AND UPDATING OF ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS AND

OPERATIONS

For NACA, an 8000-man research agency, this function was performed

by the Advisory Committee described previously. In the case of the Advisory

Committee, the commttteu performed this ftumtion for itself, bat did so

effectively: the organization was capable of changing its goals. During the

last decade of its existence the NACA research focus gradually moved away

from aeronautics and toward astronautics.

REFERENCES

1. U.S. Congress, House, Report of the'Select Committee on Astro-

• nautius t and Space Exploration, House Report ]758, 85th Cong., i:

2nd Seas., May 21, 1958.
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2. Surviwfl in the Air Ago, A Report by the President's Air Policy

Commission, Washington,D.C., January I, 1948.

3. U.S. Congress, Itouso, The National Space Program e Report of the

Select Committee on Astronautics and Space Administration, Ilouse%,

Report 1758, SSth Cong,, 2ad Sese., 1958.

4. U.S. Congress, Senate, Aeronautical Research and Development

Policy I Senate Report 957, 9Oth Cong., 2nd Sess., 1968.

5. U.S. National Advisory Committee for Aoroaautlos, Fqrty-Fourth

! Annual Report r 1958 (Final Report), Washington, D.C., USGPO,

: 1959.

5. Rosholt, Robert L., A_nAdministrative IHstory of NASAm 1958-]963,

Washington,D.C.,NASA, 1966.
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TIIE AIR COORDINATING COMMITTEE (AC0)_1945-1960

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE HISTORY

S__anlfieAuthorlzatlan

The ACC was established by Interdepartmental memorandum between tile

DepartmentsofState,War, Navy, andCommerce. On September 19, 1946,

the ACC was reconstituted by Executive Order 9781p which served from then

on as its basic charter. Later Executive Orders added full voting members

but did not materially change the terms of reference or functions.

Preantharization Rietol T

"Tiledemand forthe establishmentofan Air CoordinatingCommittee or

soma alternativemechanism forintersgencycoordinationbecame increasingly

insistent as the number of federal agencies with a substantial interest in

aviation matters grow. However, an imnmdtate factor in tile creation of the

Committee was the urgent need for n means of developing and coordinating

the positions of tile United States in connection with the Provisional Inter-

national Civil Aviation Organization (PlCAO) and after April 1947, tile Inter-

national Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). For some time after the forma-

tion of tile Air Coordinating Committee it met weekly to develop the United

States positions on the numerous annexes under consideration by PlACO and

the succeeding permanent orgml/zntlon" (Tile Pinna Report, p. 2). *

*in 1954 the Chairman of the ACC, Robert Murray, asked BOB to review ACC
organization, functions, and operations. William F. Finns, BOB Assistant
Director for Management and Organization, directed the Study, which was
completed in November 1954. The Fbian Report, Survey of tile Air Coordioatin_
Committee, will be referred to as Reh 1 throughout the rest of this section,
Major excerpts from the Hnan Report are to be found In Appendix C.

3-9
}



OutlineIIlstory

A detailedbutnot exhaustiveoutllnohistoryranybe foundas AppendixA.

In brief:
p

s ACC establishedby interdepartmental

memorandum Mar. 27, 1945

s ACC formallyestablishedby President

Truman inExee. Order 9781 Sept.19, 1946

• ACC publisheda generalnationalavia-

tionpolicy statement, prepared for the

:President on behalf of the Executive

Branch (Ref. 7) Aug. 1, 1947

s Release of report prepared by ACC for

President: Civil Air Policy (Ref. 4) May 1954

• The Flnan Report (Ref. 1) Nov. 1954

• Curtis Report proposed ACC eventually

he dissolved May 1957

s FAA established by Act ofCongress August 1958

a FAA made full member and FAA

representative made Chairman of ACC

by Exue. Order 10796 Doe. 24, 1958

• ACC turmineted by Exeo. Order 108883,

effective Oct. 1l, 1960. FAA charged

with winding up ACC affairs and absorbing .,
most ACC fuantions and personnel Aug. I1, 1960

I

f
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OPEIIATION

FormulationofObjectives

,,' The main objectiveoftheACC asset out inExecutiveOrder 9781 of_946

was "toprovideforthefullestdevelopment and coordinationoftheaviation

policies and activities of the Federal Agencies, ''+ E.O. 9781 further specified:

• The Committee shall examine aviation problems and develop-
ments affecting more than one participating agency; develop
and recommend integrated policies to be carried out and actions
to be taken by the participating agencies or by any ether Govern-
ment agency charged with responsibility in the aviation field;
.-'rod, to the extent permitted by law, coordinate the aviation
activities of such agencies except activities relcting to tim
exercise of quasl-Judlcl_ functions,

• The Committee shall caneult with federal interagoney boards
and committees concerned in any manner with aviation antivi-

: ties and consult with the representatives of the United States
to the Provisional International Cleft Aviation Organization or
to the pemnanent successor thereof and recommend to tile
Department of State general policy directives and instructions
for the guidance of the said representatives,

Membership

The organization of the Air Coordinating Committee (Figure 3) may be

viewed as a group of 50 or more intercgeney eommitteesp many of which

were highly spealaltzedt others of short duration, These committees were

arranged in at least four levels, headcd by the "Top ACC, "which were

designed to permit tile disposition of aviation matters requiring intoragency

coordination at the lowest appropriate level. At the same time, the hierarchy

made it possible to force unresolved matters or questions involving major

policy is successively higher levels until a solution was reached (Rcf. 1, p. 5).

+F_I text of E.O. 9781 is In Appendix B,
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MEMI]ER AGENCIES

ARMY AIR FORCE BOARD (NON VOTINGI OFFICE OF

STATE TREASURY POST OFFII:E COMMERCE DEPARTMENT NAVY DEPARTMENT CIVIL _ur_EAU OF DEFENSE
OEPARTMENT OEPAIITMENT pEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT OFTHE DEPARTI,_ENT OFTHE AERONAUTIC_ THE BUDGET MODILIZATJON

_fIONVOTINGI

_ MEMDEAS DESIGNATED I_Y I

[--mm_m AGENCIES AN D THEIR AL'_ER NAYES
I

r" ...... L ..... 1

I_°°_°_'_°_I I _'_'_:=_"_I _0.c0_.=o_:_[_._,_._=._I

_ I SECRETARIAT __ I I I I

Figure 3. Air Coordinating Committee Organization in 1954.



The original member agencies In the Top ACC wore:

• Voting Members: Dept. ef State

Dept. of War (later replaced by indivi-

dual Army and Air Force mcmberablps)

Post Office Dept.

Commerce Dept.

Civil Aeronaatics Board

• Nonvoting Members: B.O.B.

Offieelef Defense Mobilization

Added later were:

• Voting Members: Dept. of the Air Force (added earlier;

removed; reinstated 1950)

Treasury Dept, (1949)

• Nonvoting Members: Office of Defense Mobilization

Other federal agencies could beanmo voting ad hoc members when the subject

concerned aviation matters of sttbstantial interest te them. They also bad

membership on some ACC components. Heads of member agencies appointed

their representatives to ACC. They were usually of subcabinet rank, on the

assistant secretaxT or deputy under secretary level, The President of the

U.S. chose one of the members to be chairman. The above members consti-

tuted the Top ACC.

, " Each high-level member also had one or more alternate members who

attended meetings and voted in his absence. The alternates were also formally

responsible for handling meal of the decision making en the ICAO portien of
ACC business (ReL l, p, 4). All decisions of the tap Air Coordinating Corn-

mitten were reached by unanimous vote. In the event of a disagreement among

I tim members ef the Cemmlttee, the molter could be referred to the President

! for a decision. Throughout its history the committee meetings fluctuated in
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frequency from tile weekly sessions of 19,15 mid 1946 to mestinffs spaced

somewhat less than monthly by the 1950's (Ref. 1, p, 2). Principals of sub-

cabinet rank were frequently absent from Top ACC meetings.

Below the level of the top members and alternates were four divisions

(see Figure 3). In theory, and to a degree in practice, tbe members of tbe

divisions were relatively high-level officials better equipped to speak for

their agencies tban the members of many of the subcommittees (Ref. 1, p. ,t).

Decisions of the lower committees were arrived at also by ananimous

vote. In case of dissent, matters were nuton_attcally referred to the next

higher level.

Most of the groundwork in the preoaration of ACC papers and in resolving

and clarifying issues took place in the subcommittee, in standing work groups

and ad hoc committees, and in groups established by and under the divisions.

The technical divlsian alone had 12 established subcommittees exclusive of

the Air Traffic Control and Navigation l_anal, and many of these had working

groups and ICAO saurians. The Aviation l_leteorology Subcommittee of the

technical division had, for example, five active worldng committees dealing

with specialized fields of aviation meteorology.

There was also an Airport Use Panel _d an Air Tralfls Control and Navi-

gation :Panel. The Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel occupied a position

under the technical division, but its responsibilities for coordinating the devel-

opment of the Common System made it one of the most active of the ACC

components (Ref. 1, p. 4).

.Activities

The coordination of international aviation matters continued to be a major

function of the Air Coordinating Committan, with some subcommittees still

spending as manh as 90 percent of their effsrt on ICAO items. Howevert as

tbe annexes to the Chicago Canvantion were developed and spprovod, and as

the major United States policy panltioan on international elvil aviation matters
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wore dotormiaed, the relative importance of the work of the Committee in tile

international aviation field began to decline.

The ooordhlaiion of military and civil aviation policies, programs, techni-

cal standards, and procedures assumed a grantor importance tn thework of

theAir Coordinating Committee not only because of somewhat reduced pressure

from international matters but also beoanse of the expanded use of aircraft and

advances in air anvigalion systems, instruments, and procedures. Witll only

one airspace, tha military and civil users and regulators found it impossible

to go their separate ways. Therefore, tile entire eonolex of problems In-

volving airspace, a common navigational system, communications, aerodromes,

and related matters had to be subjected to continuous and, In some instances,

meticulous interaganvy coordination (Rof. 1, p. 3).

Policyissuesintheeconomic fieldwere alsoconsidered.Many commit-

teeshandledvoluminouscasework, In1959,ACC distributed231 documents,

690 workingpapers,and 402 ICAO letterstoan averageofover 50 recipients

foreach, Inthe same year the AirportUse Paneldecided,58separateairport

or runway locationquestions(Ref.5,pp. 56-50),

Staff

'rltefollowingdescriptionisfrom the FinnsReportof 1954:

The Air Coordinating Committee is one of the few lnteragency
groups in the executive branch served by an independent, full-
thee secretariat. The secretariat is charged with performing
a wide range of facilitative functions including recarding actions
taken at meetings, arranging for meetings of ACC components,
circulating papers to be considered on an informal action basis
or in actual meetings, assisting in the scheduling of items for
consideration, helping the chairmen of ACC components increase
the effectiveness of their respective units, calling attention to
deadlines on matters pressing for ACC action, and a large
numbar of ralaiad activities. The secretariat also is responsible

• for maintaining certain records, such as current airspace maps
• utilized throughant the Government. Although there are about

25 employees on the staff of the independent secretariat, this
group provides only a part of the facilitative work done on behalf

; !
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of the Air Coordinating Committee. M'ost of the subcommittees,
working groups and standing working committees have secre-
taries provided by the agency with file major in,crest. Some,
like the Aviation Meteorology Subcommittee, have speei_
secretarial arrangements because of their relationship to other
eon-ACC interagoany committees. Nevertheless, the major
components, that is, Top ACC, the divisions, the panels and
such vital subcommittees as those on airspace, search and
rescue, facilitation of civil avlation_ and international aviation
facilities are served by the independent secretariat (Ref. 1,
p. 5).

The 195.5 budget for ACC was $174t 0OO. It was coetributed _ rata by

member agencies (Rcf 1., p. 191.

Contractors

Therewas ns direct useef eestrseiers, i

Relations with Otber Groups

The ACC was always regarded as a central forum in witlch industry could

be heard. As early as 1946 an ACC Industry Advisory Panel had been organized

at the request of industry. At the end of its organizatioeal life, the benefits of i:

ACC as a forum were still being emphasized by government officials. The

roan,ton of industry was to press for as much influence _ possible in ACC

bodies. Participation was restricted. At times, various elements of indus-

try sought the right to vote. Although tbs situation varied from committee

to committee, industry nonvoting members appeared to vote in some commit-

tees, while in others their dissent had *'the auroras, in effect of forcing the
matter to a higher echelon--the equivalent of a vote" (Ref. 1, p. 44). The

Fines Report was critical of the lack of uniform enforcement of grmmd rules i

for industry p,'u'tlelpation (Ref. 1, pp. 43-47).
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At the same time, industry preferredt when poaniblet to move the forum

to another organization in which it had full voting rights: the Radio Technical

Commission for Aeronaatios (RTCA). According to tile l,_lnan Report of 1954:

The Radio Technical Commission for Aeronautics was organized
in I935 through the initiative of the Department of Commerce
and is now a nonprofit cooperative association composed of fed-
oralagenciesconcernedwithaviationcommunicatloanand indus-
trialorganizationswitha similarinterest,Tim ExeantivoCom-
mitteeconsistsofrepresentativesofeightfedornlagenciestold
seven industrialorganizations,The Assembly has aboutninety
prlvatofirms [u_dassociationsnnd eightfedar_ ngeuciasinits
membership.

The RadioTechnicalCommission forAeronauticshenprovided
a means ofbringingtoboar thelmowledguand adviceofex'ports
from bothindustryand theGovernment oa nmttorsrelatingto
radionldstoairnavigation,communication,and trafficcontrol.
Ithas conductedn number ofstudiesoftile"stateoftheart" in
itsfieldofinterest.

In 1947,theAir CoordinatingCommittee requestedtheRTCA
toundertakea studyoftheairwayproblems which were handi-
cappingthe developmentofpostwarcivilaviation.RTCA
establishedSpecialCommittee 91, whiuhjaRer thoroughstudy,
recommended theestablishmentof a singleall-weathertraffic
controlsystem. The reportfurtherproposedthe creationof
a permanentAir TrnffinControland SteeringCommltteo to
assurecontinaltyintheimplanmntationofthecommon all-
weathersystem. The presentAir TrafficControland Naviga-
tionPanelwas establishedtoimplementthereporttoldwas
placedundertheAir CoordinatingCommittee.

The factthatindustryhas fullmembership and a voteInRTCA
inclinessums ofthe non-governmentalparticipantstopreferit
over the Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel {NAV Panel)_
as n forum in which to tuke up matters affeetin_ the common
systmn. On Juno 8, 1954, with the affirmative veto of the Gov-
ernmeut members, RTCA established a Steering Committee on
a permanent basis to redefine the requirements of the common
system. Thin development has brought into tile fore the issue

;, of NAV Pmml-RTCA relationships. There is now a risk of
friction between elements of the two groups, and the latent am-
certaintyas totheroleofeach has been accentuated(Ref.i,
p. 40),



In relations with Cangressp the original ACC view was that the ACC, ratlmr

than BOB, should provide final coordination of the views of tim Executive

Brancb on draft legislation to be presented to Congress, and "tills view had

some support in Congress" (Rof. 1, p. 21). ItowOvor, when Conffrossiansl
efforts beg,"m to give tbo ACC statutory recognition,

The dangers to the Air Coordinating Committee from
becoming an agency ts direct communication _vith Congress
were eventually perceived, ,'rod the Committee ceased
attempting to coordinate the reports of member agencies
on pandiag bills (Refo 1, pp. 21-22).

For each of its participating agencies, one liaison official of tile agency was

designated as the contact point for channeling commanianttons to and from tile

ACC and for coordinating those agencies _numerous representatives to various

ACC committees,

OUTPUTS

Reports

Annual reports were submitted to the President by January 31 of each

yem'. E.O. 9781 also provided for interim or special reports upon requastp

such as the Civil Air Policy Report of 1954 (RoL 4).

Proposed Laws and Rehmlat!ons

The ACC did not propose laws but did, in fact, propose regulations and

commented on regulations under consideration by member agencies.

Public Relations and Information Dissemination

ACC documents and reports were directed towards the decision maJ_ers

in government and industry rather than towards the general public. There was

no pnblfa information program as such.

f :]-18
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Coordination of Federal Agency Activities

There were two types of coordination outputs: (1) issues referred to tim

Presldant because no ag'l.anment could be roached; and (2) "decisions" ansni-
I

mouely agreed to, wMeh were to be implemented by the appropriate member

ggenclOSo The areas in wbtoh those deeleious were most numerous included

ICAO policy questions, airport or runway location issues, and obstruction

(radio tower) issues.

IMPACT

Legislation e Refiulations t Executtvo Orders

While implementation was up to the President (executive orders) or member

agencies (regulations} there is little doubt that the ACC had a decisive influence

on many small but important rules, ordersp and _egulattons. It is also clear,

however, that it had only an indirect influence on the major legislation of the

1990'sp which led to the transfer of functions from existing agencies to the

FAA. That Is, the Harding and Curtis groups used the expertise of the ACC

as one input but made their own decisions. Those decisions eventually led to

a drastic curtailment of the coordinating mschantsmst including the ACC

itself.

Now Or_anizatinns or.Major Changes in Existtn_ Organizations

Becaano of the collective nature of Its doeintoa-making process (including

the unanimity rale)D the ACC tended to recommend the cxpanston of the scope

of existing member agencies rather than the erection of new ones. Most

typically, it was never able to address itself to major Jurisdictional questions.

For example_ the 1954 I_eport on Civil Air Policy that the ACC sent to the

l:'rosidant was full of generalities concerning what should be done. Howevorp

because member agencicd could not agree, there were no recommeadutinne on

specific agency tasks and deadlines. (For details, see p. 31 of the Finan

Report in Appendix C. )
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Coordination of Federal Agency Aetlvltles

'rile two types of eoordlnntinn outputs were: (l) issues raised to tile Presl-

dent and (2) unanimous decisions to be implemented by a member agency.

'l_le ACC did not function wall as a mealmsism for presenting unresolved t

tateragency disputes for Presidential decision. It was evidently rasagnized by

cecil agency that if one member persisted in foreleg a Presidenti_:d decision in

whleh it might gain und other agencies lose, other agencies would do the same

Is return. It was safer net to reek the boat. Instead tlmre seemed to be hvo

patterns. Either intractable problems were avoided or else agencies compro-

mised incompatible positions to ashieve some sort of "decision," In the latter

cased tlm dealsloa was not likely to be as well-reasoned as the original posi-

ttonsD or to really solve the problem.

As to Implementation of decisions by members, the ACC had problems

seeing that lmplemontatton actually occurred, When agency representatives

were of insufficiently high rank, they were less able to (a) get their ngasey to

bring problems to the ACC or (b) get their agency to fulfill commitments made

at the ACC (Ref. 8_ p. 1-51,t). The Department of Commerce implemented ACC

decisions better than the military branches because its representative on the

Top ACC was of very high ran]¢ in DOC und antively partieipnted in ACC. There

wore other factors tu the Commerce performancep howevor_ Commerce had a

deep interest in ACC because It ran large parts of the federal aviation program

including CAA and the Weather Bureau; CAA voluntarily did much of the ACC

st,'fff work; and Commerce also provided office space for the ACC Secretariat.

All of these e]ase ties made it more likely that ACC decisions would take

Commerants interests into account, in turn making Commerce more inclined

to implement ACC deeininas. As the Fines Report summed it up:

The Air Coordiuntin_ Committee cannel compel member

agencies to implement its decisions. These agencies should_ t
[lmraforep, arrange individually to assure that implementation
does take place or that the Committee is advised of obstacles

• which lustily reconstde...__rnt_..ionof a decision.
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Can of tile criticisms of tile Air Coordin.'Ring Committee is
tllat it has, on oscastant failed to implmnont its dealalans.
Saab criticismcannotappropriatelybe leveledagainstthe
Committee foritnoltharhast nor shouldhave, mandatory

: powers over its member agencies. It is nonetheless true
tbat in tlle long ran the standing and effectiveness of the Air
Coordinating Committee will be strongly influenced by tile
seriousness with which participating agencies carry out
their roles in tha implementation of the decisions in which
they tRke part. Tile most satisfactory approach would thus
seem to be for cask agency to establish the internal proce-
dures required to advise appropriate officials of the Air
Coordinating Committee's decisions and to follow up on
actions taken pursuant thereto (Rcf. 1, p. 26).

In general, then, tha ACC was useful as a mechanism by which

representatives of various Fedaral agencies meet to debate
and, whenever possible, coordinate action on pressing
current problems (Halaby in the Harding Report, full text, st
Appendix I),

As each, it successfully resolved many routine matters. It was also useful

for communicating to the top level of the Executive Branch a picture of policies

that participating federal aganeies were prepared to propose and implement.

It was not useful in communicating problem issues to the top level, however.

If tile Executive Office had wanted the ACC to perform this function, it should

have taken more positive steps to induce the ACC to surface the "important"

issues, It Rise should have become more involved In resolving anme of thesa

issues so that the ACC could proceed. The ACe by its nature could not perform

alone other cseentlals of effective government action such as coordinated bud-

getary planning and a unified appronak to Cangvesu for appropriations, Evi-

dently, BOB did not completely fill the gap, either because of lack of interest

or reanurees or because member agencies did act present their budgets to BOB

in a form that made control possible (s. g., insufficient differentiation of bud-

gotary line items, particularly in military budgets}.

At any ratc_ rapid advancements in the number and speed of aircraft in

the postwar years muds continuous and rapid improvement of the air fneilitics

- system necessary. Tim ACC mechasism, with its slow progress of issues
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from lower to higher levels of can_mRtoos, became loss usofal as this particular

problem became more acute. 'the Ace was unsancessful in reorganizing itself

in ways that wore within its power, Besides, it was unable to reorganize in ,'my

way thatwould Interferewith statutoryrcspansibilltiesconferredby Congress

on individual members lfl_e the CAll. Thus the stage was sot for tim IIarding

and Curtis Reports and the rcorganizatinn by Congress that followed,

MONITORING AND UPDA21i_G

Monitoringl_ro_'ressToward ObJectlvos

The agencyliaisonofffcersttogetherwithindividue2agency representatives

toparticularcommittcos,were suppoandtomonitorprogress towardobjectives

embodied InACC decisions°As crltinN. E. lialabypointedout intheltarding

Report,ACC groupsoRen disbandedafterwritingreportsand recommendations,

and didnot continuetoreview progress,'rodkeep operationalrequirementsup

todate (Appondixl,p. 32). The annualreportswere alsomechanisms for

reviewingprogressofthe ACC bodiesand,toa lesserextent,progressof

agenciesinimplementingACC decisions.

UpdatingObSectives

The entire four-level committee structure was the day-to-day mechanism

for revision of specific objectives, Review of policy objectives in their entirety

was largely induced by outside requests for special reports, such as the 1947

(Rnf. 7) ,'rod 1954 (Rsf. 4) presidential requests for statements of overall

national aviation policy.

Revision of Organizational Structure

There wore at least two points at which review occurred: in 1954. when

ACC Chairman Murray asked BOB to evaluate the ACC organization (Ref, 1)

and in 1957j when the ACC prepared a S_.tetement of Organization Functions and

Procedures (ROle 2). The ROB Ileport of 195,t endorsed the basic goals,
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structure, and usefulness of the ACC but also made many recommendations for

improving it. (A complete set of tile recommendations and the rationales for

there is ill Appendix C. ) There is evidence (ReL 2) that tile ACC attempted to

implement many of the recommendations that were directed toward it, ianludlng

the regularizallan of industry-ACC ralatlons, the addition of a management

committee (which ACC called the E×eantlvo Council instead), the addition of the

FCC ns a full member, and the strengthening of mnohlanry to encourage individ-

ual agencies to consult the ACC before making irreversible program and hard-

ware commitments (Ref. 2, p. 23). On the other hmld, lower recommendations

directedattilemember agencieswere adopted, l_r example, tlm Post Office

was unwlllingtoremove itselffrom fullmembership, unnecessarymemberships

on committees continued,and ACC time was stillburdanedwithbilateralmatters

betwannagenciesthatcouldhave bean settledalsewhern. Also, no Exanutlvo

Order revisingthecharterofthe ACC wps issued.
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE COUNCIL (NASC}--1968-1973
I

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE IIISTOIIY

Specific Authorization

Established by tim National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1959 (July 29,

1958:72 Stat. 427; 42 U.S.C. 2471)

Preauthorization i{tstery

In the context of tile space race with the U. S. S. R., a lead agency was

being sought to put the U.S. into space. The agency chosen was an off•hoot of

the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NACA}, which, since 1916,

had conducted research and played an advisory end coordinating role for national

aviation re•earth and development. The old NACA became the eew NASA. a

line agency with a mission In space. The NASC, which was created by the

same act that established NASA, v,,aa supposed to take over tile old NACA advis-

ory role, It was first envisaged that the NASC (in Initial legislation termed

a board iastead of a council) would be organized along the line• of the NACA

(see aectioa on NACA, Ref. I). But the NASC that emerged was a cabinet-

level committee chaired by tbe President (later the Vice President) with a
Ct

sweeping mandate to coordinate aeronautical and space activities by Federal

Agennles" (Ref. 2).

Outline History

• Created 19._8

• Amended (VicePresident Instead of

_: :L tlrePresidenttobeChairman) 1961

. • Secretary of Transportation made 1970

a member
I I

, _ • Abollahed by Presldcntint reurgani_ati0ii, 1973
[mpnsed by CongTeaa

r
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0 P]_'l ATION

Formulation of Obiectlvas

Tile objectives of tile NASC were spelled out in Section 201 of the National

Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958:

(d) It shall be tlle function of the Council to advise the
President with respect to the performance of the duties
prescribed in subsection (e) of this section.

(e) In conformity with the provlsioos of section 102 of this
Act, it shall be tile duty of tile President to--

(l) survey all significant aeronautical and space activities,
including" policies, plans, programs, and accomplishments
of all agencies of the United States engaged in such
activities;

(2) develop n comprehensive program of aeronautical and
space activities to bc conducted by agencies of tile United
States;

(3) designate and fix responsibility for the direction of
major aeronautical and space activlties_

(4) provide for effective cooperation between the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Department
of Defense in all such activities, and specify whicb of
such activities may be carried on concurrently by both
such agencies notwithstanding the assignment of primary
responsibility tlmrefore to one or the other of such
agencies; and

(5) resolve differences arising among departments and
agencies of tile United States with respect to aeronautical
and space activities under this Act, including differences
as to whether n particular project is an aeronautical and
space activity (Rcf. 2, p. 3).

Despite this broad mandate, NASC prove(] more active in space-related ques-

tions than In aeronautical affairs. Between 1968 and 1970, NASC, encouraged by I
Congress, rntbrmulated its specific objectives to play a larger role In aeroanuti-

ca] policy affairs, speulflcally by identifying research gaps detrimental to aviation

and by playing a coordinating role between the agencies to assist tn filling tile gaps

i (Ref. 5., pp. 29-31).
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Membsrsigp

The members of the NASC were to be:

• The President of the United States (after 1961, the Vice President)

• The Secretary of State

• The Secretary of Defense

• Tile Administrator of NASA

• The Chairman of the AEC/Director of National Science Fmmdatien

• One other member from a federal department or agency

• Three iedivldaals from private life, eminent in "engineering, tech-

nology, education, administration or public affairs"

• After 1973, the Secretary of Transportation.

Activities

Annual budgets stabilized at about half a million dollars ($500,000 for FY

t64_ $460,000 for FY _73).

The main focus of the NASC was to coordinate tile efforts of all federal

agencies with respect to U.S. goals in space and aermmutics. However, meet-

ings proved to be Infrequent because membership was made up of each high-

level officials. In 1960 abolishment of NASC was proposed. But it remained,

largely because alternative plane under consideration by Congress were dis-

carded for one reason or another (Rnf. 3). In 1961, on the recommendation

of President Kennedy_ an Act of Congress made the Vice President chairman

of NASC.

After the creation of the Department of Transportation in 1967, DOT
representatives participated In NASc meetings until DOT was made a full

member In 1970.
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Staff

NASC was housed in the Executive Office, The staff was small relative 1o

the size of the NASC mandate and had to depend on the ssppt)rt f)f olher agencies

in do its work (Ref. 5, p. 30). The staff was headed hy an execuiive direcltu'

(Mr. E. C. Welsh; after 1969, ex-astronaut Willianl Aoders), Sisff e×tmnsioe

coincided with advent of the CAItD stt(dy, enabling NASC to establish liason

with the CARD group.

Use of Contractors

The published literature does not indicate use of contractors.

Relations with Other Groups

It was the primary function of NASC to interact with other federal agency i
groups. Relations with industry were evidently minimal until tile 1969 expansion

of staff. One CARD Study recommendation was the iacressed use of NASC as

an iaterfane with industry, presumably in the style of the old NACA (fief. 6,

pp. 6-9).

Relations with Congress included anana[ testimony at appropriations time

and, from 1966 on, almost continual encouragement from the sympatiletie Ifouse

Committee on Science and Astronautics to play a larger role in eoordbmting

aviation research end development (Ref, 5, pp. 24-31}.

OUTPUTS

The primary output required of tile NASC was furnishtng advice to the

President (later, the Vice President) when asked.

Until the mtd-1960's other NASC outputs apparently consisted of providing n
a forum for exchange of information about space programs, lind disseminating

to the public information about them, various Executive reporls Oil space pol icy
• - . r

projections were also produced.
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After 1967-68, NASC staff provided some advice on the conduct of the

CARD Study (Civil Aviation Research and Development) initiated In August 1969

by intersgeney agreement between NASA and DOT. Tile subject matter of

* CARD was precisely the area in which NASC had newly formulated interests

(as previously mentioned under the heading Formulation of Objectives). With

regard to this study, NASC anw its contributions as twofold:

1. To monitor to identify gaps in the subject outline whfla the study was

going forward;

2. Together with DOT and BOB, to "consider the appropriate level of

federal government Involvement in aeronautical R & D" (Rot. 5,pp. 40-41).

IMPACT

As time went on, despite its expanded aeronautical role after 1999, NASC

did not have the reputation of playing an Influential role In formulating national

policy, even on space matters. As P. W. Charlagino, an official of DOT

during the period, put it in 1972:

In point of fact the Space Council, which is chaired by the
Vice President and has a small staff of its own, appears to
haw been only moderately active It; recent years. It has
become largely an information exchange on the space program
and a public relations vehicle (for space shots and the like),
rather than a focal point for major pollcy coordination and
decision-making, an route to the Prosldant 01eL 4, p. 1-529).

Although the CARD Study recommended that NASC be strengthened and used

more for coordination in the future_ the CARD Study organization roster does

not anggest that NASC staff played an overt role In shaping or influencing the

study itself (Hcf. 6, pp. II-3 to I"I-11).

NASC was abolished by President Nixon_s Ileoi'gatlization Plan No. 1 of

1973, effective July 19"/3. The reason advanced for its abolition was that the

urgent need for NASC to advise the President on space matters no longer

existed.
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The NASC may have served a usogll] purpose vis~n-vis space problems,

but its mandate in the ares of seroimutics was ignored and its potential for

plflying a strong eoordirmiion role in anilieving n unified nntioan] nviaiton policy

was never fulfilled.

MONITORING AND UPDATING OF ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS AND

OPERATIONS

.Mmlltoring Progress Toward Ob)ectivos •

Congress provided some monitoring of NASC from time to lime (Ref. 3, 5).

Updating Objectives

As mentioned previously, tileobjectives of NASC were revlewad by Congress

in the 1967-1970 period and NASC set itselfthe goal of taking a larger role in

coordinating federal aeronautical research and development.

Revision of Or_mlizntlona] Strueiur_e

Revision occurred once In 1960, when Congress passed legislationmaking

the Viea President Instead of }he President tim chairman of NASC.

REFERENCES

1. U.S. Congress, }louse, The National Spaee__Program ]leportof

the Select Committee on Astronautics and Space E.'cploraCon.

House lleport 1758, SSth Cong., 2nd Seas., May 21, 1959.

2. U.S. Conbn'ess, llouse, National Aeronautics and Space Act of 19,_8_

}louse Report 2166, 85th Cong., 2ndSess., July IS, 1959.

3, U.S. Congress, Rouse, National Aeronautics and Space Act Amend-

meat of 19.59,}louseReport 1688, 86th Cong., 2nd Sess., May 19, 1960.

4. Cherington, Psul W., "Memornndum on Govornmeni Organizatlon for

CivilAvintioa," inAvialion Advistn.y Commission staffand consultants,

I

3-3O



The Lonff ltangc Needs of Aviation+ Technical Annex to the Report of

.tile Aviation Advisory Commission, January 1973, VoI. 1, pp, 1-507
to 531.

5. U. S. Congress, IIouse, Issues and Directions for Aeronautical

Research and Development, Report of the Subcommittee on Advanced

Research and Technology of the Committee on Science and Astronautics,

U. S. ilouse of Representatives, IIouse Report 91-932, 9let Cong.,

2nd Soss., lXIarch 23, 1970.

6. U. S. Department of Transportation and National Aeronautics and

Space Administration, Civil Aviation Research and Development Policy

Siud_ DOT TST-10-4 and NASA SP-26.5, Washtngtont D. C., March 1971.

_-31



AERONAUTICS AND ASTRONAUTICS COOIIDINATING BOARD (AACB)--I960

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE IIISTOIIY

SpecificAuthorization

EstablishedIn1960by an admlnistrativeagreement betweenNASA and

DOI) inJuly1960. Thiselimlnntedthe need for a sectloninu IIousehill

(li.R.20,19Jthenpending(Ref, 4).

PrcnuthorlzatlonHistory

TilespecificInstitutionestablishedin1958 for coordinatingaeronautical

and spaceresearchand develepmentactivitiesofNASA and DOD was thn

Civilian-Military Liaison Committee (CMLC). Although some effective NASA/

DOD coordination was occurring informally, the CMLC had net worked as an

Institution, and the AACB was created in Its place. In fact, tile AACB Institu-

tionalized the informal eoordlnatlen machinery that had evolved (Ref. 3, p. 171),

OPEI_ATION

Formulation of Objectives

The main goal wan to ensure that NASA and DOD continued to "advise and

consult and keep each other fully informed wlth respect to space activities and

related research and development within their respective jurisdictions,"

Specifically, tile AACB was responsible for:

• Avoiding undesirable dupliaation

• Coordinating activities of _ommon Interest

• Identifying problems requiring joint solution

• Exchanging Information,

Membership

As it was established, the Deputy Admthlstrator o1' NASA and Director of

I Defense Research ancl Engineering co-chaired tile Board.
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Activities

The AACB was a managerial type of Joint NASA/DOD coordinating board,

following a formerly successful pattern already practiced by the two agencies.

I_cause the AACB followed the unsuccessful CMLC, great cure was taken in

designing its method of operation. The CMLC had suffered from being a third

party organization with an Independent cbairman who evidently had no power

base of his owe in either organization. Moreover, some branclms of the miii-

t:try service were unhappy because they were not directly represented and

because the duties of the CMLC wore not defined specifically enougb.

Before making Its decision in rei,-ard to tile Board, the
Committee considered several alternatives, including tile
establishment of a Military Applications Division witbln
NASA similar to the structure within the Atomic Energy
Commission. There appeared to be sufficient differences,
however, between NASA's operationsand thoseoftlleAEC
to make such an arrangement impractical. Corollary
thought was given to a statutory requirement that NASA and
the Department of Defense each establish a panel of techni-
cal experts to be permanently assigned to the other agency
and to operate under the general supervision of the Board,
thereby accomplishing some of tbe desirable effects of the
Military Applications Division-type organizational struct-
ure. This idea was not pressed because both NASA and the
Defense Department felt it would be unwise to estublisb
such reciprocal panels on a permanent basis, and because
tbe Committee desired to afford the greatest opportunity to
responsible officials of both agencies to develop satisfac-
tory interrelationships uncmeumbered by too much legtsla-
tlvo de 'tall.

Testimony provided tim committee indicates that coordina-
tion of the kind contemplated for tile Board is now being
undertaken Ilfformally, and with general effectiveness, by
tile two agencies. Nevertheless) the bill Is designed to
insure that the mechanism of coordination and the responsi-
bilities of tile Board be formalized. It ts Intended that
within its proper sphere the Board be a policy and decision-
making body, witb working groups oper'atlng under its *
SUlX._rvtslon,

As ostabllsbed by the bill,the Board would ope rate under

the direction of officers who have managerial functions and

• 1+
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immediate authority to make decisions and got things done.
Thus, it is expected that the Board, with the assistance of
its working groups,, can cut delay, red tape, and duplica-
tion of effort to a minimum. The more specific duties
lmpescd on the Board, together with tile avoidance of tile
_thlrd party _ status which has plagued the CMLC, should
make tile new concept more effective (r_ef. t, p. 6).

The AACB meets regularly--in 19730 for example, it met four times, In

September 1972, the AACB was co-chaired by Dr. John S. Foster, dr.,

Director of Defense Research Engineering, and Dr. George M. Low, Deputy

Administrator of NASA, Besides the Board itself, which is concerned with the

broad spectrum of DOD/NASA interaction, there are two panels that are con-

cerned with aeronautics:

• Aeronautical Vehicle Panel

• SupportingResearch and TechnologyPanel

The AACB isnottheonly DOD/NASA channel, InadditiontoIt,nao option

earlier considered and rejected by Congress-Military Aircraft Programs

Office within NASA--was established to serve as a focal point for NASA programs

directly supporting military efforts. Also, DOD technical advisory councils

use NASA personnel, and vice versa.

Coordination activities of AACB range from joint testing or development

projects to joint planning of new facilities. On joint projects coordinated by

the AACB thereisno setpatternofcontribution;on some projectsNASA pro-

vld_d hardware and DCD funds,onotherstheconversewas true. No particular

effort is made to keep a detailed set of accounting books for relative contribu-

tions of the two agencies, DOT and FAA observer participants are invited to

AACB whenever Interests overlap.

k IMPACT

Two results of AACB efforts were cited before it Congressional Committee

In September 1972. First, the Army was using some NASA facilities Instead

of building Its own. t_2eond, NASA and DOD }lad agreed on the three now major

3-._5



nationai test faeilitlns to be built for use of DOD, NASA, Industry, and otbers

(act. 2I.

A further accomplishment of AACB was contributing to decisions on

development roles for the space shuttle (Rof. 5, p. 4-t).

The AACB gives the impression of being an effective coordinating body

(Ref. 6, p, 23). Perhaps coordination is facllitnted by the :l.vailnbtlity of

resources, n. g., NASA has underutlllznd facilities to lend. Alsop the two-

agency coordination ts probably less difficult than multlagoncy coordination

would be.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

Feedback and revision of AACB apparently occurs In two ways.

First, It occurs through testimony before Congress, such as that con-

rained In the September 1972 Congrnsstonai rovlnw of the CARD Study (Ref. 2).

The approval or disapproval of an Influential cnngressionai committee carries

strong weight with agonoles In tits executive branch. In this instance, tim

ltouse Committee on Science and Astronautics approved of tim AACB work. In

n previous Instance, Congress abolished the AACB predecessor, CMLC.

Second, feedback is provided by advisory bodies of both DQD and NASA in

the areas of science, research, technology, etc. ; this makes outside advice

available to the top people. And the lnstitnti°n can be modified by the two

agencies concerned either by asking Congress for legislation or simply by

adding parallel lnslltutlonst such as NASA's Military Aircraft Programs Office,

by administrative order.

tlowever, except for the annual appropriations'hearing ritual before

Congress, there is no regular Institution for providing outside review or self-

review for an organization like the AACB.
$
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INTEI_,AGENCY GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AVIATION (]GIA)--196O-Prenent

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE HISTORY

Specific Authorization

IGIA was established on December 9, 1960 by a formal interagancy agree-

ment between the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA}, Department of State

{DOS), Department of Commerce (DOC)p Department of Defense (DODL and

Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB). It was founded in accordance with a memo-

randum from the President dated August 11, 1960.

Prennihorizatinn Hlsinry

IGIA was created because of the Department of Sinte*s need for coordinated

recommendations from all federal agencies on international aviation matters

of substantial concern to the agencies. These recommendations were used by

the Department of State when formulating instructions for U.S. representatives

to the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).

Outline History

• Presidential memo August 11 t 1960

• :Interagency agreement December 9, 1960

• DOT assumes FAAfs IGIA duties

per Executive Order 11332 November 1967

• EPA becomes fullmember 1973

OPERATION

Formulation of Objectives

The obJnctive of IGIA is to provide DOS with recommendations on inter-

national aviation matters (mostly ICAO) affecting two or more agencies In

addition to DOS.
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Membership

Permanent members are cablnet-level agencies: DOT (Chairman), DOS,

DaD, Dec, CAB, and EPA. In addition, other agencies may become ad hoe

members with full privileges when matters of substantial concern to them are

considered. All representatives to IGIA must be policy-level officials. Other

agencies who have designated their ad hoe representatives include GMB,

Department of the Treasury, HEW, Agriculture, Post Office, Justice, FCC,

and NASA.

Activities

The budget of IGIA is tnoluded in the budget of the Office of International

Avlntlon Affairs (OIAA)ofDOT.

Incoming case material may come from other federal agencies or from

U.S. representatives to ICAO and its regional organizations. The IGIA Secre-

tariat designates tile action agency, gives it the ease material, and provides

information copies of the material to member agencies. The action agency

consults with all interested agencies as well. as Industry mad prepares draft

United States Position Papers for the IGIA Secretariat. The Secretariat repro-

duces and distributes the drafts to IGIA member agencies for approval with a

Request for Approval or Comment. Normally, drafts are approved by this

informal action procedure. In cases In which It becomes apparent that there

is a major divergence of opinion, the Secretariat arranges, with the IGIA

Chairman, foramenttngtoennslderthecaanfurther. The Secretary af State

is furnished with the agreed-upon IGIA roeommendatlans, together with any

dissenting views a substentially affected agency may wish to have transmitted.

The many and diverse functional areas of Interantloenl aviation for which fed-

oral policy is thus oanrdlanted include accident Investigation, chartsp aircraft

aimvorthlness, communications, air traffic control, navigation, metorology,

facilities, flight rules, and user charges. The IGIA/ICAO actions mast directly

related to noise to date were (1) the adoption bylCAO of a modified form of
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the U.S. FAR 36 regulation for certificating noise emissions of new types of

aircraft (tile aircraft airworthiness functional area), and (2) the consideration

of all ICAO proposal that new propeller-driven aircraft be noise-ccriifieatsd.

Working-level personnel represent their agencies in the various functional areas.

Staff

The secretarial staff includes a committee director as well as a principal

staff off!set.

Use of Contractors

Contractors are not used.

Relations with Other Groups

Relations with industry are primarily between the designated action agency

for a particular case and the industries affected. The action agency must

record in its drafts any dissenting views of a substantially affected industry

group. When the action agency authorizes it, the Secretariat will circulate

IGIA documentation directly to industry for its information. Industry may par-

ticipate in IGIA meetings only in exanptional eases, by invitation from the IGIA

Chairman, as an observer without a vote. Relations with state and local

governments, to the extent that they exist, presumably arc handled in the same

way as relations with industry.

OUTPUTS

Outputs of IGIA are in the form of recommendations to the Secretary of

State end documentation associated with the preparation of recommendations.

_' When there is no disagreement, the recommendations are In the form of IGIA

Final Action Papers. When tlmre is disagreement, the Final Action Paper is

issued after the Secretary of State's decision. The IGIA Secretariat also pro-

duces and sends directly to U.S. ICAO representatives communications of a

I

£

! 3-41



faclual (not policy) nature. Papers distributed by the Secretariat to its members

for approval or comment are termed IGIA Papers. Materials circulated in

draft form by the action agency prior to presentation to the IGIA Secretariat

arc called Agency Papers.

There is an elaborate number system for IGIA documentation. The basle

document for IGIA organization is IGIA O/1A, "Membersllip-Organization and

Proccddres of the Interngeney Group on International Aviation (IGIA)."

IMPACT

IGIA provides policy guidance to ensure that t'Im United States speaks with

a single voice at international aviation forums.

MONITORING PROGRESS TOWARD OBJECTIVES

IGIA obtains feedback on what happens to its recommendations in the form

of reports of U.S. Delegations to ICAO meetings. These reports are submitted

to the Secretary of State within 30 days after the close of an international

meeting, and also to 1GIA, where they are circulated witb a covering IGIA paper

tbr approval or comment.

REFERENCES

1. IGIA Summary Fact Sheet, April 2t 1970.

2. IGIAp "Membership-Organization and Procedures of tile

Interagency Group on International Aviation (IGIA)," ]GIA

O/1A Revision No. 4, September 15D 1969.

i
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FEI)ERA b AIRCIbkFT NOISE ALLEVIATION PROGRAM (C'6T's Program

I.:vshmtion nnd Develtqmlent Committee (PEDC))--1966-1967

t)IHGINS AND OUTLINE IIISTORY

Specific Authorlmttlon

Created by OST in cooperation with FAA, NASA, and IlUD in l_sponse to

tt directive in the Presidential transpm.tation message of Marcll 2, 1966. Dec

bs_am_ tavolvcd shortly after,

Preauthorization History

The aircraft noise problem had existed for some time. Several factors

belped make it more visible at this time:

I. Increasedacutenessoftheprobicm becauseofmore widespreaduse

ofjets.

2. Persistentpressure from certainmembers of Congress.

3. Entreetothe Presidentthroughhlgh-lnvelstaffmembers of_e Office

ofScienceand Technologywho were sensitiveto theproblem (Bef,3).

OutlineHistory

One-day seminar of government and industry October ).965

aviation and noise experts (The Jet Aircraft

Noise Panel)

Presidential transportation message March 2, 1966

OST Report, AHeviation of Jet Aircraft Noise March 17, 1966

Near AirportsI (The "Green Book")

Formation of PEDC, Policy Committee, Spring 1966

Management Committee (Federal Aircraft

Noise Alleviation Program)
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Crcattonol foul- ]_EDC :_ubcommittccs_ct,'dxth April 19. 1967

l_El)f_ Irlct, tirl_

I_port oi FEDC stJbc_nlmitt,_es on ul×latlng _tnd July 3. 1967

Improving l_d_,ral Ah'craft Noise Ab:ttt'n_ent

Pro_r;tnl

'r_lnsfcr of direction fr_m OST to newly Fall i967

c _,catecl DOT

OPERATION

l,'ormulution of Objeotlves

Conclusions and J:eeommend;tttons of the March 1966 OST report set the

following objectives:

I. The fedel,-ai aii.cr_tft nois_ alleviation progYam wlll provide for:

a. Systematically developing and analyzing alternative
solutions ttJ the aircraft-community noise problem;

b. Establishing a z-ationale for selecting a "best" solution;

'\,\ c. Achieving an equitable allocation of costs;

__, d. l,;sh'tbllsblngFederal financialassistance programs
where necessary anti appropriate; and

i c. Es'tablishlng It functional organization responsible for

analyzing, selecting, and implementing prelerred
solutions In accordance with a time-phased phm
(aef. 2).

I

These objectives were to be met in a way consistent with the following

general understanding of the problem and general form of the solution:

1, The problem is one of conflict between two groups--the
producers of air transportation services and those people

-. living and working In con|munltles near airports. A con-

flict exists Lx_cause social aml economic costs resulting
I from aircraft noise are being imposed upon certain land

users in the vicinityof airports for which no direct benefits
' ave rote iv_d.
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2, 'l'h_ most r;ttlonal _q)lJroacil to resolving the conflict is to
reduce thL, _l_lver_ effect of noise to the low,st practicable
level D :tnd to c_stlr(_ that lnetlrr_d t]Q_ta are allot]sLed in the
mo,_t eq_litahi_ mid cxpedttlous way possihlo, and in retluee
stleh costs tt)_l lnlaimam,

3, Solutions to tile nols_) problem should he planned and ilnple-
mented wltil a minimum of Federal Gove_unent control and
a maximum utilization of th_ ros'aurccs avltilahle to the free
enterprise system (Ref. 2).

Dr. Donald Hornig of OST later reported to the Pre.aidant:

Your Tr.'msportatlen Messa_ of March 2, 1966 dll.eet(._d
mc to) work with the Admtnlstrators of the Federal Aviation
.'_gnecy (FAA) and the National Aeronautics and 8pace
Administration (NASA), and the Secretaries of the Depart-
meat of Commerce (DOG) and ef the Department of IIouslng
and Urban Development (HUD), to frame an action program
aimed at alleviating the problems of airnl,'aft noise In the
vicinity of our Natloals airports. I am pleased to report
that a comprehensive program was agreed to en April 29,
1966, and that the participating agencies are working
actively to Implement Its several objectives (fief, 4.
p. 527).

Activities, Staff Contractors

Three governmental committees were establiah0d to provide policy

guidance, tndastry advise, and me,ms for ensuring lnteragency eooporatlon;

1. Policy Committee, composed of ]loads of participating federal agencies

and departments,

2. Program Evaluation and Development Committee (PEDC), composed

. of representatives of Policy Committee members, with laduetry

experts partiblpatlng tn an advisory _apaeity,

3. The hianagement Committee, composed of representatives of partlcipa-

; ting federal agencies responsible for day-to-day conduct of tile

program.

t

t
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r]'he PI,'!)C, Ulll]_:r (l_'[', 11212I Dt_l, iodi_ally Is review pl.ogres:_ s secure

hl_ht,i[ry iid_'iec :_ad _l_4_r:_io_l , I,ad recommend actiolm to the Mamlgenlellt

Committee (Flgm.e .1).

Thus, the P EI)C wss the eoardlnating body for information sad tile develop-

ment of reeommendllt]ol}s; tile _lunagement Committee was tile tnterllgeany

cot)rdinnting body for Implementing pl'o_rrf_nla. T]I_2 PEDC was e government/

industry b_dy. The Mnnagement Committee membership was 100 percent

government offlelals.TileManagement Committee was eilairedby and Itouscd

In the FAA.

Administrative costs anti expenses were paid by OST. Staff was prevldcd

by OST as well as by member agencies• Some contract work, paid far by

member agencies {e. g., FAA), was used by the PEDC and tim other committees.

Sanh FAA contractors included Bolt, Beranck and Newman (NEFs for 1965,

1970, and 1974; Angust 1967) and University of California at Berkeley (Paul

Dygert studies, February 1967}. There does net appear to have been any contract

work dane directly for the PEDC or tile ether committees and paid far by OST

fund_. Work initiated by NASA included tile 2-year Tracer study.

Relation._ _,dth other Groups

Relations with industry were handled through the PEDC. In fact, Industry

advisors participated in PEDC as equals, and n caveat in the basic terms of

reference {No. 3 In general problem statement) stated that solutions should

involve a minimum of government control and a maximum use of the free

enterprise system. Tile objective, which derived naturally fl'om the original

OST approach, was to bring key government a_ld industry people together In a

completely off-the-record environment in order to arrive at a general approach

act_eptable to all parties. The persistence of this tone ensured that later parts

(recommendations) of the PEDC would be pre-coordlnated with Industry interests

and viewpoints.
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ltelalionswith Congress, m:d stntennd localgoverumente, if any, were

not ref]uetcd in Ihe formal organization.

Relationships with federal agencies were bandied stmultnoeousIy at different

levels by different eomm it,cos.

OUTPUTS

The original March 196G OST Report made 10 reeommeadatianu (accord-

ing to Ref. 3):

1. Develop an analysis of noise problems, including formulation of trends

at tim local airport level (to assist airport operators .and communities

in coping.. ,)

2. Develop a partial alleviation program for use at tim local airport level.

3. Decide hew additional costs ere to be allocated among aircraft manu-

facturers, airlines, airport operators, aviation users, etc.

4. Develop better measurement methods (physical, acoustical, psycho-

acoustic, sociological}.

5. Reduce engine noise as both a remedial and a preventative measure.

6. Develop quieter landing procedures.

7. Develop quieter take-off procedures.

8. Find a coordinated federal program that weald aRmulate compatible

land use at the local level

9. (additional recommendation) Evaluate alleviation through the insulation

of houses.

10. (additional recommendation) Introduce legislation for aircraft noise

certification.

In the year that followed, various member agencies wore encouraged to

undertake numerous researeb, demonstration, and test programs as a response
,,
I to the various recommendations.

i
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A I_EI)C sz'lf-sludy tool¢ phtce between April and June 1967; tile result was

the report (]tei ¸. 2) of July 1.cl67, whivh suggested "re-emphasizing certain

aspec[s tff Ihe program _lnd re-aries[lag silvers. '_ The "work plan" thai stemmed

from tile repart appears a_ Appendix D. ]t does not seem to have made any

radical changes in tile reeommenciatioas; i_:rcstate_ the original ree_r.'Lih_a-

darlene, and rn.qy be interpreted as giving priority to tllree specific programs

(3a. "... the earliest practicable datc.'_):

1. Establishment nf noise abatement flight procedures at noise-sensitive

airports.

2. Establishment of a retrofit program tieing" immediately available state-

ol:-ibs-art technology.

3. Modifieatian of federal aid programs to reward cammunities developing

effective, compatible land use plans near airports.

IMI_ACT

While it could be maintained limt certain federal actions that occurred later

would liars happened anyway, there is little doubt that the flurry of activity

stimulated withie tile executive branch hy the PEDC and the otl_er committees

accelerated these actians. Appendix E contains a summary of part af a status

report (Ref. 2) issued by DOT in April 1968, not Ion E after DOT had taken

direction of the whole effort,

Leglslatton_ Re_,nllstions, Executive Orders

Legislatisa was introduced by the Administration for noise certification of

certain new types of aircraft:

1966: S.3,59/II,R. 16171 89ih Congress/no action

19{;7: S. 7O7/I!.R. 3400 90th Congress/amended
version became law
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l] s ]o_ SI O }Jt'C_;LUlC"l).L. !IH-..III 111 IICCOrf]flnc_- _ ',vith fAR l_:ll't:Ill, issued

by P'AA,wl_ich]l(!C;tlll_!ol't'f)etixcinDecember 1969.

±_ew Organizations

FANAP became IANAP within DOT (see page 3-53 of this report),

Coordlnaiion of Federal Agen_cy Activities

Studies and projects responsive to the [D recommendations of the OST Re-

port were in ttatcd by various Incnlber agencies, The ID recommendations

WCL'_

Recommendation No. Work Started/Result

]. NEF studies at 25 airports,

2 Pilot projects at JFK, O'tlsrc, and LAX (Los

Angeles International Airport).

3 Conclusions of Dygeri Study and PAA Report 67/WA-

1650 of 1967: Federal noise abatement grants to

local governments "should be recovered from the

aviation industry--in effeut from the air t_.'_velors

and shippers. Such a cost solution would not signi-

ficantly rotnrd the growth of civil aviation."

4 hIethodology for certification cxtens ve y developed ;_
i;

by NASA and FAA.

5 Numerous contracts to the industry for research

-, : ornoisereduction,includingnacellc_ucoustic

treatment,NASA QuietEngine,compressor noise

reduction,etc.

[;
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]lecommendation Nn. Work Smrted/llesult

Ii Twn-segment approaches tested including FAA-

developed on-board guidance computar for VFR

conditions. NASA continued tests of six-degree

glide slope,

7 FAA developed and tested a noise abatement take-

off profile for four-engine aircraft. "There does

not uplx3ar to be any constraint that will prohibit

implementation of this program" (aer. 3).

8 Survey of federal agencies organized by IIUD showed

that ;3ver 70 federal programs might be used to

give federal leverage on local lancl use near airports,

but that total existing leverage would he slight.

9 Start of ItUD-FAA coordination at regional level:

Urban Planning Assistance Prog'_'am and Open- !

Slxaee Land Program. i

9 Noise insulation of houses study pretx'tred by FHA.

10 Noise certification of new aircraft types: FAA

government-Industry dialogue (the "Blait letter" of i

Sept. 1966), ad hoe working groups worked to re- !

fine concept. Sixth and final draft finished in Feb.

1968.

The PEDC succeeded in getting things moving. Together wilh the Manage-

ment Committee it helped initiate many new research projects, llowcver, except

in the ease of the aircraft-type certification for noise (far from the most emphasized
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of the orlgill;d l)hjectivt_s), _ho Management Committee was much less sucoess-

lul th goAting Its member agencles le. g., the FAA) to implement ab,_tement

programs ._uch as the three priority programs recommended _ PEDC in Jaly

(s_e Outputs), "/'he ,_ddilion of a "research'* objective th the April 1968 Stattm

Report ts sy_|plomatic of _ shift of the program*s focus away from progrnms

,lad towtll'd r_seareh st|it]los during find after Its move to DOT. For oxamplep

one PEDC objective--development of n cost allocation rstlonale--seemed ne_lrly

complete by the end of 1967. But the next logical step--applying it to specific

legislative ,'rod regulatory proposals--was never t,'dcen.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

As mentioned earlier, a mid-term self-study review of progTess made

toward objectives was done by I_EDC In July 1967 (Ref. 2). In summary, it

proposed specialized subcommittees for PEDC (see Appendix F) and that "the

present Management Committee be strengthonml at the earliest possible time."

The Federal Noise Alleviation Program moved Iron| OST to become a per-

manent proga'am under DOT chairmanship in Fall 1967. Combined with the

Sonel Boom Panel, which was also transferred from OST, the program was

renamed L4NAP--Interagency Aircraft Noise Abatement Progt'am.

As mentioned abo_,e, the Office of Noise Abatement created within DOT to

handle IANAP issued an April 1968 Slalus Report, which is excerpted as

Appendix E. The report monitors progress toward the original OST objectives

al_d updates those objectives. Worthy of attention is the addition of an objective

attributed to the March 1966 OST report: coordination of research progn'ams.
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1. Stevensoe, C_t_rdon ._L,, Jr., The Politics of Ai_]3ort Noise. Belmont,

Ca[il'., Du×bury Press, 1972.

2. U. S, Congress, lteeonmmndalions for Updatiug and ImprovilLg tile

Federal Aircraft Noise Alleviation I'rogram (l",xeeuilve Summary).

Report of the Subcommittees of the I)rogram Evuluullon and Develop-

ment Cmnmittee, July 3, 1967.

3. U.S. Departmest of Transport.alien. Office of Noise Abatement. Summary

Status Report, Federal Aircraft Nnise AIxatement Program, Apz't] l,
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4. U.S. President, Memorandum to Heads of Departments and Agencies,

With the Report of the Science Advisor to the President, "Aircraft Noise

azltl Land Use Near Airports," March 22, 1967.
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[NTERAGENC_ AI]iCitAFT N(JISE ABATEMENT PROGRAM

IANA]_--] 9(;_.- 1973

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE ilIS']'ORY

Specific Authorization

Establishc<l administratively by DOT ns successor to the Federal Airer,'fft

Noise Alleviation Progrum (FANAP) and tile Sonic Boom P,'mel, both of which

were transferred from OST to DOT in Fail 1967 by mutual agreement {Ref. 17

and 28) Specific authority for IANAP, cited by DO'/', was tim presidential

directive thai founded PANAP (ReL 33).

Preauthorizntion History

The DClmrtment of Transportation Act of October 15, 1966 (80 5tst. 931;

49 U. 5. C. 1651 note) was the broad anthority under which DOT organized its

Office of Noise Abatement and took over the coordination of federal activity

In the field of aircraft noise abatement. However, the extent of that authority

was not chmr, and it was a matter of "lnlenso controversy" at the outset

(Ref. 27).

Outline History

• DOT established April 1, 1967

• OST's FANAP rand Sonic Boom Panel

transferred to DOT (ReL 33) August 25_ 1967

• Combined proI,_ram roorguntzc_l and

renamed IANAP Early 1968

• IANAP "Summary StatusReport..."

issued for former FANAP Activities

and ongoing IANAP activities (Raf. lO) April 1, 1968
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• Joiut NASA/DOT Of[ice of Noise Abate-

mcnt (,T_)N_:) [ol,_11nd, fiend of ,[ONA

coetln,at_d as Cbldrman of lANAI) Coordi-

nnlhtg CoInll_ilttrt_ August 197l

• IANAP odmbdstrntively tc,rminnted by

DOT. I,ei-,dslatfon required the termina-

tion of all committees by tlae end of 1972,

unlans covered by ml Exeeuttvn Order) April 23. 1973

OPERATION

Formulation of Obiesttves

The objectives were the same ns fop FANAP, witb [be March 1966 OST

report cited no thu source. The only difference was the addition of _ulexplicit

"coordinate rese.'_'oh" plank that wan implicit in the FANAP (PEDC) statement

of its objectives (ReL 10, pp. 2-3).

Membership

Membernhip and organizallen of IANAP (or at least all but the sonic boom

part) an it wan inherited from OST is shown in Figure 4. Th_ early organiza-

tion of IANAP under DOT is shown in Figure 5. As can be seen. the main dif-

ferences were timt membership gradually expanded (DOD, CAB, etc,_ were

brougbt in) and the ibur PEDC subcommittees wore expand_l to eight IANAP
i

panels, Also, PEDC and the Management Commlitoe were merged into the

TANAP Coordination Committee, and the Policy Committee became the IANAP

Advisory Committee wltl_ the same banie function: to resolve, at a higher level,

policy problems beyand the competence of the working level Coordination Com-

mittee members. LikethepreviousPolicyCommittee, itwas littleused.

TotalIANAP membership ata typicalpointintimeIsshown inAppendixG.

The strong relationship with industry that dnvnloped in the I:'EDC continued 'i
unchanged in the IANAP panels right up to tile end of IANAP. The panel meetings
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l _ECBETAIt y ' DEPARTMENI" OF T flANSPOR_A'rlON 1

DOT-OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANS[_/I rATION |

OST~OFFICE OF SCJENCEAND "!ECHNOLOGY L /_DVJSORY CO_._MITTEE

NA$°NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE5 MEMBERS' 1301, FAA• OST, DOD, LK_I. f_O_,
HUD, HEW,NAS• AND flASA

DDORDINATION COMMITTEE
MEMBERS: DOT CHAIRMAN, FAA, HUD, pal, NASA, OST

HEW, DOC, DaD, CAB, EACH PANEL CHAIRMAN
AND NON GOVEANMENT MEMBEAS

"-1
I I I I

I !

NOISE RESEARCH PANEt SONIC BOOM RESEARCH PANEL LAND USE/AIRPOItTS PANEL I OPERATIONS PANEL |

NASA CHAIR _AN NASA CHAI [IMAN HUD CHAIRMAN [ FAA CItAIRMAN J
I .I I I

| !

HUMAN R_SPONSE pANEL ] NATURAL ENVIRONMENT PANEL | LEG*SLATIVE/LEGAL pANEL STRUCTUBES PANEL

OOD CHAIRMAN [ DOl CHAIRMAN J DOT CHAIRMAN liUD CIIAI RMAN

SOURCE: US. DEPT, OF ¥RANSPORTAT_ON, OFEICE OF THE SECRETARY
F/RSTFEDE/_AL A/RCRAFTNO/$EAI_ATEAfENTPLAN-Fy" t969.W97g. NO_, l_Jd9

Figure 5. Organization Structure of Intoragency Aircraft Noise Abaten_cnt Program, 1968



were sessionsstwhicl_industryreportedto u broadergovormnant audience

theirwork con[fueLedundcr costractor in-house.

Appendix G shows thai in early 1972 there were 25 members on the Coordi.-

sating Committee, representing 13 different federal departmeets or agencies.

Participating in tile Coordinating Committee meetings were the top people from

the ll leading aviation tndastry groups.

Eight panels were set up in 1968. A proposed reorganization between

1972 sad 1973 would have eliminated, or combined with another panel, tile

activities of the Legislative/Legal Panel, Operations Panel, and Natural En-

vironment Panel.

In 1972 the composition of the panels was as follows:

panel Members Advisors Other

(Fed. govt. (Industry & (Some fed. employ-
employees) other nongovt, ess, some r-_t) . ,=

Iluman Response 9 7 2

Lm*d Use/Airports 5 iO

Legislative/Legal 5 3 3

Natural Envlronmant 9 O '_

Noise Research 11 8 !

Operatloas 7 8

SonicBoom 9 6 I
Structures 8 4 I

i i"

i

It can be seen that nonfederal participation varied from panel to panel.
The degree to which the member vs. advisor distinction was formalized in _,

documentutton also varted. Some Individuals parttulpated in more than one
i:

J
panel.

Some panels met more frequently than others. In fact, it seems clear F

that all aspects of the panels, including membership and operations, were

affected to a largo degree by Inclinations, abilities, and resources of the panel
I:

- !
i

i
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chairmen, ]towevcr,Itw_m common pr.qctineformember ngoncios,or their

eonlractor!_,topresenttilerceuilsand rcconlmcndationsof SlmC}ilcresearch

projects, arian usiag audio-visual aids. All participants could get copies of

materin]susi,,dnLtheprcsoutatlons_togetherwithttsborJstlmmary reportof

the actual meeting agenda. The wm'k of compiling, rcprodacing, and distrib-

uting these handouts was done either by the DOT/ONA staff or by the staff of

the plmal ohah'mnn's agency, The meeting snmmflries, wh|eh wore done by

lbe p,'mci chairmen, recommended future rcseornb ned development needed to

filltechnologygaps lindInaludeda briefoverview ofmember and ndvlsornoise-

relatedactivities.

The CoordinatingCommittee met tohear summary reportsbyp,'me!

ch,_rmcn concerningthe activitiesof theirplmels. Once a year thnCoordi-

natingCommittee issueda reportbaaed on tile euratom'inssebmittndby all

IANAP panels,describingtim aircraftsalsarelatedprograms ef variousmem-

ber agencies. Titlereportwas publishedas the "NationalFederalAircraf_

Noise Abatement Program" (Ref12-15).Aeeordlngtoitsterms ofreforeneep

timCoordinatingCommittee was toreview recommendationsand programs of

tlle functional panels, endorsing, rejecting, or suggosthlg modifications in

those recommendations, as well as "developing common policy recommenda-

tions, establlsIflng priorities and schedules loading to total program integra-

tion" (Ref 26_ pp, 1-2), Recommendations ware to be reached by agreement

of all members whoso agencies would he parties to actions talccn under tim

rooommenflntton, and in eases of lack of agreomentp the matter was to be

referred to tile Advisory Committee for action (ReL 26, pp. _-4). Ilowever,

a survey of tile meeting minutes shows that while reports were heard and dis-

cussed, the process did not in practice extend to voting on recommendations or

bringing in tile Advisory Committee (lqef. 20-25).

Tile budget of IANAP was that portion of the DOT/ONA budget given for

administrative support of IANAP. The t/me and expenses of all participants,

members, or advisors were paid for by their parent organizations. Tile actual

projects and programs discussed at IANAP meetings were those of the member

aguncics, and they ware completely funded by tlmse agencies.
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Staff support for the iANAI) structure c,lmo from DOT/ONA. St_fff support !

for tlle panels came from the panel cbulrm,'tn's agency.

Use of Contractors

IANAI ), as an ._xg:,_:...,tlon_ used no contractors.

Relations with Other Groups

Relations with various segments of the aviation industry were discussed in

the preceding sections: industry inithdty participated directly in IANAP at

every level, * whiell led to the diffusion of results of governmant-sponsorad

research throughout industry,

LANAI) itself imd little direct contact with Congress, except insofar as it

was mentioned in DOT/ONA or NASA testimony (e.g., Hcf. 7, pp. 209-233:

"Statement of Charles A. Fo_tert Director, Office of Noise Abatement, Depart-

meat of Transportation").

There was some, but not much, state and local representation in lANAI ).

The U. S, Council of Mayors was represented among the advisors to the Coordi-

nating Committee. About six advisors on the Land Use/Airport Panel repre-

sented local Jurisdictions. One lawym' on the Lo_slattve/Legal Panel was

from the New York Port Authority. 1 2

Any federal agency could send representatives to the Coordinating Committee i ;
!

or to panels in wMeh it had an interest. "I_e scope of Interest of various agenales i
can be soon by inspection of Appendix G. i

i
i:

• l

'Except that after two years the nougovernment advisors to the Advisory
Committee were eliminated (fief. 34).

J :
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OUTPUTS

IANAP oulputs were as follows:

• From ibe paacls:

- Meeting sanunaries and xcroxcd msteri_lls presented nlld distributed

to all participants.

- Reports by panel chutrmen to Coordbmtiag Committee.

• From tile Coordinating Committee--Review of drnft of anmud report.

"Federal Aircraft Noise Abatement Plus"

s From DOT/GNA :

- Drmftlng of the annu,-d report, which summarized the research and

ether programs done in the airor,'fft noise subject area by member

agcncies_as reportedby the representativesofthoseagencieswho

participated in IANAP.

- General staff wovk_ including details of a proposed expnnsioa of the

subject scope of IANAP lo include nonaireruft noise topics in its

framework {sea Outline Iiistory ,"rodMonitoring and Updating).

IMPACT

The Presidenthad desiredan"actionprogram" teallevlntsJotnoiseprob-

lems. Thisprogram includedresearchtoassessthe problem and consideration

ofvariousnotionsthe federalgovernment couldtM:eimmediatelytohelpsolve

tlmproblem, as well asthelaunchingofresearchand developmentwork on the

teelmolcgyneededtoproducelonger-termsolutions.By thetime FANAP

terminated,theoptionshadbeen developedandnew research and development

was beingstarted.The SecretaryofTransportationassumed responsibilityfor

continuing both aspects of the program (Ref. 16, 17_ 18).

With regard to tile various available options for action, noise certification

was adopted through Congressional antics! and iANAP activities continued to

support the detailed implementation of FAll 36 by FAA, But other options under
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set_vfl eonsldel-ation by |,'ANAP were more eonlrovet'sl_t], und these bec,_alo

stulled in IANAIL These options Included development of a financial plan tbr

allocating costs nnd establishment of eoiseabatenmut flf_llL procedures, fa-

ehallng takeoff and landing (llef. 18). All FAA advisory etreular was prepared

recommending a new stmldordtzed oltnlboaL proeet]l]re, but observaoee of this

procedure by tha airlines was not mandatory (linf. 1!1, p. 2), Often the process

of formulating formal IANAP recommendations became stulled at the prmel

level, never getting as far as the Coordinating Committee. For example, In

1970_ when NASA was pointing nut feasible she.ages in flight oparatlous proce-

dures 0tale 20, p. 2), the Operations Panel, chaired by an FAA representaltve_

could not at-roe on any recommendations to he forwarded to the Coordinating

Committee (RoL 21, p. 4). In fact, there seemed is be somo confusion at that

time shout the role of the panels vie n vts tile Coordinating Committee. The

minutes of one meeting suggest that progn'ams planned in the panels were to be

presented to the Coordgmting Committee for endorsement (Rof. 23, p. 1).

Other minutes suggest that the Coordhmting Committee wished tile Operations

Panel to report "in a positive fashion that certain oporatlonul procedures shall

be implemented" (Ref, 22j p. 3). (FAA, which had chairmanship of the Opera-

tions Panel, alas had sole authority to promulgate recommendations in this

subject area. )

Another immediate action option wan in the area of federal policy toward

land use near airports, llero, IANAP played a role In the conduct of the DOT/

HUD MANAPS studies of four airports, In accordance with lleeommendatton 8

of tile original 1906 OST report.

The Boston-Logan study, one of the Mu%NAPS series, had an its goal:

Fromlho spectrum of possible land use controls and change,
alternative flight mad ground handling procedures, and air-
polg modifications, the Boston-Loges study will recommend
the preparation of alternative actions which can be tulcen to
provide Immediate relief from _drera/t noise exposure."
(Emphasis added.)
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This study had been completed before Jane 1969 (lleL 36, p. 5) but had still

not been puhlisbud is l_ebrtml_ r 1970 (Ref. ']5). More than a year after comple-

tion, and after _-,.,_teaslve go_'ernment review and revision, Jhe IANAP Coordina-

ting Commiiiee hsd not bees able to cedorse uny study reeomnmndatioas by

Aug_zst 1,q70 (l{ef. 23}. [Iltimalely, lib'/) was to issue a pclicy gtlklellao (Circu-

lar l;190.2 oa Noise Abatement und Control) in Aognlst 197l. wbtcb set mbdmum

noise quality standards to be met as a prerequisite for federal mortgage assis-

tance for residential property, h|oludlng property nero" airports.

Thus as time passed, the Foder.'d noise abatement activities with which

1ANAP dvalt became largely research .and development activities.

To assess outputs, it is thus important to understand the type of federal

netlvlttcs that IANAP dordt with and tile IANAP nnderstsndtng of coordination.

Like I,'ANAP before ltf IANAT" was originally Intended to coordinate a national

noise abatement prog'ranl (Ref. 10, pp. 2-3), lcedlng to immediate federal

actions. But federal activities were to be undertaken unllatcrally by tile various

member agenctcsp and eoordtzlatlon for IANAP did not and could not Involve

direct Influence over member agency research progrmns or control of agency

resources (Raft 27, p. 1).

The highly useful functions IANAP could and did perform were its functions

of identifying tecbnolog3' gaps mad of Indicating what eddttlonal research needed

to be done, Some IANAP panels_ such as the Noise Research Panel, were par-

ticularly valuable performing these functions, and NASA initiated programs

responsive to gaps noted by tbe various panels,

IANAP also ftmctioned us .an information clearing housot for government

agencies and industry. Tlds knowledge nmy have caused certain agencies to

"prccoordinata" by avoiding initial research in areas In wlflch other agencies

land n strong on-going program. Altorastively, In oases In whlch lwo agencies

had strong but similar projects in progress, knowledge gained througb IANAP

may bare induced them to enter into sufficient bilateral coordlm|tloa to ensure

that the projects were not unnecessarily duplloatlvo--a situation looked on with

disfavor by BOB (OMB) or Cspi._ol II111.
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IANAP's lack of dh'eet power probably faetlitafed this passive type of

coordination by encore,offing mere el)an communication of lANAP-sponsored

meetings.

In its 1972 testimony before Congress, wl)en DOT/ONA prcsanted n dia-

gram showing ulsmcuts of fl true nntlsnaf aircraft noise abatement program)

the progression was from '_R&D," to "systems an_flysis." to "decisions" and

finlflly, te "Implementation" (Ref. 7).

Quite clearly, despite 5 years of effort by IANAP and DOT/ONA) except

for certification of sew aircraft types, the fedcr,'fl government had not succeeded

in getting beyond the R&D and system analysis elements to decisions and imple-

mestatton. From the outset, IANAP and DOT/ONA were simply not organized

with clear enough unthority, at e level high enough, te stimulate further federal

movements (Ref. 27).

MONITORING AND UPDATING

The ananaf IANAP reports were the closest approximation of mouttorlng

progress toward the research goals of various participating member agencies.

ttowever, the reports did not constitute a mechanism for monitoring or updating

the goals ef IANAP ttsolL As mentioned .'already, these reports were essen-

tially summaries of the current and projected research projects of the agencies

(ReL 12-15).

Tim monitoring and upda_ng of IANAP objectives that did scant were dens

by DOT/ONA. At scvorul petnts it was proposed _hat the scope of IANAP be

expanded. In 1959-70 there was discussion of the pesslbility of IANAP becoming

an "Interegeany Committee on Noise Abatement)" to work under a cabinet-level

environmental commRtee (Ref. 2) 5). In 1971, it was proposed to expand IANAP

to lnafude surface transportation noise problems, an "Interagency Transports-

lion Noise Abatmnent Program," (Rot'. 25) p. 4)o DOT/ONA supported both of

-, those oroposals. These proposals would have expanded the scope of IANAP

interest without changing its basle method of operation, its orientation toward

research activities, or its information exchange function (RcL 20, p. 1).
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Tbese preposslswore overtukenby cvmltswhen the CosncR of Envlros-

mental Quality (CEQ) and tile Environment ProJcetian Agency were created

sad the cabinot-leveI committee was dissolved.

REFERENCES

l. "Milestones in Coordination of Federal Aircraft Noise Abatement

Programs," (DOT/ONA Informal paper presented to EPA/ONAC

interagascy review session), Fall 1973,

2. DOT/ONA, "Tnteraganey Cmnm]ttee on Noise Abatement," (working

paper outlinlngpropc_aal structure), March 5, 1970.

3. Foster, Charles R., Chairman, IANAP Coordinating Committee,

"IANAP Organizational Structure," (memo to IANAP Panel Cimirmen),

February 24, I971.

4. Foster_ Charles R., Chairman, IANAP Coordinating Committee,

Moetlng of IANAP Coordinating Committee, Agenda Item No. 4,

(draft structure of an expanded IANAP), March 9, 1971.

5. Foster, Charles R., Director, DOT/ONA, "Interagency Committee

on Noise Abatement (ICNA), '_(memo to the record, plus attachments

dated July S, 1970), September 4, 1970.

6. Roudnbush_ W. II., NASA, "Minutes of the Noise llesoareh Panel

Meeting at NASA Headquarters on December 6 and 7, 1972," (memo

front chairman of panel to meeting participants), January ]1, 1973o

7. U. s. House, Subcommittee on Aeronautics and Space Technology of

the Committee on Science and Astronautics, HoarinEs ef January 18,

19, and 29, 1972 on Aeronautical Research and Development. :

8. Summary of Report of the Noise Research panel, IANAP, March 22,

1968.

9. Summary of Nolsa Researnh Panel Meeting, IANAP, February 25,

1971.

,q-fi5



10. DOT/t/NA, "Summary ,_tatus Report--I,'cderul AIrer:fft Noise Abate-

meat Progr:ml," April I, 1968,

11. PEDC Silbeoallnlttees, "(Executive Summary} Recommendations for

Updsling mid Improving tile Federal Alrcrsl_ Noise Alievlation l_rogram,"

July 3, 19{17.

12. U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of the Secretary, First

Federal Atrcraf_ Noise Abatement Plml--FY 1969-70, November 1969.

13. U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of the Secretary, Second

Federal Aircraft Noise Abatcmant Plan--FY 1970-71, January 197l.

14. U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of the Secretary, Third

Fe-!eral Aircraft Noise Abatcmcn_ PIan--FY 1971-72, January 1972.

15. U.S. Depsrtment of Transportation, Office of the Secretary, Fourth

Federal Aircraft Noise Abatement Plan--FY 1972-73, January 1973.

16. Densmoro, James E., Acting Assistant Secretary for Research and

Tcchnolog_,_ DOT, "Transfer of Responsibilities for .Aviation Noise

and Sonic Boom Activities from the Office of Science and Technology

to tlm Department of Transportation (memo to the Secretary), August

2, 1967.

17. Iforntg, Donald F., Special Assistant to the President for Science and

Technology, letter to Alan S. Boydt Secretary of Transportation,

October 2, 1967.

18. Gulovin, No E,t "Summttryofthc l_tgbth Meettngof the PEDC July 18,

1967 and Agenda for the Ninth Meeting September L 1967," (memo to

Dr. D. P. Horulgb July 31, 1967.

19, Foster, Charles IL, Acting Director, DOT/ONA, letter to Mr. Peter

Gutman, Metro Suburban Aircraft Noise Council, April 19_ 1969.

20. Foster, C. R., Chairman, IANAP Coordinating Commlttccs "Minutes

of February 17, 1970 IANAP Coordination Committee Mooting," (memo

to members and advisors b March 31t 1970.

.'1-66.



21. Foster, C. R., HAIlmdes Of flirty26, ]fiT0 TANAP CoordhlaLlon

Comluitie() M_L!ting (menlo to members rUld_nIvisor_),JLl|y 7, ]970.

22. Fn_ler, C. ]_.,"Minutes of October 27, 1970 IANAP Coordination

Committee Meetlng," (memo to man_bers and ndvisors), Jnntlary 1_,

197].

29. Sunlmnry, IANAP Panel CImirman Meeting, May 18, 1970,

24. Foster, C. R., Minutes of Cerebra' 29, 1969 IANAP Coordlnntlon

Committoe Meeting, (memo to members and advisors), December ],

1969.

23. Foster, C. R., Minutes of IANAP Coordination Cemmittan Meeting,

h{aroh 16, 1971 (memo to members nod :Idvisors),Aprll 19, ]971.

26, U.S. Department of Tr.'mSlx_rtntios, Office of Noise Abatement,

"Terms of Reference of the Interagoany Alrar.'fft Noise Abatement

Program,,' (Attachment 7 of Report by C. R. Foster sent to Congres-

sional Study on Advisory Committees, September 23, 1969). no date.

i
27. Densmore, James E., Acting Assistant Secretary for Research and

Technology, DOT, "Autbority for Noise Abatement Prooedaros,"

(memo to DOT General Counsel), October 7, 1939.

Various papers presented at first IANAP meeting r October 2, 196B:

28. Boyd, Alan S., Secretary, Dept. of Transportation, "Background

paper."

29. Foster, Charles R. p Director, DOT Office of Noise Abatement.

Remarks on organizational structure of IANAP.

30. "Functions and Cnrrent Programs of the Legislative/Legal Panel."

31. "Department of Rousing and Urban Development Research as Part of

the Intoraganvy Aircraft Noise Abatement Program. (Probably pro-

seated by IIUD.) !i

[

3-67



32. "Report of St_letures Panel," September 26) 1968. (Probably

pr(mented by IIt)D. )

33. Foster) Charles IL, "Annual Report of Agency Advisory Committees.

I/sport period: CY 1972," 1.973.

34. Volpe, Jolm A., S_erotnry) Dept. of Transportation. Letter to

Mr. James T. Pyle) Aviation Development Cotulcfl, Aug. 12) 1969.

35. Land Use/Airports Panel of IANAP. )'Status Report." February 17,

1970.

36. Foster, C. R.) Minutes of the IANAP Coordination Committee Meeting

of 3 Jane 1969, (memo to members), July 31, 1969.

3-68

1



JOINT DOT/NASA OFFICE OF NOISE ABATEMENT (JONA) -- 1971 - 1974

ORIGINS AND OIJTLINE IIISTORY

Specific Authortzstion

Founded administratively by DOD and NASA In August 1971; located witldn

the office of the Secretary of Transportation.

Preauthorlzation Ilistory

Tile two nmjor agencies in noise research were DOT (including FAA) and

NASA. To achieve a higimr degree of planning and coordination than was

possible through IANAP, and to prevent duplication that might hinder OMB

approval of future projects, JONA was created as a jointly funded DOT/NASA

office. This was'done by expanding the already existing Office of Noise Abate-

ment in DOT (DOT/ONA). Mr. Foster, Director of JONA, said at a January

t972 Congressional hearing that the major noise objectives based upon the

CARD Study would be the starting potut for JONA and that JONA would provide

overall leadership "in accordance with the recommendations of the CARD

Study" (Ref. 2, p. 211).

Outline History

• JONAcreated August1971

s FirstNASA employee JoinedJONA (Ref4) October1971

• "NatlonnlAlrersftNoiseAbatement Plnn,"

to be completed by July l, 1972, mentioned

in testimony before Congress January 19, 1972

s Noise Control Act of 1972 passed; EPA

empowered to eoordtuate all Federal pro-

grams relating to noise research and control October 1972
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• Letter from C. R. F4_stcr to NASA, DOT,

FAA, and EPA reprcscntstivcs starting the

Long Iiange Aircraft Noise Abatement Plan

(LRANAP) development process April 3, 1973

• IANAP abolished Marcb 23, 1973

• Reports of working groups of Long Range

Aircraft Noise Abatement Plan completed July-August 1973

• Briefing document en LRANAP prepared by

JONA for presentatian to top-level DOT and

NASA o[flcials August-September, 1973

Exchange of correspondanan between EPA/

ONAC and JONA concerningclarificationof

relstlonshlps of the JONA plan to EPATs

mandate to coordinate Federal activities October 1973

• Presentation of LRANAP by JONA. as part of

i DOT/NASA activities and plans,to EPA/ONAC

! Federal Activities Report review meeting November 1973

• JONA program review meeting, EPA/ONAC

observer present (one of a regular aeries of

meetings of the "DOT Noise Abatement Com-

mittee" organized by JONA) December 11, 1973
n,

• JONA activity terminated upon withdrawal of II
lastNASA professional September 1974 !_

i
i:

OPERATION ]i

Formulationof Objectives

The initlalobjective•ofJONA, as statedby C. R. Fester,Director,JONA,

before House Science and Astronautics Committee, January 19, 1972, were
t

i:
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Tic pvovJdic tile ovicrail Jic_dicrship and to act as a focal petal
for a national progn'aln io attack tbic noise problems nssoclnlcd
with lho _ut'rcnt a_id pl_lat_icd transportntlon systictos,

JONA provided n d_'flnlte means of integrating thic efforts of
the two goveramicat icrgaulzatlons most involved in noise
abatement, llowever, thnrc are othicr govnrnmesIorganizn-
tlans, such as DOD, IIUD, flEW nnd EllA, also involved,
and this joint office will bic responsible for integrating noise
abatement prog-rams with other agencies tilrough the already
established and operating lnterageany aircraft noise abatement
program ([ANA_) whose coordination oommittee l chair

Thus) thic original scope of JONA interest included researich done in all aricss

of transportation-- botb surface and air. But in terms of actual coordination

mid implementation of program plnns as part of the annual hudgeting process,

its scope was limited to DOT and NASA, and to aircraft noise I_ & D.

Leaving surfaeic transportation noise activities to the already established

DOT/ONA, JONA started an integrated NASA/DOT planning process in 1972

and 1973 ficr aircraft noise research and development. Tim objectives of the

1973 planning process were to develop this research and dicviclicpmnnt plan for

both ageanlos to cover "the full spectrum of activity from ticichnology to im-

plomentatiicn." The intent was to "develop an initial plan that will provide a

basis for |mmngemcnt review and program adjustment. Thus, the final plan

that evolves will provide an approved guide for detailed program within thic

linic organizations *)(Ilicf. 3),

More specific goals of thic phm were stated as follows:

The primary goal of the DOT/NASA Aircraft Noise Program
is to provide the teichnology for the design and development

"1' of quiet air lranspicrtatian systems. More specifically, the

goalsaria:
1, To develop and demonstrate the teic]mology pertinent

;_ to thic roducCiicn of noise of curries: aircraft systems;

i! - 2, To develop the ticchnology to be usicd by industry in
advancicd aircraft nnd engine designs for further
nolsic reduction;
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3. To provide to lJOT/FAA, EPA, industry_ and the
public the advmmed technology needed in canfinu-
I_g eonsich:ration of possible revisions to aircraft
Iloise control roi_laiions, _nd the estahllshmant
of untform airerafL noise standards_ and

4. To develop u comprehensive understanding of the
sireralt noise factors that influence individual
and community attitudes towards aircraft opera-
tlons_ and their influence on future noise standards.

The plan covers the following subject matter which forms tl:e
outline for subsequent discussion:

1. Community Assessment
2. Regulatory Planning and Support
3. Existing CTOL Aircraft
4. Advanced Subsonic CTOL Aircraft
5. Quiet Powered-Lift Aircraft
6. Advanced Supersoai o Transport (AST) Air craft
7. General Aviation
8. Basic Noise Research
9. Aircraft Systems Noise Analysis (Ref. 3)

Membership

JONA was composed of full-time employees of the two agencies (DOT and

NASA) whose noise abatement research efferts were being coordinated. See
"Staff."

Activities

JONA was a two-agency activity, based in the DOT office of Noise Abatement

(DOT/ONA}, that performed the following functions:

• Coordinated and monitored all DOT and NASA research projects and
programs concerned with aircraft noise,

$ Represented DOT and NASA at meetings of ether federal aganaies
concerned with airaral_ noise, public meetings and eonferanccs, and
before Congress and OMB.

• Under (I1)prepared an annual plan for DOT/NASA R & D work in the
field of aircraf_ noise abatement technology development.
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Staff

flyJanuary 1972, theslnffoftheJONA/ONA complex had grown tolSpersons

(professlonnland clerical).The dlrcctor,C. IL Foster,who had headedI)OT/C)NA

sinceItsineoptlonin 1967,alsohmldedtheJONA setlvlLy.The new deputydiroelnr

ofJONA was from NA._;A.The maximum slzcoftileprofessionalstaffwas the

orJglnslDOT/ONA staffplustwo profcsslsn_dsfrom NASA.

Use ofContractors

Numerous noiseresearchand developmentcontrf_c_swere awarded notby

JONA Itsdi[but by thevariousofficeswlthhnthe DOT/FAA/NASA framework

JONA coordinated.

Relations with Other Groups

Relations with other Federnl agencies and nongovernment groups were

more the province of IANAP than of JONA.

IANAP and JONA both represented DOT and NASA in testimony before

Congress.

JONA rnlstlons with other federal agencies Including those with EPA,

ware on an informal basis except for attendance and participation at EPA-

organised review and coordinating meetings covering noisc-relatml federal

activities.

OUTPUTS

As mentioned prnviously_ the main functions performed by JONA were

in-house staff functions: coordination of the Joint research plans of DOT and

NASA. The outputs were thus largely invisible to the outsldo world. They

Included:

• Management of a Joint NASA-DOT (Including FAA) committee for
coordination of all retrofit nctlvltles

• Review and assessment of FAA regulatory proposals

I
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• Development of the previously mentioned annual jotat agency plan
far atreraft noise abalsmont R&D i _

• l_evie\v of information releases prcpa_'_I by FAA, DOT or NASA,

The JONA l_mction with regard to retrofit was is monitor tile day-to-day

progress of all retrofit programs, including the I,'AA "SAM-retrofit" and ths

NASA "reran-retrofit" R&D, ,_nd to report to and advise top management in

DOT end NASA,

The joint-agency plan development cycle was envisioned to bo an annual

process, llowever s only one develop]neat cycle was completed--from April

tlu'ough fall of ]973, as mentioned in the ')outline history" portion of tills

section. Tills plan included goals for tile phased redaction of noise from

various types el" aircraft.

IMPACT

NASA and DOT policy decisions concerning retrofit were taken at a htgher

level than JONA, and necessarily involvsd wider considerations than technolog-

ical feasibility alone. These decisions wore reflected in FAA regulatory

proposals of 1974. The JONA contribution was in the area of teclmology

eseessnleat,

The result of the 1973 joint agency planning process was a report that was

presented to the three agencies Involved. Responslbillty for lntegratIng the

recommendations of the plan into agency budgets did not rest with JONA, but,

rather, the report was an input into the budgst development processes of the

agencies Involved. In light of the original CARD study recommendations, JONA

was partly successful in coordInating NASA/DOT research at the planning

stage, includIng that of FAA, for It did "develop an initial plan that will

provide a basis for management review and program adjustment" (Ref. 3).
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MONITOI_.ING AND UPDATING

The design ,_f the 197.'I Long ltnngu Ah'craft Noise Abatement Plan provided

for monitoring and updating of Joint aircraft notes ll&D plans. Progn-ess reviews

were in occur every 6 months and prngraln updates every year, timed to mesh

with the rmnuai budget cycle.

There was so formal mechanism for review of JONA organizational structure.
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COMMITTEE ON IIEAEING,j_IOACOUSTICS_ AND BIOMECIIANICS (CIIABAi

OF TIIE NATIDNAL A('ADI:MY el."SCIENCES--1952-PRESENT

ORIGINS AND OUTLiNF. IIISTORY

CilABA Isa privateadvisoryorganizationwithfederalreprescntatlvoand

a qassi-offloiIdfunction.The Armed Forces (Army, Navy, Air Farce)spon-

soredtbe astilbllshmcntofCHABA by theNatlonldllcsearchCounciloftim

NalinsMAcademy ofSciencesin 1952toprovidea group ofinformed consultants

inIllsfieldof hearingandbioacousilss(Ref.2). Over time,CIIABA assumed

slnttlarfunetinasfor variousclvillanagencies,inc]udhlgFAA, DOT, and EPA.

The periodofgi'oatestactivityinthefieldofMrsr,'Lftnoise _-mdsonicboom

spanned the period 1963-1971. Originally, there were two separate CIIABA

wet]ring groups established st the request of NASA and FAA for research advice

on airport noise and sonic boom. Later. tbean ware expanded tats one sub-

committee,. Subcommittee 5 (Ref. I). ,Subcommittee S has not been active since
1972.

OPERATION

Formulation of Ob_ectives

According lo CHABA terms of reference, purpose and areas of activity

are as follows:

CIIABA, the Committee on Iinaring, Bioaeoustics, and Bio-
mccbanies (formerly the Committee on Hearing nnd Bin-
acoustics) is esisbltabed by the NAS-NItC at tile request of
certain agencies of the government (Sponsors).

1. Purposes of the Committee

The Committee provides the follo_ving types of advi-
sory assistance to Its Sponsors in the areas of hanr-
ing, bioeeoustics and biomechanlss:

as application of available scientific information in
the solution of current operational problems,
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b. resssrch planning to meat fmure operagional
problems p

e. acquainting scientific investigators with the
problems of the Sponsors,

d. prolnoting exchange of research information,

o. encouraging rosaaroh in areas whore there arc
deficienccs of knowledge.

2. Areas of Committee Activity
i

The Committee concerns itself with rely field of science
or technology that It finds ancessary in pursuit of its
objectives. Those fields may include pertinent aspects
of biological science, bclmvioral science, physics.
chemistry, mathematics, engineering and medicine.

Examples of specific areas of interest to thn Commit-
toe lnaludo:

a, fIearing

(1) Measurement and evaluation of hearing.

(2) Conservation of imaring.

(3) The car and associated central nervous sys-
tem, its functions and means for protection
0gainst intense sounds.

(4) Communications, particularly speech com-
munication in the presence of noise.

b. Bloaeonstiea

(1) Non-auditory effects of tntenso sound fields
on man and means for protection.

(2) l_hysiologieal, psyohologleal and social reac-
tions of man exposed to eound, for exmnple,
noise produced by Jet-planes, rockets, gun-
fire, weapons, and vehicles.

(3) Physical and engineering problems of the
generation, measurement and control of
acoustical energy.
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e, lltomoehanies

(I) Specification of tile mechanical properties
of the ]111111_111body or its component ports.

(2) Effects of mechnntosl force fields (for exmn-
pie - vibration) upon human i)erfornlllnee,

boalth, real oomfm, t.
(3) Protection of man from mechanical force fields.

(4) Physical and engineering problems of the goa-
l oration, mensm, emcnt and control of mceh_mtcal

force fields.
i

As a general policy the Committee will undcrtal_e work in tim
above areas only when tlm required advisory services are not

i provModelsewhere (Ref. 3).

Membersblp

Members are appointed by the President of the Academy upon recommen-

dation of the CIIABA Executive Council. There were over 300 members in

1973. Most are Council-nominated members drawn from the scientific commu-

nity. In addition, other members represent government sponsors ,'rod other

government agencies. These members form n resource pool from witch

working groups ,'md subcommittees, generally consisting of six to eight meta-

l)ors, are formed (Ref. 4). Travel expenses of members while they are

participating in CtIABA activities are paid either by sponsoring agencies

(for their members) or by the National Academy of Sciences (other members).

Activities

Most CItABA working groups have been concerned with problems not directly

related to environmental aspects of aircraft noise nnd have performed nd hoe

services over a limited time period, such ns the preparation of a single report

to the sponsoring agency. Subcommittee 5, however, was a relatively long-

lived group that evolved from two working groups. It was the function of
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Subcommittee 5 to anmu'dly review past federal research activities oil buman

response to _rcraft tLoJs_ _lnd sonic boom uad to maI_e recomm_odutlons for

fnrtl_er research, ._ugg_sting priorities.

The question o_ which ugcnelcs were to perform various elements of the

rceomnmodcd ilro_.ell_ was_ strictly spanking, outside the terms of referesce

of CHABA and was not formally addressed.

An E×ccuttvo Council has overall responsibility for all CIIABA aclivities0

including these of tl_c subcommittees and _)rking groups. There Is one voting

member from each of the sponsoring agencies and an equal number of voting

members nominated by the Council. in addition, there are several non-

voting, ex-offielo members. The Council nominates one of its members to

serve as Chairman lbr a term of l year.

Staff

An Executive Secretary wltil a small staff supports the Executive Council

and CHABA as a whole. The secretariat resides at the National Academy of

Sciences in Washington, D. C.

Relations with Other Groups

CHABA, ,'usa whole,maintainstieswithand givesadvicetofourinternational

organizations:NAT0_ tileInternationalCivilAviationOrganization(ICAO), i

the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), and the

International Organization for Standardization (ISO) (Rnf. 4).

Within Subcommittee 5, limited contact with contractors of sponsoring

agencies occurred when those contractors were invited to give short presenta-

tions to the SubcommiRee. About one half day of the Sabcommittce's 1- to

2-day meeting time might be allotted for contractor presentations each year.

An important informal coordination channel existed between Subcommittee

5 and IANAP. _lile tile CIIABA group dc_vcloped research recommendations,
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agency representatives in IANAP formulated policy rccommandatinns regarding

the dlstribution of implementation responsibility among federal ngeueios.

CoordinalJon was assured by overlapping memberships of several key lndividanls

who served boil1 on the CIIABA Subcommittee 5 and on tile IANAP lluman Respoan,_

Panel. Meetings of the CIIABA Committee and the IANAP panel were scimdulo,}

for the same week so that members from out of town could attend both with

one visit, wi_in]l was important because CIIABA paid e.'q)cnsea and 1NANP did not.

OUTPUTS

The chief output of Subcommittees was the list of ananul recommendations

to government sponsors. For example, in 1972 the CIIABA recommendations

wero:

1. Initiate studies concerning chronic behavioral and physio-
logical effects of noise including adaptlon to long-term noise
e:_posures (three to four-year funding, if possible).

a. Examine the effect of noise_induced sleep interference
upon performance. Continue primate work where
applicable. Conduct laboratory studios of adaptation
to sleep disturbance over two or three years using
physiological measures of arousal. (Laboratory.)

b. Threshold studies of noise-lnduced sleep interference
(field study in private homes. )

c. Examine the effect of noise in work areas on perfor-
mance and communication (field studies in areas sash
as offices and classrooms.)

d. Examine the effect of noise and sleep disturbance on
special groups such as aged_ sickt sohools_ and infants.

2. Examine long-term health effects of noise and sonic boom
on growing urban areas such as Tulsa and Oklahoma City.

3. Airport-anise community surveys should be supported
with the following emphases:

a. Focus on same group of respondents over longer times
to assess:
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(I) seasonalvarintioas

(2) differences beP,vean day and night i

(;I) E_v:duntton of operationsl cimsges, e.g. special
utilization of runways

(4) ebm_gcs in sttitudianl and other psychological
factors over time

(S) addition over time of multtple events

b. Compare hearinglevels of airport neighbors with
control group

4. Laboratory study of origins of psychologtcai factors, c.g.
fear, thai contribute to annoyance producc_l by noise.

•% Centlnaiag study of the impact of sonic boom exposure on
residents of tl_e Antelope Valley, California, area.

6. Continue piggyback studies of th_ impact of noise and sonic
boom on dsmestto re|finals and wild lifo (fief. 1).

As previously mentioned, these recommendations were net only given directly

to agency sponsors but also were constdercxl collectively by the agencies within

the IANAP fralnswork.

IMPACT

CIIABA recommendaiians were influnntial in starting several federnl

research progrmns directly connected to the PEDC_FANAP-IANAP series of

efforts from 1966 on. One example was the exhaustive series sf surveys on

community response to aircraft noise and sostc boomp dose by Tracer, Inc,,

for NASA between 1967 and 19G9. Such work was an essential part of the

implemantafian of Recommendation No,' 4 of the 19{]GOST report, calling for

developing meaningful yardsticks for measurement of aircraft anise exposure.

Since CIIABA Subcommittee 5 meetings iscluded representatives from the

various federal agencies, the meetings _flso served as a ms,ms for informal

intcrngency coordination in their own right,
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MONITORING AND UPDATrN(; 0 F OItGANIZATIONAL GOALS

Progress reward objectives net by Subcommittee 5 was monitored by com-

paring previous vecommendationn with reports to tbe Sabcommittcs from agency

sponsors on recent rederzd research activities. Thin cnmlmrtson, plus further

discusstou _;t the Subcmmulttee anau,'tl meeting, formed the basis for furtber

recommendations. This process was most h'ultful from 1963 to 1970. There-

after tile input of CID'_BA to fedcr,'fl research coordination decreased, mainly

because federal agencies were no Ionger lmplmncoting recommended rcsearel_

at previous levels. Obtaining necessary funding was apparently a major

problem° Thus, the CIIABA lists of recommendations began to look similar

from year to ye_,Lr, and CIIABA terminated thQ subcommittee In 1972. During

its period of activity, however, the subcommittee served n highly useful

function In coordination of those aspects of federal noise research activities

with wbieh it wan concerned,

REFERENCES

1. CHABA, "Minutes of the Third Meeting of Subcommittee 5 field at

Wright-Pattsrsan Air Force Base, Dayton, Ohio, July 11-12, 1972."

2. "CIIABA," NoiseControl,vol.3 no. 6, November, 1957,pp. 53-54.

3. CHABA, "Purposes and Procedures for tile Operation of CIIABA,

the NAS-NRC Commltteson fleering,Bioacoustlcs,and Biomeuhanles,"

October 8, 1963.

4. CHABA, "InformationConcerningtheCommittee on Visionandtile

Committee on Hearing,Bioacoustins,and Biomechanins,"JulyI, 1973,

3-83

J1 I.....................
I



h._ctIon -t

STUDIES

There have been humourous studies of nntional aviation policies, prohh]nls,

and goals in the l_st 25 years, and must el timm have touched up(_n tim federal

interageney coo]_inatten asl._eets of the problem. _Mmther they emerged from

:m lnterageacy task group or a commission, most of tile studies were set into

motion by a Presidential directive, generally stimulated by ¢2angressioual prod-

ding. It is not clear, In stone cases, whedler the President ever had u personal

interest or :yes t;nly reacting to a strongly articulated recomnmndatlon from

governmental and nongovei.mnental interests.

[t has typically been the fate of studies to be widely disregarded after

their completion. Rarely have the recommendations of studies been trans-

formed into specific legislative proposals, and even more rarely are the pro-

posals acted upon. Such was the ease with the Aviation Advisory Commission

reeommeudatious tn early 1973. This Is nothing new, The authors of project

Horizon Report (].961) made much the same comment about previous studies:

The task force also had available to It the reports and studies
wbich have been made alnco 1948 in tile field of aviation. In
many instances, the recommendations contained in these
reports and studios are as f:_esh and important today as when
they were first written, The unhappy impllcatten of this state-
ment is that far too little attention has been givoa to important
recommendations of the past. It is freely admitted that cer-
tain of the goals which we suggest herein have been put forward
before. Their reiteration here serves to underscore their
urgency, importance, and lack of fulfillment to date (Foreword,
p. xlii, Project tlorlzon Report)°

The influence of studies on subsequent events is sometimes bard to measure

objectively. When a study has been given widespread credit for an effect, this

is mentioned in the summaries that follow. The reports of commissions, task
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groups, and ad hoc eommitteeu _cl_. _ undoubtedly 1_escl, or at least perusecl by

both late1_slcd eongressmez_ and members of the aviation community, znaay
:1

of whom had a hu_d In their c|'cution. Thus, the reports may have h;id some

indirect influence on tim thinking and subsequent _lettoll8 of _t hill.rower group.

Howevo|', the degJ_ce to which this llffh|enclng of the dcclsion-makel's occurs

Is even more difficult to measure objectively, and tie systematic effort to do so i

Ires been made In this compendium,

i

E 4-2 i

...................... i



m

PRESIDENTTS AIIi POLICY COMMISSION (PAPCI-The Flnletter l_eport_ 19.17

ORIGIN S AN D OUT LINE i[ ISTOF_Y

Sl_cclflcAuthorizatlun

The PAPC was t.stal)lished and its members wore appointed by President

Truman In a letter of July 18, 1947. Ie tile Iett_r, the PAPC was esttlblished

as _t tempor'J ry commissthn and cimrged to submit its final recommendations

by January 1, 1948. It was assured of the COOlYemtion of all federal sgeneles.

Preauthorization History

The PAPC was established in light of the Cold War. Thus, there were twin

issues: national security and the development of civil air transportntion. In

his letter, President Truman said that he was creating the I_APC "upon the

recommendation of the S_cretarles of State, War, Navy, and Commerce and of

the Air Coordinating Committee" (ACC).

:!

Outline History

• Commissioners sworn in July29, t947

• Executive Director appointed July 30, 1947

• Recruitment and organization of workthg

staff complete Mid-August1947



• Outline for report and commission

opt:rating prooi_dure_i Oull_plete End of AUgtlst

s Formafi hcaving_ September _ to

December30, 1947

'rile PAPC submitted fits report on December 30, 1947, on schedule.

OPEI{ATION

Formulatfion of Objectives

Th0 PAPC was instructed to make tile broadest kind of survey, Incfiuding i
i

recommendations on revising old policies and tile framing of new ones to achieve

an integrated national air polfiey to (1) ", . , protect tile Nattoa's securfity to the i

greatest extent possible," and (2) "... foster Its economic and sociafi interests." ]
i

The Commission understood this as a mandate to a_evfiewthe following

topics, which .were dealt with in Its report:

* Significance of air power for national security (Including sta,'ategy In

tile atomic age, reorganization of the armed forces, military need

for air transport, mobilization planning)

• Aircraft manufacturing industry

• Ae ronautlcal R&D

• Civil aviation (including safety, air mall, economic regalatlon,

International a fir transport, general aviation)

s Government organization

Membership

The five appofinted members of the PAPC were Thomas F. Fthletter,

Chairman; George D. Baker, Vice Chairman; tqalmer Hoyt; John A, MeCone

(replaced Henry Ford); and Arthur D. Whites!de. I
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Activities

During it_ _hort ]fie. gm PAPC was oxtraolxltnarily ;retire. It g_'lthered

iaform_ttioa primarily through a series of formal ]marings and secondarily by

means of field trips to industrial facilities and military installations. Tile

total of 206 PAPC meetings included 96 public hearthgs and 65 hearthgs where

testimony was token in executive session, All witnesses were requested in

file statements th advance. Full stenographic records were kept of all public

hearings anti ahstl_ets were made of all statements and testimony. Witnesses

represented all government agencies involved, including the military establish-

meat, the domestic and foreign airlines, railroads, aircr_fft a'Laasfactnrers,

trade and industry associations, and the press. In general, they were either

recnhmized experts in their field or heads of their institutions.

The President provided his own aircraft for sever-at PAPC field trips,

Staff

There were about 40 tschnical staff members and about 20 secretarial

staff, In accordance with the Presidential lettnr of July 18, tlle Delmrtment

of Commerce provided spaeep administrative support, and much of the staff,

Under the E×ecutive Director (S, Paul Johnson) staff was organized around

staff advisors for each of the five topic areas listed under Formulation

of Objectives (See Figure 6).

UseofContractors

No contractors were used,

Relations with Other Groups

Industry, state and local governments, and federal agencies wc_'e repro-

seated by various witnesses. Con.%_rsss was kept ilfformed, and used the testi-

mony before the CAPB in tile preparation of its parallel report (Brewstor

Report, 1948),
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OIJTPUT8

The t(}5-p_lgu PAPC Report, "Survival in tbc Air Age," was published

Jaeuary 1, t9.tS. It represented the unanimous opinion of tile Commission.

It contained sweeping, but not surprising, recommendations In :dl five general

toplc areas listed previously. Its rnain national security conclusion was that

hostile forces could bare the atomic bomb in quantity hy the end of [952 and

that the U.S. should, therefore, have an air defense sufficient to repel atomic

attack by that time.

In tbe area of R&D coordination, it named the recently published Research

and Development Board in the military establishment and the NACA on the civil

aviation side as tile principal coordinating bodies, but ascribed a broader role

to N_.CA in that NACA "comxiinaics the research eecds of private, commercial

and military aviation . o ." (llef. ]., p. t54), It saw proper coordination more

in terms of better comnmnicaiion than control (p. 92 of report). The report

saw the National Aeronautical llesearch Policy Statement of March 21, 1946,

us clearly giving NACA the duty of coordinating government aeronautical research

with civilian, industrial, and university programs. Current NACA coordination

was inadequate mainly because of lack of people and money, according to tile

report.

The main recommendation in the area of govei'nment organizatten was to

establish a Department of Civil Aviation wlth|n Commerce to absorb most of

the functions of the CAA, to keep the CAP. semi-autonomous, and establish a

new lndelY_ndent board for air safety. Tbe new Secretary of Civil Aviation was

also to be the chairman of file ACC--an Interdepurtrnent.al advisory and coordi-

nating group for examining aviation problems affecting more than one agency.

The report recommended that tile ACC be lodged within Commerce and that

unresolved disputes should be taken from the ACC by the Scorctary of Commerce
for resolution at the Cabinet 10veL

Partly because of the support of the pareilel Congressional Report of the

CAPB (Brewster Report), most of the appropriate recommendations of the

PAPC appeared in bills sabmgted to Congress.

[
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The use of pabliu heal'togs by the P.'tt_C provided plenty of publicity from

the stuvt. Tire completed report was also v,,ell publicized.

IMPACT

Little of tile proposed legislation ever became law. According to L, I,L

Loveroee, Proslde.t of the National Aeronautical Commission, tile main

reason was the inability of various elements of American aviation to unite In

the support of almost ally proposal:

Almost two years ago the President's Air Policy Commission
and the Congressional Aviation Policy Board, after long and i
complete studies, submitted to the nation strong reoommenda-
lions for a comprehensive natiomd policy. The Congressional

L

board put Its proposals Into legislative form and submgtcd t
them as bills to Congress. There most of them still are,
peacefully reposing in Committees, wher_ they are likely to
amy unless enough elements in aviation who want them passed
can get together and thus make their voices heard (Ilef. 2).

I

MONITOII_IGANDUPDATING

AS with most studios, the study group was dissolved at tile completion of i

itsreport, i

REFERENCES {
+

1. Presldent'sAir PolicyCommission, Survival in the Air As"e, !'

Washington, D.C., USGPO, January I, 1948, I:

2, N.ew York Times, December 17, 1949, p. 10. i :
i!
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CONGllFSSIONAI, AVIATION POLICY I]OARD--BREWSTER ILEPORT I 1948

ORiGiNS AND QUTi,INE II]STO[tY

Specific Authorizstiou

Tile CAPB was established in 1947 by an Act of CeogrcssD Public Law 287

(80th Congress), to provide for tile establishment of a temporary Congressional

Aviation Policy Board.

Preautborization lfistory

There was concern in Congress that, only two years after tile end of World

War ]l, national security was threatened (by the Cold War and tile existence of

atom bombs) as well as the solvency of the civil.aviation industry. In January,

1947_ legislation was introduced in the Sonata to establisb n Natlonal Aviation

Policy Beard t presumably to be permanent. After lengthy debate_ another bill,

lI. R. 3587t establishing the temporary CAPB was passed by both llcuses and

signed by the President (July 1947). A factor in the development of the CAPB

was the prior existence of the Presidential Air Policy Commission.

Outline History

The first meeting of the CAPB was hold on September 13) 1947, and its

report (the Brewster Report) was published in March) 1948.

OPERATION

Formulation of Objectives

The objectives of the CAPB were to develop a national avlatioo policy that

would maximlza the ability of "a great avtatlon industry _jand airport sad

navigational flcxibiltties of "scheduled dependability '_to contribute to air power
for the national defense.
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Althcugh CAPB was eel up io consider both nstional security ,'uld the health

cf civil aviatl_n, it concentrated on national security, Its rationale was that If

military aviation wore stren_honcd the situation of the aircraft industry and

civil nviatioa would Improve in tbe process,

Membership

Senator Owee Brewstcr of Maine was chairman t and Congressman tlinshaw

of California was vice ohairmm_ of a board consisting of 19 Senators and Con-

grcssmenD of whom four were specially selected from tile iIouse and four from

tile Senate1 and the rest appointed ex officio as representatives of the IIouse

Armed Services Committee1 Itouse Appropriations Committee1 Senate Armed

Services Committee, and Senatu Appropriations Committee.

Activities

The CAPB used the exhaustive testimony in public hearings already given

before the Presidential Air Policy Commission to save time. It proceeded in

executive sessions {with an advisor to the board1 see below} to develop recom-

mendations in the following areas:

• Combat aviation

• Air transport (including the contribution of general aviation and the

upgrading of an aeronautical educational program in the nation's

schools)

• Aircraft menu lecture

s Research

s Government organization

Some additional testimony was heard and additional research was done by

CAPB staff. A 24-man Advisory Couneil_ composed of prominent Individuals
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from business,labor,the academic cmmmmity, snd government worked

directly wilh tile bnard witldn tile framework of four euhanmmittoce:

• Combat aviation

• Transportation

• Mnmufaeturlng

• Government organLzstton

Staff

staffsupportappearstohave bean modest. There was one advisorto the

board itself, a former director of tbe Aircraft Divlsioe of the wartime War

Production Board. One or two professionals staffed eachofthe subcommittees,

in addition to one for the research and development area, and two for the.

financial area.

Use of Contractors

There was no contracted research.

Relations with Other Groups

Relations with industry were covered through representatives on the

advisory council, as were relations with Executive Branch agencies, including

the military. Infect, the work ef the board has lhe appearance of a jaint

miliiary-Congrosslontfi effort. Little or no effort was mode to involve state

and local government.

OUTPUTS

Reports

_, The end product of CAPB work was Report No. 949 of the 80th Congress

("Tbe Brewster Report") which made 92 recommendations in the five areas

mentioned above. This was a consensus report In which individual differences

were not recorded tn separate comments.
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In tile ,area of governlTll211t reorganizntinnt it was recommended that the

than exlsth_g Air Coordinating Committee (ACC) be given statutory [lower "to

coordinate and roenmmcnd aviation policies affecting two nr more agencies of

the Federal GovernmenV' (B.cc. No. 77), The strong interpretation of the

meaning of the word "cuordinatian" is illustrntcd by the following excerpt from

thc Brcwster Report (p, 47):

A fundamental weakness of civil aviation is lack of adequate
coordination of policy within the nxecutive (]epnrtmonts. Tile
present Air Coordinating Committee, established originally
by interdepartmental memorandum and later by Exnantivn
Order, has encountered inanrmountable obstacles in attempt-
ing to persuade autonomnus departments to agree upon
policies involving controversial issues and, particularly, in
implementing decisions once reached. This can only be met
by establishing a statutory basis for coordination of aviation
policy, following the pattern employed in the National Defense
Act of 1947 of establishing statutory bnards for interdepart-
mental coordination of military research and mobilization
planning. While the Air Coordinating Cnmmtttee should
primarily deal with general policy, certain limited operat-
ing functions can best bo handled by it to bring about proper
balanan between military and civil agencies.

The CAPB envisaged that the ACC would be composed nf representatives

of all concerned agencies, as determined by the President (Ree. No. 77), Deci-

sions wnold be reached by majority vote, with dianeating members having the

right of appeal to the President (Rec. No. 78). The ACC would also have

various advisory I_anels, including liaison with state and municipal governments

(Rcc. No. 80), Other rccommcudntlnan {Ncs. 82-89) proposed changes to

clarify the status and the responsibilities of the Civil Acranautics Board m_d

the Civil Aeronautics Admlnistratian_ and to eliminate friction between them.

The CAB was to be strengthened and maxln mare independent of the Department

of Commsree, and the CAA was to be abolished. A new "Office of Civil Avia-

tion" was to be ereatsd in the Department nf Cnmmorce to handle the residual

. nf its duties, Other recommendations included setting up a separate office for

investigating civil nlr accidents.

L
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Rocan_mandations for the area o[ rcsanroh incluclcdapprowl o[ lho Nntloanl

Advisory C_Lsmit_cc for Acronnutics as the coordinating organlzatian for basic

soro_|autlcol rcssarch q,_,iththe lle_carch _d Devulopmant Board of the National

i_ItlilnryEslabllshmcnfcoordinatingthenppilcationofrose trc rcsu tsby _e

military),

IMPACT

Legtslstion_ Rcw._lntions _ Executive Ordors

Mmly CAPB organizational recommendations were introduced as proposed

legislation, but none of them rocelvsd prompt attention from Congress. In par-

titular, the idea of g,vanting the ACC statutory authority, in order to strcagtllen

its coordination power was never adopted. {Sos Impact in the prnced|ag discussion

on tile PAPC.)

i; New Organisations.or Major Changes in E×ietin_ Organizatinns

Io accordance with Recommendation 80, tho ACC sot up an advisory panel

for liaison with state and municipal governments.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

, Tho Brewster Commlttco was disbanded after completing its study, but not
i

without an attempt to constitute itself as a permanent body within tile Congres-

sional Committee f:camowork. This attempt failed, however.
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PRESIDI'_NT'S AiRI_ORT COMMISSION--THE DOOL1TTLE REPORT r 1952

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE IIISTORY

Specific Authorization

'rhc temporary President's Airl)ort Commission (The Doolitflc Commissian)

wan anlhorized by President Truman in hi• ]et_er of Februnry 20, 1952.

Pranuthorizalton History

The President had been concerned about a series of aircraft accident• that

had taken place in hanvily populated area• near airports. This in turn led him

to conclude that tlle nation's ]mllcy on airport location and use should be

restudied.

Outline litstory

• Presidential directive February 20, 1952

• Report submitted to President May 16, 1952

OPERATION

Formalatton of Objective•

The Presidential letter sot the following objectives:

• To study the prnblcms of airport locations taking into account the

"safety, welfare and peace oE mind" (ReL 1, p. iv) of people living

close to timm, as well as the needs of national defense and the air-

craft industry.

• Specifically, to study and make recommendations concerning:

1. The federal, state and local investment in existing civil and

military airports and the factors affecting the utility of air-

ports to ndJnecat communities
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2. Actionsby ruder.n/,state,and localauthoritiestolessenthe

hazardssurroundlngexistingciviland miiltaryairports

_, Assignment of newly activated military units to existing air-

ports with particular regard for patential hazards to commu-

nities involved

4. Site selection for new civil .'rod military airports and the

factors affecting relocation of existing airports

5. Joint civil and military use of e.xisting or new airports

6. Le6dslatton and appropriations necessary to carry out appro-

priate policy,

Membership

l',_embers ware:

James Doafittle, Vice President of Shell Union Oil

C. F. Iiorns, Administrator of Civil Aeronautics

J. C. lians_d_er, }lead, Departnmnt of Aeronautical Engineering at M. I. T.

Activities

The commission used hearings, questionnaires, and wblrlwtnd field trip_

to gather its information within a two-month period. Thirty airports were

personally inspected by the commission or its staff, of which 1Gwere visited by

the commission in one nine-day trip. Approximately 70 airport cities answered

the questionnaire. Written or oral statements were received from 42 organi-

zations, and 264 individuals were consulted.

Staff

Technical staff was borrowed from the military, CAA, CAB, and NACA.

The Department of Commerce provided office space and administrative services

lncludlng editorial and clerical support (eight persons). S. Paul Johnson, who
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had serw_l as Executive Dlreeter of the PAPC in 1947, was again Executive

Dh.eclor. !._ive tec]lnicul advisors each cevered a particular technical area.

Expenses of Hm Commission were paid from the Prssidant's emergency fund.

Use o[ Centractors

I_ur oontracters were used:

• Adams, lloward and Greeley

¢ Jolm C. Cooper

$ Cerne]l Aeronautical Labs

e Pogoe and Neal

Relations with Other Groups

The views ef Industry, state and local governments, federal agenolest and

tile publlo were represented by the testimony of various witnesses tn tile hearing

precess.

OUTPUTS

In its report, the Doellttle Commission foresaw and stated tile emergency

airport preblem--lncludlng the anise problem--accurataly, succinctly, and com-

prehensively. In fact, the report includes many aspects of solutions presently

under consideration by EPA. The 20-page "Summary and Recommendations" are

attached beanuso they are of more than usual historical interest (Appendix ]l).

For example, it wan the commission's eptalan that the federal government could

and should ex'pand its power te become involved In problems ef now residential

development near existing airports and ef compensation for land owners In

situations whore there was a compensable 'taking' (pp. 72-78 of report). A

major preposal was the certification of airports.

IMPACT

The Doelittlo Report did not address itself te the federal organizational

changes that would be required in order to implement its substantive

l ,t-17
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rneommondntlons. Itwas sent by the Prosldsnt to the Air Coordinating Com-

mittenwithn requestibrprompt suggestionsfor puttingthereportproposflls

intoeffect(Ref.2). Thus, the substantiveproposalswore dealtwithby the

hierarchicalACC committee process,whose problems innehlovingrapidcoordl-

nationare describedelsewhere(ins previoussectiononthe ACC and insubse-

quentsoctlouson the IIardlng.andCurtisReports). As s result,no actionwan

t_fl_cn on most of the recommendations, including ths recommendation to amend

the CivilAeronauticsAct inpermitcertificationofairports.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

As withallstudios,thestudygroup was dissolvedonce thefinalreport

had been _rrltten.

REFERENCES

1, President's Airport Commission, ,The Airport and its Neighbors,

Washington,D. C., USGOO, May 16, 1952.

2. AvintionDaily_June 6, 1952, p. 211.
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AVIATION I_'AClLITIES S'I'LIIJY GROIIP--TIIE IIAltDING REPOI_T T 1955

ORItIINS AND OIJTL_NE IIISTOIF¢

Specific Authorization

Tile llal_,Jing Report was commissioned for the President by iho Director

tlf file Bureau o[ tile Budget, Mr. Rowhtnd Ilughes, in a letter to study director

William Barclay Harding on May q, 1955, ;a_d similar letters to oti_er Study

Group membere,

Preauthorlzatloe History

There was widespread consensus thnt the aviation facilities system--

airports, airways (including air tr_fffte control, navigation, and Instrument

landing services), and associated communications--was growingteoslowly, In

pieconlenI fushion, and becoming Increasingly unsafu. Moreover, It was l_lt

that the federal institutions responsthle for solving the problenl wore proving

themselves unable to do so. The CAA had the responslbilLty for operating the

airway_, the military operated pnrtlnlly within and partially outside the CAA

system, the ALe Coordinating Committee had the responsibility for coordinat-

ing broad aviation policies, and the Air Navigation Development Board (ANDI3)

was reaponsll)le for eoozxllnating Aviation Facilities development policies.

The Radio Technical Commission for Aeronautics, "a government-Industry

advisory organization with no continuing government status," was also offi-

cially recognized an playing a role (Ref. L, p. 30).

The or.qnmizatlon most lmmedlately involved was the ANDB, which wan

founded In 1948 to keep civil and military agencies coordinated. Speelfteaily,

the ANDB was charged with preparing a single budget for all l:l&B required for

a c[m_moa aviation system, and neither civil nor military agencies were to

hogln or mainteln any R&D without the express authorization of the DearS.

However, the ANDB, set up by mutual agreement of the Seerolalrles of

Commerce and Defense, and consisting of one member each from CAA, tile

Navy and the Air Force (fief. 2)° was handicapped by a urmnlralty rule, ;_.
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confusef_ rebttitn_sblp wtlh Uu_ ACC, and Insufficient cooperation between

lechnleal and operating people (Ilef. 3, p. 105; Ref. 4, p. 51.}.

Outllne ltlstorv

• Estubll•hod by letter of Director of BOB May 4, 1955

• Report submitted to Director Dec. 31, 1955

OPERATIONS

Formulation of Ob)oettves

The terms of reference given by BOB were to provide, within a period of

several months, recommendations on tile following:

I. Shoutd a study of long-rsnge needs (20 years) for aviation faellitle•

and ald• be undertaken ?

2. Wlmt should be the coverage of such a study, tf it were made ? What

specific areas and subjects would Seem to require particular
attention ?

3. How could such a study, ff made, best be organized and conducted ?

Membership

Appointed to the •tady group were:

• William Barclay Harding, Chairman, New York Investment banker

with experience In aviation finance and previous experience in

government.

$ George P. Baker, professor of transportation at Harvard Business

School and former member of the CAB.

• Fred Gtas•, aviation director for the Port of New York Authority,

• N. E, Halaby_ lawyer, pilot, and a recent Deputy Assistant

Secretary of Defense for International Affairs.

• Ifarold Harris, former president of Northwest Airline•,
. i

l
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• ,)cronm l_:dcror,(files[orof FHghtSafety Foundation.

T. F. Wafl_ow[c_, analyst with resoarcllexpurlonce at DClm rtnmnt of

Dofonse.

• J. Gozxlon Bonnctt, CAA officialand fo1'111_J,aviation advisor to tllc

Co]llm(_rc(_[]n_1_rs_croLaryo

Activities

Tho study group umdo extcnslv_ uso of interviews, as discussed below.

Staff

lllgh-lcvcLBOB ussistancs was provided. In additionto clerloa[ and

udmlnlstrnt£ve support, BOB doslgnated as liaison officers Mr. Wllllam

Finan, ausistant dlrcctor of the Budget and head of the BOB 1954 study of the

ACC_ Arthur Kimball, staffdirector of tim President's Advisory CommRtee on

Govcrmnont Organlzatlon; and two Presidential st_f assistants.

Consultants

No oossalt.rtntswere used other tilanthe study group membsrs Lhemse|vss_

who wc_ nominally temporary sc)nsult.'tntsts BOB.

Rehttlons with Otimr Groups

During its ssven-nmnth llfethe study group consulted with nearly 300 top

off'totalsand their staffs,represontlng Intores_ed agencies, industry groups_

and individual airline and aircraft manufacturers.

OUTPUTS

The single output of thn study group was its Ilcport to the Director of the

Budget, Aviation Facilities of Dec. 3, 1955 (Ref. 1), 1_1this report the Study

Group strongly and unanimously recommended that a comprehensive study for a

20-year master plan of aviation facilities be mnd_, and produced projections
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of the likely .ruUn'e dem:_nd OIL_Ueil _ system. Fuellltin_ learn defined to

ineludt3 _iil]_cJl.ts, ft:ivI_it lOrl!li¢is B tr/d'flo cotltro] devices afld conqmunIcattens

equipment. The r_c_rt ;d_o omplmsl_d _trongly _hat the stady should bc

directed by a hlghly qualified tndivldu:ti of whl_t l_o.,sstblo experlem:e and

Jmtiolml reputation, backed by the Pre_Ident_s :JtJthorlty. It should be set up

at the higlmst l_osaibh: level imtepondently of any existing oi_rtttlng depart-

meets _md iaterdeparLmenta] _ommltteos l'to assure objectivity and freedom

from deep Involvement In day-to-day operating problems" (llef. i, pp..i-5).

Individual members of the Study Group undertook to write various detaited

soetlone of th_ report, In ills section, J, Gordon Beunett wrote:

There tlre now over 75 comnllttees, subt_ommitten_ sad
special working groups addressing themselves to Avlation
Facilitlas matters. The oxlstence of _o mtmy groups Is
not, In itself, an evil, but it I_ increaslnlIly atspareni that
the process of coordlnation is bocomln_ more and more
tlmc conssmln_, ned that preoccupation with current
issues tends to obscure forward vision (Itef, 1, p. 30).

In his section, which used the ACC as his main example, Najeeb Halaby added:

We _ind that none of the interdepartmental committees
dealing with coordination has any independent exeeativs
authority. Their members serve only on a part-time basis
and the membership changes frequently, While It was orlg-
tmdly Intended that, In addition to exercising their coordi-
nating Iueetlons, they would be lnatnamentaltttes for the
development of forward looking policies, they have, in
practice, become primarily mechanisms where in the re~
presentatlvos of various Federal agencies meet to debate
and, wbenvvor possible, coordinate action on pressing
current problems. Furthermore, the eoord_ation amotag
the committees themselves has become a problem, and the
delineation of their resix_etive fonctlons ts not always clear.

Certain essential elements of effective government action
seem to be mission--full time direction, full disclosure of
departmental information and plans, closely coordinated
budgetary plannlng and funding, and a unified approach to
the Congress la matters of approprlatione (Ref. 1, p. 31).

(Tbeae sections appear verbatim as Appendix I,)
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IMPACT

The lhnziing Report was adopted immediately in its entirety by President

Eisenhowor. In February 1956 he appointed Mr. Ed,.v:uxl P, Curtis, "qlee

President of Eastman Kodak ta Rochester, New York, to be Special Assisianl

to the President for Aviation Facilities Planning. The Curtis l_eport was

issued tim following year and became a blueprint for teglslatlon ertmttng the

Interim Airways Modernization BoavJ and then the new Federal Aviation

Administration (see next section, Tile Cuttle Report).

The Harding Report succeeded ant only on its own merits, but also because,

from its inception, it was already part of a larger White I louse plan to secure

from Congress the legislation necessary for the reorg-anizatlon of the federal

role in air facilities development and operation. This was noted by Eiscnhcwsr

himself In his special message to Congress of June 13, 1958 {Ref. 5, p. 1485.

RBFF. RENCES

i 1. U.S. Aviation Faullittes Study Group, W. B. Harding, Chairman,

Aviation Faollfites: The Report of theAviation Facilities Study Group

t9 tile Director r Bureau of the Budget, Washington, Bureau of tile

Budget, December 31, 1955.

2. "Air Navigation Development Board to be Organized," Aviation Daily,

May 24, 1948.

3. Sayen, C. N., President, Air Line Pilots Association, Statement in

U.S. Congress, Senate, Ileartnge on S. 3880 before Subcommittee on

Avlatten of the Committee on Interstate aud Foreign Commerce, 85th

Cong., 2nd Sons., May 22, 23, June 4, 5, 16, 17, 18, 1958,

Washington, D.C., USCPO, 1958.

4. Younger, J. A., Congressman from California, in U.5, CoI_grese,

Ilouse, Hearings before Committee on lateretate and Foreign Corn-

marco on }louse Report 12fi16, June 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, July 1, 2, 8,

and 24, 1958. Washington, D.C,, USGI'O, 1958.
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5. Eisenhuwor, Dwight D,, President of the U. S., Mesuage to Congress

o[ June 13, 1958_ in U,S, Congress, Senate, Ilearlngs before Sub-

committee on Aviation of the Committee on h_terst_te and Foreibm

Commerce, 85th Cong., 2nd Sess., May _2, 23, June .I, 5, 16, 17,

18, 1958. Washington, D.C., USGI_O, 1958.
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']'lie CU1]TIS RE_OIVr_1911'/

OIHGI_S AND OUTLINE ilIS']'O}_Y

SpecificAuthovlzstloe

Presidential letter of appointment to Mr. Edward i_, Curtis, February

tO, 1956,

Preauthorlzatlon Ilistory

The Curtis study and report developed naturally from the liardtng Report

that immediately preceded It. See previous section for details.

Outline [Hstory

, * Presidential letter of appointment February 1956

o Final report submitted to President May 10, 1957

• Contractor reports completed ued

roicaoed May-June 1957

OPERATION

FormulationofObIeetives

The Presidential letter of appointment to Curtis sot forth the goals and

terms of reference for the study. Tile goals were_

• To direct and coordinate a lang-range study of the nation's require-

ments for aviation facilities.

• To develop s comprehensive plan for meeting in tim most effective

and economical manner the needs disclosed by the study,

I q'o formulate legislative, orgnnlzattonal, administrative, and budgetary

recommendations to implement the comprehensive plan,

Terms of reference included working closely with and receiving assistance from

• the Department of Defense and Commerce. Tile Ilardlng Report was to be used

1
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for more cletaflcd guid,'mice. No specific limit dicndltno was set (Ref. 1,

pp. VII-_. Ill}.

Membershlp_ Activitiics. Staff

Curtis establislmd :m Office of Avlstion Faofllttics Planning within the l_xican-

tire Offiicic. A great dic_ of tcebMeal work was required for tbic study the bulk

of which was assigned to icantraciors. The ev_uation of thic institutional chongics

in government organizations that would be nicicded was iconduicted tc-housic.

Use of Contractors

Contractors were Airborne Instruments Laboratory, Aeronautical P,*icscarich

Foundation, end Coraicll Aoronantleal Laboratory,

Relations with Other Groups

The Presldant[01 letter of appointment required and guaranticed cooperation

from all fedicml agencies, but singled oat the Departments of Dicfcano and Com-

merce as potentially having the e_periicnoic most useful to thic Curtis group, It

required those two Dicp_-rtmicnts to appoint top-ievel llalson officials to facili-

tate thelr investigations.

OUTPUTS

Reports

Curtis' Aviation FaciUtiics Plaantng_ Final Report, was submitted in May

1957 (Rof. l) togicther with sicpporting contraictor documents (listed and des-

cribed in Appendix J). The final report had three seicttoaso Siciction I outlined

futuric national ricquiricments in ticrms of oir systems handling capacity; Section

I2 drew heavily on thic contrsctor reports to propose a basic teichnical plan_

and Section HI outlined thic proposed necessary institutional changes.

I
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Proposed Laws and Iteg_dation2s

intim erea nlfederalreorganization,thereportproposedboth interim

legislationand ]ugislatlontobe scantedwithinthreeyears.

The interim legislation would create an Airways Mederniantian Board

(AMB) as an independent agency to develop and consolidate the requirements

Ibra futureCommoa System foralrfacilities,,'rodtoselectand testnew ecru=

poseurs of tlle system, The AMB would be composed of a chairman selected

by the President, a Defense member, and a Commerce member.

Tile porraanent ]eglslatton would establish within three years _m indepen-

dent Feflerld Aviation Agency into which would be consolidated "all the essential

management functions necessary to support tim common ane<is of the military

and civil aviation of the United States." This ngency would be responsible for

long-range planning, safety regulations, and accident investigations, it would

absorb the interim AMB desoribed above. In addition, the interim plan pro-

posed that the President appoint a Spculal .Assistant for Aviation to implement

tim permanent plan.

Proposed Coordinationof FederalAgency Aetivltios

As describednbovo_R was proposedto consolidatemost functionseventually

inthe I;'AAand many functionsinan interimAMB. The CAB would loseitssafety

functionsbut retainitsprimary functionof economic regulation.The ACC

would continuetooperatetemporarilywiththe _oelnl AssistantforAviationas

Chairman, butwould ultimatelybe dianolvedtand most ofitsfunctionswould be

takenover by an edvisorycouncilto FAA (Ref. l,pp. 17-31).

IMPACT

It is remarkable how thoroughly the "blueprint" outlined above was imple-

mented. First, the Administration adopted the whole report as its proJ.,vam

•. osanettaIly without ch._ngo (Ref. 2). In fact, the Adrninistretion bill proposing

the AM1] had been introduced even before the Curtis Report had been officially
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submitted to the l_resldcnt. The President also promptly appoinied Ehvood

"Pete" t_uesad_l to Im tilt) Special Assist:mr for Aviation (Hcf. 3).

Second, Congress ]_romptly passed tim lai_islation creating the AMB, as

proposed, despite efforts led by Selmtor Morony to nller it (Rcf..t; Act of

Au_lst l.t, 1957, 71 Stat 349, 40 U. S. C. 12ll). Congress also accelerated

tim creation of the I,'AA(Federal Aviation Act of August 23° 1958, 72 Stai,

s I _}), partly :is a result of several spectacular mid-air collisions that occurred

during t|m intervening period. AMB was duly dissolved uml its functions trans-

ferred to FAA (Executive Order 10786 of November 1, 1958, pursuant to Fed-

oral Aviation Act). ACC was dissolved in 1960 and a new erg,'mtzatlon, IGIA,

inherited its function of coordinating U. S, International civil aviation policy

m_tters.

What factors were responsible for the relatively strOng impact of the

Harding and Curtis Reports ? One was the continuity provided by a two-term

President who was actively backing a timely reorgm_tzation. Another was the

seriousness of the problem.

A readh_g of the literature shows widespread approval for the general out-

come. Nevertheless, the large impact of tim two reports hod e negative effect

on the effoz'ts of federal agencies to achieve aircraft noise ,abatement. This was

because the Curtis Report largely passed over the subject in its definition of

a future system. There was a short discussion, of aircraft noise In one of

the back-up documents (Ref. 4, pp. 61-02) but it did not meet the probiom

sqanraly, and thsru was no mention of it at all in the final report (Ref. l,

p. 17), This was unfortunate because, in identifying airport expansion as a

possible future system bottleneck, the Curtis group had an opportunity--which

they missed--to draw the corollary oonehlsloa that noise might become a big

problem, One result of this last opportunity was that the terms of reference

supplied to FAA upon its creation did not spealflcally lnalude a noise control
mission.

* lnaluded verbatim as Appendix K.

i
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PROJECT lIORIZON--1961

ORIGINS

Specific Authorization

"C)n March 3, 19{;1_ the President directed the development for Pranidea-

tial consideration of a statement.., of anRonal aviation goals for the period

between now _md 1970." This message was conveyed in a lelter from President

Kennedy to NaJeeb E. lialaby, Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency.

Pranuthorization tiistot'y

At the same time the President clirec_ed that a companion study (Project

Beacon) be undertaken to specify requirements for tile national' air traffic con-

trol system. These studies were timed to coincide with the completion of

other transportation shldias intended to load to an "action program."

OPERATION

Formulation of Objectives

In his letter, the President directed:

The definition of our aviation goals is eanentlal if the agencies
of the executive branch are to work effectively together and
with Congress toward common objoctlves_ and if the United
States is to have the safest, most efficient, sad economical
national aviation system attainable. These goals must define
the technical, ee0nomie, and military objectives of the Fed-
eral Government throughout the broad spectrum of aviation,
and provide sufficient definiteness to facilitate practicable
long-range planning, The goals m_d programs developed to
attain those, should be based on foreseeable teclmical mid
ftuanelal capabilities and be formulated in terms of the appro-
priate role of aviation in thn Nation's total traesporLatian
system. While exehldlng matters of peculiar concern to
combat operating fnrees_ you should take into account those
plans of the executive departments and agencies which have
a significant impact on aircraft or aviation facilities serving
civil and military requirements (Ref. 1, p. ill).

President Kennedy set the date of June 1, 1961 for completion of the task.
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MclnbershipT Budffet_ Method of Operating T Staff

A Task I:oran was farmed to fulfill the President's directive. Fred M.

Glass (former llarding Committee member antl Director of Aviatina for Port

of Now York Autboriiy) was appoinfcd chairman of the Ta_k Force, wbicb took

on the name "Project tlorlzon." Members of tile Task Force were chosen

according to their expertise and background ill the areas to be covered. Glass

selected specificindlvlduals nndansigaedworkin eacbpnrticular area, Task

Force membership and specific assignments were as follows:

• Stanley Gcwirtz, Vice Chairman (former Western Airlines official)

• Dr. Leslie A. Bryan, Education and General Aviation (Director of

the Institute of Aviation)

• Sellg Altschul, Financial (lndcpandeat aviation consultant)

• Gerald A. Busch_ Market Analysis and Forecasts (Director of

Marketing and :Planniagt Lockheed, Los Angeles, California)

• :Paul Relber, International (former ATA attorney)

• John F. Loosbrocl.:, Editorial (Editor of Air Force Magazine and

Spaae Digest)

• Francis T. Fox, Air Terminals (General Manager, Los Angeles

Department of Airports)

Financial and administrative support was provided by the Federal Aviation

Agency.

Usa of Contractors

The Task Force made use of consultants and eantractorsD including

Airborne :Instruments Laboratory t National Planning Association, and

Y,t. Dixon SpORe Associates.
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RelationswithOther Groups

Aa Advisory lln:n,d,e_n_poscdoflendersofthe nviatlsaeomnmnlty and

individuals "_vithprevious experience in tile area of aviation policy, was formed

to provide counsel to tile Task Force.

The Task Force requesled that the Advisory Board, government agencies,

and representatives of the aviation industry (e. g,, trade associations, labor

unions, airline companies, aircraft and equipment manufacturing companies)

air their views as is existing and proposed goals. The Task Force conferred

with these groups often during the course of the study.

A technical Review Committee, comprised of members from airline/

aircraft eomptmies, provlded the Task Force with studies that served as n

basis for the conclusions ,and recommendations made in the final report.

OUTPUTS

Tile Presldentts directive resnlted in the asp.oft of the Tank Force on

National Aviation Goals, Project tlorizon_ Federal Aviation Agency, submitted

to ttalaby (Administrstor_ FAA) or. September l, 1961 (P.ef, 1). lialsby sub-

mitted the report to President Kennedy wlth a letter dated September 5, 1961.

The report contained 24 specific rocommendatinns, covering the problems

of airline financial posture, economic regulation of airlines, government sub-

sidles, safety, research and devslopmant, civil-military relations, labor

m,*magemcnt relations, and education. Most of these were substantive rceom-

meadatinns -- for example:

• CAB approach to regulation requires reorientation.

• Air carriers must pursue new marketing and promotionnl ideas to

broaden their base of support.

• The 10 percent passenger transportation tax should be repealed.

• The Railway Labor Act should be replaced by an set tailored to

n i rllne aneds.

J

.I-3_



$ tJ. S. intcrtlntiolla] mlvriars nlua| receive more government stlpport

,_t' _ltcc stlb_i¢[3,.

• A math 3 Iraasport sheuld he developed as anna as possible.

• Aviation research and deve|npmcn_ progr_ns in govo_'nment shoukl

be revamped :rod stressed(llef.4).

Tlmrn was also_ recommendation fornew ]egislatiantoden|with aircraft

noise:

The head-on conflict bet.seen aviation interests lind communi-
ties and property owners adjacent to airports is too important
and basic to progress and tile Nation's commerce to permit
indifferent treatment of the problem by our Federal authorities.
Tile need for tim air traveler and air shipper to have available
aviation facilities close to his points of origin and destination,
and the right of the property owner to the peaceful use of his
property without unwarranted interference from aircraft noise
and flight, are both In the Nation's interest. The situation
calls for a massive tanlmieal attack by the National Aeronautics
and Space Adminiatratinnj the Federal Aviation Agency, and
private industry on the problem of eagble noise t with particular
emphasis on turbine powerplants. It is hlrtber essential, from
an operating standpoint! that the Federal Aviation Agency
establish and enforce standards of aircraft noise exposure and
noise abatement rules applying ta aircraft operations into and
nut of airports, and that future aircraft be designed against
standards reflecting mmxtmum limits for noise output, likewise
established by the FAA. This will require legislation.

A corollary consideration, which properly" falls to the local
communities, is the accomplishment of zoning changes so as to
reclassify land and critical areas near airports from residen-
tial to industrial or recreational usa. The vahie of good
industrial land adjacent to airports has almost tmtveranlly
grown at a rapid rate, and the transition ahould_ except per-
haps in rare lnstanans, Inflict no economic loss an property
owners. As a corollary, the Federal C-overameat aheuld not
permit a Federal agency to participate In land development
programs which are not compatible wltb adjacent airport
utilizatinn, It is gratifying to note the enlightened position
in this regard recently taken by fhe Federal IIouMng Admini-
stration (fief. 1, pp. 95-96).
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Few ofthe recommendations° however, dealtwithgovernment organizstinn

or iutora_ei1eycourdii_niJon_probablybecausetheemphasis was on outllslsg

broad goals that tile FAA eonld later use in developing n detailed National

Aviation Phm (l_.ef, 1, p. xiii), liowever_ in the flo]d of research 0J_ddevelop-

mont, it was pointed out thai naol'oaautles is running tt pool" second to space

toehanlogy" within NASA (llof. 1, p..t9) ,and it was recommended thnt a group

should be eel up to tgke over the aeronautical portion of NASC's mandate:

Ilecommendntioas:

1. A senior technical group should be establinhnd within NASA
charged with providing broad leadorsbipj dlreetionp guidance,
and coordination to the entire aviation community in nero-
nantieal research and development. Tills group should have
the advice and counsel of an advisory board composed of
leading aeronautical scientists from outside the Government.

2, The group should be lmaded by a qualified aeronautical scientist!
rather than an engineer, with the rank of operating director
within the NASA organizational framcworh.

3. NASA should emphasize its in-house applied research effort,
with tile b_alk of essentially development work being carried
out by private industry.

4. The work of the Bureau of Research and Development within
the FAA should be reoriented In accordance with changing
requirements and technology in air traffic control and related
systems.

5. NASA should also continuonely monitor the basic research
sponsored by the Department of Defense and other Government
agencies, particularly that being undertaken in support of the
missile, space, and electronic technologies, to assure that
aeronautical technology derives nmximum benefit from the
results of such research (Ref, 1_ pp. 49-50).

IMPACT

The immediate impact of tile report was a general Presidential endorse-

mest_ mad inatruetinns to FAA Administrator llalaby to take the lead In its

implementation (Ref. 4). Howoverp tile report had been delayed beoanso of

"tntra-goveramental squabbling over its contents" (Iiof. S) and although
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llslaby used th,. PronidenUs :_ction dlrantivc+ he disassociated himself somewhat

from the Task Force's report (Rot. 6). Part of the tntersgoacy relations prob-

lem m,nywellhave coflccroedre]alienswiththeDepartmentof Colnmorce_

which had said that Project ltorlzon was part of s Comnmrco Aq'und phm for

transportation (Rot, 2), or with CAB, criticized for slmvnean of regulatory

action in the report.

At any rate, there were few perceptible results based on the recommenda-

tions listed. Noise certification of new aircraft did not come until after

thn Office of Science and Technology push of 1966-67 (previously described in

the section on I"ANAP), nnd there was a considerable delay" before noise-

rehtted standards to be used fit the approval or disspproval of all federally

assisted construction projects wore promulgated by IIUi) in 1971 (Ref. 3).

In the field of research and development coordination, Recommendations

1 ,'rod 2 were aimed at reconstituting a group similar to the main Advisory

Committee of the NACA, which had been widely regarded as successful In its

operations. Those recommendations wore not adopted until 1967, when ASEB

was created; meanwhile, the NASC remained. Recommendation 5 was_ how-

ever_ implemented when NASA and DOD set up the Aeronautics and Astro2

nauties Coordinating Board.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

The FAA was chargedwith monitoring progress toward tim goals outltaod

in Project Horizon.
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AEI1ONAUT]CS AND SPACE ENGINEERING BOARD (ASEB I OF TIlE

NATIONAL ACADEMY t)P E_GiNEERING--CIVIL AVIATION RESEARCH

AND DEVELOi_MENTS'rUDY, 1968

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE iIISTOItY

Specific .4uthorization

Tbe study was selected by ASEB itself mid supported by a NASA grant.

Preanthorization History

The Natlonal Am_demy of Engineering (NAE) established the Aeronautics

and Space Engineering Board in May 1967 to advise NASA ,'rod other agencies of

the government. NAE was itself established in 1964 to:

• Provido me,ms of assessing changing needs of the nation and the tech-

nical resources that should be applied to those changing needs.

(a) Stunner programs aimed at meeting these needs.

(l)) Encourage engineering research as may be advisable In the

country's interest,

• Explore means for promoting cooperation in engineering In the U. S.

and abroad.

• Advise Congress and tbe Executive Branch {when called upon by a

department or agency thereof) on matters of national importance in

engineering.

• Cooperate with the National Academy of Science on both science and

engdneering related matters.

• Recognize outstanding contributions to the nation by leading engineers.

ASEB consists of a chairman, a vice chairman, and nine members, all

from different areas of the aviation community.

}
t
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ASEI_ acts ;m tin advisor is NASA and other related agencies of tim govern-

men1. ASEII'_ :_[_lc!yiv._s preceded by a report prepared by the Library of

Congress for th_ St;ante Committee oil Auronatdieal and Space Sciences (Ref. 1),

()PERATION

l.'armulatioa of. Ol_)_ectives

In consaltation witil NASA, DOT, FAA, the Frosidentls Science Advisor,

certain inturested eoma_iitees of Congress, and the Nstional AOl'onauties and

Space Counen (NASC)_ ASEB selected as its first topic of study I'An Assess-

mant of Federul Government Involvement in Civil Aviation l_essarch and

Development. '_

MembershtpF Activities r Staff_ Contractors

In order to study federal government involvement in civil svlntion research

and development, slx,sd hoe eo_q_raittoan chaired by ASEB members were directed

to compile reports in pertinent areas;

• Flight Vehicles and Airbreathing propulsion (Edward Wells, Ferry

Pratt, Chairmen)

$ Alrcr_fft Operations (Willis F[awkins, Chairman)

$ Air Traffic Control (Drs. Allan Puekett, George Solomon, Bernard

Oliver, Co-Chairman)

• Airport and Support Facilities (John Kyle, Jr., Chairman)

• Economies of Civil Aviation (Carlos Wood, Chairman)

• Noise (Dr. Leo Bernek)

Each committee consisted of Imowlodgeahle men from various sectors of the

aviation eomlnunity.

A drafting committee chaired by Dr. Raymond L. Bispllnghoff (an ASEB

member) and composed of the ASEB chairmen was responsible for tile final report.
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Helations with Others

Various mtm_bcl's of ASEI] told the ad hoe committees were from the

industrial community,

OUTPUTS

The study of the federal government's involvement in civil aviation R&I]

resulted in six reports prepared by the ad hoc committees listed above.

A final report entitled "Civil Aviation Research and Development: An

Assessment of Federal Governmc_st Involvement" summarized the reettlts of

the study. The major conclusions as stated in the introduction to the final report

were:

A. The three inost critical factors limiting the gro_h of
civilaviationwere (I)nlrportand supportfacilities;
(2)nolan_nnd (3)airtrafficcontrol,inthatorder.

B. Itwas necessary forfederalaeroanutlealresearalland
developmenttobe much more closelycoordinated:
"...knittingtogethermore tightlythecivilaviation
research and developmentactivitiesoftheDepartment
of Transportation,itsmaJor operatingunit,the Fed-
era]AviationAdministration,and theNationalAeronau-
ticsand Space Administration,and especiallydividing
theirresponsibilitiesaccordingtocapability,The DOT
shouldprovide theleadershipinconductingsystems
studiestoidentify,analyze,and rank civilaviationgoals
as wellas the research and developmentneededto attain
thesegoals;NASA shouldbe responsiblefor research
and developmentinallthe areasofimportancetocivil
aeronantics;the FAA should,inadditiontooperatingthe
airwaysnetwork, be responsibleforthesystems testing
oftheresaltingoperationalconceptsand hardware
(ReL 2,pp. v-vi).

Thus, the ASEB study was the first to highlight the aircraft noise problem.

It also proposed a specific Jariedictional solution that would leave each of the

throe agencies with important role_s. However, it did not address itself

specifically to the kind of coordination msohanisms that adoption of such a

division of labor implied,
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IMPACT

The major outcome of the ASEB work wz_s not that its reeommond_ltions

were immediately adopted, but that Its thinking shaped the CAIID (Civil Aviation

llesanrch and Development) Study that immediately folio)wed it (Ref. 3, pp, 19-20).

The NAE m,ganlzed an Advisory Committee to the CAIiD study staff, which

assisted them from the outzet, The degree to which the ASEB work facilitated

the CARD work is open to question, however. The CARD study, which was

initiated in August 1968, soon feel far behind sohedale. Later, however, NASA

officials said that the ASEB report "had bean used extensively in realmping their

aeronautical program" (Ref. 3, p. 71).

MONITORING AND UPDATING

While the study group itself disb,'mded after the report was completed, as

is typically tile ease, the Advisory Committee mentioned above continued to

monitor developments as the CARD study progressed.
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TIIE CIVIl. AVIATION ItESEAIIC[I AND DEVELOPMENT POLICY STUDY

ICAltD S rI_)_,'). I."_7__

ORIGINS AND IHSTORY

Specific Authorizstion

The Civil Aviation Research and Development Policy Study was undertalmn

jointly by the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the National Aeronantins

and Space Administration (NASA) in accordance with a memorandum signed

August 6_ 1968.

Preauthorlzatlnn History

According to the report (Ref. 1), one of the first stimuli was a recommenda--

tIon by Dr. Glen P, Wilson of the Senate Committee on Aeronautical and Space

Scinnces_ 90th Congress. Dr. Wilsoa had made n preliminary study of the

subject in the summer of 1965 (Ref. 1, p. 11-8). Considerable Congressional

pressure led to the CARD Study (Ref. 2s p. 38)_ and its objectives closely

followed Congressional recommendations CRef, 2, p. 41), The ASEB study

was an important input of the CARD Study.

OPERATIONS

Formulatinn of Objectives

The Committee recommended that the study should analyze the benefits to

the nation from aviation resulting from varians levels of research and develop-

ment effort.

Membershlpt Activities I Staff (Details in Appendix L)

Personnel were detailed from the two primary participating agencies

(DOTj NASA) as well as from the Department of Defense and the Civil Aero-

nautics Board. Part-time participation came from the Department of State,

_he Department of Justice, the Depnrlmant of Commercc_ the Interstate
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Commerce Commission, the_;l_iOllaiAerOlla11Licsaud Space COUllcil,the

Export-lnqmrt Bmlk, and the Natioanl Transpo_zJtion Safety Board.

A eommiltee (the ASEB Advisory Committee) was organized by the Academy

of Engineering to act as an advisor to tile Joint slndy.

Tile work of the study was accomplished under the general direction of a

management committee consisting of a chairman, viec chairman, and four

other members (t_,','ofrom NASA, one from FAA, .'rod one from DOT).

The joint study staff, under the direction of the management committee,

operated with an executive director (DOT), a deputy director (NASA), and

members from CAB, DOT, m_d NASA.

In carrying out the study, individual analyses were made, resulting in a

number of supporting papers that were the foundation of the final report,

Use of Contractors

Information provided by contractors included:

$ "Institutional Factors in Civil Aviation," prepared by Arthur D.

Little, Inc., January 1971.

s "A Ilistorleal Study of tim Benefits Derived from lbo Application of

Technical Advances to Civil Aviation," Vol. I, Summary Report and

Appendix A, prepared by Booz, Allen Applied Research, Inc.,

February 1971.

r, A Historical Study of the Benefits Derived from the Applinatlon of

Technical Advances to Civil Aviation, ,TVol. If, Appendices B through

I, prepared by Booz, Allen Applied Research, Inc., Febmmry 1971.

Relations wlth Others

Various professional and industrial organizations offered advice. Rela-

tions with Congress have bees partially covered in previous paragraphs.
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Essentially, Congresslonai Committees suel; as the Iiouse Committee on

Seleneo oll_[ :\_trol|:lutic_ served as sponsors and w when tile pacs of the study

slowed, as project monitors, accelerating progress by the use of overslgilt

hnarlnge.

OUTPUTS

The joint DOT/NASA study was published in March 1971. It attempted to

examine thoroughly all the factors affecting the fulurc of civil aviation. Dur-

ing the st_J¢ly_ analyses were made of tbo following:

n Long- and short-haul passenger service

• Air cargo

6 General aviation

• Air traffic control

i • Airports

: • Complementary surface transportation

• Financial considerations

• Institutional and anviranmental factors

• Forelgu competition

• Military _ontributions to civil aviation -- benefice

: • Several key policy issues

Supporting papers on the above topics were published.

As far as interagency coordination was concerned, the report recommended:

• Program offices to be established in DOT and staffed in part from

experts on loan from other agencies, h_ those cases where respoasi-

bilitieo crossed organizational lines.

u Interchange of technical persounel from DOT, NAi_A, DOD, and

possibly CAB at middle management levels. !

m More active use of the NASC as a "focal point for the evolution of

national policy related to civil aviation," including a permanent
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mechanism for ptdicy review of inturugeney quesiions and the e

_,stabllshment of oo|l_e _ort of csmmunieallons channel by which

industry could makn iLs views known (Ref. 1, pp. 6-8 to i_-gJ.

Anotiler key recommandutinn was r'To lake l_ll advru_tagc of the e_])er|:ise

and other resources in the airline and [terospace tndustrioa_ joint ealerprtaes

between tile Government and industry should be considered for major experi-

mental hardware and demonatratian programs" (gef. 1, pp 2-8).

IMPACT

According to Congressional hearings (Ref. 3) hold nearly 18 months after

completion of the CARD Study, progress implementation of study recommenda-

tions was slow. The NASC had not taken the lead In continuing policy analysis

and eeerdlantloa_ and CARD Study priorities had not yet been "formally

acknowledged er agreed to by the Administration" (tlearing Finding 1, Ref. 3,

p. 1). Oa the other hand, tt was aclmewledged that "substantial progress Ires

been made in developing mere effective working relationships between NASA,

DOT and FAA." (llearing Finding 7, Ref. 3, p. 10b One of the areas of

improved eonrdtnatlon_ and in factt the principal example cited at the hearings,

was the ostabllshme.al of a Joint NASA/DOT Offlc_ of Noise Abatement.

It was also acl,.nowledged that the problems of setting policy were fsrmid-

able ,'rod that the evidence coneer_flng the divergence of military and civil

aeronantieal requirements remained inconclusive (Hearing Finding 9, gef. 3,

p. 11)_ which led to the launching of still mare studies {the AAC Study, and

theRADCAP Study, respectively).

MONITORING AND UPDATING

Since the CARD study group war disbanded and since NASC had failed to

take an active role, the chief mechanism for monitoring progress toward

CARD study goals was the series of Congressional hearings referred to in the

previoussections,
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Tile goal oftile CAItI) Study was to try todetermine what level of research

and deveh_pment _'_houldbe msiniafned ill order to achieve desired results.

The study was also it) ieehale nn analysis of the differences between military

and civil aeronautical requirements, and to outline file climiaishing benefits of

mllitsry research and development ss feinted to civilian needs.

Tile specific objectives as formulated in as expanded charier finally

agreed upon in Septsmber 1969 were:

Objectives of the Study

Consonant with the recommendations of the Committee as
Aeronautical and Space Sciences in Senate Report 957. the
overall objectives of tbe study are:

(a) To analyze the relatisnship between benefits that accrue
to the nation from civil aviation and the Ievsl sf aeronautical
research and development effort.

(b) To determine or develop criteria for determining the
level of civil aeronautical research and development required
ts maintain U.S. leadership in civil aviation in the future.

(el To identify what portion of civil aviation R. & D. shouldbe sponsored by the government.

! (d) 2'o analyze the divergence and commonality of military
i and civil aeronautical requlrsmcnts and assess the trends

of benefits to civilian needs from military R. & D.

(e) To identify civil aviation R. & D. anticipated to be
undertaken in the private sector (to tile end that civil aviation
IL & D. efforts ef both public and private sector can be
viewed in an overall national context) (Ref. 2. pp. ,tl-42).
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REPORT: E & D CONTRIBUTIONS TO AVIATION PROGRESS (RADCAP)--1972

ORIGINS AND IIISTOItY

Specific Authortzatisn_ Presuthorlzatton lilstory_ OuIttne lllstory

The RADCAP Study, which followed tlle CARD Study, concerned Itself only

wlth therelevancyofmilitaryueroanutlealprograms tocivilaviationR & D

needs. Itwas initiatedIslate1971by DOD followlugn suggestionInn memo

(September9, 1971)from William McGruder oftheWhRo llousestafftoDeputy

SecretaryofDefense, David Pankard. The firstmeetingofthe StudyTcnm

occurred on December 12, 1971o The reportWaS IssuedInAugust 1972.

The underlyingreasonforRADCAP wen thatthe originalJanuary 1968

Senatellopart(ofthsSenateCommittee on AeronauticalandSpace Sciences)that

led tothe CARD Studysuggestedthata "detuliedanalysisofthe dlvorgananof

militaryned civilianaeronauticalrequirements"be mode toassess "thedlmln-

ishingbenefitsto civilianneeds from militaryR & D." Itwas feltthatthe

CARD Studyhad coveredcivilianneedsand benefitsbuthad not coveredsuffl-

centlythequestionofmilitarycontributionend relevancy.

OPERATION

Formulationof Objectives

Specificobjectivesofthestudywere:

• To Identifythemajor technologicaladvancesthathave been made in

uvlstlonsince1925--hmludlngbaekgroundDsponsor,user, application,

timing,endtrends.

i • To show therelevancyofcurrentlyplannedand fuededDOD neronantleal
R & D programs totheR & D needs ofclvlltransportuvistlon_resanrah

and technology,development,spplIantlon,and transferprocess.

Membarshlp

Overallguidanceand directionwere providedby u four-man DOT/NASA/DOD

SteeringGroup. The v_orkwas done by a StudyTeam.
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Activities and Staff

The Study Team coanisted of a worldng group and nine panals (see Appendix

M); the pancls made the primary effort in the nine subject areas that led to

tim nine appendican of the report, and tim working group drew together the Sum-

mary Report, Maximum use was made of existing data, ,and ttle CARD Stud:,,

was used as the source for civil aviation R & D needs.

Tbe Aeronautical Systems Division and Laboratories of Ihe Air Force Sys-

tems Command supplied clerical and support personnel.

Use of Contractors

There was no use of contractors.

Relations with Other Groups

Relations with industry: The AIAA, McDonnell Douglas, Boeing, Pratt

and Whitney, and G. E. all provided teelulleal assistance, comments, and
advice at the request of the Study Team.

There were apparently few or no contacts with Congress or state and local .

governl_ents.

OUTPUTS

The only output was the RADCAP Report (Ref. 1).

IMPACT

The report has had no apparent lmpant, in the sense of any atgnlfiannt
influence on recnatlegislation or regulations.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

By its nature, the group working on RADCAP went out of business with the

publication of the report. There ts no standing body to update its findings. Also, i

it is worth noting that the focus of RADCAP was on R & D that was accomplished, i
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rather than on the institutional framework In which the R & D occurred, was

coordinated, or was transferred to civil aviation.

REFERENCES

1. Joint DOT/NASA/DOT Stndy, R 8: D Contributions to Aviation Progress,

August 1972, Volume I, Summary Roport, Volume II, Appendices l
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APPENDIX TITLE

l Propulsion and Power

2 .. Meteorology

3 Avionics

4 Materials

5 Human Factors/Aviation Medicine

6 Air Vehicle Technology

7 Military "R" ltolevancy/CiviI Aviation R & D
I' NeEds

8 Milltal"y "D" Relevancy/Civil Transport
Aviation

9 Aeronautical R & D Funding
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AVIATION ADVISORY COMMISSION (AAC) -- 1973

ORIGINS AND IIISTt)RY

Sponiflc Authr}rlzntion

P.L. 91-258 (:1970) requtrcd by tile President trod Cont,n_ean. l_oth the

Presktant and Congress were concerned thst tile current aviation transporta-

tion system would ant be sufficient to meet the projected demand in hlture years.

Preauthorization history

In 1969 tile Senate Commerce Committee held bearings "to determine tim

appropriate course of fedcrai action for tile coming years in the field of

airport/airways development (Ref. 4, title page), with three bills under con-

sideration, At the hearings, Alfred E. Driscoll, former governor of New Jersey

and co-chairman of a regional development commtssiun, proposed that a national

commission be appointed to specify a long-term opthnal national aviation system,

Such a commission can project the air travel demand for the
1980's and onward and define the overall pattern of factlities_
equipment and services that will best meet tills demand --
taking into account the total costs and benefits and the long-
term effects on the general design and em'irunment of tim
Nation's emerging superregicns.

Once the commission has arrived at a general definition of
the optimum air system, the continuing detailed airport and
airway plmming for this system can be carried forward as set
forth in S. 2437 -- with compatible vellicle and service develop-
meat by the appropriate industries and Government sgeanles.

By its composition, the commission cannot only outline tile
national air system but can provide for the vital istegTatinn
of this system with nther forms of transportation (particularly
highspeed ground service) and with effective land-use programs.
In doing so, It can give encouragement to broad regional trans-
portation planning and development as contemplated in S. 2425
which is also under consideration by your committee C/inf. 4,
p, 887).
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Tbust under tileDrmcol] i)ropomd_ tileproposed commission would hare I

a broader nmndslc than that of DOT to prepare an initialnational sirporl !

system plans which was proposed under a different section of S. 2,137, the

Administration hill.

Senator Boggs incorporated DrlscolUs ideas in an amendment to S. 24:]7

to establish the Aviation Advisory Commisslan, including terms of reference

covering "airport location and size, surround land use_ terminal arrange-

meats, ground access, airspace use, air traffic control, airline route struc-

ture and administrative arrnngemects_ aircraft design, environmental effects,

effect on urban arcas_ and costs of carrying out the plan (Rcf. ,t t p. $44).

Boggs added an AAC advisory role to the rospansibilttles of the Secretary

of Transportatlont noting that the AAC could solicit ideas from the private

sector in the interest of developing a more comprehensive outlook on the

problems of civil aviation. Iic wrote that this advisory role was not danig'ned

to "usurp the powers of the Secretary of Transportations" but rather, r,in tile

opinion of a broad range of people who are deeply concerned and involved in i

the industry who support this amendment," to help him (Ref. 4, p. 9.i3). !
i

The amendment envisioned a somewhat larger Commission than the one I

that was subsequently established, proposing that the membership include

representatives of interested federal departments and agencies, major indastry

associations, and local regional planning entities.

OPERATION

Formulation of Objectives

P.L. 91.-258-970p page _, lists the duties of tim Commission. From

these rsqulrements_ a Commission Goal was established:

To outline to the President and the Congress those long-range

needs of our aerospace transportation system which must be
met, if, as an integral part of the total transportation system
of the worid_ it is to i_ave su;flctent capacity to satisfy the

i
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rcasen_tb]e demands of nil users, ts to be teehnlen]ly,
e_t}nomleally nnd politically sound, and can at the same
time be operated In harmony with tile environment (Ref. 3).

Membership

Nine members appointed by tile President (list of members Appendix N).

Tile members lnehlded one person to serve as Chairman, chosen on basis of

education, t,.a_ling or experience, and eight persons specifically qualified to

represent commercial air carriers, gealeral aviation, aircraft manufacturers,

airport sponsors, state aeronautics agencies, and three major orgenlzations

concerned with conservation or regional planning (Ref. 2).

The AAC was authorized art appropriation not to exceed $2 million to be

drawn from the airport and airways trest fund. Tile Commission did not

expend all of the antborized lbnds.

Activities

Two-year study. Major-issue questionnaires were sent out to state,

federal and industrial organizations. Studies wore prepared by private
I

tmhlstry and federal, state, and local government agencies. AAC-sponanred

conforenans were held, and reports were generated from them.

Staff

Average size at any one tlme was 14 people (see Appendix N}.

" Use of Contractors and Consultants

Several contractor organizations and consultants were utilized

(Appendix N}.

Relations wlth Others

Appendix N', which lists 56 organizations that helped Is the selection of

major Issues and participated tn Commission conferences to develop those

i

4-55



issues. The listincludesindustry,stateand localgovernments,and fedcrnl

agencies. }3e_nuscthe Commission was notpart ofanotl]ergovcrnmolllugonny,

the study could be conducted with complete objactlvily and without fear of

offendinga supportingfederal agency.

OUTPUTS

The AviationAdvisory Commission designeda course ofnctlenforthe

periodthrough1985. The AAC was confidentaboutbningabletomeet the

system needs duringthisperiod. IIoweverthe Commissioa was unsure ofhow

theplanwould work beyond 1985,sinceitwould bn affectedbytrends Inthe

followingareas:

• Population

• Land Resources Available

• Energy Resources Available

To make allowances for these trends, the Commission recommended a

periodically updated 10-year National Aviation Plan to be prepared by a newly

established Under Secretary for Civil Avlatim|. Recommendations were made

covering immediate and future problems of the aviation transportation system

and the implementation of a workable system (Rof. 3_.

The AAC made the same recommendation on government organization as

the CARD Study had made before it: accomplish lnteragency coordination of

civil aviation activities through the NASC (Ref. 3, p. V-SSf 0. (See also AAC

consultant report in Appendix Q,)

IMPACT

After the report was submitted to the President and Congress, little was

heard of it. According to Crocker Snow, Chairman of the Commission, the

report failed (Ref. 2), Snow believes that a major reason for the failure was

the presence of strong dissent on the Commission, lie also believes that the

! only recommendations of the Commission that have been heeded so far are
f
! those regarding aircrai't ....

[ ,I-5{i
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A major r_command_ttlon of the report concerning use of the NASC as a

coordinating body was modified shortly after the report came out, The NASC

was abolished by Preaidant Nixon's Reorganization Pbm No. 1 of 197'{,

effective July 1973.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

AAC was established only for the study, It was legally disbanded 60 days

after the final report was completed.

REFERENCES

1, Aviation Dally_ February 13, 1974, p, 243.

2. P.L. 91-258 (May 21, 1970).

3. Report of Aviation Advisory Commissina r "The Long Range Needs of

Aviatlanj _' January 1973.

4, U.S. Congress. Scuate. Committee on Commerce. Subcommittee

:_ on Aviation, lleariage on S, 1637, S. 2437, and S, 2651. Serial No,

91-13. 91st Congress, 1st Session, 1969.
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EPA REPORT TO CONGRESS ON AIRCRAF_I:/AIRI'ORT NOISE--1973

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE IIISTORY

Specific Authorization

Section 7(a) oft he Noise Control Act of 1972 (P. L. 92-57,I, 86 Stat. 1234)

(Ref. 2).

Freauthor izatloa lllstory

Ths legislativehistory of the Noise Contr_)lAct shows a compromise be-

tween lhose who wanted Lo give EPA authority to promulgate l_gulutlons [o

abate ulrer'Mt/alrport noise and those who feltthis responsibilitymore pro-

perly rested with FAA. The Act required EPA to conduct a study and then to

present proposed regulations to FAA. FAA was requlred either to promulgate

the regulations under its existing authority or to explain why itwould not do so.

The Act also required each federal agency to consult with the Administrator of

ERA In prescribing standards and regulations respecting noise and oharged

EPA with the "effective eoo_llnation of Federal research and activity in noise

oontrol" (Ref. 2, Sectloa 200 ).

Outline History

o Initiation of EPA study efforts November 1972

o First meeting of Task Force February 1973

• Final meeting of Task Force June 1973

• Final task group reports July 27, 1973

o EPA Report submitted to Congress July 1973
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OPERATION

FormtlltlLit)ll oJ" Objectives
r

Ohjeetives wore spellt_d _)st in the Act. 2'0 a lesser extent, term_ of re-

ference and methods of procedur_ were also specified:

So(:. 7(u). The Administrator, after consultation with appro-
prtate Federal, state, and local agencies and interested per-
sons, shall conduct a study of the (1) adequacy sf Federal
Avtation Administration flight and operational noise controls;
(2) adequacy of noise emission standaluls on new and existing
aircraft, together with recommendations on the retrofitting
and phaseout of existing aircraft; (3) implications of klenll-
fythg and achieving levels of cumulative noise exposure
around airports; and (,i) additional nmusurs_ available to
airport sperators and local governments to control aircraft
noise. He shsil report on such study to the Committee on
Interstate and 1,'oretgu Commerce of the lleuse of ilepre-
sentattvos and the Committee on Commerce and Public
Works of the Senate within nine months after the date sf the
enactment of this act (ltef. 2, Sec. 7(a)).

To that cud a Task Force consisting of six Task t_roups was set up by

EFA.

Ta_k Group One, examined the existing legal/institutisnal structure th-

eluding Federal Inter'agency enordinatthn problems,

Membership

In accords|me with the provisions of Section 7(a), a participatory and con-

saltattve process was used to develop the six task group reports. Letters of

Invitation to participate were. sent to organizations representing various sec-

tors of interest, including other federal agencies, orl..,mlzatteus representing

stats and local governments, environmental groups, pliers, airport propris- #
tore, and airlines, as well as persons or organlzatinns expressing an interest

in the study. (Complete list for Task Group :l. Is In Appendix 0.) Itewever, the

membership of the group producing the fhml task group reports consisted en-

tirely of EPA staff anti their consultants.
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Activities

].'+ac_hul lhl. l;t_l¢ p.rottp._ hold l'<>ur It; six win'king meLq.Lng+, czulnl[rl:tLiltff ill a

final I)l_t]lllitlg s4,_shm .It:Ira 2 t l,ld 22, 1973. EPA staff used draft l'oconl-

illl_lldlttiuntl ll.olll p_ll'L[¢Jipallta: to Wl'itt_ I_/JOCllllt!l_dtltiotl_ for o_teh _ll_;]_ grotlp.

A OOll_cnstl_ _!xIstod fur otlc]l l'ecoclill_2ndliti[lll, _voll lflough not all tile p_ll'tl(Ji-

p_lllis _lgl'_'_d oll o/l_ll. Thcrc.foro_ .qOl)lil_de indivit]tl;i] lind Ol'g_lniz;Ition_tl

I)_)_itiotls wore i)l.ill[_d ill _lill)ctldl(2eS t_ the ta._l.; gl'[Jttp l't_ilol'ts.

Use of (._tllltl+IL_tOl+_

'_pp 'o.'.; I1 tel'¢ 15 l_Pz'_ t_onsulIllllt_ lind t_ontl';lt:tt)r.s c.'ol.[¢ed dil*OC211ywith

I[1_ til_I., gl't)uiJs.

J_tdations with Other Groups

As previously tmmttoned, lask gz'oups were themselves Int_rorgunlzatioll+tl

: g_.oup_ th._tt included representatives from si:ttes and mttnicipalllies, federal

ii _tg_nules, industry, and oth_r interest gr(_ups.

OIJTP[/T,S

i; ll_portt_

/_ The batile output wa_ ti_o duly t.q73 Rel)ort to Oongres_ (Ref. 1) together'},

with backup documents from e_tch of the six tasl-: groups (ReI'. a-S}.

TWo related r_pol'ts, required by anoflter section of tile Noise Control Act

of i972, were also prepared by the EPA Office of Noise Abatement and Control

i_ 'l'll_2$(_ dot3Ulllcnt_, tile "Cl'itel.'lIt l)ocunlt_tll (Raf. 9) and tile "Levels Docunlcnt"

_, (llof. 10), I_elp cstabllail the el'fuels of envlronnmntal lmi._e on llul)ll¢ ht_allh and

wt, lfal_ that muat be known in o]xlcr to tset ultimate goals for tile national avla-

',:i tJon t_olst_ l_cluction efl'ol,t.::

,I -(i I



proposed i.Iw,'sand ](c,}{ah_thJs:_

j\111;t.ior¸ii_i_]bl_ill[bC l_eporlto Congress Was thaLthe Jt_dora]gc_vei't]n1_11[ .y

shot]hlpron_ulg:tto;Illairpnrt sois¢_re_thLtioodt_s[gnedto limitcumulatlvc

no_se exposur_ h_ i.i!_idc.tiLi_tlcomnltlnit[es, liwas _onciudt_([_n_irelated i)_tui_-

up report tiler. 3) filet Ibis could be done by FAA under existing FAA airport

certification proces.ses and that no new legislation was rec.allred. Other reeom-

elendntions included:

• I.:stal)lishment hy stales of airport bind u_e cmnmissiorls.

• A study by Congress and the Executive Branch of fin;meb_gsellenles

(with tbe particular p:tr/icipation of CAB).

• Acceleration of ft_(lCl':d regul;li[on of airel_tft noise under existing

FAA authority.

Public Relations and Information Dissemination

The Task Group reports ned the Report lo Congress were disseminated widely

by EPA and released for sale to the public.

•rhe main report to Congress committed EPA to take active responstbllity

for coordinating federal noise control and noise research activities under Sec-

tion 4 of the Noise Control Act (Ref. 2).

SpecifleaIly, itwas nntedtbatthe abolitionof previeus coordination

mechanisms for aviation research in geaernl (NASC) and noise research in

particular {IANAP) made the conrdinatiag role of the EPA Administrator ns

established in the Act more impor_nnt, Moreover, tim report s_ated that tim

islnrim informal communications existing in 1973 between responsible officials

of DOT, FAA, NASA, anti EPA would "be translated into an effective formalized ..

procedure before the end of Fy 1974" (Ref. ], pp 42-43). One function of such a

procedure would he to establish and monitor progress toward n comprehensive

eel of nationnl aviation noise reductios objectives consistent with public health

and welfare (Ref. 1, p. 11{;).
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IM I_A(YI '

,Ninct _ July 1!_7_1the FAA h;Js isstleJd s_ver;ll notic¢!s o[ proiJcl._i[ rt[lenltlk-

ie_ th*;llillg _vilil _it't_r:ltl n4_is¢,Y_thl_tl_)n. '[']K_s_! ;tclhlns luny ht_ dtl¢_ in p_L_'l to

Iht, r¢,p_)rt h) C_ngress ;tnd h_ I'PA :tt_tivity hi dr_dlinl_ ' i_,_tthil hms ftlr presL, n-

t;ition Ill I.'A+\ UlldCl' S_!t_tion 7_) _Jf tht_ Noise C_rll_.tl[.:\t_l.

In J_lnu:try L97.1, E I_:\ ,set up within the Of ['lee _)1'N_it_e Abah,ment and

Contl.ol an Avtaliun NoLle Control Requirements Study to develop zt phtn for the

_r_Ltion of,'1, i]ern]auent Natlonnl A|rc_tft No_se Abtttemeut l_la_ i.c., _l eom-

i)_'elleilsl_,e, inte_Yated f_.deral pl;m for the abatemunt and control of aircraft

noise (Ref. LI, p, 1). The work of this _'oup ix in progress,

MONITORING AND UPDATFNG

'Ft_ date, Congressional ovcwsight henrings in December [973 and in

March, May and July I974 hnve been the main fo_._i'_s for review t)f i)ro_'-ess

toward an improved l'_tler:_l eoo_tin:ttion meellanism. A further' meehanisln fur

review will he th_ p_rtodle report on all fcde_tl noise activities called for by

Section ,t{c)_,]) of tile Act:

(3) On the basis of regular consultation with appropriate
I,'edet,'al agencies, the Administrator shall compile and pub=
lish, from time to time, a report on the status and progress
uf Federal activities relating to noise research and noise
control. This t_eport shall describe the noise control pro-
grams of each Federsl agency and assets the contributions
of those progrnms to the Federal GovernmenPs overall
efforts to contr,[ noise (I{ef. 2, Sectiou .I (c)_,D).

REFERENCES

1. "Itcl)ort on nD'eraft/Airport noise," l{eport of the Admlnlstrato_" t)f the

l,]nv[ronmontal Protection Agency In Compllauoc with Publiu L_Iw 92-

_, 574, _emttc Comlnlttee on Public Works. SerialNo. 93-S, July 1973.

2. Noise C{intrnl Act of 1972 (P. 1,. 92-574, N6 Slat, 123-t), tmtober27,

1972.



3. "Legal and Ies_.i:utionsl Analysis of Atrandt and Ah'port Noise and

Apportl(,nment of Autlmrtty Between Federal, State, and Local

(;ovcraments, " Report of Task ill'cap 1, EPA NTrD 73.2, July 1973. ":

,t. "Opor;dions Ant, lysls lnclucHsg Monitoring, Enforcement, Safety, and

Cast," l_eport of Tusk Group 2, EPA NTID 73.3, July 1973.
w

5. "impact Charucterizailon ol"Noise Inohallng Implications of Identifying

and Achieving Levels of Cumulatlve Noise Exposure, '_ F:eport to Task

Group 3, EPANT_373.4, July 1973,

6, "Noise Source Abatement Technology aud Cost Analysis Including Re-

trofitting," ]leport on Task Group 4, EPA NTID 73.5, July 1973,

7. "Review and Analysis of Present und_Planned FAA Noise Regulatory

Actions and their Consequences Regarding Airez_fft and Airport

Operations." Report to Task Group 5, EPA NTID 73, 6, July 1973,

8. "Military Airer_fft and Airport Noise and Opportunities for 13eduction i

wlthotlt Inhibition of Military DJtsslons, *_Report of Task Group 13,EPA

NTID 73°7, July 1973.

9, U,S. Environmental Protection Agency, Public Health and Welfare

Criteria for Noise, 550/9-73-002, July 27, 1973.

I0. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of En-

vironmental Noise ]{equ _ te to Protect on Public Health and Welfare +:

with.an Adequate Margin of Safety, 550/9-74-004, March 1974.

ii. Sehettino, J. O. and B. J. Noziek, Oifles of Noise Abatement and

Control, EPS, "Information Brief on National Aircraft Noise Abate-

meat Management Plan Concept," January 25, 1974.
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CIVIL AVIATION STUDIES AND INTERAGENC'.' COORDINATING ORGANIZATION Decernbel 1974

A Background History. with Emphasis on Organizations Dea n0 with Ihe AifcraR Noise
Issue Volumf_ 1. Report

* *'tuth_htf_l B. In, flE_Nl_r4:()f_%lJli.'.lh,ql J_,II
Carl Modig _'"

Inlormatics Inc.

Noise Inlormation Plo0ram I h I',.,Jm,_l .(h._nt No,,

6000 Executlw_ 91wl. Rockvill_, Md, 20852 68-01.2229

U. S. Environmental P_otect_Oll Agency ( ,,_',r_'d
Office of Noise Abatement and Control Final

1921 Jefferson Davis Highway 14,
Arlington. Virginia 20460

15. _;lipplemema_ Nolc_,
Volume two contains copies of source documents pertaining to the studied organizations.

16. Ab_mi=t. As background information to the federal noise abatement program, past and pl_sent federal organizations s¢_t
up to coordinate civil aviation policy are described, including those dealing witb the aircraft noise problem. Commissions

and agency task groups who studied civil av[otlon problems are also-described. Descriptions includll membership, author[-
zatlon, oufine history, objectives, activities, staff, outputs (reports, proposals, etc.), impact, and mechanisms for modHi-
cations o1 organizational structure or goals, Tile evolution of these organizations from ager World War II to the plesent

is traced, both tbose coordinating research and those coordinating operational policy. Typical problems that have been
encountered by various organizations are discussed. Some conclusions of the study are: (1) in the early 196O's there was
no institution actively coordinating federal aircraft noise abat_lnent actJvldes; (2} much o1 the impetus for better co.

ordination has come from Congress; (3) successful coordination requires high.level agency and Administration support;
(4) the host ao_ncy may have difficulty securing cooperation of other agencies.

17, Kt,y _l'_rd. _ml D¢_umcm A.aly.i_. 17a. He_¢rip¢_v. (" " terms verified already used in GRA/GRI}
Civil Aviation"
Noise Pollution °
Aircraft Noise"

Interagency Coordination
Interagency Committee
Pres(dent[al Commissions

Congressional Commissions
Policy Coordination

I_h. Id_,nIifict_ !t)p_'lt-Emlcd '['¢'tm_.

National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics EPA Report to Congress on Aircraft/Airport Noise

National Aeronautics and Space Council Office of Science and Technology
_" Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating 8oard Federal Aviation Administration

Intoragcncy Noise Abatement Program Environmental Protection Agency

CARD Study Interagency Group on International Aviation

¢ Aviation Advisory Commission
C_mmittee on Hearin,q. Big.Acoustics and Big-Mechanics

tTc. C:C_;A'I'LFiuld/(ir_p 51D Ji

18. ?wail.hility Scatemenl I 19. S_.curi_y (_1;=_ (Thin 2f. _*_. _f P.=g_'_

IIClX_¢l} 22, Uric='

tl/_<'l,A'_rFl iP
Roloase unlimited 120. _.¢ utity (:hies ( I'hi_

I I1NCI.A_:H:JI. D

vo_ _ r,s,_ m=:v. _-v=_ Tills FORM NAY BE IIEPRODtlCED u=co._-Dc _4_2._*
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2_ I,, ,lll_ I_l,LInk,
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Ih,L_t ,,11,̧ _ll_r_l_', rL,;,_,_ ch_̧ ;_rill_;n_, _ntI_', ,_!,1 _n_el_. rl_nul,_,r i_l,_ i_l, hn,l_ _ll,li_l,, _llr ih_, _ll,_iji_ v.l_nu_ ¸,

_. R_port D_I_, ] _ _ ,_ _,,rc _h_LIL¢_rr_" ,_ _l,_h, ilb_l_ ,_lil_ .ll _t'._,L nl_llth .libel i_ ,nn. Irnl_L" _t,_ ib_ļ I,,l_,i_ _,_1wFlicLi il _v,L_ _,l_,_l_,_

L_ ,_,,_ d_t_ _11 i_ ¸, L_,_lt: _l _ll_rl_ _J I _l,ll_ _l l_Ul_,_lli,_I_.

8. P_ff_rming Org(_nizaI_on R_pol! FILament, Irl_rc h p_'rl_r_liln_ _lr_nli_,,i h_l__i_h_'_ t_l _4_ (hi_ n_mh_r,

9, Perl_rrnln 90rganlzafto_ N_mo (_nd A_dro_, l;iv_ Ii_lall_ _ir_cL, _'_1_', _,l_lcc'__rnd _p _ _,_, ].J_;t _o I;l_>lc ch;_rl L_I lu_L_ L_

10, Pr_act/Talk_ Walk Unit b_um_or_ _!_ ihc. pl_Jl_C, I_k ,_nJ _lL: L_rli_ Inuml_r_, LJi_d_ which iIb_ r_l_lL w_ Iircp,Lrud,

I;_ Spon_orin_ Agoncy _arnu o_d Addrlsl, h_¢L_,_ļ _ip _Lb_l_,.

13, Typ_ of R_por! otld P,_fiod Covelod. Ir_J;_Ll_ iI_in_, Ih_,LI, L'IL., ,Lrldl il ;LppLi:,Ll_l_ J;Ln_ ¢_lwr_.

14. Sp_r_orlr_ 0 A9_,_¢ Y Codl, t._,l_c t_fl_:.

16, Abs_racf, ]rlL_l_ , _ _r_f I_{_{I '_rJ_ .,_ I_i I.IcE_IJ _unnnl,lry _J I]lu _tL_E _:n_iJi_,lrll Irli_lill,_Ei_Jl; ¢c,nL_n_'_ in II_ r_p_it,

Lf LJl_'r_p_rl L _nt,hiil_ _ _i_r_ifi¢_nl bihli_:l,_3_h _ _I lil_r,LtL_T_ _llwl' _ iIl¢llrif_n it Ii_,_

]lrcll_L,r ;lulh(_I_zcd I_'l_l_ lh,LI ii_uillily" ihl. r_l_Li_r _oil¢_pE (_[ th_ _L,,Lr_h ._r_d _ll_' _L_lfi,:i_llll I' _ll_'_ifi_ _rl_l pfu_i_ tu b_ u_L_

{b)_ Id_nflfllrs and Open-Ended Turrn_, tl_, _l_ll_li_r_ f_r I_rL_ic_l n_tril_ ¢_x]_ nl_lmu_ _,_uiIl_l_'E_l Ll_¢n,ll_r_t _E_, LI_

F,InI_I, Illu n_._i(_r_ly _l ,l_¢ulnL_nc_ *_f_ _lu]r_J_ _lllin;_fy _n _Llllu, q_Lç pr_l_Liy I:_l,J/(;t_LJp J_i_llnl_nIl_) _v_l] tic I_l_' _j_ucJ_J_

,_[_¢ij_lill_ _lr_ L_ Fll_rll,_n c'rl_,*_w_r I _r t_p(' _>lplly_;_¢,ll i_L,i_l. 'J'h_, _ppl_¢_l_ll(_l will h_. cr_-r_r_nc_J _ii]l _;_.¢_nd_hr)̧

h,,_,, _lllL_lllil_ _P', _ il_ ,_nl_',_v,_l,ll_ilnI_ r_ tl.' pL_l_Lir, v,ilh ,.I,_r_'_.., ,_l_,I I_ri_
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