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GUIDES FOI ND ON AIR CARRIERS

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1964

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERONAUTICS
oF THE CoaMITTEE 0N INTERSTATE AND ForereN CoMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.n., in room
1333, Longworth Building, Hon. John Bell Williams (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Winriass. The commitiee will come to order, please.

This morning, the subcommittee is holding hearings on four bills
that relate to the transportation of blind persons by public carriers
operating in interstate or foreign commerce. H.R. 5611, which is
sponsored by Mr. Trimble, of Arkansas, and H.R. 7210, introduced by
Mr. Pirnie, of New York, are identical bills. Briefly, these two bills
would require the admission of a guide dog serving as a guide to blind
persons to public terminals or public earriers and would provide that
such dog must be carried at no extra charge,

We have H.R. 8068, introduced by our colleague, Mr. Younger, from
California, which would amend the Federal Aviation Act to permit
an air carrier to carry a blind person accompanied by a guide or guide
dog at the fare charged for one person.

We have H.R. 8928, introduced by Mr. Weltner, of Georgia, which
would amend the act to permit an air carrier to carry a blind person
accompanied by a gnide or guide dog or to carry a disabled person
who requires and is accompanied by an attendant at the fare charged
for one person.

At this point, if there is no objection, the text of these bills and
agency reports on the bills will be inserted in the record.

(Bills H.R. 5611, 7210, 8068, and 8926, and reports thereon follow :)

[H.R. 5611, 7210, 88th Cong., 15t sess.]

A BILL To prohibit the exclusion of dog guides for the blind from certain public earriers,
transport terminals, and other places of business which operate in Interstate commerce

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) any dog serving as guide to a blind
person when in the direct custody of such person, in harness, on a leash, under
proper control, and identified as having been trained by a recognized dog guide
school, must be permitted to remain physically with its master and admitted
without extra charge to—

(1) public earriers engaged in the interstate or foreign commerce of the
[I'nited States or operating under a charter or franchise granted by the
Federal Government ; and

(2) all transport terminals, eating establishments or other places of pub-
lic accommodations which serve or operate in interstate commerce,

The use of a muzzle may be required if deemed necessary and advisable,

1




2 GUIDES FOR TOTALLY BLIND ON AIR CARRIERS

(b) Failure to comply with the provisions of this Act by any owner, lessee,
proprietor, manager, superintendent, agent, or employee of any of the heretofore
enumerated places or modes of public accommodations shall—

(1) be punishable by a fine of not less than $50 or more than §500; and
(2) create a right of action in any person whose dog guide is excluded
from a public place in violation of this Act which may be enforced in any
State or Federal eourt of competent jurisdiction, and such person shall be
entitled to—
{A) recovery of damages sustained;
(B) injunctive relief; and
(C) the cost of the suit, including a reasonable attorney's fee, wheth-
er or not specific money damages are established.

[H.R. 8068, 88th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To amend section 403(b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1955 to permit the
granting of free transportation to guldes or seelng-eye dogs accompanying tolally blind
PETSONE

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 403(b) of the Federal
Aviation Aect of 1958 (49 U.8S.C. 1373(b)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “Nothing in this Act shall prohibit any
air carrier or foreign air carrier from ecarrying any totally blind person ac-
companied by a guide or seeing-eye dog or other guide dog specially trained and
educated for that purpose at the usual and ordinary fare charged to one person,
under such reasonable regulations as may be established by such air earrier or
foreign air carrier.”

[H.R. 8028, 88th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To amend section 403 (b) of the Federal Aviation Aect of 1958 to permit the grant-
ing of free transportation to guldes or guide dogs accompanylng blind persons and to
attendants of disabled persons

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 403(b) of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1373(b)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “Nothing in this Act shall prohibit any air
carrier or foreign air carrier from carrying any blind person and accompanying
guide or guide dog specially trained for that purpose, or from carrying any dis-
abled person and attendant, if such person is disabled to the extent of needing
such attendant, at the usnal and ordinary fare charged to a single passenger,
under such reasonable regulations as may have been established by such air
carrier or foreign air carrier.”

Execurive OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., February 25, 1964,
Hon. ORex HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Represen-
tatives, Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D.C,

Dear Me. Crammax: This is in reply to your request for the views of the
Bureau of the Budget on H.R. 5611, to prohibit the exclusion of dog guides for
the blind from certain publie carriers, transport terminals, and other places of
business which operate in interstate commerce.

In letters to this office presenting their views on the bill, the Department of
State recommends that the bill's applicability to foreign air carriers be clarified
and the Civil Aeronautics Board suggests that the bill be modified so as to recog-
nize circumstances where compliance would be impracticable or impossible.
Copies of these letters are enclosed.

Subject to consideration of the above suggestions, the Bureau of the Budget
would have no objection to enactment of the proposed legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Parcre 8. HuoHES,
A sgistant Director for Legislative Reference.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, May 17, 1963,
KERMIT GORDON,
Director, Bureau of the Budget.

Deanr Mr. Gorpox : I refer to your legislative referral memorandum of April 17,
1963, requesting the views of the Department of State on H.R. 5611, a bill to
prohibit the exclusion of dog guides for the blind from certain public carriers,
fransportation terminals, and other places of business which operate in inter-
state commerce, introduced by Representative James W. Trimble of Arkansas.

The Department of State does not foresee any foreign relations problems aris-
ing from the application of the provisions of this bill to surface shipping. How-
ever, the wording of the bill does not clearly indicate whether it is to apply to
foreign air carriers serving points in the United States. The term “‘public car-
riers"” leads to this ambiguity. Section 101 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958
defines the term “air carrief” as “any citizen of the United States who under-
takes * * * to engage in air transportation,” the term “foreign air carrier’” as
“any person, not a citizen of the United States, who undertakes * * * to engage
in foreign air transportation,” and the term “publie aircraft” as “an aireraft
used exclusively in the service of any government * * # but not including any
government-owned aireraft engaged in carrying persons or property for com-
mereial purposes.” In light of this ambiguity, we would recommend appropriate
clarification. It is our understanding that Representative Trimble did not intend
the bill to apply to foreign air carriers.

The Department of State has no objections to this proposed bill on foreign
policy grounds.

Sincerely yours,
FrEDERICK G. DUuTTON,
Asgistant Secretary
(For the Secretary of State).

CIvin, AERONAUTICS BOARD,
Washington, D.C., May 22, 1963.
Hon, KErMI1T GORDON,
Director, Bureau of the Budget,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Mg. Gornox : This is in reply to your legislative referral memorandum of
April 17, 1963, requesting the Board’s views with respect to H.R. 5611, a bill to
prohibit the exclusion of dog guides for the blind from certain public carriers,
transport terminals, and other places of business which operate in interstate
commerce,

H.R. 5611 provides that any dog serving as guide to a blind person when in
direct enstody of such person, in harness, on a leash, nnder proper control, and
identified as having been trained by a recognized dog guide school, must be per-
mitted to remain physically with its master and admitted withont extra charge
carriers engaged in the interstate or foreign commerce of the United States, or
operating under a charter or franchise granted by the Federal Government.
The use of a muzzle may be required if deemed necessary. Failure to comply
with the provisions of the bill would be punishable by a fine, and would give
the person whose dog was excluded a right of action for damages and injunctive
relief. Air carriers would appear to be included within the scope of the term
“publie carriers.”

In general, air earriers have made provision under existing tariffs for the
free transportation of seeing eve dogs under circumstances similar to those pro-
vided for in the bill. A typical tariff containing rules and regulations governing
virtually all scheduled interstate air transportation of passengers contains the
following rule:

“Carrier aceepts for transportation without charge, a dog trained to lead the
blind, properly harnessed, when it accompanies a8 passenger with impaired vision
dependent upon such dog. The dog will be permitted fo accompany said pas-
senger into the cabin, but will not be permitted to oceupy a seat.”

Representative tariffs of carriers engaged in foreign air transportation also
contain the substanee of the foregzoing rule, except that sueh tariffs provide
that transportation will not be furnished where (1) entry requirements of
countries to which passage is scheduled have not been complied with, and (2)
it would be impracticable to provide such transportation becanse of operating
conditions or type of aircraft. Supplemental air carrier tariff rules also provide
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for the free transportation of seeing eye dogs when in the opinion of the carrier
it is practicable to permit such carriage.

The Board believes that the exceptions contained in the tariffs of earriers
engaged in foreign air transportation are reasonable and a proper exercise of
management discretion. Moreover, the Board knows of no difficulties arising
out of such exceptions or the limitation in the supplemental air carrier tariff
rules. There wonld not, therefore, appear to be any necessity for the legislation
insofar as air transportation is concerned.

Despite this lack of apparent need, the Board does not object to H.R. 5611.
It does believe, however, that the bill should be modified so as to give recogni-
tion to instances where the type of aireraft used, or quarantine or other restrie-
tions would make it impracticable if not impossible for the air earrier to comply
with the requirements thereof.

Sincerely yours,
Aran 8. Boyp, Ohairman.

INTERSTATE CoMMERCE COMMISSION,
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN,
Washington, D.C., February 25, 1964.
Hon, OREN HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HaRris: Your letter of April 12, 1963, addressed to the
Chairman of the Commission and requesting comments on a bill, H.R. 5611, in-
troduced by Congressman Trimble, to prohibit the exclusion of dog gnides for
the blind from certain public carriers, transport terminals, and other places
of business which operate in interstate commerce, has been referred to our Com-
mittee on Legislation. After consideration by that committee, T am authorized
to submit the following comments on those provigions of the proposed measure
which relate to surface transportation.

H.R. 5611 would require public common ecarriers engaged in interstate com-
merce or operating nnder a Federal charter or franchise, and transport terminals,
eating establishments, or other places of public accommodations serving or
operating in interstate commerce, to admit without charge and permit to re-
main with ifs master “any dog serving as gnide to a blind person when in
the direct enstody of such person, in harness, or a leash, nnder proper con-
trol. and identified as having been trained by a recognized school.” The use
of a muzzle could be required if deemed necessary and advisable. Violations
would be punishable by a fine of not less than £30 or more than $500. In addi-
tion, the bill would create a right of action in any person whose dog guide is
unlawfully exeluded from a public place in violation of the act, which right
could be enforced in any State or Federal court of competent jurisdiction.

Carriers regulated by the Commission are generally prohibited by law from
furnishing free transportation but there are a number of specific exemptions.
Much of the free fransportation authorized may be characterized as for chari-
table or humane purposes but in no case is a earrier required by law to provide
free transportation. See sections 1(7), 22(1), 217(b) and 306(¢) of the In-
terstate Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 1(7), 22(1), 317(h), and 906(c)). In par-
ticular section 22(1) provides, in pertinent part, that a earrier may transport
a totally blind person accompanied by a guide or seeing eye dog or other guide
dog specially trained and educated for that purpose at the usual and ordinary
fare charged fo one person under such reasonable regulations as may have been
established by the carrier. The italicized language was added to the act in
1937 after rejection of the compnlsory approach embodied in the present bill.

Clearly, H.R. 5611 bas a worthy and humane purpose. However, we ques-
tion the wisdom of departing from the permissive approach to free transporta-
tion embodied in the act. In addition, a serions constitutional guestion may
be raised as to the power of Congress to enact legislation compelling common
carriers to provide free transportation.

Respectfully submitted.

ABe MoGrEGOR GOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Legislation.
Rurerr L. MURPHY.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Warch 11, 196}.
Hon. OrREN HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEar M, CHAIRMAN : This letter is in response to your request of April 12
1963, for a report on HLR. 5611, a bill to prohibit the exclusion of dog guides for
the blind from certain public carriers, transport terminals, and other places of
business which operate in interstate commeree.

The bill would provide that any dog being actually used as a guide by a blind
person which is properly leashed, harnessed, controlled, and identified as being
trained by a recognized dog guide school must be permitfed to remain physically
with his master and admitted withont extra charge to public carriers, transport
terminals, and eating establishments involved in interstate commerce.

The bill also authorizes fines of from $50 to 8500 for persons who fail to comply
with its provisions, and creates a right of action through which any Dblind
person whose dog guide is exeluded from any public place in vielation of the
provisions of the bill may receive damages and injunctive relief.

As rehabilitated blind persons take an ever more active part in the economic
and =social life of the Nation, it is essential for them to unse public earriers,
terminals, hotels, and restaurants. Some of these blind persons make nse of
carefully trained dog guides to get about efficiently and safely. Training and
selection techniques developed over the past 35 years by such organizations as
the Seeing Hye, Ine., of Morristown, N.J., assure not only that the dogs will
be good guides for their masters but also when properly handled they are safe,
well disciplined, and present no problems to the public.

More than two-thirds of the States have enacted laws which gunarantee dog
gnides and their masters access to hotels and restaurants. This Department
favors the enactment of legislation to assure that in all situations blind persons
and their trained dog guides would have the right to use public transportation
and other accommodations in interstate commerce with freedom and safety.

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection to the
presentdtion of this report from the standpoint of the administration’s program.

Sincerely,
AxTHONY J. CELEBREZZE,
Necretary.

17.8. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., February 25, 196}.
Hon. OREx HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
Huowse of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEar Mr. CHargymax : This is in response to your request for the views of the
Department of Justice on H.R. 5611, a bill to prohibit the exclusion of dog guides
for the blind from certain public carriers, transport terminals, and other places
of business which operate in interstate commmerce,

Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887, as amemded (50 Stat. 475
19 U.5.C. , gives common earriers authority to carry “any totally blind per-
son accompanied by a guide or seeing eyve dog or other guide dog specifically
trained and educated for that purpose * * * at the usual and ordinary fare
charged to one person, under such reasonable regulations ag may have been
established by the carrier * * *° Public Law 330 of the T7th Congress (55 Stat.

40 TL8.C. 291) provides for the admission of guide dogs accompanied
by blind masters “to any building or other property owned or controlled by the
United States, upon the same terms and conditions, and subject to the same regu-
lations as generally govern the admission of the public to such property.”

The bill provides that a dog guide for blind persons, when in the direct custody
of a blind person and under proper control, and identified as a dog trained for
such gunidance by a recognized dog guide school, must be permitted to remain
with its master and be admitted without extra charge to public carriers engaged
in interstate or foreign commerce or operating nunder a charter or franchise
granted by the Federal Government, and to all transport terminals, eating estab-
lishments, or other places of public accommodation which serve or operate in
interstate commerce, Failure by an owner, lessee, or employee of such facilities

32-560—64——2
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to comply would be punishable by a fine and would create in any person whose
dog is excluded a right of action for recovery of damages and injunctive relief.
The Department of Justice has no objection to the enactment of this legislation.
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this report from the standpoint of the administration’s program,.
Sincerely yours,
N1cHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH,
Deputy Attorney General.

ExEcUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., November 4, 1963.
Hon. Orex HAaARrgis,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre-
gentatives, Longworth House Ofice Building, Wash ington, D.C.

DeAR Mi. Cramgmax: This is in reply to your request for the views of the
Bureau of the Budget on H.R. 8068, a bill to amend section 403(b) of the Fed-
eral Aviation Act of 1958 to permit the granting of free transportation to guides
of seeing-eye dogs accompanying totally blind persons.

The Civil Aeronautics Board, in its report to your committee on this bill. ob-
Jects to authorizing free transportation of persons serving as guides for the blind
and recommends that the bill, if enacted, be amended to provide that any free
transportation of such persons be on a space-available basis.

Subject to consideration of the amendment recommended by the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, this office would have no objection to enactment of the proposed
legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Puituir 8. HueHEes
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference.

Crivin AERONAUTICS BOARD,
Washington, D.C., November 8, 1963.
Hon. Orex HARRIS,
Chairman, Commiitee on Interstate and Forei gn Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in further reply to your letter of August 19,
18963, requesting the Board's comments with respect to H.R. 8068, a bill to amend
section 403 (b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to permit the granting of free
transportation to guides or seeing-eye dogs accompanying totally blind persons.

H.R. 8068 provides that nothing in the Federal Aviation Act shall prohibit
any air carrier or foreign air carrier from carrying any totally blind person
accompanied by a guide or seeing-eye dog or other guide dog specially trained
for that purpose at the usual and ordinary fare charged to one person, under
such reasonable regulations as may be established by the carrier. It appears
that the bill is intended to cover not only dogs but also persons serving as gnides
for blind persons.

In general, air carriers have made provision under existing tariffs for the
free transportation of seeing-eye dogs under circumstances similar to those pro-
vided for in the bill. A typical tariff containing rules and regulations governing
virtually all scheduled interstate air transportation of passengers contains the
following rule:

“Carrier accepts for transportation without charge, a dog trained to lead the
blind, properly harnessed, when it accompanies a passenger with impaired vision
dependent upon such dog. The dog will be permitted to accompany said passen-
ger into the cabin, but will not be permitted to occeupy a seat.”

Representative tariffs of carriers engaged in foreign air transportation also
contain the substance of the foregoing rule. Tariff rules of supplemental air
carriers also provide for the free transportation of seeing-eye dogs when in the
opinion of the carrier it is practicable to permit such earriage.

There would nof, therefore, appear to he any necessity for the legislation in-
sofar as the carriage of seeing-eye dogs is concerned. However, the Board does
not object to this aspect of H.R. 8068 since carriers will be able to continue exist-
Ing practices in this respect.

The Board does not, however, recommend the enactment of those provisions
of the bill designed to permit the ecarriage withont charge of persons serving
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as guides for the blind, It is true that rail, motor, and water common earriers
are permitted by the Interstate Commerce Act to carry without charge attend-
ants for blind persons. However, the seating problems of surface carriage are
not generally as critical as those encountered by air carriers, especially in peak
traffic times. Consequently, free transportation by air for such attendants
could be a source of potential net revenue loss to air carriers. In the event
that legislation of this nature is enacted, provision should be made, as in the
case of ministers of religion under section 403(b), that the free carriage of such
persons will be on a space available basis.

The Board has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no
objection to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the administra-
tion's program,

Sincerely yours,
Arax 8. Boyp, Chairman.

ExecuTive OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., December 5, 1963,
Hon. OreEx HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre-
sentatives, Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D.C,

Diear Mi. CHamuman: This is in reply to your request for the views of the
Burean of the Budget on H.R. 8928, a hill to amend section 403(b) of the Fed-
eral Aviation Act of 1958 to permit the granting of free transporfation to guides
or guide dogs aecompanying blind persons and to attendants of disabled persons.

The Civil Aeronautics Board, in its report to your committee on this bill,
objects to provisions authorizing free transportation of persons serving as guides
for the blind persons serving as attendants for disabled persons. The Board
recommends that the bill, if enacted, be amended to provide that any free trans-
portation of such persons be on a space-available basis,

Subject to consideration of the amendment recommended by the Civil Aero-
nauties Board, this Office would have no objection to enactment of the proposed
legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Pumrie 8. HUGHES,
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference.

Civi. AERONAUTICS BOARD,
Washington, D.C., December 3, 1963,
Hox. Orex HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN : This is in reply to your letter of November 1, 1963,
requesting the Board’s comments with respect to H.R. 8928, a bill to amend
section 403 (b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to permit the granting of free
transportation to guides or guide dogs accompauying blind persons and to
attendants of disabled persons.

H.R. 8928 provides that nothing in the Federal Aviation Act shall prohibit any
air carrier or foreign air carrier from carrying any blind person accompanied by
a gunide or guide dog specially trained for that purpose, or from carrying any
disabled person and attendant, if such person is dizsabled to the extent of needing
such attendant, at the usual and ordinary fare charged to a single passenger,
under such reasonable regulations as may be established by the carrier,

In general, air carriers have made provision under existing tariffs for the free
transportation of seeing-eye dogs under circumstances similar to those provided
for in the bill. A typieal tariff containing rules and rezulations governing
virtnally all scheduled interstate air transportation of passengers contains the
following rule:

“Carrier accepts for transportation without charge, a dog trained to lead the
blind, properly harnessed, when it accompanies a passenger with impaired vision
dependent upon such dog. The dog will be permitted to accompany said passenger
into the eabin, but will not be permitted to occupy a seat.”

Representative tariffs of carriers engaged in foreign air transportation also
contain the substance of the foregoing rule. Tariff rnles of supplemental air
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carriers also provide for the free transportation of seeing-eve dogs when in the
opinion of the earrier it is practicable to permif such carriage.

There would not, therefore, appear to be any necessity for the legislation inso-
far as the carriage of seeing-eve dogs is concerned. However, the Board does not
object to this aspect of ILR. 8928 since carriers wili be able to continue existing
practices in this respect.

The Board does not, however, recommend the enactment of those provisions of
the bill designed to permit the earriage without charge of persons serving as
guides for the blind, or as attendants for disabled persons, It is true that rail,
motor, and water common earriers are permitted by the Interstate Commerce Act
to earry without charge attendants for blind persons and disabled persons, How-
ever, the seating problems of surface carriage are not generally as critical as
those encountered by air carriers, especially in pealk traffic times. Consequently,
free fransportation by air for such attendants could be a source of potential net
revenue loss to air carriers. In the event that legislation of this nature is enacted,
provision should be made, as in the case of ministers of religion under section
403 (b), that the free carriage of such persons will be on a space-available basis,

The Board has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no
objection to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the administra-
tion’s program.

Sincerely yours,
Arax J. Boyp, Chairman.

FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C., December 5, 1968,
Hon. OreN HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
Howuse of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Crareman : This is in reply to your request for the views of this
Agency with respect to H.R. 8928, a bill to amend section 403(b) of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to permit the granting of free transportation to guides or
guide dogs accompanying blind persons and to attendants of disabled Persons,

Inasmuch as granting free air transportation to gunides, guide dogs, and at-
tendants for those needing them has no safety implications and the impact of
this legislation would therefore appear to be solely economic, we defer to the
views of the Civil Aeronauties Board on this bill.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection from the
standpoint of the administration’s program to the submission of this report to
your committee,

Sincerely,
N. E. Havary, Administrator.

Mr. WirLiams. Our first witness this morning is our colleague on
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Mr. Younger,
from the State of California, who is the sponsor of ene of these hills.

Mr. Younger, we are very happy to have you before the committee
and we shall be very happy to receive your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Younger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am appearing on be-
half of my own bill, H.R. 8068. The purpose of this legislation is to
give to a blind person the same rates that he enjoys now in traveling
by train or by bus or by inland waterways. It is a simple piece of
legislation to amend the Federal Aviation Act to accomplish that
purpose,
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I would like to read from a letter, a copy of which was sent to me.
The letter is from the Pacific Air Lines, Inc., signed by C. A. Myhre,
executive vice president, and is addressed to Stuart G. Tipton. Just
one paragraph is this says:

The Pacific Airlines is definitely in favor of this legislation. For this reason,
we wonld not want to see the ATA oppose this legislation at the fortheoming
hearing.

I can well understand why the endorsement here from the Pacific
Air Lines, because of the aceident. which oceurred to one of their cap-
tains. Oscar W. Cleal. At one time, a man in his plane tried to hijack
the plane just as it was ready to leave the airport and Captain Cleal
intercepted or stopped the act and the man shot the captain and as a
result, he became blind. It was at the suggestion of Captain Cleal,
that I introduced the legislation.

Now,. I would like to have included a letter from Captain Cleal

Mr. Frreoer. How does he spell his name ?

Mr. You~aer. C-l-e-a-l.

Mr. Winrrams. Let it be included in the record.

(The document referred to follows:)

MEexNLO PARK, CALIF., February 20, 196},
Congressman J, ARTHUR YOUNGER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C,

Dear Me. Youneer: I have this date received notice of public hearing on H.R.
80GS from W, E. Williamson, elerk of the Committee on Transportation and Aero-
nautics, announcing that the hearing on this bill will be held Wednesday, Febru-
ary 26, 1964, at 10 a.m. Would you please make this letter a part of the record
at the above-mentioned hearing.

For some 15 years prior to July 31, 1961, I flew as captain for Pacific Air Lines
of San Francisco, Calif. My flying career came to a close on that date when an
armed sky-jacker attempted to take control of my airecraft at Chico, Calif.
During the encounter, I was blinded.

During the year that followed, I began studies necessary to prepare myself for
entrance into the investment securities business, and it was during this period
that I became acquainted with the work of the American Foundation for the
Blind, A great service performed by the foundation resulted from their success-
ful eampaign completed in 1927 whereby an Interstate Commerce Commission
amendment was added to provide a blind person traveling with a companion
guide to travel on one ticket on over 130 railroads and on over two dozen bus-
lines. I have included with this letter a booklet describing the privilege, as well
as two sample travel coupon books and an ID card.

In my letter to you of August 3, 1963, 1 embarked on a similar campaign with
the airlines, and, as a result of that letter, you were kind enough to introduce
H.R. 8068. I am well aware of the tariff regulations and the acts which permit
interline fare discounts and free transportation for airline employees and their
families. I would like to see the airlines of the United States provide a similar
free—nonrevenue, space available—privilege for the companion guide who ne-
companies a ticketed full fare blind person. To insure acceptability and imple-
mentation by the Nation’s airlines, the “space available” privileges may well be
subject to a service charge that covers paperwork, ticketing, and meals, This
standard proeedure currently prevails for airline employees and their families, and
the charges range from $2 to $10 depending on distance. The enclosed ID card,
issuned by the American Foundation for the Blind, verifying legal blindness,
could well be used for the airlines as well as its current use on the railroads and
buses.

I sincerely hope that the members of the committee will find this bill highly
comimendable, and will recommend its passage by the House,

Respectfully yours,
Oscan W. CLEAL,
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Mr. WirLiams. When did this event oceur?

Mr. Younaer. It wasabout 2 years ago, as I recall.

Mr. Frieoer, Right before we passed the hijacking bill.

Mr. Wintiams. I realize that, but 1 did not realize that Captain
Cleal had been blinded as a result of that.

Mr. YounGer. Yes; he is blind as a result of that. He was a cap-
tain on the Pacific Air Lines.

Now, included in his letter is the type of book that is issued by the
American Foundation for the Blind in regard to both rail travel and
on bus travel. T would like to have those exhibits introduced. It is
not necessary that they go into the record, but for the files of the
committee.

Mr. Witrianms. Let them be received for the files.

(The material referred to will be found in the files of the com-
mitttee.)

Mr. Youncer. That is about all that I have to say. I feel strongly
that the blind citizens ought to have the same privilege of traveling
by air that they enjoy by rail, bus, and inland waterway. That is the
only purpose of the legislation. Unless there are some questions

Mr. Wirriams., Mr. Friedel, do you have some questions?

Mr. Frieven. No questions.

The only question I did want to ask is, you say a dog or a person
to accompany the blind person ?

Mr. YouNGeR, Yes,a person ora dog.

Mr. WirLiams. Mr, Younger, who determines whether a person re-
quires the services of an attendant?

Mr. Younaer. That I could not answer. I think you will have
witnesses here that can give you that information, because they have
already experienced travel of that kind and they are here to testify
for that purpose.

Mr. WirLiams., The reason I asked the question: I have a friend
here in Washington who is almost blind. He has difficulty getting
around by himself, but he does manage to do so. In my opinion, he
could qualify to carry an attendant with him. Ordinarily, he does
not use an attendant. Would there be anything in this bill that would
prohibit my going along with him as an attendant on trips to Mis-
sissippi and getting our fare at half price? I ask the question se-
riously, not facetiously.

Mr. Youncer. Well, as T say, there are witnesses who will testify,
but I think that that is left to the association. They issue these books
and I imagine they issue the books only to the people that have the
necessity of either being accompanied by a person or a seeing-eye dog.

Mr. Witriams. Mr. Hemphill, do you have any questions?

Mr. Hempuir. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

I notice in your bill that you provided usual and ordinary fare
charged to a single passenger under such reasonable regulations as may
be established by such air carrier or foreign air carrier. I gather from
that that there will be no charge for a seeing-eye dog?

Mr. Youncer. That is the purpose of the bill.” It is simply to extend
the same privilege that they enjoy now in traveling by train, bus, or
inland waterway. '

Mr. Wicriams. Will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Hemerin, Certainly.
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Mr. Wirtiams, Mr. Younger, have you studied the act to the point
where you could advise us whether or not the law now prohibits the
carriage of a seeing-eve dog without cost ? ’

Mr. Youncer. Well, no, not to that extent, I could not say. But it is
my understanding from talking with the legislative department which
prepared this bill that that is true. The present act would prohibit
such travel, unless they get special permission from the CAB, because
there is no affirmative provision. Their rates and all

Mr. Winrzams, Presumably, that would have to be done in each
case.

Mr. Youx~aer. Now, under the bill, I would say that in each case,
they would probably have to do it and the airline would have to concur.

Mr. Heserainn., 'Well, the thing that concerned me a little bit—1 ride
tourist all the time on airlines when I can, becanse it is more expensive
to ride first elass. Whenever any children are along, my recollection
is that T have paid half fare for a child.

Mr. Youncer. That is in the schedule now, under 12.

Mr. Hempnaicr., And I am not

Mr, Wirtrams. Are you sure of that?

Mr. Heserain, Well, it has a certain age limitation.

Mr. Youncer. As I recall, it is 12 years, I may be wrong in that.

Mr. Henxerarn, The reason I recollect so clearly, the last time I had
my little boy up here, we had to hold a drunk who was trying to get
to the cockpit and I was up in the front seat and I paid a half fare
for my little boy and a drunk came running up their trying to get
in the cockpit.

This is quite beyond the point here, but the thought occurred to me,
would there be a penalty do you think, if, because a space would be
taken, half fare were charged for the attendant? If the attendant
came along, I assume full fare would be charged under your bill; is
that right ?

Mr. Frieper, Noj it would be free.

Mr. Youncer. This is granting exactly the same privilege that they
enjoy already on trains, buses, and inland waterways, which grants
a free passage to the accompanying person or to a seeing-eve dog.

Mr. Hemermn, It is apparent what your purpose is, but I wanted
it to be clear that you intend for the person or the animal to have the
privilege of proceeding without charge ?

Mr. Younaer. That is right.

Mr. Frieoer. Mr. Younger, you use the words “totally blind.”

Mr. Youncer. As I understand, that is exactly the same wording
that is used in the Transportation Act.

Mr. Friepen, And Mr. Weltner’s bill, H.R. 8928, says “carrying any
blind person.” It does not use the word “totally.”

What I am trying to bring out is that one bill might take care of a
person, the one that the chairman was speaking of, who is not totally
blind or could hardly see but who could classify as blind. But your
bill says “totally blind.”

Mr. Youncer. As T understand, in my talk with the legislative coun-
sel, I asked them to draft this bill and follow exactly the same lines as
followed in the bill permitting the transportation on rails.

Mr. Friepen. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Henparnn, Let me pursue this a little further.
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Suppose they have a sellout, which they do often on some of the
lines, or at least they claim they do. If they do not, they will make
you wait until the next plane. Your bill does not provide it, but Mr.
Trimble’s and Mr, Weltner’s provide a very severe penalty, a fine of
not less than $50 or more than $500.

Would you object to our putting in the legislation, “on a space avail-
able basis” as a condition ?

Mr. Youncer. I think we ought to follow exactly the same provi-
sion that is followed in the Transportation Act. We did the same
thing, if you will recall, the same privilege was granted to ministers
about 2 or 3 years ago. A bill came out of our committee. Prior to
that, ministers had no privilege on air travel that they had on travel by
bus or train or inland waterways. So we corrected that situation. We
corrected it for the ministers. I think we ought to correct it for
the blind.

Mr. Frieoer. If I am correct, I think for ministers it is not manda-
tory.

Mr. Youneer., But we passed it exactly as it was on the rails.

Mr. Frieoer. Oh, T see.

Mr. Wirrrams. Will the gentleman yield ?

Mz, Frieoer, Yes.

Mr. Witeiams. At this point, T think it might be well to quote from
a letter received from the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board
reporting on your bill. They say:

In general, air carriers have made provision under existing tariffs for the free
transportation of seeing-eye dogs under circumstances similar to those provided
for in the bill. A typical tariff containing rules and regulations governing vir-
tually all scheduled interstate air transportation of passengers contains the fol-
lowing rule :

“Carrier accepts for transportation without charge, a dog trained to lead the
blind, properly harnessed, when it accompanies a passenger with impaired vision
dependent upon such dog. The dog will be permitted to accompany said passenger
into the cabin, but will not be permitted to occupy a seat.”

They say :

Representative tariffs of carriers engaged in foreign air transportation also
contain the substance of the foregoing rule. Tariff rules of supplemental air car-
riers also provide for the free transportation of seeing-eye dogs when in the
opinion of the carrier it is practicable to permit such carriage.

There would not, therefore, appear to be any necessity for the legislation inso-
far as the carriage of seeing-eye dogs is concerned. However, the Board does not
ohject to this aspect of H.R. 8928 since carriers will be able to eontinue existing
practices in this respect.

Now, we get over to the other aspect of this, the Ycarriage of an
attendant.”

The Board does not, however, recommend the enactment of those provisions of
the bill designed to permit the carriage without charge of persons serving as
guides for the blind, or as attendants for disabled persons. It is true that rail,
motor, and water common carriers are permitted by the Interstate Commerce Act
to carry without charge attendants for blind persons and disabled persons. How-
ever, the seating problems of surface carriage are not generally as critical as
those encountered by air carriers, especially in peak traffic times. Consequently,
free transportation by air for such attendants could be a source of potential net
revenue loss to air carriers.
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Here is the key sentence in here, I think:

In the event that legislation of this nature is enacted, provision should be mitdl’.
as in the case of ministers of religion nnder section 403 (b), that the free carriage
of such persons will be on a space available basis.

What would be your thought about putting this on a space available
basis as far as the free carriage of guides?

Mr, Youxcer. 1 think it would be up to the subcommittee to decide
that. I would prefer that the bil] be passed giving the same rights
that they have and enjoy on the rails. I think this question of space
available is wrong. I think that the question of leaving it to the rules
and regulations is the same problem we have had with the FCC. This
is a matter that ought to be in the legislation. It ought not to be
subject to rules of the FAA or the CAB. It should be a matter of
legislative right of the Congress. Or to say that the carriers are will-
ing to give this privilege—I do not think we ought to leave it to the
carriers. I think it ought to be a part of the legislation.

Mr. Wizniams. I would think that the committee will not have much
difficulty with that particular part of the bill that deals with the free
carriage of seeing-eye dogs. Our problem is going to be the question
of the accompanying guides,

Mr. Devine. Would the chairman yield ?

Mr. Wirniams. Surely.

Mr. Devine. 1 apologize for not being here right at the start of the
hearing. I hope you have not gone into this.

Mr. Younger, have you gone into the question of whether any ani-
mals, any pets, are permitted in the passenger part of the aircraft
that are not caged? As I understand, at least under present regula-
tions, any animal, pet or otherwise, is caged when in the passenger
area. Perhaps somobody knows about this.

Mr. Youncer. I think that is true. However, a seeing-eye dog, in
my opinion, is an animal that is very well trained.

Mr. Devine. Probably conduets himself better than a lot of persons.

Mr. Youxaer. That is right, and you would not have to hold him,
as Mr. Hemphill says, and he will not get drunk and try to get into
the cockpit.

Mr. Hempuinn, I have had a bill for years about drinking on air-
lines. Tt ean be a dangerous thing. ]

Mr. Deviye. I am raising this merely as a question. Do you know
whether this is a regulation by FAA edict or by statute?

Mr. Younaer. I could not answer that. I know that I have seen
cats and small dogs earried on the plane, but they have always been in
cages. I think that is beside the question. I think you have here a
specially trained animal.

Mr. Devixne. Perhaps someone here from the airlines could tell us
whether that is by company rule of by FAA regulation or something
else.

Mr. Wirriass., They can answer some of these questions.

32-560—64——3
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Are there further questions?

( Noresponse. )

Mr, Wiirrams. Thank you very much, Mr. Younger.

Mr. Youneer. Thank you.

Mr. Wirniams., Our next witness is the Honorable Alexander Pirnie.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALEXANDER PIRNIE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Pmyie. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit my statement
for the record. Could I make one comment off the record ?

Mr, Witniams, Yes, youmay. Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr, Wirtiams. Mr. Pirnie, the question has come up—as a matter
of fact, it was suggested by the Civil Aeronautics Board that if the
committee should approve this, they would prefer that the space for
human guides, be given on a space available basis. Would you have
any objection to modifying this proposal to that extent?

Mr. Pmene. Certainly not. It isjust to try to solve it practieally and
I would like the help of the committee, who can appreciate some of
the other problems that are involved in common carriers. It is just
to have the subject dealt with effectively. I would be glad to have
it amended to meet the situation.

Mr. Wicnrams. Thank you very much. We appreciate the interest
you have shown in this and I hope that something may come of the
work that you have put into it and that other Members of Congress
have put into it. I think you are to be commended for calling this
to the committe’s attention.

Mr. Pm~te. I appreciate your courtesy very much.

(The complete statement of Hon. Alexander Pirnie follows:)

TESTIMONY OF REPRESENTATIVE ALEXANDER PIRNIE, 320 DistricT, NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, thousands of visually handicapped and blind citizens through-
out our Nation depend upon dog guides. The seeing-eye dog has given hope and
freedom to these individuals by permitting them to travel with confidence without
a friend’s helping hand,

Regrettably, these fine, well-trained animals are now exeluded from many
publie earriers, transport terminals and other places of business which operate
in inferstate commerce. This situation is an embarrassment and inconvenience to
the blind and constitutes an unnecessary burden to those who are already seri-
ously handicapped. In brief, it prevents them from leading normal lives. More-
over, this restriction on freedom and travel lessens their capacity to earn a liveli-
hood for them and their families. I have in mind the ecase of a young lady from
my congressional district who was offered and accepted a Federal job in Wash-
ington, D.C. Beecause of existing prohibitions against her seeing-eve dog, invoked
by places of public accommodation and many common carriers, she has been sub-
jected to considerable inconvenience while living in and traveling to and from our
Nation's Capitol.

A guide dog and a blind individual should be treated as a single person in
interstate travel.

It is now the announced policy of the executive branch of our Government to
offer every employment opportunity to the visnally handicapped and favorable
action on the proposed legislation would be a consistent correlary to this objec-
tive: Therefore, I am hopeful that this committee will consider favorably H.R.
7210 and related bills.

Mr. Wirtiaas. Ournext witness is our colleague from Arkansas, the
Honorable J. W. Trimble. Mr. Trimble, we will be glad to hear you at
this time. : )
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STATEMENT OF HON. J. W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. Trivere. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you today in support of H.R.
5611. I would like to give you the background situation which caused
me to introduce the bill, y

A few vears ago one of my young constituents came to Washing-
ton to work as a lawyer for one of the Government agencies. I had
known this lad—Davis Duty—all his life. While a small child, he
lost his eyesight, and he has been blind ever since. Davis attended the
University of Arkansas, had a Fulbright scholarship to study in Eng-
land for a year, then returned to the university school of law to obtain
his degree in law; later he was employed by the Justice Department.

Davis uses a guide dog. As part of his job with the Justice De-
partment here in Washington, he was required to visit other Federal
buildings. In one building, he was not allowed to take his dog
with him—the dog was allowed in the building but not to stay with
him. Since Davis is very independent, this upset him since it meant
some other person would have to guide him back to the place the
dog was kept.

In order to try to prevent this happening again to anyone who uses
a guide dog, I introduced H.R. 8382 on July 27, 1961. The title of
the bill: “A bill to prohibit the exclusion of dog guides for the blind
from publie buildings, lands, or other places of business.” As re-
ports Lv-.;__r:m to come in from the various departments, it developed

there was already a law on the books to allow guide dogs to be admitted
to ll)ul_)]ic buildings and public grounds. This was Public Law 330,

77th Congress, approved December 10, 1941 (40 U.S.C. 291).

This law covers only Government-owned buildings and grounds,
however. H.R. 5611 was introduced by me on April 10, 1963, to ex-
tend the coverage to public carriers and treminals. I hope the com-
mittee can report favorably either my bill or 2 bill containing the
same general provisions,

Mr. Wrtniams. Are there any questions? If not, we appreciate
your appearance and testimony, Mr. Trimble.

Mr. Trimsre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Witriams. The next witness is the sponsor of another bill, our
colleague from (Georgia, the Honorable Charles Longstreet Weltner.
Mr. Weltner, we are glad to welcome you, and you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES LONGSTREET WELTNER, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Mr. Werryer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committe, T wish
to express my appreciation for the opportunity to ask support for my
bill, H.R. 8928. I have carefully reviewed the discussions that were
held at the first session of these hearings. Certainly, there is merit
to some of the arguments advanced by those who spoke in opposition.
However, it would appear that certain factors should be stressed.

Under the terms of my bill, no air carrier is required to furnish
free transportation to a guide, attendant, or seeing-eye dog. The bill
1s permissive in nature. It would simply permit a carrier to adopt
tariffs embodying free carriage.
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Secondly, the bill would not, of itself, determine the question raised
as to “space available,” It would appear that a carrier, with pass-
age of my bill, would be free to provide carriage on a space-available
basis. There is, indeed, a greater seating problem for air transporta-
tion than that of surface transportation. For that reason, it might
very well be completely appropriate for the space available provision
to be applicable to guides, attendants, and seeing-eye dogs. _

One further matter—my bill applies not only to the blind, but to
disabled persons. The latter is a broad category. There is greater
difficulty in properly defining the term “disabled person” than the
term “blind person.” For this reason, it might well be appropriate
for the committee to limit the scope of my bill to guides and seeing-
eye dogs for blind persons, : ]

May I respectfully request your favorable consideration?

Mr. Wiriams. Are there any questions? If not, thank you for
your appearance and testimony, Mr. Weltner.

Mr. WerrNer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WiLriams. Our next witness is Mr. Jack Slichter, vice presi-
dent of traffic of the ATA.

Mz. Slichter ?

STATEMENT OF JACK M. SLICHTER, VICE PRESIDENT, TRAFFIC, AIR
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Mpr. Surcnrer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name
is Jack Slichter. Iam vice president of traflic of the Air Transporta-
tion of America.

Our membership consists of substantially all of the certificated sched-
uled U.S.-flag airlines. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before
this committee and present the views of the majority of our carriers
on H.R. 8068, FL.R. 89928, H.R. 7210, and H.R. 5611.

One of our carriers, Pacific Air Lines, who does not share these views,
is presenting a separate statement from which you have already heard
quotations. These bills deal with the subjects of guides and guide dogs
for the blind, attendants to disabled persons and the presence of gnide
dogs on transportation media and in public places,

I would like at the outset to make one point crystal clear. The air-
lines are extremely conscious of the special needs of the blind and in-
capacitated and of the industry’s obligations to exert unusual efforts to
accommodate them so that they may enjoy the benefits of air travel.

To this end, we have, for a period of years, had special provisions to
facilitate their travel on the airlines. If the leglislation under discus-
sion were designed to render assistance where no assistance is provided,
we could better understand the possible need for legislation.

Mr. Wirtrams. May Iinterrupt at that point?

Mr. StacaTER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wittiams. You take virtually the same position as the Civil
Aeronautics Board with respect to that part of the Younger bill, which
has to do with seeing-eye dogs? )




GUIDES FOR TOTALLY BLIND ON AIR CARRIERS 17

Mr. SLicHTER. Y es, Sir.

Mr. Wirriams. In other words, you do not think it is necessary to
have that kind of legislation, because you already have that, in effect,
by regulation or policy statements or what have you ?

Mr, Suicater. Exactly.

Mr. Wirriams. Do you see any harm to be done by the enactment of
legislation dealing with that one specific item ?

Mr. SuicaTer. 1 donot see any harm. My only point, Mr. Chairman,
is that it is unnecessary, because my testimony, I think, will bring out
that that regulation or that tariff rule referred to by the Chairman of
the Board is even stronger than he deseribes it.

Mr. Wintiams. Yes. Thank you,sir.

Mr. Surenrer. 1 was just pomting onf that if the legislation under
discussion were desioned to render assistance where no assistance is
provided, we could naturally better understand the possible need for
legislation.

However, as my testimony will develop, that is not the case.

H.R. 5611 and FLR. 7210 are identical. They would require that
any dog serving as a guide to a blind person must be permitted to
remain with its master and admitted without extra charge to public
carriers engaged in the interstate or foreien commerce of the United
States, or operating under a federally granted charter or franchise,
and to all transport terminals, eating establishments or other places of
publie accommodations serving or operating in interstate commerce.

Such requirement is conditioned on the dog being in the direct

custody of the blind person it is guiding, in harness, on a leash, under
proper control, identified as having been trained by a recognized dog
guide school, and, when deemed necessary and advisable, muzzled.
failure to comply with these requirements subjects the owner, lessee,
proprietor, manager, superintendent, agent or employee of the estab-
lishment refusing admission to a monetary fine and creates a right of
action, enforcible in State or Federal courts, entitling the aggrieved
person to recover damages or obtain injunctive relief plus costs, in-
cluding a reasonable attorney’s fee.

To the extent that FI.R. 5611 and H.R. 7210 would apply to the air
transport industry, they are, as will be shown, wholly unnecessary.
I'f these bills are to be enacted into law, specific provision should be
made excluding air carriers from their operation.

The airlines are acutely aware of their public service responsi-
bilities and most sensitive to the needs of those members of the travel-
ing public who, because of physical misfortune, require a helping
hand. Many years ago, the airlines formalized their attitude on the
blind by filing a tariff with the Civil Aeronautics Board under the
terms of which air carriers transport free of charge any dog trained
to lead the blind when accompanied by its master. It is respectfully
requested that a copy of this tariff be inserted in the record at this
point.

Mr. Witrzams. Ts that the same thing that was quoted in the letter{

Mr. SuicaTer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wintiams. All right; then let it be received.
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(The document referred to follows:)
ATRB No. 19
CAB No. 43

AIR TRAFFIC CONFEBEN CE OF AMERICA—LOCAL AND JOINT PAssENGER RULES TARIFF
No. PR—4

BECTION T—GENERAL

Rule 8. Dogs trained to lead the blind

Carrier accepts for transportation, without charge, a dog trained to lead the
blind, properly harnessed, when it accompanies a passenger with impaired vision
dependent upon such dog. The dog will be permitted to accompany such pas-
senger into the eabin, but will not be permitted to occupy a seat. In addition,
AA and PAA require that the dog be properly muzzled.

Mr. Suicnter. Such dogs are permitted in the cabin of the air-
plane—and I might say not in a cage. There has never been the
requirement that a seeing-eye dog in a cabin be caged, and although
they are not ;1:-'Hi;,:ni't| a seat, they are located so as never to be out-
side their master’s reach. Uusunally, you will see these dogs lying
at the feet of their master, in the space between seats.

As you know, such a tariff lawfully filed with the CAB becomes a
part of the contract of carriage between the carrier and the passenger
which is enforceable in the courts. As I said, the airlines, in the
discharge of what they felt to be their responsibility, voluntarily
adopted this tariff many years ago. It is in effect today and will
remain so.

Thus, the mandates contained in H.R. 5611 and H.R. 7210 are
not needed in commercial aviation.

IT.R. 8068 would amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 by adding
a new provision to section 403(b) thereof authorizing air carriers
and foreign air carriers to transport without charge any dog trained
as a seeing-eve dog accompaying any totally blind person, or,
any gunide acting as such a companion.

As indicated previously, we presently carry guide dogs free of
charge pursuant to a legally enforceable tariff. That section of H.R.
8068 relating to such carriage, therefore, is unnecessary.

We feel that legislation requiring the airlines to transport free of
charge a human guide accompanying a blind person is also unneces-
sary. but for different reasons.

Mr. Wirniams. May I interrupt at that point? TIn reading that
senfence, 1 think you will find that H.R. 8068 does not require the
airlines to do this, but rather provides that nothing in the act shall
prevent the airlines from doing it. In other words, as T understand
the bill, it is permissive legislation so that it will be at the discretion
of the airlines as to whether they will do this. T would presume,
probably, that competition would require it, but the law, as it is
proposed by 8068, does not make it mandatory.

Mr. Suicurer. This is on the seeing-eye dog; yes.

Mr. Wrrrtams. Nog it is on the guide proposition. It simply adds
& new sentence to the present act which states, “Nothing in this Act
shall prohibit any carrier or foreign air carrier from carrying any
totally blind person or guide” and so forth. I just wanted to call
that to your attention.
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Mr. Suicurer. Our feeling that this particular legislation is un-
necessary as regards the accompanying human guide is, of course, for
different reasons,

Mr. Wirriams, Yes.

Mr. Suicarer. The airlines are proud, and I think justifiably so,
of the systems and procedures they have established among themselves
for the handling of persons suffering a physical disability. And these
procedures have been established on an interline basis. By that I
mean not by carriers individually, but among them as a group so as
to provide uniformity in handling and to insure that r-'hr-ulﬁ a disabled
person transfer from one airline to another in the course of a through
flight, he is provided by each succeeding carrier with whatever special
service is needed. In the case of a blind person, his dog is permitted
to accompany him. Whether he has a dog or not, he is assisted by
airline personnel—we could put in parentheses there, qualified attend-
ants, as opposed to merely an attendant—from the checkin counter at
the airport to his seat on board the aireraft.

Once on board, he is under the attentive eye of the flicht attendant
who is trained to provide him with extraordinary care. Finally, he
is assisted by these attendants in deplaning and guided by airline
ground personnel into the terminal building or ground transportation
facility.

If I may digress for a moment, it seems to us that it is not en route
that the attendant is needed. In that case, we provide an experienced
attendant. The similarity between air travel and surface travel. we
believe, is grossly exaggerated. There is a time element here. This
is one of the basic advantages of air travel, that becaunse of the short-
ness of duration of the trip, certain of these additional services are not
needed.

I can recognize where on a train trip of several days, certain other
requirements are bound to make that assistance necessary. In the air,
this is not required. I think this is one of the basic advantages of air
travel.

Actually, in the case of a blind person, if all the transportation of
the attendant were free, he would still have other expenses on an ex-
tended trip by surface transportation. We consider it as one of the
advantages of air travel that we provide this and that expense of that
nature is not needed.

No possibility of inconvenience is overlooked. Tt is customary prac-
tice for the airline with a blind person on board to appropriately alert
each stopover station along the route of flight so that arrangements
can be made for the care of the blind passenger. The same procedure
is employed among different carriers should such passenger’s itinerary
include a connecting flight on a different airline.

The airlines have perfected these handling procedures to the extent
where it has been described as easier for a blind person to fly from
Washington to San Francisco, making stops along the way, than it is
for him to cross any street leading into this building. For these rea-
sons, we feel that a human guide is wholly unnecessary, and, if such
a guide does accompany a blind person, then the ordinary fare should
be paid. We are therefore opposed to H.R. 8068.
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Mr. Wirnrams. Before you leave 8068, what would be your feeling
about a bill that would provide, a permissive bill amending H.R. 8068,
which is a permissive bill, to provide that this conld be done on a
space-available basis?

Mr. Sticwrer. For the attendant?

Mr. Wirrraams. Yes.

Mr. Surcurer. My answer to that, Mr. Chairman, wounld be that
I believe this committee, and certainly the Civil Aeronautics Board,
has been very careful to control the issuance of any reduced and
free transportation because of what it ean lead to. T think on that
basis, T would have to say that the permissive aspect would be enough
to open the door for that kind of development, which I believe T am
right in saying that this committee has, on previous oceasions,
rather strongly guarded against.

Mr. Witpiams, Without meaning to be argumentative, a handi-
capped person who requires a prosthesis is not a whole person, in
a sense, without that prosthesis. Of course, there are execeptions,
but particularly in the case of a blind person. The dog, T would
think, would stand instead of a prosthesis. He wonld be a prosthesis
in a sense. If a dog is not available, then a human guide wonld be a
prosthesis. So it would appear to me that there is a very wvalid
argument for the transportation of a person who requires a prosthesis
in permitting him to take that prosthesis along so it will be with
him when he arrives.

Maybe T am going too deeply into this, but a person is permitted
to carry erutches if necessary; a person is permitted to carry a
wheelchair. T would think that surely on a space availability basis
the position of the airlines would not be too much in opposition to
the proposal here.

Myr. Suicorer. Mr. Chairman, on that score, as an employee of the
airlines, T have traveled space available for the last 20 years and so
has my family. This is an uncertain type of travel at best.

Mr. Wintrams. T realize that.

Mr. Srurcarer. I only submit that we feel our providing of
qualified guide from the time they enter our facility until they leave
it is better than an unqualified guide for whatever relief of respon-
sibility some people might interpret that to mean. T think here it is
better that we accept the responsibility.

As T go on here, I get info this a liftle bit. We take special care to
define who and with what degree of incapacitation can suce ressfully
fly. When we do that, then we take the responsibility. T think this
procedure puts the incapacitated person in safer and more qualified
hands,

Mr. Wrnrrams. T would not argue that at all about the treatment
that the airlines give while in transit. The diffieulty here is that
this person is without his prosthesis after he leaves the terminal.

Well, gnite frankly, T have had a little experience in that myself,
back during the war when I had to travel on erutches and had to
have an attendant while T was traveling. T was treated nicely while
I was on the trains—that was in the days of the trains—but once
I got into the station, T was utterly helpless—I mean after I left
the custody of the earrier, you might say. It was then that I needed
my attendant, not while I was on the train. Fortunately, I came




GUIDES FOR TOTALLY BLIND ON AIR CARRIERS 21

out of that all right, but I have a great deal of sympathy for a
person who finds himself in that condition.

Mr. Surcurer. I would only submit, Mr. Chairman, that ad-
mittedly your problem in the terminal could be monumental. I
thought I emphasized that our custody leads him right to that means
of transportation on the ground or, of course, if he is met by friends
and relatives, to that point to where he is headed to a destination
where, obviosuly, contacts exist.

Not at the point of the aireraft, but right to the next step. Should
I continue?

Mr. Winiams. Survely ; proceed. I am sorry I interrupted you.

Mr. SuicuTer. Similar considerations compel us to oppose H.R.
8928. It would do what H.R. 8068 proposes and, in addition,
authorize free air transportation for attendants to certain disabled
persons. Again, practical reasons for our position, rather than
technical ones, prevail, although I am advised that the lawyers may
have considerable difficulty should they be asked to tell us when
“such person is disabled to the extent of needing such attendant.”

I have talked a good deal about our mamner of providing care
and assistance to the blind. But our efforts have not fallen short
of consideration for all disabled travelers. Our provisions for aiding
such persons are indeed elaborate. They have been developed over
the years on a purely voluntary basis and out of humanitarian
motives rather than legal requirements.

Only recently has an airline-sponsored committee consisting of
physicians, flight operations personnel, and passenger service experts
concluded efforts at improving our procedures. This group worked
closely with the President’s Committee on Employment of the Handi-
capped. The Chairman of the President’s Committee, the CAB, the
Paralyzed Veterans of America and others have expressed their satis-
faction and appreciation for the airlines’ procedures under which
El'iysi(ral]y handicapped persons are assisted in air travel. I do not

elieve I need add the degree of satisfaction that that gives us.
There is nothing more rewarding.

I ask that there be included in the record at this point a joint
announcement by Gen. Melvin J. Maas, Chairman of the President’s
Committee on Employment of the Handicapped, and Stuart G.
Tipton, president of the Air Transport Association, that all U.S.
scheduled airlines have adopted standardized criteria for trans-
porting the handicapped on their routes.

I have this document here.

Mr. Wintians. It may be included.

(The document referred to follows:)

SOHEDULED AIRLINES ADOPT STANDARDIZED CRITFRIA FOR TRANSPORTING THE
HANDICAPPED

The President’s Committee on Employment of the Handicapped and the Air
Transport Association announced that all U.S. scheduled airlines have adopted
standardized criteria for transporting the handicapped on their rontes.

The announcement was made by Maj. Gen. Melvin J. Maas, U.8. Marine Corps
Reserve, retired, Chairman of the President's Committee, and Stuart G. Tipton,
president of the Air Transport Association.

In a joint statement they said: “The establishment and implementation of
these criteria are milestones that will benefit the handicapped and the scheduled
airlines because they set fair, uniform, and reasonable standards for the accept-

32-360—84—4
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ance of the handicapped as passengers, This will facilitate the use of this coun-
try's scheduled airlines not only by those handicapped persons who must travel
long distances in connection with their work but by handicapped persons who
are traveling for pleasure.”

As a result of the adoption of the uniform standards, a handicapped person
accepted by one airline as a passenger now has reasonable assurance that if
his trip requires him to transfer to another flight of the same or a different air-
line en route, he will be accepted on the continuing portion of the trip. In addi-
tion, the criteria spell out the services which are to be provided the handicapped
and the types of handicapped persons who should not be accepted as passengers.

The Air Transport Association Medical Committee, comprised of the medical
directors of the U.S. scheduled airlines, also was heartened by the criteria be-
cause this is the first time the airlines and their medieal directors had guidelines
on who should or should not fly and under what controls the handicapped should
use commercial air transportation.

Prior to the adoption of the criteria last month each carrier had varying stand-
ards by which handicapped persons were accepted as passengers.

The now uniform standards are based on medical criteria developed by the
Aerospace Medical Association's Committee on Medical Criteria for Passenger
Flying, under the chairmanship of O. B. Schreuder, M.D., medical director of
Pan American World Airways. These standards have been implemented by the
airlines in cooperation with the Air Transport Association, the President’s Com-
mittee, and Civil Aeronautics Board.

Mr. Suicarer. In brief outline, air carrier regulations set up certain
medical criteria which, when met, assume that disabled passengers will
be accepted for transportation without attendants. These criteria
were developed by the Committee on Medical Criteria for Passenger
Flying of the Aerospace Medical Association. It serves as a guide
so that a medical doctor may readily advise his patient whether or
not to travel as a passenger on a regularly scheduled commercial
flight.

For their part, the airlines have established certain standards of
acceptability in order to insure the comfort and safety of the disabled
traveler and all other passengers on the airplane. These relate to
such problems, for example, as diseases which create conditions within
the confined space of an airplane cabin wholly incompatible with the
comfort of others. Obviously, if it is impossible for any other pas-
senger to travel on a particular flight because of the condition of a
diseased person, the airlines cannot transport such person. Attempt
has been made to define these cases, so that others who do not fall
in them are properly accommodated.

Thus it can be seen that the carriage of disabled persons is not some-
thing new to the airlines which the Congress ought to delimit by Fed-
eral legislation. The transportation by air of such unfortunates is,
in fact, so common that many air carriers have purchased equipment
specially designed to assist such persons. I would like to digress
on that for a minute. T have had the privilege of serving on commit-
tees where they not only purchased equipment but assisted in the
design of such equipment, such as the stair chair designed to transport
a person from the ground level up the steps of an airplane, with no
stepping sensation whatever, plus being narrow enough to go along
the aisle of the aircraft.

No additional charge is imposed for the use of special equipment or
the rendition of special services. In the light of these elaborate pro-
visions, we feel that any person whose handicap is of such nature that
the airlines will accept him for transportation in the first instance can
be so transported without an attendant. Our reason, I have already
mentioned, of conrse, is that we feel we have an experienced attendant.
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If, however, because of other considerations, such as companionship
or needs after arrival at point of destination, the disabled person
desires to travel by air with an attendant, such companion should then
pay the usual and ordinary fare for such transportation.

As I said at the outset, the airlines have not been insensitive to their
public service responsibilities. They have reacted in a most useful
manner, as demonstrated by the approval of doctors, disabled persons,
and the President’s Committee on the Employment of the Handi-
capped. They have taken action, I might add, on a purely volun-
tary basis. Hence they feel that there is no need for a Federal
law, enforcible by criminal penalties, appear to force them to do
that which they already do and requiring them to further do that
which, due to their established practices, is unnecessary.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Wimnrams, Mr. Slichter, thank you very much. In the setting
of these hearings and in the consideration of these bills, T hope that
no inference will be drawn that there is an implied eriticism of the
manner in which the airlines have handled this problem. Quite
frankly, I think the airlines have done a magnificent job in coping
with this problem. T have seen blind persons and handicapped per-
sons taken on board aireraft and taken off of aireraft ;l-lltll handled
expertly and with the greatest care. This is by no means intended
as criticism,

But I recognize also that there are practical problems that handi-
capped people face and particularly ‘I.Jind people, blind people being
in a sort of special category as far as I am concerned and I feel that
you feel the same way.

Whenever a blind person must travel, if he does not have a seeing-
eye dog, he must have somebody to go with him to guide him. That
handicaps him in that he feels it is his responsibility to foot the ex-
penses of that guide. So that a handicapped person who requires the
services of an attendant is even further handicapped by the require-
ment, that he must foot the expenses. I feel that the airlines in this
instance might well give serious consideration to permitting guides,
human guides, to receive transportation either free or at a reduced fare.

Now, the subject of reduced fares has not entered the discussion here.
What would be the position of the ATA with respect to that?

Mr. Suicarer. Well, T believe, Mr. Chairman, this is not really a
question with us of the loss of revenue. 1t really is not.

Mr. WinLtams. I realize that.

Mr. Surcater. It is a question of the principle of whether the blind

rson is properly and expertly taken care of. Our point is that we
{:glieve that while in our custody, we think he is in expert hands, with
or without a dog. Because with a seeing-eye dog, the dog will pre-
vent, the blind person from hurting himself, but he does not lead him
to the correct airplane or what have you. So we provide and must
provide the attendant from the minute he hits our premises throughout,
until he is back on the proper transportation that he needs on the
ground at the other end.

So in answer to your question, I would be forced to say that we have
not even considered this as a matter of revenue at all. =~

Mr. WinLiams. If there were a requirement in this legislation by law
that airlines carry gnides or seeing-eye dogs, I would agree with the
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premise. But since this is permissive legislation, what possible objec-
tion could there be to permitting an air carrier to do this? They do
not have to if they do not want to,

I would presume the competition would take care of that.

Mr. Sticurer. Competition would, Mr. Chairman, and then, of
course, really, the same argument applies leading to the position that
this committee has taken before. You open that door which you have
carefully guarded, and which, incidentally, has protected the industry,
again not from the revenue standpoint, but from sheer abuse. Our
point is that even the permissive aspect is just the beginning. Not that
any future legislation would make it any worse. The actions based
on just that permission in itself would start the problem, I believe.

Mr. Wirtiaas. Mr. Friedel ?

Mr. Friever. You practically asked the same question I want to ask
about half fare for a guide. T can understand that in some cases they
need a guide with them, because a seeing-eye dog would not be able
to take them to their destination after they have reached the terminal.
They might be in a strange city. I think some consideration should
be given when they have a guide with them. The human ought to be
given some consideration on the reduced fare.

Mr. WirLiams, Mr. Devine?

Mr. Devine. I think Mr. Slichter made it quite clear that the flight
carriers are not concerned with the economic factors here whatsoever;
it is just the precedent that might be set and the abuses that could re-
sult therefrom.

Mr. Suicrrer. We would not take that position unless we felt that
completely adequate protection and guidance were provided.

Mr, Devine. Without law?

Mr. Suicnrer. Yes. If that were not the case, then, of course, it
would give a whole new slant on the legislation entirely.

Mr. Witrrams. I suppose you take the case that once this is done,
then the paraplegics will come in, then after the paraplegics, then it
might get down to the point where the ill person carrying a nurse, or
maids for children might come in.

Mr. SuicaTer. I ean submit a long list and you get into the Armed
Forces and proceed in many different directions. In the case of para-
plegics, I have had a great deal of experience. The work between the
carriers and the paraplegics—this was mostly from Long Beach to
Rochester—has resulted in their being some of the best passengers we
have, completely provided for, the machinery working beautifully,
just beautifully.

Mr. Wizriams. I am still inclined in my own mind, though, to put a
blind person in a different category from a paraplegic. But I can
certainly understand your fears.

Any further questions?

(No response.)

Mr. Wirtiams. Thank you very much.

Our next witness is Mr. Oliver Bacon, executive director, Blinded
Veterans Association.

Mr. Bacon?
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STATEMENT OF OLIVER C. BACON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
BLINDED VETERANS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Witniams. I believe we have a copy of a statement, Mr. Bacon,
that has been submitted and we will let that be included in the record
at this point, if that be your desire.

Mr. i%.-\onx. Yes, sir.

(The document referred to follows:)

STATEMENT oF OL1veER C. BAcoN, EXecUTIVE DIRECTOR, BLINDED VETERANS
ABSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Blinded Veterans Association
is pleased to have the opportunity to testify on H.R. 8068, a bill designed to amend
section 403 (b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to permit the granting of free
transportation to guides or seeing-eye dogs accompanying totally blind persons.

At the Blinded Veterans Association’s 18th Annual Convention, assembled in
the city of Columbus, Ohio, on August 6 to 10, 1963, the following resolution was
unanimously adopted stating that our organization do whatever possible to nego-
tiate for free transportation to guides and seeing-eye dogs accompanying blinded
persons on air carriers,

“Whereas, more than 10 years ago the Blinded Veterans Association inaugu-
rated talks with the Air Transport Association in the hope of getting a two-for-
one concession for plane travel in the United States similar to that enjoyed by
blind persons on bus and train travel ; and

“Whereas this propoesition was never followed up in the proper manner with
the result that it has remained dormant these many years in spite of the fact
that several of the larger air lines were kindly disposed toward such an arrange-
ment : Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Blinded Veterans Association take steps to reopen negotia-
tions with the Air Transport Association with a view of obtaining travel con-
cessions on airlines for all blind persons similar to the privileges enjoyed on buses
which is a straight two-for-one concession ; and be it further

“Resolved, That such travel arrangements be made with the cooperation of the
American Foundation for the Blind as administered by them along the same
lines that they now handle all other travel books."”

The element of time is as important to the blind in the professions and busi-
ness as it is to the sighted person, and many times the double expense involved
in having a guide accompany him causes the blind to seek cheaper but much
slower methods of transportation. The granting of free transportation to guides
and seeing-eye dogs accompanying blind people on air carriers would increase the
mobility and the activities of the blind in general.

Mr. Bacon. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, T am
Oliver Bacon, the executive director of the Blinded Veterans Asso-
ciation. As you will read in my statement, the Blinded Veterans
Association, at their 18th annual convention in Columbus, Ohio, in
August of 1963, unanimously passed the resolution that is included
in the statement. I cannot quote the resolution verbatim, but in
essence, it is stated that some 10 years ago we started the negotiations
with the Air Transport Association to try to provide for this 2-
for-1 fare concession which we now enjoy on our railroads, buses, and
inland waterways. The followup and the negotiations for this were
not completed. So for these 10 years, it had lain dormant. At the
convention, the convention assemgled requested that we do all in our
power to bring these negotiations to a satisfactory and a successful
completion.
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So the Blinded Veterans Association and their board of directors
have instructed me to testify in favor of 8068, this bill to provide
the human guide and the seeing-eye dog on the air carrier, and for-
eign air carrier lines.

The statement, as I have written it, goes further to state that the
problem of this economic factor in providing the fare for your guide,
where we require and where we wish a human guide to go with us,
the economic factor of footing the bill, so to speak, has caused many,
of the blind to seek the cheaper but of course the much slower trans-
portation. In a case where you wish to fly, we will say, from Los
Angeles to Chicago, the double transportation costs would be so
much that it would force them to go to the railroad, which would
take, at its best, 39 hours, which is a considerably long time.

The period of time for the blind is just as important as it is to
the sighted person and to the blind who are in business or in pro-
fessions, the airlines are the only way to travel. The provision of
the human guide is quite important insofar as your comfort in the
cabin is concerned, as well as going through the terminal and eventu-
ally to your transportation outside the terminal and on into the city.

Now, that is about all T have to say. If there are any questions, I
shall be most happy to answer them.

Mr. WrLLrams. Mr. Bacon, you have heard the testimony of the
representative of the Air Transport Association expressing their
opposition fo the enactment of legislation along these lines. You
have heard his explanation of the manner in which the airlines
handle these cases when a blind person appears in the terminal as a
passenger of one of the airlines.

Mr. Bacox. That is right.

Mr. WirLiams. Your problem, as T understand it, is not so much
while you are in custody of the air carrier but at the beginning and
end of vour flight, is that not correct ?

Mr, Bacon. Quite true, yes, sir. The problem also, we have found,
and I have personally found this, the problem will arise when we
are riding, especially myself, whenever 1 take an airline and I go
the tourist or coach class. We find, of course, that if your plane is
quite full, you have perhaps only two or three girls to handle this
entire cabin load of people. Many times, when we have a specific
problem that we have to take care of, we cannot get the attention
of the stewardess to help. Many times we are rather reluctant to do
it because of the fact that we know she has quite a few other people
to take care of and we would rather not bother her.

In the problem of eating aboard the plane, it has provided many
hard experiences insofar as finding your food and doing all of the
processes that go into feeding yourself aboard the plane, the determi-
nation of where the food is on the plate and how everything is located
on it.

Actually, the problem lies—personally, the problem with the blind
is we have had extremely fine service from the airlines, from the
Pemnnue]. the passenger service representatives, in disembarking

rom the plane and from the terminal into the airplane. But in

the case of where you go from your baggage pickup, from that point
on, many times it becomes extremely difficult. The airline terminal
personnel or the airline passenger men will leave us at the baggage,
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the spot where you pick up your baggage, and from there on it is
up to you to pick up your air cap, your baggagemen, to help you
get your bageage to the limousine or to the cab or wherever it is.
This is really where we do have the most problems.

Mr. Wirniams. What would be your feeling about putting this on
a space-available basis for the guide?

Mr. Bacon. Yes, this the Blinded Veterans Association would cer-
tainly not be opposed to, because we can see that whereas in their
peak situations with the airlines, this conld create a hardship in the
one extra seat being taken up; however, I am not too sure that there
would be too many, actually too many blind persons on one specific
flight, we will say, or even a daily series of flights, whereas to create
a great deal of revenue loss even if it were not on a space-available
basis. However, the railroads have this in effect. However, if they
are in the periods, in the vacation period, we will say, from Memorial
Day to Labor Day, why, then you have to take a lesser train or you
may travel on a space-available basis.

Mr. Wirtiams. How many blind people do we have in the coun-
try, do you know ?

Mr. Bacon. I really do not know. I think perhaps some of the
other gentlemen, some of the other witnesses could tell you better.

Mr. WitLiams. Do you know what percentage of the blind would
have seeing-eye dogs?

Mr. Bacox. No.

Mr. Woriams. Would it be a small percentage? Or would it he
substantial ?

Mr. Bacox. I would presume it would be a small percentage, as
compared with the overall percentage of the blind in the country;
yes.

My, Winriams. Mr. Friedel ?

Mr. Frieper. Avre seeing-eye dogs expensive?

Mr. Bacox. Most usually they are provided for free, with no
cost to the blind person. Most usnally some of your service organi-
zations, your Lions Clubs, in the case of the veteran, of course, the
Veterans’ Administration pays for the cost.
~ Many of the seeing-eye and the guide dog schools have provisions
m a trust fund for these people who have not the economic back-
ground to pay for them. They are provided a dog without charge.

Mr. Frizper. Do you think your association would look favorably
on a reduced rate for your human guide?

Mr. Bacox. Well, I do not know.

Mr. Wrriams. It would be better than what you have, would it not?

Mr. Bacox. Well, yes; it would be. Actually, this is the thing.
We have found that the double fare, of course, is our biggest block.
And I am sure it is to all blind people when they travel. The benefits,
of course, in a 4-hour flight or 414-hour flight, we will say, from
Washington to San Francisco, should outweigh, I suppose, the eco-
nomie, but many times if you do not have the finances, 1t cannot. out-
weigh it.

Mr. Friepern. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Wmrrams. Mr. Devine?

Mr. Devine. I haveno questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Witrams. Mr. Hemphill ¢
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Mr. Hemprinn. T had to leave here. I had an appointment and
I missed Mr. Slichter’s testimony, but I assume you heard it, did you
not ?

Mr. Bacoxn. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hemenier, I believe he takes the position for ATA that under
present, conditions and tariff rules of the Civil Aeronautics Board, the
people who have the misfortune to be blind are given extraordinary
c:m; whenever they board the aireraft. Do you feel that they are or
not,

Mr. Bacon. Youmean given the extraordinary care?

Mr. HempHILL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bacon. On every oceasion when I, myself, have gone, I have
been given excellent care. Now the only one thing that you could
perhaps say insofar as a qualified person in handling the biind, there
1s a correct way in guiding the blind and there is an incorrect way.
Unless a person has had some type of training, most usually they will
always guide the blind person the wrong way. This does lead to a
series of complications until you can get it worked out. It is not
insurmountable, but in many cases it is.

Mr. Hemerinn. Do you find that the group that you represent, finds
that these young ladies who are stewardesses on the airlines and the
airlines personnel in general have the know-how that you would
hope for?

r. Bacon. Yes; some of them have the know-how. Unfortunate-
Iy, some of them have even more know-how than you really require.
Many of them, rather than just assist you, mother you and it some-
times leads to rather——

Mr. Hespainn. You might object to that, but T would not.

Mr. Bacon. Well, it sometimes leads to some rather embarrassing
situations, but, however, in the main, it is excellent service, no question.

Mr. Hesmeninn, They take the position which you heard expressed
here, that there is no need for a Federal law insofar as the seeing-eye
dogs are concerned, do you feel there definitely is a need for a law ?

Mr. Bacon. As to the seeing-eye dog, I am not too familiar with
them. Many of our—in fact, probably the majority—we have very
few in our membership for the Blinded Veterans Association who
have the seeing-eye dog. Of those who do have the seeing-eye dog,
not too many of them are traveling. So I am really not too sure con-
cerning our organization and the seeing-eye dog. Now I have had

Mr. Wirriams. What is the membership of your organization ?

Mr. Bacon. The paid membership is 1,167. We have, however, a
potential in the Blinded Veterans Association of approximately 4,000.
This would be those who are war-connected, service-connected blind.
The non-service-connected blind, those in the service and their blind-
ness not as a direct result of their service, would be a few thousand
more.

But there have been only—I have had only one or two complaints
in the 15 or 16 years that I have worked both with the national
organization and the regional groups, regional organizations, of any
inequities with the airlines insofar as the seeing-eye dog.

The either twice or three times that I have had the complaints have
been that the airlines has charged excess baggage for the dog to ride.
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In other words, they had the suitcase with 40 pounds limitation and
the dog weighed, we will say, 60 pounds. Well, this was excess bag-
gage and they had to pay the excess baggage fee for the dog to ride
with them in the cabin. But this has been, I would say, I am sure out
of the number of men or people who have traveled with seeing-eye
dogs, this would be almost none at all so far as inequities. But it has
happened, of course.

Mr. Hempuiin. I have one further question. I am sorry, Mr.
Chairman, I have been in and out.

The question occurs in my mind, if we adopt the purpose of your
resolution which says in the hope of giving a 2-for-1 concession is
where we draw the line, if we do draw it.

Mr. Bacoxn. I do not understand.

Mr. Hemenirn, Well, who determines whether or not a person is
so disabled or so unfortunate as to have to have a guide or an assistant ?

Mr. Bacon. Well, most usually—in the case of the Blinded Vet-
erans Association, of course, the Federal Government’s legal definition
of blindness, the 20/200 in the better eye-corrected and the field of
vision to be so limited as not to subtend 20 degrees. This constitutes
the legal blindness.

Now, however, between what is commonly known as the legal blind-
ness category and 5 percent, many of these people do not require an
attendant. However, if you are under 5-percent vision or 5/200 vision,
you are pretty well in need of the aid and attendance. Again, the
Veterans’ Administration itself has this particular law in effect. So
that. if you are under this 5 percent or 5/200, then you are eligible
for aid and attendance.

This is where, of course, it is necessary.

Mr., Wntams. Mr. Younger, in his testimony, left with the com-
mittee for the committee’s files a certificate for blind passengers with
their attendants for use on railroad lines and also one for use on
motor lines. Are you familiar with this?

Mr. Bacon. Yes.

Mr. Witttams. Apparently this is the American Foundation for
the Blind, Inc., in New York, that apparently issues these and pre-
sumably they are recognized by the rails and by the motor carriers.

Mr. Bacon. Yes.

Mr. Witriams. T would think that perhaps the Civil Aeronautics
Board could issue regulations that would clarify that situation or
there might be something that would be subject to regulation by the
individual carrier.

Do you know how that is handled now with respect to railroads and
the motor buses? How that determination is made?

Mr. Bacox. Well, if you have a travel booklet from the American
Foundation

Mr. Witriams. That is what I have in front of me; yes.

Mr. Bacon. The blind person will write to the American Foundation
for the Blind. We will say in my case I will write to the foundation
asking for the travel book on railways and buses. They send me back
asking for a statement of blindness from an ophthalmologist. That
statement is sent to them and they determine whether 1 come unde
the legal definition of blindness for this particular booklet. :
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Mr. Winriams. Will you pardon an interruption for the moment?

Mr. Bacon. Yes.

Mr. Wirriams. Mr. Slichter, may T ask you if that will constitute
any problem for you with the airlines?

My, Sticarer. T am not familiar with what yon are holding there.
. Mr. Wictiams. If you would like to see it, I will be happy to show

> to you. Do you think this would be a determination of who

Mr, Friever, Here is a card with a photo on it.

Mr. Wirriams, That is not issued by an official concern.

Mpr. Friepen. It is the same as this. Look at this.

Mr. Witriams. Would you anticipate that there would be any diffi-
culty in the administration of this with respect to determining who
would be qualified to carry a guide and who would not be qualified ?

Mr. Suicarer. My only answer ean be, Mr. Chairman, that if there
is a specific identification that specifies that this person is considered
as qualifying, I think we could handle it. However, I think the prob-
lem is broader than that, because then you get in these bills where they
deal with other than the blind. Then you have to define each and
every disability. Then T believe it would not only be diffieult for us
to handle but difficult for whoever is issuing the qualification.

Mr. Wirniams. The bill introduced by Mr, Younger and the com-
panion bill intreduced by Mr. Pirnie—I believe it applies to just the
totally blind.

Mr, Winiams. Some of the other bills go further than the blind.
They go to take cave of handicapped persons. We are concerned at
the moment with a bill that has to do with the blind.

Mr. Sricnrer. I can only say at the moment, that if some national
organization specifies—and they carry with them qualifications of this
type, I cannot say that this would present us any problem. I do not
believe, of course, that it takes away from any of the arguments T
oresented, but in this specifie sitnation, it is clear cut. There it is.

t says a person is or is not qualified. I cannot argue with that.

Mr. WiLniams. In other words, you would not anticipate any real
difficulty with respect to the blind ?

Mr. Suicurer. No.

Mr. WitLiams. Thank you, sir.

Any further questions?

Mr. Hemparr. No.

Mr. Wintiams. Thank you very much, sir,

Most of the witnesses who are here have heard the previous testi-
mony. If there are points that have not been covered in the testi-
mony, we eertainly would like to receive information on those points.
If you have written testimony in a prepared text, the committee will
be very happy to receive that text for inclusion in the record and then
permit you to make a statment on any point which has not been
covered already by the testimony in order to avoid duplication of
testimony at the hearings. It is 10 minutes to 12 now and we would
like very much, if we could, to conclude this hearing this morning.

Dr, Gordon Connor, executive secretary, American Association of
Workers for the Blind.

Can you cover points which have not been covered by the other
testimony ¢
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STATEMENT OF DR. GORDON B. CONNOR, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF WORKERS FOR THE BLIND

Dr. Coxnor. I think I can. ;

My name is Gordon Conmnor, executive secretary of the American
Association of Workers for the Blind. I think that in summary, the
American Association of Workers for the Blind favors all four bills
under consideration by the committee.

I would like to fortify the remarks of the chairman about the eco-
nomic need as opposed to the attendants on flights en route. The
basic—I think the analogy that you made about the extension of
prosthesis from the terminal is most pertinent. This would tie in
with the philosophical base which would simply seek to make air
travel for the blind person equitable with that of the sighted person.
I think that is about it.

(The complete statement of Dr. Gordon B. Connor follows:)

STATEMENT OF DR. GorpoN B. ConNor

Gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Dr. Gordon B, Connor and I am
the executive secretary of the American Association of Workers for the Blind
of 1511 K Street NW., Washington, D.C. It is a privilege to have this oppor-
tunity to appear before you and to present the views of our association on
several matters being considered by you today.

The first of these proposals, H.R. 80658, by Mr. Younger, of California, would
make it possible for the airlines of the United States to permit a blind person
to travel with a guide at one fare—an arrangement gimilar to that now in effect
for the railroads in the United States and for other common carriers. In this
modern age of rapid movement and with the inereasing cost of such travel, work
for the blind in the United States has become more and more aware of the
limitations which blind persons are confronted with in using this rapid and
efficient mode of transportation. Most blind persons must have a companion
with them when they travel distances, in unfamiliar places particularly, and
the 2-for-1 arrangements now available on the railroad has been a true boon over
the years.

It is our hope that the right to extend this privilege can be given to the air
travel facilities of the United States. Members of our association, who are
employed by voluntary agencies for the blind and who are themselves blind, are
asked to and are expected to travel extensively in the development of their
work. However, because the income of such voluntary agencies is limited, such
travel must be maintained at a minimum, and we believe that with the privilege
extended under this proposal it might be possible for such blind persons to
travel more extensively and to contribute more substantially to work for the
blind in the United States.

May we urge your favorable consideration of this bill and hope that it may
be passed into law. We know that the Civil Aeronautics Board and the Bureau
of the Budget have approved this measure, and we shall be grateful to you if
you can help to pass it into law.

Another proposal, H.R. 8928, by Mr. Weltner, of Georgia, we believe is equally
valid and valuable. However, because we are umnfamiliar with the problems
that may arise in air travel in terms of definition of such disability or the
nature of the travel problem itself for such disabled persons, we can only add
here that we believe that all persons who need such help as our blind friends
need should have this privilege.

We are also very much interested in H.R. 5611, by Mr. Trimble, of Arkansas,
and H.R. 7210, by Mr. Pirnie, of New York, which would make it a Federal
offense for anyone to bar a blind person using a dog guide in harness from
obtaining access to any Federal property to which the person would have access
without the dog. The bill would also cover admittance to public carriers in
interstate commerce and at eating places at terminals used by interstate car-
riers. As you know, a blind person using a dog guide for travel has become a
very common sight in the United States and yet, despite the recognition of the
need for either a dog guide or a companion in travel for most blind persons,
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there are many public facilities concerned with interstate commerece which still
show reluctance about admitting a blind person with a dog guide because of
regulations concerned with dogs and other pets on the premises. It is diffienlt
to explain in detail, and sometimes useless, that these animals are not pets
but are, in fact, a very essential working companion for the blind persons who
use them ; that they are completely under control at every moment and cannot
be classed in the same category as pets.

While it is regrettable that such legislation as Mr. Trimble’s proposal should
be necessary, we believe that it may have a salutary effect and we urge your
thoughtful consideration and your approval of this measure.

May I say again how grateful we are to be able fo present our views to yon
and to have this opportunity to tell you again that the work of your committee
over the years has been most generous and thoughtful to blind persons in the
United States—and for them we extend to you heartfelt thanks.

Mr. Wieriams. Well, T refuse to admit to being handicapped, but
I suppose I could be put in that category. While I have no trouble
getting around, I could certainly have a great deal of sympathy for
others who do have difficulty getting around. Buttoning the sleeve
of my shirt on my right hand requires aid and attendance. That is
about all that I require. So, consequently, I wear short-sleeved
shirts.

But I can certainly sympathize with those who do require a pros-
thesis, whether it be an artificial leg or an artificial limb of some kind
to be a whole person, or whether it requires a human guide.

Dr. Coxxor. I think that if you took two people in the same social
stratum, one blind and one sighted, I think with some thinking out,
it is going to be much more expensive for the blind person simply to
go about his daily life.

Mr. Wirrisars. The blind person is handicapped again in that this
imposes an additional handicap upon him.

Dr. Connor. It is a kind of economic sanction against the blind,
and what we propose to do is eliminate that.

Mr. WirLiams. Your proposal is generally in favor of relaxing the
present sitnation.

Dr. Connor. Yes; and extending it to the airlines.

Mr. Witriams. Any questions?

Mr. Friever. No questions.

Mr. Devine. I would like to pose a hypothetical situation. The air-
lines have testified that the economic factor does not enter into their
considerations on this. T believe you and your people representing the
blind persons say the economic factor is a very, very definite problem.
Now, assume that the airlines or the FAA would sanction half fare
for blind persons and half fare for guides. Would you anticipate,
putting them on that basis, that everyone who has a need for it would
use a guide or would they take advantage of the half fare and go by
themselves?

Dr. Coxnor. First of all, T would agree with the chairman that
this would be better than what we have at the present time.

Second, I think you said half fare for the blind person and half
fare for the guide.

Mr. Devine. Yes.

Dr. Conxor. My personal position here would be that this would
not be the equitable solution that we look for, because some blind
persons are mobile and some blind persons are not. Thus, to charge
half fare for the blind person as the passenger and half fare for the
guide would not be an equitable solution.
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Mr. Frreper. Why not? Tt is still one full fare that you are getting.

Mr. Wittiass. 1 would think that the blind person himself would
not want to be given special treatment by being carried at half
fare. As to the necessity for assistance, I think perhaps he would
not feel too badly about accepting that, but I do not think that the
blind person wants to be put in the position of asking for special
treatment of that type—except for his attendant. Except for the
thing that malkes him a whole person.

Mr. Deving. The thing I was trying to bring out is when he
felt the need for a guide, that his fare would be half and the guide’s
would be half, which would put him on the same basis sichted
person. 3 m@

Mr. Wirtiams. I see what you mean. A

Any further guestions?

Mr, Friepen, That is all.

Mr. Wirriams. Thank you very much.

Mr. Paul Kirton, American Couneil of the Blind

STATEMENT OF PAUL KIRTON, AMERICAN COUNCIH,

Mr. Kmrox. My name is Paul Kirton. I am a lawyer at the So-
licitor’s Office in the Department of the Interior. I am licensed to
practice law in the States of Texas and Wisconsin, in the Federal
courts, in the Fifth Cirenit Court, and in the U.S. Supreme Court.
In addition to this, T am a member of the board of directors of
the American Couneil of the Blind.

We are a new organization of the blind, formed about 2 years
ago and growing rapidly. I eannot tell you our exact membership.
My responsibility in this organization is not in this area. The last
count, we had was about 5,000 and we have had some substantial
groups join since that time, but I do not know what our specific
membership is.

I would like to have my statement included in the record.

Mr. Wintiams. We will be very happy to receive your statement,
sir.

(The complete prepared statement of Paul Kirton follows:)

STATEMENT oF PavL Kirron

The American Council of the Blind is a young but rapidly growing organiza-
tion, composed primarily of blind persons, with membership now numbering
several thousand. We are incorporated under the laws of the District of
Columbia and have as a primary purpose the improvement of culture, social
and economic opportunities for all handicapped persons, the improvement of
the public image of blindness, and the education of the blind in their obliga-
tions to the public. Our officers and directors serve on a volunteer basis and
are elected from the membership as a whole. Most of the members are inde-
pendent, self-supporting citizens who wish to donate a portion of their time and
effort to make it easier for blind and other handicapped persons to achieve this
same position of self-support and independence.

My name is Paul Kirton. I am an attorney in the Office of the Solicitor in
the Department of the Interior, and a member of the board of directors of
the American Counecil of the Blind. Our organization appreciates the oppor-
tunity to appear before you and express its approval of the basic ideas incor-
porated in the four pieces of legislation which you are now considering: H.R.
5611, H.R. 7210, H.R. 8068, and H.R. 8928, We are particularly interested in
the passage of H.R. 8928 as it was submitted by Congressman Weltner, of
Georgia. Congressman Weltner's bill is, in many respects, similar to H.R.
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8068 introduced by Congressman Younger of California. The principal differ-
ence between the two bills is that Congressman Weltner’s bill would provide
permission to air carriers to grant the same privileges to other handicapped
persons who need an attendant while traveling, as well as to blind persons and
their guides or dogs.

The language of H.R. 8928 is similar to section 22 of the Interstate Commerce
Act (70 Stat. 702; 49 U.8.C. 22), which is the initial legislation permitting
buses and trains to charge reduced tariffs to handicapped persons. In 1927,
permission was first granted land ecarriers to allow blind persons and their
guides to travel on one fare. In 1937, this provision was amended to allow a
seeing-eye dog or other guide dog to accompany a blind person. In 1956, this
permission was expanded to include other handicapped persons. At one time
land ecarriers followed the practice of filing their reduced tariff schedules
with the Interstate Commerce Commission Tariff Division. However, today
only-the NBTA. and four railroads (the Atlantic Coast Line, Chesapeake &
Ohio, Penunsylvania, and Long I<land) file such tariffs; the remainder of
land earriers simply include instructions to their ticket agents that a reduced
fariff is permissible. The American Foundation for the Blind, 15 West 16th
Streef, New York, NiY., has acted as a clearinghouse for all land carriers,
by establishing whieh; persons are eligible to receive the reduced tariff conces-
sions as blind persong. There has been no such clearinghouse for other handi-
capped persons; ticket agents have used their discretion in individual ecases.
All land earriers have voluntarily participated in the reduced tariff programs.
In each region of the United States, the loeal carriers have established among
themselves how much reduction they wish to grant. Tt is contemplated that the
airlines will similarly be informed of the permission to reduce tariff rates.
Then, if they so desire, they will set up the standards under which such redue-
tions will be granted, if any. No pressure will be brought on any air carrier
to participate in the program,

At this point it should be elearly stated that the permission to air carriers
to grant such privileges should not he amended or hedged about as recom-
mended by the Civil Aeronautics Board. Each air earrier is in the best position
to know on what basis, if any, it ean afford to grant any reduced tariff travel
concession. The proposed legislation already provides for “reasonable regula-
tions” which are to be “established by such air earrier or foreign air earrier.”
The effect of the proposed amendment would be to take the matter out of the
diseretion of the individual air earriers,

It should be made clear that not all blind or seriously disabled persons who
travel need constant assistance, but many of them do. The cost of transporta-
tion for themselves and the guide or attendant makes it extremely diffienlt
for such persons to make quick cross-country trips in times of family emergency,
major medical difficulty or business. By use of a gnide dog many blind persons
have become independent, self-supporting, tax-paying citizens who would other-
wise have been dependent recipients of publie assistance and private charity.
Those air carriers who wish, in their own way, to aid and encourage these
people to maintain their newly acquired independence, shonld not be prevented
from doing so by restrictive statutes or regnlations.

We have mentioned the major differences between Mr. Younger's bill and Mr.
Weltner's bill. The American Council of the Blind firmly believes that the re-
duced tariff air travel concession is as justly deserved and badly needed hy ornes
physically handicapped persons as it is by some blind persons. We therefore
request the committee to give serions consideration to including the severely
disabled in the grant of permission for reduced tariffs to the air carriers.

Other minor differences between the two bills shonld also be noted. One o
the differences is that the word “totally” before “blind"” was omitted becanse
many blind persons who need a dog guide or a guide have some vision, but nor
enough to be any unse to them when traveling. Technically speaking, the ability
to distinguish light or to asecertain the presence of very large objects might be
construned to disqualify such persons from th purview of the proposed privilege,
yet such limited vision can prove a serious liability rather than an asset to the
untrained blind person, attempting to travel alone. Most blind persons are un-
trained because 90 percent do not incur such limitations in their vision until
adulthood. and 50 percent of the Nation's blind population did not lose their
vision until after age 65. Tt is easy to understand why an elderly person with
a recent loss of a substantial portion of his vision should be accompanied by
a guide. The words “seeing eye dog or other” were deleted hy Congress Weltner
becanse “seeing eye dog” is the name of a particular brand of dog guide, and
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the Seeing Bye Foundation, of Morristown, N.J., has specifically requested that
its name be deleted from all dog guide legislation.

We would also like to speak today in behalf of H.R. 5611 and H.R. 7210. Many
blind persons, who use guide dogs, consider the passage of this legislation
absolutely essential if they are to be permitted to live and work like normal,
ordinary citizens. As stated eariler, many blind people have attained their in-
dependence and their ability to become self-supporting by using a trained dog as
a guide, so that they may come and go in an ordinary manner in the customary
course of their business. The dog has enabled many of these people, blinded as
adults. to resume the ordinary function which they performed prior to their
sight loss and to resume their other functions in a family and community life.
This restoration to normaley has been substantially interfered with by many ear-
riers. hotel, and restaurant operators, and terminal managers across the country.
These persons have done so by refusing permission to blind persons accompanied
by dogs to enter and to nse their accommaodations. These dogs are nsually well
trained and well kept. For proper performance of their joint function, the dog
and the master should not be separated. We believe these bills, H.R. 5611 and
H.R. 7210, proyvide adequate protection for the business establishment, the car-
rier, and the public from the exceptional circumstances. We are not opposed to
reasonable safeguards, and if any hazard hag been overlooked, we feel sure that
provision acn be made to protect everyone concerned. However, it is felt that pas-
sage of legislation of this general character is essential if persons who are mak-
ing a real effort to help themselves are not to be thwarted. This is another ex-
ample of how the 1.8, Government, without the expenditure of any money, can
take steps to abolish poverty and obliterate unjust diserimination against a
gmall minority who have been deprived of their ordinary rights.

Mr. Kirron. T would like to speak to other points. Our group, our
legal staff, worked with Congressman Weltner primarily in developing
H.R. 8928, but T would like to say a number of confusions have arisen
this morning, and I would like to point out a few basic facts before
we go on to that point.

There are approximately 350,000 persons in the United States, as T
understand it, that are blind. Of these, 90 percent went blind after
they were grown. Over half were blind after they were 65 years of
age. So the overwhelming majority of these people are not going to
be traveline much. There are 20,000 of us who are employed and there
are 100,000 who are on public assistance. Those people definitely have
finaneial problems.

Those of us who are young, who are mobile, travel a great deal alone.
T have lost count of my air travel myself after I passed the quarter
million-mile mark. T have always traveled alone or in the company
of another totally blind person.

Now, during that travel, T wonld like to say that in the large
terminals, with most airlines, T have had excellent assistance from the
ticket counter to the plane and from the plane to the luggage room.

Any other needs T have, T hire assistance in the terminals. Tt is not
provided. T would not ask for it to be provided. T can afford it and
I am willing to pay for it. The same thing goes for getting to the
ticket counter, for any help I need in getting Inggage at the other end, T
am willing to pay.

T am primarily concerned about those who cannot travel alone and
rannot afford all the extra expenses of the guide during the trip and
the guide after the trip. From the very statistics T have given you,
it is quite obvious that most of these people would only travel during a
family emergency when they must travel and travel rapidly, or for
some similar purpose that will occur primarily on rare occasions.

These people do have some real serious problems. When we were
working on this material, the very point which the chairman made
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early in the proceedings was brought up. The Interstate Commerce
Act and its provisos for train, bus, and water carriers, has the term,
“totally blind.” There are some persons who do not have enough
vision to qualify as totally blind, but they have no business, with their
newly acquired medical problem until they have received rehabilita-
tion, trying to get around an airport by themselves, or if they are at
the other end of the line, having to travel in these emergency situations.
Now, for that reason, I think striking that word and letting them
qualify as officially blind to need assistance certified by an opthalmalo-
gist and verified by the American Foundation is adequate.

The American Council of the Blind is also quite seriously concerned
about some of these other physically handicapped people. Again,
the economic and physical situation is such that most of these persons
are not going to need to travel often and when they do, they need
most of their assistance at other times than those provided by the air-
line. The airline does a fairly reasonable job in helping them. But
they, too, should be permitted to get medical certification and the
American Council of the Blind gives you its pledge that if the exist-
ing organizations cannot assist airlines in processing these, we will
use our personnel and funds to try to make such arrangements for
them through ourselves or another group so that the burden can be
talken off the airlines.

Jut basically, we want to reemphasize that this is permissive legis-
lation. The permission should be as broad as possible. Without in-
serting “space available,” the airlines and the CAB can make it on a
space available basis under the reasonable regulations section.

We wrofe to the Civil Aeronautics Board as an organization on the
request and advice of the officials of some of the airlines down in
Georgia and asked the question about human guides. The Civil Aero-
nauties Board, in reply to our president, Mr. Ned Freeman, informed
us that it was presently unlawful for the airlines to permit reduced
fare for a guide or attendants for a physically disabled person. We
would like to permit them to do it, but we give you this pledge also:
We will never exert pressure or coercion of any sort to make any air-
line make such voluntary concession. If they do not wish to do it
now, as Mr. Slichter indicates, this is their decision and it should be
undisturbed. But if they have the permission and they reconsider the
situation and they can be assured of the nonabuse and the arrange-
ments for their convenience that can be made in this matter, they
should have the authority so they might change their minds. This
is primarily what we are asking, that they have the permission with
which to work, because we have been informed and the Board was
adamant in its position that they had no current anthority. If some
airlines wish to do it and others do not, this is agreeable with us, too.
It will still help those in those regions.

Now, this is the primary bulk of my remarks, and in the inferest
of your time I will discard most of the other collateral material, ex-
cept to say that the guide dog, or dog guides, as the experts in this field
have reminded me to call it, legislation provided for by Mr. Trimble
and Mr. Pirnie relate to other things than airlines. Their guide dog
situation has only been hampered as it relates to the airlines. I
would like to say that a few States have public accommodation provi-
sions for these people, but the main problem is that as a person leaves
his town and travels, persons accompanied by dog guides find it almost
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impossible, in some areas, to obtain food, to obtain hotel lodgings, or
even to be admitted to places of general accommodations along their
route. Yes; they are allowed to enter the carrier and to travel, but
these people need to use restrooms, they need to eat, and they need to
sleep as they travel. There has been no provision for these things.

Mr. Wirtiams. Does that conclude your testimony #

Mr. Kirroxn. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wirrtanss, Mr, Friedel?

Mr, Friepen, No questions. I think he made a very fine statement.

Mr. Devize. No questions, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Winttanms, I congratulate you on a very fine statement, Mr.
Kirton. Thank you very much.

(The following letter was later received from Mr. Kirton:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C., March 4, 196}.
Congressman JonuN BELL WILLIAMS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aceronautics, Longiwworth House
Office Building, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeA# ConNgRESSMAN WiLtrtaAMs : During my oral testimony before your subeom-
mittee, I failed to point out that the 1955 amendment to the Interstate Commerce
Act contained a provision permitting buses, trains, and water carriers to allow
a disabled person to be accompanied by an attendant without additional charge.
The language of the 1955 amendment to the Interstate Commerce Act was incor-
porated by Congressman Weltner in H.R, 8928,

It wonld be appreciated if mention of these facts were added to the record in
addition to my other testimony. It would also be appreciated if we were pro-
vided with an opportunity to obtain 50 copies of the complete hearings before
your committee.

I'rior to 1959, Ozark Air Lines would not permit a blind person to travel
with them nnless such blind person was accompanied by a gnide or a person.
The National Federation of the Blind filed a complaint with the Civil Aeronautics
Board, and this regulation was canceled. At some point in the committee report
it should be made clear that permission granting authority for a person or a
guide dog to accompany a blind person is not intended to prevent blind per-
sons traveling alone, With such intent noted in the committee report, there
will be sufficient legislative history to thwart the promulgation of such a reg-
ulation,

If the American Council of the Blind can be of assistance to your committee
in any matter where we have knowledge or experience, please feel free to call
on us.,

Sinecerely yours,

Mr. Wirrrraams. Mr. Schloss?

PavlL KIrTON.

STATEMENT OF IRVIN P. SCHLOSS, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST,
AMERICAN FOUNDATION FOR THE BLIND

Mr. Sorross. Mr. Chairman, I too have submitted a written state-
ment, and, in the interest of time, I will be glad to summarize it very
briefly and perhaps answer some of the questions.

Mr, Wirniams., We will receive it.

(The complete prepared statement of Trvin P. Schloss follows:)

STATEMENT oF IRVIN P. Son1o8s, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST, AMERICAN FOUNDATION
FOR THE BLIND

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity
to present the views of the American Foundation for the Blind on H.R. 5611,
H.R. 7210, H.R. 2068, and H.R, 8928.

The American Foundation for the Blind is the national voluntary research and
consultant agency in the field of services for blind persons. As such, the
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foundation has had considerable experience in helping to develop programs
designed to meet the special needs of blind persons.

Lack of adequate mobility is one of the major handicapping effects of blind-
ness. Some blind people learn to get around efficiently by themselves with the
aid of a cane. Others prefer to use a trained dog guide. But by far the largest
number of blind people in the United States cannot use a dog or a cane safely
and effectively and must depend exclusively on assistance from a gighted person,
especially in a strange area. Since approximately half of the 400,000 blind per-
sons in the United States are over 63, it is extremely unlikely that this elderly
group will be in a position to learn to use either a dog guide or a cane for safe
independent travel.

All of the bills you are considering today are logical extensions of Federal or
State laws concerning blind persons who use dog guides or sighted human guides
to assist them in getting around.

H.R. 5611 and H.R. 7210 are identical bills which would by Federal statute
make it illegal to exclude a blind person using a dog guide from public carriers,
transport terminals, eating places, and other places of business which operate in
interstate commerce, As you know, publie carriers, restaurants, and other places
to which the public are admitted frequently exclude dogs and other pets. How-
ever, 4 trained dog guide is a working dog on whom his master depends to guide
him safely and efficiently around obstacles and other hazards. He is not a pet
when in harness and working. Consequently, if a dog guide is barred from any
publie place becanse he is a dog, then the blind person he is guiding is also barred
from that place.

Many State and local governments took cognizance of this problem and have
enacted laws and ordinances designed to exempt trained dog guides for blind
persons from other laws and ordinances which specifically exclude dogs and
other animals from places of public accommodation. The Congress took similar
action when it enacted Public Law 330, 77th Congress, approved December 10,
1941. 'This law states that specially trained dog guides accompanied by their
blind masters shall be admitted to buildings and property owned or controlled by
the Federal Government on the same basis as the public is admitted to such
buildings or property.

Enactment of H.R. 5611 and H.R. 7210 would provide a uniform Federal law
which would apply throughout the eountry to assure the admission of blind per-
sons with dog gunides to publie carriers, transport terminals, restaurants, and
other places of pubic accommodation operating in interstate commerce.

With such a law, blind persons would be spared the embarrassment, incon-
venience, and frustration of being barred from places to which they would
normally expect to be admitted. We would, therefore, recommend that the sub-
committee report these bills favorably.

H.R. 8068 and H.R. 8028 deal with another aspect of a blind person's mobility
problem ; namely, the additional cost to the blind person when traveling on a
domestic and foreign air carrier if he must have a guide to assist him. It is
important to emphasize that this legislation is permissive, not mandatory. These
bills would amend the Federal Aviation Act to authorize domestic and foreign
air earriers to transport a blind person accompanied by a human guide or dog
giide for a single fare.

The airlines themselves will have the anthority to decide whether they wish
to make this concession fo blind persons who do not travel without a guide—
and in the case of H.R. 8028, for persons who are so severely disabled as to
reqiiire an attendant,

Here again, these bills merely provide for extensions of similar authorization
already in effect for railroads and buses to air carriers. As long ago as 1927, the
Congress enacted Publie Law 655, 69th Congress, approved Febroary 26, 1927,
amending the Interstate Commerce Act to make it possible for railroad and bus
companies to transport blind persons accompanied by a guide for one fare. The
wording of this amendment is virtually identical to that proposed by H.R. 8068
and H.R. 8928, Ten years later, the Congress enacted Public Law 184, 75th
Congress, approved July 5, 1937, which amended the previous amendment to the
Inferstate Commerce Act to include dog guides.

YVirtually every railroad and bus company operating in interstate commerce in
the United States and in Canada has granted this one fare concession to a blind
person traveling with a guide. The American Foundation for the Blind, the
organization I represent, has assisted the railroads and bus companies to huple-
ment this concession by issning special coupon books to eligible blind persons who
request them. These coupon books and identification cards are issued by the
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foundation without any charge to the blind person, and he and his guide present
them to the ticket agent when purchasing a railroad or bus ticket. I have sub-
mitted several samples of coupon books and identification cards. The foundation
will be glad to cooperate with the airlines in the same way if HR. 8068 or H.R.
8028 becomes law and the airlines agree to grant the one fare concession,

In closing, we would recommend to the subcommittee that the bills being con-
sidered today be favorably reported. They are bills which are a logical extension
of existing Federal laws, and their enactment would help many blind people to
deal with one of their unigue problems.

Mr. Scuross. The American Foundation for the Blind is the na-
tional voluntary agency in the field of services to blind persons. We
have staff members who are specialists in various areas and who are
called upon by State and local agencies serving blind persons for con-
sultative services.

In essence, as far as the specific bills are concerned, we believe that
they are logical extensions of existing Federal legislation. We believe,
too, that they would be helpful in assisting blind persons who do have
mobility problems. A number of blind people travel with the aid of
a cane. A smaller number prefer to use dog guides. But by far the
largest number of blind persons cannot use a cane effectively and safely,
nor can they use dog guides.

As the previous witness indicated, approximately half of the esti-
mated 400,000 blind persons in the country are over 65 ; and it is doubt-
ful that very many of these in the elderly group will have an oppor-
tunity to get adequate training for safe and effective travel with a cane
or will be in good enough physical condition to use a dog guide.

1, too, have submitted some samples of the rail and bus coupon books
which the organization I represent issues, and as well as some identifi-
cation cards which have fictitious names on them.

Mr. Wittiams. May I ask you a question about that?

Mr. Scrross. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wirtiams., Of course, the American Foundation for the Blind
is not an organization as such; it is a foundation, is it not?

Mr. Scuross. It is an operating agency, an operating foundation.

Mr. Wirriams. It does not have a paying memLm‘ship as such?

Mr. Scruross. No. It is incorporated under the membership cor-
poration law of the State of New York technically, but it is not a
membership association.

Mr, Wirtiams. Well, a blind person in one of the States—Georgia,
we will say—should require an identification card. Could he obtain
that by submitting a statement of an n}nhih:ll:nolngist. to the Founda-

tion for the Blind, or how would he go about getting a card?

Mr. Scuross. The procedure would be for him to write to the foun-
dation requesting an application blank. The application form would
require a certification by an ophthalmologist or optometrist that the
person has visual acuity of less than 20/200. It is the same definition
that is used administratively for determining aid to the blind welfare
payments. The person is also required to submit a piceture which goes
on the identification card—two pictures, in fact, one of which is kept
in the files. The picture itself must have the same certification by an
ophthalmologist or optometrist. The foundation will also accept a
certification that the individual is eligible from a local voluntary
ageney for the blind in the community which knows the individual;
for example, the Columbia Lighthouse for the Blind here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.
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The foundatien has heen cooperating with the railroads and bus
carriers sinee 1927, when the first amendment to the Interstate Com-
merce Act in this area, Public Law 655, was enacted and we have been
issuing these books and identification cards since then.

Mr. Wirriams. Is the 20/200—T guess you would call it standard or
sight qualification—the same standard that is used to determine
whether a person is blind for internal revenue purposes ?

Mr. Souross. Yes; it is.

These books are issued free of charge, as I indicated in my written
statement, and the foundation would certainly be glad to cooperate
with the airlines if the Congress enacted IH.R. 8068 or FL.R. 8928 and
the airlines chose to implement the anthority to grant a concession to
blind persons traveling with a sighted guide.

\s other witnesses have indicated, it is permissive legislation.

There was another point. The way these books are actually used,
the blind person and his guide present them at the time they are pur-
chasing tickets from the ticket agent.

Mr. Winntams., This would simply require the issuance of another
booklet ?

Mr. Scuross. It would require the issnance of another book and
putting another number from that book on the identification card
itself.

I might add, of the estimated 400,000 blind persons in the United
States, the foundation issues 24,000 railroad coupon books each year
and 24,000 bus coupon books. That is approximately 6 percent of the
eligible population actually applying for and receiving the books.
Whether a substantial number of them use it, we do not know.

Mr. Winrtams. Well, we can assume, then, that we are dealing with
924,000 persons—a maximum of 24,000 persons?

Mr. Scaross. I would say that that would be a safe estimate.

Mr. Winniams. Was there anything else you wanted to add, sir?

Mr. Scrross. Noj I believe that would summarize the points I was
interested in making.

Mr. Winriays. Mr. Devine?

Mr. Devixe. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Witriams. Thank you very much, Mr. Schloss.

Mr. Robert Whitstock, field representative and administrative as-
sistant, the Seeing Eye.

Mr. Whitstock, do you have a prepared statement ?

STATEMENT OF ROBERT WHITSTOCK, FIELD REPRESENTATIVE
AND ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, THE SEEING EYE, INC.

Mr, Wrirstock. Yes, sir; and it has been submitted.
Mr. Witniams. We are happy to receive it for the record, sir.
(The complete prepared statement of Robert Whitstock follows:)

STATEMENT BY THE SEEING EYE, INC., MorrisTowN, N.J.

This is an official statement of the Seeing Eye, Inc., a nonprofit philanthropy
incorporated in the State of New Jersey in 1932, initially incorporated in the
State of Tennessee, January 29, 1929. Its services are rendered on a national
basis and are available also to Canadians. Consulting services are rendered on
a worldwide basis, when requested.

1t was the Seeing Eye, Inc., which introduced into this country—35 years ago—
the first systematic program for educating dogs to guide blind persons and for
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teaching qualified blind persons how to use, control, and eare for such dogs
properly. The Seeing Eye, Ine., therefore, has a special interest in H.R. 5611
now under consideration.

Since the first seeing-eye dogs went into service in the United States, other
organizations have entered the dog guide field, notably Leader Dogs for the
Blind, Inc., Rochester, Mich. (in 1939) : and Guide Dogs for the Blind, Ine., San
Rafael, Calif. (in 1942). Together with the Seeing Eye, the three organizations
have for a number of years produced more than 75 percent of the dog guides
used by blind Americans and could conceivably produce more. Their products
are identified in terms of their respective corporate titles as Seeing Eye dogs,
Leader dogs, and Guide dogs. This statement of the Seeing Eye, Ine., is in
essence endorsed by the other two organizations, and it is presented, therefore,
in behalf of all three with full authorization. The statement is also made in
behalf of the 3,000 or more blind persons using dog guides obtained from the
same 3 nonprofit philanthropic organizations.

Dog guides are carefully selected from the so-called working breeds: eg.,
breeds that have produced sheepherding dogs: dogs that have served the Armed
Forces, ete. They are selected for size, stamina, health, intelligence, and tem-
perament. Their capacity to serve as guides for blind persons is developed
through scientific training methods. Mature blind persons (and some matuare
adolescents) who qualify (on the basis of health, degree of blindness, tempera-
ment, purpose, and other factors) are also thoroughly instructed during a 28-
day in-residence course on the care, control, and use of the dogs. They learn,
for example, how to keep their dogs clean ; the importance of regular veterinary
checkups; how to keep the dogs well behaved and inconspicuons when at rest
in restaurants, hotels, college classrooms, churches, and other public places,
For muany years dog guides have been legally entitled and welcome to travel
with their blind owners in passenger sections of buses, trains, aireraft, and other
vehicles operating locally, statewide, or in interstate and foreign transportation.

In the pioneering days of the Seeing Kye, however, blind persons encountered
frustrating opposition to having their dogs with them in places of public ac-
commodation, and to some extent this was understandable 25 or more years ago.
To the uninformed public the dog, after all, was just a dumb animal or, at
best, a loosely controlled pet. Its presence in a restaurant or hospital visiting
area was considered by some a violation of health board regulations. It was
offensive or alarming to others for a variety of reasons. As the number of seeing-
eye dog owners increased, however, and effectively demonstrated the controlled
behavior of thelir guides, objections began to disappear among the enlightened.
sut education by demonstration was often a slow process, and influential friends
of dog guide users began to urge elimination of restrictive company policies or
to initiate legislation in their behalf in a number of States. As early as 1937,
the State of Indiana passed laws to permit dog guides to aceompany their blind
owners in public conveyances and accommodations. In more than two-thirds
of the States today there are laws that respect the ability of dog guides and their
owners to operate efficiently and without interference in any way with the general
publie interest,

In spite of existing legislation in many States, the principal dog guide organi-
zations periodically receive reports that indicate the laws are not widely enongh
known or are observed in the breach: that education without legislation is not
always enough. Blind persons accompanied by dog guides continue to be denied
admission to restaurants, hotels, and other places of public accommodation,
some of which do and some of which do not operate in interstate commerce.

The incidence of legal blindness in the United States has for many years been
estimated at 1 in 500 of the total population., Based on this ratio, the legally
blind population in our country today is 380.000. constituting a truly minority
group. Of this number, it has been estimated that fewer than 1 percent, or
3,800 blind persons, use dog guides to aid them in getting from place to place
independently. Moreover, it has been estimated that perhaps an additional
1 or 2 percent of the blind population who do not at present nse dog guides would
be qualified to use them to advantage and might choose to seek them in the fore-
seeable future. The total number of dog guide users who might directly benefit
from the passage of H.R. 5611 would, in the opinion of the Seeing Eye, Inc.,
not likely ever exceed 10,000. But if any kind of social custom. commereial
practice, or public attitude is fundamentlly discriminatory, it is just as dierimi-
natory to a single individual as it is to 10,000 or 10 million.

As a democratic society, the United States may take justifiable pride in the
many opportunities provided our handicapped citizens to satisfy their special
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needs through both public and private programs in rehabilitation, education,
vocational counseling, training and placement, and others. But blind persons
in particular look upon their special needs in vocational placement and mobility
training as key factors in their resumption of independent living; in becoming
taxpayers rather than the recipients of tax-supported welfare. A recent survey
of 1,200 seeing eye dog owners, incidentially, disclosed that 87 perecnt are gain-
fully occupied and find their dogs of great advantage in carrying on their voca-
tional, educational, domestie, and social activities.

Rehabilitation experts, including those of the Health, Eduecation, and Welfare
Department and the Veterans' Administration, if called upon to testify before
this committee, would, we are certain, characterize the dog guide as one of only
two valid solutions to the problem of independent mobility as experienced by the
great majority of blind persons in their active years. The fact is recognized
by these same experts, as well as by experienced dog guide authorities, that nov
all blind persons are qualified to nse dog guides to advantage properly ; but those
who can have proved over a period of 35 years that they can eome and go safely
and efficiently with the aid of a carefully selected, well-trained dog guide. Their
experience generally demonstrates that the dog guide has contributed to thewr
economic independence, their physical and mental health and to their total
image in the public mind as effective personalities and useful citizens, That there
are still in existence actual or implied barriers to their achievements througn
discriminatory practices in many places of public accommodation; that there
are still such embarrassing frustrations in their daily pursuit of life, liberty,
livelihood, and happiness is decidedly inconsistent with American ideals.

It is the considered opinion of the Seeing Eye, Inc., Leader Dogs for the Blina,
Ine., and Guide Dogs for the Blind, Inc., that with its passage the impaect of
H.R. 5611 will be considerable, not only in the specific situations with which it
deals. but also in drawing attention to existing laws of the several States and in
bringing about greater enlightenment in States where such laws do not as yet
exist.

In conclusion, the Seeing Eye, Inc., is pleased to share with the committee
the following extract from a congratulatory message received on the occasion
of its recent 35th corporate birthday from a blind Alabaman who has used a see-
ing eve dog since 1929 :

“T have nsed a seeing eyve dog for almost 85 years and am now using my fifth
dog. My enthusiasm remains as high as ever. Thor [his present dog] is as
wonderful to me as was my first dog Muddles. My dogs have placed me on an
equal footing with my fellowmen and have enabled me to lead a useful, normal,
and productive life.”

Mr. WiiLiams. Who is your friend?

Mr. Warrsrock. This is Gem.

I also have some materials T thought you might like to have for your
files. One of these on the top is the most relevant, I think, and that is
a summary of the legislation in the various States dealing with dog
guides, which Seeing Eye prepared.

I do want to address myself largely to FLR. 5611 and its identical
companion bill, H.R. 7210 because there are of particular concern to
the Seeing Eye.

I would like to say also, I speak for Seeing Eye, Inc., which is the
largest training school which trains dogs for leading blind persons,
also for Leader Dogs for the Blind, of Rochester, Mich., and for Guide
Dogs for the Blind in San Rafael, Calif. These three schools between
them train most of the dogs used by blind persons in the United States.
Therefore, I speak for the 3,000-plus highly mobile blind individuals
who do travel extensively through the United States, and who do use
the dogs that are trained by these schools.

We realize that we are a minority group—actually a minority group
among blind persons. We do not ever expect that there will be more
than 10,000 blind persons in the country who will eventually use dog
guides at the same time. But we do think there is a problem in inter-
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state comimerce and that it needs attention by Congress. I should
explain that from the very early history of the Seeing Eye—and it was
founded in 1929—our feeling was that we could accomplish far more
through simply educating the public toward the fact that these are
dogs that are very carefully selected; they are very carefully trained
and they are placed with blind persons who are of high quality, who
meet very basic qualifications of independence and good judgment.
As a consequence, these are not dogs that would complicate a public
accommodation.

We had, I think, a great deal of success over the years in educating
the public fo the fact that a dog like this is far more than a pet. It is
not a pet in the loosely controlled sense that people would think of
pets, but it is a dog that could go into a restaurant and would go under-
neath the table and would go to sleep. It is a dog that would go into
airplanes and trains and not interfere with other passengers or cause
inconvenience to public carriers. In other words, it is a prosthetic aid
in the nature of a pair of eyeglasses or a hearing aid.

Through the years we did get very widespread acceptance. We
can travel—and I do travel in behalf of the Seeing Eye some 50,000
miles annually, and consequently do get to just about every city in the
United States at one time or another. Generally, travel for a blind
person with a dog guide moves freely and without too many compli-
cations. I would like to compliment the airlines for the services we
have gotten. Dog guide users have received the finest of care and
courtesy from airline personnel. It is highly efficient and effective,
and I think the airlines deserve a lot of credit. However, there are
situations in interstate travel that do come up, even though few in
number, which cause serious problems for independent minded per-
sons traveling with a dog guide.

Those of us who use dog guides do not meet overwhelming numbers
of restaurants or hotels which refuse us access with our dogs, but
when it does happen, it does indeed cause serious ha rdship, erushing
humiliation, and embarrassment. A hotel manager may not know
that his State has a law requiring that the dog be permitted, or a res-
taurant owner may not realize that health regulations throughout the
United States universally exempt dog guides. Their refusal can
leave the blind person stranded or deeply humiliated.

There are also personnel for common carriers who are equally un-
aware of tariff permission for dog guides to be carried without charge
and that in the custody of their masters, and who by their refusal
consequently cause serious problems to a blind traveler.

Federal legislation will remove additional impediments to inter-
state travel by independent blind persons who use dog guides. It
will also help to point up the existance of much State legrislation in
this area and will further help in the education of the general publie
to the fact that a dog guide is not a pet but is a prosthetic device
which in no way would complicate a public accommodation. With
the adoption of H.R. 5611 and H.R. 7210 we believe, too, that addi-
tional blind persons would be encouraged to find their independence
in the use of dog guides, and this would help to extend self-sufficiency
to other individuals. So we have asked for and are certainly happy
to see HL.R. 5611 and FLR. 7210 enacted into law.
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I would be very happy to answer any questions. That does con-
clude what I did want to say.

Mr. Wintiams., Thank you very much.

Mr. Devine, did you have any questions?

Mr. Devine. No: I appreciate very much your making these pam-
phlets available. They are quite interesting.

Mr. Wirttams. I do, too. T am particularly interested in the sum-
mary of legislation in the several States. I am going to send a copy
of this, if you do not mind my taking one from the committee, down to
my county legislator.

Mr. Wmirstock., These booklets were prepared several years ago
and since then California and Connecticut have passed bills and en-
acted them into law which do make it mandatory for public accom-
modations and transportation to serve blind persons within those
States.

I would also add, because there was some question before about the
criminal penalty, that these States have also enacted criminal provi-
sions in line with the many States that have dog guide legislation.
We, at the Seeing Eye, feel that penal provisions are essential—other-
wise the law is meaningless. At the same time we would expect that
the penalty would not have to be brought into force except on rare
occasions. For example, in 1937 Indiana passed its dog guide law.
It contained penal provisions and was the first of the States to pass
such a law. The existance of the law has given blind persons in the
State freedom to move about at will, and, to iy knowledge, the penal
provisions have not had to be enforeed.

Mr. Wireiams. Mr. Whitstock, we certainly thank you for your
testimony.

That will conclude the hearings.

STATEMENT OF JAMES D. MANN, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
MOTOR BUS OWNERS

Mr. Maxx. I would like permission to file a statement of the asso-
ciation and a copy of our tariff with the committee governing trans-
portation of blind persons and I will get it to you tomorrow or the next
day.

Mr. Winniams. We will be very happy to receive it, sir.

(The document referred to follows:)

NATIONAL ASBOCIATION OF MoTorR Bus OwW NERS,
Washington, D).C., February 28, 196.
Hon. Joux BELL WILLIAMS,
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Subcommittice, House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, House Oflice Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear M. CaameMAN : The National Association of Motor Bus Owners appre-
clates your permission, granted at the conclusion of the hearings on February 26,
to submit its views on the so-called dog guide bills ; namely, H.R, 5611, H.R. 7210,
H.R. 8068, and H.R. 8928,
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NAMBO is the national trade association for the intercity motor bus industry
and serves as spokesman for approximately 1,000 earriers, including Greyhound,
Trailways and independent companies which account for about three-fourths of
the intercity bus transportation in the United States.

The bills of particular concern to the intercity bus industry are the identical
bills H.R, 5611 and LI 210, to prohibit the exelusion of dog gnides for the blind
from certain public carriers, transport terminals, and other places of business
which operate in interstate commerce,

As far as the intercity bus industry is concerned, this proposed legislation
would gerve no useful purpose as there is no prohibition against dog guides im-
posed by the operators of intercity buses, or in the terminals, including the
restaurants and other eating places therein, which they serve,

The intercity bus industry makes no charge for guide dogs, nor does it make a
charge for an attendant, who, in the absence of a guide dog, travels with a blind
person, who meets the criteria of the American Foundation for the Blind.

In this connection, I am enclosing a copy of National Bus Traffic Association,
Inc,, loeal and joint redaced fare Cirenlar No. A=75, 15th revised page 11 and 15th
revised page 12, There is no likelihood that these tariff provisions will be modi-
fied in any way to affect the blind adversely.

Therefore, we respecifully urge that your subcommittee not consider favorably
H.R. 5611 and H.R. 7210. However, should the subcommittee in its wisdom deem
this legislation necessary, we request that intercity motor buses, subject to the
jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission, be specifically exempted
from its provisions.

This request is based on the premice that such legislation is customarily de-
signed to correet an injustice, or an abuse, or an inequity, and no such con-
dition exists in the intercity bus industry to which the proposed legislation would
be applicable. Fnarther, the penalty provisions could result in undue and unneec-
essary harassment by the few who are ever seeking an opportunity to take ad-
vantage of any law,

The intercity bus industry is most solicitous of the blind. One example of
its concern and interest is an operation of Safeway Trailways, headquartered
in this city. Every Friday afternoon this company sends a bus to the Mary-
land School for the Blind at Overlea, Md. (outside of Baltimore),
those children whose families live in the Washington area to this
children return by bus to the school on Sunday afternoon. The round trip
fare is $1.80 and a one-way ticket is §1. From a revenue standpoint the opera-
tion is a losing proposition as the bus deadheads to Overlea on Friday after-
noon and to Washington from Overlea on Sunday.

The other two bills before the subcommittee for consideration are H.R, 8068
and H.R. 8928, which relate to air earriers. There is one feature of one of these
bills; namely, H.R. 8028 which would cause concern to the intercity bus in-
dustry, should it be recommended by your subcommittee that part 11 of the
Interstate Commerce Act be similarly amended, and that is the stipulation for
free transportation for attendants of disabled persons.

As pointed out by the spokesman for the Air Transport Association of Amer-
iea, this provision would cause innumerable administrative problems and could
open the flood gates for all kinds of abuses. For example the determination of
what is a “disabled person” would be a source of constant contention and pos-
gible litigation. Such an amendment to part 1T of the Interstate Commerce Act
would necessarily be opposed by the intercity bus industry.

We will appreciate it if the views of NAMBO as expressed herein, together with
the enclosed excerpt from the above described tariff, are made part of the official
record of the hearings on the aforementioned bills.

Very truly yours,
James 1. Maxx, Secretary-Wanager.
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P.U.C.0.No. T, Also Dther State Comeninsion
Wis.P.5.C.Fo.9 ¥yo.P.8.C.No, 85 Humbers Shown on Title Prge

LOCAL AND JOINT REDUCED FARE CIRCULAR No. A-75 Fifteenth Rovised Page 11
NATIONAL BUS TRAFFIC_ASSOCIATION, INC, AGENT A ancels

506 Scuth Webash Avenue, Chicago 5, Hlinois ourteanth Revised Page 11
Issued: June 7, 1963 Effective: July 15, 1963

SECTION E
REDUCED FARES ACCOUNT BLIKD

RULES AND REGULATIONS

d person and one seeing attendant travel l.n§ together upon presentation of a coupon (as
here -ua!’hr described). (See example in Rule'5S hereof

BOTE.--Reductions will NOT be granted when:

1) & blind person is accompanied by a trained dog acting as a guide. [Aiunts will refer
to National Passenger Tariff No.A-1000,1.P.U.C.No.22 MP-111.C.C.No. 111 JL.8.C.1, \u B-4%,
IJ'L(NoiUDKT\!"OZ-!BUKPSC.HG'{OZJ.HPS ’

29, I'}u P, 3 c M '
theréof, issued by National Bus Tr:”lc Association, Inc. ,Agent ,or other ln-fully -
tariffs for rules and regulations governing the transportation of trained dogs accoupany-
iog s blind passenger paying regular fare).

(2) A bliod person is accompanied by an attendant and a "traimed dog™.
{3) A blind person is traveling alocs.
{4} Two or more blind persons are traveling togetber.

DITIONS OF SALE:

The re Juud !'-\r-‘ai authorized herein will be granted by carriers parties hereto (s
to Jl'nd ¥ ] perly identified and one sighted attendant upon presentation to t
her the American Foundation for the Blinod,Inec.,15 West lGth Stre
Canadisn Nationsl Institute for the Blind, 1929 Bayview Avenpe,Toronto 17
T le Institute of Aserica,Inc.,741 North Yersont Aveoue,los Aogeles 27 Califorpia,a
which is shown in Rule No.5 hereof.

Suck coupons are good during the calender year for which imsued. Each coupon entitles persod
punmhr party ticket (for use of the blind person and one sighted attendant) at fare
authorized herein. If coupon is part of a book of coupons,it,properly executed,must be detached from
coupor book by agent at time of sale of ticket,
\RES Pl TTIRF v =
Ope-¥ay Fares:

One adult one-way fare applying vis route traveled will apply for the party ticket covering
pessage of the blind person and accoapanying attendant. (See Exceptions).
Round-Trip Fares:

Double the adolt one-way fare =p;-1)lng via route traveled will apply for the party ticket
covering round-trip passage of the blind person and accompanying attendant. (See Exceptions).
Children‘s Fares:

Coildren's one-way fare,

Beventy five (75%) percent of the one-way adult fare applying via route traveled will apply for

a Ly tickel covering passage of &= blind child between the ages of five (5) and twelve (12)
years of age and a sighted atteadant.

Children’s round ip fare.

Double the one-way children's fare shown above,applying via route traveled will apply for the
r\rlr ticket, :omrmg the raund krlp passage of a bliod child and & u:;,mca sttendsnt.

4 N\!ll NG OF TICKETS:

| Bach. coupon of party ticket for use of blind pnmrxgw and attendant should be plaialy marked
|with the initials of the issuing agency,as follows

"For vse of blind passenger and attendast,” with certificate number as follows:
"A.F.B. Certificate No." "C.N.1.B. Certificate No,","B.I1.A.1. Certificate No."

For explanation of abbreviaticss asd reference sarks,not explained on this page,see page 1.

(Priated in U.5.A.) M0 CHARGE IN TIOS PAGE) Correction No.I21
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Mr. Wittiams. Thank you very mucl.
The committee will stand adjourned.
(The following material was submitted for the record :)

INTERSTATE CoMMERCE COM MISSION,
Vashington, D.C., March 3, 196).
Hon. Joun BerLL WILLIAMS,
Chairman, Subcommittiee on Transportation and Aeronautics,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CHAIRMAN WiLLiams: This is in response to your request (communi-
cated orally through professional staff member George W. Perry) for informa-
tion concerning any difficulties experienced by blind persons under the permis-
sive approach to free transportation of seeing-eye dogs embodied in section
22(1) of the Interstate Commerce Act,

Our information indicates that virtually all carriers er ed in interstate
commerce have voluntarily adopted the practice of charsing a single fare for
the transportation of blind persons accompanied by seeing-eye dogs under indus-
trywide regulations applicable to such transportation. The railroads and the
Pullman Co., do so through circulars to their employees and the major bus
companies so provide in a tariff filed for their account by the National Bus
Traflic Association. For convenience, T enclose extracts from these publications.

In practice, it appears that this voluntary system works well and involves few,
if any, hardships. Thus, a search of our records over the past 5 vears fails to
disclose a single instance of a complaint by a blind person as to the service
and facilities provided by interstate carriers,

I trust that the foregoing will be of assistance to you in your consideration of
H.R. 5611 and similar bills.

Sincerely yours,
Ane McGrecor Gorr, Chairman.

Enclosure.

ExcErpTS CONTAINED IN CIRCULARS AND TARIFFS OF CARRIERS CONCERNING THE
TRANSPORTATION OF BLIND PERSONS ACCOMPANIED BY A SEEING EYE Do

RAIL

Circular BL No. 5, A. J. Winkler, agent

Sec. 3. Item 2. The term “guide dog" as used in this section means a dog
that has been trained by a recognized training agency or school to guide or lead
4 blind person (such as a seeing-eye dog) and blind person must show evidence
by certificate or other means that the guide dog has been trained by a recognized
training agency or school.

Item 3. RULES AND REGULATIONS,

(a) IN CoacHES.—A guide dog as deseribed in item 2 above safely muzzled
and on strong leash (accompanying a blind person traveling in a coach who holds
valid transportation good in coach) will be transported without transportation
charge.

THE PULLMAN CO.

Circular dated December 1, 1941

1. Where berth or seat accommodations is required by a totally blind person
who is accompanied by a dog, specially trained as guide or leader, a separate
berth or seat in a drawing room, compartment, or other type of enclosed accom-
modation, when available, will be furnished to such person upon collection of
the regular tariff berth or seat rate.

General Rule: Where a totally blind person is sold a berth or seat in a room,
under the rule mentioned, and such person is accompanied by a dog, specially
trained as guide or leader, the dog must be kept in the room with the blind
passenger and shall not be allowed in any open sleeping or parlor car space, or
in section, buffet, lounge, or club car.

General Instructions: If room accommodations are not available on an inter-
state journey, the passenger should be told that his dog must be ecarried in the
baggage car umi that he may then occupy a berth or seat in the body of the car
if available, and the porter will guide him in necessary movements on the car or
train. Every courtesy and care consistent with the duty owed other passengers
must be accorded such blind persons.
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MOTOR CARRIERS

National Passenger Tariff A-1000, I.C.C. No. 9, MP-1.C.C. No. 774, issued by
National Bus Traffic Association, Inc,, agent, on behalf of the major motor car-
riers throughout the United States, provides in rale 9(2) that a dog trained for
the purpose of, and accompanying a blind person (paying regular fare) not
accompanied by a seeing attendant will be carried free of charge. Such dog
must be properly harnessed and muzzled and must lie or stand at the feet of its
master.

THE SEEING EYE, INc.,
Morristown, N.J., February 29, 1964.

Hon, Joux BELL WILLIAMS,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, Commitiee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington,
D.U.

DEAR Me. WiLLiaMms : I am writing with a twofold purpose : First, to thank you
and the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics for the privilege of
providing to the committee our testimony on H.R. 5611 and its companion, H.R.
7210. As you know, we are very much interested in the favorable passage of
the bills and would certainly be happy to cooperate further in any way we can.

Secondly, I am writing to ask you to include a copy of this letter as a part of
the official record of the subcommittee’'s February 26 meeting, I am doing so
because in the other two bills considered, H.R. S068 and H.R, 8928, there was
some confusion as to language. Dogs trained by the Seeing Eye, Ine., are
identified in terms of our corporate title as “seeing-eye dogs.” and the identify-
ing name is registered in the U.8. Patent Office. We suggest, consequently, that
in H.R. B068, Congressman Younger’s bill, the language be changed from “seeing
eye” to the generic term “dog guide.” In H.R. 8028, the term “guide dogs” is
used in a generic sense and we would urge that the term “dog guides’ be used.
We do so because the term “guide dogs” is the name used by Guide Dogs for the
Blind, of San Rafael, Calif., to denote the dogs they train.

I understand Mr. Robert Whitstock, administrative assistant of the Seeing Eye,
Ine., distributed to the members of the committee a summary of State legisla-
tion on dog guides and their relation to places serving the public. I am encloging
an additional two copies whieh T hope will be made part of the official record
of the subcommittee hearing, along with two copies of the California and Con-
necticut dog guide statutes which were passed subsequent to the publication of
the summary of legislation.

We want to thank you for your courtesy and for the privilege of appearing
before the Bubcommittee on Transportation and Aeronauties.

Cordially yours,
GEorRGE WERNTZ, Jr.

A SUMMARY OF LEGISLATION RELATING 10 Tiravern Wrra Do GuUIDES
Published by the Seeing Eye, Inc., Morristown, N.J.
Revised Edition April 1, 1958

Tre Seeise Eye. Ixc,
Morristown, N.J., April 1, 1958.

DEAR GRADUATE : In 1956 the Seeing Eye compiled and distributed a survey of
State legislation pertaining to dog gunides. A number of changes have subse-
quently taken place in pertinent State legislation and these changes have been
incorporated into the present summary. We hope the encloged information will
prove of help and value to you for use either in your own State or in your travels
from State to State,

As was indicated in the 1956 survey, the Seeing Eye has continually adhered
to a belief that it is a betfer policy to secure privileges for dog guide users
through edueation rather than legislation : however, there have been some States
where legislation has been necessary, Additional changes in State laws pertain-
ing to dog guides can be expected to oceur from time to time, and we will con-
tinue our efforts to keep our files up to date.

Best wishes to you from all your friends at Seeing Eye headquarters,

Cordially yours,
Gronce WERNTZ, Jr.




50 GUIDES FOR TOTALLY BLIND ON AIR CARRIERS

LEGISLATION PERTAINING TO DOG GUIDES IN THE UNITED STATES BASED ON REBPONSES
TO INQUIRY MADE BY THE SEEING EYE TO ALL THE BTATES

Arizona: Section 66-1659 Arizona Code amended 1952 supplement—(a) —Blind
person shall earry a white cane when walking on street or highway unless
accompanied by dog guide or sighted person. (b) Person operating motor vehi-
cle shall bring ecar to a stop and yield right of way to blind person carrying
white cane or accompanied by dog guide at any street or highway intersection.
Exception to this would be an emergency vehicle sounding a siren. Violation of
above is a misdemeanor. Section 17-1607f Arizona Code 1939 as amended
1954, Dog guide shall, upon presentation of proper proof, be vaccinated and
licensed without payment of a fee.

Arkansas: Sections 1, 2, and 3 of act 253, approved March 12, 1957.—A dog
guide, when in harness, and when it can be identified as having been trained
at a recognized dog guide school, must be allowed to accompany its master, with-
out charge, into public buildings, eating places, public conveyances, hotels, tourist
cabins, publie inns, and public elevators. Any person who violates the above
provision is subject to not less than a $50 and not more than a $200 fine.

California: Chapter 11, Division 7, title 1, section 6906 State Vending Stand
Law 1953.—Blind persen operating vending stand in building owned or occupied
by State, city, or county may keep dog guide with him in building while opera-
ting stand. Service 1919—Health and Safety Code 1951—Dog guide need not be
quarantined in the absence of evidence that he has been exposed to rabies un-
less master fails to keep dog guide safely confined at home and be made available
for examination at all reasonable times. Ordinance No. 77,000 Los Angeles
Municipal Code, Food & Beverages Section 385.02(k) : (1) Dog guide allowed in
food stores, conveyances restaurants, et cetera, if in possession of permit issued
by board of health commissioner certifying person is blind and dog is a necessity.
Board requires certificate from school where dog is trained (i.e., Seeing Eye iden-
tification ecard). This law pertains to Los Angeles only.

Colorado: Section 115-12-9 Colorado Revised Statutes 1953—Dog guide al-
lowed on all common carriers with master if dog is properly muzzled. Regula-
tions regarding restaurants, et cetera, are town and city ordinances. State health
department has a regulation prohibiting animals in any place where food and
drinks are prepared or in stores. A health department official, however, has
recently issued a clarification that makes dog guides an exception to this regula-
tion.

Connecticut: Section 3392, chapter 151 General Statutes Revision 1949.—Dog
guide may ride with master in any coach or pullman train car provided dog is
in direct custody of master and properly muzzled. Such blind person shall not
be required to obtain a private room or berth accommodation for dog guide,

Florida: Chapter }13.07 White Cane Law.—Blind person carrying white cane
or accompanied by dog guide given right of way when crossing streets. Driver
of vehicle shall come to a full stop and then proceed with caution. Violation:
Maximum fine of $25. For default of payment, imprisonment of not more than 10
days.

Chapter 413.08 Secing Eye Dog Law.—Dog guide is allowed in hotels, restau-
rants, or other eating establishments with blind master. Violation: Maximum
fine of §100, imprisonment of not more than 60 days, or both,

Georgia: Georgia laws 1955, page 155, House Bill No. 201, section 1.—Dog guide
trained by an accredited school is entitled full privileges and facilities of all
publie conveyances, hotels, lodging places, places of public accommodation, amuse-
ment or resort, providing dog is properly muzzled. Dog shall not oceupy a seat
in any publie conveyance. Section 2.—Violation : Maximum fine of $100, 3 months’
imprisonment, or both.

Illinois: Chapter 111% paragraph j0a, Illinois Revised Statutes 1953 —Dog
guide and master permitted on all common carriers and dog may stay with
master provided dog is properly muzzled. There are no laws in Illinois per-
aining to accommodation to public places, hotels, et cetera.

Indiana: Burns' Indiana Statutes (1950 repl) acts 1973, chapter 193.1, page
920; 1945 chapter 3}.1, page 62-16-212.—Dog guide from an aceredited school en-
titled to full and equal accommodations and privileges of public conveyances,
hotels, lodging places, public accommodation, amusement, or resort. Dog gnide
shall not oceupy a seat in any public conveyance. 16-213: Violation: Fine not
exceeding $100 or imprisonment of 3 months, or both. Sum not exceeding $100 is
also payable to the aggrieved blind person.

Kansas: G.8. 199 8-558b.—Person operating motor vehicle shall bring ear to
a full stop and yield right of way to blind person carrying white cane or ac-
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companied by dog guide at any street or highway intersection, and then shall
take necessary precautions before proceeding. G.8. 1949 8-558¢—Blind person
not earrying eane or accompanied by dog guide accorded same rights and privi-
leges on streets and highways and it shall not be evidence of contributory negli-
genee if blind person does not have cane or dog. G.8. 1949 B-558d—Violation:
Maximum fine of $25; imprisonment of not more than 10 days, or both.

Kentucky: Abstract from KRS 180.575.—The driver of a motor vehicle must
come to a full stop when approaching an intersection where a blind pedestrian
with a white can or dog guide i attempting a erossing; however, it will not be
deemed contributory negligence or evidence of contributory negligence for a blind
pedestrian to travel on the streets without the aid of either a white cane or
dog guide.

Lowisiana: R.S. 21:52. 1950—Dog guide trained by aceredited school per-
mitted full and equal accommodations of all publi¢ conveyances and accommoda-
tions, provided dog gulde does not take seat in a public conveyance. Master
to furnish proof of training of said dog. Violation: Maximum fine of $100;
90 days' imprisonment, or both.

Maryland: No law relating to public places or conveyances. If permit is se-
enred from the Baltimore Transit Co., said company will permit dog guide to
travel if muzzled properly and if public vehicle is not too erowded. Baltimore
Transit Co. is not responsible for any injury to passengers,

Massachusetts: G.L. C272-984.—Dog guide permitted to any and all accommo-
dations and privileges of public conveyances, places of public accommodations,
amusements, et cetera, subject to same conditions as sighted persons, provided
dog is properly muzzled. Violation: Maximum fine of $300.

Michigan: Act 10, page 13—1937. Protection of Blind Persons.—Driver of a
vehicle approaching within 10 feet of blind person earrying a white cane or nsing
dog guide shall come to full stop and take necessary precautions before proceed-
ing. Violation: Maximum fine of $100, imprisonment not more than 3 months or
both., (CL1948-752.53) section 502¢, Michigan Penal Code, 1948—Dog gnide
permitted in all publie places, restanurants, hotels, elevators, theaters, et cetera,
and it shall be a misdemeanor if proprietor, manager, et cetera, refuses to permit
blind person with dog guide if dog is wearing a harness and further if such
person shall first have presented for inspection, ecredentials issued by an aec-
credited school.

Misgsouri: Revised Statutes, 1949, section 209.150.—Dog guide entitled to all
accommodations, facilities, privileges of all public conveyances, and places of
publie accommodations, subjeet to such reasonable regulations as may be estab-
lished by the agency operating such publie conveyance or accommodation, and
no extra fee is to be charged. Dog must be properly muzzled. Section 209.160—
Violation : Person violating law shall be gnilty of misdemeanor.

Nebraska: Section 28-}78—White Cane Law.—It is unlawful for person not
blind to carry a white cane. Use of a white cane or dog guide by a person shall
be officially recognized as an indication that bearer is blind. Section 28479—
Blind person with white cane or dog guide is given right of way on street or high-
way and operator of vehicle must stop when necessary and proceed with caution.
Section 28480—Violation: Maximum fine of $100, 5 to 30 days' imprisonment,
or both,

New Hampshire: Revised Laws of New Hampshire, section 3}, chapter 119.—
Blind person with white cane or accompanied by a dog guide shall have the right
of way on crosswilks in compact parts of town. Operator on highway shall
exercise every reasonable precantion and if necessary stop his motor vehicle.
E;fll‘fiun Oa, chapter 180, Revised Laws—Dog guides to remain with master on
ees.

New Jersey: RS, j8: 3-33—Dog gnide permitted to remain with master on
publie conveyances. The Board of Public Utility Commissioner shall preseribe
rules and regulations concerning such custody. R.S. 48: 3-34—Blind person ac-
companied by dog guide may be transported on publie conveyance at ordinary fare
charged to one person, under such reasonable regnlations as may be established
by the earrier.

New Mexico: 8. J1-1-7, New Mewmico, 1953 .8 —Dog guide permitted in any
place of public accommodations such as restanrant, hotel, hospital, store, common
carrier, theater, provided dog is muzzled and nnder control of blind person.
'iolation: Maximum fine of %25 8. 47-1-8 New Mexico—Dog guide shall be
exempt from license fees. Any person violating this act shall be guilty of
misdemeanor and be fined $10, together with cost of presecution.
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New York: Penal law gection 518.~—Any person who does not allow aceom-
modations, facilities, or privileges furnished by innkeepers, common earriers,
theaters, restaurants, hotels, public places of amusement or resorts (except
motion picture theaters) to sightless persons accompanied by dog guides (unless
admission of such persons and dogs wonld tend to ereate a dangerous situation)
is gnilty of a misdemeanor. Publie Service Law section 63-h-14—A1l omnibus
corporations required to permit dog properly harnessed and muzzled to ride on
all such vehicles operated for public transportation. Master to earry proper
identification issued by The Seeing Eye (identification card}. No charge is to
be made for dog. Railroad Law, section 211—Dog guide properly muzzled and
harnessed and master carrying proper identification issued by The Seeing Eye,
permitted to ride on all such vehicles operated for public transportation. It
shall be the duty of every street surface railroad corporation, operator of subway,
elevated or other rapid tramsit railroad, taxicab oper 8, or similar vehicles
to permit the above, Agriculture and markets law. section 109—Dog guides
exempt from license fees.,

North Carolina: Section 67-29.—Blind person accompanied by dog guide which
has been educated by a recognized training school is entitled to full and equal
accommodations, advantages, facilities. and privileges of all public conveyvances
and all places of public accommodation.

North Dakote: 1955 Session Law, chapter 237, section 32.—Only blind person
shall earry in a raised or extended position, a white cane, Blind person earrying
cane or accompanied by dog guide given right of way at street intersections
and driver of vehicle to come to a full stop and then proceed with cantion.
Violation : Maximum fine of $25.

Ohio: Chapler 955, Revised Code, section 955.43.—Dog guide may remain with
master on commmon carriers if properly muzzled and on leash. Master must have
proper identification that dog was trained at an aceredited school. (Exe
tions—railroad sleeping ear, parlor, club, buffet, or lounge car.) House hill 47—
1955—Dog gnide exempt from license fees.

Oregon: ORS 609.100.—1Dog guide exempt from license fees.

Pennsylvania: Public Utility Commission, bus and taxicab regulations, rule
15—April 1946.—Dog guide permitted on all common ecarriers provided dog is
properly leashed and muzzled and shall not oceupy a seat in the conveyvance.
department of health rules, adopted 1945, amended 1946 section 16.—Dog gnide
aceompanied by master permitted in any room in which food or drink is served,
prepared, or stored. Aet 258 White Cane Law.——Blind person with white eane
or dog guide given right-of-way on streets and highways. Operator of vehicle to
come to full stop when necessary and proceed with cantion. Violation : Maximum
fine of $25 and costs of prosecution. For default of payment, imprisonment not
exceeding 10 days. House bill 258 passed March 1956 to become act No. 396.—
Dog gnides to be exempt from license fees.

Rlvde Island : General laiwcs 1948, chapter 402, seetion 1—Dog guide from ree-
ognized school permitted with master on common earriers, in elevators, publie
accommodations, without extra charge provided provisions of this section do not
apply to railroad sleeping, parlor, club, buffer. or lonnge ears. Chapter 1686,
Public Laws of Rhode Island 1946, section 1. chapter 2505-1938, amended to in-
clude the fact that it is a misdemeanor for operator of hus. elevator, et cetera, to
refuse pas + of blindl person and dog gnide and fine of $500 for each offense.

South Dakota: H.B. 263, chapter 176, Marech 1949.—Blind person earryving white
cane or accompanied by dog guide given right-of-way at intersections. Driver
of vehicle to come to full stop and take necessary precautions when proceeding.
Violation : Maximum fine of $25. (The usual policy in the State has been to
admit blind persons with dog guides into restaurants, pnblie husinesses, and con-
veyances.)

Tennessee: H.B. 19. chapter 1 Public Acts of Tennessee, January 1955—section
1.—Dog guide permitted in all buildings, publie eonveyances, if proper identifica-
tion from recognized school, if accommodations are available and dog is properly
harnessed. Violation: Maximum fine of $50.

Texas: Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes, article 88%a.—Dog euide permitted on
all common carriers provided dog is muzzled and it shall be designated where
dog shall ride. No extra charge to be made for dog. Section 3—Any person
violating above shall be gunilty of misdemeanor and may be fined not less than
$£50 nor more than $200. Article 6701e—section 1—Only blind person may carry
white cane in a raised or extended position on any public street or highway.
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Section 2—Blind person carrying white cane or accompanied by dog guide given
right-of-way at intersections or erosswalks and driver of vehicle must take neces-
sary precautions or come to full stop when necessary. Section 4—Violation:
Maximum fine of $200. Article 4596Gu—section 1—Dog guide permitted to hotel,
tourist eabin, public inn, publie cafe, public elevator, or similar place and master
shall not be required to pay additional charge provided dog is securely muzzled.
Section 2—Any person violating this act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and
fined not less than $50 nor more than $200.

Virginia: House bill 202 introduced January 20, 1958, to the Virginia Legisia-
ture was enacted into law wunder chapter 56, in the 1958 session and provides in
summary as follows —All laws and regulations pertaining to dogs in eating estab-
lishments are not applicable to dog guides, and a blind person accompanied by his
dog guide shall be permitted in all restaurants and eating establishments in the
State of Virginia.

West Virginia: House bill 326.—Passed March 8, 1958, amends articie 10,
chapter 61, by adding section 23.—It shall be unlawful for any owner, lessee,
proprietor, manager, superintendent, agent or employee of any place of public
accommodation, amusement or recreation, including but not limited to any inn,
hotel, restaurant, eating house, barbershop, billiard parlor, store, public con-
veyance on land or water, theater, motion picture house, public educational
institution, or elevator, to refuse to permit a blind person to enter such place or
to make use of the accommodations available, for the reason that such blind
person is heing led by a dog guide: Provided, however, That such dog guide is
wearing a harness : And provided further, That such blind person shall first have
presented for inspection credentials issued by an accredited school for training
dog guides. Any person who shall violate this section shall be guilty of a mis-
demeanor, and upon conviction shall be fined an amount not to exceed $50,

(anada.—Guide dogs for the blind are exempt from certain conditions estab-
lished for other dogs. However, to avoid any possible difficulties it is recom-
mended that all persons taking guide dogs into Canada carry with them a health
certificate and a certificate of rabies vaccination indicating that the dog has
been inspected and found free of any symptoms of contagious disease, has not
been exposed to rabies and that no case of rabies has occurred within a 50-mile
radins of the place where the dog is kept, for a period of 6 months prior to
entry into Canada, and that the dog has been vaccinated against rabies within
6 months. Dog owners are also advised to carry with them a simple identifica-
tion ecard evidencing that the dog is a gunide and not a pet. Owners should also
take the dog's muzzle.

Travel in countries other than the United States and Canada.—There iz a 6-
month quarantine for all dogs in the United Kingdom, and 4-month guarantine
in Hawaii. These quarantine regulations seem to apply to insular countries and
have been made to prevent the introduction of disease. In planning a trip
to a foreign country, other than Canada, contact the consular service or embassy
of the country to be visited to determine the status of quarantine and other
regulations.

THE FOLLOWING STATES HAVE NO LEGISLATION PERTAINING SPECIFICALLY TO BLIND
PERSONS UBING DOG GUIDES

Alabama Nevada
Delaware Oklahoma
Idaho South Carolina
Towa Utah

Maine Vermont
Maryland Washington
Minnesota Wisconsin
Mississippi Wyoming
Montana

The Pullman Co. still grants the privilege of taking a dog guide from an
aceredited school in a bedroom for only the cost of a lower berth provided travel
is on a train in which there are cars with lower and upper berths.

The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. has lifted the restrictions on
all chair ear equipment with the understanding that the dog guide will be se-
curely muzzled. Therefore, seeing-eye dog guides may accompany their masters
on chair cars.
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The cost and maintenance of 2 seeing-eye dog is considered a medical expense
on your income tax report. Check with your local revenue officer for further
information.

Price list of seeing-eye equipment: Harness (complete), $12: harness (handle
only), $5.50; harness (body section only), $6.50; leash, $1; collar, 60 cents:
muzzle, 60 cents ; comb, 35 cents ; brush, $1.35 ; bed chain, 85 cents, snaps, 25 cents,

Be sure to muzzle your dog on all public conveyances and keep your dog under
full control at all times.

When traveling, you are always in the public eye. When necessary, administer
corrections firmly, quickly, and without fanfare. Be lavish in praise when
deserved.

Pusric Acr No. 641, ErrecTive Ocroser 1, 1063

AN ACT CONCERNING GUIDE DOGS FOR THE BLIND

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly
convened:

SECTION 1. (a) Any blind person may travel on a train or on any other mode
of public transportation, and may enter any other place of publie accommodation,
including any public building, inn, restaurant, hotel, motel, tourist cabin, place
of amusement, resort, or any faeility of any such public accommodation, accom-
panied by his guide dog, and he may keep such guide dog with him at all times
in any such public accommodation or facility thereof at no extra charge, provide
such dog shall be in the direct custody of such blind person, shall be wearing a
harness and shall be properly muzzled; and provided such blind person shall
have in his possession a credential issued by an aceredited school for dog
training. (b) Upen request of any person in charge of any such public accom-
modation or upon request of any employee thereof, such blind person shall
present such credential for inspection. (c¢) Any person who prohibits a blind
person who complies with the provisions of (a) and (b) of this act from traveling
on a train or other mode of public transportation or from entering any other place
of public accommodation, or any facility thereof, accompanied by his guide dog,
or who prohibits such blind person from keeping his dog with him at no extra
charge in any such place of public accommodation shall be fined not more than
one hundred dollars or imprisoned not more than sixty days or both.

SECTION 2. Section 22-346 of the general statutes, as amended, is repealed,

SecrioN 643.5 CALIFORNIA PENAL Cope ErFrECTIVE APRIL 8. 1963

The people of the State of California do enact as follows :

SECTION 1, Section 643.5 is added to the Penal Code to read :

“643.5 (a) Any blind person who is a passenger on any common carrier, air-
plane, motor vehicle, railroad train, motorbus, streetear. boat. or any other
public conveyance or mode of transportation operating within the State of
California, shall be entitled to have with him a guide dog specially trained for
that purpose, without being required to pay an additional charege therefore.

“(b) Blind persons and their gnide dogs shall not be denied admittance to
any hotel, motel, public inn, public eafe, public elevator, or any other similar
place within the State of California because of such guide dogs. Such blind per-
sons shall not be required to pay any additional charges for their gnide dog, but
shall be liable for any damage done to the premises by their dogs.

“(c) Any person, or persons, firm, association, or corporation, or the agent of
any person, firm, association, or corporation, who shall violate the provisions
of this act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.”

STATEMENT OF JORN F. NAGLE, CHIEF OF THE WASHINGTON OFFICE OF THE
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF THE BLIND

My name is John F. Nagle. T am chief of the Washington office of the National
Federation of the Blind. My address is 1908 Q Street NW., Washington, D.C.

The National Federation of the Blind is a nationwide organization with a
membership primarily of blind men and women. We are joined together to secure
by concerted action based on a shared philosophy, improved conditions, and in-
creased opportunities for all blind persons-
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The identical bills, HL.R. 5611, introduced by Congressman James Trimble, and
H.R. 7210, introduced by Congressman Alexander Pirnie, are consistent with our
organization’s objectives and our members’ efforts, and we support them aund
request the committee to act favorably upon them.

We are supporting the Trimble-Pirnie proposal because we know that if a
blind person is to be free to travel where he needs and wishes to go, his guide dog
must be free to travel with him,

If a1 blind master is barred from taking his dog with him on a train, bus, or
plane, then he is restricted in his freedom of movement; he is limited in his free-
dom of choice,

1f a blind master is barred from taking his guide dog into a public eating place,
the blind master cannot enter either, for he is dependent upon his dog, and the
dog must accompany him wherever he goes.

In short, to restrict the admissibility of a guide dog on public transportation
or in public places is to deny admissibility to the sightless master.

Althongh few instances may oceur when a blind person finds that his guide dog
is ot welcome to travel with him on a public conveyance, or to enter with him
into a public place, each instance may limit the blind master in the pursuit of
his livelihood ; it may restriet him in his effort to engage in social and cultural
activities.

We urge this committee, therefore—we urge Congress—to act favorably on
H.R. 5611, H.R. 7210.

For we believe that these identical measures as Federal law will serve to
remove another barrier of prejudice and misunderstanding from the law and
from the lives of blind Americans who are striving to achieve independence and
gelf-sufficiency by overcoming, through the use of a guide dog, the handicapping
consequences of their disability of blindness.

Pacrric Amm LINES,
San Francisco, ‘Calif., February 20, 196}.
Hon. J. Artavr YOUNGER,
Congressman, Washington, D.C.
(Attention Mr. W. . Willinmson, Committee Clerk, New House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.). . )

Dear ConarESSMAN YouNcer: I1f hascome to the attention of Pacific Air Lines
that n hearing will be held on February 26, 1964, on H.R. 8068 which has been
introdnced by yon. Pacific Air Lines wishes to go on record as being strongly in
favor of this legislation.

It is true that the tariffs provide for the carriage of seeing-eye dogs, but the
tariff does not provide for a sightisd person accompanying the bliad person in lien
of the guide dog.

All blind people do not have guide dogs. Many blind people travel by air and
more would travel by air if a sighted person accompanied them and was granted
the same privileges that a guide clog is granted except that, of ciurse, the sighted
person would occupy a seat. This simply means that two people would be travel-
ing for the price of one.

Our basic interest stems from the fact that one of our captsins is now blind
ag a result of being shot in the Lead by a hijacker. This individual has had to
find a new way of life and with great hardship and effort is naking real prog-
ress.  His livelihood depends upon his ability to travel as required. The same
can be true of many other blind persons. As pertains to the individual mentioned
above and, no doubt, to many other blind persons, a sighted person accompanying
the blind person on travel trips, many of which are in the pursuit of the blind
person's occupation and livelihood, is and can be a great asset to the blind person
in his hnsiness pursnits, whereas a gnide dog, of course, can contribute nothing.
It must be considered that a blind person’s income is very likely much less than
that of a normal sighted person in the same circumstances and consequently the
blind person is not in an economie position that would permit him or her to pay
transportation for the sichted guide.

As you know, many railroads and bus companies permit such carriage and
have been doing so for a long period of time.

It is our opinion that, shonld the earriers be permitted to grant free transporta-
tion to the sighted person who sccompanies the blind person, appropriate safe-
guards could be made in the tariffs covering such transportation to prevent
abuses of the privilege.

Sincerely yours,
Harry 8. WHITE.
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Loxe BeacH, CALIF., January 14, 1964.
Hon. Orex HAggis,
House of Representatives,
Wuashington, D.C',

DEAR Sik: May 1 respectfully request that you get your committee to bring
H.R. 8068, pertaining to 2-for-1 blind privilege on airplanes now enjoyed by
them on trains and buses.

I learned of the Honorable J. Arthur Younger's bill in the new Outlook of the
Blind, presented by him the 1st session of this S8th Congress,

I am a blind retired Methodist minister and a World War 1 veteran. 1 am
chaplain of the Associated Blind of California and a member of the executive
board of this incorporated body.

Hoping this bill passes the 2d session of the SSth Congress or at least gets to
the floor for final action, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Dr. Harry G. EARLE.

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.)
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