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NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL TRUST
FUND PROPOSAL

HON. JAMES G. FULTON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, under leave to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp, I include the fol-
lowing material:

HARRISBURG, PA ,
June 8, 1971.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Mg. PRESIDENT: On June 2, 1971, I wrote to
you about the financial problems facing the
nation’s educational system. I stressed the
need for greater federal participation in this
Area.

Attached is a memorandum describing a
way to make this increased participation
feasible and beneficial: by establishing a
National Educational Trust Pund. I wish to
respectfully call this memorandum to your
attention in hopes that you may find merit
in It.

Sincerely,
MiLTOoN J. SHAPP,
Governor.
PROPOSAL FOR A NATIONAL EDUCATION TRUST
Funp

To: The President

From: Milton J. Shapp, Governor of Penn-
sylvania

Date: June 9, 1971

This memorandum deals with the need to
adopt an entirely new concept to support the
financial needs of the American Educational
System.

At no time in the history of our nation
has the need for financial innovation been
greater.

The ever mounting cost of education is a
principal factor in the fiscal crisls which
faces government on every level. If we do not
seek and find new ways of financing our
educational system, then many of our local
boards of education and the cities them-
selves will soon face bankruptey.

It can no longer be argued that we can
continue with present methods and to ralse
taxes at the State and local levels to meet
the ever mounting cost of education. State
and local taxes have reached such heights
that the taxpayers have reached the limit of
tolerance.

Yet we cannot abdicate our responsibility,
cut back on funds for education and sit by
while our educational system and our en-
tire soclety erodes.

Already we are seeing the results of much
present neglect. Crime and welfare are direct
outgrowths of our inability to meet the hu-
man needs of our population. For every dol-
lar we fall to put into education, we pay
many times over in increased funds for pro-
tection and public assistance.

Therefore, I am proposing a new concept
and a new method of financing the educa-
tional needs of our people.

The method is the creation of a National
Education Trust Fund.

The concept is that education is not a cost
item but an investment in the future growth
of this nation.

As applied to the entire fleld of education
this concept is extremely sound for there is
no other investment that can be made in the
public sector of our economy that will yleld
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a direct and measurably higher yield. More
and higher quality education leads to greater
productivity. Greater productivity leads to
higher personal and corporate earning pow-
er, in turn, produces more tax revenues. As
a result, the initial investment in education
pays off handsomely in future yield to the
community and to the nation.

There is more than ample evidence to
prove this contention. It has been estimated
by some economists that the future tax
yield that would be generated by a continu-
ing policy of maximizing investment in edu-
cation would be at least 10 times the invest-
ment.

The World War II G. I. Bill of Rights is a
clear example of the economic returns that
can be expected from Federal investment in
education.

The increased tax yield expected from the
higher lifetime earnings of the direct bene-
ficiaries of the G.I. Bill will, alone, repay
many times over the cost of the program.

It is not possible to calculate the additional
economic gain to the nation that resulted
from a whole new cycle of technological and
economic development made possible by this
massive educational breakthrough.

Yet, we continue to consider education as
just another operating ccst of government
and we do so because we have become cap-
tives of a tradition.

If we are to break out of the financial
chains that throttle educational progress,
we can pattern a new mechanism along the
lines of the Federal Highway Investment
Fund originated during the Eisenhower-
Nixon Administration.

The mechanism for handling our invest-
ment in education—and for guaranteed re-
payment of this investment by those who
benefit from it—is at hand.

There is ample evidence that the Federal
Highway Trust Fund, created in 1956 was
not only financially wise, but supplied the
major impetus for the modern highway sys-
tem in America today.

I propose that we utilize this experience
to create a National Education Trust Fund
(NETF) which would invest in people just as
the Highway Trust Fund invests in roads.

We can create a large scale revolving NETF
fund by requiring those who would benefit
most through increased educational oppor-
tunities to repay the fund with a small con-
tinuing surtax when they leave the educa-
tional system and become wage earners.
This parallels the plan whereby relatively low
Federal taxes on gasoline and some auto
supplies replenish the Highway Trust Fund
and pay for the construction of new high-
wWays.

It is obvious we would not have our modern
interstate highway system today if we had
left the task of financing and building new
roads to our states, citles and townships,
Yet this is precisely what we are doing with
our present, fragmented system for finanecing
education throughout the country.

The self-supporting National Education
Trust Fund would call for:

1. An initlal investment by the Federal
government of $5 to $10 billion.

2. An annual surcharge on federal income
taxes according to a formula based on earn-
ing power and years of schooling. That for-
mula would be based upon a number of
factors including:

(a) The level of education achieved by the
individual taxpayer.

(b) The number of years he has been out
of school and earning his livelihood.

(c) The amount of income he receives,
(Thus, a Ph.D. in Physics, out of school for
20 years, might pay a higher surcharge on his

federal income tax into the fund while a
nurse out of school five years would pay con-
slderably less. A person satisfied not to seek a
college education might pay an even lower
surtax.)

Normally, as long as a person was pursuing
his education, he would pay no surcharge.
He would not become liable until he had been
out of school for several years, or until his
income reached some selected minimum level.

I want to emphasize at this point that de-
tails of this program could be worked out
in legislative committee and executive pol-
icy sessions. I am not wedded to specific fig~
ures or formulas, but the above proposals
indicate that such formulations are cer-
tainly pos:zible.

I do not envision such a program as an
attempt at Federal control of education. I
firmly believe that educational programs and
policies should be decided at the local level as
they are today. But I see no conflict between
the proposed NETF and traditional local
control.

At present, for example, the states pour
vast amounts of money into local school dis-
tricts. Yet, those districts retain their own
School Boards and their autonomy. There 1s
no reason why local autonomy cannof be re-
talned while the Federal government estab-
lishes a fund and works within the States to
assure survival and improvement of the
present system.

Financing a self-supporting Natlional Edu-
cation Trust Fund would permit this na-
tion to guarantee our future by the best busi-
ness deal ever made—investing in education
for all of our citizens, pre-schoolers, school
children, college students, trade school and
professional school enrollees. It could even
supply the necessary funds for the increas-
ingly critical area of on-going retraining and
continuing adult education.

For example, the NETF might decide to
finance the crucial pre-school years on a 90
per cent federal—10 per cent state and local
fund basis—as we do for the principal inter-
state highways. The NETF might finance ele-
mentary and secondary school years on a
B0-50 ratio and college and professional
training on a 60-40 basis, or some other ar-
rangement based upon more detailed eco-
nomic studies. The percentages could be flex-
ible, but the principle is clear. We can use
this fund to give emphasis where needed in
the national interest and the interest of so-
clety in general.

Philadelphia along with many other major
cities now faces a severe crisis. We cannot
afford to delay creation of the self-support-
ing National Education Trust Fund. The
current method of financing education not
only falls short of providing adequate funds,
but actually leads to considerable financial
waste.

Right now, the Federal Government Is
pouring millions of dollars into the highly
successful Get Set pre-school preparatory
program. Get Set has proven that it does help
disadvantaged children do better when they
get into kindergarten and elementary school.

But, because of the virtual bankruptey of
the Philadelphia School System, kindergar-
ten may be eliminated next year—wiping out
any beneficial effects of Get Set, In addition,
the Philadelphia Schocl Board is consider-
ing dropping all varsity and intramural sports
next year, a situation which eannot help but
worsen and already difficult teen-age gang
problem in Philadelphia.

Without increased funding from the Fed-
eral government, the dollars now supplied by
state and local governments will continue to
be inadequate and city school systems will
turn out a new "“Lost Generation,” ill-edu-




June 14, 1971

cated and unprepared to cope with the grow-
ing demands of a technological society.

At present, it costs the state and Federal
governments in Pennsylvania about $3433 to
support a welfare family of four for one year.
Many families spend ten, twenty or even more
years on welfare. In fact, there are some
third generation families now on welfare,
and the cost of their support is bound to rise.

The alternative I propose is an appealing
one. It calls for investment now, and a con-
tinuing investment in a constructive policy
of education that will create jobs. It will pay
dividends on our soclety for many years to
come and reduce the need for additional
welfare funds in the future as we provide
the opportunity to make a greater percent-
age of our population self-reliant.

This investment program must be accom-
plished on the national level because only
the Federal government has the power to
insure uniformity of taxation, and only the
Federal government can absorb the initial
cost of priming the self-supporting trust
fund. Also, because of the increasing mobi-
1ity of our soclety, investments by individual
states and cities might never be repald to
those governments.

Our citizens have wide mobility, and it is
wrong to penalize a city or state by forcing
it to finance a major educational system for
people who then move to other communities
or states. S

People ask: “Can we afford a National
Education Trust Fund?” This answer is that
we cannot afford not to invest in education.

FLAG DAY

HON. RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr, President, to-
day, June 14, is Flag Day.

On January 26, 1971, I introduced a
bill, S. 746, to provide that U.S. Flag
Day shall be a legal public holiday, This
bill is a reintroduction of S. 4250, which
I originally introduced in the 91st Con-
gress on August 17, 1970.

Although the United States is one of
the world’s youngest nations, the U.S.
flag is one of the oldest national em-
blems, even predating the present Union
Jack of Great Britain and the French
and Italian flags.

The Continental Congress on June 4,
1777 while sitting in Philadelphia, re-
solved that the flag of the United States
shall have—

Thirteen strips of alternate red and white,
with a union of thirteen stars of white in a
blue field, representing the new constallation.

The design for the new national em-
blem had been developed by a distin-
guished committee of the Continental
Congress named in 1775 and composed
of Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Lynch,
and Benjamin Harrison.

Flag Day has been celebrated for many
years in this country but it has never
been designated as a legal publie holiday.
I believe that it is appropriate for us to
pause each year to commemorate the an-
niversary of our national flag and to have
the opportunity to reflect on the timeless
ideals of the Founding Fathers which
have given this Nation its heritage of
freedom and justice.
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Mr. President, the Allentown Penn-
sylvania Flag Day Association, Inc., has
thoughtfully provided me with desk-
sized U.S, flags for each of my colleagues,
and I will be distributing them in the
near future as a reminder of the sig-
nificance of Flag Day.

PROGRAMS FOR JOBLESS: A
WORSENING MESS

HON. GERALD R. FORD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the Detroit News views the proposed pub-
lic service employment program as “‘an-
other multibillion layer to the manpower
mess.” I think the News' editorial of
June 4 is most instructive and commend
it to my colleagues:
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We are sinking in a sea of manpower
training programs, are about to be engulfed
in a massive public service employment pro-
gram and have barely made a ripple in solv-
ing the nation’s basic unemployment prob-
lem,

President Nixon will soon be faced with
the Hobson’s choice of approving the mess
or exercising a veto that could be twisted
to mark him “insensitive” to the unemploy-
ment situation. We believe the insensitivity
lies with Congress.

Manpower training is vital to *he well-be-
ing of individuals. People must have some
way of becoming employable or replacing
skills no longer in demand. But what has
government done in the name of manpower
training?

Detroit and many other cities have over
30 separate federally-funded programs. Be-
tween the duplication and muddle of this
agency alphabet soup, it's a wonder anyone
is actually trained. Yet, Detroit is lucky:
Washington, D.C. has 261 publicly funded
programs in manpower-related areas.

Obviously, manpower training needs con-
solidation and simplification so that funds,
now in excess of $3 billion annually, can buy
something other than confusion and top-
heavy administration. But Congress has
passed no consolidating legislation.

Instead, the House and Senate will com-
promise on separately passed “public service
employment” bills that will add another
multibillion layer to the manpower mess. The
House bill is the most generous with tax-
payers’ money. It calls for #5 billion over
five years to provide jobs in schools, hospi-
tals, parks, police and fire departments and
social service agencies. The programs would
be “triggered” <whenever unemployment
reached 4.5 percent of the labor force for
three months in a row.

No one is quite sure what this legislation
is supposed to do. Are these jobs supposed to
help state and local government provide pub-
lic services with federal filnancing? If so,
the trigger device suggests extreme insta-
bility in the provision of public services.

Are these jobs supposed to provide short-
term relief employment for -vorkers cisplaced
by the business cycle? If so, what evidence
is there that the characteristics of the un-
employed fit or even approximate the char-
acteristics of the public service jobs?

‘While it could be argued that ‘“anyone"
can monitor a school lunchroom or push
a pencil in a police station, is that the way
we want to employ people? Or do we really
want an economic program that improves
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opportunities for people in ordinary private
jobs for which they are tralned?

Moreover, once a public service employ-
ment program s instituted, what keeps it
from becoming a vested interest, with em-
ployes insisting on “job rights" and Congress
rushing to legitimize the claims with a per-
manently funded program? Once that hap-
pens, we could bankrupt the ordinary work-
ing man with taxes to pay for it.

The unemployed worker is a drowning man.
He needs good programs. Why does Congress
throw him a lead life ring?

CONGRESSMAN McCLORY'S POLL
BACKS PRESIDENT NIXON'S DO-
MESTIC PROGRAM

HON. ROBERT M:CLORY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, a record
response has been received to my 1971
poll of 12th Congressional District con-
stituents, A total of 154,628 question-
naires were mailed to every postal patron
in the 12th Congressional District, com-
prising Lake and McHenry Counties, and
Hanover and Barrington Townships in
Cook County. More than 30,000 ques-
tionnaires were returned to my office,
representing an approximate 20-percent
response—the largest response I have
experienced during the almost 9 years I
have served in the Congress.

Indeed, the response is, in fact, about
double that of any previous year, since
the questionnaires provided spaces for
both husbands and wives to respond—
and in most cases, they took advantage
of their individual opportunities.

In addition to the generous response
received in this biennial survey, it is
particularly heartening to me to learn
that President Nixon's domestic leg-
islative programs received substantial
support.

The most striking expression of sup-
port was in response to the question: “Do
you feel that the President’s plan to
consolidate and update executive depart-
ments and Federal regulatory agencies
has merit?" A total of 85.6 percent of the
men and 854 percent of the women
backed the President on the issue. In line
with the popularity of this issue, it is
gratifying to note that the House of
Representatives has already given its
approval to Reorganization Plan No. I,
to consolidate the various voluntary
programs, including the Peace Corps,
Vista, and others, into a single agency,
Action.

To the surprise of many, the Presi-
dent’s family assistance plan, as an
alternative to the existing and discred-
ited welfare programs, received a 73-
percent favorable response from the
male voters and a T4.3-percent approval
of the women voters.

Mr. Speaker, on the very large issue of
revenue sharing, my constituents are
backing the President by a majority of
better than 2 to 1.

Mr. Speaker, it is not unexpected that
a negative response has been recorded
relative to our present Vietnam policy.
The people of America are weary of this
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seemingly endless, expensive, and tragic
war. The President has cut our Vietnam
forces by more than 250,000 men, and
reduced our casualties to a mere 10 per-
cent of the level existing when he took
office in 1969. But the American people
want our withdrawal to be accelerated.
Only 317.7 percent of the male voters gave
their approval, while a mere 31.1 percent
of the women feel that our present policy
will be successful.

Without commenting further on each
of the questions, I wish to add that the
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questionnaire generated a substantial
number of individual replies estimated
at more than 3,000 personally composed
letters and cards which were returned
with the answered questionnaires. I
have benefited from these individual
communications and have endeavored to
respond to each of them.

Mr. Speaker, it goes without saying
that the responses to my questionnaire
have a great influence on my service and
on the votes which I cast in the House of
Representatives. But while influencing

[Answers in percent)
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me, the responses are, of course, not
binding—and some of my vofes may be
in conflict with the majority opinions.
Mr. Speaker, the questionnaire and the
responses are indicated in the following
sSummary:
RESULTS oF 1971 QUESTIONNAIRE OF CONGRESS~
MAN ROBERT MCCLORY
Total number of questionnaires
mailed: 154,628.
Questionnaires
mately 30,000.

returned: Approxi-

Hers

Yes

. Do you favor, in principle, the proposed Reve-
nue Sharing Program to return Federal tax
funds to the States and communities with a
minimum of strings attached?

. Do you feel that we should abandon the research
effort on the SST which was begun in 19657_.

. Do you favor the Family Assistance Plan, con-
taining a guaranteed income floor and work
incentives, to replace the existing weifare
B I LT e e T

. Do you support additional Federal legislation to
deﬁne? and control obscenity and pornog-
IR s s e S T s ot

5. Do )rl:l.l!‘I feel that the President's plan to con-
solidate and update executive departments
and Federal regulatory agencies has merit?_.

East?_.__

conflict?

parochial schools?

stemming inflation

6. Do you favor our policy of aid to Israel in order
to maintain a balance of power in the Mid-

7. Do you think our present Vietnam policy will be
successful in ending U.S. involvement in that

8. Would you favor an all-volunteer military as an

alternative to the present dratt system?______
9. Do you favor direct Federal aid to private and

10. Do you approve the administration’s plan to pro-
vide Federal assurance of health care services
for all citizens?_._..____.

11. Should the Federal Government impose manda-
tory wage and price controls as a method of

37.8 36.6

36.2
58.9

34.1
62.0

12. Do you feel that military intelligence activity
with respect to civilians is justified?___._.__.

Mr, Speaker, in addition to circulating
these questionnaires to all the postal
patrons throughout the 12th Congres-
sional District, I took occasion to secure
responses from a large number of high
school seniors as well as from the stu-
dents at the college of Lake County—
almost all of whom will be eligible to
vote in the national elections next year.

Mr. Speaker, while there was a sub-
stantial similarity of views with respect
to the President’s reform program on do-
mestic issues, there were also some strik-
ing differences of opinion expressed by
the high school and college students on
such issues as first, support for additional
Federal legislation to control obscenity
and pornography and second, our present

Vietnam policy, and, to a slightly lesser
extent, third, our policy of aid to Israel.
The responses from more than 2,000 high
school students representing Highland
Park High School, Zion-Benton High
School, Grayslake High School, Wauke-
gan Township High School, and 108 stu-
dents from the college of Lake County
are as follows:

High school
students

College of
Lake County

Yes

Yes

College of
Lake County

High school
students

Yes No

Yes

1. Do you favor, in principle, the proposed Revenue-
haring Program to return Federal tax funds

to the States and communities with a minimum

of strings attached? . . . .. ..o iaaaanas

2 Do %uu feel that we should abandon the research
effort on the SST which was begun in 19657___.

3. Do %nu tavor the Family Assistance Plan, con-
taining a guaranteed income floor and work
incentives, to replace the existing welfare
ST A T O T RO S T S

4. Do you support additional Federal legislation to
define and control obscenity and pcrnographr?_

5, Do you feel that the President’s plan to consoli-
date and update executive departments and
Federal regulatory agencies has merit?.......

6. Do you favor our policy of aid to Israel in order
to maintain a balance of power in the Mid-

conflict?

7. Do you think our present Vietnam policy will be
successful in ending U.S. involvement in that

33 | 8. Would you favor an ali-vo1unte?r mllllar}‘ as an
rtoqley; Fdri "

ive to the

20 | 9. Do you favor direct Federal

aid to private and
parochial schools?____......

tration’s plan to~

10. Do you app: of the
27 services for all citizens?
11. Should the Federal

77 mandatory wage and

12. Do

provide Federal assurance of healt

care

Government impose

rice controls as a
method of stemming inflation?__.__.________.
u feel that military intelligence activity

37 with respect to civilians is justified?____.
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IN HONOR OF FLAG DAY

HON. JOHN G. SCHMITZ

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. SCHMITZ. Mr. Speaker, in honor
of Flag Day, I would like to share with
my colleagues a chronicle concerning the
attempts of one of my constituents to
remove a North Vietnamese flag from a
wall in the Physics-Chemistry Building
of the University of California, San
Diego.

The following letter from Mr. Steve

Balkam, the man who has been attempt-
ing to have the enemy flag removed from
the wall of the Physics-Chemistry Build-
ing, to the dean of student affairs at the
University of California, San Diego, re-
counts the high points of this struggle.

I highly recommend the following
story to all my colleagues. It shows that
the righteous indignation of the Amer-
ican citizen is difficult to stem. Mr. Bal-
kam possesses the determination which
has made our Nation what it is today. It
is because of people such as himself that
our flag today stands as a symbol of
freedom. It is tough to keep a free man
down.

The letter follows:

Mar 23, 1971
Dean GeoRGE S. MURPHY, Jr., g
University of California-San Diego,
La Jolla, Calif.

Dear DEaN MurrHY: Nearly a month has
passed since I first queried you about the
display, for over a year, of a facsimile of the
North Vietnam flag on the west wall of Room
# 2101 in the Physles-Chemistry Bullding at
UCSD. It is my belief that certain matters
connected therewith should be clarified and
placed in clear perspective. I am certain that
you will welcome same.

It 18 my sincere hope that you do not
consider me as your adversary. My inability
to talk with you on the telephone during the
past week, coupled with the remarks heard
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on campus, le., “Balkam harrassed Murphy
for a week before removing the flag and deliv-
ering it to the Dean last Monday afternoon,”
causes me some concern, I would far rather
be counted as one of your supporters by
standing strong with you for principles
deeply rooted in our traditional American
heritage.

In the interest of clarity, I reclte the fol-
lowing chronological resume:

April 27: I was shocked to learn that the
North Vietnam flag still hung in its ap-
parent hallowed sanctuary on the west wall
of Room # 2101 of the Physics-Chemistry
Building . . . shocked because I had been er-
roneously informed many months ago that
said flag had been removed. I immediately
went to that office and visited with the re-
search and teaching assistants assigned
therein. After a lengthy conversation with
them, culminating with their strong state-
ment of dedication to the flag of our enemy
and to that for which the Hanol government
stands, I used their telephone and called
Chancellor York's office and your office. As
both Dr. York and yourself were not avail-
able, I advised each of your secretarles as to
where I was and the purpose of my call.

April 28: You and I had a very pleasant
discussion on the telephone in the morning.
You expressed complete surprise to learn
of the enemy flag, inquired as to its exact
location and assured me that it would be re-
moved within the hour., You expressed your
appreciation to me for alerting you to this in-
credible display.

April 29: Noting that the flag still remained
in place, I went to Room # 2101 in mid-
afternoon and took Poloroid pictures of it
and of the anti-American propaganda cover-
ing walls and glass of the entrance doors on
the exterior of the building. I then called on
you in your office and inquired as to the
status of the flag removal. You advised that
it took guite a period of time to accomplish
same and that you were very busy. I then
offered to assist you by going back to Room
#2101, removing the flag, giving a recelpt
for it, and then returning immediately to
your office asking that you would then glve
me a receipt upon delivery. You pleaded with
me not to do so and then positively assured
me that you would call me, “the first thing
tumorrow morning,” advising, ‘“‘mission ac-
complished.”

April 30: No telephone call from you. In
the aftermoon I called your office but could
not reach you. I called the Chancellor's office
to remind the secretary of my previous re-
quest that Dr. York be apprised of my con-
cern, upon his return to the campus on Mon-
day, May 3rd. I was advised that jurisdiction
over matters of this kind was entirely your
responsibility as Dean of Student Affairs, as
well as that of Vice Chancellor.

May 3: The 3’ x 5' Hanol flag remained on
display. I went directly to Room #2101, the
only occupant at the time being John Dob-
son, who yelled at me, stating that I had
no right to enter. I walked right thru the
office to the flag, removed it and offered a
sign receipt to him which he refused, scream-
ing that he would call the police. I suggested
that he use the telephone to do so. While
he was pleading with the operator to get the
police, claiming an urgent emergency, I
placed the receipt on the desk beside him and
requested that he tell the police that I
was proceeding to your office to deliver the
flag to you personally. It was then fortu-
nate that I found you in your office so that
I could hand the flag to you, personnally,
have you sign the receipt, expecting, of
course, that this flag would never be seen
again on the campus. After receiving the flag
and signing the receipt, you then admonished
me for taking such direct action and im-
pressed upon me that you as an administra-
tor were experienced and trained to handle
such matters in the proper academic man-
ner. You asked that I never do such a thing
in the future, I then reminded you of your
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assurance to me, at 10:156 A M., April 28th,
that the flag would be removed “within the
hour,” then that it would be down “first
thing in the morning' on April 30th, and
that this was now May 3rd ... 2:00 P.M. Your
response to this statement was: “Walt a
minute, don't you realize that this flag has
been there for more than a year and I cannot
understand what difference another week or
more makes in getting it removed!"

After delivering the flag to you, I called the
office of the Campus Police and talked to
Sergeant Turner and to Chief Torrens. I
offered to go to their office if they wanted
me for any reason. They assured me that
there was no necessity to appear.

May 12: I was shocked to find that the
bloody North Vietnam flag was back Iin its
prominent location on public property. Un-
able to reach you by telephone, I called Re~
gent Dewitt Higgs and asked if he would be
willing to try to reach you for an explanation
and to ascertain as to whether it could con-
celvably be the same flag which I had de-
livered to you on May 3rd. He agreed and
a call from Mr. Higgs later in the day revealed
that it was the same flag and that you had
felt it right to return to the Hanol Advocates,
as they clamed it to be private property. Mr.
Higgs advised that he had also talked with
Dr. York and with General Counsel,

One of my friends on campus called me
late In the afternoon to advise me of a most
preposterous rumor that was going around
the campus, It essentlially was a story of that
“wild businessman” who tore the “table-
cloth” down from the wall in Room #2101
after he had “harrassed Murphy for a full
week” , ..and .., that perhaps it may prove
to be a blessing for it was that same "wild-
man" who “forced Murphy” to file charges
against Sona All for his tearing up the “toy
American flag” on April 26th in the gymna-
slum, This absurd story continued: “Well,
when Balkam heard this morning that there
was a warrant out for his arrest on the charge
of larcency (removal of red flag), he rushed to
Murphy and on bended knee he pleaded that
he prevail upon the boys (#2101) to with-
draw their larcency charges and, if so, that
he would withdraw his charges against Soni
All, We think that the deal to free All will be
made in the morning.”

May 13: By pure happenstance, as I passed
three students on the campus, I overheard
my name being mentioned so lingered near
them. I heard essentially the same wild story
from these men as that recounted by my
frlend the day before and recited in the
paragraph above.

May 17 to May 21: As your secretary will
confirm, I tried many times to reach you on
the telephone from my office, from the air-
port and from the Capitol in Sacramento
while there last week. My urgent desire to
talk with you this past week concerned the
above rumor. I am sure that you will be as
anxlous as I to set the record straight on this
“deal” purported to have been negotiated by
you in behalf of Soni All (or by whatever
allas now used) and in my behalf. Frankly,
I would be very willing to be a prosecution
witness on the one hand and to defend my-
self on the other.

As it has been impossible to reach you by
telephone, let me make a few remarks:

1. The reported “harrassment of Murphy”
puzzles me for this rumor related to the pe-
riod from April 28th to May 3rd only. During
that time my contacts with you were limited
to three occaslons, as indicated above. How
could any person or persons have dreamed
up the charge of “harrassment” is beyond
my comprehension. Can you possibly explain
1t?

2. After learning that you had returned
the Hanoi flag, I have been at a loss to
understand why you were so positive in your
promises to me on April 28 and 29 that the
wretched flag would be removed at once . . .
and then have nothing happen until I took
it upon myself to do so and deliver it to you.
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3. On May 3 you equated my action to
that of playlng a game. SBir, I have never
been more serious In my life . . , this is no
gamel

4, I do not understand why I did not re-
celve a call from you as you returned the
flag to explain your rationale making it right
to support the advocacy of Hanoi. In our
discussions on April 28 and 29, you fully
agreed with my contention that the North
Vietnam flag must come down at once from
the wall of the property owned by the People
of California, What happened?

Now, that I may set the record straight,
I hereby categorically deny any contempla-
tlon, negotiation or even mention to anyone
of making any “deal” whatsoever relative to
the charges for desecration of our flag on
April 26th. While I realize, as you do, that
such a rumor is completely ridiculous, I feel
I must put it in the record. I request that
you direct a letter to me setting forth your
denial, so that I may have it at hand should
any public mention of it ever be made in
the future.

The respect of the community for the Unl-
versity should be nurtured and not torn
down. However, with such sufferance of sup-
port for North Vietnam is certainly not
winning friends for UCSD. I found very seri-
ous concern exists at the Capitol when in
Sacramento last week.

- It 18 my conviction that the time has come
for a forthright man-to-man meeting . . .
one with every card face up on the table.
The very basic question to which we must
address ourselves is: Must we continue to
coddle and retreat from those who would
destroy us as exemplified by the permissive-
ness extended to the Hanol propogandists?

In order to initiate deliberations on this
vital question, I have set a meeting at 3:00
P.M. on Friday, May 28 at an appropriate lo-
cation on the campus. By coples of this
communication, I invite Chancellor York,
Regent Higgs and Assemblyman Stull of the
B80th Assembly District to join with wus. I
respectfully request a prompt confirmation
of your acceptance of this invitation.

Inasmuch as the deadline has passed for
the introduction of new legislation in the
California Legislature, I am sure that you are
as happy as I to learn that the Miller-Bow
bill was introduced in the U.8. Congress on
May 20, which would make this form of sup-
port for Hanol a Federal crime. It appears to
be directly on target and aimed at our
specific problem of the moment.

I look forward to your prompt response to
this letter.

Respectfully yours,
STEVE BALKAM,

A TRIBUTE TO SENATOR THOMAS
DODD

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 8, 1971

Mr. RODINO. Mr, Speaker, it was with
the deepest sense of sorrow that I
mourned the death of my good friend
Tom Dodd. Senator Dodd devoted nearly
half of his life to public service and to
representing his constituents. I am only
too sad that he was unable to enjoy a
little longer, his leisure and time with
his family,

Though there is little that I can say
that will lessen the profound feeling of
grief over his loss, I sincerely extend my
deepest felt sympathy to his grieving
family and to his friends.
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THE COTTER HEALTH PLAN

HON. WILLIAM R. COTTER

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, last month
I introduced H.R. 8351, the “Comprehen-
sive Health Care Act of 1971.” Since then,
my bill and several other health plans
have been discussed in various health
trade journals and in the general news
media.

At the time of introduction I stated:

Before I outline my proposals, I want to in-
form my colleagues about my general as-
sumption and values.

Pirst, I represent the city of Hartford, the
insurance capital of the Nation. It is esti-
mated that thousands of my constituents are
involved in health insurance. I am not will-
ing to see those jobs shipped to Baltimore,
the home of the Social Security Administra-
tion, until such time as it is shown that
the insurance industry—scrupulously con-
trolled as I will recommend—Is unable to do
the job.

Second, from my position as the Insurance
Commissioner for the State of Connecticut
for 6 years, I have become familiar with the
problems of both quality health care and
public-private health insurance coverage.
Thus, I have studied in detail the strength
and weakness of our health delivery system.

The proposal I am placing before the
House today reflects this experienced study.
I belleve that there must be a partnership
between private industry and government to
assure the highest quallity health care at the
most reasonable cost.

I am pleased that this theme was en-
dorsed by the Hartford Times in a
thoughtful series of editorials which ex-
amined each of the major health plans.
For the benefit of my colleagues who are
studying this very issue, I include the
three Times' editorials:

DELIVERING HEALTH CARE: TO AVOID INFLA-
TION AND INSURE THE NATION'S HEALTH

Inflation has played a major part in the
health-care crisis that now confronts the
United States.

It is a special infiation, two or three times
the cost increase of other goods and services
during the past decade.

It is an inflation based in part on the
age-old concept of supply and demand. De-
mand for health care has risen dramatically.
Our growing afluence; the huge increase in
private health insurance, often as part of
employment fringe benefits; and growing
governmental programs to meet the needs
of aging and the poor, such as Medicare and
Medicald, all have contributed to the rising
demand,

The supply has not kept pace. People are,
in effect, competing for a limited supply of
health care, and prices are “bid up”.

That is not an entire explanation, but it
is an important part.

Equally Important has been our fallure
to reorganize the delivery of health-care
services on a larger scale. Short-sighted in-
surance policles have often encouraged use
of hospitals when walk-in clinies would have
been just as effective and far less costly for
many diagnostic procedures and even minor
operations.

The use of pre-pald health plans has
caught on very slowly. The medical profes-
slon has oversold the importance of the
“personal” doctor-patient relationship. The
values are real, but may be overshadowed,
for many families, by the possibility of hav-
ing total health care—and preventive health
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care—by receiving treatment from doctors
in a group practice.

The medical profession must also accept
some criticlsm for allowing—and in some
cases encouraging—a shortage of trained
personnel to persist. State legislatures have
likewise been slow to beef up our medical
schools.

And we are still exploring ways that nurses
can give some of the care historically re-
served to M.D.s, and roles for other “para-
medical” people.

As we now debate some form of national
health insurance, improving the delivery sys-
tem deserves top priority—Ilest we touch off
& new round of health-care inflation.

The insurance industry's ‘“Health-care”
bill would do this with a broad battery of
incentives: Low-cost loans for medical stu-
dents, payable “in kind” by post-graduate
service in areas of need; grants and loan
guarantees to stimulate walk-in clinics;
more federal muscle to avold duplication of
costly facilities.

Rep. William Cotter (D-Hartford), in his
bill, uses many of the same devices, and
also would create three new medical and
dental “academies”, assoclated with existing
military hospitals, to train people required
to serve in .nedically disadvantaged areas.

Both the Cotter and Healthcare plans, and
the Nixon Administration proposal, would
also set up national minimum standards for
health insurance, an indirect way of en-
couraging pre-paid plans and reorganiza-
tion of our health care systems.

These are important steps toward overall
solution. Other aspects—financing health
care, and the role of the federal govern-
ment—will be discussed in subsequent
editorials.

PRIVATE HEALTH INSURANCE: EVERYBODY CAN
BE COVERED

Most Americans now have some kind of
health insurance.

It is not, for most people, enough. In very
few cases do insurance plans cover dental
care, mental health services, most *“out-
patient” care or the pre-paid health care
plans where a group of doctors, in team prac-
tice, can focus on preventive medicine.

But all those improvements in private
health insurance are coming.

They will not come free. Insurance pre-
miums will elimb to meet the new costs—al-
though as an editorial yesterday pointed out,
an improved health-delivery system may be
able dramatically to Improve care at a rela-
tively small increase in cost.

Much of the additional cost—both for new,
insurance coverage, and for the many who
now have only nominal insurance plans—will
be met by employers through group plans.
That will be an indirect cost—but very real—
to the employee; it 1s money that might
otherwise go into the pay envelope. It is also
a cost that will be passed along to consumers
in higher prices.

That leaves two major groups without cov-
erage, The poor simply cannot afford private
health insurance, and often can't afford
medical care unless they already receive pub-
lic assistance.

Others, the near-poor, don’t work for com-
panies with group plans, or else must pay the
major share of such plans. Many feel they
must gamble that they won't get sick, rather
than paying in advance for care they may
not need.

These are important groups to bring
within the health-insurance system.

But they can be covered without abandon-
ing the extenslive private system that now
exists—without going all the way to Senator
Kennedy's AFL-CIO backed national health
insurance.

The insurance industry’s health-care plan,
the Cotter plan, and the Nixon Administra-
tion proposal would all bring private health
insurance to the poor (and also uninsurable
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risks) under a state-by-state, federally-sub-
sidized program.

The Administration would require employ-
ers to provide group insurance, thus provid-
ing wholly-private insurance to the work-
ing poor. The Cotter and Healthcare plans
would encourage employer plans through
tax-reduction regulations.

The difference may be vital. Congress must
do everything possible to provide universal
coverage, The incentives for employer-paid
group insurance, and the economic levels at
which families will qualify for federally-
subsidized insurance, deserve the most care-
ful attention in the Congress.

HeALTH  CARE: “SOCIALIZED
SPUR TO A BETTER INSURANCE

FINANCING
MEDICINE"
PLAN
The United States is on the verge of adopt-

ing a national health insurance plan: One

that will guarantee really comprehensive cov-
erage for everyone.

Politicians will be tempted to stall a de-
cision past the next election; promises can be
more alluring than realities.

But the national interest demands action
during the 92d Congress.

The nation owes an enormous debt to the
labor-based coalition, begun by the late
Walter P. Reuther, that began a major drive
nearly two years ago for a federally-financed,
federally-operated health insurance plan.

Labor’s bill is not the one that deserves
passage. But without labor's insistence, the
alternatives now available would not have
evolved.

At the time the labor drive began, no one
was seriously talking about solving the
health-care crisis in anything less than a
decade. The then-new Nixon Administration
did not have a program—and in fact still
does not have a detailed plece of legislation.

The principal alternative then being talked
about was the American Medical associa-
tion's "Medicredit” plan. One of today's
most promising approaches, the insurance
industry's “Healthcare” plan, was still in the
early “think" stage.

Since then, the insurance industry and
far-sighted legislators have developed a pro-
gram—or several programs, with minor vari-
ations but much in common—that can radi-
cally improve the nation's health without
scrapping our private health insurance sys-
tem.

There is self-interest in this approach, of
course. No Hartford insurance executive (or
clerk-typist) wants to see the nation’s health
insurance, involving tens of thousands of
jobs, moved from Hartford and other cities
to be administered by a new federal-bu-
reaucracy complex near Washington.

But more is involved than simply a paro-
chial insistence on keeping jobs in Hartford.

The greatest failing of the Kennedy-Grif-
fith bill that has evolved from the Reuther
committee is, ironically, its regressive fund-
ing.

It would have the federal government take
over virtually the entire cost of health care,
and would fund half of that staggering cost
from payroll taxes (Social Security), the
most regressive instrument in the arsenal of
taxing devices. The other half of the fund-
ing would come from general revenues.

Even were & more progressive tax base in
prospect, there is a strong argument for
avolding federalized health care: It would
inevitably postpone the nation’s willingness
to tackle other pressing social problems.
Each of us would pay so much more in taxes
than we now do (even though we would
save on private health-care costs) that we
would resist further taxation for other pri-
ority needs.

Federalized medicine would also be less
flexible than health care pald through g
public-private insurance partnership, There
is validity in the insurance industry’s argu-
ment that we should encourage a variety of
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systems for delivering health care, and use
federal minimum insurance standards as a
“floor” upon which new approaches can be
built.

“Socialized medicine,” as embodied in the
Kennedy-QGriffith bill, is still anathema to
many Americans.

But many of the soundest elements in the
“socialized medicine” concept have now
been embodied in the private-enterprise al-
ternatives. In the two years since the Reu-
ther drive began, American business has de-
veloped an approach that seems—on wholly
pragmatic grounds—better.

With thoughtful analysis, and modifica-
tion where necessary, the private insurance
approach deserves the support of the 92d
Congress—and of the nation.

RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES

HON. J. J. PICKLE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-
day, June 7, I was pleased to be joined
by over 50 of my distinguished colleagues
to discuss the prospects and problems of
our rural electric cooperatives. I had
hoped to have a full airing of the situa-
tion facing many of our cooperatives
across the land, and I think that objec-
tive was fully achieved. I thank all those
who participated in this discussion.

Mr. Speaker, the general manager of
one of my own cooperatives has written
me a letter which ably sets out once again
many of the points which we discussed
Monday. This is a description of how
it is coming straight from the “horse’s
mouth,” as the saying goes. I would like
to reprint that letter at this time to add
to Monday's discussion of our rural co-
operatives.

The letter follows:

BLUEBONNETT ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE, INC.,
Giddings, Tex., June 3, 1971,

Hon. J. J. PICKLE,

Congressman of the 10th District, Texas, 231
Cannon House Office Building, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeARr ConGrESsMAN: I certainly enjoyed our
recent visit and conversation concerning our
Cooperative. I sincerely appreciated the op-
portunity to discuss with you a few of our
problems, In fact, I would like to pursue the
matter a bit further and list briefly some
of the problem areas that I might have over-
looked in earlier discussion and correspond-
ence.

In my opinion, in order to clearly under-
stand our basic problem, we need to look
back in time some 30 odd years to the birth
of rural electrification and in particular to
the conception of Bluebonnet Electric Co-
operative.

In the beginning it was the philosophy of
REA to construct as cheaply as possible the
facilities required to serve the rather sparse-
ly settled rural countryside. As a result the
very minimum sizes of conductor and poles
were installed with the distances between
poles sometimes spanning as much as 1000
feet. At this point In time and for the next
10 years these facilities were adequate to
serve the loads of the farmers and ranchers
requiring electrical services. But then the
pleture began to change, many farmers and
ranchers moved out of the country and into
the cities seeking employment and higher
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wages and as a result many of the facilitles

constructed by the cooperatives were left idle

bringing no revenues to assist in amortizing
the investment required to construct the
facilities. At present we have approximately

4100 idle services,

At about this same time those persons re-
maining in the rural areas began to buy ap-
pliances and equipment requiring more power
than our creators had ever dreamed possible.
These new demands required extensive
heavying-up and complete rebuilding of
lines in many instances.

The next big change came in the late
1950's and early 1960's and resulted from
the more prosperous urbanites looking to the
rural areas for weekend retreats, recreation,
and retirement homes. It is a bit ironic, but
one might be led to believe that the rural
area is shouldering much of the burden in
solving some of the problems confronting
our citles today.

Now to the future. Congressman, if one
can rely upon the projectlons made by our
Engineers and by the industry in general the
future growth and demands on the electrical
industry is so awesome, it staggers one’s
imagination.

We have just completed a comprehensive
10 year financial forecast, based on pro-
jected growth which indicates that by 1980,
our small rural system will need to supply
more than double the present loading which
will require an investment in plant of more
than $10,000,000.00. The forecast also in-
dicates that the year 1980 will see this
Cooperative paying as much for purchased
power as our total revenue will be for the
year 1971. The projection further shows that
in the very near future we will be required to
construct costly transmission lines and sub-
stations with capacities of 138 thousand volts.

Another major and costly problem is that
of obtaining the necessary right of way on
which to construct these transmission lines
and substations.

In short, there seems to be no end to our
future growth rate and I suppose when one
examines the nation's population growth it
would naturally follow that the cities can
only provide for a limited number and the
balance out of necessity will have to spill
over to the rural areas. To point this out, I
recently learned that over 75% of all the
land transactions in Washington County
were made by residents of Harris County.
It appears to me that our metropolitan Con-
gressman have a larger stake in our welfare
than they might now realize. In fact, a very
large share of the problems we now face are
being brought on by nomads from the cities.

Congressman, there are two major in-
gredients needed to meet our future needs
and as you might suspect, they are time and
money. Congress can exercise little control
over the time element but they do exercise
complete control over the money that is ap-
propriated annually for rural electrification.
I sincerely hope that somehow, someway, we
will be able to convey to Congress this very
real need for adequate construction funds in
order to meet our current and future de-
mands, Time is of the essence.

Thank you again for taking the time to
listen to our problems and attempting to
help in arriving at some of the solutions.

Best Regards, Bluebonnet Electric Coop-
erative, Inc.

HENRY UMSCHEID,
General Manager.
BLUEBONNET ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE, INC.,
Giddings, Tex., June 3, 1971.

Hon, J. J, PICKLE,

Congressman of the 10th District, Tezxas,
Cannon House Office Building, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear Jaxe: Below are a few statistics that
might be of interest.
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Member
increase

Number of

Month and year members

December 1964 .

December 1965. == y 463
December 1966, .......... .

December 1967_..

December 1969. ..
December 1970

[ | e e

Our April member count was 19,737.

We currently have in service 6,386 miles of
line averaging 3.10 members per mile.

Our current plant value as of December,
1970 is $17,409,327.00,

Should you like further information,
please let me know.

Best regards, Bluebonnet Electric Coopera-
tive, Inc.

HeENrRY UMSCHEID,
General Mananer.

FREE WORLD FLAGSHIPS IN
NORTH VIETNAM, 1971

HON. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
during May there was a total of four
vessels of non-Communist registry, all
flying the British flag, arriving in North
Vietnam, according to information made
available to me by the Department of
Defense. For the first 5 months of 1971
this amounts to a total of 25 such ar-
rivals involving 13 ships under British or
Somali Republic registry, which com-
pares favorably to the 32 arrivals during
January to May 1970 and to the 49 arriv-
als during the same period in 1969,

These figures are encouraging, indeed,
and show the considerable progress that
has been achieved in drying up sources
of aid and comfort to the militaristic
Communist regime in Hanoi. I commend
the administration for its good mark and
urge that a maximum effort continue
until this traffic which supports Com-
munist aggression through Indochina is
completely choked off. Furthermore,
while the British-flag vessels are al-
legedly owned and controlled by Red Chi-
nese interests based in Hong Kong, I re-
iterate that it is time for the British
Government to take new and effective
measures to put an end to this flagrant
abuse of their Union Jack which has
become a cloak and passport for this
trade in tyranny.

The statistics follow:

FREE WORLD FLAG SHIPS IN NORTH VIETNAM 1971

United

Kingdom Somali Total

January
February. .
March..
April_
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AIRCRAFT NOISE ABATEMENT AT
J.F. K. INTERNATIONAL ATRPORT

HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 14, 1971

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, on Monday,
June 7, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and the Department
of Transportation released the first of a
series of four studies of aircraft noise
and’its abatement.

The report, ‘“Metropolitan Aircraft
Noise Abatement Policy Study, John F.
Kennedy International Airport,” was
prepared by the Tri-State Transporta-
tion Commission of New York under a
research contract jointly funded by HUD
and DOT. Other airport studies are being
conducted to cover O’Hare International
Airport, Chicago; Bradley International
Airport, Hartford, Conn.; and Cape Ken-
nedy Regional Airport, Melbourne, Fla.

These studies are designed to prepare
recommendations for reducing aircraft
noise problems in the affected communi-
ties. When completed, the four studies
will be summarized for use in other air-
port impact situations. An airport en-
virons planning manual will also be pre-
pared for distribution to local officials
and planning agencies.

The Tri-State Transportation Com-
mission’s study outlines a series of steps
to deal with the tremendous aircraft
noise problem near John F. Kennedy Air-
port. While cautioning that none of these
steps alone would stop the noise, and
that carrying out each to its fullest ex-
tent would be difficult, the study recom-
mended that a start be made on such
actions as:

Installing noise mufflers on commercial
aircraft engines as possible.

Rapid development of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration’s
“quiet engine’ for use in commercial air-
craft.

Coordinating zoning to halt further
residential construction or to acquire out-
right land near the noisiest areas of the
airport.

Amplifying the State building code to
require soundproofing in affected areas
of new residences, schools, hospitals, and
publicly assisted housing projects.

Offering financial incentives to owners
of existing structures to soundproof their
property.

The Tri-State Transportation Com-
mission was assisted in this study by the
New York City Planning Commission,
the Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning
Board, and the Port of New York Au-
thority, among other agencies.

Hopefully, the appropriate agencies
will give full consideration to their rec-
ommendations. The hazards of aircraft
noise can no longer be tolerated.

At this point I am including the “Met-
ropolitan Aircraft Noise Abatement Pol-
icy Study for John F. Kennedy Interna-
tional Airport.” I commend it to the at-
tention of my colleagues.
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METROPOLITAN AIRCRAFT NOISE ABATEMENT
PoLicy Stupy, JoHN F. EENNEDY INTER-
NATIONAL AIRPORT

PREFACE

The research and studles forming the basis
of this report were conducted pursuant to
a contract with the U.S, Department of
Housing and Urban Development. The report
is official government property and may not
be published or reproduced (in toto, in ver-
batim excerpt, or in form approximating
either of these) as an unofficial paper or
article, without the express approval of the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment.

TRI-STATE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

The Tri-State Transportation Commission,
an inter-state planning agency, defines and
seeks solutions to immediate and long-range
transportation, land use and comprehensive
planning problems of the New York metro-
politan reglon covering 22 countles in New
York and New Jersey and six planning re-
gions in southwest Connecticut.

Established by legislative action on the
states of Connecticut, New Jersey and New
York in 1965, the Commission succeeds the
Tri-State Transportation Committee formed
by the governments of these states In 1961.

Designated by the federal government as
the official planning agency for the Tri-State
Reglon, the Commission is also a central
supporting resource for subregional and lo-
cal planning. It provides assistance in solv-
ing problems that spread beyond local jur-
isdictional control. It also encourages cO-
ordination among all agencles charged with
an interest in planning or providing trans-
portation and other federally aided facili-
ties within the Tri-State Reglon.

The three states and the federal govern-
ment finance the work of the Commission.
Federal funds come from highway planning
and mass transportation grants provided by
the Department of Transportation, and also
from planning grants provided by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment.

Commissioners representing the three
states are appointed by the governors in
accordance with the laws of thelr respective
states. Federal representatives are appointed
by the appropriate officer holding such au-
thority within the Executive branch.

THE COMMISSION MEMEBERS

John C. Kohl, Chairman, Commissioner,
Department of Transportation, State of New
Jersey.

D. David Brandon, Vice-Chairman, Direc-
tor, Office of Planning Coordination, State
of New York.

Frank M. Reinhold, Vice-Chairman, Chair-
man, Connecticut Transportation Authority.

Donald H. Elliott, Secretary, Chairman,
New York City Planning Commission.

Charles J. Urstadt, Past Chairman, Com-
missioner, Division of Housing and Commu-
nity Renewal, State of New York.

Frank A. Carbolne, Chief, Airports Division,
Eastern Reglon, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, U. S. Department of Transportation.

George J. Conkling, Commissioner, De-
partment of Transportation, State of Con-
necticut.

Michael N. Danielson, Professor, Woodrow
Wilson School of Public and International
Affairs, Princeton University.

Louls I. Gladstone, State Comptroller,
State of Connecticut.

S. Willilam Green, Reglonal Administrator,
U. 8. Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

Harlan H. Griswold, Chairman, Connecti-
cut Development Commission.

Edmund T. Hume, Commissioner, Depart-
ment of Community Affairs, State of New
Jersey.

June 14, 1971

Gerald D. Love, Reglional Federal Highway
Administrator, U. 8. Department of Trans=
portation.

Theodore W. Parker, Commissioner, De-
partment of Transportation, State of New
York.

William J. Ronan, Chairman, Metropolitan
Transportation Authority.

Frank N. Zullo, Mayor of Norwalk, State
of Connecticut.

J. Douglas Carroll, Jr., Executive Director.

Richard 8. DeTurk, Deputy Executive Di-
rector.

TRI-STATE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

100 Church Street, New York, N. Y. 10007
(212) 433-4200.

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The Tri-State Transportation Commission,
under contract to the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), has
prepared this report as part of the Metropoli-
tan Aircraft Noise Abatement Pollcy Studies
(MANAPS) at four airports in different cities,
This report considers alternative measures, or
combinations of measures, to provide relief
from alrcraft nolse in affected communities
around John F. Kennedy International Air-
port, and offers recommendations for reduc-
ing aircraft-noise problems.

The Commission studied present land use,
local development policies and codes, sound
insulations of structures, redevelopment, fu-
ture land-use alternatives, legal aspects and
airport operations. Alternative methods of re-
ducing noise at the source were furnished by
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA),
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT).
Costs are estimated for the alternative proce-
dures considered.

In carrying out this study, the Commission
has been guided by a technical advisory com-
mittee, Its members are listed at the bottom
of this page.

The project manager for HUD was Rich-
ard H. Broun, acting director, Environmental
Planning Division (Washington, D.C.), and,
for Tri-State, Richard 8. DeTurk, deputy ex-
ecutive director.

Arthur Kunz, planning coordinator, Nas-
sau-Suffolk Regional Planning Board.

Ernest Hacker, principal planner, New York
City Planning Commission.

Albert H. Odell, assistant chief, Aviation
Technical Services Division, Port of New York
Authority.

Louis DeRose, chief, Airports Planning
Branch, regional office, Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration,

Howard 8. Quinn, director, New York City
Office, New York State Office of Planning Co~
ordination.

Roland K. Alexander, air safety consultant,
New York State Department of Transporta-
tion,

Sheldon Gilbert, planning specialist, re-
gional office, Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development.

Background and limitations of the study

MANAPS, which is jointly funded by HUD
and DOT, is beilng developed under the
auspices of the Land Use/Airports Panel of
the Interagency Alrcraft Noise Abatement
Program (of which HUD is chairman), which
will study the causes, growth trends and the
soclal and economic impact of aircraft-noise
exposure on people and communities, The
needs of those in the airport environs are
to be examined in relation to airport needs
and development. One major objective of the
MANAPS program is to provide a methodol-
ogy for evaluating nolse exposure situations
in other airport areas as well as providing rec-
ommendations that are applicable at other
locations.

Because of the nature of the John F. Een-
nedy (JFK) Airport, and its vicinity, the
MANAPS project as outlined by HUD em-
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phasized remedial rather than preventive
measures, HUD indicated the areas to be
studied, set forth the study procedures and
work elements, and provided the Commission
with five alternative Nolse Exposure Forecast
(NEF) contour areas, based on varying air-
craft operating assumptions, in which “on-
the-ground” effects of alternate flight path
and related operating procedures are ex-
amined. The NEF contours were prepared by
Bolt, Beranek and Newman, under contract
to the Department of Transportation. Other
alrports In the New York Metropolitan area
and their affect on alr traffic at JFK are not
a part of this study.

History of JFK International Airport

In 1942, the City of New York started con-
struction of an on 1100 acres of the
former Idlewild Golf Course and a filled tidal
marsh., The site was In southeast Queens
County, about 16 miles from midtown Man-
hattan, The project was expanded to en-
compass over 4000 acres, but never com-
pleted by the city. In 1947, the Port of New
York Authority (PONYA) signed a long-term
lease with the city for Idlewild rt. The
PONYA commenced a construction program
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to complete and make subsequent improve-
ments to the airport. In July 19848, Idlewild,
or New York International Alrport, opened to
domestic and forelgn commercial airline
service.

Alreraft movements grew from 5000 in 1948
to 431,600 in 1968, Bimilarly, revenue pas-
sengers using the airport grew from 62,000 in
1948 to 18,600,000 in 1968. To meet this
growth, the PONYA in February of 1856
began construction of a 6565-acre terminal
city. The terminal site 1s presently being ex-
panded to 840 acres. In 1966, the alrport Air
Cargo Center opened on an B80-acre site,
which has since doubled in size, for the han-
dling of alr freight. In December 1963, the
alrport was rededicated as the John F. Een-
nedy International Airport.

The alrport today represents an invest-
ment by the city of $60 million and subse-
quently by the PONYA of about $485.56 mil-
lHon. It employs nearly 42,000 persons with
an annual payroll of $480 million. Construc-
tion underway or planned will cost about
$660 million, nearly $300 million of which
will be spent In the terminal area alone. A
rapid-transit link to the Manhattan busi-
ness district is planned for the future.

TABLE 1.—1968 NOISE EXPOSURE FORECAST CONTOURS !
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CHAPTER 2. SUMMARY FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Ezisting land use

Examination of existing conditions shows
that 65 square miles of land are significantly
affected by aircraft noise from JFEK airport,
as defined by sound-level criteria of the
Federal Aviatlon Administration. Within
these 55 square miles stand 87,000 struc-
turés and accompanying land worth about
$7.0 billion In real-estate market value.
Within these bulldings live approximately
550,000 people. Although these figures are
taken from a 1963 survey, changes between
then and 1970 have followed past patterns
and do not significantly alter our general
findings.

‘While we are thus faced with a heavily
bulld-up community, not a newly developing
area, it is significant that 11 square miles
of developable land, or one fifth of the total,
are vacant.

Considerable additional area under the
noise contour is unoccupled swamp and
water, but most of it is protected against
future development by conservation regula-
tions,

40 NEF Total

Total land area:
Square miles
Square feet.
Vacant land area:
Square miles..
Square feet
Residential land area:
Square miles ... .. ... ......
Square feet

38.25

1, 066, 405, 000
8. 49

236,924, 100

10. 39
289,778, 600

Nonresidential land area:
Square miles
Square feet__

Numhsr of residents. .

Number of structures,freside )

17.19 55,44
479,309,300 1,545,714, 300

19. 35
539, 702, 300
485, 659

12,14
338,497,700
66, 016
72,111 12,918

2,59 11.09
72, 442, 600 309, 366, 700

of s
Value of prnparty

2.45 12.84
68, 369, 400 358, 147, 600

9,901 1,856 11,757
$5,160,176,648 $1,814,633,475  $6,974,810, 123

1 Noise exposure forecast is a

the Federal Aviation Administration, that is generally used to m
noise and volume of air traffic. 30 NEF corresponds to a range of 84 to 105 PNdB, while 40 NEF

Ezxpected growth to 1975

Since 1963 construction continues on land
near the alrport and in Jamaica Bay, both
in New York City and in Nassau County.
These locations have been avolded in the
past, partly because of aircraft noise, marshy
solls and Iinaccessibility. City and country
planning agencies estimate that the popu-
lation in the noise-affected area will grow
from 550,000 in 1963 to 680,000 by 1875, an
increase of 24 percent. This land develop-
ment has occurred and is now occurring in
spite of the aircraft noise because: (a)
there is a shortage of alternative land sites
near Manhattan, (b) there is a demand by
many for housing near the alrport and (c)
the network of roads has improved the ac-
cess of many nearby sites. Of the 42,000
people employed at the airport, 3020 (7 per-
cent) live in the noisy area.

Despite a long history of zoning and plan-
ning for orderly land development, no gov-
ernment agency with jurisdiction over the
JFE environs has been able to achieve de-
velopment that s compatible with alreraft
noise.

Ezisting aircraft operations

All reasonable controls have been applied
to airport operations at JFK for lessening
the effects of alrcraft nolse on surrounding
land in takeoffs, landing and ground opera-
tions. These procedures have reduced peak
operations an estimated 5-to-10 percemt.

Runway 4R-22L' is used primarily for
landings under Instrument Flight Rules
(I'R) requiring straight flight patterns. Par-
allel to it, runway 4L-22R is used primarily

1 Runway titles designate direction. Here
for example, 4R-224, equals 040 degrees right,
and its reverse, 220 degrees left, for the air-
craft pilot's right or left and compass bear-
ings based on 360 degrees.

 Bolt, Beranek & Newman for

icate intensity and frequency of  ceived noise deci

for takeoffs, and its use incorporates curved
flight paths for departures to the northeast
to avold conflict with other airports and for
noise abatement. For operations that affect
the area southeast of the airport, landings
are predominantly on Runway 31R and fol-
low virtually a straight line; departures are
predominantly on 18R and follow varlous
headings, depending on their destinations.
Landing and takeoff operations affecting the
area northwest of the alrport, with few ex-
ceptlons, follow curved flight paths over the
Shore Parkway and Jamaica Bay for nolse
abatement and to avold conflict with traffic
at other airports. Nolse complaints reflect
these flight patterns, as expected.

When weather and air traffic permit, visual
approaches are conducted to parallel run-
ways resulting in a dispersal of noise rather
than concentrating approaches on a single
runway. Also, Runway 22L is used for ar-
rivals in combination with the approaches
to Runway 13L and 13R during certain times
of the day and weather conditions, which
further disperses aircraft noise.

FUTURE OPERATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

The extent of aircraft noise on the lands
around JFK Airport could be reduced sub-
stantially by altering alrcraft engines. Four
alternative sets of conditions in the form of
Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) contours fur-
nished by the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion (FAA) {llustrate the possibilities. For
comparison, & map of 1975 nolse contours is
shown based on best estimates of aircraft ex-
pected to be in operation at that time and
on flight volumes and time schedules also
projected to 1975. The 19756 maps are not
strictly comparable to the 19656 operations
map due to differences in time base (peak-
hour trafic for 1965 versus average-day traffic
for 1975), recent FAA restrictions on total
traffic and larger capacity aircraft expected to
be in operation by 1875, but all 1975 maps

includes the range of 99 to 115 PNdB. In a broad sense for comparison purposes, in terms of per-
g'tuels traffic noise at a distance of 50 feet from a highway may range on an average
from 75 to 100 PNdB, assuming that vehicles have been provided with adequate muffling devices,

are comparable. If aircraft engines remained
unchanged (zero retrofit) but takeoff and
landing procedures were changed to require
power cutback soon after take-off and steep
glide angle late in landing, the extent of
noise-affected lands would not be reduced
measurably. However, if in addition to re-
vised takeoff and landing procedures, engine
nacelles were lined for maximum sound ab=
sorption, the extent of noise-affected lands
would be reduced 33 percent, affecting 38
percent fewer persons, based on noise con-
tours furnished by the FAA, This could be
completely by 1975 if started now. If new
alrcraft were equipped with a “quiet engine,”
presently in the experimental stage at the
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tratlon (NASA), (and revised takeoff and
landing procedures used), the noise-contour
area might be reduced as much as 40 percent
affecting 45 percent fewer persons. Although
an effective date for the NASA engine 1s well
beyond 1875, the study of such an alterna-
tive is pertinent in view of its eventual va-
lidity. The nacelle-treatment and quiet-en-
gine alternatives include the application of
these operational procedures.

Costs of compatible land use

Modification of the aircraft fleet and op-
erating procedures would begin to bring a
solution to the noise problem at JFK within
the realm of practical consideration. Without
engine modification the total cost of land
treatment at JFK would be prohibitive, as
the following estimates show:

A. To take all the measures necessary to
achieve ldeal standards for compatible land
use recommended by Bolt, Beranek and New-
man (BB&N) to the FAA would cost approx-
imately $1.2 billion, if current trends of air-
craft activity are continued to 1975. (See
compatible land-use table.) This includes
$0.6 billion for redevelopment—acquisition
and demolition of residences, schools and
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hospitals in the noisiest location (40 NEF)—
and $0.5 billion for sound insulation of res-
idences, schools and hospitals in less noisy
areas (30 NEF). Moreover, approximately
50,000 people would be displaced from their
homes—ten times the largest urban renewal
project ever undertaken. And finally, all the
anticipated industrial development in Brook-
lyn, Queens and Nassau for the next 20 years
would not be enough to use the acreage
made available,

B. If commercial aircraft engines were ret-
rofitted with “noise-mufflers,” however, the
cost of treating affected land areas would
be much less-30.6 billion instead of $1.2
billion. The number of people to be relocated
is reduced to about 17,000. Even these costs,
in dollars and human disruption, are too
high; but they begin to suggest a possible im-
provement in compatibility between the air-
port and its neighbors.

C. If NASA’'s "quiet engine” became opera-
tional and were installed on new commercial
aircraft, still further reductions in cost and
population relocation would be possible—3$0.4
billion and 12,000 people.

TABLE 2.—COSTS AND OTHER ELEMENTS

(Resulting from a comprehensive application of Bolt, Beranek
and Newman guidelines for land-use control in noise-affected
zones. Source is the Tri-State 1963 land-use inventory, unless
noted otherwise)

[Dollars in millions]

1975
base- Lined

Quiet
line nacelles

engines

COSTS

Vacant land acquisition (40 NEF). _.
Total redevelopment (40 NEF)
Acquisition
Land
Buildings
Relocation. ..
Demaolition
Administration_ .
Total sound insulation (30 NEF)
Existing structures_ .
Future, on vacant land
Total cost
Proceeds from sale of land. ..

§136 $45
560 230

OTHER ELEMENTS
People to be relocated (40 NEF):
Population 1963
Households 1963_. ..
Total structures to be demolished
(40 NEF;

50,090 16, 766
-- 12,270 5,781

3,739
Residential buildings 10 407 3,670
Hotels, motels. i i 1 i
Schools and churches. ..~ 64 18
Health facilities..____ 3 2
Offices and utherpubl:c buildings. 383 47
Theaters, auditoriums 2 1

Land for nolse-compahh1e uses
40 NEF):

Industry and commerce (acres). .. 920 877 740
Parks and open space (acres). ... 1,932 0 [i]

Since it may not be possible to take all the
measures recommended by BB&N for com-
patible land use, it may be constructive to
establish a set of priorities for doing what
can be done at a reasonable cost short of a
more nearly ldeal solution. For example:

A. Spot redevelopment of residential uses
could be undertaken initially in blocks just
off the end of each runway where noise levels
are most extreme.
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B. Where public improvements are pro-
grammed in noisy areas they could be tied in
with noise-abatement measures.

C. Existing residences could be sound-
proofed, even in very noisy locations, rather
than demolished.

D. Land-control programs could be keyed
to the most optimistic noise contours, rather
than the much larger (and costlier to ac-
commodate) current contours.

E. A further reduction In noise-affected
lands might be achieved by relocating Run-
way 13L-31R at JFK or by limiting it to use
by lighter welght alrcraft in conjunction
with continued use of Runway 13R-31L and
construction of a new Runway 13-31. This
would entail construction in Jamaica Bay,
thereby raising ecological questions. Ex-
amination of such an alternative is outside
the scope of the present study.

Legal aspects of soundproofing

The legal consultants whom we retained
for the purpose of studying the legal im-
plications of compulsory soundproofing
(Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamllton) con-
clude that extensive compulsory soundproof-
ing requirements, at least in the highest noise
areas, affecting such mew privately owned
structures as multiple dwellings, schools and
hospitals and, perhaps, private residences, are
likely to be upheld; but that such require-
ments for eristing privately owned structures
would not be likely to receive judicial sup-
port, except perhaps for multiple dwellings,
schools and hospitals. They also concluded
that such requirements could be enacted
either by the affected municipalities, if state
enabling legislation were made adequate, or
by the state legislature in mandatory or op-
tional form, but that at JFK state legislation
would appear more promising.

Parts of New York City, the City of Long
Beach, the Town of Hempstead, at least 14
incorporated communities within the Town
of Hempstead, plus the Town of North
Hempstead and two incorporated com-
munities within that town are embraced
within or are very near to the high-noise
areas as defined for this report.

This fragmentation of jurisdictions is the
major legal woarrier to making required
soundproofing in the high-noise areas effec-
tive at least on any consistent basis. The
Port of New York Authority has no power to
impose soundproofing requirements outside
the boundaries of JFK and Nassau County
has no such powers. However each of these
20 municlpalities in the high-noise areas is
autonomous in its power to zone and to
adopt building codes. Meaningful and con-
sist soundproofing measures for example, at
end of each runway, would thus almost sure-
ly require state legislation.

Theoretically, with the approval of the
state legislature, the local governmental
units involved could adopt parallel legisla-
tion or even agree on a common compulsory
soundproofing program. As a practical mat-
ter, however, their social, political and busi-
ness orientations are likely to differ to such
an extent that such action would not be
probable. State legislation might take the
form of either (1) a supervening compulsory
soundproofing law, or (2) a law that would
call for state intervention in any local gov-
ernment jurisdiction that did not meet

TABLE 5.—COSTS OF INTRODUCING BACKGROUND NOISE
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specified standards by a certain time, or (3)
provision of incentive financial help only to
those units of government that met specific
standards.
Engineering Aspects of Soundproofing

Our acoustical consultants (Goodfriend-
Ostergaard Assoclates) feel that the sound-
reducing constructions and their incremental
cost per square foot of occupied floor area
of the various bullding types, as stated in
the design summary sheets, provide a feasible
and applicable approach in attaining suitable
noise reduction from alreraft noise in the
30 and 40 NEF zones in the vicinity of John
F. EKennedy International Airport.

TABLE 3.—INSULATION INCREMENTAL COST (SQUARE FEET)

New
40 NEF

Existing
30 NEF 40 NEF 30 NEF

Residential:
Single family house.
Highrise_ - .. ...
Row houses.
Cummarual

wwll
gBE
gan‘.’-
wewid
g8x

888388885

Offices: public huildlng.. i
Schools and hospitals
Churches

Threatres and auditoriums.
Industrial... ..

ZE8BB8888

233882888

PRNREEWEEN
sapwwomme a5
B atatadadadatal el
D

SESLELEER

1 Not available.

Applying these unit costs to existing
structures in the contour areas shows the
following total costs:

TABLE 4.—TOTAL INSULATION COSTS

30 NEF

1975 baseline:
Residential ... ____
Schools, hospitals, churches. .
Commercial 3?, 245, 250
Quiet engine:
Residential 172, 443, 285
Schools, hospitals, churches_. 18, 395, 400
Commercial 12, 656, 250

Lined nacelles:
Residential.... ... 195, 962, 130
Schools, h 19, 664, 400

. 347,750

. $356, 491, 800
35, 250, 600

17, 192, 260
2,230,200
870, 400

Commercial

The consultant points that an alternative
means of reducing intruding aircraft noise
levels 1s available—by introducing a homo-
geneous background noise. This acoustical
principle of “softening” unwanted noise has
been used successfully in commercial build-
ings and is more practical than sound-re-
ducing constructions. However, acceptance
of this concept in residences is untested.

The electronic background-noise system
consists of commercially available compo-
nents, specifically, a power amplifier, ap-
proved nolse generator and loudspeakers.

The estimated cost of this system, includ-
ing installation, is based on the purchase
price of the ele