














“Very little has been done to abate aviation
noise, despite all the furor about it...”

Continued from page 3

For instance the 707's and the DC-
8s now flying are ten to 12 decibels
noisier than the 1969 standard for new
aircraft, which itself is way out of date.
These aircraft are contributing a great
deal to the noise around our airports,

and our airport proprietors today are’

being sued for hundreds of millions of
dollars because of noise, and these suits
represent only the tip of the iceberg.
The $1! billion, in our opinion, would be
well spent because it will solve a
substantial portion of this problem.

Q: Is a major reduction in aviation
noise dependent upon the development
of the new, superquiet jets?

A: Definitely not. We believe the FAA
can promulgate standards today to re-
quire the production of quieter aircraft
with technology which is already
known.

Secondly, there are steps which the
airport proprietors can take to reduce
noise very effectively. Let me give you
an example:

The Oakland Airport is one of the
pilot projects for our airport planning
program. We went out to speak to them
about their doing a plan and looking at
various noise abatement options.

We suggested to them the very sim-
ple idea of moving their noisy aircraft
from the north runway to their south
runway, so that the noisiest aircraft
would be taking off across the bay
instead of over a residential neighbor-
hood.

As simple as that may sound, the
airport proprietor had not considered
doing that in the past, partly, | believe,
because the FAA had told him that he
did not have authority to do anything
about noise. Without even waiting for
the development of an airport plan, the
QOakland Airport authority held a press
conference, and announced they were
moving all their noisy traffic to the
south runway and thereby substantially
abated the noise over the residential
area. We feel that this experience
would be duplicated all over the coun-
try if airports were to develop the
systematic abatement plans recom-
mended by EPA.

Q: Can you comment on the magni-
tude of the hazard that noise poses to
the general public? ls it true that
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approximately 15 million people in the
United Strates are exposed to noise
levels in the workplace which could
result in hearing loss for example?

A: Yes, hearing loss resulting from
exposure to noise is a very widespread
problem; it is an important basis for
claims under Workmen's Compensation
in this country, and we find that people
are not as aware of this problem as you
might expect. Hearing loss has one
similarity to another health problem
with which EPA is grappling—cancer.
Both have long latency periods, which
means that the adverse health effect
often becomes apparent only after a
long period of time. Often, by the time
someone realizes that he is losing his
hearing it may well be too late to do
anything about it.

Q: It has been said that by defining
noise levels on the intensity of sound
only, EPA has ignored other scientific
findings about hearing loss—that the
intermittency of sound and the purity of
tone influence human response as well,
A: These factors were considered in the
levels established in the **Levels Docu-
ment’” and a very thorough analysis of
the scientific data was done in writing
that document.

Of course, we have a great deal yet
to learn about intermittency, and the
influence of tones, and as this informa-
tion is developed we will be revising
our “‘Levels Document™ to incorporate
such new data.

Q: Will the passion of teenagers and
other young people for hi-fi and ampli-
fied rock music, motorcycles, snowmo-
biles, and other gadgets with high noise
potential contribute to an early onset of
hearing loss?

A: Yes, definitely.

Almost no meeting 1 speak to goes
by without someone in the audience
asking me to do something about dis-
cotheque music and stereo headphones.
This is a very unusual kind of problem
for EPA to have to deal with, and we
have not determined whether and how
it would be appropriate for the Federal
government to intervene. However, one
possibility would be providing more
information to people through an educa-
tional program.

Q: What appreciable progress has been
made in controlling noise levels from
heavy equipment?

A: Specifically, we have established
standards for in-use interstate motor
carriers and railroads. We have also
established standards for new heavy
and medium trucks and portable air
compressors, with standards on six ad-
ditional new products, including buses
and motorcycles, coming out in pro-
posed form early next year.

The difficulty we face of course is
that these standards on new products
will not begin to pay off in terms of
making the country quieter until the
new quieter products begin to replace
the older noisier products in larger
numbers.

For this reason, State and local pro-
grams which control the use and opera-
tion of older and noisier products are
essential.

Q: How effective has new jet. engine
technology been in reducing noise?

A: The wide-bodied jets such as the 747
are significantly quieter for their weight
class than the older 707's and DC-8’s.
Unfortunately the economic downturn
in the airline business has slowed the
introduction of these quieter planes into
the commercial fleet.

Remarkably, these noise reductions
are accompanied by improvements in
fuel efficiency for these aircraft. This is
understandable since noise is, in many
cases, an indication of inefficiency.

The new truck regulation which we
promulgated in March of this year will
save the country half a billion dollars a
year because of the fuel efficiencies
brought about by the use of quieter
components.

Q: In lowering industrial noise, which
way should we go? Emphasize engi-
neering controls or individual hearing

protection, requiring workers 10 use

earplugs?

A: Well, generally, we have taken the
position that one should utilize engi-
neering changes and not depend on
individual hearing protectors.

Many people do not like to wear
hearing protectors because they may
become uncomfortable when worn for
long periods of time. In addition, it is
sometimes difficult to get them to fit
correctly. Depending on the job, hear-
ing protectors may interfere with some
peoples’ work, because they may not
be able to hear instructions as well.

The engineering changes, of course,



“New truck regulations...will save the
country half a billion dollars a year. . .”

provide for abatement independently of
any actions by the workers. However,
these changes are more expensive than
hearing protectors, and there is ob-
viously a desire on the part of industry
to substitute individual hearing protec-
tors for engineering controls.

Despite the drawbacks of hearing
protectors, they can be used as an
interim measure until engineering
changes are made. There is no need to
keep exposing workers to hazardous
levels simply because it may take sev-
eral years to get the engineering
changes made.

In the long term, however, we believe
that engineering changes are the most
appropriate way to proceed.

Q: With present and foreseeable tech-
nology, how much quieter can indus-
trial equipment be made in the next ten
years?

A: We do not have a good fix on that.
We do know that it is technically
feasible for most industries to bring the
levels of noise down to at least the 85-
decibel level which we have recom-
mended to the Department of Labor.
Hearing damage will still occur to a
percentage of the population even at
those levels, and so we must continue
to look at the feasibility of reducing
these levels even further in the future.
Q: The 1972 Noise Act gives EPA the
authority to require manufacturers 1o
label products as to their noise generat-
ing characteristics. Does your office
plan to require such labeling?

A: Yes, we do. We see this potentially
as a very effective tool to enable con-
sumers themselves to make the decision
about how noisy the products they buy
should be. There are many products
where the noise created affects primar-
ily the purchaser of the product, and
those products seem particularly suita-
ble for labeling.

Q: How about heavy trucks? Is it
possible to make a significant reduction
in the amount of noise from these
vehicles?

A: Yes. The standards which we set in
March will bring about dramatic im-
provement in these trucks.

The trucks being manufactured today
are producing about 86 decibels and our
standard calls for a reduction to 83
decibels in 1978, and to 80 decibels in
1982.

We believe that it will be possible to
bring these trucks down to about 75
decibels sometime around 1985, al-
though we have not established that
lower level as yet. Should these
changes in levels seem small to you,
keep in mind that decibels are calcu-
lated on a logarithmic basis and three
decibels represents a doubling of the
actual noise energy.

Q: Have these new standards been
Jairly well received by industry?

A: We have been sued by 5 members
of the truck industry concerning these
standards. Only one of the companies,
however, is challenging the actual lev-
els. The rest are concerned about the
testing and enforcement provisions of
the regulation or about certain technical
details.

Q: How does EPA plan to enforce
these truck standards and regulations?
A: The manufacturer of these products
must test a representative number of
his products, and"EPA has the author-
ity to require further testing if we have
reason to believe that his products are
not meeting the standards. The Noise
Enforcement Division has recently es-
tablished a testing facility at Sandusky.
Ohio. which will be a site at which we
can bring these products for testing if
we want to verify that the testing going
on at the manufacturer's facility is
accurate.

Q: Will EPA eventually regulate noise
Jrom motorcycles and recreational vehi-
cles?

A: We have under way now a standard-
setting process on motorcycles and we
hope to have a proposal in the Federal
Register sometime in the early spring of
1977.

We are considering setting standards
on snowmobiles and motorboats. The
snowmobile case is interesting, how-
ever, because a number of States have
already established levels for snowmo-
biles, and the industry has reduced the
noise levels of their product substan-
tially. Whether these levels are low
enough or not is a subject we are now
investigating.

Q: There has been some controversy
about the limit for maximum noise
exposure necessary to protect health
and welfare in the workplace. Can you
comment on this?

A: We have the statutory mandate

under the Noise Control Act to review
regulations of other Federal agencies
and to provide them our comments and
recommendations where we feel that
they are not sufficiently protective of
public health and welfare.

This is what we did in the case of the
Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration standard and as a result
EPA testified extensively at the OSHA
public hearings. These hearings pro-
duced a great deal of new data for
OSHA about the inadequacies of the
90-decibel standards. Essentially, the
85-decibel standard which we proposed
would be about twice as protective of
public health as the 90-decibel one. In
this case, the 85-decibel standard costs
more money, and economic studies are
being done now to see how much more
industry would have to pay.

Q: I understand that all Federally-aided
highway projects must provide for noise
abatement measures. What are they,
and what role is EPA playing in this
area?

A: Major highway projects do have to
have environmental impact statements
written and the Department of Trans-
portation has noise criteria by which
they judge whether the noise produced
by a highway is acceptable or not. The
major noise abatement technique used
by the Department is the building of
barriers along the sides of highways in
order to try to keep the noise away
from surrounding developments. .

Of course, noise abatement is often
most effectively accomplished by plan-
ning for the location of highways in
areas where the noise impact will be
minimal, and we hope to work closely
with the Department of Transportation
to improve this aspect of the noise
abatement program.

Q: Who are the beneficiaries of noise
regulation?

A: The beneficiaries come from all
walks of life. They include the 15
million people exposed to levels which
endanger their hearing in their job; the
13 million people exposed to similar
levels outside of their occupation, such
as snowmobile and motorcycle opera-
tions; the 97 million people potentially
affected by traffic noise; over 30 million
exposed to aviation noise and 36 million
people living in areas impacted by
construction, rail, and industrial noise.m
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BOSTON

time saving

The Connecticut Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection and Region 1
have entered into a coordination agree-
ment for the processing of applications
for Federal funding of municipal waste-
water treatment facilities. The agree-
ment is expected to reduce processing
time and to accelerate the flow of funds
for Connecticut's sewage treatment
construction program.

treatment award

Region | has selected a water pollution
control facility in Sturbridge, Mass., as
the recipient of its **Wastewater Treat-
ment Plant Award.”” Operators at this
secondary treatment plant have
achieved outstanding success in the
removal of pollutants. The award is
designed to recognize the important role
properly operated and maintained treat-
ment plants are playing in the effort to
eliminate water pollution in New Eng-
land.

NEW YORK

dumping deadline

Sewage sludge dumping in the Atlantic

Ocean off New York and New Jersey

must end by December, 1981, under the
terms of dumping permits recently issued
by Region 11 Administrator Gerald M.

Hansler.

Other disposal methods can be put into
practice by that date, Mr. Hansler said,
and the new interim permits require the
applicants to develop specific schedules
for changing over to meet the deadline,

Among the methods that can be used, he
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said, are pyrolysis (heat treatment) and
composting (mixing the sludge with
organic materials and allowing it to
decompose into a harmless soil
improver..} The permits cover New York
City, Yonkers, four municipalities in
Nassau County, Long Island, and six
major sewage authorities and 35 smaller
municipalities in. New Jersey.

Dumping permits covering 93 New
Jersey communities were denied,
because, Mr. Hansler said, alternate
disposal facilities are now available or the
applicant failed to provide information to
Jjustify ocean dumping.

nuclear study

EPA has announced funding of the
second phase of a four-year $425,000
in-depth study of the low level nuclear
waste disposal site at West Valley,
New York. Leakages have been
detected at the site, which is now
closed. The goal of the over-all study is
twofold. In addition to assisting New
York State in determining the health
implications of the West Valley burial
site both as it now exists and for the
future, EPA hopes to use information
gathered by this study to develop
environmentally acceptable criteria and
standards for future burial sites.

(

PHILADELPHIA

dumping slashed

Region 11 has issued a new one-year
Interim Ocean Dumping Permit to the
City of Philadelphia requiring a
substantial reduction in the amount of
sewage sludge to be dumped during the
next year. The permit reduces the
amount of sludge the city can dispose
of in the ocean from 141 million pounds-
to 116 million pounds per year. Further
reductions are required in succeeding
years until 1981 when all dumping is to
end. The city is also being required to
meet a rigorous time schedule for
developing alternate means of sludge
disposal.

pesticide fines

Fines totaling over $16,000 were
recently collected from five pesticide
manufacturing firms for violating the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and
Rodenticide Act. The companies are:
N. Jonas Co., Inc., Philadelphia;

Alcatraz Co., Inc., Richmond, Va.;
Emge Aviation Marine Products, Inc.,
Langhorne, Penn.; Lincoln Industrial
Chemical Co., Reading, Penn., and the
Laco Corp., Baltimore, Md.

iR

ATLANTA

air plans

Six of the eight States in Region [V
have been asked by the Regional Office
to revise portions of their air pollution
control plans to assure the attainment
and maintenance of national air quality
standards. The States were asked to
develop specific additional control
measures. Metropolitan areas which
will be affected by these changes are:
Birmingham, Ala.; Atlanta, Ga.;
Louisville, Ky.; Charlotte, N.C.;
Charleston, S.C.; and Nashville, Tenn.

lead content

The lead content of gasoline supplies in
the capitals of Region IV's eight States
is now being tested. Regional
Administrator Jack Ravan said that
technicians will collect and analyze
nearly 1,000 samples of low-lead
gasoline to insure that lead content does
not exceed Federally established limits.
On Oct. 1, the Regional Office will
resume enforcement of its previously
promulgated regulations for reducing
lead in gasoline as a public health
protection measure. This regulation,
issued in 1973 but tied up in court
challenges until recently, limits the
average amount of lead in gasoline to a
maximum 1.4 grams per gallon in 1976.
The level will be gradually dropped in
succeeding years until a low of .5 grams
is reached by January 1, 1979.

\
CHICAGO

steel plea denied

A motion by U.S. Steel asking for
postponement of the effective date of
an EPA permit requiring the company
to reduce chemical discharges from its
Gary, Ind., plant by July I, 1977, has
been denied. The permit, issued June



25 under the 1972 Amendments to the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
calls for U.S. Steel to cut discharges of
ammonia, cyanide, and phenols to
levels necessary for the improvement
and protection of water quality. The
primary sources of these pollutants are
the blast furnaces and the coke plant.
The Gary Works discharges about 750
million gallons of polluted water each
day to the Grand Calumet River and
Lake Michigan. Regional Administrator
George Alexander said the cleanup
order was the result of a long
administrative proceeding which began
in September, 1974. Efforts to require
U.S. Steel to control its water pollution
at the Gary Works go back to
enforcement conferences held in the
late 1960’s.

/

DALLAS

-

deepwater ports

Regional officials have been reviewing
Coast Guard draft environmental im-
pact statements on the requests for
licenses for two deepwater ports, one
off the shore of Texas and the other in
waters off the Louisiana coast. EPA is
expected to make a recommendation
soon to the Secretary of Transportation
on whether the licenses should be
granted and, if so, under what condi-
tions. The questions being considered
by EPA are whether the proposed
deepwater ports will comply with the
requirements of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act, the Clean Air Act,
the Marine Protection, Research and
Sanctuaries Act and other major envi-
ronmental laws. The proposed ports
would be used to receive large imports
of crude oil from supertankers. The
Texas Seadock port would be located 26
miles south of Freeport, Tex., in about
100 feet of water and would be connected
by pipelines to a shoreside storage
facility. Louisiana's Loop deepwater
terminal would be located approximately
18 miles off the coast in international
waters, from 105 to 115 feet deep.
Despite conservation efforts and search
for alternate fuels, the United States’
dependency on foreign oil is expected to
increase substantially by 1980, thus
requiring improved transportation and
distribution systems to handle the
mounting volume of imported oil.

KANSAS CITY

quiet 1n SIoux city

A noise control ordinance adopted by
Sioux City, lowa, approximately one
year ago has proved effective, city
officials report. Following consultation
with representatives of Englewood,
Colo., Sioux City adopted the first local
noise abatement regulation in lowa.
After the ordinance was adopted, the
police department began an educational
program which included talks to civic
groups, newspaper articles and radio
and TV appearances. The department
also conducted a one-week course to
train its officers in the use of sound
metering equipment. Three District
Court judges were given demonstra-
tions of how the sound metering equip-
ment worked. Before the use of scien-
tific equipment, many of the officers’
noise offense citations were thrown out
of court because judges complained that
the actions were not based upon con-
crete regulation. Recently all persons
arrested for noise violations have paid
fines rather than go to court and the
number of violations has dropped drast-
ically. Education has been the key
factor in the decrease, Sioux City offi-
cials report. Police officials anticipate
passage of a statewide noise pollution

law in lowa.

DENVER

steel company sued

CF1 Steel Corporation of Pueblo.
Colo., has been charged in U.S.
District Court in Denver with violation
of the Federal Clean Air Act. The suit
alleges the corporation’s basic oxygen
furnace and coke plants have violated
Federal particulate emission regulations
since late 1974. The suit notes that
Regional Administrator John Green
issued abatement orders to the
company in 1974, Company officials
have said that their firm is engaged in
an air-quality control program. The
U.S. Attorney’s office has asked the

Federal court to enjoin CFI from
violating or refusing to comply with the
Clean Air Act and to require the
corporation to adhere to a schedule for
achieving compliance with emission
regulations or to '‘cease all operations
not in compliance.™

SAN FRANCISCO

citizen forums

Region IX has contracted with the
California League of Women Voters to
hold Citizen Forums on varying envi-
ronmental topics throughout the State.
The forums which begin this month will
deal with local issues involving EPA
and other Federal, State or local offi-
cials. Proposed topics include such is-
sues as offshore oil and its onshore
impacts, preservation of agricultural
land, air pollution and transportation
and long term effects of ground water
pumping. The Region hopes these for-
ums will help EPA and other agencies
understand what citizens think are the
most important issues and will help
citizens understand what the agencies
can and can't do about these problems.

/

SEATTLE

halt ordered

Regional Administrator Donald P. Du-
bois has ordered the City of Twin
Falls, Idaho, to stop discharging munic-
ipal and industrial sewage into Rock
Creek, a tributary of the Snake River.
The order followed a report by the
Idaho Department of Health and Wel-
fare that Twin Falls was discharging
untreated wastes into the creek at the
rate of a half-million gallons a day.
EPA said the discharge was from a
bypass around a pumping station that
had broken down.

This order emphasized the city’s re-
sponsibility for prompt and effective
action to stop polluting Rock Creek and
set the stage for possible further action
by the Government to enforce the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
Mr. Dubois said. m
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COUNCIL SAYS IMPACT
STUDY WORKS WELL

The environmental impact statement
requirement of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (NEPA) is working
well and fulfilling its objective of im-
proving government decisions that af-
fect the environment. This is the con-
clusion of a recent Council on Environ-
mental Quality report to the President
and Congress, which analyzes the expe-
rience of 70 Federal agencies in prepar-
ing environmental impact statements
over the past six years.

In releasing the report, CEQ Chair-
man Russell W. Peterson noted that the
environmental impact statement proce-
dures have become increasingly routine
and effective parts of planning and
decision-making. Nevertheless, there is
need on the part of top management for
greater sensitivity to the value of using
the EIS process as a tool for better
program and policy analysis, he said. A
major goal of NEPA is to make envi-
ronmental analysis as integral a part of
agency operations as economic and
technical analyses.

Originally, there was great concern
that the EIS requirement would cause
crippling red tape and needless delays
in federal decision-making that would
adversely affect the economy. The
Council found that although NEPA
delays occurred in years past, these are
now becoming rare as agencies improve
their environmental expertise and begin
EIS preparation earlier.

There are three points in the EIS
process when delays can occur—in pre-
paring the draft, in preparing the final
statement after comments are in, and
after issuance of the final statement.
The time required to prepare a draft
EIS differs from agency to agency and
from project to project. The scope of a
project, the experience of the people
preparing the statement, the relationship
of the EIS process to the decision-
making process, and the priority ac-
corded by the agency management to
the statement and the project itself are
all critical.

**As part of our survey of NEPA,”
Dr. Peterson said, “‘we checked into
the amount of litigation that has arisen
in connection with the EIS process and
concluded the claim that NEPA-related
suits interfere with the timely execution
of a substantial number of Federal
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actions simply does not wash.

**In the five and a half years between
January 1, 1970, and June 30, 1975, a
total of 654 actions has been brought,
alleging an NEPA issue. During that
same period, Federal agencies initiated
tens of thousands of projects; in {975
alone, agencies assessed more than
30,000 projects for environmental im-
pacts. Since 1970, about 6,000 draft
EIS’s have been submitted. Only 291—
less than § percent—were challenged in
court as being inadequate,” Dr. Peter-
son pointed out.

“Qur analysis indicated,”” he contin-
ued, ‘‘that, of 332 cases completed by
June 30, 1975, about one-third were
dismissed at the trial court level.
Roughly 60 resulted in temporary in-
junctions, which ranged from a few
weeks to the time required to prepare
an adequate impact statement. Only
four cases resulted in ‘permanent’ in-
junctions—and not even in these was
the agency precluded from proceeding
with its project or program after it
complied with NEPA.”

The agencies most affected by com-
pleted NEPA litigation, according to
the report, have been the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation (26 percent of
the cases), the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (14
percent), and the Corps of Engineers
and the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture (approximately 10 percent each).

One of the appendices of the CEQ
report gives a rundown of some of the
more notable effects of the EIS process
on Federal decisions. Among them are:

Department of the Interior—The final
EIS on the 800-mile Trans-Alaska Pipe-,
line prompted important design changes
and other improvements in routing and
construction techniques.

An EIS prepared by the Bureau of
Land Management and the Forest
Services on proposed phosphate leasing
on 25,000 acres of the Osceola National
Forest, Fla., prompted the decision in
1975 to defer a leasing decision pending
completion of a two-year study by the
U.S. Geological Survey.

Atomic Energy Commission—Two
major radioactive waste disposal pro-
posals of the former Atomic Energy
Commission, one at Lyons, Kans., and
the other at the Savannah River, S.C.,

were cancelled because of uncertain
environmental impacts, identified
through the EIS process.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission—The
Nuclear Regulatory Commission used
the Atomic Energy Commission EIS on
the breeder reactor and its own on the
plutonium recycle proposal as definitive
bases on which to develop stronger
measures to safeguard against misuse of
nuclear materials.

Corps of Engineers—The Corps of
Engineers decided to cancel or stop
work on over a dozen proposed proj-
ects because its NEPA process—not
litigation—revealed that significant envi-
ronmental damage would result. Eleven
other projects have been stopped until
environmental analyses are completed.

Department of Transportation—DOT
estimates that since 1970 scores of
major highway and airport projects
have been modified or dropped as a
result of the EIS process. The decision
of Secretary Coleman to reject the 1-66
extension into Washington, D.C., is a
recent example.

General Services Administration—In
1974 the Kennedy Library Corporation
proposed construction of the Kennedy
Library and Museum just below Har-
vard Square in Cambridge, Mass. The
General Services Administration, which
was to maintain the structure, issued a
draft EIS which focused on traffic and
other impacts. Because of local contro-
versy, the Library Corporation decided
against the Cambridge location and is
now proposing Columbia Point in Bos-
ton for the Library site. As a result,
GSA is planning a new draft EIS.

Department of Agriculture—The Soil
Conservation Service has successfully
used preliminary draft EIS’s to broaden
the scope of project alternatives, partic-
ularly those involving non-structural
measures.

Perhaps the most far-reaching use of
the EIS process has been the work of
the Forest Service to develop a long-
range program for forest lands pursuant
to the Resources Planning Act of 1974.
The draft EIS addressed the alternative
programs that best reflected public and
other agency perceptions of realistic
program choices. After circulation of
the draft statement and evaluation of
comments on it, the Forest Service
submitted its final program recommen-
dations to the President in December
1975. He sent them along with his
statement of policy to the Congress in
March 1976.m





























