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Section 1

INTRODUCTION

""We ought not to look back unless it is to derive useful
lessons from past errors, and in the purpose of profit-
ing by dear bought experience. "

George Washington

This report presents a compilation of facts about organizations and studies
concerned with the coordination of federal activities and policies in the field of
civil aviation. As part of its duties under the Noise Control Act of 1972, the
EPA Office of Noise Abatement and Control is now in the process of considering
what sort of mechanism might best ensure coordination of future federal efforts
to reduce aircraft and airport noise. It was thought that a look at past inter-
agency coordination efforts might prove useful.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

Suggestions from the staff of the Office of Noise Abatement and Control of
EPA provided the initial list of candidate organizations, and others were found

in the course of our research. It quickly became obvious that there were two
types of organizations:

1. Those temporarily engaged in studying some aspect of the problems
of interagency coordination, either directly or as part of a larger study.

2. Those engaged in interagency coordination (two or more agencies or
departments).

For simplicity, we have called the latter coordinating organizations and
the former study groups. We chose a representative sample of coordinating
organizations and study groups that have been active since World War 1I,

1-1



especially those with noise-related functions. Most of the coordinating
organizations chosen were involved with more than three agencies. Industry-

inspired groups such as SAE and ASTM were excluded, as were groups whose

sole function was coordination of aspects of the federal SST program. While

some chosen organizations coordinated on a broad scale, many concentrated

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

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

the help of this documentation, we were able to develop a uniform set of facts
about each, based on the following outline:

1.

3.

Origins and outline history. (How was the organization or study
set up ?)

1.1 Specific authorization
1.2 Preauthorization history
1.3 Outline history

Operation. (How did it function ?)

2.1 Formulation of objectives
2.2 Membership

2.3 Actlvities

2.4 Staff

2.5 TUse of contractors

2.6 Relations with other groups

Outputs. (What were its outputs ?)

3.1 Reports

3.2 Proposed laws and/or regulations

3.3 Public relations and information dissemination
3.4 Proposed coordination of federal agency activities

Impact, (How were its outputs used?)

4.1 Legislation
4.2 New organizations or major changes in existing organizations
4.3 Coordination of federal agency activities

1-2



5. Monitoring and updating of organizational goals and updating of
organizational operations. (How were monitoring and follow-up
accomplished ?)

5.1 Monitoring progress toward objectives
5.2 TUpdating objectives
5.3 Revision of organizational structure

We tried to follow the outline for each description, but the fine points have
been omitted when they did not fit. Also, in many instances, study organiza-
tions were ad-hoc in nature, and organizations expired at the completion of
the study. In such cases the section on monitoring and updating obviously did
not apply.

One methodological problem arose from the fact that, although each of the
institutions discussed was concerned with coordination, the degree of coordina-
tion, and even the meaning of the word as understood by participating parties,
varied. In some institutions, coordination was understood to be largely the
process of facilitating better communication—putting agency programs on the
table, so to speak. As a result, the degree of change in individual programs
was a voluntary matter, depending on the degree to which individual agency
interests were not threatened and/or in conflict. In other cases, there was an
active effort to persuade autonomous agencies to agree on policies and, equally
important, to implement decisions. Only rarely did coordination include the
right of the coordinating organization to make binding decisions and to obtain
sufficient resources to monitor the progress toward implementation of such
decisions. In this compilation, we have included institutions that exercised
various degrees of coordination.

Another basic problem was the familiar one of trying to decide whether
there was a causative relationship between two events simply because one pre-
ceded the other. We relied on the basic documents to provide this insight
wherever possible.



While this report may ultimately be used in evaluating the effectiveness
and limitations of the various institutions, a necessary prior task was to
establish the facts. We made the assumption that partial analysis of a complete
set of facts is better than premature study of a partial set of facts. To that
end, we have included basic data such as membership lists, bibliographies,
excerpts from documents, and texts of Executive Orders.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPQORT

Coordinating Organizations, as a group, are treated first, followed by
Studies. For the convenience of the reader, organizations are included in the
list of abbreviations in the front matter. In addition, the organizations can be
found in Figure 1, which places them in time. Certain entities appearing in
Figure 1 (RTCA, ANDB, AMB, and the Finan Report) are not treated separately
but are discussed in the sections on the Air Coordinating Committee (ACC),
the Harding Report, and the Curtis Report.

So as not to clutter the text, such things as compilations of basic data
and excerpts from documents are provided as appendices.

We have deliberately stopped short of describing what the ideal organiza-
tional structure should be for coordinating federal aircraft noise research or
federal aircraft noise policy, for the ideal form and structure partly depend
on the contemporary environment rather than on the past. However, the reader
should find this material useful in synthesizing his own conceptions of model
coordination systems.
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Section 2
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This overview first examines the long-term trends in interagency
coordination and attempts to put past coordinating organizations into better
chronological perspective. The distinction is made between coordination of
research and development and coordination of civil aviation system operations
and policies.

The emphasis then shifts to general observations about common patterns
and problems that seem to have recurred. These observations are necessarily
tentative in nature since the source documentation was more complete for some
profiles than for others and because errors of erlnphasis or omission may have
entered during the process of reducing the large amount of information that was
collected. In addition, some of the material is open to a variety of interpreta-
tions. It is for these reasons that we have included as much detailed information
as possible—including excerpts from documents—in the text and appendices, and
that we suggest that the reader rely on this information as well as the summary
in forming his own conclusions.

CHRONOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

In the years immediately following World War II, there were clearly desig-
nated organizations for coordinating civil aviation research and system opera-
tions. However, mechanisms for ensuring coordination between these organiza-
tions were less clearly defined.

The National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NACA) had the primary
responsibility for coordinating the research needs of private, commercial, and
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military research, in addition to its function of performing fundamental and
applied research (Finletter Report, 3).*

The Air Coordinating Committee (ACC) had the primary responsibility for
coordinating all Federal aviation activities excluding research and development.
(Finletter Report, 3; Brewster Report, 3). In practice, the ACC also became
involved in research and development activities related to air traffic control
and navigational aid systems, while staying out of the area of aerodynamic
research and development of new aircraft and aircraft engines. This involve-
ment was through the activities of the committees in the ACC Technical Division
(ACC, 2.6).

COORDINATION OF RESEARCH

By 1960, NACA had been abolished and there was no longer a single coordi-
nating mechanism capable of ensuring a national policy for civil aviation research
and development.

The successors to NACA that were created in 1958 were NASA, with an
operational space mission, and the National Aeronautics and Space Council
(NASC), for research policy coordination. NASC, however, emphasized prob-
lems concerned with the space effort and was less active in coordinating aero-
nautical research (NASC, 4, 5).

NASA, DOD, and FAA each had their own policies and programs for re-
search. As a U.S. Senate committee concluded,

Policy is a composite of the separate policies of the various
agencies . . . primarily NASA, DOD, and FAA (now a part of
DOT)
Conclusions of Senate Committee on Aeronautical
Space Sciences, Report No. 957, Jan. 31, 1968,
p. 21.

*Numbers in the references correspond to sections of the topic outline presented
in Section 1 of this report.
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The use of bilateral mechanisms such as the Aeronautical and Astronautics
Coordinating Board (AACB) increased. The problem was mitigated in the area
of bioacoustics-related aircraft noise research by the coordination role played
by CHABA, the Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics of the
National Academy of Sciences. The problem of research coordination was one
of the factors leading to various studies such as the ASEB study (1967-68),

CARD study (1968-71), and the report of the Aviation Advisory Commission
(1970-72).

COORDINATION OF OPERATIONAL POLICY

By the early 1960's, in the area of national aviation system operations, the
ACC had been abolished and a centralization of powers had occurred that made
ACC-style coordination less necessary.

The problem of coordination of operations was mitigated by the centraliza-
tion of many functions in the Airways Modernization Board in 1957, succeeded
by the FAA in 1958. Included in the FAA were most ACC functions, as well as
responsibility for safety. Thus, for the development of air facilities (airports,
the traffic control system, navigational aids) there was less need for coordina-
tion of the type performed by the ACC, the Air Navigation Development Board
(ANDB), and their member departments and agencies (Harding Report, 1.2;
Curtis Report 3.2, 3.3).

While most ACC functions went to FAA, coordination of civil international
aviation policy went to the Interagency Group on International Aviation (IGIA),
created in 1960. The secretariat of this interagency committee was housed in
FAA. Its organizational procedures were similar to those of the ACC.

COORDINATION OF AIRCRAFT NOISE ABATEMENT

In the early 1960's there was no institution actively coordinating federal
aircraft noise abatement activities.



The aircraft noise problem was developing while centralized coordination
institutions for research and development were declining, as previously out-
lined. FAA responsibility and authority in the operational areas of air traffic
control, safety, facilities development, and air space allocation were evidently
sufficient to enable that agency to act effectively. However, FAA was less active

in the area of noise abatement.

It was in that context that President Johnson directed the Office of Science
and Technology (OST) to initiate what he called an "action program' in 1966
(Ref. FANAP, 1.1; Appendix F). Under this program, the Federal Aircraft
Noise Alleviation Plan, participating federal agencies (FAA, NASA, HUD,
DOC) began to agree upon and implement measures aimed at alleviating the
problems of aircraft noise in the vicinity of airports. (FANAP, 1, 2). The
principal measure was introduction of legislation requiring noise certification
of new aircraft (FANAP 3, 4; Appendix F, No. 3).

The action program started by OST became less active when it was trans-
ferred to DOT in 1967 as the Interagency Aircraft Noise Abatement Program
(IANAP). The primary focus of IANAP shifted away from operational innovations
toward more research, and the type of coordination shifted from new agency
program commitments toward exchange of views and information (IANAP, 2.1,
2, 3, 4).

The lack of clearcut coordination arrangements evident in the 1960's per-
sists today. Congress and the Aviation Advisory Commission both expressed
hope that NASC would evolve into a centralized coordination mechanism for
civil aviation research and development within the Executive Branch (AAC, 3).
However, NASC was abolished by a Presidential reorganization order in 1973.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

CONGRESSIONAL IMPETUS

The existing impetus for better coordination for all federal aviation policy,
including noise abatement, has come chiefly from Congress.



e Congress inspired the CARD study (1967-71) to try to get NASA, DOT
and FAA within DOT to work more closely together (CARD, 1, 3).

e Congress created the AAC (1970-72) to examine the long-range needs
of civil aviation, including organizational needs (ACC, 1.1, 1.2, 2.1).

e Congress mandated EPA, under Section 4 of the Noise Control Act of
1972, to coordinate federal noise research and control programs,
including those for airport/aircraft noise.

COORDINATION

Coordination efforts that have gone beyond the '"exchange of information”
stage have included those of the AACB (1960-present), FANAP (1966-67), IGIA
(1960-present), some elements of IANAP (1967-1973), JONA (1971-1974), and
CHABA (1963-1972). All have done more than facilitate exchange of informa-
tion. AACB claims harmonization of Defense/NASA plans for joint use of
research facilities and for the space shuttle program. IGIA has unified U.S.
positions at ICAO. FANAP activities included paving the way for noise certi-
fication of new aircraft in FAR 36. IANAP panels identified technology gaps.
CHABA helped shape federal research on human response to noise. AACB
has drawn Congressional praise as a model for other coordination efforts.
JONA was established to integrate NASA and DOT (including FAA) plans for
aircraft noise research and development. (Profiles on AACB, IGIA, FANAP,
CHABA, JONA.)

One possible pattern for a coordinating mechanism for aircraft noise
abatement is that used by the Interagency Group on International Aviation
(IGIA). IGIA organization and procedures were modeled on those of the ACC.
Like ACC, it was created by Executive Order. IGIA coordinates federal
agency inputs into recommendations for a unified U.S. position on numerous
civil aviation matters (ACC 2.3; IGIA 2.3). Although, in the ACC/IGIA model,
it only takes one member's dissent to bring an issue to a higher level for reso-
lution (ACC 4.2, 4.3), ACC had the defect of sometimes failing to surface
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controversial issues because it was in the member's short-term interest to
keep them hidden.

HIGH-LEVEL SUPPORT

"Successful" coordination efforts have evidently been facilitated by high-
level agency support and participation as well as the existence of an appropriate
coordinating institution. The AACB principals (co-chairmen) are at the Assis-
tant Secretary level; this has also been the level for IGIA principal members.
FANAP was created under White House auspices, thus ensuring high-level

agency interest.

Active interest at the top (Executive Office) is also essential to successful
interagency coordination because the budgetary agency (BOB, now OMB) has
control of the allocation of funds and because of the need for the Executive

Office to take an active role in deciding unresolved disputes.

If agencies are to implement programs agreed upon through interagency
coordination, financial resources must be made available in agency budgets.
This requires not only Congressional appropriations but also OMB coopera-

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

One example is the relative ability demonstrated by the CAA and the
Bureau of Public Roads in obtaining adequate funding in the mid-1950's.
Although both agencies were equally buried within the organizational structure
of the Commerce Department , CAA had funding problems, while the Bureau
of Public Roads had great success in getting funds for the Interstate Highway
Program. '"The Bureau was greatly aided in this effort by the fact that it was
able to interest President Eisenhower personally in the program' (Appendix
Q, p- 1-515). BOB (now OMB) has intervened to play a role in civil aviation
coordination through its expertise in the field of government organization
throughout the Finan Report/Harding Report/Curtis Report sequence of events
in the 1950's. It is presently involved in the ongoing improvement of coordina-

tion of federal noise activities.
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Active interest of policy level personnel in federal departments and agencies

is also a prerequisite for successful coordination.

RECURRING PROBLEMS

Whatever the form of an interagency coordinating mechanism, certain
problems tend to recur unless positively dealt with:

e The active participation of non-federal government groups must be

secured, particularly that of industry, while still insulating actual

interagency deliberations from their excessive influence. ACC had
this problem (ACC, 2.6, 5.3; also Appendix C, pp. 42-7). The Pro-
gram Evaluation and Development Committee had this problem
(FANAP, 2.6). IGIA procedures show that it is aware of the problem
(IGIA, 2.6). The problem also existed in IJANAP (TANAP, 2.2, 2.3,
2.6). NASC was encouraged to set up liaison groups (CARD, 3; ACC,
3) in the form of various study groups. Another aspect of this ques-

tion is the narrowing of representation that tends to occur when non-
governmental representatives must provide financial support (such
as travel expenses) while providing technical expertise in the coordi-
nation process (CHABA, 2.2, 2.6).

e Member agencies possessing statutory duties cannot voluntarily
abrogate them. The history of ACC experience with CAB and FCC
provide examples (Appendix C, pp. 11-12). A parallel situation can

be seen in the FAA statutory responsibility for air safety, as it may
be impacted by noise abatement alternatives.

e  When the policy review or agency coordinating mechanisms are too

closely tied to one agency, there is a tendency for other agencies not

to participate as actively or effectively. The ACC Secretariat was

located in the Department of Commerce. By the end of its existence
it was widely regarded as being dominated by Commerce (ACC, 2.6,
4.3). Once a coordination mechanism begins to obtain the reputation



that it is dominated by one agency, it may begin to lose its effectiveness.
Other agencies may become more reluctant to seriously participate.
The host agency is therefore led to do more of the work. But in doing

more of the work, the host agency heightens the image of domination.



Section 3

COORDINATING ORGANIZATIONS

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS (NACA)—
1915 to 1958

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE HISTORY

Specific Authorization

Act of Congress, approved March 3, 1915 (50 U.S.C. 151)

Preauthorization History

The NACA was appointed pursuant to law in 1915. It was modeled after a
similar committee established in Great Britain to investigate the scientific
problems involved in flight and to give advice to the military air services and
other aviation services of the government.

OPERATION

NACA was both a line agency performing research and an advisory com-
mittee serving both the agency and the rest of the government.

Formulation of Objectives

The line duties of the NACA were:

1. To supervise and direct scientific study of the problems of flight with
a view toward their practical solution.

2. To determine the problems that should be attacked experimentally,

and to discuss their solution and its application to practical issues.
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3. To direct and conduct research and experiment in aeronautics at the
Langley Aeronautical Laboratory, the Ames Aeronautical Laboratory,
the Lewis Flight Propulsion Laboratory, and any other laboratories
that might be placed partially or wholly under the direction of the Com-

mittee.
The functions of the NACA were:

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

stations under its direction.

2. To acquire additional land for, undertake additional construction at,
and purchase and install additional equipment for existing laboratories
and research stations under its direction.

The coordination responsibilities of the Advisory Committee were as
follows:

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

The 17 members of the Advisory Committee were appointed by the Presi-
dent and served without compensation, except for expenses. The law provided
that ten of the members would be representatives of specified government
agencies, and that seven other members would be selected from "persons
acquainted with the needs of aeronautical sciences, either civil or military,
or skilled in aeronautical engineering or its allied sciences' (Ref. 1). Five
major and twenty-two subordinate committees, similarly organized, assisted
the Committee in determining policy and programs—total membership, more
than 400. One of the subcommittees was on aircraft noise (see Figure 2).

Nongovernmental employees were appointed for a term of five years,
with the exception that any member appointed to fill a vacancy that occurred
prior to the expiration of a term would be appointed for the unexpired portion
of that term.



Subcommittee on Aircraft Noise

Mr. Withiam Littlewood, Vice President, Equipment Research,
American Aitlines, Inc., Charrman

Dr. H. 0. Parrack, Wright Air Development Center.

Dr. H. E. von Gierke, Wright Asr Development Center.

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

Mr. Joseph Matulaitis, Office of the Chief of Transportation,
Department of the Army.

Mr. Stephen H. Rolle, Chief, Power Plant Branch. Aurcraft
Engineering Division. Civil Aeronautics Administration.

Mr. B. S. Spano, Civil Aeronautics Administration.

Mr. Arthur A Regier, NACA Langley Aeronautical Laboratory.

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

Dr. Leo Beranek, President and Bolt, Beranek & Newman,
Inc

Mr. A. W Cobb, Aerojet-General Corp.

Mr. Allen W. Dallas, Director. Engineering Division, Air
Transport Association of America.

Mr. Hacrrv H. Howell, Transport Diviston Boeing Airplane

0.

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

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

Prof. R. W. Leonard, University of California

Mr. M. M, Miller, Chief, Acoustics Section, Douglas Air-
craft Co., Inc.

Dr. Charles T. Molloy, Lockheed Aircraft Corp.

Mr. John M. Tyler, Pratt & Whitney Aurcraft, United
Auirctaft Corp.

Dr. P. J. Westervelt, Assistant Professor, Department of
Physics, Brown University.

Mr. J F.Woodall, Convair, Division of General Dynamics
Corp.

Mr. George P. Bates, Jr., Secretary

From. National Advisory Commuttee for Aeronautics, Forty
-fourth Annusl Report, 1958, Washington: U.S.G.P.O.,
1959, p 91.

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



On May 21, 1958, current members were:

Allen V. Astin, Ph.D., Director, National Burean of Standards
Preston R. Bassett, D. Sc,

Detlev W. Bronk, Ph.D., President, Rockefeller Institute for
Medical Research

Leonard Carmichael, Ph.D., Secretary, Smithsonian Institution

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

william V. Davis, Jr., Vice Admiral, United States Navy
James H. Doolittle, Sc.D., Vice President, Shell Oil Co.

Paul D. Foote, Ph.D., Assistant Secretary of Defense, Research and

Engineering
Wellington T. Hines, Rear Admiral, United States Navy
Jerome C. Hunsaker, Sc.D., Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Charles J. McCarthy, S.B., Chairman of the Board, Chance Vought
Aircraft, Inc.

Donald L. Putt, Lieutenant General, United States Air Force
James T. Pyle, A.B., Administrator of Civil Aeronautics
Francis W. Reichelderfer, Sec.D., Chief, United States Weather Bureau

Edward V. Rickenbacker. Sc.D., Chairman of the Board, Eastern
Airlines, Inc.

Louis S. Rothschild, Ph.D., Under Secretary of Commerce for
Transportation

Thomas D. White, General, United States Air Force



Activities

The Advisory Committee was required to meet twice each year and could
meet more often in special meetings called by the chairman or upon the request
of five members of the Advisory Committee. The Advisory Committee actually
met on an average of 10 times a year (Ref. 6, p. 24). The average attendance
at meetings compared creditably with the most strictly run industrial board.
The committee set policy and broadly planned a research outline to be carried
out by scientists, engineers, and other persons on the staff of the agency. It
was given the responsibility for hiring and firing only three people: director,
executive secretary, and associate director.

Coordination was carried on largely through the NACA technical committees
and subcommittees. These groups were made up of representatives of the mili-
tary, civil aeronautical agencies of the Government, the aircraft industry, and
educational and scientific institutions (Ref. 2, p. 91). Membership for a typical
subcommittee is shown in Figure 2.

Technical committee and subcommittee meetings were held two or three
times a year. A NACA career employee served as secretary to each of these
groups to ensure continuity of proceedings. The purpose of these committees
was to exchange information and make recommendations only; they did not
share the decision-making power of the main Advisory Committee (Ref 6,

p. 24).

OUTPUTS

NACA published annual reports ending with its 44th and final Report of
1958 (Ref. 5). These reports described both research activities and coordina-
tion activities.

In addition, coordination work was performed by the committees and sub-
committees; this was largely coordination in the sense of facilitation through
exchange of information.
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IMPACT

As mentioned earlier, NACA was both a line organization conducting
research for other government agencies (like National Bureau of Standards
today) and an advisor to other agencies through its Committee and various
subcommittees. In its advisory role, it was more of a technical than a policy
advisor, and that is why it did not play a direct role with organizations such
as the ACC. Instead, NACA advised ACC merhbers. Nevertheless, its in-
fluence was great, because of the prestige of Advisory Committee members,
their numerous informal channels of communicatiqn, and the private and

governmental expertise of the subcommittees.

It was generally recognized that NACA played a key role in aeronautical
research and development as well as serving as a link between government
and industry (Ref. 3, p. 119). Because of this, it was remembered with
nostalgia in the 1960's, when no single authoritative institution of its kind
existed any longer (Ref. 4, p. 16).

MONITORING AND UPDATING OF ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS AND
OPERATIONS

For NACA, an 8000-man research agency, this function was performed
by the Advisory Committee described previously. In the case of the Advisory
Committee, the committee performed this function for itself, but did so
effectively: the organization was capable of changing its goals. During the
last decade of its existence the NACA research focus gradually moved away
from aeronautics and toward astronautics.

REFERENCES
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THE AIR COORDINATING COMMITTEE (ACC)—1945-1960

ORIGINS AND OUTLINE HISTORY

Specific Authorization

The ACC was established by interdepartmental memorandum between the
Departments of State, War, Navy, and Commerce. On September 19, 1946,
the ACC was reconstituted by Executive Order 9781, which served from then
on as its basic charter. Later Executive Orders added full voting members
but did not materially change the terms of reference or functions.

Preauthorization History

"The demand for the establishment of an Air Coordinating Committee or
some alternative mechanism for interagency coordination became increasingly
insistent as the number of federal agencies with a substantial interest in
aviation matters grew. However, an immediate factor in the creation of the
Committee was the urgent need for a means of developing and coordinating
the positions of the United States in connection with the Provisional Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization (PICAO) and after April 1947, the Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). For some time after the forma-
tion of the Air Coordinating Committee it met weekly to develop the United
States positions on the numerous annexes under consideration by PIACO and
the succeeding permanent organization" (The Finan Report, p. 2).*

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

A detailed but not exhaustive outline history may be found as Appendix A.

In brief:

ACC established by interdepartmental
memorandum

ACC formally established by President
Truman in Exec. Order 9781

ACC published a general national avia-
tion policy statement, prepared for the
President on behalf of the Executive
Branch (Ref. 7)

Release of report prepared by ACC for
President: Civil Air Policy (Ref. 4)

The Finan Report (Ref. 1)

Curtis Report proposed ACC eventually
be dissolved

FAA established by Act of Congress

FAA made full member and FAA
representative made Chairman of ACC
by Exec. Order 10796

ACC terminated by Exec. Order 108883,
effective Oct. 11, 1960. FAA charged
with winding up ACC affairs z;.nd absorbing
most ACC functions and personnel
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OPERATION

Formulation of Objectives

The main objective of the ACC as set out in Executive Order 9781 of 1946
was ''to provide for the fullest development and coordination of the aviation
policies and activities of the Federal Agencies.'* E.O. 9781 further specified:

® The Committee shall examine aviation problems and develop-

ments affecting more than one participating agency; develop

and recommend integrated policies to be carried out and actions
to be taken by the participating agencies or by any other Govern-
ment agency charged with responsibility in the aviation field;
and, to the extent permitted by law, coordinate the aviation

activities of such agencies except activities relating to the
exercise of quasi-judicial functions.

e The Committee shall consult with federal interagency boards
and committees concerned in any manner with aviation activi-
ties and consult with the representatives of the United States
to the Provisional International Civil Aviation Organization or
to the permanent successor thereof and recommend to the
Department of State general policy directives and instructions
for the guidance of the said representatives.

Membership

The organization of the Air Coordinating Committee (Figure 3) may be
viewed as a group of 50 or more interagency committees, many of which
were highly specialized, others of short duration. These committees were
arranged in at least four levels, headed by the "Top ACC, " which were
designed to permit the disposition of aviation matters requiring interagency
coordination at the lowest appropriate level. At the same time, the hierarchy
made it possible to force unresolved matters or questions involving major

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

*Full text of E.O. 9781 is in Appendix B.
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MEMBER AGENCIES
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ARMY AIR FORCE BOARD | (NONVOTING)
(NONVOTING)
_____ _| wmEmBERs DEsIGNATED BY
r AGENCIES AND THEIR ALTERNATES

ACC ADVISORY PANEL

AVIATION INDUSTRY
ADVISORY PANEL

SECRETARIAT

|

1

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL|
ICAO MATTERS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE
CHICAGO CONVENTION

AIRCRAFT CLAIMANT
DIVISION

LEGAL

DIVISION

ECONOMIC DIVISION

TECHNICAL DIVISION

AIRPORT USE PANEL

L ICAQ SECTION

3SUBCOMMITTEES

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL
AND NAVIGATION PANEL

Figure 3.

6 STANDING WORKING
GROUPS

12 SUBCOMMITTEES

Air Coordinating Committee Organization in 1954.




The original member agencies in the Top ACC were:

e Voting Members: Dept. of State

Dept. of War (later replaced by indivi-
dual Army and Air Force memberships)

Post Office Dept.
Commerce Dept.
Civil Aeronautics Board

o Nonvoting Members: B. O.B.
Office|of Defense Mobilization

Added later were:

e Voting Members: Dept. of the Air Force (added earlier;
removed; reinstated 1950)

Treasury Dept. (1948)

e Nonvoting Members: Office of Defense Mobilization

Other federal agencies could become voting ad hoc members when the subject
concerned aviation matters of substantial interest to them. They also had
membership on some ACC components. Heads of member agencies appointed
their representatives to ACC. They were usually of subcabinet rank, on the
assistant secretary or deputy under secretary level. The President of the
U.S. chose one of the members to be chairman, The above members consti-
tuted the Top ACC.

Each high-level member also had one or more alternate members who
attended meetings and voted in his absence. The alternates were also formally
responsible for handling most of the decision making on the ICAO portion of
ACC business (Ref. 1, p. 4). All decisions of the top Air Coordinating Com-
mittee were reached by unanimous vote. In the event of a disagreement among
the members of the Committee, the matter could be referred to the President
for a decision. Throughout its history the committee meetings fluctuated in
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frequency from the weekly sessions of 1945 and 1946 to meetings spaced
somewhat less than monthly by the 1950's (Ref. 1, p. 2). Principals of sub-
cabinet rank were frequently absent from Top ACC meetings.

Below the level of the top members and alternates were four divisions
(see Figure 3). In theory, and to a degree in practice, the members of the
divisions were relatively high-level officials better equipped to speak for
their agencies than the members of many of the subcommittees (Ref. 1, p. 4).

Decisions of the lower committees were arrived at also by unanimous
vote. In case of dissent, matters were automatically referred to the next
higher level.

Most of the groundwork in the preparation of ACC papers and in resolving
and clarifying issues took place in the subcommittee, in standing work groups
and ad hoc committees, and in groups established by and under the divisions.
The technical division alone had 12 established subcommittees exclusive of
the Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel, and many of these had working
groups and ICAO sections. The Aviation Meteorology Subcommittee of the
technical division had, for example, five active working committees dealing

with specialized fields of aviation meteorology.

There was also an Airport Use Panel and an Air Traffic Control and Navi-
gation Panel. The Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel occupied a position
under the technical division, but its responsibilities for coordinating the devel-
opment of the Common System made it one of the most active of the ACC

components (Ref. 1, p. 4).

Activities

The coordination of international aviation matters continued to be a major
function of the Air Coordinating Committee, with some subcommittees still
spending as much as 90 percent of their effort on ICAQ items. However, as

the annexes to the Chicago Convention were developed and approved, and as
the major United States policy positions on international civil aviation matters



were determined, the relative importance of the work of the Committee in the

international aviation field began to decline.

The coordination of military and civil aviation policies, programs, techni-
cal standards, and procedures assumed a greater importance in the work of
the Air Coordinating Committee not only because of somewhat reduced pressure
from international matters but also because of the expanded use of aircraft and
advances in air navigation systems, instruments, and procedures. With only
one airspace, the military and civil users and regulators found it impossible
to go their separate ways. Therefore, the entire complex of problems in-
volving airspace, a common navigational system, communications, aerodromes,
and related matters had to be subjected to continuous and, in some instances,
meticulous interagency coordination (Ref. 1, p. 3).

Policy issues in the economic field were also considered. Many commit-
tees handled voluminous casework. In 1959, ACC distributed 231 documents,
690 working papers, and 402 ICAO letters to an average of over 50 recipients
for each. In the same year the Airport Use Panel decided 58 separate airport
or runway location questions (Ref. 5, pp. 56-50).

Staff
The following description is from the Finan Report of 1954:

The Air Coordinating Committee is one of the few interagency
groups in the executive branch served by an independent, full-
time secretariat. The secretariat is charged with performing

a wide range of facilitative functions including recording actions
taken at meetings, arranging for meetings of ACC components,
circulating papers to be considered on an informal action basis
or in actual meetings, assisting in the scheduling of items for
consideration, helping the chairmen of ACC components increase
the effectiveness of their respective units, calling attention to
deadlines on matters pressing for ACC action, and a large
number of related activities. The secretariat also is responsible
for maintaining certain records, such as current airspace maps
utilized throughout the Government. Although there are about

25 employees on the staff of the independent secretariat, this
group provides only a part of the facilitative work done on behalf
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of the Air Coordinating Committee. Most of the subcommittees,
working groups and standing working committees have secre-
taries provided by the agency with the major interest. Some,
like the Aviation Meteorology Subcommittee, have special
secretarial arrangements because of their relationship to other
non-ACC interagency committees. Nevertheless, the major
components, that is, Top ACC, the divisions, the panels and
such vital subcommittees as those on airspace, search and
rescue, facilitation of civil aviation, and international aviation
facilities are served by the independent secretariat (Ref. 1,

p. 5).

The 1955 budget for ACC was $174, 000. It was contributed pro rata by
member agencies (Ref 1., p. 19).

Contractors

There was no direct use of contractors.

Relations with Other Groups

The ACC was always regarded as a central forum in which industry could
be heard. As early as 1946 an ACC Industry Advisory Panel had been organized
at the request of industry. At the end of its organizational life, the benefits of
ACC as a forum were still being emphasized by government officials. The
reaction of industry was to press for as much influence as possible in ACC
bodies. Participation was restricted. At times, various elements of indus-
try sought the right to vote. Although the situation varied from committee
to committee, industry nonvoting members appeared to vote in some commit-
tees, while in others their dissent had '"the automatic effect of forcing the
matter to a higher echelon—the equivalent of a vote" (Ref. 1, p. 44). The
Finan Report was critical of the lack of uniform enforcement of ground rules
for industry participation (Ref. 1, pp. 43-47).
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At the same time, industry preferred, when possible, to move the forum
to another organization in which it had full voting rights: the Radio Technical
Commission for Aeronautics (RTCA). According to the Finan Report of 1954:

The Radio Technical Commission for Aeronautics was organized
in 1935 through the initiative of the Department of Commerce

and is now a nonprofit cooperative association composed of fed-
eral agencies concerned with aviation communications and indus-
trial organizations with a similar interest. The Executive Com-
mittee consists of representatives of eight federal agencies and
seven industrial organizations. The Assembly has about ninety
private firms and associations and eight federal agencies in its
membership.

The Radio Technical Commission for Aeronautics has provided
a means of bringing to bear the knowledge and advice of experts
from both industry and the Government on matters relating to
radio aids to air navigation, communication, and traffic control.
It has conducted a number of studies of the "'state of the art" in
its field of interest.

In 1947, the Air Coordinating Committee requested the RTCA
to undertake a study of the airway problems which were handi-
capping the development of postwar civil aviation. RTCA
established Special Committee 31, which, after thorough study,
recommended the establishment of a single all-weather traffic
control system. The report further proposed the creation of
a permanent Air Traffic Control and Steering Committee to
assure continuity in the implementation of the common all~
weather system. The present Air Traffic Control and Naviga-
tion Panel was established to implement the report and was
placed under the Air Coordinating Committee.

The fact that industry has full membership and a vote in RTCA
inclines some of the non-governmental participants to prefer it
over the Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel (NAV Panel),
as a forum in which to take up matters affecting the common
system. On June 8, 1954, with the affirmative vote of the Gov-
ernment members, RTCA established a Steering Committee on
a permanent basis to redefine the requirements of the common
system. This development has brought into the fore the issue
of NAV Panel-RTCA relationships. There is now a risk of
friction between elements of the two groups, and the latent un-
certainty as to the role of each has been accentuated (Ref. 1,
p. 40).




In relations with Congress, the original ACC view was that the ACC, rather
than BOB, should provide final coordination of the views of the Executive
Branch on draft legislation to be presented to Congress, and "this view had
some support in Congress' (Ref. 1, p. 21). Howeéver, when Congressional
efforts began to give the ACC statutory recognition,

The dangers to the Air Coordinating Committee from

becoming an agency in direct communication with Congress

were eventually perceived, and the Committee ceased

attempting to coordinate the reports of member agencies

on pending bills (Ref. 1, pp. 21-22).
For each of its participating agencies, one liaison official of the agency was
designated as the contact point for channeling communications to and from the
ACC and for coordinating those agencies' numerous representatives to various
ACC committees.

OUTPUTS

Reports

Annual reports were submitted to the President by January 31 of each
year. E.OQO. 9781 also provided for interim or special reports upon request,
such as the Civil Air Policy Report of 1954 (Ref. 4).

Proposed Laws and Regulations

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

commented on regulations under consideration by member agencies.

Public Relations and Information Dissemination

ACC documents and reports were directed towards the decision makers
in government and industry rather than towards the general public. There was

no public information program as such.



Coordination of Federal Agency Activities

There were two types of coordination outputs: (1) issues referred to the
President because no agreement could be reached; and (2) "decisions" unani-
mously agreed to, which were to be implemented by the appropriate member
agencies. The areas in which these decisions were most numerous included
ICAOQ policy questions, airport or runway location issues, and obstruction
(radio tower) issues.

IMPACT

Legislation, Regulations, Executive Orders

While implementation was up to the President (executive orders) or member
agencies (regulations) there is little doubt that the ACC had a decisive influence
on many small but important rules, orders, and regulations. It is also clear,
however, that it had only an indirect influence on the major legislation of the
1950's, which led to the transfer of functions from existing agencies to the
FAA. That is, the Harding and Curtis groups used the expertise of the ACC
as one input but made their own decisions. Those decisions eventually led to
a drastic curtailment of the coordinating mechanisms, including the ACC
itself.

New Organizations or-Major Changes.in Existing Organizations

Because of the collective nature of its decision-making process (including
the unanimity rule), the ACC tended to recommend the expansion of the scope
of existing member agencies rather than the creation of new ones. Most
typically, it was never able to address itself to major jurisdictional questions.
For example, the 1954 Report on Civil Air Policy that the ACC sent to the
President was full of generalities concerning what should be done. However,

because member agencies could not agree, there were no recommendations on
specific agency tasks and deadlines. (For details, see p. 31 of the Finan
Report in Appendix C.)

3-19



Coordination of Federal Agency Activities

The two types of coordination outputs were: (1) issues raised to the Presi-

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

The ACC did not function well as a mechanism for presenting unresolved
interagency disputes for Presidential decision. It was evidently recognized by
each agency that if one member persisted in forcing a Presidential decision in
which it might gain and other agencies lose, other agencies would do the same
in return. It was safer not to rock the boat. Instead there seemed to be two
patterns. Either intractable problems were avoided or else agencies compro-
mised incompatible positions to achieve some sort of '"decision.' 1In the latter
case, the decision was not likely to be as well-reasoned as the original posi-
tions, or to really solve the problem.

As to implementation of decisions by members, the ACC had problems
seeing that implementation actually occurred. When agency representatives
were of insufficiently high rank, they were less able to (a) get their agency to
bring problems to the ACC or (b) get their agency to fulfill commitments made
at the ACC (Ref. 8, p. I-614). The Department of Commerce implemented ACC
decisions better than the military branches because its representative on the
Top ACC was of very high rank in DOC and aotively participated in ACC. There
were other factors in the Commerce performance, however, Commerce had a
deep interest in ACC because it ran large parts of the federal aviation program
including CAA and the Weather Bureau; CAA voluntarily did much of the ACC
staff work; and Commerce also provided office space for the ACC Secretariat.
All of these close ties made it more likely that ACC decisions would take
Commerce's interests into account, in turn making Commerce more inclined
to implement ACC decisions. As the Finan Report summed it up:

The Air Coordinating Committee cannot compel member
agencies to implement its decisions. These agencies should,
therefore, arrange individually to assure that implementation

does take place or that the Committee is advised of obstacles
which justify reconsideration of a decision.




One of the criticisms of the Air Coordindting Committee is
that it has, on occasion, failed to implement its decisions.
Such criticism cannot appropriately be leveled against the
Committee for it neither has, nor should have, mandatory
powers over its member agencies. It is nonetheless true
that in the long run the standing and effectiveness of the Air
Coordinating Committee will be strongly influenced by the
seriousness with which participating agencies carry out
their roles in the implementation of the decisions in which
they take part. The most satisfactory approach would thus
seem to be for each agency to establish the internal proce-
dures required to advise appropriate officials of the Air
Coordinating Committee's decisions and to follow up on
actions taken pursuant thereto (Ref. 1, p. 26).

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

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

As such, it successfully resolved many routine matters. It was also useful
for communicating to the top level of the Executive Branch a picture of policies
that participating federal agencies were prepared to propose and implement.

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

If the Executive Office had wanted the ACC to perform this function, it should
have taken more positive steps to induce the ACC to surface the "important"
issues. It also should have become more involved in resolving some of these
issues so that the ACC could proceed. The ACC by its nature could not perform
alone other essentials of effective government action such as coordinated bud-
getary planning and a unified approach to Congress for appropriations. Evi-
dently, BOB did not completely fill the gap, either because of lack of interest
or resources or because member agencies did not present their budgets to BOB
in a form that made control possible (e.g., insufficient differentiation of bud-
getary line items, particularly in military budgets).

At any rate, rapid advancements in the number and speed of aircraft in
the postwar years made continuous and rapid improvement of the air facilities

system necessary. The ACC mechanism, with its slow progress of issues



from lower to higher levels of committees, became less useful as this particular
problem became more acute. The ACC was unsuccessful in reorganizing itself
in ways that were within its power. Besides, it was unable to reorganize in any
way that would interfere with statutory responsibilities conferred by Congress
on individual members like the CAB. Thus the stage was set for the Harding
and Curtis Reports and the reorganization by Congress that followed.

MONITORING AND UPDATING

Monitoring Progress Toward Objectives

The agency liaison officers, together with individual agency representatives
to particular committees, were supposed to monitor progress toward objectives
embodied in ACC decisions. As critic N. E. Halaby pointed out in the Harding
Report, ACC groups often disbanded after writing reports and recommendations,
and did not continue to review progress and keep operational requirements up
to date (Appendix I, p. 32). The annual reports were also mechanisms for
reviewing progress of the ACC bodies and, to a lesser extent, progress of

agencies in implementing ACC decisions.

Updating Objectives

The entire four-level committee structure was the day-to-day mechanism
for revision of specific objectives. Review of policy objectives in their entirety
was largely induced by outside requests for special reports, such as the 1947
(Ref. 7) and 1954 (Ref. 4) presidential requests for statements of overall

national aviation policy.

Revision of Organizational Structure

There were at least two points at which review occurred: in 1954, when
ACC Chairman Murray asked BOB to evaluate the ACC organization (Ref. 1)
and in 1957, when the ACC prepared a Statement of Organization Functions and
Procedures (Ref. 2). The BOB Report of 1954 endorsed the basic goals,




structure, and usefulness of the ACC but also made many recommendations for
improving it. (A complete set of the recommendations and the rationales for
them is in Appendix C.) There is evidence (Ref. 2) that the ACC attempted to
implement many of the recommendations that were directed toward it, including
the regularization of industry-ACC relations, the addition of a management
committee (which ACC called the Executive Council instead), the addition of the
FCC as a full member, and the strengthening of machinery to encourage individ-
ual agencies to consult the ACC before making irreversible program and hard-
ware commitments (Ref. 2, p. 23). On the other hand, fewer recommendations
directed at the member agencies were adopted.. For example, the Post Office
was unwilling to remove itself from full membership, unnecessary memberships
on committees continued, and ACC time was still burdened with bilateral matters
between agencies that could have been settleq elsewhere. Also, no Executive
Order revising the charter of the ACC was issued.
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