


Court. Just last week, Ricky Gates, the Conrail engineer and admitted drug user
responsible for the Conrail-Amtrak crash a year ago, which killed 16 people and
hospitalized 178 more, testified before a Senate committee that random testing is
the only answer to an industry-wide problem. Edward Cromwell, the brakeman on
tha:; killer Conrail train, testified that 40-50 percent of rail workers used drugs while
on auty. .

We also have reason for concern regarding drug use by commercial truck
drivers. Available data shows that truck drivers use less alcohol, but more stimulants
than the general public. Last June, the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
obtained blood and/or urine samples from 317 of 359 randomly selected tractor-
trailer drivers at a weigh station on I-40 in Tennessee. Alitogether, 29 percent of the
drivers tested positive for alcohol, marijuana, cocainme, and/or prescription or
nonprescription stimulants. :

Recently, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration conducted an
evaluation of a drug recognition protedure developed and used by the Los Angeles
Police Department. The techniques used enabled experienced police officers to
recognize symptoms of many types of drug use by drivers. Since we've seen that this
program works -- that it greatly enhances the enforcement of “driving under the
influence of drugs” laws -- NHTSA has begun training cowrses at ten sites across the
country that teach this procedure.

This Administration was the first to make the “war against drug abuse” a
national priority. Atthe Department of Transportation, we are moving aggressively
to attack the “"demand” side of the program, and are aisa continuing to attack the
supply chain, through Coast Guard drug interdiction. Last yearthe Coast Guard
was involved in the seizure of 25,000 ponds of cocaine, with a street value of more
than $1.4 billion. Unfortunately, Congress cut the Coast Guard budget for this year.
President Reagan and 1 are asking the Congress to restore these funds the Coast
Guard needs and are asking for more money nextyear. We know what you know:
drugs are a fundamental threat to the American peoplie, and we must use every
resource available to fight back.
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So today when | discuss the various transportation issues facing your region, 1 do
so keeping in mind the principle of federalism, which gives you the predominant
role in the future course of Minnesota’s transportation policy.

Nationally, the number of workers commuting from suburb to suburb is already
double the number commutin? to central business districts. Meeting new mobility
patterns and delivering cost-efficient, reliable service to riders calls for strong and
innovative leadership at the state and local levels.

One tool finding increasing use is the contracting out of transit services to
private firms. This increases both the flexibility of local transit managers and
improves the delivery of vital services. Instead of having to balance the interests of
constituents against those of public employees, contracting with private firms
allows a transit system to shop for the best service -- specifically tailored to the job
at hand -- at the lowest cost. For example, Houston’s Transit Authority is
contracting more than one-third of its commuter bus services with private carriers,
saving approximately $2 million annually; and the Chicago Transit Authority is
increasing the number of trips available to mobility-limited riders by 100 percent by
contracting out to private firms. Over the past three years, hundreds of
communities in states all across the country have achieved substantial savings and
improved service as a result of privatization. '

You are moving in the same direction. Your Regional Transit Board, with a
$350,000 grant from the Department of Transportation, will implement a
competitive bidding process that will allow the existing public and private operators
to compete for dif?erent types of services in three test cases. Metro Mobility, the
transportation service for tKe elderly and handicapped, has already been contracted
out to twenty private van companies. To date, | understand this venture has been a
big success. [insert today’s grants]

In 1983, the Metropolitan Council and the Metropolitan Planning Organization
for the Minneapolis-St. Paul area began a study funded by DOT's Urban Mass
Transportation Administration on ways to address the the growing traffic problems
in the region. A range of alternatives, including better bus service or a light rail
system, was studied for two areas: the Southwest Corridor and the University
Avenue Corridor. '

As you know, light rail has been debated here for seventeen years. Last year the
Minnesota Legislature authorized the proposed $2 million property tax increase for
Hennepin County to pay for a portion of the costs of light rail. Although the
projected cost of this light rail system is high -- nearly $800 million -- the
alternatives, such as adding extra lanes of highway, could be even costlier. | am told
th? improvements currently underway on Highway 12 are costing $40 million per
mile.

| was heartened to see that this proposed light rail project is being pursued on
the basis of a partnership between the public and private sectors. 1t would rely to a
substantial extent on equity contributions from the private sector. Current
estimates show that mechanisms such as real estate development could lead to up-
front contributions covering 15-25 percent of light rail construction costs.

If you are going to build such a system, this kind of innovative public-private
partnership makes good practical andy political sense. You have learned from past
mistakes by other cities -- when rail systems have been built with excessive reliance
on federal dollars and have ignored beneficial land use and development
opportunities. In such cases, not only do communities miss out on the reduced
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already accustomed to flying for business or personal reasons, have meant explosive

growth in commercial aviation. Since deregulation, the number of flights serving

Minneapolis-St. Paul has increased by 96 percent and seat capacity is up 85 percent.

zhis is good news for the flying public and good economic news for the entire Twin
ities area. g

But as air traffic continues to grow at the Minneapolis-St. Paul International
Airport, complaints about excessive airport noise and congestion in the skies grow
with it. | understand the Metropolitan Council will complete a study by year’s end
regarding the feasibility of building a new airport to offset future overcrowding
that is bound to occur in the years to come.

Complaints about airport noise have been with us since the first airport opened
and certainly must be taken into account when proposals for airport building and
expansion are considered. The current dilemma over the extension of runway 4-22
at International is one such example. The advantages of lengthening the runway
are obvious. For one, air traffic would be more evenly distributed, since currently
the runway is only used in off-peak periods. But one of the many hurdles this
project will have to clear is approval by the FAA, and the opinions of the residents
of the areas of Bloomington and Richfield will be carefully reviewed.

But let's face it, no other facility has the kind of overwhelming economic impact
on a region like a major airport. Airports give you an edge in attracting new
businesses and provide incentives to expand for the companies already located
there. It's a fact that when more people fly into a city -- whether it's Minneapolis-
St. Paul or Memphis -- more money comes into the city by way of consumer
spending and increased commercial investment. And there’s no ignoring the
enormous employment opportunities that airports provide their surrounding
communities. The Metropolitan Airports Commission reports that International has
created almost 20,000 jobs and brought in a total of $1.23 billion in revenues.
That's phenomenal and, of course, a new airport would increase those figures.
Considering that air traffic nationwide will double by the year 2000, and since a new
airport would take as long as 15 years to build, you are wise to consider this option
in a timely, but carefully thought-out fashion.

At the Department of Transportation we’ve taken a series of measures to cope
with the growth in demand for aviation services. Our long-range National Airspace
Plan encompasses the expansion of the nation’s airspace and airport facilities to
accommodate the steady increase in air traffic. The ten-year, $12.2 billion project is
revolutionizing our aviation system. We are in our sixth year of the NAS plan,
which is composed of more than 90 projects that will modernize the 22,000 facilities
that make up the U.S. air traffic control system. Perhaps the most exciting aspect of
the NAS plan is the installation of the Host Computer System at the twenty Air
Route Traffic Control Centers across the country. These systems are more efficient
because the computers process information ten times faster and have four to five
times more storage capacity than the equipment they are replacing. The Host
Computer for Minneapolis-St. Paul, which is located in Farmington, will become
operational next month.

Most Americans who have flown during the past year have also experienced
flight delays, had their baggage lost, or may have been “bumped” due to an airline
over-booking. Many people are quick to place blame for poor airline service on
economic deregulation. That's just not true, and it's not fair to the Americans of
modest means who now can afford to fly. It is true that the airline market has
become far more competitive than its sluggish pre-1978 years. This has driven the
cost of airline tickets down -- fares per passenger mile were cut by nearly 20 percent
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The testing will be conducted with respect for the privacy and dignity of each
individual. To ensure fair treatment, employers will test for the use of marijuana,
cocaine, opiates, amphetamines, and PCP under strict federal quidelines. If the
rulemaking goes into effect as we are proposing it, employers will have 120 days to
develop and submit a proposed anti-drug plan for approval by the FAA
Administrator. We are requesting comments on ways to give employers the
flexibility they need when designing company-specific programs.

This proposal is only one of many steps the Department of Transportation has
taken toward ensuring a drug-free transportation system. In 1986 we implemented
a rule that required testing of railroad employees for both alcoho! and illegal drugs
during pre-employment physicals, after major train accidents, and upon reasonable
suspicion. We are now in the process of appealing to the Supreme Court the absurd
Ninth Circuit ruling which struck down this rule and which is inconsistent with every
other Court of Appeals ruling on drug testing. As the dissenting judge wrote in his
strongly-worded opinion: “Locomotives in the hands of drug-or alcohol-impaired
employees are the substantial equivalents of time bombs endangering the lives of
thousands.” Last September we began random drug testing of the Department’s
civilian employees in sensitive safety and security-related positions. To date, more
than 1200 DOT employees have been tested.

| realize this proposal involves difficult issues. The comments filed in response to
it will be very helpful as we draft the final rule. Although we recognize in the
rulemaking that there are different ways to approach the process of rehabilitation, |
firmly believe that drug testing -- especially random testing -- is absolutely critical in
our efforts to create a drug-free aviation system for the American people. After all,
no matter how stringent our safety regulations and no matter how sophisticated
our technology, all it takes is one person on drugs in one of these sensitive airline
jobs to endanger the lives of hundreds of innocent people. We know random
testing works. The Coast Guard began random testing of its military personnel in
January of 1983. Since then, the percentage of those testing positive has dropped
from 10.3 percent in 1983 to 2.9 percent in 1987. We are also drafting random
testing rules for other modes of transportation, and they will be issued in the
months to come. ‘

Thank you.
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Throughout our history, America has nurtured in the private sector
entrepreneurial endeavors such as the creation of the automobile and steel
industries, and the community spirit displayed by visionary individuals who founded
some of our great private universities and teaching hospitals. Even the voyages of
discovery were often private, not government, ventures.

The Reagan Administration, the Department of Transportation, and UMTA are
trying to revitalize those fundamental principles which successfully guided the
United States to world economic leadership. Our role at the Department of
Transportation is to improve transit services and their financing by creating a
competitive environment within the industry, and by strongly encouraging private
sector participation in the financing of transit’s capital investments. The principles
and practice of privatization and federalism are extremely important to the future of
mass transit.

Some in Washington are quick to forget that the major decisions regarding the
maintenance and development of transit systems should be made at the level closest
to the people who will use them. Thus, this really is a team effort between the
private sector and all levels of government.

Privatization is based on the notion that competition makes for a better final
product. A lack of competition has certain inevitable effects -- the quality of service
is gradually eroded, creative thinking is stultified, and the cost of the service is kept
artificially high. Without competition, transferring services from the public sector
to private enterprise would simply be trading a public monopoly for a private one.
That defeats the purpose of privatization. Privatization is not an end in itself; its
goal is to improve services and reduce costs for users of the service. Privatization
and competition must go hand-in-hand to be of benefit to consumers.

In order to improve both transit services and their financing, decisions must be
based on market conditions. Competition to provide transit services between private
and public providers forces officials to reexamine the costs and benefits of each.
Many communities have already begun cost comparisons and have found that
competition has significantly reduced transit costs.

A recent national survey of transit service contracting by public agencies found
cost savings of 10 to 50 percent when service was contracted out or put up for
competitive bidding. Public agencies themselves estimate an average savings of 29
percent. In times of tight budgets, such savings are especially attractive
alternatives for local communities.

But competition doesn’t just mean a savings to taxpayers, it also offers
communities the opportunity to experiment with new forms of service to meet the
changing needs of their users. As you know, many parts of the country still have
transit systems that resemble a “hub and spoke” pattern of bus or subway service,
with the center city as the hub. Demographic changes over the past two decades
often make such a system woefully inadequate, since many suburban business
centers now rival downtown areas. Many people still commute into and out of the
cities, but the real growth in travel in recent years has been from suburb to suburb.
Existing transit systems are simply not designed to meet these new transportation
needs. This presents a real challenge to state and local officials to adapt their
transit systems to the changing patterns of their users.
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significant increases for the Coast Guard and the FAA, in recognition of the life-or-
death nature of their responsibilities. So the pressure is on to find savings in other
federal transportation programs, such as aid to mass transit, which reinforces the
importance of using privatization as a tool.

I want to return to the theme of expanding private sector participation in
transportation by giving a brief overview of other areas where encouraging
developments have taken place. The sale of the government-owned freight railroad
Conrail is the largest privatization success story to date. After years of taxpayer
subsidies, Conrail is now itself a taxpayer, and its sale last year by Secretary Dole
netted almost $2 billion for the federal coffers.

Our new national space policy is another example of the Department’s critical
role in reshaping relationships between the public and private sectors. For years,
the federal government monopolized space transportation, much to the detriment of
our space program. As a result, the United States has let other nations, including
the Soviet Union, establish a foothold in commercial space transportation. In fact,
the Soviets have been offering American companies huge discounts to fly their
payloads on Soviet launch vehicles. The Chinese and Japanese are also emerging
competitors, and the French government-led consortium, Ariane, has been in
business for several years.

In 1984, the President directed DOT to assist private firms in cutting through
federal red tape that made private launches virtually impossible. Then, in 1986, he
removed routine commercial and foreign satellites from the space shuttle. Just this
month, the President unveiled a new space policy that requires NASA and other
federal agencies to do everything possible to support privatization of space activities.

Having made recent corporate investments totaling more than $400 million,
American companies now have commercial contracts to launch thirteen satellites,
beginning in 1989, and have launch reservations for at least fifteen more. Each
foreign satellite launched on an American rocket represents $40 to $100 million
addeg to our GNP. Companies are already gearing up their production lines and
hiring more employees. In fact, on the day the President’s new space policy was
announced, our Office of Commercial Space Transportation announced its first
license for two private launches.

By making it possible for American aerospace firms to offer launches on a
commercial basis, we expect to see the same benefits we have seen in other
transportation sectors: market competition, technological innovation, more
responsive services, lower costs for suppliers and lower prices for users -- all this
while maintaining a high level of reliability.

The example I have just mentioned represents “pure privatization,” where the
government completely steps aside. While in most cases this is the best way to go, in
the real world sometimes it is not politically possible. Let me give you an example.

Last summer, we transferred Washington National and Dulles airports from
federal control to that of a regional authority. Would we have liked to have
considered privatizing the airports? You bet. Did we have the votes on Capitol Hill
to completely privatize the airports? No. In fact, there were eight previous attempts
dating all the way back to 1949 to end federal control over the airports. Considering
the odds against us, leasing the airports to a regional authority was the only viable
alternative to continued federal government control. The result is that control over
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even more encouraging, there was a 26 percent drop in the teenage drunk driving
category. While we should congratulate ourselves on these successes, we must not
give the American public the false illusion that the war is won. The sad truth is that
the pro?ress we made in decreasing alcohol and drug-related fatalities has begun to
level off in the last three years. So, we’'re not likely to see further progress, and we
may even lose some of our hard-fought gains, unless we rededicate ourselves to this
cause. We can get back on the track and make progress in reducing the drunk and
drugged driving toll, but it will require our long-term dedication, patience, and
perseverance.

We must continue to use every resource at our command to fight the tragedy of
drunk and drugged driving. | cannot tell you how thrilled | am to know that
celebrities like Aretha Franklin are speaking out on this important subject. And |
want to thank all of the other recording artists here today for taking time out of
their busy schedules to come to Washington to help kick off the “TH!NK...Don’t
Drive with Drugs or Drink!” video. I'm confident that if more of you become
involved in this important public awareness campaign, our message will have a
greater impact.

A lot of young people choose to drink and then drive because, as is usually the
case when you're young, you think that “nothing’s going to happen to me.” When
their music or television idols tell them that it's really dumb and deadly, they might
listen a little more closely. Aretha Franklin has been one of my idols since...well,
let’s just say for a long time. Who better than the person who made chartbusters
out of the songs, “Think”, “Freeway of Love” and “Respect” to make a public
service announcement on the perils of drunk driving? Ms. Franklin, | want to thank
you for taking the time and effort to further educate the American public.

#HH#H#


































































Back in the late 1970s and early 1980s, advocates of economic deregulation
promised shippers and travelers wider choices, greater efficiency, more competitive
rates and lower fares. Across-the-board, those promises have been largely fulfilled.
Few Americans realize just how much credit such deregulation deserves for the
decline of inflation since 1980, when it stood at a staggering 13.5 percent. Indeed,
the dramatic drop in inflation during the 1980s was in part a result of the
deregulation of two areas: oil prices and transportation.

The benefits of economic deregulation are probably most obvious in the U.S.
aviation industry. The number of passengers on U.S. airlines has increased from 278
million in 1978, the last year of all-out economic regulation, to 450 million in 1987.
Why? Because it's cheaper to fly. The deregulation of airlines in 1978 cut fares per
passenger mile nearly 20 percent in real terms. The reason for this is clear.
Deregulation frees suppliers -- in this instance the airlines -- to compete for
passengers and cargo.

Economic deregulation has revitalized what was once a dying railroad industry
in this country. Since 1980, railroads and shippers have entered over 45,000
contracts tailored to the specific needs of individual shippers. Today the railroad
industry i1s yielding a 4 percent return on investment. Now that might not seem like
a lot when compared to some other industries, but considering the fact that under
the shackles of regulation, nearly one quarter of all the tracks in America were
involved in bankruptcy proceedings in the late 1970s, | think this is a remarkable
turnaround.

The sale of Conrail would never have been possible without deregulation.
Created as a ward of the state in 1976 out of the ashes of seven bankrupt rail
companies in the Northeast and Midwest, Conrail became a profitable, publicly
traded, privately owned railroad a year ago. It no longer serves as a drain on the
U.S. economy. It is now accountable to its consumers and responsible for its own
success. | worked with former Secretary Elizabeth Dole to structure the sale in a way
that netted $1.9 billion in proceeds for the government. Today, instead of being a
burden on our economy, Conrail is itself a taxpayer.

The same kind of progress because of substantial economic deregulation is
occurring in the trucking industry. The Motor Carrier Act of 1980 has resuited in
lower rates for thousands of shippers; in fact, a recent study indicates truckload
rates have dropped by 16 to 25 percent in constant dollars.

Sometimes it helps to recall unpleasant memories of the past in order to
appreciate how much improvement has occurred. Federal regulation during the
1970s cost the economy $100 billion a year. It added about $1,800 a year to the
annual cost of living for every family, because of higher costs for goods and services.

Yet economic deregulation is a lot more than just greater convenience and lower
prices; it is absolutely critical to America’s ability to hold its own in an ever more
competitive global economy. Transportation accounts for 18 percent of our GNP,
and its costs are reflected in the prices of nearly everything we buy and produce.
About 25 percent of the cost of a delivered product is for transportation. According
to a study by the Americans for Safe and Competitive Trucking, the complete
economic deregulation of the trucking industry would save American businesses an
additional $87 billion in distribution costs over the next five years and give us a
better competitive edge against foreign imports. American consumers are, by
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others are the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Railroad
Administration, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration and the Maritime
Administration. It’s a lot to keep track of, but I enjoy it. I am able to hold my own in
large part because of the education I received in this very high school.

I have been spending a lot of time recently on a very important national issue:
the economic deregulation of the U.S. airline, railroad and trucking industries. Now
the term “economic deregulation” may sound like bureaucratic jargon, but, in
practice, economic deregulation makes excellent sense. It simply means letting
individuals and companies make their own decisions, instead of having government

agencies tell them what to do. You have probably heard President Reagan talk
about the “magic of the marketplace”; that is part of the concept of economic
deregulation.

In the mid 1970s, a consensus emerged in this country that the federal
government’s economic regulation of transportation industries was unhealthy.
These restrictions made the industries inefficient and caused transportation costs to
be artificially high. You may not realize that the cost of transportation accounts for
one-quarter of the cost of a delivered product. That means that everything you buy
in a store, whether it’s a pair of jeans or a compact disc or a pack of gum, has the cost
of transportation calculated into the final price. So, for instance, when economic
regulation drives up costs for trucking companies, you end up paying for that
increase.

The restrictions that were imposed on companies by the federal government
resulted in a lack of healthy competition in transportation industries. Excessive
federal government intervention made it extremely difficult for industries to
respond to changes in consumer demands. Thus, these industries became lethargic
and complacent, sort of like an out of shape athlete who, for a lack of any real
competition, gradually lets his muscles get flabby and his coordination slacken.

In the case of the airline industry, airfares were jacked up much higher than they
should have been. Before economic deregulation, flying was a luxury that only the
wealthy could afford. But then deregulation brought competition to the industry,
lowering air fares by $11 billion per year. Now, for the first time in the history of
aviation, people of modest means can afford to fly. The number of passengers on U.S.
airlines increased from 278 million in 1978, the last year of all-out economic
regulation, to 450 million in 1987. To put it another way, 72 percent of adult
Americans flew in 1987, up from 63 percent in 1978.

Railroads were also dramatically affected by excessive government regulation.
Of the modern day forms of transportation in the United States, railroads have the
‘longest history. Trains have always conjured up romantic visions of frontier
America. But heavy government regulation nearly took this industry around its
final bend in the 1970s. Railroad bankruptcies became commonplace and service
and efficiency standards suffered dramatically. Trains were losing their reputation
as a convenient, reasonable way to ship goods and the industry as a whole was
growing at a snail’s pace.

But deregulation has revitalized this once-dying industry. Since 1980,
railroads and shippers have entered over 45,000 contracts. The sale of an entire
railroad, Conrail, would never have been possible without deregulation. Created as
a ward of the state in 1976 out of the ashes of seven bankrupt rail companies in the
Northeast and Midwest, Conrail became a profitable, publicly traded, privately
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involved in alcohol-related accidents. It is estimated that 3,538 teenagers died in
alcohol-related car accidents in 1986.

In every state, though, as the drinking age has been raised, teenage automobile
fatalities have declined. In fact, the higher drinking ages are already responsible for
saving approximately 700 lives annually. I know it’s still possible for you to get your
hands on alcohol if you try hard enough. But it’s illegal and it’s just plain dumb to
mix alcohol and automobiles. When you drink, you not only put your own life on the
line, you endanger others. I did not come here today to preach, but I do want to
appeal to your common sense on what is truly a life or death issue.

I would like to close on a more upbeat note by encouraging all of you to continue
to learn as much as you can about your government and the way it works. This is
your government, after all. Your student council activities are excellent training,
and I expect many of you will find yourselves participating in federal, state or local
government affairsin a few years.

Some of the greatest civilizations on this earth perished because their citizens
ceased to be alert to threats that can arise both internally and externally. The
ancient Greeks reached the pinnacle of human achievement, and yet they were
largely indifferent to the cancer of slavery within their borders, and to the danger
posed by invading barbarians outside their borders. In the 1930s, Britain and
France, despite having attained unrivaled wealth and influence, lay sleeping in the
face of the growing Nazi menace, which was destined to cripple a civilization built
over centuries. It 1s not easy to recover once the damage is done. Greece has never
been what it once was, and Britain and France are still a long way from the world
influence they once enjoyed.

Our nation must continue to be a beacon of hope to the people around the world
who live in fear of speaking or writing freely, or of attending the churches of their
choice. The only way we can remain an inspiration and a force for good is if we,
ourselves, remain steadfast in our belief in the preservation of liberty.

You are among the best and the brightest young people in this country. You are
our investment in the future; it is you who will lead this nation into the next
century. And it is you who must remain committed to keeping America free and
strong. So I urge you to begin playing an active role in government now. Pick a
candidate for public office whom you believe in, and volunteer to help that person get
elected. You can begin influencing the future of your country this year. If politics
outside of school do not interest you much now, volunteer some time each week to a
charity that gives help to others. Don’t put off making a contribution to your
community, because tomorrow you’ll be just as busy. Now is the time to start
making a positive difference in the lives of others and in the political process. I know
from personal experience that your offers of help will be warmly received.

Good luck with the rest of your high school careers.
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indicate a growing sense of urgency about the need to address the structural
problems of the FAA.

As you are aware, a wide range of alternatives to reform the FAA are currently
being debated. They span from just removing the Airport and Airway Trust Fund
from the budget process to a full privatization of the air traffic control system. While
it is certainly beneficial for us to examine the broad spectrum of proposals in this
crucial debate, we should also remember that we must learn from the past. More
than three decades have passed since the first concerns about the federal
government’s ability to cope with a dynamic and growing air travel network were
raised; and these concerns have been strikingly constant over the years. They long
pre-date the economic deregulation of the airlines and the air traffic controllers’
strike. Worries about the air traffic control system and staff being overworked, the
threats of increased mid-air collisions, and the need for state-of-the-art equipment
are, unfortunately, 30 year-old news.

In a speech at the National Press Club in February, I outlined a set of five criteria
by which I think any proposal to reform the FAA should be judged. The first three
criteria address some of the most debilitating problems at the FAA: procurement
delays that prevent timely acquisition of new technology, rigid personnel rules that
prohibit efficient deployment of air traffic control staff, and the federal budget
uncertainties that can threaten planning for air traffic control operations. The
fourth and most critical criterion calls for adequate levels of oversight and
accountability in the implementation and enforcement of safety regulations. Health
and safety regulations are universally viewed as governmental responsibilities, and
the American people expect particularly strict government oversight of aviation
safety. Last, I think it’s important that we have consistency in both safety
regulation and in the delivery of air traffic control services at every level of the
organization in charge of each.

Today I will concentrate on the importance of that fourth criterion and give you
some background on the Department’s relationship over the years with the FAA. As
I emphasized last week before Senator Ford’s subcommittee, the examples I will note
are intended to highlight structural problems. It is simply wrong to interpret my
testimony as explicitly or implicitly critical of particular personnel.

The FAA is different from most other federal agencies in that it combines three
distinct -- and often conflicting -- missions. First, it must enforce and establish
safety regulations for a private industry, a policing role. Second, as a service
provider, it operates the air traffic control system for the benefit of public and
private aviation. Third, it is directed by statute and takes seriously its responsibility
“to encourage and foster the development of civil aeronautics and air commerce.”

How can we reasonably expect the FAA or any other entity to be a service
industry, a promotional bureau, and at the same time act as an enforcement agency?
This tripartite mission is very odd when compared to other modes of transportation
or federal regulatory agencies. For example, the Maritime Administration promotes
the commercial interests of the maritime industry, but the Coast Guard regulates
and enforces maritime safety. The Federal Railroad Administration regulates rail
safety, but it doesn’t operate switching yards and it no longer runs railroads. The
National Highway Transportation Safety Administration issues motor vehicle
safety standards, but the Department of Commerce promotes the automobile
industry. The good sense of these arrangements is obvious., The federal government
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implementation of the recommendation on employee screening for a year. They also
felx)iled to fully implement a later decision requiring 100 percent detection of FAA test
objects.

After the PSA tragedy last December, I ordered that universal screening be
implemented and reiterated my previous request that enforcement of aviation
security regulations be stiffened. Yet I discovered just recently that, among other
problems, the FAA staff was taking enforcement action only if the screeners failed to
detect at least three out of five test objects, and was only issuing a fine for the third
failure. Furthermore, violations at different airports where the same airline had
partial or sole responsibility were not being added together. On March 8, I sent a
memorandum to the Administrator asking that he give his personal attention to this
matter to ensure that all aviation security regulations were being vigorously
enforced. He agreed.

The FAA’s approach to aviation security is indicative of the inherent conflict in
its mission that I alluded to earlier. But it is also an illustration of the FAA’s well-
known “culture.” To some extent, that culture is a product of the FAA’s closeness to
the specialized industry that it regulates, services and promotes.

Commenting on one manifestation of the FAA’s institutional mindset in a recent
public television documentary on the FAA’s slowness in improving cabin safety
rules, Representative Oberstar described the FAA as having “its vision on the long
term, the perfect -- trying to achieve that goal of perfection. While waiting for that to
arrive, they dismiss other short-term, more useful, and lower cost interim, very
beneficial steps.”

The Congressman’s astute observation underscores a critical point: no one at the
FAA is anti-safety. Just the opposite is true. But often it takes someone from
outside the organization to insist that there may be ways to enhance safety that are
being overlooked. As Chairman Burnett has pointed out, that person will be more
effective if he or she has authority to make binding decisions in regulatory and
safety matters. It is a classic case of the value of a system of checks and balances.

The need for checks and balances was also demonstrated by the problem that
arose in medical certification of pilots. In November 1986, it was discovered that the
Federal Air Surgeon overruled his expert medical staff in rectifying numerous pilots
with serious medical problems. Despite unprecedented, repeated expressions of
strong concern by airline and labor representatives, the FAA leadership’s reaction
was to protect and defend these decisions. The Secretary had to insist that corrective
action be taken. As a result, the Air Surgeon was removed from his position, and all
of the “special issuances” he approved for pilots were reviewed and evaluated by an
outside team of physicians.

AsImentioned, some aviation interest groups have argued that one advantage of
an independent FAA is that the Department could no longer meddle in the FAA’s
business or “micromanage” its affairs. However, anytime you have the regulated
interests arguing that they need less oversight from those charged with regulating
them on safety matters, healthy skepticism is in order. It was “micromanagement”
that got us, among other things, updated and stricter cabin safety rules and more
inspectors, as the 1987 GAO management study documents.

As a provider of air traffic control services, the FAA would be able to do a better
job if it were freed of the funding, procurement and personnel constraints that go

-more -
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