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The present s{tuation does 1ittle more than pretect the
interest aof the short-term land speculators. It does rot
protect the interest of the general public, the heme owner,
the community at large, or the taxpayer, HMost assuredly, it
does not promote the leng-term interest of the Natfon in a

healthy, vigorous afr transport system. We really know what

needs to be done, We have simply lacked the will to do it.

Let's get on with the job.
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REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE RUSBELL E. TRAIN
ADMINISTRATOR, U.5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
PREPARED FOR DELIVERY BEFORE THE
INTER-NOISE '76 COHFERENCE
AT THE SHOREHAM HOTEL
WASHINGTON, D. C.
MONDAY, APRIL 5, 1976, 10:00 A.M,
It is not often that a group as large and divarse
as this gets together, not to raise the decibal leval,
but to lower it == not to make noisa, but to explore ways
of contrdlling it., I am especially grateful for the
opportunity to be with you this Monday morning after
having spent the waekend at my farm on the Eastern Sl.ore
of Maryland where the splash of fish and the call of wild
geese are often among the londest sounds to break the
general calm and quiet, and where I am able, gometimes,
] to anjoy the rare experiance of'hearing mysalf think,
3 The whistling swans had all gona about two weeks ago
,; on their annual migration to the far north of Alaska and
‘.' \ Canada. Most of the Canada geeso had also departed hy
' \ lagt weekend for Hudson Bay and points porth. With their
L departure havg come the osprey, slowly recovering from che
i \\!_naar collapse of their species, wheellng and diving over-
l_ iia!a;lq with thelir shrill, high-pitched cries that make us
16wk ‘up and search the skies. These are neasonal changas
a.rud, because they help herald the marvelous cycles of

na'ture, we f£ind them exciting, anticipatory of changes to

cafna. Therae are other noiwes, of coursa, mestly man-made,
whir{;t_r know no seasons, und the constant £light of aircraft
overhead, larga and small, are among these,

'.;‘he EFA noilse contrel pregram is, as you know, ona of
tha youngest of our major environmental efforts, and we

hava =~ quite frankly after something o¢f a slow start --




finally begun to make some real headway in carrying out our
responsibilities under the Noisa Control Act of 1972,

In fact, dust this last week I signed the most important
noise control regulation to be issued by EPA to date -~

the now product standard under Section 6 of the Act for
medium and heavy duty trucks. The standards will actually
gave this country money since the fuel savings achieved

by the standards will be greater than the cost of the noise
abatement, This :rs a dramatic case where lesa noise means more
efficiency! The Director of the EPA Noise COffice,

Chuck ﬁlklns, will bo talking to you later about the datails

of our noise control effort, and we have prepared for

distribution to you today & small booklet that sums up our
progross thus far, So rather than recite a long laundry

list of things we hava dono, and plan to do, I'd like to

aédrnsa this mbrning a nolea problem that was a matter of ’,'
major national concern more than 25 years ago, which we f
have dene little to alleviate in the years sincae, and
which today must rank -- along with the problam of noiso

in the workplace -- as ono of the most acute noise problems:

'

that confronts us —— I spoak of the problem of aviation
noise. .
For some 25 years now, communities arcund the major f
airports of this country have experlenced an ever in-
creasing exposure to noise. Day in and day out, millioné
of people in this country are deluged by the din of '
airplanes landing and taking off over their homes, Verﬁ
many of these pecple are subjectaed to neise levels so
high that necording to the best sclentific evidence nq&
g :




available they run a vary real risk of actually having
their hearing zffected. Opening a window to enjoy a

warm, spring breeze, using the putlo in comfort for a
barbegque, ralaxing in front of a TV set without being
disturbed, or carrying on an uninterrupted conversation
with a friand in the comfort of our homes: These ordinary,
everyday activitiea which the rest of us take for granted,
they cannot enjoy. We can, with some assurance, estimate
the physical offects on those peopla of prolongad exposurs
to alrport noise levels, There is no way we ¢an measure
the profound mental and emotional distress they must
andura.

The problcom 1s compounded by the sense of utter hope-
lessness and helplessness that ovarwhelms tham. They
have often given up hope that they can do anything themselves
to aveid this misory except to move, They doubt that any
governmental agency or private group will do anything
about 1t. When they have tried to got things done, they
have axperienced only a mpst dizzying and disheartening
round of "buck-passing," No aone seems to hdve the authority,
or the power, or the will to give them any real help. No
one seems to be in charge, At least no one will admit
to it.

The manufacturers assert that they have already done
their part by building planes to meet the FAA's LlY6% noise
atancards for new aircraft -- the FAR 36 3tandards. The
alr carriors point out that they would buy quicter planes
if their economic picture were not so bad. Some pilots
ingist that the safety of their passengers is jeopardized
by ‘hm!.se abatement procedures, that such procedurcs
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are not very effective anyway, and that it is the sourca of
the nolsa, the airplane, which should be guleted., Many
alrport proprietors ingist that they would like to help,
but the FAA has preempted them, and thus their hands are
largely tled. The Federal Government has asgerted tho
right to ba in charge, and has proposed a lot of nnise
abatement rules, but seems to have difficulty in getting
them promulgated. Urban planners and city councils insist
that the airport planning process does not include them
and that, even in those rare cases whero they do get in-
volved, thoir traditional tools such as zoning do not
seem very effectiva, In short, the noise impacted
citizen ig left to his own devices: Either move, or
close his windows, turn up his TV, grin and bear it.

T might say as a footnote here that the last thing
wa need to add to the very difficult situation at sguch
impacted airports as John F. Kennedy is the Concorde -
a8 brand new type of aircraft and yet already so out of
date - which is even noisier and thirstier than the
reat, In shoert, the Concorde is an anachronistic plece of
technology which is out of phase with the noise and energy
pelicies of this country and, I suspect, of much of the
world beyond our boundaries.

The preblem is, in other words, that aircraft noise
is always somebody else's problem. And nobody, as a
regult, seems to feel that they have the authority or
ability -- aven if they have the inclination -- to do
much about it. Each of the excuses I have cited is
perfectly understandable. Ne cone wants to be the "fall

guy," the one who has to carry the whole burden of nolving
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a vary serious and complex problem, It is natural to want

to'walt until someone else takes the step, But when you
put all these "excusas" together, they add up to little
or no action at all. The pecple who live next to our

pation's airports are the most directly affected by this

pernistent failure to act. But they are by no means the
only anef,
Many airport proprietors are now defendants in

hundreds of millions of dollars worth of lawsuits. These

puits are stifling the initiative of our airport propri-tors

and threatening to place them under intolerable financial

burdens, The building of new airports, and the expansion

and modernization of existing ones, have been aubstantialiy

slowed primarily because of legitimate environmental -

concerns on the part of cur citizens, Many of these improva-

ments are neaded for the efficlent operation of our national

air transportation system.

As long as we cgontinue to do little or nothing about

\\ the problem of aviation noise, not only will those who

‘\,'. live near alrports continue to suffer, but the growth of
‘the entire aviation industry itself will continue to be
.'Ifr.:!pa:{.rad and impeded by such uncertainties as: What
f\éu.'thér: abatement will be required of the aircraft
m;-\nufacturers? What procedures will be required of the
ﬁif;._ocn? What aircraft and operational raatrict__ions will
ba i‘L‘.‘mposed on ths Nation's airlines? what impact will
grow.;l:h aof the local airport have on land use arpund the
ajrport? The .J.iat is almost: endless.

How have we gotten curselves into this dilemma, a

Nation jnai‘ly proud of the highly efficient and safe air
' E
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transportation system which has revolutionized travel
and communication for our citizens? How have we allowed
emryone'to sesmingly pass the buck for so long on a
problem with such far reaching implications?

We cannot say that we Were not warned. Harry Truman,
who made a point of living by his motte, "The buck stops
hare," convened a President's Alrport Commission, tha
so—-called Doolittle Commission, in 1952 to look at tha
growlng alrport system, The result was a report whose
rgcommendations are as valid today as they wers in 1952,

The Commission concluded, amonyg othey things, that:
"Some excuse may be found for failure to have foreseen
the rapid rate of aeronautical progress in designing
alrports in the past, but it is to be regretted that more
coneideration was not given to tha comfort and welfaxe of
people living on :he ground in the viclnity of alrports,
Ta be sure, many settled near an airport after it was
in operation, with little realization of the potential
nuisance and hazard., The public cannot be axpected, howaver, .
to anticipate technical developments and it should be informegi
and protected by the responsible authorities," "F
It followed this conclusion with some specific recom- ,f‘

§
mendations that, had we acted upon them, would by now have.
L)

brought the problem of noise well under control, ‘."
]
Today, nearly a quarter of a century later, we continue

to ignore the advice of his Airport Commission and seve:{';"nl

i

commissions and reports sinca. ,
Rather than dwelling on why this happened, we should
ask; I think, why muat this situation persist? And if/

we take a close look at the situation, we cannot escaps
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the cenclusion that there raally is no good reason at all
why it should exist.

Take, to begin with, the srgument -- or axcuse --
that no one group has the authority to solve the whole
problem, This statement has soma truth to it, but in no
regpect does it mean that nothing can or should he dona,
I used to hear this same argument in air and water pollution:
“Cleaning up my factory will not make tha river or air
clean unless others abate teco, so why should I do anything?"
If we had accepted this argument, we would have novar made
any progress at all in eleaning up water and air pollution
in this country. Everyone needs to pull his share of the
load.

The air carriers can and should ratrofit or replace
the many noisy alrcraft remaining in their fleet. The
pilots can and should fly thelr aircraft more guigtly
by following the noise reduction methods of some of the
nore progresaive air carriers, The ajrcraft meanufacturcrs
can and should maka aircraft substantially quicter than they
are today. The alrport proprietor can and should take
actions such as using prelfemntial runways, imposing curfeows
where possible, necessary, and beneficial, and buying
land and putting it into compatible usa. The public
officials and urban planning professionals in our
communities can and should use existing land use controls
and davelop new ones to insure that the land exposed to
'high noise levels around airports is put into compatible
usa. The Federal Government, instead of saying "no" to
lowal officials and airport proprietors, should ancourage

tham '1_:0 plan and implsment a noime abatement program,
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A second chstacle to progress in reducing aviation
noise 16 the often unspoken assumption that the solution
is solely tachnological and that the whole question of
aviation neise abatement is so technical that no ordinary
citizen or policy-maker .can possibly understand it well
ehough to take part in the decision-making. The layman,
in othar words, has no cholca but to throw up his hands
and leava it all up to the experts.

Those of us in the aviation noise abatemant businens,
including EPA, cortalnly are more aware of the complicated
tachnical and legal aspects of this problem, and I do not
mean to undexstate how technically sophisticated thisg
subject ia, Tha fact ramains, however, that the decision
on how much neoigse abatement is necessary, and what the
public should bg willing to pay for that abatement, is not
simply a technieal judgment, It is alsoc and perhaps
primarily a value judgment about the quality of life
that we want in this country, People with technical
knowledge in this field are ne more and no less qualified
to make such a value judgment for the pmople of this country
than anyone elsa, It lo essential that we open up the
decision~meking process on airport nolse to include thosge
pecple who are not technically tralned in this area, but
who hava a right to participate in the value judgment which
must be made, In this field, as in other fields of
enviyonmental quality, those with a technlcal Xnowledge
need to acquire much more humility about their right to
linpose their values on thelr fellew citizens,

In this regard, one of the most neglected, yet important,

agpacts o¥ aviation noise control is the area of land, use.




The Seattle/Tacoma Alrport, for instance, is a classic
axample of how we have falled to reckon with the airport
as a drawing card for land development. When it was
built, the Seattle/Tacoma Airport was surrounded by a vast
amount of undeveloped land. Today, Many years later, it
is one of the Natlion's most saverely- impacted airrorts.
This same scenaric has unfolded at dozens of our Hation's
airports. Once the land is developed, it is, of coursa,
tremendously costly to huy up for neise buffer zonass. The
airports of the country are faced with hundreds of millions
of dollars of lawsuits for nolsa damages which can be only
partially reducad by alrcraft standards and cperational
controls.

All the blama obviously does not ‘rest with the airport
operator or the air carrlers or the Federal ‘Government.
Land use control is traditionally the responsibillity of
local muthorities., But even when normal land use controls
have bean used, they have not always proved strong enough
to withatand the powerful forces in favor of developing the
land near airports. All of us, I am sure, find it a
little aifficult to sympathize with people who have moved
into neighborhoods arovnd our ajrperts aftar the airports are
alraady there and operating. It seems somawhat unjust
to impose upon the airpqrt proprietor the expense of
compensating people who have knowingly moved into the
impacted nelghborhood. Before we criticlze such peopla
howaver, we need to remamber that the impact of nolse
on people is not widely understood or appraociated in this
country, and it is somewhat presumptucus of thoso who are

expert in the subject to sesume that people moving into

-G




homes near airports fully comprehend the psychological,
sogial and phyvsical impacts of this neise day~in and day-out.
One might hope that the cost of hemes in the helghborhoad
of airports would reflect the impact of the nolse, so that
people buying these homas would in effect be put on notice
about the detrimental effects of the noise. However, it
is not at all clear that the market price accurately
reflects the noise impacts upon the neighborhoeod, and

real estate salesmen have been known to show people new
houseg at those hours of the day when the fewest flights
are scheduled,

In at least ohe case in California, the court has
found that people nrehg;;gihle for nuisance payments even
in pituations where they have already received compensation
for the taking of thely property.

puripng the last 9 to 12 months, I have boen gseeiug
somg hopeful gigns that we will ba able to broak out
of the holding pattern we have hesen in for so long on
aviation noise. I have been encouraged by some tentative
steps that the groups invelved have rocently taken to
axplore joint solutions to the noiso problem around
our Naticn's airports, Thase ajgns includa:

-- % new FAA proposal for stricter FAR 36 levels,
bringing the national standards for alrcraft manufacturers
more into line with what is achlevabie with current
tethnology .

~=- FAA's recognition and promotion of the concept of
airport noise planning and abatement.

== An indication from the Department of Transportation

that a final and, we hope, a favorable decision on ratrofit
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is imminent - & decision which is the keystone to the
success of any aviation noise abatement effort.

-~ Soma indication from the leadership of the
airlines and pilots that they may be ready tec accept and
promote nolse abatement takecff and landing procedures.

-~ hetions on the part of several airport proprietors,
with Los Angeles the most publicized example, which
demonstrate a commitment to deal with their noise abate- '
ment problems and, if necessary, to do so without waiting
for Uncle sam to lead the way.

I would hope Lhat, in fact, Uncle Sam wlll lead the
way, with the FAAR in the forefront. This will provide the
national leadership which we all desire angd help put an
end to the buck paaging which has- had such debilitating
effects Iin the past., I am encouraged by the initial
efforts of the FAA Administrator, John McLucas, in this
regard, and EPA stands ready to give him all the help it
can in dealing with this difficult prchlem.

What, speclifically, do we need In the way of Faderal
leadership? To begin with, T believe the alrcraft manu-
facturers need@ to have the Federal Govarnment estahlish
natiochal aircraft standards in a manner which will give
thenm adequate lead time to adjust their design and pro-
duction processes and assure them a ready market for these
gquioter aircraft., Significant improvements in technology
will be possible in the future, and the Federal Government
must project these lmprovements and codify society's ex-
pectations into mandatory standards with sufficient lead
times, The practice of waiting until the new technology
idg being used by some manufacturers, and then legislating
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its use by all, has not provided the envircnmental protection
which we have needed; and it has not given the aircraft
manufacturers firm design targets.
With ragard to the airline pllets, it has been clearly
demonstrated by some airlines that we can employ, at the
Nat’on's airports, quieter landing and take-off procedures
than those which are used by most airline pilots. As an
addad benefit, these procedures can save fuel., Northwest .
Orient has indica“ed that _it savaes almost §3 million in
fuel coats each year because of these improved proceduras, .
The FPaderal Government should firmly identify those
takq-of.f and landing procedures which are both safe and
advantageous from a noise abatemant point of view, and .
should enaure thelr universal use, If such a step on the
part o/ the Federal Government is not possible, then in-
dividuzl airpqrts will have to impose site specific operational
procedures as a condition of the use of their facilities,
The airport proprietor is probably the mest harasged
of all the participants in the noise abatement process.
pecause of tha lawsuits, he has a strong motivation to
take whatever reasonable actions he can to reduce his
liability and to provide some relief to the cltizens of
his community. 'What he needs is a process by which he
can determine the most effectiva means of abatement in
his particular aituation and by which he can carry on a
maaningful diaslogue with those in the community -- the
clty council, the airport neighbors, the Chamber of ,
Commerce ~- who want and should hava a role ip determining
vwhat is to bo done at the airport. What he doas not
need is more lawsults and more barangue. EPR has nearly
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campleted the development of an environmental noise impact
agsessmont mathodolegy for alrports, and an airport
planning nrocess, which we believe will meet these needs
and which have the important additional gquality of being
understandable to both technical and non-technical people,
including the airportt!s neighbors. This will allow the
city councils and land use planners, as well as the

people most directly affected by airport noise, to take
an effective part in the planning and abstemant process,
This xind of wrocess 16 essentinl if we are to keap the
growing problem of incompatible land use from continuing
to outrun even our abllity to deal with the present in-
compatible uses,

We plan to propose an airport regulation to tha FAR
in the nesr futurs which will mandate the use of this
planning process in the development of noige abatement
plans at the Nation's airports.

Every airport in this country should develop and im-
plement a comprehensive nocise abatement plan, using a
cammon planning methodology which is understandable to
the layman and which is adopted after full participation
of all seyments of the affected public. We can no longer
tey to hide the problam from the public, Instead we must
dea). with it straightforwardly and allow everyone affected
to participate in making the difficulk but necessary judgments
about how the alrport and the community will co-exist,

Aggressive Federal action to do its part is in my
opinion, the best way to bring us out of our holding
pattern on aviation noisa. However, it is not the only

way.
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If the Federal Government is unable or unwilling to
lead in this manner, then it should not stand in the way
of airport proprietors, local cffiecials and local citizens
who seek to abate the intolerable noise problems which
exist at many of the Nation's alrport, This Nation can not
afford to allow any increase in aviation noise at those
airports which are already seversly impacted by such noise,
Instead, we must have a dramatic decrease in the noise
impact on tha cltizens who live around those airports,

In the final analysis, if the Federal Government. does

not act, the airport proprietor must be allowed to control
the nolse at his alrport, even to the point of determining,
in a non-discriminatory manner,what aircraft will be
allowed to operate at his facility,

It is a fundamental principle of this country that
an'individual who ownsa property has a right to compensation
1f its use is substantially impaired, There is no longer
any Jdoubt that nelse from aircrafc operations can sub-
staﬁtially impair the use of such property around airports.
This compensation for the taking of proporty is consistent
with the basic Ararican tenat that commercial activity
must pay its own way. If nolse is, in fact, a necessary
by-product of cur national alr transportation system, it
seems appropriate that those who benefit from the sarvice
should pay all of its pollution coats and should not impose
the responsibility of providing a subsidy for aiy trans-
portation upon those unlucky citizens who happen to live
around alrports. In order to provide relief to the most
severely impacted citizens some decrease in the convenience

to tho air passenger may result, although I think this un-
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likely. I think we should be willing to make this sacrifice.
Equally fundamental to our congept of justice is the
principle that, when our system imposes liabilitics on
individuals or institutions, such persons or institutions
muat have the authority to take actions to mitigate thcae
costa. It gasms to me wnconscionable for the Federal
Government on the one hand to insist that the liability
for noise around airports lies with the airport operator,
as in fact thes FAR and the courts have assorted, and at
the same time insist that the airport cperators 4re pre~
emptad from taking any reasonable abatement actions to
sscape this liability. The inevitable result is that
airport operators, air carriers, and aven local tax-
payers will continue to pay substantial sums of money
for this liability, and the adverss health and walfare
congequenues of this nolse will continue to be impased
on our citizens. From a public policy peint of view, the
foregoing seema to be the worst of all possible rasults,
What we need is a system which assuras that the air
traneportation system pays its own way: elther by abating
nolse to bring the adverse impact down to an acceptable
level, or by buying the land which is so impacted and
putting it inte compatible use, The halfway measuras of
paying compensation for aviation easements or for nuisance
damages seem to me to be throwlng money down the proverbial

“rat hole,” The environment and the public suffer, and goed

‘money is wasted. I see no real ocbjection to letting the

liability rest upen the shoulders of the alrport propristor.
This puts the decision-making where it belengs. Land vee

decisions and operational daecisions by alrports are essentially
=15-




local in nature. Tho welfare of the pacple around these
ajlrports is fiyst and foremost the responsibility of the
local community. The benefits of the airport are, in turn,
largely local in nature. I belleve the Federal Geovernment
should act aggrassively to assist these airports with their
abatement efforts since the entire solution to the nolse
problem at individual mirports cvannot and should not come
from Uncle Sam. There are many site specific actionsa which
should be taken at individual airports, and these communities
and airpo.t proprieters should be encouragad rather than
discouraged from taking these actions,

There are, at the same time, many nolse abatement actions
which are best undertaken on a national basis. These in-
clude retrofit, cperational procedurcs for landing and
takeoffs, and standards for new aircraft design., But
it is not absolutely essential that the retrefit wad the
operational pvocedures be mandated on a national and uniform
basis, One can foresee some potential diaruption to air
transportation systems if airports individually require
rotrofit and operational procedures, But if the Federal
Govarnment feels that it cannot or will not mandate
these maasures on a national basis, it is my conviction
that we muat stap aside and allow local communities to
mandate them for specific alxports, If retrofit makes
sense on a national basis -~ and we and the FAA bellave
it does - then it certainly makes sense on a site
spacific basis for airports such as Los Angeles, New York,
Chigago, and Boston.

Such a pluralistic approach can werk. An example is

Wold-Chamberlain, the International Airport serving
-16-
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HMinncapolis and St, Panl, DBetween 1970 &nd 1975, the
airport proprietor and its air rarrier tenants worked out
noise abatement procedures both for take-off and for
landing. Because the principal tenant, Northwest Alrlines,
was in favor of the procedures, there was no litigation
and the FAA acquiesced. The noise abatement was dramatie,
and the high - complaint clamor that once inundated the
airport has been replaced by practically a non-complaint
calm. When airports are able to couple such precedures
wilth retrofit and FAR 36 equipment requiremaents, a giant
stép will have been taken, Ceartainly if the step - which
is cost-effect'ive and feasible - is not taken at the Federal
leval, or until it is, it should be permittced and encouraged
at the airport level, especlally sinco that is whore the
neise liability now lies.
our national alr transportation system has provided
tremendous improvenments in travel and communication for
the citizens of this country. A great deal of its success
is attributable to itz high record of Bafety. We need
a national air transportation gsystem which is healthy as
well as safe, The evidence ig overwhelming that, unless
we make that system quieter, both human healph and the
financial health of the industry will continue to suffer,
We need no miracles to achleve that kind of system.
All we need is a spirit of cooperation and commitment to
do ona's part to solve the problem and not pass the buck
te others. Many of you are in a position te make a positive
contribution to the achievement of aviation noisa abatement.
It is time for us all to ceme together, and to ceome to grips

with the precblem of aviation noise, and to build, at long
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last, an air transportation system that is safe, healthy
and guieter.

The present situation does little more than protect
the interest of. the short-term land speculators. It does
not protect the interest of the general publiec, the home
ownor, taea community at large, or the taxpoyer. Mast
assuredly, it does not promote the long-term interest
of the Nation in a' healthy, vigorous aiy transpert system.
Wo really know what needs to be donc. We have simply lacked

the will to do it. Let's get on with the jeb.
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