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ignore the prerogative of foreign governments to regulate nqise; or
it would risk the loss of U.S. markets abroad for both our aireraft

~ manufacturers and air transport serviees. .

- For example, suppose the United States were tocertlfyanalrcraft e

at 120 decibels and then: some foreign government imposed a 100-
decibel limit. You couldn’t. operate the US. aireraft into that: country
and the foreign buyers wouldn’t buy the U.S. aireraft. = ©

provide: are down the road, )
-~ FAA witne : e 1966-hearings before this committee
testified. They said that any regulation which FAA mi ‘

L : : d that any: i FAA might put out
- under the bill would be prospective and of no effect on aircraft “on
‘the drawing boards now.” So sinee it appears that certification author-

hority is essentially a tool for future appli-

ity under H.R. 3400 is not actually in terms limited to future air-

craft, however, a basic question is presented ‘whether this function of

certifying aircraft for noise does not raise ~economic issues which

properly belong within the cognizance of the Civil Aeronautics Board
- rather than the Department of Transportation of the FAA Admin-

~istrator. This::ec'onomiio"impli’ca«!tii()n is a very crucial issue in anything
- that is done under certification. AR

~Inall events, it would be reasonable to ¢xpect that noise certification

would be utilized at the outset at least on y for newly designed air-

‘,,craft‘.“;Cg)nsidering‘.thé%'/Well-kn,oWﬂfﬁti;melgag*bebWeenr design and pro- ‘; :
~duction, this means that we are looking down the road for any real -~

- rules; so as to preclude any conflictin

results from noise certification, so that no one should ‘think that noise
certification is a panacea for noise reduction. S AL
. Nevertheless, 1t is a desirable tool to promote noise ‘abatement and -
the airlines industry do support such authority, provided, first of all,
that it is made mandatory, not’ just permissive ‘or discretionary;
secondly, that it is limited to type: certification of the integral air-
oraft as an operating entity, not a laboratory thing worked out on the
test stands; and lastly, that the Federal Government make use of its
existing authority to complement this process with appropriate flight
tate and local attempts to

-regulate aireraft noise, Aigain we particularly stress the importance of

land use control around airports. -

I would just like to ;,vexa,mine'bﬁeﬂy someo»fthe Speclﬁ'cprowsmns o

~ of H.R. 3400, | ,

_ First of all, the bill substitutes the Secrotary of Trémsportation for

~ the Administrator in the'jfmmer?bﬂl’.*?P'I‘?esumwbly ‘this is to reflect

L _ the passage of the Department of Transportation'Alct. However, in the

~ first place, it is a more rational legislative scheme to keep certification

- formnoise where certification for safety is. Youdon’t want the issuance
~ of two separate certificates, one for safety, one for noise, which is what =

- H.R. 3400 apparently contemplates,

It should be a singlo certificate andit should be kept where it belongs,
in the one person where it more logically fits. The Administrator ought =~

to be the one to administer the certification provision. You already

have some ambiguity in the bill by reason of the fact that '
- to-amend title VI but it does not amend ‘
- which is “Safety Regulation of Civil ; .

~ amend it, forinstance, to say “Safety and N oise Certification.” It leaves

the heading' of ‘title VI,

it purports

onautics.” The bill does not




