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operatidns afé'dire‘cted’ at a broad range of ‘disturbances other than mnoise. This -
is why reduction of ‘noise alone is only & part of the “problem”’, - and why—
ultimately—only fhose measures which control and limit land-use near airports

can afford a solution to the problem of complaints againfsti-ai«rportreper‘a,tions“.
Apart from these conceptual shortcomingsof certification as 2 device for
- noise ‘abatement, there is a built-in limitation on the degree of nciise-.reduction
which could be attained. This limitation arises from the mature of our nation-.

" wide air transport system, under which a given type of aireraft-moust bedes‘\i:gned S

for. flying into all of the  airports in the system. Tnanspom:aircraft (;annotxbe

produced in different models for different airports. They must be standardized

at an optimum design for all airports. This means that any certification noise- .

“1imit for a given type of future transport aircraft would have to be fixed at a -
single specific level of noise output, expressed in some ‘measurable and widely-
accepted unit. PR T o SRR N
- TFrom the viewpoint of safety alone, moreover, that.,criterionmusm be made: -
¢tandard on a national pasis, to preclude varying andco\nﬂicting: 1ocal regula- .
tions. To the maximum extent feasible, those criteria and procedures should be

~uniform for all airports. - .o AT R N S
< In. determining what single noise value to prescribe for a ne,w:,aireraft type,

which would be acceptable to airport neighbors at most airports, or th@;f‘avemge” -

.airport.-He could not-adopt: as the single: sueh‘_m)ise-va»luea one calculated to i
Satisfyfthecomplaints at the most noise-sensitive airports. To require all aircraft
of a given type to be designed solely to satisfy a few 'fnoiseveri(cieal;i loeglities.
would be to put the cart before the horse. In short, freezing the ‘entire design®
" and production of a new aircraft type on the basis of the mcyst,lnoisees@ensitixfe .
airports, would be to impose inequitable and unjustified penalties on ‘the: total
air transport gystem. . : L LA : e

constitute the nub of the aircraft “noise problem” in the=zUnited'States.,Sfince an
~optimum noise level would not satisfy the specific noise complaints at the noise-
sensitive airports, it is apparent that—in a very fundamental sense—‘the noise
~ problem” would not be resolved through mere certification for noise. This limita- "

tion is inherent in the problem: e ;

of an entire family of aireraft would impose operating and economic penalties
- on each “such aireraft at every airport in t;he,tot’al'air«transport‘ s:ys;tem%regﬁard-
lessof whether there is a gerious noise problem at a particular airport. Normally,
this 'would be a wasteful approach to noise abatement; ‘since ‘most airports do
, nothav-easeriousnoﬁiseiproblem; ST S R e e s

Moreover, the penalties imposed on. the }ziircr{aft,by, guch -design"‘limiﬁations
‘might ultimately be reflected in degraded air transport service or higher costs of
’ airf'transportation*to the publig, or both. The question then becomes one Whethér

while still not ‘satisfying the communities with the more serions noise problem.
Thigis a very difficult qfues‘ti\on‘ofrégmatm’y poliey. T R
‘Added to this difficulty is the faet that ;U.S.’wmanufaetured- aireraft are not-
designed for the United States market alone. They are sold world-wide for air
transport operations into more ‘than 100 countries. Just as itis impractical to

U.S. communities and a different version for nohsensitive communities, it ig'not.

feagible to produce one version of ‘an aireraft for U.S. operations and a different
one for operations into other countries. . 2 B

In these circumstances, for the United States to freezé the design of U.S.-made -
aireraft in the interest of noise reduction would either ignore the govereign pre-
rogative of foreign governments to regulate, or risk the loss of U.S, ‘markets -
abroad for both our aircraft’manufacﬁlrers and our air {ransport services. How.

120-decibels for a future American aircraft, if foreign governments ~were to :
impose a-legal operating limit on the aircéraft of only 100-decibels? The U.8. air-

nor-would a.U.s. aircraft built:to such f’.speciﬁcations be, pur’crhas@d:fmm the U.S.
manufacturer by foreign airlines operating into those.countries. .= b

Tinally, cortification authority 18 essentially a tool for future a»pplicatiénglts
Dpenefits, such- as they are, would not be expected to pe felt for.a relatively long.

the Administrator (Secretary) would have to select an optimum noige-level—one =

Yet, it is the noise-sensitive airports%eomparativelykfew.in aumber—which

"\t the same time, the adoption of even an optimum noise limit in the design

noise certification is justifiable. if it penalizes the entire ‘air transport system e

~produce one version of a transport ajrcraft type ﬁt;r«o‘per}lti‘on into noi’s;e—s‘ensitive ,

would it avail our long-terim U.S. aviation objectives tofix a ‘design,hbiseilimit of o

“eraft in such case could not be operated by U.8.-flag airlines in»t.o‘tho‘s-eféo,ii?ntriesx, S



