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solutions by: itsalf will solve the. whole problem. an d it isia
doing;the three simu! taneously as %;Eaﬁ;as,possabl@@, o gAY
- Mr. WATSON. Yes, sir. The chairman has handed.me a que:
1 getiit right down to the final pointhere. :
ieve that the cow s*,ons;aany;ﬁgozﬁidrﬁmmtafl agency
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. Mr. BURNARD. Yes, Sir. Congressman, that is 'a legal question that
~ the courts have. decided both ways: Tn some cases, the Jeast number
of’ cases, they have decided ‘that the property owner W to moved 11
 after the airport was therehadnocauseofacmon o gt T O
- Mr. ‘W ATSON. Had no cause of action if he moved in after the airport
 Mr. BURNARD. ].?)ilﬁt‘{“:thex’e"are}~a§ISOf\ caseés which go the other
M Warsox. Well, 1 am not’ familiar with the facts in the &
or Allegheny County case. What are: the facts? Was a resid
there subsequent toorat the time the airport was established? =
- Mr. BURNARDLI%hka the ;,plaintiff was there at the time the ai
;'Waseonstxju@ted,, R ] by A a S abguea
- Mr. “WamzsoN. 1 can see: a little: m;o‘re"val:iﬁdiity(fienf’thataangumenb;a i
Jittle more substance, if the airport moved into where he was; but where
' is the case that has been decided that, the property owner has a cause
of action where:lie moved into the airport vicinity after the airport
M BurNArD. A number of plai,ntiffs:haixe.gx‘edovefed:‘in:;it, >
 Wash,, aveaand I don’t think there was any %di:stineticf’)n“madeiég ust let
me. check a moment. There was T ;distinetifoh;mé@de by the court as
whomovedinb@fqre?oniafﬁer;r-€? S s L TR
sfMLlE.}WVATSON.I What was that case? Do you rem]ltitfdr'?doesco\la el
recall it ? e Gy B e e b LR
" 'Mr. BURNARD. Yes. Tt is the Martén; case. ‘

e MI’WATSONWha,tlst : e
tle. We can get:a citation
965, 379

. My. Borxaro: M artin Versus Port of Seattle-
“on that. [1964, 64 Wash! 2d 309, 291 Pac. 2d 5403 cert. den., 1969,
U.S. 989,85 S. Ct. T0L.] e s
Mr. Warsox. I you could T think it would be helpful to try to find
out the reasoning of the court. I agree with the chairman: ere, I think
we have to move forward in both areas, noise aba%ement,withi‘ the
Jimitations of safety, and, secondly, control by way of zoning to keep
 these people from voluntarily movingin. ' = e e
~ As a basic propositionthe law has an assumption of risk and T be-
lieve when you move in next to an airport you assume the risk of the
" noise problem. One final question here that comes tomind. B

T had a little notion about getting ‘heliports rather thzm eirefy;fcfity

~ going out there and joining in the mad rush for jet aitports and suc
S5 that. We would have regional jet ports t6 take care of the super-

sonie transport and then have these accelerated helicopters to serve the. ‘
" metropolitan area and highly urb&niZed:areas-a‘rid ‘feed into one way ‘
out in the middle of the country where we won’t even bother the cows 3

and horses. G : Sy




