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Presidential Documents

Title 3—

The President

Executive Order 12370 of July 8, 1982

Creating an Emergency Board To Investigate a Dispute
Between the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Certain
Railroads Represented by the National Carriers’ Conference
Committee of the National Railway Labor Conference

A dispute exists between the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and
certain railroads represented by the National Carriers’ Conference Committee
of the National Railway Labor Conference designated on the list attached
hereto and made a part hereof.

This dispute has not heretofore been adjusted under the provisions of the
Railway Labor Act, as amended; and

This dispute, in the judgment of the National Mediation Board, threatens
substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree such as to deprive a
section of the country of essential transportation service.

NOW, THEREFORE, by the authority vested in me by Section 10 of the
Railway Labor Act, as amended (45 U.S.C. 160), it is hereby ordered as
follows:

Section 1. Establishment of the Board. There is established effective July 10,
1982, a board of three members to be appointed by the President to investigate
this dispute. No member of the board shall be pecuniarily or otherwise
interested in any organization of railroad employees or any carrier.

Sec. 2. Report. The board shall report its finding to the President with respect
to the dispute within 30 days from the date of its creation.

Sec. 3. Maintaining Conditions. As provided by Section 10 of the Railway
Labor Act, as amended, from the date of the creation of the Emergency Board
and for 30 days after the board has made its report to the President, no
change, except by agreement, shall be made by the carriers or by their
employees, in the conditions out of which the dispute arose.

o L

THE WHITE HOUSE,
July 8, 1982.
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APPENDIX OF RAILROADS

Ann Arbor Railroad

Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company
Belt Railway Company of Chicago

Boston and Maine Corporation

Burlington Northern Railroad Company

Camas Prairie Railroad Company

Canadian National Railways:

St. Lawrence Region, Lines in the United States
Central of Georgia Railroad Company
Central Vermont Railway, Inc.

The Chessie System:

Baltimore and Ohio Railway Company

Baltimore and Ohio Chicago Terminal Railroad Company

Chesapeake and Ohio Railway Company

Staten Island Railroad Corporation
Chicago and North Western Transportation Company
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Company
Colorado and Southern Railway Company
Denver and Rio Grande Western Railway Company
Detroit, Toledo and Ironton Railroad Company
Elgin, Joliet and Eastern Railway Company
The Family Lines:

Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company

Cainesville Midland Railroad Company

Louisville and Nashville Railroad Company

Clinchfield Railroad Company

Georgia Railroad

Atlanta and West Point Railroad Company:

The Western Railway of Alabama
Ft. Worth and Denver Railway Company
Grand Trunk Western Railroad Company
Houston Belt and Terminal Railroad Company
Illinois Central Gulf Railroad Company
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad Company
Joint Texas Division of the CRI&P and FW&D Railway Company
Kansas City Southern Railway Company:

Louisiana and Arkansas Railway Company
Longview, Portland and Northern Railway Company
Minnesota Transfer Railway Company
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Company:

Oklahoma, Kansas and Texas Railroad Company
Missouri Pacific Railroad Company
New York Dock Railway
Norfolk and Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad Company
Norfolk and Western Railway Company
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company
Ogden Union Railway and Depot Company
Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railroad Company
Pittsburgh, Chartiers & Youghiogheny Railroad Company
Portland Terminal Railroad Company
Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac Railroad Company
Sacramento Northern Railway
St. Louis Southwestern Railway Company
Soo Line Railroad
Southern Pacific Transportation Company:

Western Lines

Eastern Lines
Southern Railway Company:

Alabama Great Southern Railroad Company

Atlantic and East Carolina Railway Company

Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis
Toledo Terminal Railroad Company
Union Pacific Railroad Company
Western Pacific Railroad Company
Youngstown and Southern Railway Company

[FR Doc. 82-18897
Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
Billing code 3195-01-M

Editorial Note: The President's announcement of July 8, 1982, on creating an emerg_enc)’.bo‘"d to
investigate a railway labor dispute is printed in the Weekly Compilation of Presidential Docu-
ments (vol. 18, no. 27).
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains regulatory documents having
general applicability and legal effect, most
of which are keyed to and codified in
the Code of Federal Regulations, which is
published under 50 titles pursuant to 44
U.S.C. 1510.

The Code of Federal Regulations is sold
by the Superintendent of Documents.
Prices of new books are listed in the
first FEDERAL REGISTER issue of each
month.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Office of the Secretary
7CFR Part 6

Section 22 Import Quotas; Certain
Dairy Products

AGENCY: Foreign Agricultural Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Notice of adjustment of
application period for certain import
licenses.

SumMARY: This notice is to advise
applicants for import licenses for certain
dairy products that applicants mailed on
either August 1 or 2 will be treated
equally as to the date of mailing.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Phillip ]. Christie, Head, Import
Licensing Group, Dairy, Livestock and
Poultry Division, Foreign Agricultural
Service, Room 6616 South Building,
Department of Agriculture, Washington,
D.C. 20250, Telephone (202) 447-5270.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Import
Regulation 1, Revision 7 requires that
applications for nonhistorical and
supplementary import licenses for
certain dairy products be submitted
during a 90-day application period
which begins on August 1 each year.
Since many of the import licenses are
issued on a first come, first served basis
applicants are encouraged to mail their
applications on August 1 each year. This
year August 1, 1982, falls on Sunday, a
non-work day for most post offices.
Therefore, the purpose of this notice is
to advise all applicants who submit
applications on either August 1 or 2,
1982, that their applications will be
treated equally for the purposes of
determining priority in the issuance of
import licenses. Thus, an application
mailed on August 2 will receive the

same consideration as one mailed on
August 1.

Signed, the 6th of July, 1982.
Richard A. Smith,
Administrator, Foreign Agricultural Service.
[FR Doc. 82-18737 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3410-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Airworthiness Docket No. 82-ASW-21;
Amgdt. 39-4416]

Airworthiness Directives; Hiller
Aviation Model UH-12 Series
Helicopters

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document adopts a new
Airworthiness Directive (AD) which
supersedes AD 82-10-06 which required
replacement of the fasteners of the main
transmission mounted mercury clutch on
Hiller Aviation Model UH-12 series
helicopters. This superseding AD is
required because a Hiller Aviation
Service Bulletin was incorrectly cited in
the original AD. This AD cites the
correct Hiller Aviation Service Bulletin.
DATES: Effective July 16, 1982,
Compliance required within 50 hours’
additional time in service from the
effective date of this AD.

ADDRESSES: The applicable service
information may be obtained from Hiller
Aviation, 2075 West Scranton Avenue,
Porterville, California 93257.

A copy of each applicable service
document is contained in the Rules
Docket, Room 9186, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20591,
or at the Office of the Regional Counsel,
Southwest Region, Federal Aviation
Administration, 4400 Blue Mound Road,
Fort Worth, Texas, 76101.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Harold Ferris, Aerospace Engineer,
Propulsion Section, ANM-174W,
Western Aircraft Certification Field
Office, Northwest Mountain Region,
Federal Aviation Administration, P.O.
Box 92007, Worldway Postal Center, Los
Angeles, California 90009, telephone
(213) 536-6381, or Sam Brodie,
Helicopter Policy and Procedures Staff,

Aircraft Certification Division,
Southwest Region, Federal Aviation
Administration, P.O. Box 1689, Fort
Worth, Texas, 76101, telephone (817)
624-4911, extension 504.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Amendment 394381 (47 FR 21003; May
17, 1982), AD 82-10-06 required
replacement of four bolts attaching the
mercury clutch to the torsional coupling
and replacement of the related washers
with washers of a different design.
There had been reports of loss of power
to the main and tail rotors on Hiller
Model UH-12 series helicopters which
resulted in forced landings. The loss of
power was attributed to the deformation
of the washers under the bolt head. The
resultant loss of torque resulted in the
fatigue failure of the four bolts attaching
the mercury clutch to the torsional
coupling: Since this condition was likely
to exist or develop in other helicopters
of the same type design, the AD required
replacement of the four attach bolts with
new bolts and replacement of the
related washers with washers of a
different design which relieve the
fatigue problem on Hiller Aviation
Model UH-12 series helicopters. AD 82—
10-06 incarrectly cited Hiller Aviation
Service Bulletin No. 21-1, in the body of
the AD. The correct Hiller Aviation
Service Bulletin is No. 21-2, dated
January 20, 1982. Therefore, a new AD is
required to correct the previous AD.

Since a situation still exists that
requires immediate adoption of this
regulation, it is found that notice and
public procedure hereon are
impracticable, and good cause exists for
making this amendment effective in less
than 30 days.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, and Safety.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is amended
by removing Amendment 39-4381 (47 FR
21003), AD 82-10-06 and by adding the
following new airworthiness directive:
Hiller Aviation: Applies to Model UH-12D,
UH-12E, UH-12E4, UH-12E-L, UH-12L,
UH-1214, and military OH-23D, OH-23F
and OH-23G series helicopters,
certificated in all categories, through
serial No. 5187,
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Compliance required as indicated, unless
already accomplizhed.

To prevent loss of power to the main and
tail rotors, accomplish the following:

Within 50 hours' additional time in service
after the effective date of this AD, remove the
four P/N 21041 bolts and four AN 960-716L
washers which attach the mescury clutch to
the torsional coupling and replace with new
P/N 21041 bolts and P/N 21074-3 washers in
accordance with Part 2, Accomplishment
Instruction, of Hiller Aviation Service
Bulletin No. 21-2 dated January 20, 1982, or
FAA approved equivalent. The four P/N
21041 bolts removed per this action must be
considered unairworthy and marked
accordingly.

Note.—Hiller Model UH-12 series
helicopters converted to turbine power by
Supplemental Type Certificate (STC)
SH178WE or SH177WE do not incorporate
the subject parts and therefore are not
affected by this AD unless restored to the
original configuration.

Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with §§ 21.197 and 21.199 of the
FAR to operate rotorcraft to a base for the
accomplishment of inspections or
modifications required by this AD.

Alternative inspections, modifications, or
other actions which provide an equivalent
level of safety may be used when approved
by the Chief, Western Aircraft Certification
Field Office, FAA Northwest Mountain
Region.

This amendment supersedes AD 82-10-06.

This amendment becomes effective
July 16, 1982.

(Secs. 313(a), 601, and 603, Federal Aviation
Act of 1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1354(a),
1421, and 1423); Sec. 6{c), Department of
Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 1655(c)); and 14
CFR 11.89)

Note.—~The FAA has determined that this
regulation is an emergency regulation that is
not major under Section 8 of Executive Order
12291, It is impracticable for the agency to
follow the procedures of Order 12291 with
respect to this rule since the rule must be
issued immediately to correct an unsafe
condition in aircraft. It has been further
determined that this document involves an
emergency regulation under DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034;
February 26, 1979). If this action is
subsequently determined to involve a
significant regulation, a final regulatory
evaluation or analysis, as appropriate, will be
prepared and placed in the regulatory docket
fotherwise, an evaluation is not required). A
copy of it, when filed, may be obtained by
contacting the person identified under the
caption “FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT."

This rule is a final order of the
Administrator under the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended. As
such, it is subject to review only by the
various courts of appeals of the United
States, or the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia.

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on June 28,
1982,
C. R. Melugin, Jr.,
Director, Southwest Region.
[FR Doc. B2-18572 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 39

[Airworthiness Docket No. 82-ASW-33;
Amdt. 39-4414)

Airworthiness Directives; Hughes

Helicopters Models 269 Series
Helicopters

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

sUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD) which
requires a one-time inspection, rework
or replacement as required, and
increased torque of the attaching
hardware for the main transmission ring
gear/carrier assembly on certain
Hughes Model 269 series helicopters.
The AD is needed because there have
been reports of main transmission ring
gear attachment bolts coming loose in
service, This could result in main
transmission jamming, loss of power to
the rotors, and loss of control of the
helicopter.
DATES: Effective July 12, 1982.
Compliance required within 50 hours'
time in service after the effective date of
this AD unless already accomplished.
ADDRESSES: The applicable service
information may be obtained from
Hughes Helicopters, Inc., Centinela and
Teale Streets, Culver City, California
90230. A copy of the service information
is contained in the Office of Regional
Counsel, Federal Aviation
Administration, Southwest Region, 4400
Blue Mound Road, Fort Worth, Texas
76106.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Harold Ferris, Aerospace Engineer,
Propulsion Section, ANM-174W,
Western Aircraft Certification Field
Office, Federal Aviation Administration,
Northwest Mountain Region, P.O. Box
92007, Worldway Postal Center, Los
Angeles, California 90009 Telephone:
(213) 536-6381.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: There
have been reports that the bolts that
attach the main transmission ring gear
to its carrier have become loose in
service. This loss of torque could cause
fretting corrosion, fatigue cracking of the
carrier assembly, and fatigue fracture of
the attaching bolts resulting in loss of
power to the rotor system or jamming of
the main transmission and could result

in loss of control of the helicopter. Since
this condition is likely to exist or
develop on other helicopters of the same
type design, an airworthiness directive
is being issued which requires
inspection, rework or replacement (as.
required), and increased bolt torque on
the main transmission ring gear/carrier
assembly on certain Hughes Model 269
series helicopters.

Since a situation exists that requires
immediate adoption of this regulation, it
is found that notice and public
procedure hereon are impracticable and
good cause exists for making this
amendment effective in less than 30
days.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Aircraft, Aviation safety, Safety, and
Air transportation.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
§ 9.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is amended,
by adding the following new
airworthiness directive,

Hughes Helicopters: Applies to Model 268A
(all S/N's), TH-55A (all S/N's converted
to civil use), 269A-1 (all S/N's), and 269C
(S/N's 0001 through 1074) helicopters
equipped with main transmission
assemblies P/N 269A5175-7, -9, <11, -183,
-15, and =17, excep! those transmissions
with the letter *'W" on the transmission
nameplate below and adjacent to the
transmission serial number. Applies to
helicopters certificated in all categories.

Compliance is required as indicated unless
already accomplished.

To prevent failure of the main
transmission, accomplish the following:

(a) Within 50 hours' additional time in
service after the effective date of this AD,
disassemble the transmission and inspect the
ring gear/carrier interface and attachment
bolts for possible fretting or cracking, and
rework in accordance with Service
Information Notice N-181, paragraphs a.
through j., or later FAA approved equivalent.
All parts that cannot be reworked within the
criteria of Service Information Notice N-181
are considered unairworthy and must be
replaced with like serviceable parts.

Note.—Those portions of Service
Information Notice N-181 which address
disposition of parts which exceed the
prescribed inspection and rework criteria are
not applicable.

(b) Reassemble the transmission in
accordance with Service Information Notice
N-181, paragraphs k. through o, or FAA
approved equivalent,

(c) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with §§ 21.197 and 21.199 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations to operate
aircraft to a base for the accomplishment of
inspections or modifications required by this
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(d) Alternative inspections, modifications,
or other actions which provide an equivalent
level of safety may be used when approved
by the Chief, Aircraft Certification Field
Office; FAA Northwest Mountain Region,
15000 Aviation Boulevard, Room 5W26,
Hawthorne, California.

This amendment becomes effective
July 12, 1982.

(Secs. 313(a), 601, and 603 of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended (49 U.S.C.
1354(a), 1421, and 1423); Sec. 6(c), Department
of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 1655(c)); 14
CFR 11.89)

Note.—The FAA has determined that this
regulation is an emergency regulation that is
not major under Section 8 of Executive Order
12291, It is impracticable for the agency to
follow the procedures of Order 12291 with
respect to this rule since the rule must be
issued immediately to correct an unsafe
condition in aircraft. It has been further
determined that this document involves an
emergency regulation under DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034;
February 26, 1979). If this action is
subsequently determined to involve a
significant regulation, a final regulatory
evaluation or analysis, as appropriate, will be
prepared and placed in the regulatory docket
(otherwise, an evaluation is not required). A
copy of it, when filed, may be obtained by
contacting the person identified under the
caption “FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT."

This rule is a final order of the
Administrator under the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended. As
such, it is subject to review only by the
various courts of appeals of the United
States, or the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia.

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on June 25,
1982,

C. R. Melugin, Jr.,

Director, Southwest Region.
|FR Dac. 82-18574 Filed 7-0-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 39

[Airworthiness Docket No. 82-ASW-36;
Amdt. 39-4415]

Airworthiness Directives; Hughes 269
Series Helicopters

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document adopts a new
Airworthiness Directive (AD) that
requires visual inspection of the drive
belt idler pulley support bracket
assembly for cracks or damage on
certain Hughes Helicopters, Inc., Model
269 series helicopters. The AD is needed
because there have been reports of
cracks and fractures of the pulley

bracket support arm. These cracks and
fractures could result in loss of drive
belt tension and loss of power to the
entire rotor system.

DATES: Eifective July 16, 1982.
Compliance required as prescribed in
the body of the AD.

ADDRESSES: The applicable service
information may be obtained from
Hughes Helicopters, Inc., Centinela and
Teale Streets, Culver City, California
90230.

These documents may be examined at
the Office of the Regional Counsel,
Southwest Region, Federal Aviation
Administration, 4400 Blue Mound Road,
Fort Worth, Texas 76102, or at the Rules
Docket in Room 916, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20591.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Hal Ferris, Aerospace Engineer,
Propulsion Section ANM-174W,
Western Aircraft Certification Field
Office, Federal Aviation Administration,
Northwest Mountain Region, P.O. Box
92007, World Way Postdl Center, Los
Angeles, California 90009. Telephone:
(213) 536-6381.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: There
have been two reported cases that belt
drive idler pulley support brackets have
cracked or failed as a result of fatigue.
Cracks have been found during the 100-
hour inspection called for in the Hughes
Maintenance Instruction (HMI) and a
failure has occurred during operation
causing clutch disengagement. This
results in loss of power to the rotors.
The fatigue crack initiation point and
propagation is in an area of calculated
and measured low stress. It is not
known how the loads increase to cause
fatigue cracks. The loads may be due to
incorrect assembly or spring tension.
Due to the critical nature of this failure
mode, a mandatory inspection in the
critical area is imposed by this AD.

Since this condition is likely to exist
or develop on other helicopters of the
same type design, an airworthiness
directive is being issued which requires
visual inspection of the belt drive idler
pulley bracket on the Hughes 269 series
helicopters.

Since a situation exists that requires
immediate adoption of this regulation, it
is found that notice and public
procedure hereon are impracticable and
good cause exists for making the
amendment effective in less than 30
days.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, and Safety.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administration,
§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) is amended
by adding the following new
airworthiness directive:

Hughes Helicopters, Inc.: Applies to Model
269 series helicopters certified in all
categories with belt drive idler pulley clutch
assembly P/N 269A5447 series installed and
idler pulley support bracket assembly P/N
269A5575 or 269A5575-3 incorporated therein.

Compliance required as indicated, unless
already accomplished.

To prevent loss of power to the rotor
system accomplish the following:

(a) Within the next 50 hours’ time in service
after the effective date of this AD unless
already accomplished, and thereafter at
intervals not to exceed 100 hours' time in
service from the last inspection, inspect the
idler pulley support bracket assembly P/N
269A5575 or 269A5575-3 in accordance with
paragraph (b) of the section entitled
“Inspection Procedures" of the Hughes
Service Information Notice No. N~182 dated
May 26, 1982, or FAA approved equivalent.

(b) If any crack is found, prior to further
flight replace bracket with a like serviceable
part.

(c) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to
operate aircraft to a base for the
accomplishment of inspections or
modifications required by this AD.

(d) Alternative inspections, modifications,
or other actions which provide an equivalent
level of safety may be used when approved
by the Chief, Western Aircraft Certification
Field Office, FAA, Northwest Mountain
Region, Hawthorne, California.

This amendment becomes effective
July 16, 1982.

(Secs. 313(a), 601, and 603, Federal Aviation
Act of 1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1354(a),
1421, and 1423); Sec. 6(c), Department of
Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 1655(c)): 14
CFR 11.89)

Note.—The FAA has determined that this
regulation is an emergency regulation that is
not major under Section 8 of Executive Order
12291. It is impracticable for the agency to
follow the procedures of Order 12291 with
respect to this rule since the rule must be
issued immediately to correct an unsafe
condition in aircraft. It has been further
determined that this document involves an
emergency regulation under DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034;
February 26, 1979). If this action is
subsequently determined to involve a
significant regulation, a final regulatory
evaluation or analysis, as appropriate, will be
prepared and placed in the regulatory docket
(otherwise, an evaluation is not required). A
copy of it, when filed, may be obtained by
contacting the person identified under the
caption “FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT."

This rule is a final order of the
Administrator, under the Federal
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Aviation Act of 1958, as amended. As

such, it is subject to review only by the

various courts of appeals of the United

States, or the United States Court of

Appeals for the District of Columbia.
Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on June 28,

1982.

C. R. Melugin, Jr.,

Director, Southwest Region.

[FR Doc. 82-18573 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 71
[Airspace Docket No. 18605/81-AWP-2]

Designation of Federal Airways, Area
Low Routes, Controlled Airspace, and
Reporting Points; Alteration of Group
Il Terminal Control Area, Las Vegas,
NV

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment reconfigures
the Group II Terminal Control Area
(TCA) at Las Vegas, NV, which first
became effective on November 11, 1974.
This realignment provides greater
flexibility to aircraft wishing to avoid
the TCA airspace, ensures that turbine-
powered aircraft operations are wholly
contained within TCA airspace, and
ensures that the high level of safety
provided by the TCA is not reduced.
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1982.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. B. Keith Potts, Airspace and Air
Traffic Rules Division (AAT-200), Air
Traffic Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, D.C. 20591;
telephone: (202) 426-3731.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

History

On August 20, 1981, a Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) was
published in the Federal Register to
amend the Las Vegas TCA by raising
the TCA floor in some areas to provide
greater flexibility to aircraft wishing to
avoid the TCA airspace and to expand
certain other areas to assure that
turbine-powered aircraft operations are
wholly contained within the TCA. Other
aspects considered in meeting these
specific goals included noise abatement,
costs to users, safety to passengers, and
the safe and efficient use of airspace.

The action contained in this rule was
preceded with broad and helpful public
participation with the FAA in
considering the development of an
airspace description for a TCA that is
responsive to the need to increase safety

and to the needs of both transient and
local aircraft operators who might be
affected. An extensive publicity effort
was made to invite all interested
persons to participate in meetings held
on June 19 and 27, 1979. Invitations were
extended to 3,000 airspace users in the
Las Vegas area. Notice of the meetings
was also given radio and press
coverage. In response to public
suggestions, several adjustments to the
TCA configuration were developed and
were reflected in the notice.

After experience is gained with the
revised TCA configuration,
consideration will be given to proposing
any modifications that appear
necessary. Any future modifications that
may be prepared would be thoroughly
coordinated with airspace users.

Discussion of Comments

The FAA received three written
comments from citizen groups and
aviation and trade industry associations
in response to the proposed modification
to the Las Vegas TCA. The FAA also
had the benefit of discussions with
airspace users at user group meetings.
The FAA appreciates the thoughtful and
meaningful contributions and interest
expressed by all those who took time to
participate in this rulemaking action.

In reviewing the comments submitted
verbally and in writing, the following
categories of comments emerged:

A. The Aircraft Owners and Pilots
Association was pleased that the FAA
had chosen not to extend the TCA
ceiling to 12,500 feet mean sea level
(MSL) as had been originally proposed
in the June 1979 meeting. They concur
with the proposal.,

B. The Air Line Pilots Association
responded with general support for the
proposed reconfiguration. They
recommend, however, raising the TCA
ceiling for Area “D" to 10,500 feet MSL
to provide optimum fuel descent
procedures for Runway 25 approaches.

No discernable fuel savings beyond
current operations could be derived
from the proposed ceiling alteration of
Area “D.” Las Vegas is now in full
concert with the provisions of Order
7110.22C, Arrival and Departure
Handlingof High Performance Aircraft.
The proposed alteration, as stated, has
no real bearing insofar as optimizing
fuel descent procedures of Runway 25
approaches.

C. The Air Transport Association of
America (ATA) disagrees in the portion
of the reconfiguration designating the
new Area “L." They believe this area
will pose a restriction by increasing
flying miles for Runway 25 heavy
turbojet departures using the MEAD 6
and OVETO 5 Standard Instrument

Departures (SID's), while not providing
separation from north Las Vegas traffic.
Contrary to ATA's beliefs, virtually no
increase in flying miles will result from
the adoption of Area “1." What will
result, however, is the containment and
protection of large turbine-powered
aircraft within the TCA, heretofore
nonexistent in that specific area.

To substantiate this, we need only
correlate the existing OVETO 5 and
MEAD 6 flight path restrictions with the
area in question. Departures are
required to “climb on runway heading
until reaching 4 DME (4 nautical miles
from Las Vegas VORTAC) then turn
right heading 070° to cross the LAS R-
280 between 4,000 and 7,000 * * *" At4
DME, aircraft are still within Area "A."
at the apex of their right turn, aircraft
routinely are between 6 an 8 DME, thus
contained in reconfigured Area “"H."
Crossing the LAS R-280 (dividing line
between Areas “H" and *'1"), aircraft in
today's environment are at or above
4,500 feet, thus providing the rationale
for the floor altitude of Area "1."

In summary, the procedures and flight
paths currently flown will not be altered
physically, but merely added to the
confines of the Las Vegas TCA.

Local Benefits

The modifications of the Group Il
TCA will provide greater flexibility to
aircraft wishing to avoid TCA airspace.
In addition, all turbojet arrival and
departure profiles are fully contained
within TCA airspace for air safety
purposes. The TCA will have a
minimum impact on aircraft not required
to be under ATC control due to this
proposed action.

Economic Impacts

The costs of modifying the Las Vegas
TCA were considered as part of the
regulatory decisions being made, Since
all turbine-powered IFR aircraft will
continue to be contained in the TCA as
recohfigured, there will be no change in
economic effect for those flights.
Uncontrolled aircraft have the same or
larger amounts of airspace in which to
conduct their activities, Any adverse
economic impact that may now exist
will remain the same or be reduced as
available airspace is increased for
traffic not operating withing the TCA.

This TCA configuration, as compared
to the existing configuration,
demonstrates no change in impacted
airports, number of operations, or the
number of airports receiving diverted
traffic, the number of aircraft expected
to relocate or divert due to the TCA, and
operational procedures at adjacent
airports remain unchanged.
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List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71
Terminal control areas.

Adoption of the Amendment

PART 71—DESIGNATION OF
FEDERAL AIRWAYS, AREA LOW
ROUTES, CONTROLLED AIRSPACE,
AND REPORTING POINTS

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, § 71.401(b) of Part 71 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations (14
CFR Part 71) is amended, effective 0901
g.m.t. September 30, 1982, by revising the
Las Vegas, NV, TCA as follows:

Subpart K—Terminal Control Areas
§71.401 Designation.

* * * *

(b) Group II, Terminal Control Areas:

* - * -

Las Vegas, NV, Terminal Control Area
[Revised]

Primary Airport and Navigational Aid

McCarran International Airport (lat.
36°04'48"” N., long, 115°09'08" W.).

Las Vegas VORTAC (lat. 36°04'47" N.,
long. 115°09'32" W.),

Boundaries—Based on Las Vegas
VORTAC (LAS) arcs, DME distances, and
radials,

Area A. That airspace extending upward
from the surface to and including 9,000 feet
MSL within an area bounded by a line
beginning at the 15-mile DME point on the
Las Vegas 020° radial; thence direct to the 20-
mile DME point on the Las Vegas 033° radial;
thence northeasterly along the Las Vegas 033°
radial to the 25-mile DME point, and
clockwise along the 25-mile radius arc to the
Las Vegas 046° radial, and southwesterly
along the Las Vegas 046° radial, to and
clockwise along the 10-mile radius arc to the
Las Vegas 115° radial; thence westerly along
a line direct to, and counterclockwise along,
the 2-mile radius arc of Henderson Sky
Harbor Airport (lat, 35°58'35" N., 115°07'55"
W) to, and along, the Las Vegas 180° radial
to, and clockwise along, the 6-mile radius arc
to, and counterclockwise along, the 2.5-mile
radius arc of North Las Vegas Air Terminal
(lat. 36°12'45" N,, long. 115°1148” W.) to, and
north along, the Las Vegas 005° radial to, and
clockwise along, the 15-mile radius arc to the
point of beginning.

Area B, That airspace extending upward
from 4,500 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 10 and 15-
mile radii arcs bounded on the north by the
Las Vegas 046° radial and on the south by the
Las Vegas 115° radial.

Area C. That airspace extending upward
from 6,500 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 15 and 20-
mile radii arcs bounded on the north by the
Las Vegas 046° radial and on the south by the
Las Vegas 125° radial.

Area D. That airspace extending upward
from 8,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000
fegl MSL between the Las Vegas 20 and 25-
mile radii arcs bounded on the north by the

Las Vegas 083° radial and on the south by the
Las Vegas 115° radial.

Area E. That airspace extending upward
from 6,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 10 and 15-
mile radii arcs bounded on the northeast by
the Las Vegas 115° radial and on the
southwest by the Las Vegas 185° radial.

Area F. That airspace extending upward
from 8,000 feet MSL to and including 8,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 15 and 20-
mile radii arcs bounded on the east by the
Las Vegas 125° radial and on the west by the
Las Vegas 235° radial.

Area G. That airspace extending upward
from 5,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL within an area bounded by a line
beginning at the 10-mile DME point on the
Las Vegas 115° radial; thence clockwise along
the 10-mile radius arc to, and south along, the
Las Vegas 185° radial to, and clockwise
along, the 15-mile radius arc to, and
northeasterly along, the Las Vegas 135° radial
to, and clockwise along, the 10-mile radius
arc to, and easterly along, the 8-mile radius
arc, to, and northerly along the Las Vegas
180° radial to lat. 35°59'45"" N., long.
115°09'40" W. and clockwise along, the 2-mile
radius arc to Shy Harbor Airport to, and |
easterly along, a line direct to the point of
beginning.

Area H. That airspace extending upward
from 4,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 6 and 8-mile
radii arcs bounded on the north by the Las
Vegas 295° radial and on the south by the Las
Vegas 180° radial.

Area I. That airspace extending upward
from 4,500 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL within an area bounded by a line
beginning at the 6-mile DME point on the Las
Vegas 295° radial; thence westerly along that
radial to, and clockwise along, the 10-mile
radius arc to, and northwesterly along, U.S.
Highway 95 1o, and clockwise along, the 11-
mile radius arc, to and southerly along, the
Las Vegas 005° radial to, and clockwise
along, the 2.5-mile radius arc of North Las
Vegas Air Terminal to, and counterclockwise
along, the 6-mile radius arc to the point of
beginning.

Area J. That airspace extending upward
from 5,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 11 and 15-
mile radii arcs bounded on the east by the
Las Vegas 005° radial and on the west by U.S.
Highway 95.

Area K. That airspace extending upward
from 6,500 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 15 and 20-

* mile radii arcs, bounded on the west by U.S.

Highway 95, and on the east by a line from
the 15-mile DME point on the Las Vegas 020°
radial direct to the 20-mile DME point on the
Las Vegas 033° radial.

Area L. That airspace extending upward
from 7,500 feet MSL to and including 8,000
feet MSL bounded by a line beginning at the
36-mile DME point on the LAS 033° radial
thence southwest along the 033° radial to and
counterclockwise along the 20-mile arc to
U.S. Highway 85 direct to the 36-mile DME
point on the 005° radial thence clockwise
along the 36-mile arc to the point of
beginning.

Area M. That airspace extending upward
from 5,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000

feet MSL between the Las Vegas 25 and 30-
mile radii arcs; bounded on the west by the
Las Vegas 033° radial and on the east by the
Las Vegas 046° radial.

Area N. That airspace extending upward
from 7,000 feet MSL to and including 9.000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 30 and 36-
mile radii arcs, bounded on the west by the
Las Vegas 033° radial and on the east by the
Las Vegas 046° radial.

Area O. That airspace extending upward
from 8,000 feet MSL to and including 9,000
feet MSL between the Las Vegas 20 and 25-
mile radii arcs, bounded on the west by the
Las Vegas 046° radial and on the southeast
by the Las Vegas 060° radial.

(Secs. 307(a) and 313{a), Federal Aviation Act
of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1348(a) and 1354(a)); Sec.
6(c), Department of Transportation Act (49
U.S.C. 1655(c)): and 14 CFR 11.69)

Note.—The FAA has determined that this
regulation only involves an established body
of technical regulations for which frequent
and routine amendments are necessary to
keep them operationally current. It,
therefore—(1) Is not a "“major rule" under
Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034;
February 26, 1979); and (3) does not warrant
preparation of a regulatory evaluation as the
anticipated impact is so minimal. Since this is
a routine matter that will only affect air
traffic procedures and air navigation, it is
certified that this rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities under the criteria of
the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

Issued in Washington, D.C., on July 1, 1962.
Ramon A. Alvarez,
Acting Director, Air Traffic Service.
[FR Doc. 82-18548 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Community Planning and 2
Development

24 CFR Part 570

[Docket No. R-82-994]
Community Development Block Grants

AGENCY: Office of Community Planning
and Development, HUD.

ACTION: Interim rule.

SUMMARY: This interim rule establishes
a new Community Development Special
Project Program for States and units of
general local government. This rule
describes policy and procedures for
HUD to award Special Projects
assistance. The program is authorized
by the 1981 amendments to the Housing
and Community Development Act of
1974,
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EFFECTIVE DATE: August 11, 1982.
COMMENTS DUE: September 10, 1982.

ADDRESS: Interested persons are invited
to submit comments regarding this rule
to the Office of General Counsel, Rules
Docket Clerk, Room 10278, Department
of Housing and Urban Development, 451
7th Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20410.
Comments should refer to the above
docket number and title. A copy of each
comment submitted will be available for
publicinspection during regular
business hours at the above address.
This rule may be changed on the basis
of comments received.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Liza Bowles, Office of Program Policy
Development, Room 7131, Community
Planning and Development, U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Washington, D.C. 20410,
telephone (202) 755-8909 (this is not a
toll free number).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 1981
amendments to the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974
established a new program to provide
grants to States and units of local
government for special projects
otherwise authorized under Title I of the
Act. The regulations provide the
necessary guidance to implement this
program. Although the new Special
Projects Program and the Technical
Assistance Program are both authorized
pursuant to section 107(b)(4) of the Act,
the two programs are distinct. The
Department is publishing this rule for
interim effect to allow for the immediate
implementation of the program.
Additionally, the rule does not contain
policy directives beyond that included
in the statute so that public comment is
not deemed necessary to the successful
implementation of the program. The rule
has no adverse impact and delaying the
effective date would be counter to
efficient management.

The subject matter of this rulemaking
action relates to grants and is therefore
exempt from the notice and public
comment requirements of section 553 of
the Administrative Procedure Act. As a
matter of policy, the Department
submits many rulemaking actions with
such subject matter to public comment,
either before or after effectiveness of the
action, notwithstanding the statutory
exemption.

The Secretary has determined that it
is in the public interest to implement the
new Special Projects Program as soon as
possible. Accordingly, the delay that
would result from affording an
opportunity for public comment on this
amendment prior to its effective date
would be contrary to the public interest.
For that reason, the Secretary has found

that good cause exists for adopting this
amendment as an interim rule, without
prior public comment. However, public
comments are invited for 60 days
following publication and will be
considered in the adoption of a final
rule.

A Finding of No Significant Impact
with respect to the environment has
been made in accordance with HUD
regulations in 24 CFR Part 50, which
implement section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969. The Finding of No Significant
Impact is available for public inspection
during regular business hours in the
Office of the Rules Docket Clerk at the
address listed above.

This rule does not constitute a “major
rule” as the term is defined in section 1
(b) of Executive Order 12291 on Federal
Regulation. Analysis of the rule
indicates that it does not (1) have an
annual effect on the economy of $100
million or more; (2) cause a major
increase in costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries,
Federal, State or local government
agencies, or geographic regions; or (3)
have a significant adverse effect on
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or on the
ability of United States-based
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises in domestic or export
markets,

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b) (the
Regulatory Flexibility Act), the
Undersigned hereby certifies that this
rule does not have E significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

In accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-511),
the reporting or recordkeeping
provisions that are included in this
regulation have been or will be
submitted for approval to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). They
are not effective until OMB approval has
been obtained and the public notified to
that effect through a technical
amendment to this regulation. The
Special Projects program will be listed
in the Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance under number 14.226.

This rule was not listed in the
Department's Semi-annual Agenda of
Regulations published on August 17,
1981 pursuant to Executive Order 12291
and the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

List of Subjects in 24 CFR Part 570

Community development block grants,
Grant programs; Housing and
community development, Loan
programs; Housing and community
development, Low and moderate income

housing, New communities, Pockets of
poverty, Small cities.

PART 570—COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

Accordingly, 24 CFR Part 570, Subpart
E, is amended by adding a new § 570.410
to read as follows:

§ 570.410 Special Projects Program.

(a) Program Objectives. The
Community Development Special
Projects Program enables HUD to award
grants to States and units of general
local government, subject to availability
of funds, for special projects that
address community development
activities or techniques consistent with
the purposes of Title I of the Housing
and Community Development Act of
1974, as amended.

(b) Eligible Applicants. Only States
and units of general local government
(as defined in 24 CFR 570.3(u) and 24
CFR 570.3(v)) are eligible to submit
proposals or applications for Special
Projects grants. Proposals or
applications may be submitted by
eligible applicants on behalf of
themselves, on behalf of other eligible
applicants, or jointly by more than one
eligible applicant.

(c) Eligible Activities. Project
activities that may be funded under this
Section are those eligible under 24 CFR
Part 570—Community Development
Block Grants, Subpart C—Eligible
Activities. No more than twenty (20)
percent of the funds awarded under this
Section may be used for overall program
administration or planning activities
eligible under 24 CFR 570.205 and 24
CFR 570.206.

(d) Proposals. Eligible applicants may
submit unsolicited proposals. HUD may
ask proposers to submit additional
information if necessary for evaluation.
There is no HUD commitment to fund
any unsolicited proposal regardless of
its merit. If HUD elects to fund a
proposal, it will request that the
proposer submit a formal application.

(1) Three (3) copies of a proposal must
be sent to the address stated in (3).
below. Each proposal submitted
pursuant to this Section shall be
evaluated by HUD using the following
criteria:

(i) The extent to which the proposal
satisfies purposes of this Title and
addresses a special community
development need.

(ii) The eligibility of proposed
activities. 2

(iii) The feasibility of the project; i.e.
its technical and financial feasibility for
achieving the goals stated in the
proposal.
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(iv) The capacity of the proposer to
carry out satisfactorily the proposed
project activities.

(2) If the proposal is submitted jointly
by, or on behalf of, more than one
eligible applicant, the proposal must:

(i) Contain a cooperation agreement
signed by the Chief Executive Officer of
each participating jurisdiction which
specifies concurrence with the purpose
and intent of the proposal and intent to
comply with granl requirements;

(ii) Address problems faced by all
jurisdictions listed in the proposal; and,

(iii) Be submitted by the lead
jurisdiction. The lead jurisdiction shall
be responsible for overall coordination
and administration of the project.

(3) Unsolicited proposals may be
submitted any time during the year.
However, if there are no funds available
for such proposals, they will be returned
without review, Proposals shall contain
a Standard Form 424 signed by the Chief
Executive Officer of the State or unit of
general local government. They shall be
sent to: Department of Housing and
Urban Development, Office of
Community Planning and Development,
451 Seventh Street, S.W., Washington,
D.C. 20410, Attention: Director, Office of
Program Policy Development, CPP.

(e) Applications. Applications are
accepted only from eligible applicants in
response to letters of solicitations, or to
competition announcements published
in Notices in the Federal Register.
Submission requirements and criteria to
be used by HUD to evaluate solicited
applications and instructions regarding
their submission shall be stated in each
Notice or letter,

() Certifications. Applications shall
contain the certifications required by 24
CFR 570.307, except that regarding
citizen participation: The applicant must
certify that citizens likely to be affected
by the project, particularly low- and
moderate-income persons, have been
provided an opportunity to comment on
the proposal or application. If the
application is submitted jointly, or on
behalf of more than one jurisdiction,
each jurisdiction shall submit the
required certifications,

(8) Selection and Notification, The
HUD decision to approve, disapprove or
conditionally approve a proposal or
application shall be communicated in
writing to the applicant,

(Title 1, Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301 et
seq); Title X, Housing and Communify
Development Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 5301 et
82q.); and section 7(d), Department of

Housing and Urban Develo
pment Act {42
U.S.C. 3535(d))) (

Dated: May 24, 1982.
Stephen J. Bollinger,
Assistant Secretary for Gommunity Planning
and Development.
[FR Doc. 82-18768 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4210-29-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Minerals Management Service
30 CFR Part 250

Oil and Gas and Sulphur Operations on
the Outer Continental Shelf

AGENCY: Minerals Management Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This final rulemaking amends
the regulations to specify that the
Director, Minerals Management Service
(MMS), has the authority to consider
inordinate delays in obtaining
governmental permits and consents
when evaluating a lessee's request for a
suspension of operations thereby
extending the primary term of the lease
on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS).
Such action assures a lessee that its
leasehold interest will not expire
because of governmental delays beyond
the control of the lessee, The equitable
position of lessees in such situations
had previously been recognized and
suspensions had been granted when
appropriate. The effect of the rule is to
formalize the criteria so that lessees can
be assured of the Director's authority to
grant a suspension under the
circumstances identified in the rule. In
response to the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking published in the Federal
Register on August 20, 1981 (46 FR
42286), by the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) (the MMS succeeded to the
authorities and responsibilities of the
USGS in this regard on January 19, 1982
(Secretarial Order No. 3071),) industry,
various Government Agencies, and the
interested public submitted comments
on the proposed changes which were
evaluated and analyzed in connection
with this final rule.

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 11, 1982,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David A. Schuenke, (703) 860~7916,
(FTS) 928-7916.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The current regulation, 30 CFR
250.12(b), was promulgated to
implement section 5 of the Quter
Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA)
with respect to granting a suspension of
operations upon the request of the

lessee. The regulation identifies the
criteria used by the Director, upon the
lessee's request, to suspend operations
and extend the term of the lease, as
provided in the Act. The first criterion
authorizes a suspension to facilitate the
proper development of a lease. The
Director has interpreted this criterion to
encompass situations where delays in
obtaining governmental permits and
consents have been of such a duration
as to jeopardize the exploration and
development of a lease within the initial
lease term, and which delays are not the
result of fault or negligence of the lessee,
However, in order to clarify that
inordinate delays are a proper element
for consideration in granting a
suspension of operations, the
regulations are being amended to
explicitly recite this standard.

Comments

A total of 18 comments and
recommendations were received in
response to the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. Fourteen commenters
agreed that inordinate delays should be
considered in determining whether
suspensions of operations should be
granted, one was opposed, and three
questioned what was meant by the
change but expressed no opinion.

Difference Between Proposed Rule and
Final Rule

There is no difference between the
proposed rule and final rule.

Discussion of Comments

'The majority of commenters agreed
with the Department's proposal to
articulate the authority of the Director to
grant suspensions of operations when
inordinate delays are encountered in
obtaining governmental permits or
consents. Several of the commenters
expressed their approval because the
amendment would facilitate the
development of OCS leases by
minimizing the risk of losing a lease for
failure to explore and develop during the
lease term because of inordinate delays
in obtaining necessary governmental
permits or consents. The specific
authorization serves to put lessees on
notice as to their ability to request a
suspension when facing such delays.

Many commenters questioned the
definition of inordinate. Some industry
commenters suggested the use of a
specific time frame for permit or consent
approval, such as 90 or 120 days beyond
which an inordinate delay would be
presumed. We disagree with the use of a
specific time frame. Because of the
many differences in the types of permits
and consents that a lessee may need
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and the time that may be necessary to
process such permits and consents, it is
not practicable to establish a time frame
in advance. Each case must be dealt
with on an individual basis to determine
what constitutes an inordinate delay.
Two governmental Agencies expressed
the opinion that the determination of
what was an inordinate delay should
not reside exclusively in the Department
of the Interior (DOI), but that the
permitting Agency should be consulted.
We fully intend to consult with other
Agencies when appropriate, but do not
feel that a mandatory formal procedure
for contact should be established. The
evidentiary burden concerning the
delays is on the lessee who requests a
suspension of operations based on
inordinate delay. If the lessee meets the
threshold burden of showing that an
unreasonably lengthy period of time has
passed without some resolution in a
permitting situation, it them becomes the
responsibility of the Department to
determine if the delay has been
unreasonably lengthy, i.e., has there
been an inordinate delay. A number of
factors would be considered, such as the
usual time required for processing the
specific type of permit in question,
whether the lessee cooperated with the
permitting Agency, and whether the
lessee’s proposed operations were
atypical so as to justify a closer and
more time-consuming analysis by the
permitting Agency. In many cases,
knowledge of and consideration of these
and other relevant factors could not
occur without consulting the permitting
Agency.

Another commenter recommended
that upon a showing of inordinate delay
the granting of a suspension of
operations should be automatic. We
disagree. The decision to grant or deny a
suspension of operations is a matter of
discretion under the OCSLA. The
existence of inordinate delays is not the
only criterion considered in granting a
suspension. The Department must also
consider whether the suspension is in
the national interest. That determination
requires the exercise of judgment and
cannot be subject to an automatic
determination.

One of the commenters stated several
reasons for opposing the rule. First, it
felt the rule conflicted with the OCSLA
since the Act lists three criteria for
granting suspensions. The commenter
argued that the Congress intended these
three criteria to be exclusive. The
commenter stated that the three criteria
were all for postlease operational type
delays and that if delays were
encountered in obtaining permits, they
resulted from DOI's failure to perform

its duty to consult with other Agencies
prior to granting a lease. We disagree
that prelease consultation would
necessarily identify all of the issues that
might arise under a permit. The passage
of time alone may well result in changed
circumstances. We also disagree that
the proposed suspension criterion is
inconsistent with the statutory criteria.
Permits and consents are a necessary
prerequisite to development of an OCS
lease. If failure to obtain the necessary
permits through no fault of the lessee
jeopardizes the proper development of a
lease, the lessee should not be penalized
when the lessee cannot control the
issuance of a permit. The Department is
simply clarifying its authority to grant
suspensions for inordinate delays in
order to facilitate proper development of
a lease—a statutorily identified
criterion.

Second, the commenter argued that
the Department had violated the
standard announced by the court in
Union Ojl v. Morton, 512 F.2d 743 (1975),
that a lease cannot be suspended for
matters that could have been
anticipated at the time of the issuance of
the original lease. We disagree that this
rulemaking violates the court's ruling. If
delays are inordinate they are
unanticipated by definition and can be
the basis for granting a suspension.

Third, the commenter alleged that the
Department had inappropriately waived
the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Executive Order (E.O.) 12291. No such
waivers occurred. The Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking stated that the
Department had made determinations
that the proposed revision was not a
major Federal action that would
significantly affect the quality of the
human environment, therefore, an
environmental impact statement was
not necessary; and that a regulatory
impact analysis was not required under
E.O. 12291 because the rule was not
major within the meaning of that Order.
This rulemaking does not change any
policy that affects the human
environment, rather it formalizes in the
regulations a criterion currently
recognized by the Director when
considering a lessee’s request for
suspension of operations.

The regulations of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ)
implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1508.4)
provide for the identification of
categories of actions that do not have a
significant impact on the human
environment, An action within such a
categorical exclusion ordinarily requires
neither an environmental impact
statement nor an environmental

assessment. Pursuant to these CEQ
regulations, a list of categorical
exclusions has been published as an
appendix to the DOI Manual chapter of
NEPA procedures (516 DM 6, Appendix
2) (46 FR 7485, January 23, 1981). One of
the listed exclusions relates to
modification of regulations with impacts
limited to administrative, economic, or
technological effects and minimal
environmental impact. Because the
proposed rule simply clarifies the
preexisting authority of the Director, the
impacts of the amendment of this
regulation are limited to administrative
effects. The Department Manual further
lists nine exceptions that apply to
actions within categorical exclusions
which necessitate preparation of an
environmental assessment (516 DM 2).
None of the nine exceptions is
applicable to the amendment of this
regulation and, therefore, it remains
within the categorical exclusion status.
Accordingly, it was properly determined
that no NEPA documentation was
required. In accordance with E.O. 12291
a Determinations of Effects of Rules
document was prepared by the
Department concluding that the rule was
not major within the meaning of that
Order and, therefore, a regulatory
impact analysis was not necessary. This
conclusion was concurred in by the
Office of Management and Budget as
required by E.O. 12291 prior to
publication of the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking. The same procedure is
followed by the Department regardless
of the nature of the rule. The
Department has been in full and
complete compliance with the
requirements of NEPA and E.O, 12291
throughout this rulemaking process.
Finally, the commenter alleged that
the rule was simply a response to an
adverse trial court decision that
affirmed the position of the State of
California in Lease Sale No. 53. The
commenter bases this allegation on the
fact that the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking was published less than 1
week after the trial court’s decision. As
the Department was in no position to
anticipate the court's decision far
enough in advance to initiate the
rulemaking process, it is not possible
that this revision could have been in
response to the court decision. This
rulemaking is part of a departmental
effort to streamline regulatory
requirements found to be excessive,
burdensome, or counterproductive. This
rule was identified as a result of internal
review and was also identified in
comments solicited from the public by
the Secretary in January 1981. It was one
of a number of regulations approved for
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streamlining action by the Department
in June 1981, The processing of
rulemaking through to the publication
stage under E.O. 12291 is a lengthy
undertaking and could not be
accomplished in response to an action
occurring less than a week earlier.

INFORMATION COLLECTION: The
information collection requirement
contained in 30 CFR 250.12 has been
approved by the Office of Management
and Budget under 44 U.S.C. 3507 and
assigned clearance number 1028-0043.

AUTHORS: Platte Clark, Jane Roberts,
and David Schuenke, Minerals
Management Service, Department of the
Interior, (703) 860-7918.

REGULATORY ANALYSIS AND SMALL
ENTITY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS: The
Department has determined that this
final rule is not a major action and does
not require the preparation of a
regulatory impact analysis under E.O.
12291. In addition, the Department has
determined that this rule will not have a
significant economic effect on a
substantial number of small entities and
does not, therefore, require a small
entity flexibility analysis under the
Regulatory Flexibility Act.

Daniel N. Miller, Jr.,

Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

March 4, 1982.

List of Subjects in 30 CFR Part 250

Continental shelf; Suspension of
operations; Lessees for Federal
Government OCS tracts.

PART 250—0IL AND GAS AND
SULPHUR OPERATIONS IN THE
OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, 30 CFR Part 250 is amended
as set out below:

1. Section 250.0(b) is added to 30 CFR
250.0 to read as follows:

§250.0 Authority for information
collection. .

(a) L N

[b) The information collection

requirement contained in 30 CFR 250.12
has been approved by the Office of

Management and Budget under 44 U.S.C.

3507 and assigned clearance number
1028-0043. The information is being
collected and will be used to determine
the propriety of granting a suspension of
Operations requested by a lessee. The
obligation to respond is required to
obtain a benefit,

2. Section 250.12 is amended by
changing the format of {(b)(1), by adding
a new paragraph (b)(1)(iv), and by
revising (b)(3)(ifi) to read as follows:

§ 250,12 Suspension of operations and
lease cancellation.
* - - * *

(b)(1) Upon the request of a lessee, the
Director may suspend or temporarily
prohibit production or any other
operation or activity pursuant to a lease
when the Director determines that the
suspension or temporary prohibition is
in the national interest and will—

(i) Facilitate proper development of a
lease;

(ii) Allow for the construction of, or
for the negotiation for the use of,
transportation facilities;

(iii) Facilitate the installation of
equipment the Director determines is
necessary for safety or environmental
reasons; or

(iv) Allow for inordinate delays
encountered by the lessee in obtaining
any required permit or consent from a
Federal, State, or local Government
authority, including administrative or
judicial challenges or appeals.

(2] -

(3) o

(iii) Whether, during the primary term,
the lessee has been prompt and efficient
in the exploration or in attempts to
explore the lease.

- * L] - -

(43 U.S,C. 1334)

[FR Doc. 82-18772 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

33 CFR Part 204

Pacific Ocean at San Miguel Island,
California Danger Zone; Correction

AGENCY: Army Corps of Engineers,
DOD.

ACTION: Final rule; correction.

SUMMARY: The Department of the Army
published final rules in the Federal
Register on February 3, 1982 (47 FR
4990-4991), amending the regulations
which establish a danger zone at San
Miguel Island, California, under 33 CFR
204.203. The statutory authority in 33
U.S.C. 3 was omitted in the Federal
Register document, We are correcting
that omission by inserting:
“"AUTHORITY: (33 U.S.C. 3)."
EFFECTIVE DATE: July 12, 1982,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Ralph T. Eppard, HQDA, DAEN-
CWO-N, Washington, D.C. 20314 or call
(202) 272-0200.

Dated: June 30, 1982.

Approved:
JamesW. Ray,
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, Executive
Director, Engineer Staff.
[FR Doc. 82-18734 Filed 7-0-82: 6:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 3710-92-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52
[A-5-FRL 2066-6]

Approval and Promulgation of Air
Poliution Control Regulations As Part
of the lllinols State Implementation
Plan

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: On April 3, 1979, the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency
(IEPA) submitted for incorporation in
the Illinois State Implementation Plan
(SIP) a number of rules and amendments
to rules contained in Chapter 2 of the _
Illinois Pollution Control Board Rules
and Regulations. This notice announces
the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) final approval of the
incorporation of this material in the
Illinois SIP.

DATE: This action will be effective on
September 10, 1982 unless notice is
received within 30 days that someone
wishes to submit adverse or critical
comments. '

ADDRESSES: Written comments should
be addressed to Mr. Gary Gulezian,
Chief of the Regulatory Analysis Section
of the EPA Region V Air Programs
Branch (address below). Copies of the
material submitted by the State of
Illinois are available at the following
locations:

United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Air Programs Branch, Region
V, 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, Illinois 60604 :

Public Information Reference Unit, U.S.
Environmetal Protection Agency,
Room 2922, 401 M Street, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20460

Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency, 2200 Churchill Road,
Springfield, Illinois 62706

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. Randolph O. Cano at the EPA

Region V address above, or call him at

(312) 886-6035.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April

3, 1979, the Illinois Environmental

Protection Agency (IEPA) submitted a

number of rules and amendments to
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rules contained in Chapter 2 of the
Illinois Pollution Control Board Rules
and Regulations for incorporation in the
Illinois SIP. EPA, however, in its
February 21, 1980 rulemaking (45 FR
11472) indicated that it was taking no
action at that time to include these
regulations and amendments in the
federally approved SIP.

EPA has subsequently reviewed these
regulations and amendments. Each
regulation and/or amendment is
summarized below in order of the date
of adoption by the Illinois Pollution
Control Board (IPCB). The full text of
these regulations is available for
inspection at the addresses listed in the
beginning of this notice.

The following Illinois Regulations
were adopted on May 3, 1973.

Rule 301 serves as a preamble which
discusses the nature and purpose of
ambient air quality standards.

Rule 302 indicates that the standards
of Part I1I are applicable throughout the
State of Illinois except as otherwise
provided in this part.

Rule 304 makes the standards
contained in Part Il effective 10 days
after they are filed with the Secretary of
State.

Rule 305 requires that pollution levels
be determined by sampling stations
beyond the premises on which a source
is located. These stations will be
established in conformance with the
guidelines developed by the National
Air Pollution Control Administration.

Rule 306 requires that all measures of
air quality be corrected to a reference
temperature of 25°C, and to a reference
pressure of 760 millimeters of mercury
(1013.2 millibars).

Rule 307 sets the primary and
secondary ambient air quality standards
for particulates and defines the
measurement method.

Rule 308 sets the primary and
secondary ambient air quality standards
for sulfur oxide and defines the
measurement period.

Rule 310 sets the ambient air quality
standards for carbon monoxide and
defines the measurement method.

Rule 311 sets the ambient air quality
standards for nitrogen dioxide and
defines the measurement method.

The following Illinois regulations were
adopted March 286, 1975:

Amendments to Rule 103(i) were
added exempting certain types of
equipment which constitute only minor
sources of air pollution from the
requirement of an operating permit.

Rule 205(c) which regulates emissions
of uncontrolled organic material emitted
to the atomosphere from effluent water
separators receiving 200 or more gallons
per day of organic material from any

equipment processing, refining, treating,
storing or handling organic material was
amended by deleting Rule 205(c)(2)(B).

Rule 206(c) which sets carbon
monoxide emission standards and
limitations from petroleum and
petrochemical processes was relaxed by
adding Rule 206(c)(2) and (3).

The following Illinois regulation was
adopted on September 4, 1975:

Rule 204(f)(1) which sets sulfur
dioxide standards and limitations for
process emission sources was changed.
It relaxes sulfur dioxide emissions
standards for hydrogen sulfide flares at
chemical manufacturing plants.

The following Illinois regulation was
adopted on September 29, 1975:

Rule 205(f)(2)(D) which exempts any
owner, operator, user or manufacturer of
paint, varnish, lacquer, coatings or
printing ink whose Compliance Program
and Project Compilation Schedule
provides for the reduction of organic
material used in such processes to 20
percent or less of total volume by May
30, 1975, from the requirements of Rule
205(f) which prohibits the discharge of
more than 8 pounds per hour of organic
material into the atmosphere was
changed.

The following Illinois regulation was
adopted on November 23, 1977:

Rule 203(d)(9) which exempts certain
small iron melting air furnaces located
in Hoopeston, Vermilion County, Illinois
from Rules 203(b) and 203(c) if certain
conditions are met was added.

The following Illinois regulations were
adopted on December 8, 1977:

Rule 201 defines Polybasic Organic
Acid Partial Oxidation Manufacturing
Process as any process involving partial
oxidation of hydrocarbons with air to
manufacture polybasic acids or their
anhydrides, such as maleic anhydride,
phthalic anhydride, terephthalic acid,
isophthalic acid, or trimelletic
anhydride.

Rule 206(h) which regulates the -
emission of gases containing carbon
monoxide from polybasic organic acid
partial oxidation manufacturing
processes was added.

The following Illinois regulations were
adopted on March 30, 1978:

Rule 201 defines coal refuse as waste
products of coal mining, cleaning, and
coal preparation operations containing
coal, matrix material, clay and other
organic and inorganic material.

Rule 207(a) was amended to
incorporate two new provisions: Rule
207(a)(4) sets nitrogen oxide emission
standards and limitations for new fuel
combustion emission sources firing solid
fossil fuel with actual heat input equal
to or greater than 250 million btu per
hour.

Rule 207(a)(5) sets nitrogen oxide
emission standards for new fuel
combustion emission sources burning
simultaneously any combination of
solid, liquid and gaseous fossil fuels
with actual heat input equal to or
greater than 250 million btu per hour.

EPA is today approving the
incorporation of these regulations and/
or amendments thereto without prior
proposal. The public should be advised
that this action will be effective
September 10, 1982, However, if notice
is received within 30 days that someone
wishes to submit adverse or critical
comments, this action will be withdrawn
and a subsequent notice will be
published before the effective date
withdrawing the final action and
beginning a new rulemaking by
announcing a proposal of the action and
establishing a comment period.

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C.
605(b), I hereby certify that the present
rule will not have a signficant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities since it imposes no burden on
sources.

This regulation is exempt from the
office of Management and Budget
review under section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

Under Section 307(b)(1) of the Clean
Air Act, judicial review of these actions
is available only by the filing of a
petition for review in the United States
Court of Appeals for the appropriate
circuit within 60 days of today.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead,
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide,
Hydrocarbons.

(Sec. 110 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7407).)

Note.—Incorporation by reference of the
State Implementation Plan for the State of
Illinois was approved by the Director of the
Federal Register on July 1, 1982.

Dated: March 23, 1982.

Anne M. Gorsuch,
Administrator.

PART 52—APPROVAL AND
PROMULGATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS.

1. Section 52.720 is amended by
revising the introductory text of
paragraph (c) (16) to read as follows:

§ 52.720 Identification of plan.
- * - - *

(c] * & & ;

(16) On Apri] 4, 1979, the State
submitted its draft nonattainment area
plan for all areas designated
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nonattainment as of March 3, 1978 and
as revised on October 5, 1978. This
submittal contained a request for
extensions of the statutory attainment
deadline for CO and 03. The submittal
also included a vehicle emission
inspection and maintenance program
and a new source review plan. Although
the State submittal also included the
following provisions, U.S. EPA is taking
no action to include them in the
federally approved SIP at this time: the
portions of Rules 101, 103 and 105
relating to the provisions addressing
malfunctions, general requirements of
the Clean Air Act which are not Part D
requirements, and the provisions
covering open burning, mobile source
emission standards, diesel locomotive
emission standards, sulfur dioxide
emissions for certain fuel combustion
sources located outside major
metropolitan areas, compliance dates
for organic emission limitations,
particulate emissions from low carbon
waste incinerators, and adoption of
Federal New Source Performance
Standards. In addition, U.S. EPA is not
rulemaking at this time on those
portions of the following rules which
contain specified changes made
between the publication of the notice of
proposed rulemaking and the final
rulemaking action:

. * * * *

[FR Doc. 82-18717 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6560-38-M

40 CFR Part 52
[A-4-FRL 2121-6]

Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plan—Kentucky:
Approval of Plan Revisions

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: On June 6, 1979, the Kentucky
Division of Air Pollution Control
submitted numerous revisions to the
State's implementation plan. EPA has
conditionally approved the revisions
which were submitted to satisfy the
requirements of Part D of Title I of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) for nonattainment
areas. EPA today announces final
approval of the remaining revisions in
this submittal.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This action will be
effective on September 10, 1982 unless
notice is received within 30 days that
someone wishes to submit adverse or
critical comments.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the materials
submitted by the State may be

examined during normal business hours
at the following locations:

Public Information Reference Unit,
Library Systems Branch,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M Street SW., Washington, D.C. 20460

Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IV, Air Programs Branch, 345
Courtland Street, NE., Atlanta,
Georgia 30365

Library, Office of the Federal Register,
1100 L Street NW., Room 8401,
Washington, D.C. 20005

Kentucky Department for Natural
Resources and Environmental
Protection, Division of Air Pollution
Control, 18 Reilly Road, Bldg. 2, Fort
Boone Plaza, Frankfort, Kentucky
40601.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Denise W. Pack, Air Programs
Branch, EPA Region IV, at the above
address, telephone 404/881-3286 (FTS
257-3286).

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: On May
13, 1972 (37 FR 10842), EPA approved
Kentucky's State Implementation Plan
(SIP) as submitted on February 8, 1972.
On June 8, 1979, the Kentucky
Department for Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection adopted
numerous revisions in its
implementation plan and air pollution
control regulations. Public hearings were
conducted on the revisions on January 9,
10, April 16, and June 7, 1979. The
revisions were submitted to EPA on June
29, 1979. EPA has already given
conditional approval to the revisions
which were submitted to satisfy the
requirements of Part D of Title I of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) for nonattainment
areas. The non-Part D revisions being
approved today deal with the following
subjects:

* General Administrative
Procedures—In this section the State
has made minor changes to several
definitions; the source sampling methods
that have been incorporated by
reference; and the procedures for which
permit and compliance schedules are
approved and enforced.

* Hazardous Pollutants—In this
section a definition of hazardous air
pollutants has been added and the
classification dates for all of the
pollutants have been changed.

* New Source Standards and Existing
Source Standards—In this section the
State has made numerous minor
changes to the New Source Standards
which include changes in the opacity
limitations and applicability of the
standard.

General Standards of Performance—
In this section the State has rewritten its

standard for fugitive emissions to make
it more stringent and enforceable.

EPA has reviewed these revised
regulations and found them to meet all
applicable requirements. Therefore, EPA
today approves the Kentucky revisions.

The public should be advised that this
action will be effective September 10,
1982. However, if notice is received
within 30 days that someone wishes to
submit adverse or critical comments,
this action will be withdrawn and two
subsequent notices will be published
before the effective date. One notice will
withdraw the final action and another
will begin a new rulemaking by
announcing a proposal of the action and
establishing a comment period.

Under 5 U.S.C. Section 605(b), I have
certified that SIP approvals do not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
(See 46 FR 8709.)

Under Section 307(b)(1) of the Act,
petitions for judicial review of this
action must be filed in the United States
Court of Appeals for the appropriate
circuit by (60 days from today). This
action may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirements.
(See sec. 307(b)(2).)

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

Note.—~Incorporation by reference of the
State Implementation Plan for the
Commonwealth of Kentucky was approved
by the Director of the Federal Register on July
1, 1982.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead,
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide,
Hydrocarbons.

(Section 110 of the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7410)

Dated: May 20, 1982.
Anne M. Gorsuch,
Administrator.

PART 52—APPROVAL AND
PROMULGATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

Part 52 of Chapter I, Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, is amended as
follows:

Section 52.920 is amended by adding
paragraph (c)(31) as follows:

§52.920 Identification of plan.

* * - * *

(c) The plans revisions listed below
were submitted on the dates specified.

* * - * *
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(31) Miscellaneous non-Part D
revisions, submitted on June 28, 1979, by
the Kentucky Department for Natural
Resources and Environmental
Protection.

[FR Doc. 82-16773 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Part 52
[A-9-FRL 2125-3]

Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans—
Massachusetts—Revision for Metal
Coil Coating

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency,
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The purpose of this document
is to approve the State Implementation
Plan (SIP) revision for metal coil coating
in Massachusetts as submitted on June
24, 1980 by the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering (DEQE). This revision was
prepared to meet the requirements of
Part D (Plan Requirements for Non-
Attainment Areas) and certain other
sections of the Clean Air Act (the Act),
as amended in 1877, Approval of this
SIP revision will establish an emissions
limit for the only metal coil coater in the
state. This action is an Immediate Final
Rulemaking.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This action will be
effective September 10, 1982 unless
notice is received within 30 days that
someone wishes to submit adverse or
critical comments.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed
to Harley F. Laing, Chief, Air Branch,
Room 1903, Environmental Protection
Agency, Region I, JFK Federal Building,
Boston, MA 02203. Copies of the
Massachusetts submittal are available
for public inspection during normal
business hours at the Environmental
Protection Agency, Region I, Room 1903,
JFK Federal Building, Boston,
Massachusetts 02203; Public Information
Reference Unit, Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW,
Washington, DC 20460; The Office of the
Federal Register, 1100 L Street NW,
Room 8401, Washington, DC; and the
Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering (DEQE), Division of Air
Quality Control, One Winter Street, 8th
Floor, Boston, Massachusetts 02111.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Cynthia L, Greene, (617) 223-5630.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
September 16, 1980 (45 FR 61293), EPA

approved the Massachusetts SIP with
the condition that, by July 15, 1980, the
DEQE submit a metal coil coating
regulation as a SIP revision. The DEQE
submitted Regulation 310 CMR 7.18(10)
on June 24, 1980 and it was consistent
with EPA guidance, except that it

contained an extended compliance date.

The regulation provides the source
with the following two options for
achieving the CTG recommended
emission limitation of 2.6 pounds of
VOC per gallon of coating (excluding
water) at application:

1. The source can comply by July 1,
1980. This would normally necessitate
using add-on control equipment since
low/no solvent coatings were not
available to the source in 1980.

2. The source can choose to postpone
full compliance until December 31, 1984,
if it chooses to study and develop low/
no solvent coatings in order to achieve
the emissions limitation. If the source
elects this option it must be achieving
annual incremental reductions
according to the schedule which is
specified in the regulation, and if at
some point during the study it
determines it cannot achieve full
compliance through low/no solvent
coatings, it must install add-on control
equipment.

The extended compliance date was
included in the regulation because the
State believed that the only metal coil
coater in the State, Teledyne Rodney
Metals, needed additional time to
achieve compliance through
reformulation to low/no solvent
coatings. Low/no solvent coatings
eliminate the need for add-on control
equipment and thereby significantly
reduce overall plant energy
requirements. EPA policy therefore
allows the approval of an extended
compliance date if it is demonstrated
that the additional time is needed for a
source to develop low/no solvent
technology. (See Walter Barber's
November 3, 1978 memorandum,
“Categorical Compliance Schedule for
VOC Sources").

Teledyne Rodney chose to study and
develop low/no solvent coatings, but
after converting to 50 percent
waterborne coatings, Teledyne Rodney
realized that it could not achieve full
compliance with Regulation 310 CMR
7.18(10), nor could it resolve its nearby
residents’ odor complaints and maintain
customer acceptance using waterborne
coatings. It therefore decided that
additional reformulation was not
feasible, decided to change its control
strategy and installed an incinerator

(which was approved by the State on
February 16, 1982) to achieve
compliance with the regulation.

EPA has reviewed the materials
submitted by the state and has
concluded that the Massachusetts
regulation for metal coil coating,
submitted on June 24, 1980, is
approvable, and that Teledyne Rodney
is in compliance with 310 CMR 7.18(10).

This action fulfills the condition of
approval on the metal coil coating
portion of the Massachusetts 1979 SIP as
set forth on September 16, 1980 (45 FR
61293). It also amends the
Massachusetts VOC Surface Coating
Bubble Regulation 310 CMR 7.18(2)(b) by
procedures set forth in the July 21, 1981
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (46 FR
37525), to allow metal coil coaters to
bubble their emissions to achieve
compliance.

This approval is being made without
prior proposal because this action
effects only one source, and the agency
views this as a noncontroversial SIP
revision and anticipates no comments.
This action will be effective September
10, 1982 unless, within 30 days from the
date of this Federal Register, notice is
received that adverse or critical
comments will be submitted. If such
notice is received, the Region will
publish two subsequent notices, one to
withdraw this Immediate Final
Rulemaking and one to announce a
proposal action and establish a
comment period before the effective
date.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12291,

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act,
petitions for judicial review of this
action must be filed in the United States
Court of Appeals for the appropriate
circuit by September 10, 1982. This
action may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirements.
(See sec. 307(b)(2).)

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur

oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead,
Particulated matter, Carbon monoxide,
Hydrocarbons.
(Sec. 110(a) and section 301(a) of the Clean
Air Act, is amended (42 U.S.C. 7410(a) and
7601(a)))

Dated: July 2, 1982.

Anne M. Gorsuch,
Administrator,
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Note.—Incorporation by reference of the ——
State Implementation Plan for the State of bk 40 CFR
Massachuselts was approved by the Director 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61 subpart
1 Regist uly 1, 1982.
of the Federal Register on July P g g""‘ . o gg
z:g;zf;:::;? (\)l:L AND Delegation of New Source R R s s
PLEMENTATION PLANS Performance Standards (NSPS) and
e National Emission Standards for
A Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS); NESHAPS 40 GFR Part
Subpart W—Massachusetts Stete 6P AitEona o
Part32cE Chapiptile®iila 40 0k e AGENCY: Environmental Protection b= i

Code of Federal Regulations is amended
as follows:

1. Section 52.1120 is amended by
adding paragraph (c)(47) as follows:

§52.1120 |Identification of plan,
(c) L

(47) Regulation 310 CMR 7.18(10) for
metal coil coating was submitted on
June 24, 1980 by the Commissioner of the
Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering, in order to meet Part D
requirements for ozone.

2. Section 52.1120 paragraph (c)(42) is
revised to read as follows:

* * * * *

(c] L N

(42) Regulation 310 CMR 7.18(2)(b), to
allow existing surface coating lines
regulated under 310 CMR 7.18 (4), (5),
(6). (7). (10), (11), (12), (14), (15) and (16)
to bubble emissions to meet the _
requirements of Part D for ozone was
submitted by the Governor on March 6,
1981, and a letter clarifying state
procedures was submitted on November
12,1981. The emission limitations
required by the federally-approved
portion of 310 CMR 7.18 are the
applicable requirements of the
Massachusetts SIP for the purpose of
section 113 of the Clean Air Act and
shall be enforceable by EPA and by
citizens in the same manner as other
requirements of the SIP; except that
emission limitations adopted by the
state under and which comply with 310
CMR 7.18(2)(b) and the procedures set
out in the letter of November 12, 1981
shall be the applicable requirements of
the Massachusetts SIP in lieu of those
contained elsewhere in 310 CMR 7.18
and shall be enforceable by EPA and by
citizens,

» . * * *

§52.1166 [Amended]

3. Section 52.1166 is amended by
removing and reserving paragraph (a)(1).

(FR Doc. 8218721 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of delegation.

SUMMARY: The EPA hereby places the
public on notice of its delegation of new
source performance standards (NSPS)
and national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAPS)
authority to the Pima County Health
Department (PCHD). This action is
necessary to bring the NSPS and
NESHAPS program delegations up to
date with recent EPA promulgations and
amendments of NSPS and NESHAPS
categories. This action does not create
any new regulatory requirements
affecting the public. The effect of the
delegation is to shift primary program
responsibility for the affected NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories from EPA
to local governments.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 3, 1982,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David Jesson, New Source Section (A-3-
1), Air Operations Branch, Air
Management Division, EPA, Region 9,
215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA
94105, Tel: (415) 974-8220, FTS 454-8220.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
PCHD has required authority for
delegation of certain NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories. A
delegation of authority was granted by
letter dated May 24, 1982 and is
reproduced in its entirety as follows:
Mr. C. Lee Fox, J
Director, Air Quality Control District, Pima
County Health Department,’ 151 West
Congress Street, Tucson, AZ 85701,
Dear Mr. Fox: I am pleased to inform you
that we are delegating to your agency
authority to implement and enforce certain
categories of New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) and National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPS). We have reviewed your request
for delegation and have found your present

- programs, rules, and procedures to be

acceptable. This delegation includes
authority for the following source categories:

NSPS Part 60

Electric Utility Steam G Da.
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Liquids...................| Ka.
Kraft Pulp Mills BB.

In addition, we are redelegating the
following NSPS and NESHAPS categories
since your revised programs, rules, and
procedures are acceptable:

40 CFR Part
NSPS 60 subpart
Fossil-Fuel Fired Steam Generators D.
i o E-
Nitric Acid Plants G.
Sulfuric Acid Plants H.
Asphalt Concrete PIBNIS ..o 5
Petrok Refineri J.
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Liquids.............. K.
Secondary Lead S S. L
Secondary Brass and Bronze Ingot Produc- | M
tion Plants.
Iron and Steel Plants (BOPF).........ccoiueerssciinnd N
Sewag Plants o}
Primary S P
Primary Zinc Si s Q.
Primary Lead Si R.
Primary Aluminum Red: Plants S.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Wet Process | T.
Phosphoric Acid Plants.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry:  Superphos- | U.
phoric Acid Plants.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Diammonium | V.
Phosphate Plants.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Triple Super- | W.
phosphate Plants.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry; Granular Triple | X.
Superphosphate.
Coal Preparation Ptants. Y.
Ferroalioy Production Facilities ................c..... Z
Iron and Steel Plants (Electric Arc Fumaces) .| AA.
40 CFR Pan
NESHAPS 61 subpart
Asb B.
Beryllium C.
Mercury. E.

Acceptance of this delegation constitutes
your agreement to follow all applicable
provisions of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61. The
delegation is effective upon the date of this
letter unless the USEPA receives written
notice from you of any objections within 10
days of receipt of this letter. A notice of this
delegated authority will be published in the
Federal Register in the near future.

Cordially yours,
Sonia F, Crow,

Regional Administrator.

cc. Arizona Department of Health Services.

With respect to areas under the
jurisdiction of the PCHD, all reports,
applications, submittals, and other
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communications pertaining to the above
listed NSPS and NESHAPS source
categories should be directed to the
PCHD at the address shown in the letter
of delegation.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

(Secs. 111 and 112 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.8.C. 1857, et seq.))

Dated: June 29, 1982.

Sonia F. Crow,

Regional Administrator.

[FR Doc. 82-18661 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Parts 60 and 61
[A-9-FRL 2165-7]

Delegation of New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) and
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS);
State of California

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
AcTION: Notice of delegation.

SUMMARY: The EPA hereby places the
public on notice of its delegation of new
source performance standards (NSPS)
and national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAPS)
authority to the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) on behalf of the Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District
(APCD). This action is necessary to
bring the NSPS and NESHAPS program
delegations up to date with recent EPA
promulgations and amendments of NSPS
and NESHAPS categories. This action
does not create any new regulatory
requirements affecting the public. The
effect of the delegation is to shift
primary program responsibility for the
affected NSPS and NESHAPS source
categories from EPA to local
governments.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 3, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David Jesson, New Source Section (A-3-
1), Air Operations Branch, Air
Management Division, EPA, Region 9,
215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA
94105, Tel: (415) 874-8220, FTS 454-8220.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
CARB has requested authority for
delegation of certain NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories on behalf
of the Ventura County APCD. A
delegation of authority was granted by
letter dated May 24, 1982 and is
reproduced in its entirety as follows:

Mr. James D. Boyd,

Executive Officer, Air Resources Board,
1709-11th Street, P.O. Box 2815,
Sacramento, CA 95812.

Dear Mr. Boyd: I am pleased to inform you
that we are delegating to your agency
authority to implement and enforce certain
categories of New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) on behalf of the Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District (APCD).
We have reviewed your request for
delegation and have found that the Ventura
County APCD's present programs, rules, and
procedures are acceptable. This delegation
includes authority for the following source
categories:

40 CFR Part
60 subpart

G | Provisi A

In addition, we are redelegating the
following National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS)
categories since the Ventura County APCD's
revised programs, rules, and procedures are
acceptable.

40 CFR Part

NESHAPS 61 subpart
A B.
Beryllium C.
Beryllium Rocket MOtOr Fiting......cwremmssssssin| D.
Mercury. E

Acceptance of this delegation constitutes
your agreement to follow all applicable
provisions of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61, The
delegation is effective upon the date of this
letter unless the USEPA receives written
notice from you or the District of any
objections within 10 days of receipt of this
letter. A notice of this delegated authority
will be published in the Federal Register in
the future.

Cordially yours, ~
Sonia F. Crow,

Regional Administrator.

cc: Ventura County Air Pollution Contro)
District

With respect to Ventura County, all
reports, applications, submittals, and
other communications pertaining to the
above listed NSPS and NESHAPS
source categories should be directed to
the Ventura County APCD at the
address shown in 40 CFR Parts 60.4 and
61.4.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

{Secs. 111 and 112 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1857, et seq.))

Dated: June 29, 1982.
Sonia F. Crow,
Regional Administrator:

PART 60—STANDARDS OF
PERFORMANCE FOR NEW
STATIONARY SOURCES

PART 61—NATIONAL EMISSION
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS
AIR POLLUTANTS

Subpart A of Parts 60 and 61 Chapter
1, Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations is amended as follows:

Subpart A—General Provisions

§§ 60.4 and 61.04 [Amended]

1. Sections 60.4(b)(F) and 61.04(b)(F)
are each amended by revising the
address of the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District to read as
follows:

- - - - *
(b] R N
(F] ®TN ¥

Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District, :

800 South Victoria Avenue,

Ventura, CA 93009

- - - * -

{FR Doc. 82-18682 Filed 7-9-82; 8:46 am]

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Parts 60 and 61

[A-9-FRL 2165-8]

Delegation of New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) and
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS),
State of California

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
AcTiON: Notice of delegation.

SUMMARY: The EPA hereby places the
public on notice of its delegation of new
source performance standards (NSPS)
and national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAPS)
authority to the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) on behalf of the South
Coast Air Quality Management District
(AQMD). This action is necessary to
bring the NSPS and NESHAPS program
delegations up to date with recent EPA
promulgations and amendments of NSPS
and NESHAPS categories. This action
does not create any new regulatory
requirements affecting the public. The
effect of the delegation is to shift
primary program responsibility for the
affected NSPS and NESHAPS source
categories from EPA to local
governments.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 3, 1982.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

David Jesson, New Source Section (A-3-
1), Air Operations Branch, Air
Management Division, EPA, Region 9,
215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA
94105, Tel: (415) 974-8220, FTS 454-8220.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
CARB has requested authority for
delegation of certain NSPA and
NESHAPS source categories on behalf
of the South Coast AQMD. A delegation
of authority was granted by letter dated
May 24, 1982 and is reproduced in its
entirety as follows:

Mr. James D. Boyd,
Executive Officer,

Air Resources Board,
1709—11th Street,

P.O. Box 2815,
Sacramento, CA 95812,

Dear Mr. Boyd: 1 am pleased to inform you
that we are delegating to your agency
authority to implement and enforce certain
categories of New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) and National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPS) on behalf of the South Coast Air
Quality Management District [(AQMD). We
have reviewed your request for delegation
and have found that the South Coast
AQMD'’s present programs, rules, and
procedures are acceptable. This delegation
includes authority for the following source
categories:

40 CFR Part
NSES 60 subpart
General Provisiohs A
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Liquids. | Ka
Stationary Gas Turbines.... | GG.
Lime Manufacturing Plants | HH.
Ammonium Sulfate PP,

NESHAPS

General Provisions A

[n addition, we are redelegating the
following NSPS and NESHAPS categories
since the South Coast AQMD's revised
programs, rules, and procedures are
acceptable:

40 CFR Part
NSPS 80

Fossit-Fuel Fired Steam Generators
Incinerators ("
Portland Cement Plants
Nitic Acid Plants......
Sulluric Acid Plants..
Asphalt Concrele Py
Petroleum Refiner
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Uiquids
Secondary Lead Smelters :
Sﬁ:{mclisgry Brass & Bronze Ingot Production
ants,
Iron and Steel Plants {
S PtaBOPF)m
Prosphate Fertilizer Industry: Wet
ry: Wet Process
Phosphoric Acid Plants.

Phosphate  Fentifizer Industry:  Superphos-
phoric Acid Plants. a

& H0zZ zrxe~xTommo

40 CFR Part
NSPS | 60 subpast

Phosphate Fertllizer Industry: Diammonium
Phosphate Plants.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Triple Super-
phosphate Plants,

Phosphate Fertilizer Induslry: Granular Triple
Superphosphate.
Coal P Plants
Iron and Steel Plants (Electric Arc Furnaces) ...
Grain El

gz< x £ <

40 CFR
NESHAPS

Beryl
Beryllium Rocket
Motor Firing

Marcury
Vlﬂy' Chioride.

mmo om

Acceptance of this delegation constitutes
your agreement to follow all applicable
provisions of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61. The
delegation is effective upon the date of this
letter unless the USEPA receives written
notice from you or the District of any
objections within 10 days of receipt of this
letter. A notice of this delegated authority
will be published in the Federal Register in
the near future.

Cordially yours,
Sonia F. Crow,

Regional Administrator.

cc: South Coast Air Quality Management
District

With respect to areas under the
jurisdiction of the South Coast AQMD,
all reports, applications, submittals, and
other communications pertaining to the
above listed NSPS and NESHAPS
source categories should be directed to
the South Coast AQMD at the address
shown in 40 CFR Parts 60.4 and 61.4.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12201.

(Sec. 111 and 112 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1857, et seq.))
Dated: June 29, 1982.
Sonia F. Crow,
Regional Administrator.

PART 60—STANDARDS OF
PERFORMANCE FOR NEW
STATIONARY SOURCES

PART 61—NATIONAL EMISSION
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS

Subpart A of Parts 60 and 61 of
Chapter I, Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations is amended as follows:

Subpart A—General Provisions

§§60.4 and 61.04 [Amended]

1. Sections 60.4(b)(F) and 61.04(b)(F)
are each amended by revising the
address of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District to read as follows:

- - » g -

(b] _ ¥ 18,
(F) .-

South Coast Air Quality Management
District, 9150 Flair Drive, El Monte, CA
91731

- * - - -

[FR Doc. 82-18663 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Parts 60 and 61
[A-9-FRL 2166-1]

Delegation of New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS); and
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS);
State of California ;

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of delegation.

SUMMARY: The EPA hereby places the
public on notice of its delegation of New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS)
and National Emission Standards for the
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS)
authority to the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) on behalf of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District
(AQMD). This action is necessary to
bring the NSPS and NESHAPS program
delegations up to date with recent EPA
promulgations and amendments of NSPS
and NESHAPS categories. This action
does not create any new regulatory
requirements affecting the public, The
effect of the delegation is to shift
primary program responsibility for the
affected NSPS and NESHAPS source
categories from EPA to local
governments,

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 3, 1982,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David Jesson, New Source Section (A-3-
1), Air Operations Branch, Air
Management Division, EPA, Region 9,
215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA
94105, Tel: (415) 974-8220, FTS 454-8220.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
CARB has requested authority for
delegation of certain NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories on behalf
of the Bay Area AQMD. A delegation of
authority was granted by letter dated
May 24, 1982 and is reproduced in its
entirety as follows:
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Mr. James D. Boyd,

Executive Officer, Air Resources Board, 1709
11th Street, P.O. Box 2815, Sacramento,
CA 95812,

Dear Mr. Boyd: I am pleased to inform you
that we are delegating to your agency
authority to implement and enforce certain
categories of New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) on behalf of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (AQMD).
We have reviewed your request for
delegation and have found that the Bay Area
AQMD's present programs, rules, and
procedures are acceptable. This delegation
includes authority for the following source
categories:

40 CFR Pant

NSES 60 subpart
Electric Utility Steam Generalors..........cuumss .| Da.
Kraft Pulp Mills BB,
Grain Elevators DD.
Stationary Gas Turbi GG,
Lime Manufacturing PIaNS ... HH.
A ) Suliate PP

In addition, we are redelegating the
following NSPS and National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPS) categories since the Bay Area
AQMD's revised programs, rules, and
procedures are acceptable.

Nebs 49 CFR Pan

G Provisions

Fossil-Fuel Fired Steam Generalors

Inc

Portland Cement Plants

Nitric Acid Plants

Sulfuric Acid Plants

Asphalt C Plants

Petroleum Refineries

Storaga Vessels for Petroieum Liquids
Lead Smel

Secondary Brass & Bronze Ingot Production

Plants.

Iron and Steel Plants (BOPF)........u i
Sewage Treal! Plants
Primary Copper Smelters
Primary Zinc
Primary Lead S
Pri Alumi Reduction Plants

imary f
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Wet Process
Phosphoric Acid Plants
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Superphos-
phoric Acid Plants,
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Diammonium
Phosphate Plants.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Triple Super-
phosphate Plants.
Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: Granuiar Triple
Superphosphate.
Coal Prep Plants,
Ferrcalloy Production FAcilities ............wsemmees
Iron and Steel Plants (Electric Arc Furnaces) ...

ZNX X £ < € A@BOVOZ ErAC-IOTMO>

40 CFR Part

NESHAPS 81 subpart
G | Provisi A
A B.
Beryllium C.
Beryllium Rocket Motor Fifing.......cmmsieers! D.
Mercury E.

Acceptance of this delegation constitutes
your agreement to follow all applicable
provisions of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61. The
delegation is effective upon the date of this
letter unless the USEPA receives written

notice from you or the District of any
objections within 10 days of receipt of this
letter. A notice of this delegated authority
will be published in the Federal Register in
the near future,

Cordially yours,

Sonia F. Crow, Regional Administrator.

cc: Bay Area Air Quality Management
District
With respect to areas under the
jurisdiction of the Bay Area AQMD, all
reports, applications, submittals, and
other communications pertaining to the
above listed NSPS and NESHAPS
source categories should be directed to
the Bay Area AQMD at the address
shown in 40 CFR Parts 60.4 and 61.4.
The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.
(Secs. 111 and 112 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1857, et seq.))
Dated: June 29, 1982.
Sonia F. Crow,
Regional Administrator.
[FR Doc. 82-18684 Filed 7-6-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Parts 60 and 61
[A-9-FRL 2166-2]

Delegation of New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) and
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS);
State of California

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of delegation.

SUMMARY: The EPA hereby places the
public on notice of its delegation of new
source performance standards (NSPS)
and national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAPS)
authority to the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) on behalf of the San
Diego County Air Pollution Control
District (APCD). This action is
necessary to bring the NSPS and
NESHAPS program delegations up to
date with recent EPA promulgations and
amendments of NSPS and NESHAPS
categories. This action does not create
any new regulatory requirements
affecting the public. The effect of the
delegation is to shift primary program
responsibility for the affected NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories from EPA
to local governments.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 3, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David Jesson, New Source Section (A~3-
1), Air Operations Branch, Air

_ Management Division, EPA, Region 9,

215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA
94105, Tel: (415) 974-8220, FTS 454-8220.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
CARB has requested authority for
delegation of certain NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories on behalf
of the San Diego County APCD. A
delegation of authority was granted by
letter dated May 24, 1982 and is
reproduced in its entirety as follows:

Mr. James D. Boyd,

Executive Officer, Air Resources Board, 1709
11th Street, P.O. Box 2815, Sacramento,
CA 95812.

Dear Mr. Boyd: I am pleased to inform you
that we are delegating to your agency
authority to implement and enforce certain
categories of New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) and National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPS) on behalf of the San Diego
County Air Pollution Control District (APCD).
We have reviewed your request for
delegation and have found that the San Diego
County APCD's present programs, rules, and
procedures are acceptable. This delegation
includes authority for the following source
categories:

40 CFR Pant
NSPS 60 subpart
~ 1 Provisi s
Storage Vessels for Petroleum LiQUIdS............... Ka.
Glass Manuf ing Plants CC.
Grain Elevat 3 DD.
Stationary Gas TUMDINGS.........coowrmeimsisisrsssisssssn GG.
40 CFR Pant
NESHAPS 61 subpart
General Provisi A

In addition, we are redelegating the
following NSPS categories since the San
Diego County APCD's revised programs,
rules, and procedures are acceptable:

40 CFR Pant

NSPS 60 subpart
Petrok Refineries J
Storage Vassels for Petroleum LiQuids............. K.

Acceptance of this delegation constitutes
your agreement to follow all applicable
provisions of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61, The
delegation is effective upon the date of this
letter unless the USEPA receives written
notice from you or the District of any
objections within 10 days of receipt of this
letter. A notice of this delegated authority
will be published in the Federal Register in
the near future.

Cordially yours,
Sonia F, Crow,
Regional Administrator.
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cc: San Diego County Air Pollution Control
District

With respect to San Diego County, all
reports, applications, submittals, and
other communications pertaining to the
above listed NSPS and NESHAPS
source categories should be directed to
the San Diego County APCD at the
address shown in 40 CFR Parts 60.4 and
61.4.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

(Secs. 111 and 112 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1857, et seq.))

Dated: June 29, 1982,

Sonia F, Crow,

Regional Administrator,

[FR Doc. 82-18685 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

40 CFR Parts 60 and 61
[A-9~FRL 2165-4]

Delegation of New Source
Performance Standards (NSPA) and
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS);
State of Nevada

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA),
ACTION: Notice of delegation.

SUMMARY: The EPA hereby places the
public on notice of its delegation of new
source performance standards (NSPS)
and national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAPS)
authority to the Clark County Health
District (CCHD). This action is
necessary to bring the NSPS and
NESHAPS program delegations up to
date with recent EPA promulgations and
amendments of NSPS and NESHAPS
categories. This action does not create
any new regulatory requirements
affecting the public. The effect of the
delegation is to shift primary program
responsibility for the affected NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories from EPA
to State and local governments.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 3, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONT. ACT:
David Jesson; New Source Section (A-3-
1), Air Operations Branch, Air
Management Division, EPA, Region 9,
215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA
94105, Tel: (415) 974-8220, FTS 454-8220.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
CCHD has requested authority for
delegation of certain NSPS and
NESHAPS source categories. A
delegation of authority was granted by

letter dated May 24, 1982 and is
reproduced in its entirety as follows:

Mr. Michael H. Naylor, P.E,

Director, Air Pollution Control Division,
Clark County Health District, P.O. Box
4426, 625 Shadow Lane, Las Vegas, NV
89106.

Dear Mr. Naylor: I am pleased to inform
you that we are delegating to your agency
authority to implement and enforce certain
categories of New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) and National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPS). We have reviewed your request
for delegation and have found your present
programs and procedures to be acceptable.
This delegation includes authority for the
following source categories:

40 CFR Part
NSPS 60 subpart
General Provisi A
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Liquids............... Ka.
Grain Elevator DD.
Stationary Gas Turbi GG.
Lime Manufacturing Plants HH.
Automobile and Light Duty Truck Surface | MM.
Coating Operations.
40 CFR Part
NESHAPS 61 subpart

& Provisi A

In addition, we are redelegating the
following NSPS and NESHAPS categories
since your revised programs and procedures
are acceptable: :

40 CFR Part
NSPS 60 subpart
Fossil-Fue! Fired Steam Generators ............... D.
sk E
Portland Cement Plants F.
Asphalt C Plants L
Storage Vessels for Petroleumn Liguids.. o K.
S dary Lead Smelt L
Sewage T Plants 0.
Primary Copper S P.
Primary Zinc Si Q.
Primary Lead Smelt RA.
Coal Preparation Plants. ¥
40 CFR Part
NESHAPS 61 subpart
Asb B.
Beryliium C.
Mercury E.
vml Chloride F

Acceptance of this delegation constitutes
your agreement to follow all applicable
provisions of 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61. The
delegation is effective upon the date of this
letter unless the USEPA receives wrilten
notice from you of any objections within 10
days of receipt of this letter. A notice of this
delegated authority will be published in the
Federal Register in the near future,

Cordially yours,
Sonia F. Crow,

Regional Administrator,

cc: Division of Environmental Protection,
Nevada Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources

With respect to areas under the
jurisdiction of the CCHD, all reports,
applications, submittals, and other
communications pertaining to the above
listed NSPS and NESHAPS source
categories should be directed to the
CCHD at the address shown in the letter
of delegation.

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

{Secs. 111 and 112 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1857, et seq.)

Dated: June 29, 1982.

Sonia F. Crow,

Regional Administrator.

[FR Doc. 82-18680 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

40 CFR Part 81

[A-1-FRL 2160-1]

Designation of Areas for Air Quality
Planning Purposes; Rhode Island

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: EPA is approving a request to
change the attainment status of
Providence, Rhode Island, for suspended
particulate ambient air quality
standards from nonattainment for
primary standards to nonattainment for
secondary standards. EPA is taking this
action because the Rhode Island
Department of Environmental
Management has requested it. This
redesignation will make Providence's -
suspended particulate attainment
classification more accurately reflect
current actual air quality measurements.

DATES: This action will be effective
September 10, 1982 unless notice is
received on or before August 11, 1982
that someone intends to submit adverse
or critical comments.

ADDRESSES: Copies of Rhode Island's
submittal are available for public
inspection during normal business hours
at the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region I Air Branch—Room
1903, JFK Federal Building, Boston,
Massachusetts 02203; U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Public Information Reference Unit,
Room 2922, 401 M Street S.W.,
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Washington, D.C. 20460; and the Rhode
Island Department of Environmental
Management, Division of Air Resources,
Cannon Building, Room 204, 75 Davis
Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908.

Send written comments to Linda M.
Murphy, Acting Chief, State Air
Programs Branch, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, at the Boston
address listed above.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Brian Hennessey at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
Boston address above or call (617) 223-
4448,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For each
pollutant for which there is a national
ambient air quality standard (NAAQS),
section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act
requires all areas of the nation to be
designated either (1) as attaining the
NAAQS, (2) as unclassifiable with
respect to attainment status, (3) as not
meeting primary NAAQS, or (4) as not
meeting secondary NAAQS for the
pollutant. Primary NAAQS protect the
public health; secondary NAAQS
protect the public welfare. Providence,
Rhode Island was designated
nonattainment for the suspended
particulate (TSP) primary NAAQS on
May 7, 1981 (46 FR 25447) based upon
air quality data collected in 1978 at a
Westminister Street air sampler.

On February 28, 1982 the Rhode Island
Department of Environmental
Management (RIDEM) requested that
EPA redesignate Providence from
nonattainment for TSP primary
standards to nonattainment for TSP
secondary standards. RIDEM's
submittal noted that the 1978 primary
NAAQS violation occurred during a
period of local and unusually high
construction and demolition activity.
Furthermore, RIDEM has reviewed its
former TSP sampling practices and
concluded that passive sampling error
was likely to have biased TSP readings
high enough to have caused the reported
primary standards violation. Last, and
supporting these two findings, no
violation of the TSP primary NAAQS
has been observed in the 3 years of
sampling since 1978. For these reasons,
EPA agrees with RIDEM that the 1978
TSP measurements at Westminister
Street are an inappropriate basis for a
nonattainment designation and
approves the state's request to
redesignate Providence from
nonattainment for TSP primary to
nonattainment for TSP secondary
NAAQS. The secondary standards
violation is based on TSP measurements
collected in 1980 at Westminister Street.

Since this action affects only the
designated air quality status of a limited

geographical area, this rulemaking is
considered noncontroversial. Based on
past experience with similar actions in
Region I, no adverse or critical
comments are expected. Therefore, this
action is being published as a final
rulemaking. EPA believes that
publishing a notice of proposed
rulemaking is unnecessary.

However, if notice is received on or
before August 11, 1982, that someone
wishes to submit adverse or critical
comments, this action will be withdrawn
and two subsequent notices will be
published before the effective date. One
notice will withdraw the final action
and another will begin a new
rulemaking by announcing a proposal of
the action and establishing a comment
period. If no such comments are
received, the public is advised that this
action will be effective 60 days from the
date of publication of this Federal
Register notice.

Under Executive Order 12291, EPA
must judge whether a regulation is
“Major"” and therefore subject to the
requirement of a Regulatory Impact
Analysis. This rule is not Major because
it imposes no new regulatory
requirements, but only changes an

§81.340 Rhode Island.

area’s air quality designation. The
Office of Management and Budget has
exempted this rule from the
requirements of Section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act,
petitions for judicial review of this
action must be filed in the United States
Court of Appeals for the appropriate
circuit by September 10, 1982, This
action may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirements.
(See Sec. 307(b)(2).)

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 81

Air pollution control, National parks,
Wilderness areas.

Dated: July 2, 1982,
Anne M. Gorsuch,
Administrator.

PART 81—DESIGNATION OF AIR
QUALITY CONTROL REGIONS

Part 81 of Chapter I, Title 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations is amended
as follows:

1. In § 81.340 the attainment status
designation table for TSP is revised to
read as follows:

Does not
Does not Better than
meet Cannot be |
Designated areas meet primary socondary classfiod national
standards e standards
Rhode Island—TSP
Providence X
East Providence, Warwick, North Provid P: X
and Central Falls.
Remainder of Rhode Island portion of AQCR 120 X,

(Secs. 107, 301 of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7407, 7601))

[FR Doc. 82-18755 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Parts 2, 73 and 74

[Gen. Docket No. 81-911; RM-3533; FCC
82-283]

Reallocate Certain MHz Frequency
Bands to Television and Radio
Respectively in the State of Alaska.

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission. %
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: Alaska Public Broadcasting
Commission, a government body of the
State of Alaska, asked the FCC to make
VHF-TV channels 5 and 6 and FM
channels 201-260 (76-100 MHz)
available for broadcast use in Alaska.

Up until now broadcasters were not
allowed to use these channels because
they were reserved for another use,
namely common carrier fixed
operations. The FCC proposed to
reallocate the spectrum between 76 and
100 MHz in a Notice of Proposed Rule
Making adopted December 24, 1981, and
released January 7, 1982. In this Report
and Order, the FCC is adopting changes
to its Rules which are required to make
these channels available to broadcast
operations in Alaska. With this action
broadcasters in Alaska gain access to
TV and FM channels which they may
now use in providing service to the
people of that State.

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 11, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Maureen Cesaitis—(202) 653-8164.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
List of Subjects

47 CFR Part 2

Radio, Frequency allocation.
47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadcast, Television,
Noncommercial educational FM
stations.
47 CFR Part 74

Radio, Television, TV translators and
low power TV stations, FM translators,

Report and Order

In the matter of amendment of Parts 2
of the Commission's rules governing
frequency allocations and radio treaty
matters general rules and regulations, 73
of the Commission’s rules governing the
Radio Broadcasting Services, and 74
governing Experimental, Auxiliary and
Special Broadcast and Other Program
Distributional Services to reallocate the
frequency bands 76-88 and 88-100 MHz
to television and radio respectively in
the State of Alaska; Gen Docket No. 81-
911, RM-3533.

Adopted: June 23, 1982.

Released: July 2, 1982.

1. Since 1955, the frequency band 76~
100 MHz has been allocated, in the State
of Alaska, for Government and non-
Government fixed operations. This
spectrum is presently allocated
throughout the rest of the U.S. to the
Broadcast Services and is commonly
referred to as VHF Television Channels
5 and 6 (76-88 MHz) and FM Radio
Channels 201-260 (88-100 MHz). In 1979,
the Commission received a petition for
rule making (RM-533) from the Alaska
Public Broadcasting Commission (APBC)
requesting reallocation of the band 76-
100 MHz to the Broadcast Services in
Alaska which would bring that State's
allocation in line with the rest of the
United States.!

_ 2.0n January 7, 1982, the Commission
issued a Notice of Proposed Rule
Making (Notice)* proposing to
reallocate that portion of the spectrum
between 76 and 100 MHz for shared use
by the Broadcast Services on a primary
basis and the Common Carrier Fixed
Ser\:ice on a secondary basis, The
Notice also proposed to “grandfather”
EXIst.mg common carrier operations to
provide them interference protection
from new broadcast stations. A list of
\

'At the time APBC filed [November 30, 1979), TV
Channels 5 and 8 (76-88 MHz), and FM Channels
(2:51\300 (98-108 MHz) were allocated to the
H"Jmm_c.).n Carrier Rural Radio Service in Hawaii,
c;\:un s allgc:uon has since been changed to

tiorm with broadcast allocation of i
Btatos (ot e of the contiguous

*47 FR 983, General Docket 81-911,

the existing fixed service licensees is
included as Appendix B to this Order.

3. The eight comments and the two
reply comments which were filed in
response to our notice voiced
unanimous support for the proposed
reallocation, including the provisions for
existing and future common carriers.
Aurora Community Broadcasting,
Alascom, State of Alaska, Northern
Television, Alaska Public Broadcasting
Commission (APBC), and Association of
Maximum Service Telecasters (MST)
urged the Commission to adopt the
proposed Rule changes without delay.
The remaining commenters qualified
their support as follows:

4. Communication Equipment and
Service, a radio common carrier (RCC)
in Alaska, recommended that immediate
reallocation take place but that licensing
be deferred “* * * until all other
available FM and TV channels have
been exhausted.” In reply comments,
APBC opposed the RCC suggestion
pointing out, among other reasons, the
existence of other low VHF bands which
are available to the RCC. We agree with
APBC that such a delay in licensing
would undermine the purpose of this
rule making proceeding. Petitioner has
already demonstrated the effects of
needless restrictions on applicants for
educational FM stations. Our purpose
here is to eliminate these hindrances,
not to prolong their existence.

5. The National Association of
Broadcasters (NAB) supports the entire
proposal, but recommends limiting fixed
use of the 76-100 MHz band by
establishing a cut-off date. However,
NAB does not offer any specific date(s).
We understand NAB's concern that at
some time a broadcaster will be
prevented from obtaining a TV or FM
radio channel because an RCC is
operating in that portion of the
spectrum. We draw NAB's attention to
the comments of MST where the latter
explains why “[a] unique combination of
circumstances makes [sharing] possible
* * *" (page 2). Furthermore we now
have no idea how long RCC's will
continue to use the 76-100 MHz band in
Alaska. Alascom, in its reply highlights
the advantage of having “* * * a broad
range of facilities * * *" available, In
1955, circumstances dictated that we
reallocate the band for Government and
non-Government Fixed use. The
situation in 1982 is changed, and our
action herein seeks to meet the new
need for extensive cross-Service
sharing. Our provisions for Fixed use of
this band may indeed become obsolete
as the common carriers gradually move
to other parts of the spectrum. If so, we

T

will then delete the Fixed provisions
from these Rules.

6. Because of the eight parties'
unanimous support for our proposal, and
based on our own study of the
population distribution and fixed-use
locations, we are confident that
reallocation of the 76-100 MHz band to
the Broadcast Services is entirely in the
interest of the people of Alaska. Without
interrupting the Common Carrier Rural
Radio Service in Alaska, we are
expanding the number of available TV
and FM channels, thus providing greater
spectrum utilization on these
frequencies in the State.

7. We have altered the language
originally proposed for the affected rule
sections in Parts 73 and 74. These
changes are purely editorial and are
intended simply to clarify the intent of
the rules for ease of understanding. At
the same time, we have included an
editorial amendment of Section 73.513,
which was not proposed, but which is
necessary to reflect the adoption of the
change in allocation.

8. Pursuant to section 605 of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L: 96—
354, September 19, 1980, 94 Stat. 1164; 5
U.S.C. 601 et seq.) the Commission
certifies that the action contained herein
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. There is only one radio common
carrier, Alascom, operating in the Fixed
Service in Alaska in the 76-100 MHz
range, and that entity is not a small
business according to the Small
Business Administration's criteria.

9. Accordingly, it is ordered that under
the authority contained in sections 4 and
303 of the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, the Commission's Rules are
amended as set forth in Appendix A.-
effective thirty days after publication in
the Federal Register.

10. It is further ordered that a copy of
this Report and Order be sent to the
Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small
Business Administration.

11. It is further ordered, that this
proceeding is terminated,

(Secs. 4, 303, 48 stat., as amended, 1066, 1082;
47 U.8.C. 154, 303)

Federal Communications Commission.
William J. Tricarico,

Secretary.

Appendix A

Parts 2 and 73 of Chapter I of Title 47
of the Code of Federal Regulations are
amended as follows:
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PART 2—FREQUENCY ALLOCATION
AND RADIO TREATY MATTERS:
GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS

§2.106 [Amended]

1. Section 2.106 is revised by removing
footnote designator US23 in column 5 for
the bands 76-88 and 88-108 MHz,

2. Section 2,106 is revised by adding a

2.1In § 73.501, paragraph (b) is revised
to read as follows:

§73.501 [Amended]

(b) In Alaska, FM broadcast stations
operating on Channels 200-220 (87.9-
91.9 MHz) shall not cause harmful
interference to and must accept

(b) In Alaska, television broadcast
stations operating on Channel 5 (76-82
MHz) and on Channel 6 (82-88 MHz)
shall not cause harmful interference to
and must accept interference from non-
Government fixed operatiops authorized
prior to January 1, 1982.

. - - *

new footnote, NG129, in column 7 for the interference from non-Government fixed  PART 74—EXPERIMENTAL,
bands 76-88 and 88-108 MHz. ;)gg;atlons authorized prior to January 1, AUXILIARY, AND SPECIAL
2 : ] y : BROADCAST, AND OTHER PROGRAM
3. Section 2,106 is revised by removing ", ., . DISTRIBUTIONAL SERVICES

the text of footnote US23 from the list of
footnotes following the Table of
Frequency Allocations.

4. Section 2.106 is revised by adding a
new footnote to the list of footnotes
following the Table to read:

NG129 In Alaska, the bands 76-88
MHz and 88-100 MHz are also allocated
to the Fixed service on a secondary
basis to the Broadcast service.
Broadcast stations operating in these
bands shall not cause interference to
and must accept interference from non-
Government fixed operations authorized
prior to January 1, 1982.

3. Section 73.513 should be revised as
follows:

§73.513 Noncommercial educational FM
stations operating on unreserved channels.
Noncommercial educational FM
stations other than Class D (secondary)
which operate on Channels 221 through
300 but which comply with § 73.503 as to
licensing requirements and the nature of
the service rendered, must comply with
the provisions of the following Sections
of Subpart B: § 73.201 through § 73.213
(Classification of FM Broadcast Stations
and Allocations of Frequencies) and

1. In § 74.702, the last sentence of
paragraph (a)(1) is revised and the
paragraph now reads as follows:

§74.702 Channel assignments.

(a] . "

(1) Any one of the 12 standard VHF
Channels (2 to 13 inclusive) may be
assigned to a VHF low power TV or TV
translator station. Channels 5 and 6
assigned in Alaska shall not cause
harmful interference to and must accept
interference from non-Government fixed
operation authorized prior to January 1,

such other Sections of Subpart B as are 1882.
PART 73—RADIO BROADCAST made specially applicable by the N D Y :
SERVICES provisions of this Subpart C. Stations in 2. In § 74.1202, paragraph (b)(3) is

1. In § 73.220, paragraph (b) is revised
to read as follows:
§73.220 [Amended]

- - - » -

(b) In Alaska, FM broadcast stations
operating on Channels 221-300 (92.1-
107.9 MHz) shall not cause harmful
interference to and must accept
interference from non-Government fixed
operations authorized prior to January 1,
1982.

- - * - -

Alaska authorized before August 11,
1982, using Channels 261-300 need not
meet the minimum effective radiated
power requirement specified in
§ 73.211(a). In all other respects, stations
operating on Channels 221 through 300
are to be governed by the provisions of
this Subpart and not Subpart B.

4, In § 73.603, paragraph (b) is revised
to read as follows:

§73.603 [Amended]

- - * * -

revised to read as follows:
§74.1202 [Amended]

(b] CERa

(3) In Alaska, FM translators
operating on Channels 201-260 (88.1-
99.9 MHz) shall not cause harmful
interference to and must accept
interference from non-Government fixed
operations authorized prior to January 1.
1982.

» » - *

APPENDIX B.—LIST OF RECEIVE SITES OF EXISTING FIXED OPERATIONS AS OF JANUARY 1, 1982, INCLUDING PROPOSED INTERFERENCE PROTECTION

CRITERIA
- Rx threshold An Cnd.
; Axfreq | 9°CY adii R Ant ft, g Ant Interference
Rx stations Lat Long pied | sensitivity (C/ AnL gain | elev. f. Call sign : ;
WHa) | Bw | N-10d8) Y| @en | AMsL | ASt azimuth | criena
= (KHz) 9
Pelican. 67 573800 | 136 13 50.00 | 96,9000 510 | —99 dBm......... VC.004M 65 50 80. | WGF39........| 318.02° | —118 dBM
: (Andrew
3605A).
58 11 56.00 | 136 38 16.00 | 93.8000 510 | —99 dBm........ VC.004M........... 65 70. 40. 68* | —118 dBm
58 11 56.00 | 13638 16.00 | 86.6000 510 | —99 dBm........, 7.0 70. 40. —118.dBm
Gustavus 5825400 | 1354143.00 | 802000 510 | —99 dBm.... 70 36. 60. —118 dBm
58 25 4.00 | 135 41 43.00 | 82.4000 510 | —99 dBM......... 7.0 96. 60. * | 118 dBm
68 7.4090. | 13525 50.86 | 79.1000 510 | —99 dBm......... 70| 1539. 105. * | =118 dBm
58 7.4093. | 135 25 50.86 | 89.1000 264 | -102 dBm.,..... 7.0 | 1539 105. ~121 ¢Bm
58 629.00 | 13526 27.00 | 93.1000 264 | —102 dBm...... 70 75. 30. —121 dBm
60 25 4.00 146 9 8.00 | 95.4000 610 | —99 dBm......... 70 782. 42, * | 118 ¢Bm
5621300 | 16028 15.00 | 83.0000 60 | —108.5 dBm 85 299. 88. * | —127 dBm ,
NoTE—The interference criteria denote the allowabie ived intert levels (in dBm) over the receiver occupied bandwidth exceeded no more than 10% of the tmée

{FR Doc. 82-18539 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8712-01-M
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47 CFR Part 73
[Docket No. 21502; RM-2737; FCC 82-281)

Radio Broadcast Services;
Su:bscription Television Service

Preamble

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: Four of the five issues raised
in the Further Notice of Proposed Rule
Making, relating to subscription
television (STV) 46 FR 57078, published
November 20, 1981, are resolved by this
action which amends the Commission’s
rules. First, the rule restricting STV
operation to communities within the
Grade A contour of at least five
commercial television stations, including
that of the STV operator, is eliminated.
Second, the requirement that an STV
station broadcast at least 28 hours of
conventional programming per week is
eliminated. Third, the Commission is
allowing either the purchase or lease of
STV decoders by subscribers at the
discretion of the STV licensee. Fourth,
the requirement that an applicant for
STV authorization ascertain the needs
and interests of the community |
specifically with regard to subscription
programming is eliminated. The deletion
of these rules essentially deregulates the
subscription television service. These
restrictions have inhibited competition
and unnecessarily burdened STV
licensees while depriving the public of
greater diversity in programming.
Removal of these regulatory restraints
will thus foster the development of this
relatively new communications outlet
and thereby provide consumers with
more diverse programming.
DATE: Effective August 5, 1982.
ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20554.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONT. ACT:
Freda Lippert Thyden, Broadcast
Bureau, (202) 632-7792, or Scott W.
g;b;zrts. Broadcast Bureau, (202) 632—
02,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Television, Radio broadcast.

In the matter of Amendment of Part 73
of the Commission’s rules and
regulations in regard to § 73.642(a)(3)
and other aspects of the subscription

television service; Docket No. 21502,
RM—2737.

Third Report and Order

Adopted: June 17, 1982.
Released: June 29, 1982,

1. This document is the Third Report
and Order in the above referenced
subscription television (“STV")
proceeding.! Now before the
Commission for consideration are the
comments filed in response to a Further
Notice of Proposed Rule Making
(“Further Notice").? Four of the five
issues raised in the Further Notice will
be resolved in this Order. They are:

(1) Whether the rule restricting STV
operation to communities within the
Grade A contour of at least five
commercial television stations, including
that of the STV operator, should be
modified or deleted;

(2) Whether the requirement that an
STV station broadcast at least 28 hours
of conventional programming per week
should be modified or deleted;

(3) Whether the Commission should
allow the purchase of decoders by
subscribers or should retain the present
system of permitting only the leasing of
such equipment; and

(4) Whether the requirement that an
applicant for STV authorization
ascertain the needs and interests of the
community specifically with regard to
subscription programming should be
deleted.®

2. To place our consideration of these
issues in an historical context, we will
briefly summarize the more detailed
history of STV regulation contained in
the Further Notice. After lengthy
administrative proceedings, the
Commission in 1968 established the
basis for nationwide over-the-air STV
service. At that time it was concluded
that STV could provide a beneficial
supplement to conventional television
programming and that, as an alternative
medium, it might well provide a
wholesome stimulus to conventional
television which could lead to an
improvement in overall programming
available to the public. Until more was
known about how STV would develop
on a nationwide scale, the Commission
decided it was best to proceed with
caution.

3. Thus the regulations initially
governing the subscription television
service were imposed in the belief that

! Briefly described, subscription television
broadcasting involves the broadcasting of a
scrambled television signal which, on payment of a
fee, subscribers are authorized to unscramble
through use of a decoder. See In the Matter of N
Subscription Television Program Rules, 52 F.C.C. 2d
1, 2 (1974).

288 F.C.C. 2d 213 (1981).

?The fifth issue raised the question of whether
STV stations should be made to comply with those
television technical standards, largely in the audio
performance area, not currently met by STV
stations. We are not prepared, at this time, to
resolve this issue.

4 Fourth Report and Order, 15 F.C.C. 2d 466 {(1968).

they were necessary to maintain the
availability of conventional
programming. These regulations
restricted STV operation to communities
within the Grade A contour of at least
five commercial television stations
including that of the STV operator (the
“complement of four” rule). In those
communities, qnly one station was
permitted to engage in STV operations
(the “one-to-a-community” rule). Also,
STV stations were required to broadcast
at least 28 hours of conventional
programming per week and operated
under a variety of program restrictions.
Additionally, to protect the public
against the obsclescence of equipment
or cessation of service during STV's
infancy, decoder equipment could be
leased but not purchased by
subscribers.

4. Although non-experimental STV
stations were permitted as of 1968, none
commenced operation until almost a
decade later. Because of the increased
public interest in pay broadcast and the
significant development of pay
television technology, the Commission
commenced a re-evaluation of its rules
restricting STV service in 1977, Notice of
Inquiry and Proposed Rule Making
(“Notice"), Docket No. 21502, 67 F.C.C.
2d 202 (1977).

5. In the First Report and Order
(“First Report”) in Docket No. 21502, the
Commission gliminated the rule
providing that only one station in a
community could engage in STV
operations.® The Commission found that
rather than precluding additional
conventional programming, the growth
of STV could both stimulate the use of
UHF channels not currently utilized and
provide a sound economic underpinning
for existing UHF facilities. The
Commission noted that since STV can
obtain subscribers by responding to
intense demands of a small viewing
group, this communications service
could make cultural, minority-oriented,
or quality children's programming
financially viable. Therefore, it was
concluded that eliminating the “one-to-
a-community" rule could hold the
promise of more diversity in the mode
and substance of television fare. The
Commission also refused to require
compatibility of STV systems, and
decided that a cut-off procedure for
applications for STV authorization was
neither necessary nor beneficial in view
of the elimination of the “one-to-a-
community" rule. y

6. In the Second Report and Order in
Docket 21502 (“Second Report”), we

*FCC 79-535, 44 F.R. 60091 (published October 18,
1979).
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established the policy that mutually
exclusive applications proposing STV
and conventional service would be
compared by traditional comparative
criteria.® The Commission found that
STV is an alternate form of
programming, and that the marketplace
would more efficiently serve the public
interest in selecting the more needed
format.

7. Upon adoption of the Second
Report, the only issues raised in the
Notice which remained unresolved
were: (a) Whether criteria should be
established for comparing applications
for STV authorization where the
applicants hold licenses or construction
permits, but only one can operate as an
STV station because of the “complement
of four" rule; (b) whether proceedings
should be consolidated where an
applicant is involved in two mutually
exclusive hearings, one in which it seeks
a construction permit for a new
television station and the other in which
it seeks an STV authorization; and (c)
whether the purchase of decoders by
subscribers should be allowed.
Resolution of issues (a) and (b) was left
to a final decision on whether to delete
the “complement of four" rule. Deletion
of the rule would obviate the need for
both comparative criteria and
consolidation of mutually exclusive STV
and conventional application
proceedings because no STV
comparative situations would arise,
These matters will be resolved in this
Third Report and Order.

The STV Marketplace

8. The Further Notice indicated that
nineteen STV stations were on the air as
of April 1981, serving approximately
864,000 subscribers. Further Notice at
paragraph 16. As of May 1,-1982, there
were 27 stations operating in an STV
mode in 18 different markets serving
over 1,300,000 subscribers.” The 27
stations are as follows:

WWHT Newark, New Jersey
WSNL Smithtown, New York
KBSC Corona, California

KWHY Los Angeles, California
WSNS Chicago, Illinois

WEBN Joliet, Illinois

WWSG Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
WRBV Vineland, New Jersey
KTSF San Francisco, California
KSTS San Jose, California

WQTV Boston, Massachusetts
WSMW Worcester, Massachusetts

685 F.C.C. 2d 631 (1981). Traditional comparative
criteria include, but are not limited to,
diversification of mass media and integration of
ownership and management.

7The STV subscriber count as of January 1, 1982,
is based on information obtained from the
Subscription Televison Association.

WXON Detroit, Michigan

WIHT Ann Arbor, Michigan

WCQR Washington, D.C.

WCLQ Cleveland, Ohio

KTWS Dallas, Texas

KNBN Dallas, Texas

KTXA Ft. Worth, Texas

WVEU Atlanta, Georgia

WKID Ft. Lauderdale, Florida

KECH Salem, Oregon

WABTI Cincinnati, Ohio

WCGV Milwaukee, Wisconsin

KNXV Phoenix, Arizona

KAUT Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
KGCT Tulsa, Oklahoma

An additional sixteen stations have
been approved for STV operation, but
they have not yet commenced operating
in a pay mode.

9. STV stations provide both
conventional and pay programming.
Generally, from sign-on to about 7 or 8
pm, they present conventional
programming much the same as other
non-network affiliated stations. In the
pay mode, the signal is scrambled so
that only subscribers supplied with a
decoder can receive the programming.
Pay programming consists of unedited
movies, sports and specials. Movies
make up the bulk of the pay schedule
and in any given month as many as
twelve to twenty new titles are
scheduled with older movies to provide
the customer with diverse viewing.
Specials include Las Vegas type shows
and cultural events such as ballet,
opera, symphonies and plays.
Sometimes educational children’s
programs are also included in the earlier
hours of pay programming. A few
stations also present late night movies
considered “adult” fare. These movies
are offered for an additional fee over
and above the regular monthly fee, a
practice known as “tiering."
Occasionally, some STV stations also
charge an additional fee for a special
telecast such as the Roberto Duran-
Sugar Ray Leonard fight.

10. The costs to the STV subscriber
are broken down into three categories:
deposit, installation and monthly fees.
Not all stations require a deposit, but, of
those that do, the range is from $25 to
$50. Installation fees vary from $30 to
$100 and monthly charges range from
$17 to $22.95. The average monthly
charge is $19.95. Of those stations that
use tiering, the second level generally
costs an additional $5 per month.

Issues for Resolution

11. As indicated in the brief history of
STV development discussed, supra, STV
has been encumbered by administrative
restrictions that had the unintended
effect of inhibiting its growth because of
concern over the availability of

conventional programming. Although
some deregulation has occurred, a
number of restrictions, including the
“complement of four” rule, remain
intact. As stated in the Further Notice, a
significant question to be resolved is
whether STV should be viewed as an
additional broadcast service with the
ability to develop as the marketplace
dictates or as a minor supplemental
service limited to that role by
government regulation. The comments
filed in response to the Further Notice
have aided us in making this
determination.®

12. As will be discussed in further
detail, we have concluded that STV
should be given the opportunity to
develop on an equal footing with
conventional television since it can
respond directly to the intensity of
consumer preferences, and therefore
serve the public interest. We find that
conventional broadcasting need not be
protected from STV incursion. Neither
the data studied nor the comments
submitted indicate that STV
development threatens the preservation
of conventional broadcasting. Whatever
impact it has on the continued existence
of conventional television is thus likely
to be minimal.

The “Complement of Four” Rule

13. The “complement of four” rule was
adopted to assure that a pay service
would not replace an existing free
service or use an allocated but vacant
channel which could otherwise be
utilized by a conventional station,
unless there was a minimum of four
operating conventional services
available. The Further Notice proposed
eliminating the “complement of four”
rule because it constitutes a barrier
which prevents implementation of STV
service in many television markets.
Moreover, we noted that STV can serve
the public interest by leading to the
activation of otherwise vacant UHF
allocations, and providing a new service
where no service was previously
available. Finally, our own staff study
concluded that very few existing
conventional stations could be expected
to alter their mode of operation and
become STV stations in the absence of
the “complement of four" limitation.

14. In response to the Further Notice,
most parties who commented on the
merits of the *complement of four” rule
favored its elimination. They submit that
the Commission has recognized the
shortcomings of the STV eligibility
requirement by granting waivers,

5 A lost of the parties filing comrnen!s.and/or
reply comments is contained in Appendix B.
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eliminating the restriction in connection
with low power subscription operations,
and by apparently viewing this
limitation as unnecessary for and
inconsistent with the development of
Direct Broadcast Service (“DBS")
subscription television services.
Commenters assert that entrepreneurs
should be encouraged to select the
appropriate pay television delivery
system for their products based on
engineering and ecenomic
considerations and not on the basis of
an eligibility rule. They further note that
the restriction has had a limiting effect
on the ability of television broadcasters
to compete with other pay television
modes.

15. Commenters also argue that the
development of STV has not been at the
expense or in place of conventional
programming. Rather, STV has led to the
construction of new stations and the
broadcasting of conventional
programming which otherwise might not
have existed. Proponents of deleting the
“complement of four” rule submit that
its elimination would not cause
conventional programming to be
supplanted. Although the National
Association of Broadcasters (“NAB")
views the continued availability of free
over-the-air television as crucial, it too
believes that market forces can be relied
upon to provide a mix of conventional
and STV programming which would
satisfy the public interest.® Most
commenters conclude that the
Commission's entry restriction does
little more than deny large segments of
the viewing public access to STV's
programming services. '°

16. Two parties addressed themselves
specifically to the staff study analyzing
the effect of relaxing the “complement of
four" rule on conventional television.
The Subscription Television Association
(“STVA") " submits that operating
experience demonstrates that the STV
break-even point occurs at a much
higher level than the staff estimated,

———————

*The Department of Justice comments that some
loss of conventional programming is not necessarily
bad. Justice states that a conversion from
conventional to STV service is likely to increase net
economic welfare because it is in every
broadcaster's interest to provide the kind of
Programming most desired by its customers.

Further, Justice notes that the marketplace is far
more sensitive to customer desires than is the
prohibition of the “complement of four'* rule,

""The Department of Justice states in its
tomments that the “complement of four” rule
prohibits de novo STV entry into a market with
fewer than four existing conventional stations even
though such entry involves no loss of conventional
Programming,

? ST\{A is a trade association comprised of
mmp_apxes which provide over-the-air subscription
‘elevision services to the public. Its membership
ncludes all of the STV operators now on the air,

and that therefore the study significantly
overstated an entrepreneur's willingness
to forego conventional programming and
provide STV services.? On the other
hand, Subscription Television of
America ("STA") ** argues that the
study estimates the value of a television
household to a conventional station at
too high a level. STV submits that the
value is really half the $109 estimated by
the staff and therefore more conversions
are likely to occur, :

17. STA objects to a complete
elimination of the “‘complement of four"
rule. Instead, it suggests a hybrid
approach to modifying the rule.
According to STA, the rule should be
modified so that it does not prevent the
inauguration of new service. However,
STA would retain the rule to the extent
that it prevents an existing station from
changing to an STV format, except in
cases that warrant a waiver of the
restriction. Only two other parties
opposed eliminating the “complement of
four” rule in its entirety, Liberty
Communications, Inc. (“Liberty”), owner
of 34 cable television systems, and
Wometco Home Theatre, Inc.
(*Wometco”), a cable as well as an STV
entrepreneur. Liberty submits that
elimination of the rule might lead to a
significant loss of conventional
service.'* Wometco argues that diversity
can be obtained in small communities
through low power facilities without
eliminating the rule.

18. In 1968, we concluded that a
nationwide STV service is in the public
interest. The growth of the service,
particularly over the last few years,
reinforces this conviction. STV can no
longer be considered a service offering a
product of uncertain appeal. Pay
programming is now widely available
over cable, through MDS systems, as
well as STV stations. Proposals to offer

- vast subscription services via a DBS

service have been filed with the
Commission. There is clearly a market
for pay video services and suppliers are
likely to find themselves competing not
only with conventional television but
also among themselves.

19. There are some obvious
advantages to be realized by allowing

*The staff study estimates the STV break-even
point to occur between 25,000 and 40,000
subscribers, whereas STVA's estimate is 70,000
subscribers.

M STA has interests, through affiliated
corporations, in operational STV franchisees in
Atlanta, Georgia; Dallas, Texas; Chicago, lllinois;
and Washington, D.C,, and in proposed STV
operations in St, Petersburg, Florida, and Boulder,
Colorado.

"*However, Liberty suggests that the public
interest might warrant the Commission granting
particular requests for waiver of the “complement of
four” rule.

STV to be offered without the
“complement of four restriction. The
most significant advantage is the
activation of new stations. Of the 27
operating STV stations, 18 were
activated on otherwise unused channels.
Only 9 were converted from previously
operating conventional stations. Sixteen
additional STV authorizations have
been issued, and applications for STV
authority are pending for 31 other
stations, for a total of 47 potential STV
stations. Thirty-five of these 47 stations
represent new stations and 12 represent
conventional stations which would
convert to STV, s

20. Since the overwhelming majority
of existing STV stations (two-thirds) and
issued STV authorizations and pending
applications (three-fourths) involve
activation of new channels, we can
expect the elimination of the
“complement of four" restriction to
permit STV to activate previously
vacant channels. In this regard, there
are 133 television markets comprising 25
percent of all television households
which do not qualify for STV because of
the “complement of four” rule. There are
503 vacant television allocations, the
vast majority of which are UHF.
Deletion of the “complement of four”
rule will allow many of those 133
markets to obtain STV service by virtue
of the activation of unused allocations.
The data indicates that at least two out
of three STV stations activate otherwise
vacant channels. Although our
experience shows that such conversions
have occurred, their proportion is at a
rate that is acceptable because many
more new stations are put into service.
Moreover, a conventional station that
converts to STV may well be replaced in
the market by an entrepreneur who
wishes to fill the conventional
programming void that was created by
the conversion. The large number of
vacant allocations allows for
marketplace dynamics to occur.’®

21. The staff study (Appendix A of the
Further Notice), to which we have
already referred, consists of an
economic analysis undertaken to
determine the likely result of eliminating

'*In the Further Notice we found that about half
of the 19 STV stations on the air in April 1981 had
been converted from conventional stations. Supra at
219, These more recent figures indicate a significant
increase in the ratio of new stations to conversions.

*We will entertain requests to amend the UHF
Table of Assignments to add a channel to a
community that has had an operating conventional
station alter its format and become a pay service
should such a request be filed by a party whe
indicates an intention to apply for a new
authorization. The proposed reallocation would, of
course, have to comply with relevant engineering
requirements,
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the “complement of four” restrictions of
the mix of television services in markets
thereby made available to STV. To
predict the likely decisions of
entrepreneurs who would consider
markets opened up to STV by a change
in the rule, the staff undertook to
compare the advantages and
disadvantages of each pay television
delivery system, as well as the capital
and operating costs of each system. The
study concluded that cable has a
significant advantage in head-to-head
competition with STV. To apply this
conclusion to an entrepreneur's
decisional process, the staff also
determined relative value of a single
television household to both an STV
station and a conventional station. By
considering that value, along with the
number of alternative pay and
conventional program sources and the
market's cable penetration, the staff
concluded that the stations would
remain conventional in both one and
two station markets. As to markets with
three or more operating stations, the
staff concluded that there are really only
four markets where conditions suggest a
loss of conventional service if the
“complement of four"” rule is
eliminated.!” The reason loss of
conventional service is expected to be
minimal is that in many markets cable
penetration is sufficiently great to make
STV entry unlikely.

22, Of the two parties addressing the
staff’s economic analysis, STVA's
argument that the study significantly
overstated an entrepreneur's willingness
to forego conventional programming and
provide STV services merely buttresses
the staff's conclusions that conventional
programming would not significantly be
impaired by eliminating the
“complement of four” rule. We take
issue, however, with STA's assertion
that the study is flawed in projecting the
likely conversion of conventional
stations to STV operations because it
estimates the value of a television
household to a conventional station at
too high a level. STA contends that the
study incorrectly attributed certain
monies to a conventional broadcaster
that actually are received by the
networks from advertisers for program
distribution and other monies that are
given to advertising agencies as a
commission for services rendered. Thus,
STA asserts that the staff study values a
television household to a conventional
station at twice its true value. Similar
costs, however, also could reduce the
value of a subscription household to half

"7The four markets are: Rochester, New York;
Chattanooga, Tennessee: South Bend, Indiana; and
Fort Wayne, Indiana.

the amount used in the staff's analysis.
Since no data has been offered to
convince us that the staff’'s economic
analysis is not essentially correct, we
have no reason to dispute the study’s
conclusions. In any event, whether the
staff's prediction that only four markets
are likely to lose some conventional
programming can be relied upon with
precision is not crucial. What is
significant is the fact that the study
suggests only a limited loss of such
programming. Even those who took
issue with the study did not maintain
that the loss would be significant.

23. Commenters have not expressed
concern that the expansion of STV
service will jeopardize the continued
availability of conventional
programming. There is very little
information available demonstrating the
effect of the addition of a premium
service, such as STV, on existing
service. Whether it would fractionalize
the audience ar create new audience
(enlarge the audience) is not clear.
However, we are satisfied that the
growth of STV will not result in a net
loss of service to the public. Net service
loss would be a concern—increased
competition is not. See Carroll
Broadcasting Co. v. FCC, 258 F. 2d 440
(D.C. Cir. 1958).

24. The growth of pay cable and other
pay services provides a compelling
reason for removing restrictions to the
introduction of STV.!® In facing the
competition offered by pay cable, STV
stations are at a potential disadvantage
because they operate on a single
channel, whereas cable offers multiple
channels. It has been found that pay
services which enter a market first have
an advantage over similar types of
services which follow. We do not
believe that the public interest is served
by a regulation which restricts market
entry by one pay service but leaves
those markets open to others. Rather,
the public is best served by allowing
interested parties to establish STV
stations wherever they believe a market
exists and a channel is available.

25, It has been suggested that we
retain a version of the “complement of
four” rule that would permit institution
of a new service but would prevent
conversion by an operating conventional
station in the absence of four other
conventional signals. However,
prospering conventional stations are
usually not candidates for STV
operation. If it were otherwise, many

* Approximately 12 percent of television homes
now have pay cable. By 1985 this percentage is
expected to rise to 17 percent. See Wines, The
Cable Revolution—Tough Choices for the Industry
and the Government, the National Journal, page
1891, October 24, 1981.

more stations already eligible to operate
as subscription facilities would have
chosen to do so. It is the marginal
station that would consider conversion
in an attempt to improve its situation.
We do not wish to prohibit these
stations from offering STV service, nor
do we wish to adopt a test to evaluate
the financial health of a conventional
station that might apply for an STV
authorization. Any such test would be
arbitrary and would result in
unavoidable delays that could prove
fatal to the applicant. Moreover, such a
rule would create an inequitable
situation whereby an operating station
could not offer a form of programming
that is available to a newcomer with
whom the operating station would
eventually have to compete. We believe
that existing stations should have the
same options as applicants for new
facilities. Finally, since we conclude on
the basis of past performance and the
staff's study that conventional television
will continue to be viable in the absence
of the “complement of four” rule, we
perceive no overriding public interest
justification for modifying the rule to
permit new STV services while
restricting the conversion of
conventional services to an STV mode.

26. We also find it inappropriate and
unnecessary to retain a more modest
version of the rule, such as a
complement of one or two. Our
experience and the staff study indicates
that STV provides a service that
complements rather than substitutes for
existing service. It has also been
suggested that we retain the
“complement of four" restriction, and
apply a case-by-case waiver procedure
to decide when the rule should be
waived. Such a procedure would be
time-consuming for all involved, 7e., the
STV applicant, the FCC and the public.
Furthermore, a waiver procedure is only
advisable if the rule generally governs.
Since we believe this regulation is
unnecessary, retaining it in any form
would be inappropriate. Another
suggestion offered by a commenter
would employ low power television as a
substitute for STV. However, low power
stations have a restricted coverage area
and are secondary facilities. They are
another means, not a substitute method.
for bringing diverse services to many
communities.

27. We are aware that deletion of the
“complement of four” rule theore!ical!y
means that all the television stations in
a market could become STV stations
and that there would be no absolute
guarantee that “free” service would be
available. Our decision here should not
be interpreted as an indication that the
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continued availability of conventional
service is no longer deemed essential for
the “fair, efficient, and equitable
distribution of radio service” as
mandated by section 307(b) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended. Rather, it is our conclusion
that the net result of our decision here
will be the addition of new service. We
do not expect to lose conventional
programming which has been accepted
by the community.

The “28 Hour" Rule

28. Like the “complement of four” rule,
the “28 hour" rule was designed to
ensure the availability of conventional
programming. The complement
guaranteed at least four conventional
stations in a community, while the 28
hour” restriction mandated the provision
of conventional programming on an STV
station. In 1968, the Commission was
of the opinion that STV and
conventional television could exist side
by side on the same station, each
service supplementing the other to the
ultimate benefit of the public. However,
the Further Notice asked whether the
mix of conventional and pay
programming might better be
determined by the judgment of the
individual entrepreneur and the
demands of the marketplace. In the
alternative, we solicited comments on a
rule requiring conventional
programming on a sliding scale
according to the number of conventional
stations in a community.*® The Further

"*Section 73.643(a) of the Commission’s Rules
provides: “Any television broadcast station licensee
or permittee authorized to broadcast subscription
programs shall broadcast in addition to its
subscription broadcasts, at least the minimum hours
of nonsubscription programming required by
§73.1740." Section 73.1740(a)(2)(ii) states that all
commerciul television stations are required to
operate not less than 2 hours in each day of the
week and not less than a total of 28 hours per
calendar week once they have been in operation 36
months. Before thal time, television licensees or
permittees are required by § 73.1740(a){2){i) to meet
less strenuous standards, those being “* * * not
less than 2 hours daily in any 5 broadcast days per
calendar week and not less than a total of:

(A} 12 hours per week during the first 18 months.

lH)hle hours per week during the 19th through 24th
month,

( C]hzo hours per week during the 25th through 30th
month,

(D(lhzf? hours per week during the 31st through 36th
mon "

For example, where the only station in a
vommunity was an STV facility, it might be required
‘o present 28 hours of non-scrambled programming
per week. If there were one conventional station in
4 community, the STV station would present at
least 14 hours of non-scrambled programming. If
!wo conventional stations were in operation, only 7
hours of such programming would be required by an
ST V operator. Finally, if three or more conventional
Stalions were in operation, an STV licensee would
flave no conventional programming requirement.

Notice also indicated that elimination of
the “28 hour” requirement would permit
STV stations to forgo all nonscrambled
programming. In this connection, we
solicited comments on whether STV
licensees should continue to bear the
responsibility to provide programming
responsive to community needs, and if
s0, whether STV stations should be
permitted to fulfill their public service
programming obligations through
offerings presented on a subscription
basis.

29. Many commenters addressed the
issue of whether to relax the “28 hour”
rule. All but one were in favor of
eliminating this requirement. None,
however, found the sliding scale
approach a viable one.?' Parties such as
NAB submit that the rule’s rescission
would appear to be consistent with the
First Amendment goal of reducing
government involvement in
broadcasters’ programming decisions
and licensees' choices as to how best to
serve their audiences. While recognizing
the possibility that eliminating the 28
hour" rule could result in some loss of
conventional television programming in
at least certain markets, NAB
nevertheless believes that sufficient
economic and competitive
considerations exist to limit any
potential loss of non-scrambled
programming. A number of parties note
that one of STV's benefits is that its
success depends entirely upon
subscriber satisfaction. The minimum
hour requirement, However, restricts the
independent judgment of STV licensees
to meet subscriber demand. Cox
Broadcasting Corporation submits that
subscriber election to take or reject STV
service represents a more direct and
efficient means of influencing the
licensee than intervention by the
government to determine STV program
schedules.

30. Only'National Business Network,
Inc. (“NBN"), licensee of an STV station,
KNBN, Dallas, Texas, opposes deleting
the “'28 hour" rule at this juncture. It
submits that inadequate STV
operational experience makes it
premature to either eliminate or modify
this requirement. NBN’s major concern
in this matter is with a loss of
competition and diversity in the STV
industry. It alleges that STV operations
are dominated by a handful of national
businesses incapable or unwilling to
deliver locally-oriented programming to
the communities they serve. Of those
parties responding to the Further Notice,

* While preferring deletion of the minimum hour
requirement, Cox Broadcasting Corporation submits
that the sliding scale procedure is preferable to no
modification of the rule at all.

only Liberty Communications, Inc.,
commented on the questions raised in
regard to an STV licensee’s obligation to
provide responsive programming to
ascertained community needs. Liberty
submits that the Commission should
permit STV stations to fulfill their public
service programming obligations through
offerings presented on a subscription
basis.

31. As previously noted, we do not see
a present or future need for regulations
to protect conventional programming.
Accordingly, we will no longer require
STV systems to broadcast any
conventional programming. We do not
believe that the “28 hour” rule is
necessary to assure an adequate amount
of conventional programming. Even if
STV stations air only subscription
programming, there will be substantial
conventional programming available
from non-STV facilities. Nothing has
been offered to substantiate a public
need for, or interest in, the broadcast of
a designated number of hours of non-
scrambled programming by STV
facilities.

32. We conclude that the “28 hour"
rule places an unnecessary and
potentially burdensome requirement on
STV stations with no apparent -
concomitant public interest benefit. This
rule may operate to restrict an STV
licensee from exercising independent
programming judgments, and it could
prevent efficient programming
determinations in response to audience
demands for conventional and/or pay
programming. If there is an audience for
non-scrambled programming, STV
licensees will find it in their interests to
air such broadcasts. Community needs
for conventional and pay programming
differ and those relative needs should be
adequately addressed and met by
marketplace forces rather than an
arbitrary government rule. Therefore, we
are deleting the “28 hour" rule.

33. However, an STV licensee will be
expected to continue to meet its
obligation to program in response to
community needs. No reasons were
offered by commenters or are evident to
us to indicate that STV and
conventional licensees should have
different obligations in this area.
However, we believe that the public
interest will be better served if this
basic obligation is fulfilled with the least
government intrusion and with the most
licensee flexibility. Therefore, we will
allow an STV broadcaster to meet its
programming responsibilities with either
scrambled or conventional
programming. In fact, permitting the
former will allow the development of
new types of non-entertainment
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programs designed for select audiences
willing to pay for such broadcasts
(narrow-casting). In our view, greater
diversity in responsive programming
will result from an STV licensee's option
to meet its programming responsibilities
by conventional or scrambled means.

The “Decoder Purchase” Option

34. Another regulation adopted in 1968
as a means to protect consumers was
the requirement that STV equipment be
leased and not sold to subscribers.* The
Commission reasoned that the best way
to protect the public against the
obsolescence of equipment or cessation
of service at that early stage of STV
development was to adopt the lease
only rule. It also stated that requiring
decoders to be leased could conceivably
stimulate the growth of STV since
selling decoders for an unfamiliar
service might be more difficult than
leasing. The Commission noted,
however, that at some later stage the
public interest might better be served by
permitting sale or lease. Since early STV
operations demonstrated a measure of
success, the Further Notice raised the
issue of whether to allow licensees to
offer the purchase and/or lease of
decoders.

35. Of the fourteen parties
commenting on this issue, most favored
a relaxation of the “lease only"
provision. They submit that the
significant increase in existing and
potential nationwide STV service to the
public precludes any real concern over
the likelihood of the extinction of STV.
Commenters, such as Channel 57
Corporation (57 Corporation”),
permittee of STV Station WWSG-TV,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, assert that
the sale of decoders would save
consumers money since rental fees
accumulated over two to three years
would exceed the purchase price of the
decoder box. Another purported benefit
of permitting the purchase of decoders is
the reduction of the STV operator's
capital requirements by eliminating the
substantial financial outlay required to
purchase decoders for lease to
subscribers. 57 Corporation asserts that
this reduction is significant in view of
the high interest rates and tight money
faced by entrepreneurs. Also, ABC notes
that allowing the purchase of decoders
will give STV operations parity with
other pay technologies, such as pay
cable, where decoders may be offered
on a lease or purchase basis.

36. Those opposing a modification of
the "lease only" rule submit that the
threat of technological obsolescence is
greater today than it was at the time the

2 Goe § 73.642(f)(3) of the Commission's Rules.

regulation was adopted. Then, STV
services were anticipated as being fairly
simple and geographically isolated. As
the STV industry evolved, notes STVA,
the services offered have became more
complex, and in turn subscriber
equipment is more sophisticated.
STVA argues that the STV operator
should be the one to bear the burden of
any major shift in design of decoder
boxes. STVA contends that the "lease-
only" rule should be retained in order to
reduce the likelihood of marketing
schemes which would attempt to sell
decoder boxes like new automobiles
based upon a premise of technological
obsolescence.

37. Some commenters argue that there

.is still a threat of cessation of service.

These parties maintain that most STV
stations currently are operating at the
edge of profitability notwithstanding the
fact that the STV industry is now well
established. STVA asserts that there
would be a strong temptation to change
decoder boxes and sell new ones as a
means of raising quick capital each time
that control of an STV franchise shifts
from one company to another.

38. Some commenters also argue that
if STV operators sell equipment to
consumers, subscriber entry costs would
escalate and harm the ability of STV
operators to compete in the
entertainment marketplace. According «
to American Television and
Communications Corporation, the forced
upfront purchase of a $150 decoder
would be a substantial deterrent to
subscriber growth, and the STV operator
who relies on this approach would
suffer accordingly.

39. Opponents further argue that
Multipoint Distribution Service (*MDS")
and cable operators do not sell
subscriber equipment. They also assert
that subscribers' accumulated rental
fees do not exceed the purchase price of
decoder equipment and that, if
purchased, subscribers would have to
bear any maintenance costs required for
the decoder. According to STVA, the
wholesale cost of decoders ranges from
$100 to $200, while that portion of the
monthly subscription fee attributable to
decoders is only between $1.60 and

$2.00 depending on whether the cost of

the decoder is amortized over a five, six
or seven year period, It argues that the
cost to a consumer of purchasing a
decoder could be substantial compared

2"“Tiering” of services now is possible whereby
several different programs may be offered, either
simultaneously (using two or more available
channels) or over time (as in the case of adult tiers
offered late at night), Moreover, STVA asserts that
widespread piracy of STV signals has caused nearly
every new STV operation to use addressable
decoding devices.

to the cost of leasing it, even for a period
of fifteen years. STVA also submits that
from a technological perspective, itis
highly probable that over a fifteen year
period decoder boxes will wear out or
become obsolete. Consumers would
then have to purchase new boxes to
obtain the new technology and more
sophisticated services.

40. One of the major concerns of
opponents, such as Wometco Home
Theatre, is piracy of the STV signal.
They submit that subscriber purchases
can only worsen the present problem of
signal piracy by proliferating decoders
owned by private parties. Even if a
particular operator decides not to sell
decoders, others may do so, thereby
resulting in a pirate operation that will
be difficult to quash.

41, Whether favoring or opposing the
relaxation of the "lease only" rule,
commenters generally recommend that,
if purchase is allowed, the choice of
offering sale and/or lease of decoders
should be the province of individual
STV entrepreneurs. They argue that this
is a business matter best left to their
judgment. Furthermore, giving this
option to the STV. operator allows it to
decide whether the purchase of decoder
equipment would create security
problems. ABC contends, however, that
whether or not an operator decides to
offer decoders for purchase, it should be
required to continue to offer decoders on
a lease basis because significant
changes in STV technology are still
foreseeable. According to Telease, Inc.,
subscribers should be able to lease or
purchase decoders at their option, but
not until late in this decade. Until that
time, STV operators should have that
option,‘thus providing a reasonable
opportunity for them to solve any
security problems.

42. After careful consideration of the
comments on this issue, we believe it is
appropriate to eliminate our requirement
that STV decoders must be leased to
subscribers. Thus, licensees will be able
to lease or sell decoders to their
customers. An operator that insists that
its subscribers buy a decoder will
impose a substantial entry barrier on
new customers. Similarly, an operator
that changes decoders in order to raise
new capital will very likely lose a
significant number of subscribers in the
process. With the availability of
alternative forms of home video
entertainment, including conventional
television, cable, pay cable, MDS and
potentially low power and DBS, a
businessman must respond
appropriately to the requirements of the
marketplace.
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43. We recognize that encoding
technology is in a state of flux, and that
new and more secure systems are
constantly being introduced. However,
the possibility that a purchased decoder
may become obsolete if the station
decides to adopt a more modern system
does not support a rule which absolutely
bans the sale of decoders. Rather, it
appears that the STV operator could
retain subscriber good will by
acknowledging the possibility of future
new decoding systems when it offers a
box for sale. The licensee may achieve
the same type of customer satisfaction
by offering a decoder owner a favorable
price on any new decoder that is
adopted by the station.

44. Finally, we do not believe that the
sale of decoders by some or all STV
operators may aggravate the piracy
problem. Those individuals who may be
capable of duplicating a decoder may be
able to do so by utilizing boxes that are
sold or rented to others or, for that
matter, they may purchase the
components from companies
manufacturing and soliciting their sale.

45. In conclusion, allowing purchase
or lease of decoder equipment at the
STV operator's discretion can benefit
both the businessman and consumer. As
previously noted, decoder purchases can
provide working capital to securely
establish subscription operations.
Additionally, the elimination of the
restriction gives the STV operator the
ability to change business practices on
demand, thus serving himself and his
subscribers. We do not believe that STV
licensees should be restricted any longer
in their ability to make a business
judgment on whether to offer
subscribers the purchase and/or lease of
decoders. Thus, we are eliminating the
rule prohibiting the sale of decoders.

The “STV Ascertainment” Study

46. One year after adopting the basic
framework for the STV service, the
Commission established guidelines for
filing applications for STV authorization
including the requirement that
applicants survey the community's STV
needs and interests.? This entails not
only stating the methods used to
ascertain those needs and interests, but
indicating how the proposed STV
programming will address them. The
Commission believed that a substantial
amount of STV programming might
consist of feature films and sports with
lesser amounts of STV programming
offering opera, ballet or theater
presentations. Thus, the Commission felt
that ascertainment of the community’s

* Fifth Report and Order in Docket No. 11279, 18
F.C.C. 2d 559 (1969).

needs and interests regarding STV
programming would initially be a search
principally directed at the sports and
entertainment needs of a community.

47. After observing a number of STV
services in operation, we believed it
appropriate to question the necessity of
this ascertainment obligation. As stated
in the Further Notice, it appears that
ascertaining the community’'s STV -
interests could be accomplished by the
operation of the marketplace. Is it not
likely, we asked, that consumers will
subscribe only to those who pay
television systems offering programs
meeting their STV interests? All those
parties addressing the issue favor
abolishing this requirement. They note
that such action would be in keeping
with the Commission's present policy of
avoiding involvement in entertainment
programming decisions.? Commenters
further submit that the marketplace can
most effectively and efficiently ensure
that STV broadcasters provide
subscription programming that meets
the community's needs. Channel 57
Corporation contends that if an STV
operator fails to present subscription
programming that directs itself to the
needs and interests of the community,
subscriber support will dwindle. Thus,
the success or failure of an STV
operator will depend upon its
programming and its ability to satisfy
viewer demand. Inherent in such a
process is determining the consumers'
sports and entertainment programming
needs.

48. We agree with commenters who
submit that the basic economic
relationship between an STV operator
and the consumers of a community
provides sufficient incentive for that
operator to determine its service area's
STV requirements and to provide
programming that addresses these
desires. It is in an STV operator's self-
interest to maximize the number of
subscribers. This can only be
accomplished through meeting
subscriber demand. The special STV
ascertainment requirement is clearly
unnecessary. It imposes a costly, time-
consuming burden on the STV applicant
with no benefit whatsoever accruing to
the public. Consequently, we are
eliminating the obligation on applicants
to survey the STV needs of their service
area.?¢ %7

See, FCC v. WNCN Listeners Guild, 450 U.S,
582 (1981). i

*No change in the Commission's rules is required
as a consequence of the action taken herein
eliminating the STV ascertainment obligation. This
requirement appeared in the text of the Fifth Report
and Order, 19 F.C.C. 2d 559 (1969), but was not the
subject of any specific Commission rule.

Conclusion

49. In summary, we are persuaded
from the data available to us and
comments submitted by interested
parties that deregulating the STV
service will be of great benefit to the
public. We have every expectation that
the action taken herein will accelerate
the utilization of unused channels, allow
for additional specialized programming,
provide financial support for small
market stations and offer a unique
broadcast service that directly responds
to consumer interests to a far greater
audience, i.e., the entire country.

50. The removal of the “complement
of four” restriction, the 28 hour rule, the
lease-only limitation and the STV
ascertainment requirement will aid not
only the public but the STV industry as
well. This pay broadcast medium now
can effectively compete with other pay
technological systems which do not
operate under the same or similar
regulatory restraints. The consequence
of such competition should result in
benefits to business and benefits to the
consumer in the form of greater diversity
in programming.

51. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis:

I. Need for and Purpose of the Rule

The Commission has concluded that
the present restraints on the STV
service inhibit the development of this
broadcast medium while serving no
public benefit. The proposal relaxation
of the rules governing STV, by
modification or deletion, will allow the
natural expansion of the industry to the
benefit of the public.

II. Summary of Issues Raised by Public
Comment in Response to the Initial
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis,
Commission Assessment, and Changes
Made as a Result

A. Issues raised:

1. Those commenting in response to
our initial analysis generally favored our
proposals to relax the restrictions
imposed on the STV service.

2. A few parties, however, opposed
particular proposals. Some believed that
in order to ensure an adequate amount
of conventional programming, the
“complement of four" restriction and the
28 hour rule should be retained.

3. Others argued that allowing
subscriber purchase of decoder
equipment would endanger the security

*’STV permittees, like other television permittees,
are required to ascertain the community's needs,
problems and interests and propose programs to
meet those needs when applying for a license.
Similarly, licensees must ascertain needs when
applying for renewal. The action taken herein in no
way affects this basic ascertainment requirement,




30076

Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 133 / Monday, July 12, 1982 / Rules and Regulations

of the STV signal thereby increasing the
problem of STV piracy. Thus, they
opposed relaxing the requirement
providing that STV equipment be leased
and not sold to subscribers.

B. Assessment.

1. The Commission concludes that the
arguments opposing the relaxation of
various STV regulations are not
persuasive.

2. We also conclude that both the
public and industry will benefit from
removal of regulatory restraints on STV
development. Deregulation of this
broadcast service will permit additional
STV authorizations in additional
television markets with reduced
administrative and operating
restrictions. Thus, consumers can be
offered greater diversity in
programming. We are convinced that
relaxation of the rules will open up
opportunities for small entities and
reduce burdens imposed on them. In
addition, STV entrepreneurs will be able
to compete effectively with other pay
technologies.

C. Changes made as a result of such
comment: /

1. In response to those comments
favoring the removal of regulatory
restraints, we are deregulating the STV
service.

2. We did not adopt any of the
suggestions made by those commenters
opposing the elimination of particular
STV restrictions.

I11. Significant Alternatives Considered
and Rejected

1. The Further Notice proposed
eliminating or modifying the
“complement of four" restriction and the
28 hour rule. Specifically, we considered
whether the “complement of four” rule
should be reduced to a complement of
some number less than four. Also, we
evaluated an option which would
require conventional programming on a
sliding scale according to the number of
non-pay stations in a community.

2. The Commission concludes that
these regulations are unnecessary for
the preservation of conventional
programming and have operated only to
prevent STV from being competitive
with other pay technologies. Thus,
preserving these rules in some form not
only is unnecessary but harmful to the
public as well as industry.

52. Authority for adoption of the
action taken herein is contained in
sections 4(i) and 303 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended.

53. Accordingly, it is ordered, That
§§ 73.642, 73.643 and 73.644 of the
Commission's Rules are amended,
effective August 5, 1982, as described

above and set forth in the attached
Appendix A.

54. Accordingly, it is further ordered,
That the proceedings concerning this
Third Report and Order are terminated.

55. For further information concerning
this proceeding, contact Freda Lippert
Thyden, Broadcast Bureau, (202) 632-
7792, or Scott W. Roberts, Broadcast
Bureau, (202) 632-6302.

(Secs. 4, 303, 48 stat., as amended, 1066, 1082;
47 U.S.C. 154, 303)

Federal Communications Commission.
William J. Tricarico, P

Secretary.

Appendix A

PART 73—RADIO BROADCAST
SERVICES

1. Section 73.642 of the Commission's
Rules is amended by revising paragraph
(a)(3) and removing paragraph (f)(3) in
its entirety to read as follows:

§ 73.642 Subscription TV licensing
policies.

(a) o

(3) An applicant for a construction
permit for a new commercial television
broadcast station: Provided, however,
That such authorization will not be
issued prior to issuance of the
construction permit for the new station.
* * * * -
(3) [Removed]

* - *

*

§73.643 [Amended]

2. Section 73.643 of the Commission's
Rules is amended to remove paragraph
(a) in its entirety and redesignate
paragraph (b) as the sole undesignated
paragraph of this section.

Appendix B
Parties Filing Comments”*

American Broadcasting Companies, Inc.

American Television and Communications
Corporation

Channel 57 Corporation

Choice Channel of Kansas City, Inc.

Consumer Electronics Group of the Electronic
Industries Association

Cox Broadcasting Corporation

Department of Justice

Liberty Communications, Inc.

Marnel Associates, Ltd.

National Association of Broadcasters

National Business Network, Inc.

*The dates for filing comments and reply
comments were originally December 21, 1981, and
January 5, 1982, respectively. They were extended to
January 15 and 29, 1882, by an Order adopted
December 15, 1981. Because of severe weather
conditions, the date for any submissions due to be

Oak Industries, Inc.

Subscription Television Association
Subscription Television of America, Inc.
Telease, Inc.

Wometco Home Theatre, Inc.

Zenith Radio Corporation

Parties Filing Reply Comments

American Broadcasting Companies, Inc.
National Cable Television Association
Satellite Syndicated Systems, Inc.
Subscription Television Association
Subscription Television of America, Inc.
Separate Statement of Commissioner Mimi
Weyforth Dawson re: Subscription Television
Service

With this decision we are taking the major
step of removing all Commission regulations
that restrict the ability of television broadcast
licensees to collect subscription revenues.
Under the existing “complement of four" rule,
subscription service is restricted to
communities within the Grade A contour of
at least five commercial television stations,
including that of the STV operator. The
Report and Order adopted today correctly
observes that elimination of the “complement
of four" restriction will have the very
beneficial result for consumers of additional
television outlets. However, as discussed
below, the potential long term benefits of the
Order are much more significant and far-
reaching.

The question of whether consumers will be
better off under a subscription television
system has been extensively discussed. For
example, two decades ago Minasian cogently
explained that:

In an advertising-supported system
the program results reflect an all-or-nothing
type of voting since votes take weights of
either one {viewer) or zero (non-viewer). In
contrast, a subscription system can be
expected to yield a more diversified program
menu than an advertising system, because
the former enables individuals, by
concentrating their dollar votes, to overcome
the “unpopularity” of their tastes."

Of course, the scholarly literature on
pay television has recognized that there
is no clear answer to the question of
what pricing structure maximizes
consumer welfare. For example, Noll,
Peck and McGowan observe that:

The nature of a television broadcast
precludes a solution which meets all of the
efficiency criteria as satisfactorily as does a
perfectly competitive industry producing a
private good. Leaving aside the problem of
income distribution, no structure will both
insure equality of price and marginal cost and
produce the socially most desirable mix and
number of programs * * **

Nevertheless, other scholars have argued
that “pay TV with unrestricted entry and
nfany competing channels (large numbers of
differentiated products produced under

- .

!Jora R. Minasian, “Television Pricing and the
Theory of Public Goods," 7 Journal of Law and
E ics 75 (1964).

filed on January 15, 1982, was extended to . y
18, 1982, by the Commission. Thus, all comments
were timely filed.

*R. G. Noll, M. J. Peck and J. . McGowan,
Economic Aspects of Television Regulation, p. 26
(1973).
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monopolistic competition) may at least begin 400 Seventh Street SW., Washington, PART 571—FEDERAL MOTOR
to spproach efficlenay, 4 D.C. 20590 (202-426-2264). VEHICLE SAFETY STANDARDS
The question for the Commission to )
determine is what pricing system has the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In May In consideration of the foregoing,
prospect to be the most efficient one. I 1978, the agency proposed a

believe the optimal system is most likely to
be the one that naturally evolves in the
marketplace, even if it results in many
conventional stations switching over to
subscription operations. Over the long term,
as we gain experience with the newer
methods of distributing video information, the
optional pricing structure for video
distribution may, for example, turn out to be
advertiser supported channels broadcast by
direct broadcast satellites, pay channels
broadcast by VHF and UHF television
stations and per-program pay television
delivered by cable television. The number of
possibilities is endless. But the implication
for consumers is not. With the growth of
subscription services the quantity and quality
of video information distributed to the home
will increase dramatically. I do not believe
that the Commission should place any
restrictions on the ability of conventional
broadcast stations, or any other video
distribution technology, to provide
subscription service. Therefore, I strongly
support this deregulatory action.

[FR Doc. 82-18754 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

49 CFR Part 571
[Docket No. 74-09; Notice 11]

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standards; Chlld Restraint Systems

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), DOT.

ACTION: Technical amendment,

SUMMARY: When the final rule
establishing Standard No. 213, Child
Restraint Systems, was issued, it
included a section setting requirements
for a diagram to show the proper
installation of a child restraint within a
vehicle. Although the preamble
discussed the installation diagram
requirement, the standard inadvertently
did not require the diagram to be placed
on the restraint. This notice makes the
necessary technical amendment to
correct the standard.

DATE: The amendment is effective
August 26, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Vladislav Radovich, Office of
Vehicle Safety System, National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration,

———

*B. M. Owen, 1. H. Beebe and W. G, Manning, Jr.,
Television Economics, p, 80 (1874). !

substantially upgraded Standard No.
213, Child Restraint Systems (43 FR
21470). In sections 5.5.2(a)-{k) of the
standard, the agency proposed
requirements for certain warning and
installation labels for child restraints. In
particular, section 5.5.2(k) proposed
specific requirements for a diagram
showing the proper installation of a
child restraint in a vehicle. Section 5.5.1
of the standard proposed that all of the
labels specified in 5.5.2(a)-(k) would
have to be placed permanently on the
child restraint,

When the agency issued its final rule,
it expanded the labeling requirements
for child restraints (44 FR 72131). The
preamble for the final rule discussed the
specifics of the expansion and the
reagons for adopting the labeling
requirements. Because of the expansion,
the installation diagram requirement of
section 5.5.2(k) of the proposal was
redesignated as section 5.5.2(1) in the
final rule. Inadvertently, section 5.5.1 of
the standard was not modified to reflect
the expansion of the labeling
requirements and thus it continued to
specify that only the information found
in section 5.5.2(a)-(k) be placed on the
child restraint.

Most manufacturers recognized the
intent of the agency and have placed the
correct installation diagram on their
restraints. A number of manufacturers
apparently have not included such
diagrams on their child restraints.

This notice makes the necessary
technical amendment to correct the
standard to require the installation
diagram to be placed on a child
restraint, The effective date of this
correction is August 26, 1982. This will
allow time for the few manufacturers
that have not included installation
diagrams to prepare the needed
diagrams for their child restraints.

The agency has determined that there
is good cause for not providing
additional notice and opportunity to
comment on this technical amendment.
The public has previously had notice
and opportunity to comment on the
installation diagram requirement., This
technical amendment merely corrects an
error arising from the redesignation of
the installation diagram requirement
during the rulemaking process.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 571

Imports, Motor vehicle safety, Motor
vehicles, Rubber and rubber products,
Tires.

Standard No. 213, Child Restraint
Systems (49 CFR 571.213), is corrected
as follows:

1. Section 5.5.1 is revised by amending
it to read as follows:

Each child restraint system shall be
permanently labeled with the
information specified in § 5.5.2 (a)
through (1).

2. Section 5.5.2 is revised by amending
it to read as follows:

The information specified in

paragraphs (a)-{l) of this section shall be
stated in the English language and
lettered in letters and numbers that are
not smaller than 10 point type and are
on a contrasting background.
{Secs. 103, 119, Pub. L. 89-563, 80 Stat. 718 (15
U.8.C. 1392, 1407); delegations of authority at
49 CFR 1.50 and 501.8)

Issued on July 2, 1982,

Courtney M. Price,

Associate Administrator for Rulemaking.
[FR Doc. 82-18722 Filed 7-0-82; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 4810-59-M

INTERSTATE COMMERCE
COMMISSION

49 CFR Part 1063
[Ex Parte MC 95 (Sub-1]

Practices of Motor Common Carriers
of Passengers; Checked Baggage
Prohibitions and Liabllity Exemptions;
Correction

AGENCY: Interstate Commerce
Commission.

ACTION: Correction to notice of final
rules.

SUMMARY: At 47 FR 21840, May 20, 1982,
the Commission adopted regulations
which define the groups of articles that
motor common carriers of passengers
(bus lines) may refuse to transport in
checked baggage and for which bus
lines may limit or disclaim liability for
loss or damage. The regulations
contained an inadvertent error, which
omitted watches from the list of
"“valuable articles” given in

§ 1063.4(c)(3). That error is corrected
below.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Donald J. Shaw, Jr., (202) 275-7656.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Correct
§ 1063.4, which is amended at 47 FR
21840, by adding the word “watches”, to
follow the word “jewelry” and to
precede the words “and other"” in
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paragraph (c)(8), which appears in the
second column on that page,

Agatha L. Mergenovich,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 82-18632 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 661
[Docket No. 2707-123]

Ocean Salmon Fisheries Off the
Coasts of California, Oregon, and
Washington

AGENCY: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of closure.

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Commerce
issues this notice to close the
commercial salmon fishery in the fishery
conservation zone between Cape
Falcon, Oregon and Leadbetter Point,
Washington (subarea B) on July 8, 1982.
the Director, Northwest Region,
National Marine Fisheries Service has
determined that the commercial quota of
89,000 coho salmon for this subarea will
be reached by that date. This action is
to ensure that quotas for coho salmon
are not exceeded in 1982,

EFFECTIVE DATES: Closure of subarea B
to commercial salmon fishing is effective
from 2400 hours Pacific Daylight Time

(PDT), July 8, 1982, until 2400 hours PDT
December 31, 1982,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATIQN CONTACT:
H.A. Larkins (Director, Northwest
Region, National Marine Fisheries
Service), 7600 Sand Point Way, BIN
C15700, Seattle, Washington 98115;
telephone 206-527-6150.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Emergency regulations to implement a
1982 amendment to the fishery
management plan (FMP) for the
Commercial and Recreational Fisheries
off the Coasts of Washington, Oregon,
and California were published in the
Federal Register (47 FR 21256) for the
commercial fishery north of Cape
Blanco, Oregon, and the recreational
fisheries coastwide. These emergency
regulations were effective on May 14,
1982, for a 45-day period and were
extended for an additional 45 days on
June 28 through August 11, 1982 (47 FR
28105). ;

These regulations specify at § 661.22
(a)(2) that when a subarea quota is
projected by the Director, Northwest
Region, National Marine Fisheries
Service, (Regional Director) to be
reached by a certain date, the Secretary
shall, by publishing a field order in the
Federal Register, close the commercial
fishery as of the date the quota will be
reached in that subarea.

The coho quota for the commercial
fishery in subarea B is 89,000 coho
salmon as stated in § 661.22 (a)(1).
Based on the most recent catch data
supplied by the Washington Department
of Fisheries (WDF) and the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife

(ODF&W), the commercial fishery in
subarea B will reach the 89,000 coho
salmon quota by July 8, 1982. The
Secretary of Commerce therefore issues
this notice that the commercial fishery
in subarea B will be closed effective
midnight, July 8, 1982. This notice does
not affect seasons for other subareas
specified in the 1982 regulations.
Consultations were held with the
Directors of WDF and ODF&W
regarding the more-rapid-than-
anticipated approach of the season
closure. On the basis of that
consultation, the Regional Director
determined that no basis exists for
adjusting the quota for subarea B as
provided for in § 661.22(b)(1) (with
respect to the contribution of private
hatchery coho to established quotas).

As provided under § 661.22(c) all
information and data relevant to this
notice of closure have been compiled in
aggregate form and are available for
public review at the above-noted
address during normal working hours.

This action is taken under the
authority of 50 CFR 661.22, and is taken
in compliance with Executive Order
12291.

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 661
Fish, Fisheries, Fishing, Indians.
(16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.)
Dated: July 8, 1982.

William H. Stevenson,

Deputy Administrator, National Marine
Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 8218872 Filed 7-8-82; 3:35 pm]

BILLING CODE 3510-22-M
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Proposed Rules

Federal Register
Vol. 47, No. 133

Monday, July 12, 1982

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the
proposed issuance of rules and
regulations. The purpose of these notices
is to give interested persons an
opportunity to participate in the rule
making prior to the adoption of the final
rules.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Agricultural Marketing Service

7 CFR Part 54
Regulations for Federal Meat Grading

and Certification Services
AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA. .

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Agricultural Marketing
Service proposes to amend the
regulations governing the grading and
certification of meats, prepared meats,
and meat products by changing the
basis for collecting fees on Federal legal
holidays from establishments using
Federal grading and certification
services. The change that is being
proposed will make charges for Federal
grading and certification services more
equitable among all users of the service
without imposing additional costs to the
industry.

DATE: Comments on this proposed rule
must be received on or before
September 10, 1982.

ADDRESS: Written comments may be
mailed to David K. Hallett, Chief, Meat
Grading and Certification Branch:
Livestock, Meat, Grain, and Seed
Division; Agricultural Marketing
Service; U.S. Department of Agriculture;
Room M-1, Annex Building;
Washington, D.C. 20250. (For further
information regarding comments, see
"Comments" under Supplementary
Information.)

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David K. Hallett (202/382-1246).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Executive Order 12291

This proposed action has been
reviewed under Executive Order 12291
and USDA Secretary's Memorandum
1512-1 implementing Executive Order
12291, and it has been determined that
this is not a major rule. It will not result
'n an annual effect on the economy of
5100 million or more. There will be no

increase in production costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries,
Federal, State, or local governments,
agencies, or geographic regions.
Additionally, this rule will not adversely
effect competition, employment,
investment, productivity, innovation, or
the ability of United States-based
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises in domestic or export
markets. Accordingly, a regulatory
impact analysis is not required.
Regulatory Flexibility Act

Vern F. Highley, Administrator,
Agricultural Marketing Service, has
determined that this proposed action
will not have an adverse economic
impact on small entities. This proposed
rule will make the industry’s cost of
using Federal grading and certification
services more equitable among all
establishments using the services
without imposing additional costs to the
industry.

Comments

Interested persons are invited to
submit written comments concerning
this proposed rule. Comments must be
sent, in duplicate, to the Meat Grading
and Certification Branch and should
bear a reference to the date and page
number of this issue of the Federal
Register. Comments submitted pursuant
to this proposed rule will be made
available for public inspection in the
Washington, D.C., Meat Grading and
Certification Branch office during
regular business hours,

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 54

Meat and meat products, Grading and
certification, Beef, Veal, Lamb, Pork.

Background

The Agricultural Marketing Act of
1946, as amended, authorizes the
Secretary of Agriculture to provide
voluntary Federal meat grading and
certification services to facilitate the
orderly marketing of meats and meat
products and to enable consumers to
obtain the quality of meat which they
desire. It also provides for the collection
of fees from users of Federal meat
grading and certification services which
are approximately equal to the costs of
providing services. The hourly fees for
services include salary and fringe
benefit expenses and the cost of
supervision, travel, training, and other
administrative and overhead costs.

The Department uses two methods of
charging hourly fees for meat grading
and certification services to ensure that
the costs of providing services are
recovered. Establishments located in
areas where meat graders are assured of
being utilized a minimum of 8 hours per
day, Monday through Friday, are
charged on an hourly, noncommitment
basis. As such, these establishments pay
only for the hours they actually utilize a
meat grader and are not required to pay
any charges on Federal legal holidays
when grading and certification services
are not provided.

Alternatively, in locations where
insufficient work exists to justify
stationing a permanent grader in the
area, the Department arranges fof an
establishment or group of
establishments to enter into a 40-hour
commitment agreement for grading and
certification services. Under a
commitment agreement, the
establishments guarantee a minimum
payment for 8 hours of service per day,
Monday through Friday, even if the meat
grader is not utilized for the full 40 hours
per week. This minimum payment
includes 8 hours on any Federal legal
holiday occurring Monday through
Friday, even if the meat grader does not
work on these legal holidays.

The Department has determined that
it would be more equitable among all
establishments using the service if
commitment establishments are not
required to pay for time on Federal legal
holidays when no services are provided
on these days. Therefore, the
Department is proposing to eliminate the
requirement that commitment users of
the service guarantee a minimum
payment for 8 hours on Federal legal
holidays occurring Monday through
Friday. The change will not affect the
requirement that all establishments
must pay for the hours they actually
utilize a meat grader on Federal legal
holidays. In addition, this action may
make the use of grading and
certification services more attractive on
a commitment basis in outlying areas.
Finally, no significant adverse effect on
program revenue is anticipated as a
result of this action.

In view of the foregoing, it is proposed
that certain sections of the regulations
appearing in 7 CFR Part 54, as they
relate to commitment agreements and
fees for Federal grading and certification
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of meats, prepared meats, and meat
products, be revised as set forth below.

PART 54—MEATS, PREPARED MEATS,
AND MEAT PRODUCTS (GRADING,
CERTIFICATION, AND STANDARDS)

1. The authority citation for Part 54
reads as follows:
Authority: Agricultural Marketing Act of

1948, secs. 203, 205, as aménded; 60 Stat. 1087,
1090, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1622 and 1624).

2. 7 CFR 54.6(c)(2) and 54.27(b) are
revised to read as follows:

§54.6 How to obtain service.

- L * * *

(c) Request by applicant for service

L

(2) Commitment. If desired, the
applicant may request to enter into an
agreement with the Agricultural
Marketing Service for the furnishing of
service on a weekly commitment basis,
whereby the applicant agrees to pay for
8 hours of service per day, 5 days per
week, Monday through Friday,
excluding Federal legal holidays
oceurring Monday through Friday on
which no grading and certification
services are performed, as provided in
§ 54.27(b), and the Agricultural
Marketing Service agrees to make an
official grader available to perform such
service for the applicant. However, the
Agricultural Marketing Service reserves
the right to use any grader assigned to a
plant under such a commitment to
perform service for other applicants
when, in the opinion of the Chief, the
grader is not needed to perform service
for the commitment applicant. An
applicant who terminates a
commitment, and within 1 year after
cancellation is granted a new
commitment at his request, shall pay for
the moving costs actually incurred by
the Agricultural Marketing Service to
cover the transfer of the grader who will
service the applicant’s new commitment.
If more than one applicant is involved in
the reapplication for a cancelled meat
grading and certification commitment
requiring the transfer of the grader, the
moving costs will be prorated among the
applicants according to each applicant's
committed portion of the grader's
services. However, the moving costs will
be charged only to those applicants who
were parties to the previously cancelled
commitment. An applicant may, for
periods of 3 months or less, enter into an
agreement by memorandum with the
Agricultural Marketing Service for the
furnishing of service on a weekly basis.
In the latter case, transfer of graders
would not be involved and charges will
be made in accordance with § 54.27.

§ 54.27 Fees and other charges for
service.
(b) Fees for Service on Commitment

Basis. Minimum fees for service
performed under a commitment
agreement shall be on the basis of 8
hours per day, Monday through Friday,
excluding Federal legal holidays
occurring Monday through Friday on
which no grading and certification
services are performed, calculated at the
hourly rates in accordance with
paragraph (a) of this sectiop. Hours
worked on Saturdays, Sundays, Federal
legal holidays, and in excess of 8 hours
per day will be charged at the
appropriate hourly rate in accordance
with paragraph (a) of this section. The
Agricultural Marketing Service reserves
the right under such a commitment to
use any grader assigned to the plant on
a commitment basis to perform service
for other applicants as provided in

§ 54.6(c), crediting the commitment
applicant with the number of hours
charged to the other applicant, provided
the allowable credit hours, plus hours
actually worked for the applicants, do
not exceed 8 hours on any day, Monday
through Friday, excluding all Federal
legal holidays.

* -

- - -

* *

Done at Washington, D.C.: July 8, 1982.
Eddie F. Kimbrell,
Deputy Administrator, Commodity Services.
[FR Doc. 82-18705 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M

7 CFR Parts 1011, 1046, and 1098

[Docket Nos. AO-251-A23, AO-123-A48,
and AO-184-A43)

Milk in the Tennessee Valley,
Louisville-Lexington-Evansvilie and
Nashville, Tennessee, Marketing
Areas; Extension of Time for Filing
Exceptions to Proposed Amendments
to Tentative Marketing Agreements
and to Orders

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Extension of time for filing
exceptions to proposed rules.

SUMMARY: This action extends the time
for filing exceptions to a recommended
decision concerning proposed
amendments to the Tennessee Valley,
Louisville-Lexington-Evansville, and
Nashville, Tennessee, milk orders. The
additional time was requested by
Counsel for Dairymen, Inc. (DI), a
cooperative association that represents
producers in all three marketing areas.
DATE: Exceptions now are due on or
before August 2, 1982.

ADDRESS: Exceptions (four copies)
should be filed with the Hearing Clerk,
Room 1077, South Building, United
States Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C. 20250.

' FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Richard A. Glandt, Marketing Specialist,
Dairy Division, Agricultural Marketing
Service, United States Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250,
(202) 447-4829.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Prior
documents in this proceeding:

Notice of Hearing: Issued September
4, 1981; published September 11, 1981 (46
FR 45354).

Correction: Published September 22,
1981 (46 FR 46813).

Notice of Rescheduled Hearing: Issued
September 24, 1981; published
September 29, 1981 (46 FR 47588).

Suspension of Rule: Issued November
24, 1981; published November 30, 1981
(48 FR 58064).

Emergency Partial Final Decision:
Issued January 15, 1982; published
January 21, 1982 (47 FR 2999).

Final Order: Issued January 26, 1982,
published January 29, 1982 (47 FR 4228).

Recommended Decision: Issued June
14, 1982; published June 21, 1982 (47 FR
26656).

Notice is hereby given that the time
for filing exceptions to the
recommended decision on proposed
amendments to the Tennessee Valley,
Louisville-Lexington-Evansville and
Nashville, Tennessee, milk orders is
hereby extended to August 2, 1982.

This notice is issued pursuant to the
provisions of the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7
U.S.C. 601 et seq.), and the applicable
rules of practice and procedure
governing the formulation of marketing
agreements and marketing orders (7 CFR
Part 900).

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Parts 1011, 1046
and 1098.

Milk marketing orders, Milk, Dairy
products.
Signed at Washington, D.C. on July 6, 1982.
William T. Manley,

Deputy Administrator, Marketing Program
Operations.

[FR Doc. 82-18675 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M
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Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

9 CFR Part 114
[Docket No. 82-033]

Viruses, Serums, Toxins, and
Analogous Products; Amendment of
Extension of the Expiration Date for a
Serial or Subserial

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: Current regulations do not
permit the extension of the expiration
date for any portion of a biological
product which has left the premises of a
licensed establishment. The restriction
applies to any product which is shipped
between two licensed establishments
owned or controlled by the same person.
Since the Department has greater
assurance that a product moving
between two licensed establishments
owned by the same person would be
properly stored, handled, and shipped,
this proposal would exempt such
movements from the restriction but only
on a one-time basis for a particular lot
of the product. '

DATE: Comments must be received on or
before September 10, 1982.

ADDRESS: Interested parties are invited
to submit written data, views, or
arguments regarding the proposed
amendment to: Deputy Administrator,
Veterinary Services, Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Room 828-A,
Federal Building, Hyattsville, MD 20782.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dr. R. ]. Price, Senior Staff Veterinarian,
Veterinary Biologics Staff, USDA,
APHIS, VS, Room 827, Federal Building,
6505 Belcrest Road, Hyattsville, MD
20782, 301-436-8245.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
proposed amendment has been
reviewed under USDA procedures
established in Secretary’s Memorandum
No. 1512-1 to implement Executive
Order 12291 and has been classified as a
“non-major” rule.

Additionally, Dr. Harry C. Mussman,
Administrator of the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, has
determined that these proposed changes
would not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. A small entity is defined as an
independently owned firm not dominant
in t}xe field of veterinary biologics. This
action would result in a beneficial effect
to licensed producers with more than
one establishment owned or controlled

by the same person and would have no
effect on other licensees.

This proposed amendment relating to
extension of dating of biological
products would allow such extension for
serials, subserials, or portions thereof
which had been shipped one time
between licensed establishments owned
or controlled by the same person.
Current regulations specifically prohibit
an extension of dating for product that
has left licensed premises. Such
prohibition is based on the fact that
proper storage, handling, and shipment
of biological products have a great
bearing on their potency and stability.
When biologics are shipped from one
licensed establishment to another
licensed establishment owned or
controlled by the same person, there is
greater assurance that such products
would be properly stored, handled, and
shipped. Proper storage conditions at
both licensed locations which are
subject to USDA inspection, and
shipment under control of a single
licensee warrant different treatment of
such product from product which is
found in normal distribution channels,
The licensee using normal distribution
channels has little control over the
distributed product and cannot be
assured that it is properly handled and
protected from abuse by a distributor,
wholesaler, or user at another location.
Therefore, such product should not be
considered for an extension of dating.

This proposed amendment would
provide additional flexibility in
distribution and control of inventories of
the producers affected by it. Further, it
has not been shown that existing
regulations permitting the shipment
between establishments owned or
controlled by the same person of
partially prepared products or serials of
completed fractions of combination
products in accordance with 8 CFR
114.3(d) has had any adverse effect on
the quality of these products or
components. Therefore, it is reasonable
to believe that a one-time shipment of
finished product between two
establishments owned or controlled by
the same person would not adversely
effect such product thereby preventing
consideration of an extension of dating.

List of Subjects in 8 CFR Part 114
Animal biologics.

PART 114—PRODUCTION
REQUIREMENTS FOR BIOLOGICAL
PRODUCTS

Section 114.14(a)(2) would be revised
to read:

§ 114.14 Extension of expiration date for a
serial or subserial.

(8) * * %

(2) For any serial or any portion of
any serial which has left licensed
premises; Provided, That product which
has been shipped once between two
licensed establishments owned or
controlled by the same person shall be
exempt from this requirement.

(37 Stat. 832-833; 21 U.S.C. 151-158)

All written submissions made
pursuant to this notice will be made
available for public inspection at the
address listed in this document during
regular hours of business (8 a.m. to 4:30
p.m,, Monday to Friday, except
holidays) in a manner convenient to the
public business (7 CFR 12.7(b)).

Done at Washington, D.C., this 6th day of
July 1982,

Norvan L. Meyer,

Acting Deputy Administrator Veterinary
Services,

[FR Doc. 82-18777 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3410-34-M

B — e —

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 704
[OPTS-800118; TSH-FRL 2169-7]

Small Manufacturer Exemption
Standards Reporting and
Recordkeeping Requirements;
Correction

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule; correction.

SUMMARY: EPA issued a proposed rule
containing general exemption standards
for “small chemical manufacturers”
under section 8(a) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act. The rule was
published in the Federal Register of June
23, 1982 (47 FR 27206). This document
deletes the words “or mixture”
wherever they appear inappropriately in
the rule proposal. This correction is
necessary because the proposed small
manufacturer exemption standards are
intended to apply only to manufacturers
of chemical substances. The standards,
particularly the production volume
criterion they contain, are not intended
to apply to manufacturers of mixtures.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Douglas Bannerman, Acting Director,
Industry Assistance Office (TS-799),
Office of Toxic Substances,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E-511B, 401 M St., SW., Washington,
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D.C. 20480, Toll free: (800-424-9065), In
Washington, D.C. (554-1404), Outside
the USA: (Operator-202-554-1404).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
following corrections are made in FR
Doc. 82-16794 appearing on page 27206
in the issue of June 23, 1982:

1. On page 27208, column 3, paragraph
5, line 7, the words "or mixture" are
removed.

2. 40 CFR 704.65(a), (b)(4) and (8), and
(c)(1) are corrected to read as follows:

§ 704.65 Persons who are small
manufacturers.

(a) Scope. (1) Under the authority of
section 8(a)(3)(B) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA), 15
U.S.C. 2607(a)(3)(B), this rule sets forth
standards identifying small
manufacturers (including importers) of
chemical substances. Except as stated in
paragraph (a)(2) of this section, the
manufacturers who qualify as “small”
under the standards contained in
paragraph (c) of this section are exempt
from rules promulgated under the
authority of section 8(a) after June 23,
1982.

(2) Notwithstanding this exemption,
the Administrator may, for any rule
promulgated under section 8(a), require
reporting or recordkeeping from any
small manufacturer of a chemical
substance that is subject to a rule
proposed or promulgated under TSCA
sections 4, 5(b)(4), or 6, or is subject to
an order in effect under TSCA section
5(e), or is the subject of relief that has
been granted under a civil action
brotl:ght under TSCA section 5 or 7.

( ] * % %

(4) “Manufacturer” means a person
who imports, produces, or manufactures
a chemical substance. A manufacturer
may own or control one or more
manufacturing sites. A manufacturer
may be owned or controlled by a foreign
or domestic parent company.

. * . » .

(8) "Production volume' means the
quantity of a chemical substance which
is produced by a manufacturer, as
measured in kilograms or pounds.

» - - * *

(c). * *

(1) First standard. A manufacturer is
small if its total annual sales, when
combined with those of its parent
company (if any), are less than $30
million. However, if the annual
production volume of a particular
chemical substance at any individual
site owned or controlled by the
manufacturer is greater than 45,400
kilograms (100,000 pounds), the

manufacturer shall not qualify as small
for purposes of reporting on the

production of that chemical substance at
that site, unless the manufacturer
qualifies as small under paragraph (c)(2)
of this section.
* * * - -

Dated: July 7, 1982.
John A. Todhunter,
Assistant Administrator for Pesticides and
Toxic Substances.
(FR Doc. B2-18644 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Part 761
[OPTS-62017C; TSH FRL 2170-01]

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs);
Notice of Availability of Guidelines for
the Analysis of PCBs

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Proposed rule-related notice.

SUMMARY: In the Federal Register of
June 8, 1982 (47 FR 24976), the
Environmental Protection Agency issued
a proposed rule which excluded
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
produced in closed manufacturing
processes and controlled waste
manufacturing processes from the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) ban on
the manufacture, processing,
distribution in commerce and use of
PCBs. In the proposed rule, EPA
announced that it was in the process of
developing guidelines for use in
analyzing air emissions, water effluents,
commercial products, and process waste
streams from closed and controlled
waste processes for PCBs. This notice
announces the availability of the
guidelines, which includes (1) a
guidance document addressing sample
collection and (2) detailed protocols for
sample analysis as well as an EPA-
sponsored analytical method validation
study for review and comment.

DATES: Elsewhere in today's issue of the
Federal Register, an informal hearing on
the proposed rule is announced for July
26, 1982 in Washington, D.C. Comments
on the guidance document, the proposed
protocols and the analytical method
validation study should be submitted by
July 26, 1982. However, reply comments
will be accepted for two weeks
following the close of the hearing.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
submitted to: Document Control Officer
(TS-793), Office of Pesticides and Toxic
Substances, Environmental Protection
Agency, Rm. E-409, 401 M St., SW,,

Washington, D.C. 20460.

Comments should bear the identifying
notation OPTS 62017C. The
administrative record, including
comments supporting this action is
available for public inspection in Rm. E~
107 at the address noted above from 8:00
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday,
excluding holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Douglas G. Bannerman, Acting Director,
Industry Assistance Office (TS-799),
Office of Toxic Substances,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E-509, 401 M St., SW., Washington, D.C.
20460, Toll free (800-424-9065), in
Washington, D.C. (554-1404), Outside
the USA (Operator-202-554-1404).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
proposed rule published in the Federal
Register of June 8, 1982 (47 FR 24976)
excluded PCBs produced in closed and
controlled waste manufacturing
processes from the TSCA ban on the
manufacture, processing, distribution in
commerce, and use of PCBs. Closed
manufacturing processes were defined
as chemical processes in which PCBs
are generated but from which no
quantifiable PCBs are released to air,
water, products, or wastes if capillary
gas chromatography (CGC) coupled to
electron impact mass spectrometry
(EIMS) were used to analyze for PCBs.
Similarly, controlled waste
manufacturing processes were defined
as chemical processes in which PCBs
are generated but from which no
quantifiable PCBs are released to air,
water, or products if CGC/EIMS were
used to analyze for PCBs, and any PCB
containing wastes are disposed of by
EPA-approved methods.

In the proposed rule, EPA described
guidelines that it was in the process of
developing for conducting chemical
analyses of commercial products, air
emissions, water effluents, and process
waste streams for inadvertently
produced PCBs by CGC/EIMS. EPA
described the guidelines as addressing
seven areas: (1) Sample collection and
homogenization of the sample, (2)
addition of surrogate compounds to the
sample, (3) extraction and cleanup of the
sample, (4) concentration or dilution of
the sample, (5) analysis of the final
extract, (6) reporting the results of the
chemical analysis, and (7) developing a
quality assurance program (QAP).

Since the publication of the proposed
rule, EPA has prepared a guidance
document addressing sample collection,
developed protocols for sample analysis
and has, in addition, sponsored an
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analytical method validation study to
test the efficacy of the EPA-specified
analytical protocol for the analysis of
non-Aroclor PCBs (CGC/EIMS). The
method validation exercise was
undertaken to check the validity of the
proposed protocol for the analysis of
PCBs in commercial products and
process waste streams in particular. The
samples analyzed to date in the
validation study were provided by Dow
Chemical Company and Vulcan
Materials Company (through the
cooperation of the Chemical
Manufacturers Association) and by the
Dry Chemical Manufacturers
Association.

Data are presented in the preliminary
analytical method validation study from
the analyses of individual cleanup
procedures as well as from the actual
CGC/EIMS analyses of commercial
products and process waste samples.
Although these are preliminary studies
conducted in a very short timeframe, the
data generated from the studies indicate
that the proposed method is applicable
and useful for the analysis of PCBs in
the matrices studied.

The guidance document provides
detailed guidance on sample collection.
The proposed protocols address
separately, protocols for the analysis of
chlorinated biphenyls generated as
impurities or byproducts in commercial
products, process wastes, air releases,
and industrial wastewater. The
document provides detailed guidance on
extracting, purifying, separating, and
detecting PCBs in the four media listed
above. In addition, it provides detailed
guidance on developing quality
assurance plans to insure the integrity of
the analytical data produced by the
specified protocols.

Both the guidance document and the
initial proposed protocols and analytical
method validation study are available
for review and comment in Rm. E-107 at
the EPA address given above or by
contacting the Industry Assistance

Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 761

Hazardous materials, Labeling,
Polychlorinated biphenyls,
Recordkeeping and reporting
requirements, Environmental protection.

Dated: July 7, 1982.

John A. Todhunter,

fi‘ssi’slant Administrator for Pesticides and
Toxic Substances.

IFR Doc. 82-18845 Filed 7-9-82: 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Part 761
[OPTS 62017B; 2169-8]

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs);
Manufacture, Processing, Distribution,
and Use in Closed and Controlled
Waste Manufacturing Process; Notice
of Informal Hearing

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule related notice.

SUMMARY: As the result of requests, this
notice announces that EPA will hold an
informal hearing on its proposed rule to
exclude the production of
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in
closed and controlled waste
manufacturing processes from the
provisions of section 6(e) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act.

DATE: The informal hearing will be held
on July 26, 1982, beginning at 9 a.m.

ADDRESS: The informal hearing will be
held in: Rm. 3906, Waterside Mall,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M
St., SW., Washington, D.C. 20460.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Douglas G. Bannerman, Acting Director,
Industry Assistance Office (OTS-799),
Office of Toxic Substances,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E-511, 401 M St., SW., Washington, D.C.
20460, Toll free: (800-424-9065), In
Washington, D.C.: (554-1404), Outside
the USA: (Operator—202-554-1404).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the
Federal Register of June 8, 1982 (47 FR
24976), notice was given that an
informal hearing on EPA’'s proposed rule
to exclude the production of PCBs in
closed and controlled waste
manufacturing processes from the
provisions of section 6(e) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act would be held,
if requested, on August 6, 1982. The date
of that informal hearing was corrected
to July 23, 1982 in the Federal Register of
June 14, 1982 (47 FR 25555). The date
was tentative pending determination
whether there would be an informal
hearing. Since then, EPA has received
requests to hold the informal hearing
and the date has now been set to
accommodate those requests. The
hearing will take place on July 26, 1982.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 761

Hazardous materials, Labeling,
Polychlorinated biphenyls,
Recordkeeping and reporting
requirements, Environmental protection.

Dated: July 7, 1982.
John A. Todhunter,

Assistant Administrator for Pesticides and
Toxic Substances.,

[FR Doc. 82-18843 Filed 7-9-82: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration ~

49 CFR Part 571

Denial of Petition for Rulemaking;
Strobe Lights on Motorcycles

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), DOT.

ACTION: Denial of petition for
rulemaking

° SUMMARY: This notice records the denial

of a petition for rulemaking by Dennis
Palmer to allow the use of a small strobe
light on motorcycles. The purpose of the
light is to enhance motorcycle
conspicuity. The agency concluded that,
as designed, the light would impair the
effectiveness of the headlamps and turn
signals.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Marx Elliott, Crash Avoidance Division,
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, 400 Seventh Street,
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20590 (202-426-
1714)

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Dennis
Palmer of Fairview, Pennsylvania,
petitioned the agency for rulemaking to
amend Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
No. 108 to allow the use of a small
strobe light for the purpose of enhancing
motorcycle conspicuity. The lamp would
emit 190 candelas, and be positioned 1
to 2 inches below the headlamp, and
within 10 to 12 inches of the turn signal
lamps. It would flash at a rate of 45 to 55
flashes per minute.

The agency concluded that the
effectiveness of the headlamp and turn
signals would be impaired by the
location and intensity of the strobe
lamp. Turn signal effectiveness would
also be diminished by the strobe's flash
rate which is slightly below the
minimum required for the signals.
Accordingly, the agency denied the
petition. However, because the agency
believes the concept of a variable
intensity lamp has merit, it has
encouraged Mr. Palmer to re-think his
device in accordance with NHTSA's
comments with the possibility of
submitting another petition at a later
date.
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(Sec. 124, Pub. L, 89-492, 88 Stal. 1470 (15
U.S.C. 1410a); delegations of authority at 49
CFR 1.50 and 501.8) .

Issued on July 2, 1982.
Courlney M. Price,
Associate Administrator for Rulemaking.
[FR Doc. 82-18739 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M

49 CFR Part 571

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standards; Termination of Rulemaking
Proceeding

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) DOT.

ACTION: Termination of rulemaking
proceeding.

suMMARY: The purpose of this notice is
to announce the termination of a
rulemaking proceeding to amend Safety
Standard No. 214, Side Door Strength, to
upgrade motor vehicle side impact
protection and to extend the
applicability of the standard to light
trucks, vans and multipurpose passenger
vehicles. The agency issued an advance
notice of proposed rulemaking
concerning the possibility of such an
amendment on December 6, 1979,
Because extensive research still,
remains to be completed to determine
the best approach for upgrading the
standard, and because a notice of
proposed rulemaking is not
contemplated in the near future, the
agency has determined that it is proper
to terminate the rulemaking proceeding
at the current time. The rulemaking will
be re-opened after research has
progressed to the point that definitive
test methods and performance
parameters can be developed.

pATES: This termination is effective July
12, 1982,

ADDRESS: Any interested person who
would like to submit information or data
concerning side impact protection in
motor vehicles should forward that
information to: National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, 400
Seventh Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.
20590.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. William Brubaker. Office of Vehicle
Safety Standards, National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, 400
Seventh Street, S.W., Washington, D.C,
20590 (202-426-2242),

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
December 6, 1979, the NHTSA issued an
advance notice of proposed rulemaking
announcing that the agency was
considering the proposal of an
amendment to Safety Standard No. 214,
Side Door Strength, to upgrade motor

vehicle side impact protection and to
extend the applicability of the standard

- to light trucks, vans and multipurpose

passenger vehicles (Standard 214
currently only applies to passenger cars)
(44 FR 70204). That advance notice also
announced a public meeting concerning
the proposed rulemaking, which was
held on January 31 and February 1, 1980.

Standard No. 214 presently specifies
crush-resistance requirments for the side
doors of passenger cars under static test
conditions. The primary purpose of the
contemplated upgrade, asexplained in
the advance notice, is to establish
performance criteria for occupant
protection in side impacts under
dynamic crash tests. The performance
criteria would require a higher level of
protection for occupants involved in
side impact collisions than presently
exists, and under test conditions that
more closely approximate real-world
crashes.

The agency has conducted
considerable research since the issuance
of the advance notice. However, this
research, as well as the information
obtained in response to the advance
notice and at the public meeting, has
demonstrated that there are still many
questions remaining concerning the
mostappropriate test methodologies and
performance criteria and levels. Many
complex issues have arisen which will
require considerable time to resolve.

Because more than two years have
elapsed since issuance of the advance
notice, and because a substantial
amount of research remains to be
completed before a proposal can be
issued, the agency has determined that
the rulemaking proceeding on an
upgraded side impact protection
standard should be terminated. The
rulemaking will re-opened after research
and analysis has progressed to the point
that appropriate test methods and
performance parameters can be
developed. The agency anticipates that
this will take at least one year. The
NHTSA requests that any person
obtaining new information or data
concerning side impact protection in
future motor vehicles forward that
information to the agency.

(Secs. 103, 119, Pub. L. 89-563, 80 Stat, 718 (15
U.S.C. 1392, 1407); delegation of authority at
49 CFR 1.50 and 501.8)

Issued on July 2, 1982.
Courtney M. Price,
Associate Administrator for Rulemkaking.
[FR Doc. 82-18736 Filed 7-9-82 8:45 a.m.|
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M

49 CFR Part 575

[Docket No. 25; Notice 47]
Consumer Information Regulations;
Uniform Tire Quality Grading

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

suMMARY: This notice proposes to
suspend, on an interim basis, the
treadwear grading requirements of the
Uniform Tire Quality Grading
Standards. This action is being taken as
a result of a recently completed agency
review indicating the existence of
significant variability in treadwear test
results and in response to submissions
by tire manufacturers. The agency
tentatively concludes that suspension of
the treadwear rating requirements is
necessary primarily to avoid
dissemination of potentially misleading
tire grading information to consumers,
but also to minimize the imposition of
unwarranted compliance costs on
industry and consumers.

To determine whether testing or test
procedures can be undertaken which
would reduce test result variability to
levels sufficiently low to support a
treadwear grading program, the agency
has determined to undertake an
extensive testing program, discussed
below.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before August 26, 1982. A public
hearing will be held beginning at 10 a.m.
on August 12.

ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to
the docket number and be submitted to:
Docket Section, Room 5108, Nassif
Building, 400 Seventh Street, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20590. Docket hours
are 8 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through
Friday. The public hearing will be held
in Room 2230 of the Nassif Building.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
George Parker, Office of Automotive
Ratings, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, 400 Seventh
Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20580
(202-426-1740).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Uniform Tire Quality Grading (UTQG)
Standards (49 CFR 575.104) require that
manufacturers and brand name owners
of passenger car tires grade their tires in
terms of their treadwear, traction, and
temperature resistance performance and
provide consumers with information
regarding those grades. The treadwear
grade is required to be based on the
treadwear performance of a production
tire when tested under controlled
conditions on a specified test course.
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Under the test procedures, tires being
evaluated (candidate tires) and
standardized *‘course monitoring tires"
(CMT's) are installed on standard, rear-
wheel drive passenger cars which are
run in four vehicle convoys first for an
800-mile break-in period and then over a
6,400-mile specified test course laid out
on public roads near San Angelo, Texas.
Actual treadwear is measured :
periodically during testing and such
measurements are used to compute the
expected treadlife of the candidate tire.
As a means of controlling for changes in
environmental conditions during testing,
the treadwear figures for the candidate
tires are adjusted by comparison to the
treadwear results obtained for the
CMT's run in the same convoy.

Throughout the development of the
UTQG system, questions had been
raised concerning the reliability of the
treadwear grading procedure and the
ability of such a process to accurately
predict tire treadlife from measurements
taken in a limited test period. These
questions were among the issues
considered when various tire
manufacturers unsuccessfully
challenged the UTQG Standards (B. F.
Goodrich v, Department of
Transportation, 541 F. 2d 1178 (6th Cir.
1976), referred to herein as “Goodrich 1",
and B. F, Goodrich v. Department of
Transportation, 592 F. 2d 322 (6th Cir,
1979).

The petitioner tire companies asserted
throughout such proceedings that
variation in test vehicles is “an
important influence on treadwear.” The
petitioners' brief in Goodrich I
concluded that the “treadwear test
required by the Regulation is fraught
with uncontrolled variables of such
magnitude that obtaining identical and
repeatable results in different tests
* * *is impossible." The tire companies
cited data in which four sets of course
monitoring tires, which should exhibit
lower variability than do candidate
tires, produced treadwear grades
ranging from 166 to 276 when tested
according to the UTQG Standards.

Based on then available information,
the agency took the position in the
litigation that the treadwear test
procedures produce sufficiently uniform,
reliable, and meaningful results. The
agency argued that variables in the
testing are controlled and taken into
account in the test procedures,
principally through the selection of a
single test course and the use of course
monitoring tires, With regard to
variation in test vehicles as discussed in
this notice, the agency stated that

while variations in vehicles can have
some effect on treadwear, the effect is

minimal when testing is performed
according to the carefully designed
procedures of the UTQGS." See p. 68,
Respondent's brief for Goodrich I. The
agency further stated that when a
vehicle is properly aligned and loaded
as specified in the UTQG rule, the effect
of suspension system variation on wear
rates is insignificant.

Ongoing Agency Reviews

Subsequent to implementation of the
regulation, the tire industry continued to
provide information and comments to
NHTSA. While most industry
commenters continued to question the
value of the UTQG Standards, sharply
opposing views supportive of the
program were submitted as well.

These submissions and the
undertakings and representations of
continued monitoring made to the courts
in the above cited cases led the agency
to review the possible need for revision
to the UTQG Standards in early 1981. In
its April 7, 1981 Notice of Intent, the
agency announced a plan to consider
modification of the UTQG Standards (46
FR 21203). In an accompanying fact
sheet, NHTSA indicated that its initial
conclusion was to proposed rulemaking
toretain the treadwear requirements but
to delete the traction and heat
resistance requirements and reserve
them for future possible rulemaking
attention. As discussed below, that
conclusion is now held to have been
incorrect and different action appears
appropriate to serve the public interest.*

Current Status

In large part in response to its Notice
of Intent, the agency has received
extensive technical comments regarding
the validity of the treadwear portion of
the UTQG Standards. Although the
commenters were sharply divided in
their view of the treadwear grading, the
comments have led the agency to
change the focus of its study of the
UTQG Standards.

Comments received last year from
Firestone Tire & Rubber Company, for
example, again argued that a high
degree of variability is inherent in the
UTQG treadwear test procedure, but
added specific suggestions that such
variations were due to the unreliability
of the CMT adjustment technique,
vehicle and driver differences in testing,
variations in road surface and traffic
conditions on the test course, weather

* The receipt of this information and the detailed
technical arguments, counterarguments and data
contained in those comments in the agency's view
have obviated the need for the issuance of an
advance notice at this time. The agency is
continuing to review the relevance and efficiency of
the traction and heat resistance requirements.

and other factors. According to
Firestone, treadwear test results could
vary up to 30 percent even for CMT's,
which are specially purchased for
homogeneity. Docket No. 25, Gen. Ref.
No. 245.

Similarly, General Tire & Rubber
Company submitted comments arguing
that variables such as vehicle type and
engine horsepower, wheel alignment,
weight distribution, driver behavior and
roadway conditions contribute to
making treadwear test results
unreplicable. General commented that
differences between CMT and candidate
tire tread compounds cause these tires
to react differently to environmental and
test course conditions, thereby
contributing to the unreliability of the
CMT as a method of controlling
variability. Docket 25, Notice 43, No.
013.

Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company
raised questions concerning variations
in the performance of course monitoring
tires and the adequacy of a 6,400-mile
test sequence for treadwear testing.
Goodyear concluded that the treadwear
grading procedure is unworkable due to
uncontrolled sources of variation in test
results, including vehicle, driver, and
environmental factors. Docket 25, Notice
43, Nos. 004 and 019. Michelin Tire
Corporation also questions the
repeatability of the test procedures and
the validity of the 6,400-mile test
sequence. Docket No. 25, Notice 43, No.
017.

Recently, the BF Goodrich Company
submitted data and analyses indicating
that significant changes in treadwear
grades for the same tire may result from
temperature and road surface variations
on the test course. The Goodrich
submission suggests that differences in
candidate and CMT tire composition
contribute to grading variability.
Goodrich concluded that test variability
is too great to permil meaningful
treadwear grading or compliance testing
and suggested that further tests are
needed to identify the effect of various
factors on test results. Docket No. 25,
Cen. Ref. No. 250; see also, Docket No.
25, Gen. Ref, No. 246.

By contrast, Uniroyal Tire Company
has consistently supported the present
UTQG system. While Uniroyal has
stated that it recognizes that the system
is not perfect, it believes that variation
in treadwear test results can be
corrected by retesting tires, to achieve
statistical reliability. Based on what it
characterized as a “careful study” of the
UTQG system, Uniroyal found the test
results to be basically sound. In a recent
submission, that company suggested
certain minor changes in testing which it
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believes could correct the problems
which exist with regard to test
variability. Uniroyal also proposed that
NHTSA conduct an evaluation program
of those changes, first using test convoys
of vehicles on which tires are not
rotated between vehicles and then using
test convoys on which tires are rotated.
Docket No. 25, Gen. Ref. No. 249.

Current Agency Action

It has long been recognized that the
data and arguments submitted by the
opponents of the system, if validated,
would raise serious doubts about the
ability of the UTQG test procedures
adequately to control variability. For
example, if the current technique
involving the CMT is not adequate to
control for variations in road and
weather conditions on the test course,
the grades of candidate tires tested at
one time of year, or even under one set
of weather conditions, would not be
comparable to grades of tires tested at
another time of year or under different
conditions. In such case, the past and
future grading of particular tire lines
would be undermined. As a result, the
underlying objective of the UTQG
regulation, to provide comparative
information for use in tire purchasing
decisions, would not merely be
frustrated, but directly controverted.
The UTQG program would not only fail
to inform. but also affirmatively mislead
consumers,

As noted above, the agency has
addressed a number of questions
regarding performance to date of the
UTQG Standards, particularly the
treadwear provisions. Agency technical
personnel have primarily focused on
those issues raised by agency experts or
by the various commenters which could
have outcome-determinative effects on
an appropriate functioning UTQG
system, i.e., one capable of providing
consumers with valid comparative
performance data with respect to
treadwear.*

As part of this effort, the agency has
reviewed the procedures used at each of
the various facilities which conduct
UTQG treadwear testing, for the agency

* In undertaking this review, the agency has
considered such questions to represent necessary
threshold determinations for agency action with
respect to the UTQG Standards. Other agency
efforts. such as detailed survey or promotional
activity directed towards the analysis or promotion
of the utility of such a system to consumers, would
not be appropriate if the validity and accuracy of
the grade results are in fact seriously questionable.
The agency has reviewed the helpful data on
consumer reliance submitted to the docket by
Uniroyal. which has conducted extensive
advertising and promotional efforts based on the
UTQG Standards, and related market analysis of
the results of such efforts.

and the tire manufacturers, in San
Angelo, Texas. The report of this
detailed on-site review has now been
received and forms the principal basis
for this proposal.

Although this review did not consider
all of the sources of variability
suggested by the manufacturers, the
agency has found several significant
sources of data variability which it
tentatively concludes may undermine
the accuracy and reliability of the
UTQG treadwear measurement system,
and the reliability of the conclusions
and representations made by the agency
in the litigation mentioned above. These
sources of variability relate to the
instrumentation and practices used in
measurement, in the calibration and use
of vehicles, and in the performance of
fleet drivers, and to the effect of weather
conditions.

Problems of Instrumentation
Scales

The scales used in three of the six
facilities are impossible to calibrate
properly for UTQGS purposes. Such
scales are mechanical, and designed to
measure weights many times greater
than the approximately one thousand
pounds of weight involved in the proper
loading of cars for treadwear testing.
Accuracy is seriously compromised at
the low extremes of weight
measurement invovled in UTQG
Standard testing. Errors of as much as
+20 to 30 pounds would be expected in
the vehicle loading under which each
tire is tested. To illustrate the effects of
this error, using the appropriate ratio of
4:1 between changes in loading and
changes in treadwear, this error in a 700
to 800 pound load could produce a
corresponding treadwear grade error of
between 10 and 17 percent. That
translates into a grade difference of +20
to 34 points on a tire with a treadwear
rating of 200.

Treadwear Depth Probes

Use of a mechanical treadwear depth
probe to measure the degree of
treadwear at various locations around
the circumference of a tire can produce
different readings depending on how
hard the person doing the measuring
presses downward on the probe when
measuring, Realistic differences in the
actual pressure applied by different
technicians in measuring the course
monitoring tire and the candidate tire
could produce as much as a 10 mil
difference, or a 2.7 percent error, in the
amount of measured wear. In a tire with
a tread depth of 365 mils when new, a
large such error would result in a
candidate tire with a 200 rating being

rated as much as 6 points above or
below its proper value.

Electronic probes are subject to
different problems which produce
variability. The lack of temperature
compensation in most electronic probes
can create drifts in both the zero reading
and the gain if not corrected during the
measurement process. Such corrections
are not routinely sought or made. The
use of uncalibrated springs in the probe
tips produces additional measurement
differences. Finally, application of
different amounts of force to the
electronic probe could alone produce a 3
to 5 mil measurement difference. On
tires rated 160 to 200, this can result in
treadwear rating errors of £2to 3
points.

Equipment Alignment

The agency has now determined that
treadwear is significantly more sensitive
to variation in wheel alignment than had
previously been assumed. The review of
the alignment practices at all San
Angelo facilities now forces the agency
to conclude tentatively that significant
differences exist in fact in the actual
alignment of convoy vehicles. These
differences stem from not only the
frequency of alignment, and the skill of
the technicians who do the alignment,
but also the allowable tolerances used
(i.e...alignment anywhere within the
vehicle manufacturers' range of
acceptable alignments). The agency
notes that driving the test cars over the
test course will inevitably cause
different and perhaps major changes in
alignment among vehicles.

Recent agency testing indicates that
the effect of differences in alignment can
be far more substantial than had been
assumed in the past. The testing, which
was intended to-determine the effect of
toe-in differences within manufacturers’
specifications, revealed differences of
+11 to 14 points for tires with a rating
of 200. The results of this testing are set
forth in the report of the Agency Review
in Docket Number 25.

Problems of Measurement

Information feedback during
treadwear depth measurement produces
currently unquantifiable measurement
errors at some facilities. Allowing
access by measurers to the treadwear
results from the previous day's testing,
and the normal expectation that the
amount of treadwear will be similar
from day to day, has led some
measurers to attempt to “reach for”
measurements which essentially
duplicate the previous day's results.

In similar fashion; the practices of
some testing companies indicate that the
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coefficient of variation (CV) of
measurement, i.e., the variability among
the separate measurements of depth in
the same groove around the
circumference of the tire, is greater than
previously thought. A relatively low
coefficient of variability is desirable,
and CV measurement is intended to
operate as a check against wear or
measurement anomalies. Some facilities,
however, have erroneously established
a desired absolute level of CV. Some
technicians attempt, through repetition
of any tests which lead to CV results
outside of their “acceptable” range, to
hunt for groove depths as uniform as
possible around the tire,

Large variations in treadwater
measurement could occur as a result of
changes in measurement personnel, or
changes, due to fatigue, in the amount of
force applied to the probe by a single
measurer. In such instances, a spread of
up to =35 points could be produced on a
tire with a treadwear rating of 200, The
range of this potential error reflects the
problem of accurately predicting the x-
intercept, i.e., miles to wear out, using
the least squares method to extrapolate
beyond the end points of the actual
data. A slight change in the regression
line slope will result in a large change in
the intercept location.

Problems of Vehicle Use and *
Maintenance .

Weight Distribution (vehicle loading)

There is a wide variation in the
approaches of the testing companies to
achieving the proper vertical load on a
tire. While some follow the desired
practice of placing the weight between
the wheels, some place the weight
forward of the front wheels, some
rearward of the rear wheels, and some
even on the vehicle exterior. These
latter practices create vehicles with
different oversteer or understeer
characteristics and different polar
moments of inertia. This would produce
different rates of wear as these vehicles
corner, accelerate or decelerate.

_ Similar problems arise from the
installation of homemade deer guards
on the fronts of all test cars except those
involved in testing for NHTSA. These
guards vary in weight and configuration
and thus have differing effects on
vehicle steering and ride characteristics.
Some attempt is made by the testing
companies to compensate for the
different weight distribution, but the
agency does not know of any accurate
way of doing so.

Differences in Suspension Systems

Dif_ferences in vehicle loading
Practices produce currently

unquantifiable effects on treadwear
results. Some companies load vehicles
to whatever weight is required to meet
the test tire's load level. Often gross
vehicle weight rating is exceeded,
necessitating the use of special springs
or shims to reestablish normal ride
height. These heavy loads can cause the
vehicles to bottom out while the
variations in the springs create different
roll stiffness and weight transfers.

Problems with Drivers

Several driver-related factors also
contribute to an unquantifiable extent to
the variability of treadwear results.

Degree of Training and Skill

Differences in driver training and skill
and in their familiarity with the hilly
southern portion of the test course (the
“Juno" hills and curves) produce
significant differences in the degree of
constancy in vehicle speed. That portion
of the course is particularly significant
since 60 to 80 percent of the treadwear
occurs there. Skilled drivers familiar
with the test course are able to maintain
their speed during the southern portion
of the course, and thus minimize
accelarations and decelerations.
Unskilled and less familiar drivers
appear to coast or brake when
approaching rough terrain, a blind curve
or the top of a hill. Tires on vehicles
driven by the latter type of driver will -
show greater treadwear due to the more
frequent accelerations.

A strong indication of the degree of
effect of such driver behavior on
treadwear is provided by the voluntary
discontinuation by the contractors of the
use of cruise controls on the test
vehicles. The facilities report that they
took this action upon finding that use of
cruise control produced treadwear
levels much lower than those
“expected." {

Driver Discipline and the Course Itself

There are significant differences in the
responses of some test convoys to
unexpected occurrences on the test
course such as a vehicle breakdown.
Some convoys ensure that consistent
mileage is accumulated on the tires of
all cars by stopping and calling the
dispatcher for instructions in all such
events, In other cases, however, the lead
driver will drive for help. Consistent
mileage could still be obtained by
replacing the vehicles involved.
However, some convoys destroy the
integrity of the test being conducted by
simply turning around and heading
home.

Problems with Weather Conditions

Although severe weather conditions
such as heavy rainstorms have a
significant effect on test results, tests
are not suspended during those
conditions. These conditions may not
have a similar effect on the treadwear of
different tires it those tires have
significantly different tread composition.
In this regard, the agency notes that the
chemical composition of the CMT has
changed between CMT lots as a result
of agency requested changes in size
(from 15 inches to 14 inches) and
manufacturer changes in the product
line selected for the CMT production.
This change occurred after production of
lots 1 and 2, and has been in effect for
lots 3 and 4. The possible effect of such
changes in composition is uncertain, but
now being monitored.

Tentative Agency Conclusions

This review of the San Angelo test
protocols appears to confirm the data
and arguments of most tire
manufacturers that major discrepancies
exist in UTQG treadwear test resulls
due to the lack of control of variables
such as those described above. There
are two types of errors which cause
these variations, systematic errors such
as improper groove depth measurement
and random errors such as driver
performance. Particularly where
different sources of variation produce
directionally consistent errors in a single
test (e.g., treadwear depth probe, weight,
and driver technique cause variations
all on the high side of the treadwear
distribution), the sources of variability
described above could combine to
produce serious grading discrepancies.
Further, the sources of variability noted
in the San Angelo review are not an
exhaustive list of the possible sources of
error in UTQG test results—many more
exist. Some of these may be more
significant than those sources whose
effect has already been quantified.

Consideration of the new data, other
information and comments discussed
above, as well as the agency's review
and its own compliance test data, has
led the agency to conclude that it could
not today make the same .
representations it was able to make in
the UTQG Standard litigation regarding
treadwear and variability. Instead, the
agency believes that unacceptable
levels of variability exist in the present
treadwear system and tests conducted
under it. The rank order of treadwear
values assigned a given set of tires
similar in design and size could, and in
fact under agency test has, changed
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under repetition of test on other tire
specimens.

Under such circumstances, the agency
believes that consumers might not only
not be fully served, but might be
affirmatively misled by UTQG test
results to date, The UTQG grades could
themselves cause consumers to pay
more for a tire which will in fact provide
only the same or even inferior
treadwear performance as another
available tire at equivalent or lower
price. Even if the agency considers only
those sources of variability which were
included in its own review and whose

. effect on treadwear could be quantified,
it is readily apparent that the cumulative
effect of these sources is potentially
substantial.

Further, variability of test results has
hindered the agency in its attempt to
enforce the treadwear rating
requirements. The treadwear test does
not appear to be repeatable and the
results are not readily verifiable. It is
difficult if not impossible for the agency
to demonstrate that a treadwear grade
assigned by a manufacturer is improper.
In fact, one effort by the agency to
determine the appropriateness of a
particular grade assignment produced
such a wide variation of test results that
the agency could not conclude with any
certainty whether any tires were
incapable of achieving the assigned
grade.

Finally, the present grading system
imposes a substantial burden on the tire
industry in determining treadwear
grades. NHTSA estimates that the cost
to manufacturers of UTQG treadwear
testing is roughtly $10 million annually.
This cost results in either higher prices
for consumers, lower profits for the tire
companies, or both.

NHTSA agrees with industry
commenters who contend that
additional testing is needed to
determine whether factors causing test
variability can be adequately controlled.
The agency has determined to undertake
an extensive testing program to identify-
specific sources of treadwear test
variability and assess possible
modifications of the test procedure to
control these sources.

One major goal of this program is to
determine the extent to which the use of
course monitoring tires (“CMT's") in fact
can reduce vehicle and driver related
sources of variability. The CMT
procedure is currently designed to
reduce environmental sources of
variability. The first phase of this
portion of the agency's research
involves the determination of the
relationship between tire loads, inflation
pressure and wear rates for the CMT's.
Once this relationship is determined, the

second phase of the research would
involve rotating CMT's and candidate
tires among the vehicles in a test
convoy. Rotating the tires will mean that
CMT's and candidate tires will be
exposed to the various types of vehicle
and driver related variability existing
within the convoy. The mathematical
relationship determined in the first
phase of the research would be used to
adjust for differences in load ratings for
the CMT’s and the candidate tires. The
goal of the second phase will be to
ascertain the extent to which the
various sources of variability are
reduced by this “averaging" process,
The agency will also continue research
on the extent to which various
individual sources of treadwear
variability (e.g., wheel alignment
differences) can be reduced by more

precise specification of test parameters.

Public comment on this testing
program is solicited.

Until such testing is completed, the
agency tentatively concludes that
continuation of costly testing and
grading under a system the results of
which are at best questionable and
which are in all likelihood misleading to
consumers cannot be justified.

The agency believes that the potential
for injury to consumers through reliance
on misleading information, together with
the unjustified testing costs imposed on
industry, create a situation in which
specific, readily identifiable damage to
the public interest would occur in the
absence of a suspension of the
treadwear grading requirements.

In taking this action, the Agency
specifically notes that the interest of
consumers is important and relevant to
this issue.

Accordingly, NHTSA is providing a
45-day comment period for interested
parties to present data, views, and
arguments on the appropriateness of this
proposed suspension and any related
issues. The agenty invites comments on
the possible sources of treadwear test
variability, i.e., environmental, driver,
and vehicle factors, which should be
evaluated in the agency's testing and
how these sources can best be isolated
and controlled.

The agency is also providing an
opportunity for the oral presentation of
data, views, and arguments in this
proceeding. This public meeting will
begin at 10 a.m. on August 12, 1982, and
will be held in Room 2230 of the Nassif
Building. If necessary to accommodate a
large number of participants, a second
day may be scheduled. Interested
persons are invited to attend the
meeting and to present oral or written
comments. Persons making oral
comments are encouraged to submit

their comments in written form either at
the meeting or by mail to the docket. All
written comments are subject to the
deadlines and page limitations noted
below.

Persons who desire to make an oral
statement should contact Mr. George
Parker, the individual listed as the
“information contact," at the address
and phone number stated above so that
time limitations, if necessary, and the
need for any special equipment, such as
projectors, can be discussed and final
arrangements can be made. A general
outline of each planned oral
presentation should also be submitted to
Mr. Parker. A schedule of the persons
making oral presentations at the meeting
will be available on the date of the
meeting.

Persons whose presentations include
slides, motion pictures, or any other
visual aids should plan to submit copies
of them for the record at the meeting.
Persons making oral presentations are
requested but not required to submit 25
written copies of the full text of their
presentation to Mr. Parker not later than
the beginning of the meeting.

No opportunity will be afforded for
persons to question other participants.
However, the presiding officials reserve
the right to ask questions of all persons
making presentations.

A transcript of the meeting will be
made and will be available for
examination, along with any written
comments submitted, in the NHTSA
Docket Section, as soon as possible
after the meeting.

In addition, the agency recognizes that
there could be economic losses in the
conversion of tire molds and the printing
of treads labels and point of sale
information to effectuate this action on a
permanent basis. Therefore, if this
proposal is ultimately adopted, the
agency is considering permitting tire
manufacturers to continue to use
existing tire molds which mark
treadwear grades on tire sidewalls.
Similarly, they might be permitted to
continue to include the treadwear
grades for those tires in the labels and
consumer information pamphlets
required by the UTQG Standards.
Comment is requested on these issues.

NHTSA has determined that this
proceeding does not involve a major rule
within the meaning of section 1,
paragraph (b), of Executive Order 12291
because it is not likely to have an effect
on the economy of $100 million or more,
to result in a major increase in costs or
prices, or to have a significant adverse
effect on competition, employment,
investment, productivity, innovation, or

_ the ability of United States firms to meet
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foreign competition. However, this
action is significant for purposes of
Department of Transportation
procedures for internal review of
regulatory actions and a regulatory
evaluation of this action has been
prepared. This evaluation has been
placed in the rulemaking docket for this
notice and can be obtained from the
agency’s Docket Section at the address
stated above.

Pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility
Act, the agency has considered the
impact this rulemaking action would
have on small entities. The agency
certifies that this action would not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
Therefore, a regulatory flexibility
analysis will not be required for this
action. The agency has concluded that
few, if any, manufacturers and brand
name owners of passenger car tires are
small entities and that, in any event, any
effect on such manufacturers or brand
name owners would be a small positive
one in terms of reduced costs and
elimination of possible market
distortion, While this proposed action
might lead to reductions in employment
at the testing companies in San Angelo,
those companies are small subsidiaries
of larger entities. The effects on those
larger entities would not be substantial.
The effects of this action on tire prices
would not be great enough to.
significantly affect tire dealers or small
entities purchasing tires and any effects
on those entities would be positive in
terms of elimination of potentially
misleading information.

While this proposed action may have
some beneficial effect on the
environment in terms of reduced fuel
consumption in treadwear testing, and
reduced air and noise pollution on the
test course, NHTSA has concluded that
the environmental consequences of this
action would be of such limited scope
that they clearly would not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment,

Interested persons are invited to
submit comments on the proposed
agency action announced above and on
any other topics relevant to this notice.
Itis requested but not required that 10
copies be submitted.

All comments must be limited not to
exceed 15 pages in length. Necessary
attachments may be appended to these
submissions without regard to the 15-
Page limit, This limitation is intended to
encourage commenters to detail their
Primary argument in a concise fashion.

If a commenter wishes.to submit
tertain information under a claim of

confidentiality, three copies of the
complete submission, including
purportedly confidential information,
should be submitted to the Chief
Counsel, NHTSA, at the street address
given above, and seven copies from
which the purportedly confidential
information has been deleted should be
submitted to the Docket Section. Any
claim of confidentiality must be
supported by a statement demonstrating
that the information falls within 5 U.S.C.
552(b)(4), and that disclosure of the
information is likely to result in
substantial competitive damage;
specifying the period during which the
information must be withheld to avoid
that damage: and showing that earlier
disclosure would result in that damage.
In addition, the commenter or, in the
case of a corporation, a responsible
corporate official authorized to speak
for the corporation must certify in
writing that each item for which
confidential treatment is required is in
fact confidential within the meaning of
section (b)(4) and that a diligent search
has been conducted by the commenter
or its employees to assure that none of
the specified items have previously been
disclosed or otherwise become available
to the public.

All comments received before the
close of business on the comment
closing date indicated above will be
considered, and will be available for
examination in the docket at the above
address both before and after that date.
To the extent possible, comments filled
after the closing date will also be
considered. However, the rulemaking
may proceed at any time after that date,
and comments received after the closing
date and too late for consideration in
regard to the action will be treated as
suggestions for future rulemaking. Since
NHTSA will continue to file relevant
material as it becomes available in the
docket after the closing date, it is
recommended that interested persons
continue to examine the docket for new
material. Those persons desiring to be
notified upon receipt of their comments
in the rulemaking docket should enclose,
in the envelope with their comments, a
self-addressed stamped postcard. Upon
receiving the comments, the docket
supervisor will return the postcard by
mail.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 575

Consumer protection, Labeling, Motor
vehicle safety, Motor vehicles, Rubber
and rubber products, Tires,

PART 575—CONSUMER
INFORMATION REGULATIONS

In consideration of the foregoing, it is
proposed to amend 49 CFR 575.104 as
follows:

§575.104 [Amended]

1. Section 575.104(a) would be
amended by removing the words
“treadwear, traction,” and substituting
in their place the “traction".

2. Section 575.104(d)(1)(i)(B)(1) would
be amended by removing the words
“The treadware grade attributed to the
tire shall be either imprinted or indelibly
stamped on the label adjacent ta the
description of the treadwear grade."

3. Section 575.104(d)(1)(i)(B)(2) would
be amended by removing the words,
“The treadwear grade attributed to the
tire shall be either imprinted on
indelibly stamped on the label
containing the material in Part I of
Figure 2, directly to the right of or below
the word ‘TREADWEAR' ", and
removing the word “ ‘TREADWEAR, ' "
in the fourth sentence thereof.

4. Section 575.104(d)(2)(i) would be
removed and reserved.

5. Section 575.104(e) would be
removed and reserved.

6. Section 575.104(h)(1) would be
revised by removing the reference to
“paragraphs (e)(2)(iii), (f)(2)(viii) and
(8)(6)", and substituting in its place
“paragraphs (f)(2) (viii) and (g)(6)".

7. Section 575.104, Figure 1 would be
amended by removing the words
"TREADWEAR 160" wherever they
appear therein,

8. Section 575.104, Figure 2 would be
amended by removing the words:

Treadwear

The treadwear grade is a comparative
rating based on the wear rate of the tire when
tested under controlled conditions on a
specified government test course. For
example, a tire graded 150 would wear one
and half (1%) times as well on the
government course as a tire graded 100. The
relative performance of tires depends upon
the actual conditions of their use, however,
and may depart significantly from the norm
due to variations in driving habits, service
practices and differences in road
characteristics and climate.

9. Section 575.104, Appendices A and
C would be removed and reserved.

10. Section 575.104, Figure 3 is
removed and reserved.
(Secs. 103, 112, 119, 201, 203, Pub. L. 98-563, 80

Stat. 718 (15 U.S.C. 1392, 1401, 1407, 1421,
1423); delegations of authority at 49 CFR 1.50)

Issued on: July 8, 1982.
Raymond A. Peck, Jr.,
Administrator.
|FR Doc. 82-18896 Filed 7-8-82; 4:57 pm|
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness
Study Area and Rare Il Further
Planning Areas; Hearing

Notice is hereby given that public
hearings will be held at the following
dates, times, and locations for the
purpose of receiving comments on the
proposal for designation of
approximately 1,648,000 acres as
wilderness within the Chugach National
Forest in the Greater Anchorage

Municipality, Kenai Peninsula Borough
and Matanuski-Susitna Borough, State
of Alaska. This wilderness proposal is
included in a draft forest plan for the
Chugach National Forest. Comments
relative to other aspects of the draft
forest plan will also be accpeted at
these hearings if time is available.

Hearing Dates and Locations

August 16, 1982—7 p.m.—High School—
Cordova, Alaska

August 17, 1982—7 p.m.—High School—
Valdez, Alaska

August 18, 1982—7 p.m.—City Council
Chamber—Seward, Alaska

August 19, 1982—1 p.m.—Mountain View, 7
p.m.—Branch Library—Anchorage, Alaska

Approximately 1,393,000 acres of the
proposed wilderness is located within
the Nellie Juan-College Fiord Wilderness
Study Area established by section 704 of
the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act of 1980. The remaining
approximate 255,000 acres are located
within areas identified as Further
Planning Areas during the second

roadless area review and evaluation
(RARE II) completed in 1979.

A draft forest plan and draft
environmental impact statement
containing a map and information about
the proposed wilderness have been
prepared and are available for public
review and comment. For information
contact, the Forest Supervisor, Chugach
National Forest, Suite 238, 2221 E.
Northern Lights Boulevard, Anchorage,
Alaska 99508.

Individuals and organizations may
express their views by appearing at one
of these hearings or by submitting
written comments to the Forest
Supervisor for inclusion in the official
hearing record. To be included in the
official hearing record, written
comments must be received not later
than September 18, 1982.

Dated: July 2, 1982.
F. Dale Robertson,
Associate Chief.
[FR Doc. 82-18753 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3410-11-M

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD

.-

Applications for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity and Foreign Air Carrier Permits Filed Under Subpart Q
of the Board’s Procedural Regulations; Week Ended July 2, 1982

Subpart Q Applications

The due date for answers, conforming application, or motions to modify scope are set forth below for each application.

Following the answer period the Board may process the ap
the adoption of a show cause order, a tentative order, or in appropriate cases a

14 CFR 302.1701 et seq.).

plication by expedited procedures. Such procedures may consist of
final order without further proceedings. (see

Date filed

Docket
No.

Description

June 30, 1882

June 30, 1982

June 30, 19682

40811

40812

Arista International Airlines, Inc., ¢/o Stephen D. Potts, Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, N.W., Suite 900 South,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

~Appticaﬁono'mmmaﬁondnkﬁms.m.ummw&cmwimewsmpmoolmaoud‘aﬁooedwa'

Regulations, requests ity to pi ““mﬁu.nspoﬂa‘bnofpamwopeny.wmaﬂuloﬂow
Between a point or points in the United States and Vienna, Austria.
Contorming A i tions to modify scope, and Answers may be filed by July 28, 1962.
Capitol Air, Inc., P.O. Box 325, Smyrna, Tennessee 37167.
Application of Capitol Ak, Inc. pursuant to Section 401 of the Act and Subpart Q of the Board’s Procedural Regulations, requests
authorization to provide “back-up" scheduled foreign air portation of persons, property and mail between:
A.--Tnnermmlpo-meamrnove,Mww.mnwmmmmwmmmtwm.umeamgdom.onnommm-
and/or
B. “The terminal point Baltimore, Maryland, on the one hand and the terminal point London, United Ki mmmw-W;‘“
nmhoritytoserveLondonW.nyoHMtrmﬂanﬂcmuwwhwu'smﬁmmdmmmwm°’
Route-191F;
CofﬂovmingAppﬁeemmoﬁonstomodnywope.nndAmwemmaybomedbyJulyzs. 1962,
Firstair Corp., ¢/0 James M. Burger, Shaw, Pittman, Polts & Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 2003?
Apamuonodrnswm,mmlwwwidunAmam&mpanoameawa'.nmmwaM'?ﬂf‘“?
issuance of a certificate of public and ity which would authorize it to

gag in the heduled ir ar
transporulionolpasseng«s,mopeﬂy.mdmﬁlbemeenandamongaﬂpamwimnmumwswm
mnmmmmn&mmmmtym.mmmmaybommnyww%,ﬁ&&

s e ¥ an ¥
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Docket
Date filed No.

Description

July 1, 1982

wwmm D.C. 20009,

of Ti ri

requests that its certificate of public Y
154 be amended by eliminating condition (2) now contained in that certificate and which reads as follows:

*“The holder is not authorized 1o engage in ak transportation between points within the State of Aleska.”
G ing Applicati j

TrammodcaAmvu.MUOWdluD.HumuM&MMyAPm1706NewHampsmAvm,N.w..
Airlines, Inc. pursuant to Section 401 of the Act and Subpart Q of the Board's Procedural

Regulations,
m«nmmmmwmn-m—

ience and ity for

to modify scope, and Answers may be filed by July 29, 1962,

Phyllis T, Kaylor,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 82-18763 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6320-01-M

CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION

Maine Advisory Committee; Agenda
and Notice of Open Meeting

Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the
provisions of the Rules and Regulations
of the U.S, Commission on Civil Rights,
that a meeting of the Maine Advisory
Committee to the Commission will
convene at 4:00 p.m.; and will end at 8:30
p.m,, on August 10, 1982, at the Maine
Teachers Association, in the Conference
Room, 35 Community Drive, Augusta,
Maine 04330. The purpose of this
meeting is to discuss future projects for
the Committee including; successful
affirmative action programs, bilingual
education needs, Indian land case
settlement, civil rights legislation and
women's economic issues.

Persons desiring additional
information or planning a presentation
to the Committee should contact the
Chairperson, Lois G. Reckitt, 38 Myrtle
Avenue, South Portland, Maine 04106,
(207) 775-1415 or the New England
Regional Office, 55 Summer Street, 8th
Floor, Boston, Massachusetts 02110,

(617) 2234671,

The meeting will be conducted
Pursuant to the provisions of the Rules
and Regulations of the Commission.

Dated at Washington, D.C,, July 1, 1982.
John 1. Binkley,

Advisory Committee Management Officer.
{FR Doc. 62-18606 Filed 7-9-82: 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6335-01-M

— —

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Notice of Availability of Marine
Mammal Annual Report

AGErfcv: National Marine Fisheries
O'Y\'lce. National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration,
ommerce.,

ACTION: Notice of availability of 1981/82
Marine Mammal Annual Report.

SUMMARY: On June 21, 1982, the
Secretary of Commerce sent to the
Congress the annual report on the
administration of the Marine Mammal
Protection Act of 1972 as required by
Section 103(f) of the Act. This report
covers the period April 1, 1981 to March
31, 1982. The Assistant Administrator
for Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries
Service, informs the public that the
report is available and that any
interested individual may obtain a copy
by requesting it from the Service.

ADDRESS: A copy may be obtained from
the Office of Marine Mammals and
Endangered Species, National Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Washington, D.C, 20235.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Margaret C. Lorenz, Editor, Office of
Marine Mammals and Endangered
Species, National Marine Fisheries
Service, U.S. Department of Commerce,
Washington, D.C. 20235, (202) 634-7529.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972
assigns responsibility for marine
mammals of the Order Cetacea (whales
and dolphins) and the Suborder
Pinnipedia (seals and sea lions), except
walrus, to the Department of Commerce.
Under authority delegated to it, the
National Marine Fisheries Service
carries out those responsibilities. The
annual report reviews the Service's
marine mammals related activities.

This report reviews the 1981
amendments to the Act, the permit
program for scientific research and
public display of marine mammals and
the incidental take of these animals in
commerical fisheries, the marine
mammal stranding networks,
international activities, legal actions,
and enforcement of the Act. It includes a
discussion of the management and
research programs for bowhead whales,
humpback whales, north Atlantic
whales and dolphins, bottlenose
dolphins, Dall's porpoise, porpoises

involved in the tuna purse-seine fishery,
and seals and sea lions in Hawaii, the
Channel Islands National Park,
California, the Pribilof Islands, Alaska,
and the north Atlantic area. Estimated
population numbers of pinnipeds and
cetaceans of interest to the United
States appear in the appendix.

Dated: July 6, 1982.
Richard B. Roe,
Acting Director, Office of Marine Mammals
and Endangered Species, National Marine
Fisheries Service.
[FR Doc. 82-18752 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M

[Document No. 2702-118]

Northern Anchovy Fishery

AGENCY: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of preliminary
specifications.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
preliminary determination of estimated
spawning biomass and optimum yield
for the northern anchovy (Engraulis
mordax) fishery in the fishery
conservation zone for the 1982-83
fishing season. The optimum yield has
been determined by application of the
formula in the fishery management plan
for the northern anchovy fishery. A final
determination will be announced on or
about August 1, 1982,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. Alan W. Ford, Regional Director,

Southwest Region, National Marine
Fisheries Service, 300 South Ferry Street,
Terminal Island, California 90731;
telephone 213-548-2575.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In
consultation with the California
Department of Fish and Game and
Southwest Fisheries Center, National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the
Regional Director, Southwest Region,
NMEFS (Regional Director), has made a
preliminary determination that the
spawning biomass of the central
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subpopulation of northern anchovy is
estimated to be 2,060,000 short tons. This
preliminary determination is based on
Administrative Report Number L]-82-16,
Southwest Fisheries Center, NMFS. The
report is currently under review. It
documents the method used to estimate
the 1982 spawning biomass of the
central subpopulation of northern
anchovies. The biomass estimate is
based on an egg production estimate.
This method of biomass estimation has
been calibrated to the larva census
measure used each year since
implementation of the fishery
management plan for the northern
anchovy fishery (FMP) and provides the
historical data series for establishing
annual harvest quotas.

Applying the formula in the FMP to
calculate optimum yield (OY), the
Regional Director has made a
preliminary determination for the 1982~
83 fishing season that: (1) The OY is
247,000 short tons, (2) the domestic
annual harvest capacity is 247,000 short
tons, and (3) the total allowable level of
foreign fishing is zero.

This preliminary determination has
been made in consultation with the
Pacific Fishery Management Council
(Council) as specified in the FMP. A
summary of the information on which
the estimates are based has been
provided to the Council. A final
determination of OY and harvest quotas
will be announced on or about August 1,
1982.

Dated: July 7, 1982.

Robert K. Crowell,

Deputy Executive Director, National Marine
Fisheries Service,

|FR Doc. 82-18740 Filed 7-7-82; 4:13 pm]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

New Orleans Commodity Exchange:
Proposed Amendments Relating to the
Soybean Futures Contract

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of availability of
proposed contract market rule changes.

SUMMARY: The New Orleans Commodity
Exchange has submitted a proposal to
amend its soybean futures contract.
These amendments substantially revise
the terms and conditions of the contract.
The Commodity Futures Trading
Commission (“Commission”) has
determined that the proposal is of major
economic significance and that,
accordingly, publication of the proposal

is in the public interest, will assist the
Commission in considering the views of
interested persons, and is consistent
with the purposes of the Commodity
Exchange Act.

DATE: Comments must be received on or
before August 11, 1982.

ADDRESS: Interested persons should
submit their views and comments to
Jane K. Stuckey, Secretary, Commodity
Futures Trading Commission, 2033 K
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20581.

Reference should be made to the New
Orleans Commodity Exchange, Chapter
13.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nicholas Memoli, Division of Economics
and Education, Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, 2033 K Street,
NW., Washington, D.C. 20581, (202) 254~
6990, :
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: By letter
dated May 7, 1982, the New Orleans
Commodity Exchange (“NOCE" or
“EXCHANGE") submitted proposed
amendments to Chapter 13 of its
soybean contract for Commission
approval, pursuant to Section 5a(12) of
the Commodity Exchange Act, as
amended (the “Act"). The NOCE
proposal substantially revises the terms
and conditions of the contract. The
amendments would change the contract
specifications from No. 1 yellow
soybeans to No. 2 or better; reduce the
delivery area from that portion of the
Mississippi River between Myrtle
Grove, Louisiana and Memphis,
Tennessee, to that portion of the river
between Myrtle Grove and Baton Rouge,
Louisiana; change the delivery
instrument from a warehouse receipt to
a shipping certificate; change the pricing
basis from CIF a regular warehouse to
FOB the buyer's vessel; and reduce the
number of days without price limits
from every day during the delivery
month to the last day of the delivery
month. The proposed rules are intended
to adjust the soybean contract to
commercial practices in the export grain
market. The proposed amendments
would be applied to newly listed
contracts immediately after Commission
approval. Currently, no contracts are
listed for trading, and none will be listed
pending Commission approval of the
proposed amendments.

In accordance with Section 5a(12) of
the Commodity Exchange Act, 7 U.S.C.
7a(12) (Supp. IV 1980), the Commission
has determined that the proposal
submitted by the NOCE concerning its
soybean futures contract is of major
economic significance. Accordingly, the
NOCE's proposed Chapter 13 will be
available for inspection at the Office of
the Secretariat, Commodity Futures

Trading Commission, 2033 K Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20581. Copies
can be obtained through the Office of
the Secretariat by mail at the above
address or by phone at (202) 254-6314.

Other materials submitted by the
NOCE in support of the proposed rules
may be available upon request pursuant
to the Freedom of Information Act (5
U.S.C. 552) and the Commission's
regulations thereunder (17 CFR Part 145
(1881)). Requests for copies of such
materials should be made to the FOIA,
Privacy and Sunshine Acts Compliance
Staff of the Office of the Secretariat at
the Commission's headquarters in
accordance with 17 CFR 145.7 and 145.8.

Any person interested in submitting
written data, views or arguments on the
proposed amendments should send such
comments to Jane K. Stuckey, Secretary,
Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, 2033 K Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20581, by August 11,
1982. Such comment letters will be
publicly available except to the extent
they are entitled to confidential
treatment as set forth in 17 CFR 145.5
and 145.9.

Issued in Washington, D.C., on July 2, 1952.
Jane K. Stuckey,
Secretary of the Commission.
[FR Doc. 82-18719 Filed 7-9-82; 6:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY

Synopsis of Comments on Federal
Agency Implementation of CEQ’s
NEPA Regulations and Public Meeting

AGENCY: Council on Environmental
Quality, Executive Office of the
President.

ACTION: Notice.

summARY: The Council on
Environmental Quality announces a
public meeting on issues brought to light
as a result of a request for public
comment on Federal agency
implementation of CEQ's NEPA
regulations (40 CFR Part 1500 et. seq.). A
synopsis of the comments received by
the Council is available upon request.

ADDRESS: In order to participate or
receive a copy of the synopsis contact:
General Counsel, Council on
Environmental Quality, 722 Jackson
Place, N.W., Washington, D.C 20006.
DATES: Requests to participate should
be received by August 5, 1982; the
meeting will take place at 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday, August 12, 1982, First Floor
Conference Room, 722 Jackson Place.
N.W., Washington, D.C.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy Nord, General Counsel, Council
on Environmental Quality, 722 Jackson
Place, N.W., Washington, D.C. 200086,
(202) 395-5754.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: Since the
creation of-the Council on
Environmental Quality in 1970 by the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), CEQ has been responsible for
overseeing federal efforts to comply
with NEPA. Shortly after its creation,
the Council issued guidelines to the
federal agencies for the preparation of
environmental impact statements (EIS's)
required under NEPA. In 1978, these
guidelines were changed to regulations.
Under these regulations, federal
agencies must adopt implementing
procedures after consultation with CEQ
(see 40 CFR 1507.3). The Council's
regulations and agency procedures
issued pursuant thereto were designed
to make the NEPA process more useful
to decisionmakers and the public,
reduce paperwork and delay, and
establish procedures for referrals in case
of interagency conflicts.

On August 14, 1981, the Council
solicited comments from the public on

.how the federal agencies were
implementing the CEQ regulations (46
FR 41131, 1981), The solicitation resulted
in 142 comments with comments coming
from both the public and private sectors.

The Council has now synopsized the
comments and will mail a copy of the
synopsis to all persons who responded
to the August 14, 1981, solicitation. Any
one else wishing to receive a copy of the
synopsis can do so by contacting
General Counsel, Council on
Environmental Quality, 722 Jackson
Place, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006,
(202) 395-5754.

The comments received indicate that
guidance from the Council, pursuant to
40 CFR 1506.7, is appropriate.
Specifically, the Council is considering
issuing guidance on the following issues:

—Proper management of the scoping
process.

_ —Appropriate analysis of alternatives
in permitting situations as opposed to
Situations in which the agency is
undertaking activity at its own initiative,

—Agency adoption of analysis done
by other Federal and State agencies.

—Proper use of tiering to reduce
fepetitious analyses in environmental
documents.

—The circumstances in which an
dgency may charge an applicant for EIS
preparation,

Guidance in other areas may be
d"\'010ped.as determined appropriate by
the Council,

So that the Council may benefit from
the views of interested members of the

public, the Council will be holding a
public meeting on August 12, 1982 at 9:30
a.m. in the CEQ Conference Room, 722
Jackson Place, N.W., Washington, D.C.
At this time the Council will hear the

. views of any intrested person who

wishes to comment on the issues set out
in the previous paragraph. The Council
is requesting that oral presentations be
limited to seven minutes and an outline
of remarks be given to the CEQ General
Counsel's office at least seven days
before the meeting.

Nancy Nord,

General Counsel.

[FR Doc. B2-18821 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 3125-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Air Force

Air Force Institute of Technology
Subcommittee of the Air University
Board of Visitors; Meeting

June 28, 1982.

The Air Force Institute of Technology
Subcommittee of the Air University
Board of Visitors will hold an open
meeting at 1 p.m. on August 11, 1982, in
Room 2004 (10 seats available), Building
125, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base,
Ohio,

The purpose of the meeting is to give
the subcommittee the opportunity to
present to the Commandant, Air Force
Institute of Technology, a report of
findings and recommendations
concerning the Institute's educational
programs. The findings of the
subcommittee will also be reported to
the Commander, Air University, at the
next regularly scheduled meeting of the
Air University Board of Visitors.

For further information on this
meeting, contact Captain Peter Macchia,
Chief, Academic Development,
Directorate of Educational Plans and
Operations, Air Force Institute of
Technology, (513) 255-5760 or 3791.
Darwin W. Berg,

Alternate Air Force Federal Register Liaison
Officer.

[FR Doc. 82-18729 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 3910-01-M

Department of the Army

Performance Review Boards

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DOD.
ACTION: NOTICE.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of the
name of additional members of the
DARCOM and Consolidated Command

Performance Review Boards for the
Department of Army for 1982.

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 8, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Carol D, Smith, Senior Executive Service
Office, Directorate of Civilian Personnel,
Headquarters, Department of the Army,
the Pentagon, Washington, DC 20310,
(202) 697-2204.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
4314(c)(1) through (5) of Title 5 U.S.C.,
requires each agency to establish, in
accordance with regulations prescribed
by the Office of Personnel Management,
one or more performance review boards.
The boards shall review and evaluate
the initial appraisal of senior executive's
performance by the supervisor and
make recommendations to the
appointing authority or rating official
relative to the performance of the senior
executives. Each board's review and
recommendation will include only those
senior executive's appraisals from their
respective commands or activities, A
consolidated board has been
established for those commands who do
not have enough senior executives to
warrant the establishment of separate
boards. Publication of this notice
corrects the notice published in 47 CFR
120, dated June 22, 1982, page 26884, to
account for additions and deletions to
the membership of those boards
previously published.

The additional member of the
Performance Review Board for the
Consolidated Commands is:

(Major General Charles C. Rogers, Deputy
Chief of Staff for Personnel, USAREUR.

The additional member of the
Performance Review Board for the US
Army Material Development and
Readiness Command is:

Mr. Leon Kniaz, Deputy Director for
Personnel, Training and Force
Development, HQ US Army Material
Development and Readiness Command.

John O. Roach, 11,

Army Liaison Officer With the Federal

Register.

[FR Doc. 82-18920 Filed 7-9-82: 9:23 am]

BILLING CODE 3710-08-M

Department of the Navy

Government-owned Inventions;
Availability for Licensing

The inventions listed below are
owned by the U.S. Government and are
in the custody of the Department of the
Navy. They are available for domestic
and, possibly, foreign licensing.

Copies of patents cited are available
from the Commissioner of Patents and
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Trademarks, Washington, D.C. 20231, for
$.50 each. Requests for copies of patents
must include the patent number.

Copies of patent applications cited are
available from the National Technical
Information Service (NTIS), Springfield,
Virginia 22161, for $5.00 each ($10.00
outside North American Continent).
Requests for copies of patent applictions
must include the patent application
serial number. Claims are deleted from’
patent application copies sold to avoid
premature disclosure.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dr. A. C. Williams, Staff Patent Adviser,
Office of Naval Research (Code 305),
Ballston Tower No. 1, 800 North Quincy
Street, Arlington, Virginia 22217,
Telephone No. 202-696-4005.

List of Patents

1. Patent 3,382,678: Gas Turbine Cycle
Providing a High Pressure Efflux. Filed
July 12, 1968, patented May 14, 1968.

2. Patent 4,187,570: Ship Escape and
Survival System. Filed February 17,
1978, patented February 12, 1980.

3. Patent 4,209,766: Transducer. Filed
September 15, 1964, patented June 24,
1980.

4, Patent 4,215,428: Time Ratio
Controlled Inverter. Filed March 3, 1971,
patented July 29, 1980.

5. Patent 4,215,631: Sealed Pyrotechnic
Delay. Filed February 25, 1971, patented
August 5, 1980.

6. Patent 4,219,871: High Intensity
Navigation Light. Filed May 22, 1978,
patented August 26, 1980.

7. Patent 4,221,417: Line Release
System. Filed August 19, 1976, patented
September 9, 1980.

8. Patent 4,224,546: Purification of
Liquid Metal Current Collectors. Filed
May 24, 1980, patented September 23,
1980.

9. Patent 4,226,624: Solubilization of
Hexavalent Chromium Compounds in
Organic Materials. Filed August 28, 1977,
patented October 7, 1978.

10. Patent 4,228,395: Feature
Recognition System. Filed January 6,
1969, patented October 14, 1980.

11, Patent 4,235,679: High Performance
Solar Still. Filed January 15, 1979,
patented November 25, 1980.

12. Patent 4,238,746: Adaptive Line
Enhancer. Filed March 20, 1978,
patented December 9, 1980,

13. Patent 4,241,623: Vertical Drive
Mechanism for a Cutting Apparatus.
Filed May 6, 1979, patented December
30, 1980.

14. Patent 4,242,732: Commutating
Narrowband Filter. Filed February 5,
1979, patented December 30, 1980.

15. Patent 4,243,300: Large Aperture
Phased Element Modulator/Antenna.

Filed December 19, 1978, patented
January 6, 1980.

16. Patent 4,243,992: Method and
Apparatus for Fabricating a Wideband
Whip Antenna. Filed April 16, 1979,
patented January 6, 1981.

17. Patent 4,244,037: Two Dimensional
Imaging Using Surface Wave Acoustic
Devices. Filed May 5, 1979, patented
January 6, 1981.

18. Patent 4,245,111: Method of
Preparing Prostaglandin B Derivatives.
Filed April 2, 1979, patented January 13,
1981.

19. Patent 4,245,321: Rotating Raster
Generator. Filed February 16, 1979,
patented January 13, 1981.

20. Patent 4,245,333: Beamforming
Utilizing a Surface Acoustic Wave
Device. Filed May 21, 1979, patented
January 13, 1981.

21. Patent 4,248,314: Fail-Safe Optical
Repeater-Amplifier Assembly for Fiber
Optic Systems. Filed May 3, 1978,
patented January 20, 1981.

22. Patent 4,246,472: Controlled Store
Separation System. Filed December 18,
1978, patented January 20, 1981.

23. Patent 4,246,845: AC Initiation
System. Filed December 22, 1978,
patented January 27; 1981.

24. Patent 4,247,064: Limb Retention
System. Filed June 6, 1979, patented
January 27, 1981.

25. Patent 4,247,143: Payload Release
Mechanism. Filed April 26, 1979,
patented January 27, 1981,

26, Patent 4,249,670: Quick Disconnect
Cap Having Pressure Venting Means.
Filed November 13, 1979, patented
February 10, 1981.

27. Patent 4,252,580: Method of
Producing a Microwave InP/SiO
Insulated Gate Field Effect Transistor.
Filed April 21, 1979, patented February
24, 1981.

28. Patent 4,253,230: Silicon Barrier
Josephson Junction Configuration, Filed
February 8, 1979, patented March 3,
1981.

29, Patent 4,253,547: Portable
Personnel Platform and Ladder. Filed
March 28, 1979, patented March 3, 1981.

30. Patent 4,253,628: Automatic
Parachute Release System. Filed
November 6, 1979, patented March 3,
1981.

31, Patent 4,254,327: Pulse Generator
Having Selectable Pulse Width and
Pulse Repetition Interval. Filed May 17,
1979, patented March 3, 1981.

32. Patent 4,254,357: Multi-Arrayed
Micro-Patch Emitter With Integral
Control Grid. Filed September 14, 1979,
patented March 3, 1981.

33. Pdtent 4,254,414: Processor-Aided
Fire Detector. Filed March 22, 1979,
patented March 3, 1981.

34, Patent 4,254,417: Beamformer for
Arrays with Rotational Symmetry. Filed
August 20, 1979, patented March 3, 1981.

35. Patent 4,255,302: Resin System for
Filament Winding of Pressure Vessels.
Filed November 15, 1979, patented
March 10, 1981.

36. Patent 4,255,615: Dielectric Corona
Rings. Filed September 24, 1979,
patented March 10, 1981.

37. Patent 4,255,653: Overlay Data
Entry Device for Automated Data
Systems. Filed Janunary 28, 1980,
patented March 10, 1981.

38. Patent 4,256,965: High Energy
Fluoroscopic Screen. Filed January 15,
1979, patented March 17, 1981.

39. Patent 4,257,007: Active High-
Power Bandpass Filter. Filed April 4,
1979, patented March 17, 1981,

40. Patent 4,257,082: Magnetic Flip-
Flop for Hydrophone Preamplifier. Filed
November 16, 1979, patented March 17,
1082, © =

41. Patent 4,258,336: Pulsed Ring Laser
Fiber Gyro. Filed July 20, 1979, patented
March 24, 1981.

42, Patent 4,258,436: Multichannel Rf
Signal Generator. Filed August 1, 1979,
patented March 24, 1981,

43, Patent 4,258,815: Ambulator Drive
Mechanism. Filed January 28, 1979,
patented March 31, 1981.

44, Patent 4,258,888: Quick Releasing
High Strength Connector. Filed July 24,
1979, patented March 31, 1981.

45. Patent 4,259,471: Polyphenylether-
Bridged Polyphthalocyanine. Filed May
24, 1979, patented March 31, 1981.

46. Patent 4,259,576: An Anti-Blooming
Shield for Two-Dimensional Charge-
Injection Devices. Filed August 8, 1979,
patented March 31, 1981.

47. Patent 4,259,577: Method and
Means for Predicting Contents of
Container. Filed May 4, 1980, patented
March 31, 1981.

48, Patent 4,259,726: Diode Array
Convolver. Filed November 3, 1978,
patented March 31, 1981.

49. Patent 4,259,744: Signal Generator.
Filed August 27, 1979, patented March
31, 1981.

50. Patent 4,259,747: Protective
Communications Helmet. Filed June 27,
1979, patented April 7, 1981.

51. Patent 4,260,964: Printed Circuit
Waveguide to Microstrip Transition.
Filed May 7, 1979, patented April 7, 1981.

52. Patent 4,261,284: Sea Hunt System.
Filed August 13, 1979, patented April 14.
1981.

53. Patent 4,261,644: Method and
Article of Manufacturing an Optical
Fiber Connector: Filed November 30,
1978, patented April 14, 1981.

54, Patent 4,262,267: Performance of
Metal Dihalide Dissociation Lasers by
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Changed Buffer Gas Composition. Filed
August 27, 1979, patented April 14, 1981.

55. Patent 4,262,956: lon-Implanted
Multiplayer Optical Interference Filter.
Filed September 25, 1978, patented April
14, 1981.

56. Patent 4,263,064: Method of Liquid
Phase Epitaxial Growth. Filed February
19, 1981, patented April 12, 1981,

57. Patent 4,263,560: A Log-
Exponential AGC Circuit. Filed June 6,
1974, patented April 21, 1981,

58. Patent 4,264,362: Supercorroding
Galvanic Cell Alloys for Generation of
Heat and Gas. Filed August 13, 1979,
patented April 28, 1981.

59. Patent 4,266,113: Dismountable
Inductively-Coupled Plasma Torch
Apparatus. Filed July 2, 1979, patented
May 5, 1981.

60. Patent 4,266,601: Heat Exchanger
for Contaminated Water. Filed
September 13, 1979, patented May 12,
1981.

61. Patent 4,266,889: System for
Placing Freshly Mixed Concrete on the
Seafloor. Filed November 23, 1979,
patented May 12, 1981.

62. Patent 4,267,014: Semiconductor
Encapsulant for Annealing Ion-
Implanted GaAs. Filed February 29,
1980, patented May 12, 1981.

63. Patent 4,267,600: Modulation
Monitoring Apparatus. Filed December
6, 1979, patented May 12, 1981.

64. Patent 4,268,105: Transient
Suppression Connector, Filed October 9,
1979, patented May 19, 1981.

65. Patent 4,268,844: Insulated Gate
Field-Effect Transistor. Filed December
31, 1979, patented May 19, 1981.

66. Patent 4,268,930: Inflatable Mini
Boat. Filed July 1, 1977, patented May 26,
1981,

67. Patent 4,270,025: Sampled Speech
Compression System. Filed April 9, 1979,
patented May 26, 1981.

68. Patent 4,270,142: Adaptive Slant
Range Compensator for a Remote
Optical Mapping System. Filed
?gecember 18, 1978, patented May 26,

81,

69. Patent 4,271,584: Method of
Attaching Lead Chip to a Header. Filed
December 4, 1978, patented June 9, 1981.

70. Patent 4,272,835: Master Buoy
System for Acoustic Array Deployment,
Using Underwater Glide Bodies
Remotely Launched from a Submerged
i’géil Filed May 23, 1977, patented June 9,

71. Patent 4,273,739: Method of
De_forming Thermoplastic Polymers
Using Ammonia as a Reversible <
Plasticizer. Filed July 12, 1979, patented
June 16, 1981.

_72. Patent 4,273,999: Equi-Visibility
Lighting Control System. Filed January
18, 1980, patented June 18, 1981.

73, Patent 4,274,055: Synthesized
Sinusoid Generator. Filed March 16,
1979, patented June 16, 1981.

74. Patent 4,274,353: Acoustic Imaging
System for Wire Guided Torpede. Filed
December 22, 1967, patented June 23,
1981.

75. Patent 4,275,421: Led Controller.
Filed February 26, 1979, patented June
23, 1981.

76. Patent 4,276,518; Optical
Oscillator. Filed May 1, 1978, patented
June 30, 1981.

77. Patent 4,276,580: Ccd Analog and
Digital Correlators, Filed January 8,
1979, patented May 13, 1981.

78. Patent 4,276,623: Underwater
Audio-Intercommunication System.
Filed October 17, 1979, patented June 30,
1981.

79. Patent 4,276,958: Personnel Chain
Climber, Filed April 21, 1980, patented
July 7, 1981.

80. Patent 4,277,167: Depth Mapping
System. Filed August 25, 1976, patented
July 7, 1981.

81. Patent 4,278,710: Apparatus and
Method for Submicron Pattern
Generation. Filed August 27, 1979,
patented July 14, 1981.

82. Patent 4,278,898: Frequency
Comparator for Electronic Clocks. Filed
August 13, 1979, patented July 14, 1981.

83. Patent 4,278,914: Diamond
Supported Helix Assembly and Method.
Filed October 18, 1979, patented July 14,
1981.

84. Patent 4,279,469: Separable Fiber
Optic Cable Connector. Filed October 3,
1977, patented July 21, 1981.

85. Patent 4,280,097: Isolated Dc
Voltage Monitoring System. Filed July
14, 1980, patented July 21, 1981.

86. Patent 4,280,764: Phase-Conjugate
Interferometer. Filed February 21, 1980,
patented July 28, 1981.

87. Patent 4,281.517: Single Stage Twin
Piston Cryogenic Refrigerator. Filed
February 27, 1980, patented August 4,
1981, ;

88. Patent 4,281,540: Low Turbulence
Wind Tunnel Stilling Chamber: Filed
October 25, 1977, patented August 4,
1981,

89. Patent 4,282,436: Intense Jon Beam
Generation With an Inverse Reflex
Tetrode. (IRT). Filed June 4, 1980,
patented August 4, 1981.

90. Patent 4,282,458: Waveguide Mode
Coupler for Use with Gyrotron Travling-
Wave Amplifiers. Filed March 11, 1980,
patented August 4, 1981. )

91, Patent 4,282,499: Optically Tunable
Resonant Structure. Filed September 23,
1979, patented August 4, 1981.

92, Patent 4,282,579: Discrete Fourier
Transform System Using the Dual Chirp-
Z Transform. Filed October 22, 1978,
patented August 4, 1981.

93. Patent 4,282,585: Site Occupancy
Detector. Filed October 25, 1973,
patented August 4, 1981.

94. Patent 4,283,109: Pivotable Cable
Guard for Retaining Swingable-Movable
Cable. Filed September 19, 1979,
patented October 6, 1981.

95. Patent 4,283,144; Methods of Fiber
Interferometry Zero Fringe Shift
Referencing Using Passive Optival
Couplers. Filed April 16, 1979, patented
August 11, 1981.

96. Patent 4,283,461: Piezoelectric
Polymer Antifouling Coating. Filed May
31, 1979, patented August 11, 1981.

97. Patent 4,283,768: Signal General.
Filed April 30, 1979, patented August 11,
1981. ¥

98. Patent 4,283,781: In-Flight
Hydrophone Deployment System for
Underwater Vehicles. Filed January 21,
1980, patented August 11, 1981.

99. Patent 4,284,929: Ambulator
Control Circuitry. Filed October 27, 1978,
patented August 18, 1981.

100. Patent 4,284,962: Excimer-Pumped
Four Level Blue-Green Solid State Laser.
Filed July 11, 1979, patented August 18,
1981.

101, Patent 4,285,918: Regenerative Co,
Absorbent. Filed February 25, 1980,
patented August 25, 1981.

102. Patent 4,286,229: Waveguide
Structure for Selectively Coupling
Multiple Frequency Oscillators to an
Output Port. Filed November 26, 1979,
patented August 25, 1981.

103. Patent 4,286,328: Incoherent
Optical Ambiguity Function Generator.
Filed October 6, 1978, patented August
25, 1981.

104. Patent 4,286,468: Frustrated Total
Internal Reflection Fiber-Optical Small-
Motion Sensor for Hydrophone Use,
Filed September 4, 1979, patented
September 1, 1981.

105. Patent 4,286,469: Optical Fiber
Test Apparatus. Filed February 6, 1980,
patented September 1, 1981.

106. Patent 4,286,828: Offset-Pad
Bearing. Filed November 28, 1979,
patented September 1, 1981.

107. Patent 4,287,387: Teletypewriter
Loop Switch Matrix. Filed December 7,
1979, patented September 1, 1981,

108. Patent 4,287,519: Multi-Mode
Luneberg Lens Antenna. Filed April 4,
1980, patented September 1, 1981.

109. Patent 4,287,580: Miniaturized
Scan Within a Pulse Sonar. Filed
January 4, 1980, patented September 1,
1981.

110. Patent 4,288,049: Remote
Targeting System for Guided Missiles.
Filed January 19, 1971, patented
September 8, 1981.
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111. Patent 4,288,762: Wideband 180°
Hybrid Junctions. Filed April 11, 1980,
patented September 8, 1981.

112, Patent 4,288,795: Anastigmatic
Three-Dimensional Bootlace Lens. Filed
October 25, 1979, patented September 8,
1981.

113. Patent 4,289,380: Laser Beam
Linear Adjustable Integrating Mirror.
Filed March 4, 1980, patented September
15, 1981.

114, Patent 4,289,457: Combination Sea
Valve and Deballast Pump. Filed July 30,
1979, patented September 15, 1981.

115. Patent 4,289,964: Towed
Deployment of Acoustic Arrays, Filed
April 21, 1980, patented November 3,
1981.

116. Patent 4,290,123: Towed Array
Condition Appraisal System. Filed
March 3, 1880, patented September 15,
1981.

117. Patent 4,290,202: Method and
Apparatus for Detecting Subterranean
Anomalies by Generating Two Parallel
Magnetic Fields. Filed April 20, 1979,
patented September 15, 1981.

118. Patent 4,290,380: Connector
Receiver for Pontoon Causeways. Filed
October 16, 1978, patented September
22,1981.

119. Patent 4,290,382: Connector
Receiver for Pontoon Causeways. Filed
October 16, 1978, patented September
22, 1981,

120. Patent 4,290,697: Method to
Eliminate Fiber Interferometer
Reflections. Filed July 26, 1979, patented
September 22, 1981.

121. Patent 4,291,311: Dual Ground
Plane Microstrip Antennas. Filed August
28, 1979, patented September 22, 1981.

122. Patent 4,291,312: Dual Ground
Planar Coplanar Fed Microstrip
Antennas. Filed August 23, 1979,
patented September 22, 1981.

1123, Patent 4,291,338: Automatic
Exposure Control for Pulses Active TV
Systems. Filed April 29, 1980, patented
September 22, 1981.

124. Patent 4,291,396: Discrete
Amplitude Shading for Lobe-
Suppression in Discrete Array. Filed
January 24, 1980, patented September 22,
1981,

125. Patent 4,291,454: Rubber Boot
Expander. Filed September 4, 1979,
patented September 29, 1981.

126. Patent 4,291,932: Electrical
Connector Receptacle. Filed March 25,
1980, patented September 29, 1981.

127. Patent 4,291,939: Polarization-
Independent Optical Switches/
Modulators. Filed March 24, 1978,
patented September 29, 1981.

128. Patent 4,291,984: Optical
Amplification for the Fiber
Interferometer Gyro. Filed November 19,
1979, patented September 29, 1981.

129. Patent 4,293,220: Application of
Inductively Coupled Plasma Emission
Spectrometry to the Elemental Analysis
of Organic Compounds and to the
Determination of the Empirical Formulas
for these and Other Compounds. Filed
July 2, 1979, patented October 6, 1981.

130. Patent 4,293,794: Generation of
Intense, High-Energy Ion Pulses by
Magnetic Compression of Ion Beams.
Filed April 1, 1980, patented October 86,
1981,

131. Patent 4,293,904: Power
Frequency Converter. Filed November
21, 1979, patented October 6, 1981,

132. Patent 4,294,112 Closed Torque
Test Machine. Filed May 16, 1980,
patented October 13, 1981.

133. Patent 4,294,135: Turbomachine
Balance Correction System. Filed
January 12, 1979, patented October 13,
1981.

134. Patent 4,295,104: Laser Having
Simultaneous Ultraviolet and Visible
Wavelengths. Filed November 14, 1979,
patented October 13, 1981.

135. Patent 4,295,200: Automatic
Particle Analyzing System. File
November 2, 1979, patented October 13,
1981.

136. Patent 4,296,345: Flexible Loop
Slip Ring Brush. Filed July 14, 1980,
patented October 20, 1981.

137. Patent 4,297,887: High-Sensitivity,
Low-Noise, Remote Optical Fiber. Filed
February 19, 1980, patented November 3,
1981.

138. Patent 4,298,248; Pivotal Support
with Independent Adjusting Elements
and Locking Means. Filed May 16, 1980,
patented November 3, 1981.

139. Patent 4,298,403: Ion-Implanted
Evaporated Germanium Layers as N+
Contacts to GaAS. Filed February 28,
1980, patented November 3, 1981.

140. Patent 4,299,431: Underwater-
Mateable Electrical Connector. Filed
March 3, 1980, patented November 10,
1981.

141, Patent 4,299,447; Liquid Crystal
Fiber Optics Large Screen Display
Panel. Filed June 27, 1981, patented
November 10, 1981.

142. Patent 4,299,625: Niobium-Base
Alloy. Filed August 12, 1980, patented
November 10, 1981.

143, Patent 4,299,860: Surface
Hardening by Particle Injection Into
Laser Melted Surface. Filed September
8, 1980, patented November 10, 1981.

144. Patent 4,300,468: Position
Interlock System for Submarine Masts
and Closure. Filed March 24, 1980,
patented November 17, 1981.

145. Patent 4,300,930: Minimum
Dispersion at 1.55uM For Single-Mode
Step-Index Optical Fibers. Filed October
31, 1980, patented November 17, 1981.

146. Patent 4,301,426: Solid State Laser
and Material. Filed November 19, 1979,
patented November 17, 1981.

147. Patent 4,301,523: Measurement
and Compensation System for Beam
Forming Array. Filed June.8, 1980,
patented November 17, 1981,

148. Patent 4,301,708: Launch Tube
Closure. Filed July 25, 1979, patented
November 24, 1981,

149. Patent 4,301,983: High
Acceleration Protective Seat. Filed
October 28, 1979, patented November 4,
1981.

150. Patent 4,303,410: Light Burst
Activity Analyzer. Filed November 3,
1980, patented December 1, 1981.

151. Patent 4,304,189: Telescopic
Launch and Retrieval Chute. Filed
Ocotber 25, 1978, patented December 8,
1981.

152, Patent 4,305,280: Rainfall Intensity
Sensor, Filed February 1, 1980, patented
December 15, 1981.

153. Patent 4,305,284: Method and
Means for Indicating Fluid Level by
Fluid Pressure. Filed January 29, 1980,
patented December 15, 1981.

154. Patent 4,306,301: Wide Band
Frequency Shifter in Variable Amounts.
Filed July 14, 1964, patented December
15, 1981,

155, Patent 4,306,552: Plasticized Poly-
&-Caprolactone Film. Filed August 12,
1980, patented December 22, 1981.

156. Patent 4,307,160: Lithium-Thionyl
Chloride Battery with Niobium
Pentachloride Electrolyte. Filed
December 17, 1980, patented December
22,1981.

157. Patent 4,307,583: Fixture for
Aligning Shafts for Connection. Filed
May 16, 1980, patented December 29
,1981.

158. Patent 4,317,797: A Resin Purger.
Filed August 25, 1980, patented March 2,
1982,

List of Patent Applications

1. Patent application 128,593: An
Optimally Loaded Electrohydrodynamic
Power Generator. Filed March 4, 1980.

2. Patent application 131,341,: High
Velocity Exhaust Diffuser and Water
Baffle. Filed March 18, 1980.

3. Patent application 137,172: A
Multiple Scanivalve Control Device.
Filed March 28, 1980.

4. Patent application 144,707:
Apparatus for Vertically Stacking Flat
Weights. Filed April 25, 1980. '

5. Patent application 160,051: Blasting
Cap Container. Filed June 8, 1980.

6. Patent application 168,988: Time
Encoded Spatial Display. Filed July 14,
1980.
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7. Patent application 175,118:
Electronic Component Cooling. Filed
August 4, 1980.

8. Patent application 181,524: Cable
Connector. Filed August 26, 1980.

9. Patent application 184,513: Bi-Planar
Swirl Combustor, Filed September 5,
1980.

10. Patent application 187,672:
Improved Field-Effect Transistor. Filed
September 186, 1980.

11. Patent application 193,324: Cross
Reinforcement in a Graphite-Epoxy
Laminate. Filed October 2, 1980.

12. Patent application 194,168:
Adaptive Correlator. Filed October 8,
1980.

13. Patent application 200,728:
Frequency Generator with Digitally
Controlled Phase Modulation. Filed
October 27, 1980.

14. Patent application 201,669:
Multiple-Quantum Interference
Superconducting Analog-to-Digital
Converter. Filed October 27, 1980.

15. Patent application 203,006:
Lithium-6 Neutron Detector. Filed
November 3, 1980.

16. Patent application 203,086: Loss-of-
Phase-Lock Indicator Circuit Filed
October 31, 1980.

17. Patent application 206,424: Coil
Device for Underwater Magnetic
Testing. Filed November 13, 1980.

18. Patent application 208,596: Non-
Alloyed Heterojunction Ohmic Contacts.
Filed November 19, 1980.

19. Patent application 208,754: Tunnel
Wedge. Filed November 20, 1980

20. Patent application 211,011;
Multiplex System Tester. Filed
November 28, 1980.

21. Patent application 211,960:
Improved Radiation Resistant Projectile
Canister Liner. Filed December 1, 1980.

22. Patent application 211,981:
?nubber Assembly. Filed December 1,

980.

23. Patent application 214,545: Flush
Mounted Low Impedence Grounding
Cone. Filed December 9, 1980.

24. Patent application 216,357: Direct
Image Conversion Display System. Filed
December 15, 1980.

25. Patent application 216,722 Rotary
Latch. Filed December 15, 1980,

26. Patent application 221,964:
Switching Regulated Power Supply.
Filed January 2, 1981.

27. Patent application 222,114
Spherical Segment Insertion Apparatus,
Filed January 2, 1981,

28. Patent application 223,635
Magnetostrictive Optical Fiber Cable
and Magnetic Field Detector and
Method Thereof. Filed January 12, 1981,

29. Patent application 224,775: Ball

Bearing Assemb] i i
13, 198%. embly Device. Filed January

30. Patent application 225,182;
Insulated Fiber Brush. Filed April 17,
1981,

31. Patent application 225,883: Height
Adjustable Cargo Container Locking
Mechanism. Filed January 19, 1981._

32. Patent application 226,668: Electro-
Ceramic Stack. Filed January 21, 1981.

33. Patent application 226,980:
Computer Generated Hologram Mask.
Filed January 21, 1981.

34. Patent application 227,285: Carbon
Dioxide Absorbent Canister with
Breathing Gas Temperature and Flow
Control. Filed January 22, 1981.

35. Patent application 228,425:
Annealing of lon-Implanted GaAs and
InP Semiconductors. Filed January 26,
1981.

36. Patent application 228,428: Multi-
Band Single-Feed Microstrip Antenna
System. Filed January 26, 1981.

37. Patent application 228,429:
Microstrip Backfire Antenna. Filed
January 26, 1981.

38. Patent application 230,246: An
Optical Lithographic Technique for
Fabricating Submicro-Sized Josephson
Microbridges. Filed February 2, 1981.

39. Patent application 230,850:
Photoelectrochromic Display Device.
Filed February 2, 1981.

40. Patent application 230,955:
Integrated Dual Taper Waveguide
Expansion Joint. Filed February 3, 1981.

41, Patent application 231,636:
Coherent Anti-Stokes Raman Device.
Filed February 4, 1981.

42, Patent application 234,059:
Sunsubsatcom. Filed February 12, 1981.
43. Patent application 235,213: Least
Squares Adaptive Lattice Equalizer.

Filed February 17, 1981.

44. Patent application 235,287:
Rotating Electric Machine Having a
Toroidal Wound Motor Winding. Filed
February 17, 1981.

45, Patent application 236,404: Electro-
Pneumatic Hydraulic System Complex.
Filed February 20, 1981,

46, Patent application 236,474: Solid
State Commutator Switch. Filed
February 20, 1981,

47, Patent application 236,476:
Underwater Vehicle Porting System.
Filed February 20, 1981.

48. Patent application 236,478:
Variable Speed Reducing and Torque
Transmitting System. Filed February 20,
1981.

49. Patent application 236,948: 360°
Closed Circuit Television System. Filed
February 23, 1981.

50. Patent application 237,838:
Fluorinated Diacrylic Esters and
Polymers Therefrom. Filed February 25,
1981.

51. Patent application 239,253:
Ultimate Low-Loss Electro-Optical
Cable. Filed March 2, 1981.

52. Patent application 239,254: Balloon
Collector/Director Sunsubsatcom
Concept. Filed March 2, 1981,

53. Patent application 241,289: Optical
Fiber Magnetic Field Sensor. Filed
March 6, 1981.

54, Patent application 241,290: Fiber
Optic Magnetic Field Sensor. Filed
March 6, 1981,

55. Patent application 241,307: Dual-
Gate Deep-Depletion Technique for
Generation-Lifetime Measurement. Filed
March 9, 1981,

56. Patent application 241,309: Electro-
Optical Modulator for an Electro-Optical
Modulated Laser. Filed March 6, 1981.

57. Patent application 242,086: Flush
Mountable Plasma Density Profile Probe
Device. Filed March 9, 1981.

58. Patent application 242,199: Shock
Simulator. Filed March 10, 1981.

59. Patent application 243,416: A
Waveplate for Correcting Thermally
Induced Stress Birefringence in Solid
State Lasers. Filed March 13, 1981,

60. Patent application 244,175: Feed-
Forwarded Amplifier. Filed March 16,
1981.

61. Patent application 244,380: Delay
Cartridge With Temperature
Programmed Flash. Filed March 16, 1981.

62. Patent application 244,463: A
Safety Mooring Line. Filed March 186,
1981.

63. Patent application 244,947: Free
Electron and Cyclotron Resonance
Distributed Feedback Lasers and
Masers. Filed March 18, 1981.

64. Patent application 245,485:
Anamorphic System for Redundancy in
Coherent Fiber Optic Bundle
Transmission. Filed March 19, 1981.

65. Patent application 246,350: Power
for High Energy Lasers. Filed March 23,
1981.

66. Patent application 246,529:
Electrochemical Deoxygenation for
Liquid Phase Epitaxial Growth. Filed
March 19, 1981.

67. Patent application 246,781:
Emergency Lighting Unit. Filed March
23, 1981.

68. Patent application 246,840:
Niobium Tunnel Junctions and Its
Fabrication by Reactive Ion Beam
Oxidation. Filed March 23, 1981.

69. Patent application 247,420: Intense
Pulsed lIon Beams Driven Tokamak.
Filed March 25, 1981.

70. Patent application 248,932: Booster
for Missile Fuze. Filed March 30, 1981.

71. Patent application 249,574: Spring
Safety Retainer. Filed March 30, 1981.

72. Patent application 250,450:
Conversion Between Magnetic Energy
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and Mechanical Energy. Filed April 2,
1981.

73. Patent application 250,978:
Programmable Fuze. Filed April 3, 1981.

74. Patent application 250,997:
Separation of Carbon Isotopes. Filed
April 3, 1981.

75. Patent application 250,998:
Separation of Hydrogen Isotopes. Filed
April 3, 1981.

76. Patent application 251,617: Aircraft
Self-Protection Radar. Filed April 27,
1981.

77. Patent application 251,806:
Radiosonde. Filed April 7, 1981.

78. Patent application 252,107: A Non-
Hazardous Ship Mooring System. Filed
April 8, 1981,

79. Patent application 252,712:
Synthesis of Hydrocarbon Scluble
Vanadium Catalyst. Filed April 9, 1981.

80. Patent application 252,725: Diving
Suit with Neck and Wrist Seals. Filed
April 10, 1981.

81. Patent application 253,417: Laser
Beam Steering Device. Filed April 13,
1981.

82. Patent application 253,622: Triple
Minimum Dispersion Wavelengths for a
High Na Single-Mode Step-Index Fiber.
Filed April 13, 1981.

83. Patent application 254,311:
Efficient Low-Sidelobe Pulse
Compression, Filed April 15, 1981.

84. Patent application 254,576:
Internally Electrode Ceramic
Piezoelectric Transformer. Filed April
16, 1981.

85. Patent application 254,706: New
Microwave Dissociation Source, Filed
April 16, 1981.

86. Patent application 254,809: A Self-
Deploying Buoy System. Filed April 16,
1981.

87. Patent application 255,081: Gold
Based Electrical Contact Materials and
Method Therefor. Filed April 17, 1981.

88. Patent application 255,122:
Calibrating Device for Ionizing
Radiation Dosimeters. Filed April 17,
1981.

89. Patent application 255,621: An N-
Way Summing Network
Characterization System. Filed April 20,
1981.

90. Patent application 256,230: 1,9-
Diazido-2,4,6,8-Tetranitro-2,4,6,8-
Tetrazanonane. Filed April 21, 1981.

91. Patent application 256,289:
Pressure Insensitive Optical Fiber. Filed
April 22, 1981.

92, Patent application 256,327: Test
Apparatus for Fluid Level Control
Valves. Filed April 22, 1981.

93. Patent application 256,330:
Electrical Connection. Filed April 22,
1981.

94, Patent application 256,355:
Composite Video Signal Separator. Filed
April 22, 1981.

95. Patent application 256,750:
Apparatus and Method for Quantitative
Nondestructive Wire Testing. Filed May
23, 1981.

96. Patent application 256,868: Low
Power Driver for Flux Gate
Magnetometer. Filed April 24, 1981.

97. Patent application 257,028:
Selected Photoinduced Condensation
Technique for Producing
Semiconducting Compounds. Filed April
24, 1981.

98. Patent application 257,302: In-Situ
Leach Rate Measuring System. Filed
April 24, 1981.

99. Patent application 258,084
Waveguide Coupler Using Three or
More Wave Modes. Filed April 27, 1981.

100. Patent application 258,122:
Deepwater Propellant Embedded
Anchor Having Emergency Release
Mechanism. Filed April 27, 1981.

101. Patent application 258,128:
Deepwater Propellant Embedded
Anchor Having Emergency Release
Mechanism. Filed April 27, 1981.

102. Patent application 258,134: Gold
Based Material for Electrical Contact
Materials. Filed April 27, 1981.

103. Patent application 258,157: Gold
Based Electrical Contact Materials.
Filed April 27, 1981.

104. Patent application 258,345:
Recessed Interdigital Integrated
Capacitor and Method Therefor. Filed
April 28, 1981.

105. Patent application 258,346: Radar
Clutter Reduction by Use of Frequency-
Diverse, Wideband Pulse-Compression
Waveforms. Filed April 28, 1981.

106. Patent application 258,704:
Transmission Line Biased Coherent
Array of Josephson Oscillators. Filed
April 29, 1981.

107. Patent application 258,705:
Coherent Array of Josephson Oscillators
with External Bias Lead. Filed April 24,
1981.

108. Patent application 258,829: Gold
Based Electrical Materials. Filed April
29, 1981.

109. Patent application 258,838:

Polymer Packaged Cell in a Sack. Filed

April 29, 1981.

110. Patent application 258,988: A
Method for Deployment of a Towed
Array from a Swath Ship. Filed April 30,
1981.

111. Patent application 259,786: A
Method and Apparatus for Precise
Measurement of Long-Term Stability of
Photodetectors. Filed April 29, 1981.

112. Patent application 260,629: Phase
Demodulator. Filed May 5, 1981.

113. Patent application 261,341:
Optical Transmitter/Receiver Apparatus

Sharing Common Optics. Filed May 7,
1981.

114. Patent application 262,152: Circuit
for Calculating the Position of the Eye.
Filed May 11, 1981.

115. Patent application 262,153:
Helmet Mounted Eye Tracker Using a
Position Sensing Detector. Filed May 11,
1981,

116. Patent application 262,351:
Projectile Carrier for Liquid Propellant
Gun. Filed May 11, 1981.

117. Patent application 262,362:
Adaptive Quantizer for Acoustic Binary
Information Transmission. Filed May 11,
1981.

118. Patent application 262,658: Fiber-
Optic Radiation Detector and Read-
Time Radiation Dosimeter. Filed May
11, 1981.

119. Patent application 263,664:
Composite Superconductors. Filed May
14, 1981.

120. Patent application 265,129:
Passive Maser. Filed May 19, 1981.

121. Patent application 265,299: Light
Actuated Electroexplosive Device. Filed
May 20, 1981.

122. Patent application 265,475: Speed
Measuring Apparatus. Filed May 20,
1981.

123. Patent application 265,874: Lens
System for Panoramic Imagery. Filed
June 1, 1981.

124. Patent application 266,299: Hybrid
Coupled Microstrip Amplifier. Filed May
22, 1981.

125. Patent application 266,852:
Pseudo-Random Noise Generated
Target. Filed May 26, 1981.

126. Patent application 266,878
Process for Synthesizing Silylated
Polyalkenamers. Filed May 26, 1981,

127, Patent application 267,111: Olefin
Metathesis. Filed May 26, 1981.

128. Patent application 267,937:
Aswixs Remote Speaker and Handset
Set. Filed May 28, 1981.

129. Patent application 268,203:
Widerange Photomultiplier Circuit. Filed
May 29, 1981.

130. Patent application 268,601:
Compass Checker. Filed May 29, 1981.

131. Patent application 269,125 Digital
M of N Correlation Device Having
Increased Bit Rate. Filed June 1, 1981,

*132. Patent application 269,455
Analog to Digital Converter. Filed June
2, 1981,

133. Patent application 270,035: A
Solid-State Magnetometer. Filed July 9.
1981.

134. Patent applications 270,061:
Acoustic Envelope Having Minimal
Vibrating and Flow Induced Noises.
Filed June 3, 1981.
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135. Patent application 270,081: Low
Frequency Nonresonant Acoustic
Projector. Filed October 5, 1981.

136, Patent application 272,624:
Airspeed Display Scale with Integral
Trend Indication. Filed June 11, 1981.

137. Patent application 273,785:
Nighttime/Daytime Diffuse Attenuation
Coefficient Device for Seawater, Filed
June 15, 1981.

138. Patent application 273,825:
Anchor Holding Capacity Augmentation
System, Filed June 15, 1981.

139. Patent application 274,857: A
Three-Axis Current Meter. Filed June 18,
1981.

140. Patent application 274,958:
Nephelometer. Filed June 18, 1981.

141. Patent application 275,474:
Linearizing Circuit for a Voltage
Controlled Oscillator. Filed June 19,
1981.

142, Patent application 275,564: Serial
to Parallel Data Conversion Interface
Circuit. Filed June 22, 1981.

143. Patent application 276,099:
Collapsible Salvage Drum and Method.
Filed June 22, 1981.

144. Patent application 276,277: Data
Buffer Circuit. Filed June 22, 1981,

145, Patent application 276,416; Lift
Sling Emplacement Device. Filed June
22,1981.

146. Patent application 276,593:
Multiplexed Computer-Controlled
Protective System. Filed June 23, 1981.

147, Patent application 277,298: A/D
Dynamic Range Enhancing Technique.
Filed June 25, 1981.

148. Patent application 277,310:
Volumetric Positive Displacement
Mixer. Filed June 22, 1981.

149. Patent application 277,368: High
Pressure Mechanical Mixer for Epoxy
Compounds. Filed June 22, 1981.

150. Patent application 277,376:
Passive Optical, Rangefinder/Sextant
g%\;ing Search Capability. Filed June 25,

981,

151, Patent application 278,026:
gitl)té(]:!ric Delay Detonator, Filed June 29,

152. Patent application 278,294:
Method of Determining the Material
Composition of a Dielectrically Coated
il;fgar Target/Obstacle. Filed June 26,

153. Patent application 278,297
Percussion Primer for Cartridge
Actuated Devices. Filed June 24, 1981.

_154. Patent application 278,300: Long
Line Hydrophone. Filed June 24, 1981.

155. Patent application 279,644
Ultrasonic Loading of Extrudable Plastic
Bonded Explosives. Filed July 2, 1981.

136. Patent application 279,645:
Synthesis of Alkenols. Filed July 2, 1981.

157. Patent application 280,107;

Optical Gyroscope with Time

Dependent Wavelength. Filed July 2,
1981.

158. Patent application 280,166: A
Reusable Cable Termination. Filed July
2, 1981.

159. Patent application 280,608: Deck
Clearance System for Gun Control. Filed
June 30, 1981.

160. Patent application 280,767: Laser
Formed Video Tube Calibration
Markers. Filed July 6, 1981.

161. Patent application 281,817:
Optical Decoder. Filed July 9, 1981.

162. Patent application 282,474:
Synchronously Filtered Synchro
Demodulator. Filed July 13, 1981.

163. Patent application 282,783:
Quadrant Avalanche Photodiode, Filed
July 13, 1981.

164. Patent application 283,418: A
Controller for a Locked Carrier
Distributed Multiplexed Telemetry
System. Filed July 15, 1981.

165. Patent application 283,708:
Tetraazide Polyesters and Methods of
Preparation. Filed June 16, 1981.

166. Patent application 283,709;
Improvement in the Breakdown of Solid
Propellants and Explosives, Recovery of
Nitramines. Filed July 186, 1981.

167. Patent application 285,661:
Inductive Intense Beam Source. Filed
July 21, 1981.

168. Patent application 286,690: MPD
Intense Beam Pulser. Filed July 21, 1981,

169. Patent application 286,099:
External Cavity Diode Laser Sensor.
Filed July 22, 1981.

170. Patent application 287,005;: An
Overcurrent Protection Circuit System.
Filed July 27, 1981.

171. Patent application 287,959:
Optimum Flow Noise Cancelling
Hydrophone Module. Filed July 28, 1981.

172. Patent application 288,229:
Millimeter Wave Printed Circuit Mixer.
Filed July 29, 1981.

173. Patent application 288, 598: Water
Displacing Paint. Filed July 30, 1981.

174. Patent application 289,445:
Internal Clamp. Filed August 3, 1981,

175. Patent application 290,757:
Interference Suppressor for Radar MTL
Filed August 7, 1981.

176. Patent application 290,760:
Channelized Feed-Forward System.
Filed August 7, 1981.

177. Patent application 291,000: A Test
for a Directional Command Active
Sonobuoy System (DICASS). Filed
August 7, 1981,

178: Patent application 292,777:
Millimeter Wave Dielectric Waveguide
Rotary Joint. Filed August 14, 1981.

179. Patent application 293,559;
Negative Rotation €inch Strap. Filed
August 17, 1981.

180. Patent application 293,589: A
Sensitive Fiber Optic Sensor. Filed
August 28, 1981.

181. Patent application 294,667: A
Trawl Resistant Sensor Mount. Filed
August 20, 1981.

182. Patent application 285,353:
Improved Electronic Packaging
Technique. Filed August 24, 1981.

183. Patent application 295,398:
Heated Breathing Bag Sheath. Filed
August 24, 1981,

184, Patent application 295,989;
Extended Fiber Optic Sensor Using
Birefringent Fibers. Filed August 25,
1981, .

185. Patent application 297,490:
Coupled Multilayer Antenna. Filed
August 28, 1981.

186. Patent application 297,605:
Method for Supressing Thermally
Induced Signals in Fiber Optic
Interferometer Sensors. Filed August 31,
1981.

187. Patent application 297,655:
Improved Smoke Screen Generators.
Filed August 31, 1981.

188. Patent application 298,053: A
Shallow Water Environmental/
Oceanographic Measurement System.
filed August 31, 1981.

189. Patent application 298,700:
Cylindrical Object Recovery Device.
Filed September 2, 1981.

190. Patent application 298,712:
Release Mechanism for a Cylindrical
Object Recovery Device. Filed
September 2, 1981.

191. Patent application 299,748: Lift
Line Tension Limiter. Filed September 8,
1981.

192. Patent application 299,750: Gold
Based Electrical Contact Materials.
Filed September 8, 1981.

193. Patent application 300,867:
Coarse-Fine Digital Pattern Combiner
for High Accuracy Angular
Measurement, Filed September 10, 1981.

194. Patent application 301,088: Digital
Sidelobe Canceller with Real Weights.
Filed September 11, 1981.

195. Patent application 301,488: Driver
for High Power Sonar Systems. Filed
September 14, 1981.

196. Patent application 301,704:
Multicolor Focal Plane Array and
Method of Preparation. Filed September
14, 1981.

197. Patent appli¢ation 301,909:
Monopole Inductively Loaded Antenna
Tuning System. Filed September 14,
1981.

198. Patent application 303,448; Digital
Multi-Tapped Delay Line with
Automatic Time-Domain Programming.
Filed September 18, 1981. ;




30100

Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 133 / Monday, July 12, 1982 / Notices

199. Patent application 303,450: A
Machining Process for Metal Mirror
Surfaces. Filed September 18, 1981.

200. Patent application 305,075:
Pattern Generating Circuit. Filed
September 24, 1981.

201. Patent application 305,231:
Slotline Reverse-Phase Hybrid Ring
Coupler. Filed September 24, 1981.

202. Patent application 306,111: Pit
Depth Gauge. Filed September 28, 1981.

203. Patent application 307,403: Single-
Sideband Acoustic Telemetry. Filed
October 1, 1981.

204. Patent application 307,557:
Subwavelength Monopole Underwater
Sound Radiation. Filed October 1, 1981.

205. Patent application 308,740:
Radiation Detector and Method of
Opaquing the Mica Window. Filed
October 2, 1981.

206. Patent application 309,649: Freeze
Crystallization Desalting/Concentration
System Utilizing Fluidized Bed Heat
Exchanger. Filed October 8, 1981.

207. Patent application 309,742:
Fluidizer Bed Heat Exchanger/Freezer.
Filed October 8, 1981.

208. Patent application 311,219:
Microprocessor Controlled Fiber Optic
Cable Winding Machine. Filed October
14, 1981.

209. Patent application 311,709:

- Improved Ion-Implated GaAs FET. Filed
October 15, 1981.

210. Patent application 311,715:
Cartridge Butterfly Valve. Filed October
15, 1981.

211. Patent application 314,161: An
Augmented Combustion Chamber Using
Vorbix Principle with Core Stream
Swirl. Filed October 23, 1981.

212. Patent application 314,285: A
Swirler Assembly for Vorbix
Augmentor. Filed October 23, 1981.

213. Patent application 314,289: Dual
Input Gyroscope. Filed October 23, 1981.

214. Patent application 314,299:
Double Coupled Dual Input Rate Sensor.
Filed October 23, 1981.

215. Patent application 314,325: Hard
Magnetic Alloys of a Transition Metal
and Lanthanide. Filed October 23, 1981.

216. Patent application 314,326: Soft
Magnetic Alloys and Preparation
Thereof. Filed October 23, 1981.

217. Patent application 314,327:
Magnetostrictive Devices. Filed October
23, 1981,

218. Patent application 314,592:
Transient Protection Device Current
Interrupter. Filed October 26, 1981.

219. Patent application 314,806: Fluid
Ejected and Retracted Tube Clearance
Tester. Filed October 26, 1981.

220. Patent application 315,121:
Compound Semiconductor Device
Performance & Reproducibility
Improvement. Filed October 26, 1981.

221. Patent application 315,124: Room
Temperature Accumulation Mode
Charge Transfer Device. Filed October
26, 1981.

222, Patent application 317,357:
Synchronous/Asynchronous
Independent Single Sideband Acoustic
Telemetry. Filed November 2, 1981.

223. Patent application 317,662:
Wavelength Selective Fused Single-
Mode Fiber Couplers. Filed November 2,
1981.

224. Patent application 319,159:
Improved Ramjet Fuel. Filed November
9, 1981,

225. Patent application 322,808:
Hermetic High Pressure Fiber Optic
Bulkhead Penetrator. Filed November
19, 1981.

2286. Patent application 325,454:
Ceneralized Polyphase Code Pulse
Compressor. Filed November 27, 1981.

227, Patent application 329.848:
Externally Specified Index Peripheral
Simulation System. Filed December 11,
1981.

228. Patent application 330,281:
Heterojunction Source-Drain Insulated
Gate Field-Effect. Filed December 14,
1981.

229. Patent application 330,283:
Inversion-Mode Insulated Gate Gao
Ino.ss As Field-Effect Transistors. Filed
December 14, 1981.

230. Patent application 330,756: Head
Position and Orientation Sensor. Filed
December 14, 1981.

231. Patent application 333,152:
Generalized Coupler Realization for Use
in Fiber Optic Systems. Filed December
21, 1981.

232, Patent application 334,848:
Preparation of Aluminum-Lithium and
Aluminum-Magnesium Alloys by Rapid
Crystallization Under High Specific
Pressures. Filed December 28, 1981.

233. Patent application 335,903:
Undersea, High Pressure Bulkheagd
Penetrator for Use with Fiber Optic
Cables, Filed December 30, 1981.

234. Patent application 336,132
Refractory Oxide-Refractory InP
Schottky Barrier. Filed December 31,
1981.

235. Patent application 337,658: Means
for Focusing and Adjusting Video
Camera System. Filed January 7, 1982.

236. Patent application 337,659: Multi-
Color Tunable Semiconductor Device.
Filed January 7, 1982.

237. Patent application 338,696: Anti-
Armor Weapons Trainer. Filed January
11, 1982.

238. Patent application 340,397:
Switching Mixer. Filed January 18, 1982.

239, Patent application 341,357:
Millimeter Wave Suspended Substrate
Multiplexer. Filed January 21, 1982.

240. Patent application 344,236:
Phantom Computer Gating System. Filed
January 29, 1982.

241. Patent application 344,450:
Magnetic Ship's Hog Line Holder. Filed
February 2, 1982.

242, Patent application 345,107:
Magnetically-Unbiased Microwave
Coupling Device. Filed February 2, 1982.

Dated: July 7, 1982.

F. N. Ottie,

Lieutenant Commander, JAGC, U.S. Navy,
Alternate Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 82-18698 Filed 7-0-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3810-AE-M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Economic Regulatory Commission

[Docket No. ERA-FC-82-004; FC Case
Number 55242-3063-01-12]

Order Granting Publishers Paper Co.;
Exemption From Prohibitions of
Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act
of 1978

Correction

In FR Doc. 82-17975, at page 28735 in
the issue of Thursday, July 1, 1982,
correct the date under the preamble item
“"DATES"” now reading August 1, 1982 to
read August 30, 1982.

BILLING CODE 1505-01-M

Office of Assistant Secretary for
International Affairs

International Atomic Energy
Agreements; Proposed Subsequent
Arrangement; Canada

Pursuant to section 131 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42
U.S.C. 2160) notice is hereby given of a
proposed “‘subsequent arrangement”
under the Agreement for Cooperation
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government
of Canada Concerning Civil Uses of
Atomic Energy, as amended.

The subsequent arrangement to be
carried out under the above mentioned
agreement involves approval for the
following sale: Contract Number S-CA-
327, to the Geological Survey of Canada.
0.005 grams of uranium enriched to
99.9% in U-235, for use as standard
reference material.

In accordance with section 131 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.
it has been determined that the '
furnishing of the nuclear material will
not be inimical to the common defense
and security.
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This subsequent arrangement will
take effect no sooner than July 27, 1982.
For the Department of Energy.
Dated: July 6, 1982.
George Bradley,
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for
International Affairs.
(FR Doc. 82-18761 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8450-01-M

International Atomic Energy
Agreements; Proposed Subsequent
Arrangement; Hungary

Pursuant to section 131 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42
U.S.C. 2160) notice is hereby given of a
proposed ‘“‘subsequerit arrangement”.

The subsequent arrangement involves
approval for sale of the following
materials, pursuant to general licenses
issued by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission:

Contract Number S-IA-119, to the
Institute of Isotopes of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences, 0.005 grams of
natural uranium and 0.005 grams of
thorium, for use as standard reference
materials.

In accordance with section 131 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
it has been determined that the
furnishing of the nuclear material will
not be inimical to the common defense
and security.

This subsequent arrangement will
take effect no sooner than July 27, 1982.

For the Department of Energy.
Dated: July 6, 1982,
George Bradley,

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for
International Affairs.

(FR Doc. 82-18762 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 8450-01-M

Office of Hearings and Appeals

Issuance of Decision and Orders;
X\;%;k of June 14 Through June 18,

During the week of June 14 through
June 18, 1982, the decisions and orders
summarized below were issued with
respect to appeals and applications for
exception or other relief filed with the
Office of Hearings and Appeals of the
Department of Energy. The following
summary also contains a list of
submissions that were dismissed by the
Office of Hearings and Appeals,

Appeal

Ginsburg, Feldman, Weil and Bress, 6/14/82,
HFA-0057

The law firm of Ginsburg, Feldman, Weil
and Bress filed an Appeal from a partial
denial by the Dallas regional office of a
Request for Information which the firm had
submitted under the Freedom of Information
Act (the FOIAY). In considering the Appeal,
the DOE found that some documents and
portions of documents originally withheld
under Exemption 4 of the FOIA should be
released to the public. Important issues that
were considered in the Decision and Order
were (i) whether the withheld information
was available to the public from another
source and (ii) whether the information was
privileged or confidential.

Reguests for Exceptions

Kern Oil & Refining Company, 6/14/82, HEE-
0026

Kern Oil & Refining Company filed an
Application for Exception from the provisons
of 10 CFR 211.67(i)(3) in which the firm
requested that it be issued any entitlements
attributable to Kern County Refining Inc. In
considering the request, the DOE found that
as a result of an Assumption and Indemnity
Agreement entered into by the two firms
exception relief was unnecessary in order for
Kern Oil & Refining to be assigned Kern
County's entitlements. Accordingly. the
request was dismissed.

UCO Oil Company, 6/14/82, DPI-0014

UCO 0il Company (UCO)] filed an
Application for Exception from the provisions
of 10.CFR 213.35(c) (the Mandatory OQil
Import Program) in which the firm sought a
refund of the naphtha import fees that it
incurred during the period May 1, 1978
through April 30, 1979. In considering the
request, the DOE rejected UCO's argument
that it had experienced a financial hardship
as a result of the provisions of the Oil Import
Program. Accordingly, the exception request
was denied.

Interlocutory Order

Office of Special Counsel For Compliance, 6/
14/82, HRZ-0007

The Office of Special Counsel for
Compliance (OSC) sought an order adopting
certain factual findings made in a Proposed
Remedial Order (PRO) issued to the Gulf Oil
Corporation. The DOE entered an order
finding Gulf to have admitted specified
factual findings in the PRO which the firm
failed to controvert in its Statement of
Factual Objections.

Refund Applications

Tenneco Oil Company/J. O. Cook, Inc., 6/17/
82, RF7-19

J. O. Cook, Inc (Cook) filed an Application
for Refund pursuant to a Decision and Order
issued on February 18, 1982 in Office of
Special Counsel, 9 DOE { 82,538 (1982). In its
Application, Cook sought a portion of a fund
obtained by the DOE through a consent order
entered into by the agency and the Tenneco
Oil Company on January 18, 1981. In
considering the request the DOE found that
Cook was not eligible for a refund because it
had not suffered an injury from Tenneco's

alleged regulatory violations. Accordingly,
Cook's Application for Refund was denied.

Tenneco Oil Company/Thomas Fastiggi et
al,, 6/18/82, RF7-6 et al.

On February 18, 1982, the Office of
Hearings and Appeals issued a Decision and
Order implementing special refund
procedures with respect to a $5,000,000 fund
obtained by the DOE through a consent order
with the Tenneco Oil Company. See Office of
Special Counsel, 9 DOE { 82,538 (1982). The
February 18, 1982 Decision stated that the
DOE would accept applications for refund
filed by purchasers of Tenneco crude oil or
refined petroleum products who bought these
products during the period covered by the
consent order, March 3, 1973 through
December 31, 1980. On June 18, 1982, the
Office of Hearings and Appeals issued an
order concerning 23 of the applications for
refund filed in response to the February 18
Decision. These applications all requested
refunds based on an average purchase
volume of 50,000 gallons per month per
product, or less. In considering these
applications, the DOE determined that 17 of
those applications had met the standards set
forth in the February 18 Decision and in DOE
regulations applicable to special refund
proceedings, 10 CFR Part 205, Subpart V.
Accordingly, those 17 applications were
granted. However, six of the applications,
which requested refunds for amounts less
than $15.00, were denied because the
administrative costs of proceeding such
applications were found to outweigh the
modest restitutionary effect of such small
refunds.

Dismissals

The following submissions were
dismissed without prejudice:

Name and Case No.

Crystal Petroleum Co., DRO-0081, BRD-0023
Harrison Gas & Oil, BRO-0336

Gerald Holton, HFA-0060

Jay Petroleum, Inc., HRO-0031

Copies of the full text of these
decisions and orders are available in the
Public Docket Room of the Office of
Hearings and Appeals, Room 1111, New
Post Office Building, 12th Street and
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW,,
Washington, D.C. 20461, Monday
through Friday, between the hours of
1:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m., except federal
holidays. They are also available in
Energy Management: Federal Energy
Guidelines, a commercially published
loose leaf reporter system.

George B. Breznay,

Director, Office of Hearings and Appeals.
July 2, 1982,

|FR Doc, 82-18760 Filed 7-8-82: 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 6450-01-M
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Office of the Secretary Issued at Washington, DC., July 8, 1982. AcTION: Notice.
Howard H. Raiken,
Defense Pfogfams; New Production DepulyAdviso’y Committee, Managemen[ SUMMARY: EPA has conh‘ﬂcted with the
Reactor; Concept and Site Selection Officer. ‘ American Management Systems, Inc.

Advisory Panel; Closed Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Public
Law 92-463, 86 Stat. 770), notice is
hereby given of the following meeting:
NAME: New Production Reactor (NPR)
Concept and Site Selection Advisory
Panel (CSSAP).

DATE AND TIME:
Tuesday, July 27, 1982—9:00 am to 5:00

pm
Wednesday, July 28, 1982—8:00 am to
5:00 pm
Thursday, July 29, 1982—9:00 am to
5:00 pm
Friday, July 30, 1982—9:00 am to 2:00
pm
PLACE:
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los
Alamos, New Mexico
July 27—Technical Area 3, Building
SM-43, Room D418
July 28-30—Technical Area 18,
Building 30, Room 123
CONTACT:
Gloria Decker, Information Management
Systems Branch, U.S. Department of
Energy, Forrestal Building—Room 4D-
024, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, Telephone: (202)
252~-8990
PURPOSE OF THE BOARD: To provide the
Department of Energy (DOE) with
advice regarding the selection of a
reactor concept and site for DOE's
proposed NPR.

Tentative Agenda

Briefings and discussion of:

¢ Advisory Panel Charter, criteria, and
groundrules.

* Summary of previous NPR Technical
Working Group Activities.

* Summary of NPR activities since the
Technical Working Group

* Reactor Concept presentations.

» Panel deliberations.

Public Participation

Because the meeting of the NPR
CSSAP will involve the discussion of
Restricted Data, as defined in the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the meeting
will be closed in the interest of National
security. The deliberations of the NPR
CSSAP are such that no portion of the
meeting will be unrelated to Restricted
Data.

Transcripts

Will be maintained in Technical Area
18, Building 30, Room 122. They will be
classified and thus will not be available
to the public.

[FR Doc. 82-18927 Filed 7-9-82; 10:31 am)
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

AGENCY
[WH-FRL-2146-3]

North Carolina Pretreatment Program

Approval
Correction

In FR Doc. 82-16789 appearing on
page 26908 in the issue of Tuesday, June
22, 1982, make the following correction:

On page 26909, the table contained
errors for New York and North Carolina.
For the convenience of the user, the
table is republished in its entirety below.

The following table will provide the
public with an up-to-date list of the
status of NPDES permitting authority

throughout the country.
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BILLING CODE: 6560-50-M

[OPTS 140013; TSH-PRC 2166-6]

American Management Systems, Inc.;
Access to Data by Contractor

AGENCY: Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA).

(AMS), of Arlington, Virginia, to design
and operate a PMN Tracking System
and a Document Tracking System (DTS)
for the Office of Toxic Substances. Some
of the material AMS will have access to
will contain confidential business
information.

DATE: Access to confidential business
information will occur no sooner than
July 22, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Douglas G. Bannerman, Acting Director,
Industry Assistance Office (TS-799),
Office of Toxic Substances,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E-509, 401 M St., SW., Washington, D.C.
20460. Toll-free: (800-424-8065). In
Washington, D.C.: (554-1404). Outside
the USA: (Operator 202-554-1404).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA has
contracted with the American
Management Systems, Inc. (AMS) of
Arlington, Virginia, to design and
operate a Document Tracking System
(DTS) and a PMN Tracking System for
the Office of Toxic Substances (OTS).
(Contract No. 68-01-5146) The purpose
of the tracking systems is to monitor and
facilitate the movement between
appropriate OTS Offices of PMNs and
other documents submitted to EPA
under the Toxic Substances Control Act.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 2.306(j), EPA has
determined that access to Confidential
Business Information (CBI) by AMS is
necessary for the satisfactory
completion of this contract. Access to
CBl is particularly important to AMS to
enable the contractor to design the
parameters of the Tracking Systems.

However, at no time will AMS be
permitted to remove any CBI from EPA
premises. Contractor employees will
have access to CBI only while working
on site at EPA.

In accordance with the EPA security
manual “Contractor Requirements for =
the Control and Security of TSCA CBI,
AMS is legally required to safeguard
CBI from any unauthorized disclosure.
AMS employees will sign nondisclosure
agreements and will be briefed on
appropriate security procedures which
must be followed before they will be
allowed access to any CBL

Dated: June 25, 1982.
Don R. Clay,
Director, Office of Toxic Substances.
[FR Doc. 82-18715 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M
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[OPTS~51421; TSH-FRL 2167-6]
Certain Chemicals; Premanufactu
Notices *
AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Section 5(a)(1) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) requires
any person who intends to manufacture
or import a new chemical substance to
submit a premanufacture notice (PMN)
to EPA at least 90 days before
manufacture or import commences.
Statutory requirements for section
5(a)(1) premanufacture notices are
discussed in EPA statements of interim
policy published in the Federal Register
of May 15, 1979 (44 FR 28558) and
November 7, 1980 (45 FR 74378). This
notice announces receipt of eighteen
PWNs and provides a summary of each.
DATES: Close of Review Period:

PMN 82-463, September 23, 1982,

PMN 82-484, 82-465, and 82-4686,
September 26, 1982,

PMN 82-468 and 82469, September 27,
1982.

PMN 82-467, 82-470, 82471, 82472, 82~
473, 82-474, 82475, 82-476, 82-477,
and 82478, September 28, 1982,

PMN 82-479 and 82-480, September 29,
1982,

Written comments by:

PMN 82-463, August 24, 1982.

PMN 82-464, 82-485, and 82-466, August
27,1982,

PMN 82-468 and 82-469, August 28, 1982.

PMN 82-467, 82-470, 82-471, 82472, 82~
473, 82-474, 82-475, 82-476, 82-477,
and 82-478, August 29, 1982,

PMN 82-479 and 82-480, August 30, 1982,

ADDRESS: Written comments, identified

by the document control number

“|OPTS-51421]" and the specific PMN

number should be sent to: Document

Control Officer (TS-783), Office of

Pesticides and Toxic Substances,

Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.

E-409, 401 M St., SW., Washington, DC

20460, (202-382—-3532].

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

[?avid Dull, Acting Chief, Notice Review

Branch, Chemical Control Division (TS~

794), Office of Toxic Substances,

Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.

E-216, 401 M 8t,, SW., Washington, DC

20460, (202-382~3729),

fupm.meuunv INFORMATION: The

following notice contains information

xtracted from the non-confidential
version of the submission provided by

‘Ifnz manufacturer on the PMNs received

Oy EPA, The complete non-confidential

document is available in the pubic

reading room E-107,

PMN 82-463

Manufacturer. Confidenital.

Chemical. (G) Unsaturated polyester
resin.

Use/Production. (G) Contained use.
Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.
Exposure. Manufacture, processing
and use: dermal and inhalation, a total
of 6 workers, up to 24 hrs/da, up to 250

da/yr.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air 24
hrs/da, 250 da/yr. Disposal by
incineration.

PMN 82-464

Manufacturer. Confidential.

Chemical. (G) 2-hydroxy-3-naphthoic
acid N-arly amide.

Use/Production. (G) Coating
application. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Manufacture, use and
disposal: dermal and inhalation, a total

of 5 workers, up to 2 hrs/da, up to 12 da/

yr.
Environmental Release/Disposal.
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air 2 hrs/
da, 12 da/yr. Disposal by incineration,
approved landfill, hazardous waste
disposal.

PMN 82-465

Manufacturer. E. 1. du Pont de
Nemours and Company, Inc.

Chemical. (G) Quaternary ammonium
chloride.

Use/Production. (S) Catalyst for use
within the company. Prod. range:
Confidential.

Toxicity Data, Acute oral: 1,500 mg/
kg; Skin irritation: Severe; Eye irritation:
Moderate; Ames Test: Non-mutagenic;
Skin sensitization: Positive.

Exposure, Manufaciure; dermal, 12
workers, 2 hrs/da, 20 da/yr.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Release to water. Disposal by publicly
owned treatment works (POTW) and
biological treatment system.

PMN 82-468

Manufacturer. Confidential.

Chemical. (S) Polymer of vinyl
toluene, styrene, 2 ethyl hexyl acrylate.

Use/Production, (S) Industrial paint
manufacture. Prod. range: 0-85,000 kg/

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Accidental dermal,

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Less than 10 kg/yr released to water and
land 6 hrs/da, 12 da/yr.

PMN 82-487

Manufacturer. Confidential.
Chemical. (G) Aromatic aliphatic
branched polyester resin.

Use/Production. (G) Open use. Prod.
range: 8.074-60,554 kg/yr.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Confidential. Disposal by incineration.

PMN 82-468

Manufacturer, Uniroyal, Inc.

Chemical. (G) Isocyanate terminated
polyether polyurethane prepolymer.

Use/Production. (S) Molded goods
applications. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure, Manufacture and
processing: inhalation.

Environmental Release/Disposal, No
release. Disposal by landfill.

PMN 82-489

Importer. American Hoechst
Corporation.

Chemical. (S) Reaction product from
benzyl-1-hydroxydiphenyl ethoxylate
and glycolic acid, sodium salt.

Use/Import. Confidential. Import
range: 2,000-3.000 kg/yr.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Processing: dermal, 50
workers, less than 1 hr/da, 30 da/yr.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Negligible.

PMN 82-470

Manufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

Chemical. (G) Terephthalic acid
modified unsaturated polyester resin.

Use/Production. (S) General purpose
molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by incineration and land fill.

PMN 82-471

Maufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

Chemical. (G) Terephthalic acid
modified unsaturated polyester resin.

Use/Production. (S) General purpose
molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data sumitted.

Exposure. Confidential,

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by incineration and landfill.

PMN 82-472

Manufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

€hemical. (G) Terephthalic acid
modified unsaturated polyester resin.

Use/Production. (S) General purpose
molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure, Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal,
Disposal by incineration and landfill,
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PMN 82-473

Manufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

Chemical. (G) Terephthalic acid
modified unsaturated polyester resin,

Use/Production. (S) General purpose

molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by incineration and landfill.

PMN 82-474

Manufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

Chemical. (G) Terephthalic acid
modified unsaturated polyester resin.

Use/Production. (S) General purpose

molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential,

Toxicity Data. No Data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by incineration and landfill.

PMN 82-475

Manufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

Chemical. (G) Terephthalic acid
modified unsaturated polyester resin.

Use/Production. (S) General purpose

molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by incineration and landfill

PMN 82-476

Manufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

Chemical. (G) Terephthalic acid -

modified unsaturated polyester
Use/Production. (S) General purpose

molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by incineration and landfill.

PMN 82-477

Manufacturer. Ashland Chemical
Company.

Chemical. Terephthalic acid modified
unsaturated polyester resin.

Use/Production. (S) General purpose

molding resin. Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. No Data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by incineration and landfill. -

PMN 82-478

Importer. Shinko American, Inc.

Chemical. (G) Calcium salt of a
substituted amino acid.

Use/Import. (G) Open use. Import
range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. Oral ingestion: Male—
8,500 mg/kg, Female—8,250 mg/kg.

Exposyre. Processing and disposal:
dermal, a total of 6 workers, up to 1 hr/
da, up to 365 da/yr.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by landfill.

PMN 82-479

Manufacturer. Confidential.
Chemical. (G)

applications for exemptions, provides a
summary, and requests comments on the
appropriateness of granting each of the
exemptions.

DATE: Wrilten comments by: July 27,
1982.

ADDRESS: Written comments, identified
by the document control number

Heteropolycyclic(dihydroxyheteropolycycle}{OPTS-59094] and the specific TME

Use/Production. (S) Site-limited
industrial intermediate, Prod, range:
3,000-15,000 kg/yr.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure. Manufacture and
processing: dermal and inhalation, a
total of 144 workers, up to 24 hrs/da, up
to 322 da/yr.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Disposal by POTW, approved landfill, or
for treatment or recovery.

PMN 82-480

Manufacturer. Confidential,

Chemical. (G) Polyol polyacrylate.

Use/Production. (G) Open use. Prod.
rnage: Confidential.

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: >5 gm/kg:
Acute dermal: >2 gm/kg; Skin irritation:
Moderate irritant; Eye irritation: Slight
irritant; Mouse lymphoma: Positive;
Ames Test: Negative; Sister Chromatid:
Negative.

Exposure. Potential dermal exposure,

Environmental Release/Disposal. No
release.

Dated: July 2, 1982,

Woodson W. Bercaw,

Acting Director, Management Support
Division.

[FR Doc. 82-18714 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

|OPTS-59094; TSH-FRI 2167-5]
Certain Chemicals; Premanufacture
Exemption Applications

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA),
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: EPA may upon application
exempt any person from the
premanufacturing notification
requirements of section 5{(a) or (b) of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA]) to
permit the person to manufacture or
process a chemical for test marketing
purposes under section 5(h)(1) of TSCA.
Requirements for test marketing
exemption (TME) applications, which
must either be approved or denied
within 45 days of receipt, are discussed
in EPA's revised statement of interim
policy published in the Federal Register
of November 7, 1980 (45 FR 74378). This
notice, issued under section 5(h)(6) of
TSCA, announces receipt of four

number should be sent to: Document
Control Officer (TS-793), Office of
Pesticides and Toxic Substances,
Management Support Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E-401, 401 M Street, SW, Washington,
DC 20460.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David Dull, Acting Chief, Notice Review
Branch, Chemical Control Division (TS-
794), Office of Toxic Substances,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E-216, 401 M Street, SW, Washington,
DC 20460.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
following notice contains information
extracted from the non-confidential
version of the submission provided by
the manufacturer on the TME received
by EPA. The complete non-confidential
document is available in the public
reading room E-107.

TME 82-30

Close of Review Period. August 12,
1982,

Manufacturer, Allied Corporation.

Chemical. (G) Substituted diyne
urethane.

Use/Production. (G) Specialty label.
Prod. range: Confidential.

Toxicity Data, No data submitted.

Exposure. Confidential.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Release information confidential.
Disposal by incineration and approved
landfill.

TME 82-31

Close of Review Period. August 12,
1982,

Manufacturer. U.C.T., Inc.

Chemical. (G) Alkylphenol,
formaldehyde, alkanolamine, alkylene
oxides reaction product.

Use/Production. () In manufacture of
rigid urethane foam. prod. range: 45
days—441 kg.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.
Exposure. Manufacture, processing
and disposal: dermal, 2 workers, up to 8

hrs/da, intermittently.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Less than 10 kg/yr released to air, water
and land.
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TME 82-32 DATE: Access to confidential business Dated: June 24, 1982.
; . information will occur no sooner than Don R. Clay,
1986.:'{.039 e July 22, 1982. Director, Office of Toxic Substances.
Importer. Shinko American, Inc. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: [FR Doc. 82-18716 Filed 7-6-82; 8:45 am]
Chemical. (G) Calcium salt of a Douglas G. Bannerman, Acting Director, ~ ®'--/NG CODE 6580-50-M
substituted amino acid. Industry Assistance Office (TS-799), - —=in ———

Use/Import. (G) Open use. Import
range: 3 mos—minimum 500 kg,
maximum 750 kg.

Toxicity Data. Acute oral: Male—
8,500 mg/kg, female—6,250 mg/kg.

Exposure. Potential dermal exposure
during use may occur more than once
per week to chemical industry
employees. Use may also involve
restricted consumer exposure to the
substance as part of an article.

Environmental Release/Disposal.
Less than 50 kg to environment (landfill)
during test market period.

TME 82-33

Close of Review Period. August 14.
1982,

Importer. Confidential.

Chemical. (S) Polymer of hexane, 1,6-
diisocyanato-homopolymer with 2-
butane, oxime.

Use/Import. (S) Crosslinker for
industrial coatings. Import range: 6
mos—2,273 kg.

Toxicity Data. No data submitted.

Exposure, A total of 50 workers may
have dermal, inhalation and eye
exposure as a result of test marketing.

Environmental Release/Disposal,
Negligible.

Dated: July 2, 1982.

Woodson W. Bercaw,

Acting Director, Management Support
Division.

[FR Doc. 82-18713 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 6560~50-M

[OPTS 140012 and TSH-FRL 2166-5]

Computer Services Corporation,
InterAmerica Research Associates,
Inc.; Access to Data by Contractor and
Subcontractor

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA),
ACTION: Notice,

SUMMARY: EPA has contracted with the
Computer Services Corporation (CSC) of
Falls Church, Virginia, and
subcontracted with InterAmerica
szsearch Associates, Inc. of Rosslyn,
Virginia, to organize and operate a
Confidential Business Information (CBI)
!nfo;mation Center for the Office of
T())flc Substances. Some of the material
which CSC and InterAmerica will have
access to will contain confidential
business information,

Office of Toxic Substances,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E~509, 401 M St,, SW., Washington, D.C.
20460, Toll-free: (800-424-9065), In
Washington, D.C.: (554-1404), Outside
the USA: (Operator 202-554-1404).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA has
contracted with the Computer Services
Corporation (CSC) of Falls Church,
Virginia, and subcontracted with
InterAmerica Research Associates, Inc.
Rosslyn, Virginia, to organize and
operate an Information Center for
Confidential Business Information (CBI)
submitted to EPA under various
provisions of the Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA). (Contract No. 68—
01-6360) The purpose of this CBI
Information Center (CIC) is to efficiently
organize and distribute within EPA the
large quantity of CBI material received
to date and expected to be received in
the future so as to facilitate its effective
and timely use. The Office of Toxic
Substances (OTS) needs the assistance
of CSC and InterAmerica because it
does not have sufficient staffing and
expertise for the kind and amount of
work which must be performed to
design and operate the CIC.

CSC and InterAmerica will manage
and update EPA's TSCA CBI files and
data bases, perform information
searches and retrievals on those data
bases, and index and microfiche CBI
files. Pursuant to 40 CFR 2.306(j). EPA
has determined that disclosure of CBI to
CSC and InterAmerica is necessary for
the satisfactory completion of this
contract. .

At no time will CSC or InterAmerica
be permitted to remove any CBI from
EPA premises. Contractor and
subcontractor employees will have
access to CBI only while working on site
at EPA.

In accordance with the EPA security
manual “"Contractor Requirements for
the Control and Security of TSCA CBI,"
CSC and InterAmerica are legally
required to safeguard CBI from any
unauthorized disclosure. CSC and
InterAmerica employees will sign
nondisclosure agreements and will be
briefed on appropriate security
procedures which must be followed
before they will be allowed access to
any CBL

FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

[FEMA-663-DR]

Kansas; Major Disaster and Related
Determinations

AGENCY: Federal Emergency
Management Agency.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This is a notice of the
Presidential declaration of a major
disaster for the State of'Kansas (FEMA-
663-DR), dated June 28, 1982, and
related determinations.

DATED: June 28, 1982.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sewall, H. E. Johnson, Disaster
Assistance Programs, Federal
Emergency Management Agency,
Washington, D.C. 20472, (202) 287-0501.

NOTICE: Pursuant to the authority vested
in the Director of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency by the President
under Exectutive Order 12148, effective
July 15, 1979, and delegated to me by the
Director under Federal Emergemcy
Management Agency Delegation of
Authority, and by virtue of the Act of
May 22, 1974, entitled “Disaster Relief
Act of 1974" (88 Stat. 143); notice is
hereby given that, in a letter of June 28,
1982, the President declared a major
disaster as follows:

1 have determined that the damage in
cerlain areas of the State of Kansas resulting
from severe storms and flooding beginning on
June 8, 1982, is of sufficient severity and
magnitude to warrant a major-disater
declaration under Pub. L. 93-288. I therefore
declare that such a major disaster exists in
the State of Kansas.

In order to provide Federal assistance, you
are hereby authorized to allocate, from funds
available for these purposes, such amounts
as you find necessary for Federal disaster
assistance and administrative expenses.
Consistent with the requirement that Federal
assistance be supplemental, any Federal
funds provided under Pub. L. 93-288 for
Public Assistance will be limited to 75
percent of total eligible costs in the
designated area except for technical
assistance which will be funded at 100
percent.

Pursuant to Section 408(b) of Pub. L. 93-288,
you are authorized to advance to the State its
25 percent share of the individual and family
gran! program, to be repaid to the United
States by the State when it is able to do so.
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The time period prescribed for the
implementation of section 313(a),
priority to certain applications for public
facility and public housing assistance,
shall be for a period not to exceed six
months after the date of this declaration.

Notice is hereby given that pursuant
to the authority vested in the Director of
Federal Emergency Management
Agency under Executive Order 12148,
and delegated to me by the Director
under the Federal Emergency
Management Agency Delegation of
Authority, I hereby appoint Mr. Patrick
J. Breheny of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency to act as the
Federal Coordinating Officer for this
declared major disaster.

1 do hereby determine the following
areas of the State of Kansas to have
been affected adversely by this declared
major disaster:

For Public Assistance only:

Jackson County

For Individual Assistance only:
Washington Township in Jackson County
Rossville Township in Shawnee County
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.
83.516, Disaster Assistance.|
Lee M. Thomas,

Associate Director, State and Local Programs
and Support, Federal Emergency
Management Agency.

{FR Doc. 82-18770 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6718-01-M

e

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

[Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License No. 133]

Arthur Louis Rankin, d.b.a, A. L.
Rankin; Order of Revocation

On June 14, 1982, Arthur Louis Rankin,
d/b/a/ A. L. Rankin, 722 Wilson Bldg.,
Corpus Christi, TX 78491 requested the
Commission to revoke its Independent
Ocean Freight Forwarder License No.
133.

Therefore, by virtue of authority
vested in me by the Federal Maritime
Commission as set forth in Manual of
Orders, Commission Order No. 1
(Revised), § 10.01(e) dated November 12,
1981;

It is ordered, that independent Ocean
Freight Forwarder License No. 133
issued to Arthur Louis Rankin, d/b/a/
A. L. Rankin, be revoked effective June
14, 1982 without prejudice to
reapplication for a license in the future.

1t is further ordered, that Independent
Ocean Freight Forwarder License No.
133 issued to Arthur Louis Rankin,
d/b/a/ A. L. Rankin be returned to the
Commission for cancellation.

It is further ordered, that a copy of
this Order be published in the Federal
Register and served upon Arthur Louis
Rankin, d/b/a/ A. L. Rankin,

Albert J. Klingel, Jr.,

Director, Bureau of Certification and
Licensing.

[FR Doc. 82-18603 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M

Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License; Applicants

Notice is hereby given that the
following applicants have filed with the
Federal Maritime Commission
applications for licenses as independent
ocean freight forwarders pursuant to
section 44(a) of the Shipping Act, 1916
(75 Stat. 522 and 46 U.S.C. 841(c)).

Persons knowing of any reason why
any of the following applicants should
not receive a license are requested to
communicate with the Director, Bureau
of Certification and Licensing, Federal
Maritime Commission, Washington, D.C.
20573.

K. 8. Anderson & Co., Inc., 7720 Shelly
Drive, New Orleans, LA 70128,
Officer: Kay S. Anderson, Sole
Stockholder

Dated: July 7, 1982.
By the Federal Maritime Commission.
Francis C. Hurney,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 82-18685 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M

[Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License No. 1552]

J. D. Express Co., Inc.; Order of
Revocation

Section 44(c), Shipping Act, 1916,
provides that no independent ocean
freight forwarder license shall remain in
force unless a valid bond is in effect and
on file with the commission. Rule
510.15(d) of Federal Maritime
Commission General Order 4 further
provides that a license shall be
automatically revoked for failure of a
licensee to maintain a valid bond on file.

The bond issed in favor of J. D.
Express Co., Inc., P.O. Box 5123, 215 East
Kinney Street, Newark, NY 07105 was
cancelled effective June 11, 1962.

By letter dated May 14, 1982, . D.
Express Co., Inc. was advised by the
Federal Maritime Commission that
Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License No. 1552 would be automatically
revoked unless a valid surety bond was
filed with the Commission.

]. D. Express Co., Inc. has failed to
furnish a valid bond.

By virtue of authcrity vested in me by
the Federal Maritime Commission as set
forth in Manual of Orders, Commission
Order No. 1 (Revised), § 10.01(f) dated
November 12, 1981;

Notice is hereby given, that
Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License No. 1552 be and is hereby
revoked effective June 11, 1982.

It is ordered, that Independent Ocean
Freight Forwarder License No. 1552
issued to J. D. Express Co., Inc. be
returned to the Commission for
cancellation.

1t is further ordered, that a copy of
this Order be published in the Federal
Register and served upon J. D. Express
Co., Inc.

Albert J. Klingel, Jr.,

Director, Bureau of Certification & Licensing
[FR Doc. 82-18092 Filed 7-9-82; #:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6730-01-M

[Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License No. 2205]

McKinney International Forwarders,
Inc.; Order of Revocation

On June 29, 1982, McKinney
International Forwarders, Inc., 24
Drayton Street, Suite 203, Savannah, GA
31412 surrendered its Independent
Ocean Freight Forwarder License No.
2205 for revocation.

Therefore, by virtue of authority
vested in me by the Federal Maritime
Commission as set forth in Manual of
Orders, Commission Order No. 1
(Revised), § 10.01(e) dated November 12,
1981;

It is ordered, that Independent Ocean
Freight Forwarder License No. 2205
issued to McKinney International
Forwarders, Inc. be revoked effective
June 29, 1982, without prejudice to
reapplication for a license in the future.

It is further ordered, that a copy of
this Order be published in the Federal
Register and served upon McKinney
International Forwarders, Inc.

Albert J. Klingel,

Director, Bureau of Certification and
Licensing.

[FR Doc. 82-186¢4 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M

[Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License No. 2000]

Stanley Edward Wells, d.b.a. Pacific
Customs Brokers; Order of Revocation

Section 44(c), Shipping Act, 1916,
provides that no independent ocean
freight forwarder license shall remain in
force unless a valid bond is in effect and
on file with the Commission. Rule
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510.15(d) of Federal Maritime
Commission General Order 4 further
provides that a license shall be
automatically revoked for failure of a
licensee to maintain a valid bond on file.

The bond issued in favor of Stanley
Edward Wells, d.b.a. Pacific Customs
Brokers, 110 West Ocean Blvd., Long
Beach, CA 90803 was cancelled effective
June 16, 1982.

By letter dated June 3, 1982, Stanley
Edward Wells, d.b.a. Pacific Customs
Brokers was advised by the Federal
Maritime Commission that Independent
Ocean Freight Forwarder License No.
2000 would be automatically revoked
unless a valid surety bond was filed
with the Commission.

Stanley Edward Wells, d.b.a, Pacific
Customs Brokers has failed to furnish a
valid bond.

By virtue of authority vested in me by
the Federal Maritime Commission as set
forth in Manual of Orders, Commission
Order No. 1 (Revised), section 10.01(f)
dated November 12, 1981;

Notice is hereby given, that
Independent Ocean Freight Forwarder
License No. 2000 be and is hereby
revoked effective June 16, 1982.

It is ordered, that Independent Ocean
Freight Forwarder License No. 2000
issued to Stanley Edward Wells, d.b.a,
Pacific Customs Brokers be returned to
the Commission for cancellation.

It is further ordered, that a copy of
this Order be published in the Federal
Register and served upon Stanley
Edward Wells, d.b.a. Pacific Customs
Brokers.

Albert J. Klingel, Jr.,

Director, Bureau of Certification & Licensing.
[FR Doc. 82-18691 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 6730-01-M

— -

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

BankAmerica Corp.; Order for Hearing

_BankAmerica Corporation, San
Francisco, California, has applied
pursuant to section 4(c)(8) of the Bank
Holding Company Act of 1956, as
ar_nended (12 U.S.C. 1843(c)(8)) and
§§225.4(a) and (b)(2) of the Board's
Regulation Y (12 CFR § 225.4(a) and
(b)(2)), for permission to acquire directly
all of the voting shares of The Charles
Sch.wub Corporation, San Francisco,
Cahfprnia. and thereby indirectly
acquire Charles Schwab & Company,
lnc San Francisco, California (together
Schvyab"). Applicant would engage in
Securities brokerage, consisting
principally of buying and selling
Securities solely upon the order and for
the account of customers, margin
lending in conformity with the Board's

Regulation T, 12 CFR 220, and the
offering of certain specified services for
its securities customers. This group of
nonbanking activities has not yet been
determined by the Board to be “closely
related” to banking within the meaning
of section 4{c)(8) of the Act and has not
been added to the list of permissable
activities in section 225.4(a) of the
Board's Regulation Y, 12 CFR 225.4(a).

By notice published in the Federal
Register on April 14, 1982, the Board
invited interested persons to express
their views on whether: (1) The
proposed activities are so closely
related to banking or managing or
controlling banks as to be a proper
incident thereto; (2) the proposed
activities are permissable under the
Glass-Steagall Act (i.e., 12 U.S.C. 24, 78,
377 and 378(a)), which is designed to
separate commercial from investment
banking, and, (3) consummation of the
proposal can reasonably be expected to
produce benefits to the public, such as
greater convenience, increased
competition, or gains in efficiency, that
outweigh possible adverse effects, such
as undue concentration of resources,
decreased or unfair competition,
conflicts of interest, or unsound banking
practices. Parties requesting a hearing
were directed to state why a written
presentation would not suffice in lieu of
a hearing, to identify specifically any
disputed question of fact and to
summarize the evidence that would be
presented at a hearing.

By memorandum dated May 28, 1982,
the Securities Industry Association
(“SIA") opposed the application, SIA
contends that the proposed (or
substantially similar) activities have
never been conducted by banks or bank
holding companies to the extent
proposed by Applicant and therefore
may not be considered “closely related"
to banking within the meaning of section
4(c)(8) of the Act. Additionally, SIA
claims that the proposed activities are
precluded by sections 16 and 20 of the
GSA, since banks are prohibited from
conducting such activities by those
provisons of the GSA. Finally, SIA
disputes the public benefits alleged by
Applicant to accompany its proposal
and claims several possible adverse
effects (e.g., anticompetitive effects in
the product lines of discount brokerage,
conflicts of interest, possible failure of
Applicant to provide its trust and other
customers the best brokerage services at
the lowest cost, voluntary tying, unfair
competition due to Schwab’s affiliation
with a bank and its alleged low cost of
funds, public confusion and preemption
of legislative process).

In connection with these contentions,
SIA has requested that the Board hold a

public hearing to explore the questions
posed by the Board in its Federal
Register notice, to investigate the factual
premises of Applicant’s proposal and to
examine the possible adverse effects
claimed by SIA. SIA also states that the
record should contain information on
the scope of Schwab's proposed
operations, including: (1) The extent to
which Schwab will take principal
positions; (2) whether Schwab
employees will receive bonuses; (3)
Applicant's plans to promote and
market Schwab's services; (4)
resemblances between the proposed
activities (including the Charles Schwab
One Account) and deposit banking; (5)
the alleged adverse anticompetitive
effects associated with the proposal;
and (6) Applicant’s plans to minimize
the possibility of voluntary tying. By.
letter dated June 21, 1982, Applicant
opposed SIA's request for a hearing and
stated that no disputed material facts
have been raised in connection with its
proposal,

While the Board believes that
questions raised in the submissions of
the parties and public comments might
appropriately be resolved through
additional written submission or an
informal presentation, a procedure that
has been utilized and found effective in
other cases, the Board has decided to
order a formal hearing conducted under
the procedures and time schedule
outlined in this Order as agreed to by
the Applicant and SIA. The hearing will
provide an appropriate and expeditious
method to develop a full record for
Board consideration of any.disputed
material fact involved in this proposal.

Accordingly, it Is hereby ordered that
a public and formal administrative
hearing be held to resolve any disputed
issues of material fact raised by SIA in
its protest. In this connection, the
hearing should address the scope of
Applicant's proposed operation of
Schwab and the alleged adverse
competitive effects raised by SIA in its
protest.

The hearing shall be conducted,
except as modified below, in accordance
with Subpart A of the Board's Rules of

- Practice for Hearings, 12 CFR Part 263,

and will commence at 10:00 a.m.,
September 13, 1982, at the offices of the
Board in Washington, D.C., before an
administrative law judge. In the interest
of concluding such hearing as
expeditiously as possible, the hearing
shall be conducted in accordance with
the following schedule, which has been
agreed to by both Applicant and SIA
and which shall not be departed from in
any material respect without the Board's
prior consent:




30108

Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 133 /| Monday, July 12, 1982 / Notices

July 19, 1982—Production of Information
response to the requests of the parties

August 18, 1982—Submission of Direct
Testimony

September 13-17, 1982—Hearing

October 1, 1982—Submission of Briefs
and Proposed Findings of Fact

October 12, 1982—Submission of Reply
Briefs

November 12, 1982—Filing of
Recommended Decision

November 24, 1982—Filing of Exceptions
Additionally, the parties have agreed

to submit requests for the production of

documents and other information from

the opposing party to the Board for a

determination as to the general

relevance and as to the reasonable

scope of specific requests and to abide

by the ruling of the Board’s General

Counsel on these matters as well as on

any objections to the production of

specific information by a party.
By order of the Board of Governors,

effective July 6, 1982.

William W. Wiles,

Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 82-18699 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6210-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Centers for Disease Control

Epidemiologic Study of Workers
Exposed t&Beryllium; Open Meeting

The following meeting will be
convened by the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health of the
Centers for Disease Control and will be
open to the public, limited only by space
available,

Date: July 20, 1982

Time: 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

Place: Room 9510, Federal Office Building,
550 Main Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Purpose: To discuss the protocol for the
epidemiologic study of workers exposed to
beryllium. Viewpoints and suggestions
from industry, organized labor, academia,
other government agencies, and the public
are invited.

Additional information may be
obtained from:

Ms. Andrea H. Okun, Division of
Surveillance, Hazard Evaluations, and
Field Studies, National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health, Centers
for Disease Control, 4676 Columbia
Parkway, Cincinnati, Ohio 45226,
Telephone: 513/684-2145.

Dated: July 6, 1982,
Jeffrey P. Koplan,
Acting Director, Centers for Disease Control.
|FR Doc. 82-18733 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4160-19-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

Lewistown District Grazing Advisory
Board; Meeting

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Lewistown District Grazing Advisory
Board, Interior.

AcTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: The Lewiston District
Grazing Advisory Board will meet
August 5 and August 6, 1982. The agenda
will be:

August 5
1:00 p.m. Introduction and Organization
1:45 p.m. Range Improvement Projects—
1983
3:45 p.m. Allotment Categorization
4:30 p.m. Grazing Fee Schedule
5:00 pm. Recess
August 8
8:00 am. Ervin Ridge Allotment
Discussion
10:00 a.m. Final Range Improvement
Policy

12:00 p.m. Adjournment

Opportunity for public comment will
be provided throughout the meeting.
DATES: August 5, 1982, 1:00 p.m. to 5:00
p.m.; August 6, 1982, 8:00 a.m. to 12:00
noon.

ADDRESS: The Yogo Inn, Main St,,
Lewistown, Montana.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Glenn W. Freeman, District Manager,
Bureau of Land Management, Airport
Road, Lewiston, Montana 59457.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Lewiston District Grazing Advisory
Board is authorized under section 403 of
the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C.
1753). The Board advises the District
Manager concerning the Rangeland
Management Program.

Dated: July 1, 1982.
Glenn W. Freeman,
District Manager.
[FR Doc. 8218730 Filed 7-0-82; 845 am)|
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

[Survey Group 669]

New Mexico Principal Meridian

July 2, 1982.

Plat of survey of the following
described lands accepted May 11, 1982,
will be officially filed in the Colorado

State Office, Bureau of Land
Management, Denver, Colorado,
effective August 20, 1982,

New Mexico

Principal Meridian
T. 34 N., R. 13 W, North of the Ute Line.

The plat representing the dependent
resurvey of a portion of the north
beundary of the Southern Ute Indian
Reservation, a portion of the north
boundary of the Ute Mountain Indian
Reservation, the east and west
boundaries and subdivisional lines and
the subdivision of certain sections,

This survey was executed to meet
certain administrative needs of the
Bureau.

All inquiries about this land should be
sent to the Colorado State Office,
Bureau of Land Management, 1037 20th
Street, Denver, Colorado 80202.

Harold Martin,

Chief, Division of Operations,
{FR Doc. 82-18731 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

Wyoming; Eastern Powder River Basin

- Management Framework Plan Coal

Amendment—Recluse Review Area

June 25, 1982.

The Casper, Wyoming District Office
of the Bureau of Land Management has
reviewed and made a final decision
regarding the amendment of pertions of
the 1977 Eastern Powder River Basin
Management Framework Plan (MFP),

The reasons for the review and
amendment are to make certain the MFP
reflects, as completely as possible,
current statutory requirements and
policies, and to continue carring out the
requirements of Section 522 of the
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act of 1977. Planning procedures, and
other aspects of the Federal Coal
Management Program, are described in
Title 43, Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 3400.

The Recluse Review Area, which is
part of the Powder River Coal
Production Region, is located in
Campbell County, Wyoming. High and
moderate development potential coal in
the Review Area is generally located in:

Portions of T. 58 N., Rs. 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, and
76W., south of the Montana state
boundary.

T. 57 N., Rs. 71, 72, 73. 74, 75, and 76 W.

T. 56 N., Rs. 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, and 76 W.

T.55N., Rs. 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, and 78 W.

T. 54 N, Rs. 74, 75, and 76 W,

T. 53 N., Rs. 74, 75, and 76 W.

T. 52 N., Rs. 74, 75, and 76 W.

T. 51 N., Rs. 74, 75, and 76 W.
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The MFP amendment alsa includes an
area of low development potential coal
for possible leasing and in-situ
development. That area is generally
located in:

T.44N.,Rs. 70,71, and 72 W.
T.44 N., Rs. 70, 71, and 72 W.

Public participation opportunities
were provided in the following ways: (1)
Public netice of the review was issued in
March, 1981; (2) a proposed decision
brochure was issued on April 16, 1982
and 30 days were allowed for public
review and comment; (3)a public
meeting and hearing was conducted in
Gillette, Wyoming on May 12, 1982 to
present the proposed decisions and
receive oral comments. Public comments
were considered in preparation of the
final amendment.

The Recluse Review Area contains
approximately 473,000 acres and 57
billion tons of coal. Non-federal and
committed federal coal lands containing
approximately 51,000 acres and 6billion
tons of coal were excluded from the
planning process.

Coal unsuitability criteria were
applied to approximately 422,000 acres
and 51 billion tons of coal.
Approximately 18,000 acres containing
1.5 billion tons of coal were found to be
unsuitable for further leasing
consideration. Approximately 404,000
acres containing 49.5 billion tons of coal
were found acceptable oracceptable
pending study for further leasing
consideration or exchange,

Planning constraints in the 1977 MFP
were applied to all coal lands that were
available for further consideration.
These constraints were: (1) To defer
coal leasing in producing oil and gas
fields until the economic recovery of oil
and gas is complete or where it can be
shown that surface coal mining will not
interfere with the economic recovery of
oil and gas (73,000 acres and 9.5 billion
tons of coal); and, (2) excluding leasing
of coal lands that provide a buffer for

the LX Bar historic site {25 acres and
2005 billion tons of coal), Approximately
423,000 acres containing 40 billion tons
of coal are available for futher leasing
consideration,

A 30-day protest period begins from
e date of this notice. During that time,
any person who participated in the
planning process and has an interest
which is or may be adversely affected
by the decision may protest the
dpproval of the amendment, Once
approved, areas found acceptable or
acceptable pending study can be further
tonsidered for exchange or leasing
through leage exchanges or
modifications, or through the
ompetitive coal leasing program. A

th

second coal lease sale is scheduled for
1984 in the Powder River Basin of
Wyoming and Montana.

For further information contact Don
Whyde at the Bureau of Land
Management, Casper District Office, 951
Rancho Road, Casper, Wyoming 82601,
phone (307) 261-5594. Documents
relevant to the planning process are also
available at the above address.

Leslie A. Olver,

Assistant District Manager.
[FR Doc. 82-18788 Filed 7-8-8% 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

Cedar City District; Grazing Advisory
Board Meeting

Notice is hereby given in accordance
with Pub. L. 92-463 that a meeting of the
Cedar City District Grazing Advisory
Board will be held on Tuesday, August
10, 1982. The meeting will begin at 9:30
a.m. in the Bureau of Land Management
Cedar City District Office located at
1579 North Main Street, Cedar City,
Utah.

The agenda is as follows: (1) Review
of Proposed Allotment Management
Plans, (2) Rangeland Betterment Project
Proposals, (3) Rangeland Betterment
Project Funding Policy, (4) General
Advisory Board Business.

Grazing Advisory Board meetings are
open to the public. Interested persons
may make oral statements or file written
statements for the Board's
consideration. Anyone wishing to make
an oral statement must notify the
District Manager, Bureau of Land
Management, 1579 North Main Street,
Cedar City, Utah 84720, phone 801-586-
2401, by August 6, 1982, Depending on
the number of persons wishing to make
statements, a per person time limit may
be established by the District Manager.

Summary minutes of the Board
meeting will be maintained in the
District Office and be available for
public inspection and reproduction
(during regular business hours) within 30
days following the meeting.

Dated: June 28, 1982,
Morgan S. Jensen,
District Manager.
[FR Doc. 82-18747 Filed 7-8-82: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

Montana; Centennial Mountains
Wilderness inventory

July 2, 1982.
Notice is hereby given of Public
Review period for the Centennial

Mountains Instant Study Area Intensive
Wilderness Inventory.

The Montana State Office of the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
announces the completion of the
intensive wilderness inventory for the
Centennial Mountains Instant Study
Area. The area is located in the Butte,
Montana, BLM District, the Beaverhead
National Forest, Montana, and the
Targhee National Forest, Idaho. A
portion of the BLM acreage in Montana
(21,44.39 acres) has been administered
as a designated primitive area.

The intensive inventory follows
guidelines provided in the Bureau's
Wilderness Inventory Handbook, dated
September 1978, and is the first step in
the wilderness review process for such
designated areas,

The Centennial Mountains study area
consists of 21,774.39 acres within the
designated BLM primitive area, 8,256
acres of contiguous BLM administered
lands and 50,050 acres of contignous
Forest Service administered lands. All
lands within the existing primitive
areas, 4,260 acres of contiguous BLM
administered lands and 46,852 acres of
contiguous Forest Service lands were
found to have wilderness characteristics
and are hereby designated a proposed
wilderness study area. Total acreage in
the study area is 72,886 acres. The
remaining 3,996 acres BLM administered
acreage and 3,198 acres of Forest
Service acreage are proposed to be
dropped from further wilderness
consideration.

A thirty-day public comment period
from July 19, 1982, through August 17,
1982, to review the intensive inventory
findings and recommendations and
gather public issues and concerns is
hereby initiated.

Public open houses will be held on
August 3 at the Forest Service Office
from 3 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. in St. Anthony,
Idaho, on August 4 at the BLM office
from 1 to 5 and 7 to 10 p.m. in Dillon,
Montana, and August 5 at the Holiday
Inn from 1 to 5 and 7 to 10 p.m. in
Bozeman, Montana.

Inventory documents may be obtained
by writing:

Bureau of Land Management, 106 N.
Parkmont, P.O. Box 3388, Butte,
Montana 59702-3388 or

Targhee National Forest, St. Anthony,
Idaho 83445.

Public comments should be submitted to
the same addresses by August 17, 1982.

Bill D. Noble,

Acting State Director.

[FR Doc. 82-18732 Piled 7-9-82; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4310-84-M
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Shoshone District Grazing Advisory
Board Meeting
AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), Interior,

ACTION: Shoshone District Grazing
Adyvisory Board Meeting.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given, in
accordance with Pub, L. 94-529, and 43
CFR Part 1780, that a meeting of the
Shoshone District Grazing Advisory
Board will be held on Friday, August 13,
1982, at 9 a.m., at the BLM District
Office, 400 West F Street, Shoshone,
Idaho 83352.

The purpose of the meeting will be to
seek recommendations on livestock
conversions, base property requirements
where livestock leases are involved and
review of the FY 83 Preliminary Annual
Work Plan, specifically the 8100
Rangeland Betterment Funds.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
public is invited to attend and make
written or oral statements which should
not exceed 15 minutes in length.
Requests for these statements should be
made to the official listed below at least
five days prior to the meeting.

Further information concerning this
meeting may be obtained from the
Shoshone District Manager, Bureau of
Land Management, P. O. Box 2B,
Shoshone, Idaho 83352, telephone (208)
886-2206, Minutes of the meeting will be
available for public inspection and
copying three weeks after the meeting at
the Shoshone District Office, Shoshone,
Idaho,

Charles J. Haszier,

District Manager.,
July 1, 1982,

[FR Doc. 82-18746 Filed 7-9-82: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

Bureau of Reclamation

Duchesne River Area Canal
Rehabilitation Strawberry Aqueduct
Collection System; Central Utah
Project; Intent To Prepare a
Supplement to Final Environmental
Statement

Pursuant to section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, the Department of the Interior
proposes to prepare a supplement to
Bonneville Unit Final Environmental
Statement INT FES 8342 filed August 2,
1973. The final environmental statement
covered the Strawberry Aqueduct and
Collection System portion of the
Bonneville Unit, The supplement will
address the Duchesne River Area Canal
Rehabilitation, a part of the Strawberry

Aqueduct and Collection System, and is
expected to be available for public
review by the spring of 1983.

In addition to addressing the impacts
of construction and operation of the
project, this process will insure
compliance with Executive Orders
relating to Floodplain Management
(11988) and Protection of Wetlands
(11990).

The purpose of the canal
rehabilitation is to facilitate successful
farming operations in the Duchesne
River area, Duchesne County, Utah, by
providing an onfarm delivery supply of
irrigation water of 3.4 acre-feet per
productive acre. This rate is based upon
the determination under the Bonneville
Unit that the diversion requirement of

all canals.along the Duchesne River will

be 4.0 acre-feet per acre at the canal
heading. To achieve the onfarm water
requirement of 3.4 acre-feet per acre,
each canal must have an overall
conveyance efficiency of at least 85
percent.

Investigations are being conducted to
determine which canals should be
improved and what alternative methods
of rehabilitation may be available. A
public meeting to present information,
identify key environmental issues, and
receive other input was held in April
1982. Other public meetings, including a

- scoping meeting or other public

participation activities, may be held
during the interim depending upon
interest and issues identified.

Anyone interested in this project and/
or supplement should direct inquiries to
Mr. Jay Franson, Bureau of Reclamation,
160 North 200 West, Provo, Utah 84601,
telephone (801/374-8610).

Dated: July 7, 1982.

Eugene Hinds,
Assistant Commissioner.

|FR Doc. 82-18764 Flled 7-9-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-09-M

National Park Service

General Management Plan/
Development Concept Plan and
Environmental Assessment; Lake
Clark National Park and Preserve—
Alaska

AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior.
ACTION: Notice of availability.

SUMMARY:The general management
plan/development concept plan and
environmental assessment for Lake
Clark National Park and Preserve,
Alaska, are available for public and
other agency reviews. Public open
houses will be held in mid-August in

Alaska to discuss the future
management strategies for the park and
preserve and to accept comments on the
plan and its alternatives. The time and
place of these open houses will be
released through the regional news
media. Written comments will be
accepted by the Alaska Regional
Director of the Nalional Park Service
until September 1, 1982. Following an
evaluation of the issues raised by public
and other agency review, decisions will
be made on all the elements which will
constitute the final plan. In addition,
either a finding of no significant impact
or‘a notice of intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement on the

‘final plan will be issued.

AVAILABILITY: Copies of the document
are being mailed to individuals,
organizations, and agencies that have
expressed interest in the future
management of the park and preserve, A
small supply of documents is being
retained by the Alaska Regional Office
of the National Park Service to fill
additional requests. When this supply is
exhausted, a charge will be made to
cover the cost of photocopying. Copies
of the document can be inspected at the
following places:

Parks and Forests Information Center,
540 W. Fifth Avenue, Anchorage, AK

Headquarters, Lake Clark National Park
and Preserve, 701 C Street,
Anchorage, AK

Field Headquarters, Lake Clark National
Park and Preserve, Port Alsworth, AK

Elmer E. Rasmuson Library, Universily
of Alaska, Fairbanks, AK

Alaska State Library, Juneau, AK

Denver Public Library, Denver, CO

Department of the Interior Central
Library, Washington, D.C.

U.S. Geological Survey Library, 1526
Cole Blvd., Golden, CO

Seattle Public Library, Seattle, WA

Interior Resources Library, 701 C Street,
Anchorage, AK

ADDRESSES: Address requests for

documents and all comments on the

plan and its assessment to the Regional

Director, Alaska Region, U.S. National

Park Service, 540 W. Fifth Avenue,

Anchorage, Alaska 89501.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Terry Carlstrom, Chief, Division of
Planning and Design, U.S. National Park
Service, 540 W, Fifth Avenue,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501, telephone
(907) 271-4637 or Paul Haertel,
Superintendent, Lake Clark National
Park and Preserve, 701 C Street,
Anchorage, Alaska 99513, telephone
(907) 271-3751.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The park
and preserve were established
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December 2, 1980, by the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation
Act (16 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.). In the
summer of 1981, the National Park
Service began an informal scoping
process to draw out planning and
environmental issues of concern from
the public, organizations, and state and
federal agencies. The issues raised were
combined with legislative mandates,
National Park Service policies, park and
preserve objectives, resource
information, and environmental
considerations to form three progressive
strategies for the conservation and
management of the park and preserve
over the next five to ten years.

The first strategy would perpetuate
existing trends and conditions by
generating no new developments or
actions beyond those of a custodial or
emergency nature. It would not directly
cause any environmental change;
however, in the absence of long-term
programs for comprehensive
management of resources and visitor
use, adverse trends might develop and
result in environmental degradation.

The second strategy forms the
proposed general management plan/
development concept plan. It outlines
the minimum actions necessary for basic
operations: research and monitoring to
gain knowledge about the natural and
cultural environments, protective
management of resources, support of
dispersed outdoor recreational
activities, and programs to insure
visitors' safety and to promote their
understanding of the resources they
enjoy. The proposed plan includes
proposals for the management of three
wild rivers, a wilderness suitability
review, and a development concept for
the field headquarters at Port Alsworth.
Less than ten acres of land will be
required for permanent and temporary
structures to provide for the necessary
onsite presence of National Park Service
personnel,

The third strategy would respond to a
rapid increase in visitation with three
developed areas within the park and
pPreserve to provide visitor services and
10 support resource protection activities.
The expanded development would
require less than 100 acres of park and
preserve land.

_None of the strategies would cause a
significant change in the park and
Preserve's majory ecosystems. The
Increase in visitation anticipated under
the expanded development alternative
would create the need for additional

protective regulations and enforcement
personnel in the near future.

John E. Cook,

Regional Director, Alaska Region.

[FR Doc. 82-18756 Filed 7-6-82; 8:45 am]

'BILLING CODE 4310-70-M

Upper Delaware National Scenic and
Recreational River; Meeting

AGENCY: Upper Delaware Citizens
Advisory Council, National Park
Service; Interior.

ACTION: Notice of meeting.

Kalaupapa National Historical Park
Advisory Commission; Meeting

Notice is hereby given in accordance
with the Federal Advisory Committee
Act that a meeting of the Kalaupapa
National Historical Park Advisory
Commission will be held at 9:00 a.m. on
Thursday, August 12, 1982, at Paschoal
Community Hall, Kalaupapa, Molokai,
Hawaii. -

The Advisory Commission was
established by Pub. L. 95-565 to provide
advice with respect to park
development, operations, public
visitation, and employee training.

Members of the Commission are as
follows:

Rev. David K. Kaupu, Chairman
Mr. Clifford K. Anderson
Mr. Robert L. Barrel
Mrs. Kuueli Bell

Mr. James Brede

Mr. Shoichi Hamai

Mr, Paul Harada

Mr. Isaac Keao

Mr. Richard Marks

Mr. Ralston Nagata

Mr. Bernard Punikaia

This meeting will be devoted to issues
related to proposed language of
cooperative agreements between the
National Park Service and the State.

The meetings are open to the public.
Any member of the public may file with
the Commission a written statement
concerning the matters to be discussed.

Persons wishing to receive further
information on this meeting or who wish
to submit written statements may
contact Mr. Bryan Harry, Pacific Area
Director, National Park Service, 300 Ala
Moana Boulevard, Box 50165, Honolulu,
Hawaii 96850; telephone (808) 546-7584.

Minutes of the meeting will be
available for public inspection by
October 11, 1982, in the Office of the
Pacific Area Director, National Park
Service, 300 Ala Moana Boulevard,
Room 6305, Honolulu, Hawaii 96850.

Dated: June 28, 1982,
Howard H. Chapman,
Regional Director, Western Region.
[FR Doc. 82-18758 Filed 7-0-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-70-M

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the date
of the forthcoming meeting of the Upper
Delaware Citizens Advisory Council.
Notice of this meeting is required under
the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

DATE: July 23, 1982, 7 p.m.

ADDRESS: Arlington Hotel, Narrowsburg,
New York.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John T. Hutzky, Superintendent, Upper
Delaware National Scenic and
Recreational River, Drawer C,
Narrowsburg, N.Y. 12764-0159 (717729~
7135).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Advisory Council was established under
section 704(f) of the National Parks and
Recreation Act of 1978, Pub. L, 95-625,
16 U.S.C. 1274 note, to encourage
maximum public involvement in the
development and implementation of the
plans and programs authorized by the
Act. The Council is to meet and report to
the Delaware River Basin Commission,
the Secretary of the Interior, and the
Governors of New York and
Pennsylvania in the preparation of a
management plan and on programs
which relate to land and water use in
the Upper Delaware region. The agenda
for the meeting will include review of
Draft Management Plan,

The meeting will be open to the
public. Any member of the public may
file with the Council a written statement
concerning agenda items. The statement
should be addressed to the Council ¢c/o
Upper Delaware National Scenic and
Recreational River, Drawer C,
Narrowsburg, N.Y. 12764-0159. Minutes
of the meeting will be available for
inspection four weeks aflter the meeting
at the permanent headquarters of the
Upper Delaware National Scenic and
Recreational River, River Road, 1% miles
north of Narrowsburg, N.Y., Damascus
Township, Pennsylvania.

Dated: July 2, 1982.

Sandra C. Otskivi,

Acting Regional Director, Mid-Atlantic
Region,

[FR Doc. 82-18757 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 4310-71-M
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE (4) Sharon Sharp, 482 #CW Arrow stated in the publication, and further
COMMISSION Hwy., San Dimas, CA 91773 subject to the administrative

Agricultural Cooperative; Notice to the
Commission of intent To Perform
Interstate Transportation for Certain
Nonmembers

Dated; July 7, 1982.

The following Notices were filed in
accordance with section 10526(a)(5) of
the Interstate Commerce Act. These
rules provide that agricultural
cooperatives intending to perform
nonmember, nonexempt, interstate
transportation must file the Notice, Form
BOP 102, with the Commission within 30
days of its annual meefings each year.
Any subsequent change concerning
officers, directors, and location of
transportation records shall require the
filing of a supplemental Notice within 30
days of such change.

The name and address of the
agricultural cooperative (1) and (2), the
location of the records (3), and the name
and address of the person to whom
inquiries and correspondence should be
addressed (4), are published here for
interested persons. Submission of
information which could have bearing
upon the propriety of a filing should be
directed to the Commission's Office of
Compliance and Consumer Assistance,
Washington, D.C. 20423. The Notices are
in a central file, and can be examined at
the Office of the Secretary, Interstate
Commerce Commission, Washington,
D.C.

(1) Agricultural Services Association,

Ine.

(2) P.O. Box 472, Bells, TN 38006
(3) A.S.A. Office—Transportation High

St., Bells, TN 38006
(4) J. P. McCormick, A.S.A.

Transportation, P.O. Box 472, Bells,

TN 38006
(1) Cache Valley Dairy Association
(2) P.O. Box 155, Smithfield, UT 84335
(3) 8351 North 2150 West, Amalga, UT

B4335
(4) Lyle Tuddenham, P.O. Box 155,

Smithfield, UT 84335
(1) Farm Bureau Services, Inc.

(2) 7373 West Saginaw Highway,

Lansing, Michigan 48917
(3) 7373 West Saginaw Highway,

Lansing, MI 48917
(4) Maurice Tase, 7373 West Saginaw

Hwy., Lansing, MI 48917
(1) Farmers Exchange Cooperative
(2) 11 Market St., Lake Park, Towa 51347
(3) 11 Market St., Lake Park, IA 51347
(4) Harold E. Nelsen, Lake Park, IA

51347
(1) Green Valley Transport Systems, Inc.
(2) 482 #CW Arrow Highway, San

Dimas, CA 91778
(3) Calle 1 NO 703 PUE 7-8 Agua Prieta,

Mexico _

(1) Sun Land Sales, Inc.

(2) 2051 Geneva St. #43, Oceanside, CA
92054

(3) 2051 Geneva St. #43, Oceanside, CA
92054

(4) Richard B. Jones, 2051 Geneva St.
#43, Oceanside, CA 92054

Agatha L. Mergenovich,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 82-18708 Filed 7-9-82: 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

Motor Carriers; Finance Applications;
Decision Notice

As indicated by the findings below,
the Commission has approved the
following applications filed under 49
U.S.C. 10924, 10926, 10931 and 10932,

We find:

Each transaction is exempt from
section 11343 (formerly section 5) of the
Interstate Commerce Act, and complies
with the appropriate transfer rules.

This decision is neither a major
Federal action significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment nor a
major regulatory action under the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act of
1975.

Petitions seeking reconsideration must
be filed within 20 days from the date of
this publication. Replies must be filed
within 20 days after the final date for
filing petitions for reconsiderations; any
interested person may file and serve a
reply upon the parties to the proceeding.
Petitions which do not comply with the
relevant transfer rules at 49 CFR 1132.4
may be rejected.

If petitions for reconsideration are not
timely filed, and applicants satisfy the
conditions, if any, which have been
imposed, the application is granted and
they will receive an effective notice. The
notice will indicate that consummation
of the transfer will be presumed to occur
on the 20th day following service of the
notice, unless either applicant has
advised the Commission that the
transfer will not be consummated or
that an extension of time for
consummation is needed. The notice
will also recite the compliance
requirements which must be met before
the transferee may commence
operations.

Applicants must comply with any
conditions set forth in the following
decision-notices within 30 days after
publication, or within any approved
extension period. Otherwise, the
decision-notice shall have no further
effect.

It is Ordered:

The following applications are
approved, subject to the conditions

requirements stated in the effective
notice to be issued hereafter.

By the Commission, Review Board No, 3,
Members Krock, Joyce, and Dowell.

MC-FC-78863. By decision of June 24,
1982 issued under 49 U.S.C. 10926 and
the transfer rules at 49 CFR 1132,
Review Board Number 3 approved the
transfer to ARKANSAS
FREIGHTWAYS, INC. of Certificate No.
MC-121805 {Sub-Nos. 12, 13, 14, 15X, 16
and 17) issued to ARKANSAS
EXPRESS, INC. authorizing the
transportation of general commodities,
(usual exceptions) over regular and
irregular routes between pointsin AR,
OK, KS, NE, MO, KY, TN, TX, LA, MS.
Representative: William P. Jackson, Jr.,
3426 N. Washington Blvd., P.O. Box
1240, Arlington, VA 22210

Note(s).— (1) TA has been filed. (2)
Transferee is a non-carrier.

MC-F-79874. By decision of June 28,
1982 issued under 49 U.S.C. 10926 and
the transfer rules at 49 CFR 1132,
Review Board Number 3 approved the
transfer to S.T.C. Trucking Co., Inc., of
Corriganville, Md, of Certificate No,
MC-154569 and Subs 1 and 3 issued to
Leydig Trucking, Inc., of Corriganville,
MD, authorizing coal and coal products,
between points in MD, PA, and NV, sa//,
between points in Allegany County, MD.
on the one hand, and, on the other,
points in PA, WV, and VA; and brick,
tile, and concrete products, between
points in Allegany and Garrett Counties,
MD, on the one hand, and, on the other,
points in OH, VA, and PA.
Representative: Dixie C. Newhouse,
1329 Pennsylvania Ave., P.O. Box 1417,
Hagerstown, MD 21740. TA lease is nol
sought. Transferee is not a carrier.

MC-FC-79875. By decision of June 23,
1982, issued under 49 U.S.C. 10926 and
the transfer rules at 49 CFR 1132,
Review Board No. 3 approved the
transfer to CARSON TRUCK LINES,
INC: of Certificate No. MC-142835 and
sub-numbers thereunder issued to
CARSON MOTOR LINES, INC.
autherizing the transportation of (1)
general commodities (usual statutory
exceptions) for the United States
Government between points in the
United States, (2) drugs and toilet
preparations, from Lynchburg, VA, 1o
points in the United States (except AK
and HI), (3) food and related products,
between specified cities and counties in
PA, OH, M1, MA, DC, GA, NY, FL, NJ,
VA, WV, TX, and NC, on the one hand,
and, on the other, points in AL, AR, CT.
FL, GA, IL, IN, 1A, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD.
MA, Ml, MN, MS, MO, NE, NJ, NH, NY,
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NC, OH, OK, PA, R], SC, TN, TX, VA,
WV, and WI, and (4) furniture, between
points in Guilford County, NC, on the
one hand, and, on the other, points in
FL. Representative: A Charles Tell, Suite
1800, 100 E. Broad St., Columbus, OH
43215.

Notes.—(1) Transferee is a non carrier. (2)
This does not purport to be a complete
description of the authority and territory
involved.

MC-FC-78887. By decision of June 24,
1982, issued under 49 U.S.C, 10926 and
the transfer rules at 49 CFR 1132,
Review Board Number 3 approved the
transfer to H & H BULK TRANSPORT,
INC., of Indianapolis, IN, of Certificate
Nos. MC 124083 (Sub-Nos. 62 and 63X),
issued to SKINNER MOTOR EXPRESS,
INC., also of Indianapolis, IN, which
authorize the transportation of (1) metal
products, between points in Winnebago
County, WI, on the one hand, and, on
the other, points in IN; and (2)
commodities in bulk, (a) between points
in IL, IN, MI, WI, OH, PA, IA, MO, KY,
and TN, (b) between points in Posey
County, IN, on the one hand, and, on the
other, points in AR, IL, IN, KY, MO, OH,
and TN, (c) between points in Jay
County, IN, on the one hand, and, on the
other, points in KY, M1, MO, NY, OH,
PA, WV, and WI, (d) between points in
Daviess County, KY, on the one hand,
and, on the other, points in AR, IL, IN,
KY, MI, MO, OH, TN, VA, and WV, and
(e) between points in Bureau, McLean
and Cook Counties, IL, and Polk County,
IA, on the one hand, and, on the other,
points in IL, IA, IN, MI, OH, WI, MO,
KS, NE, SD, ND, and MN.
Representative: Constance ], Goodwin,
Suite 800, Circle Tower Bldg,,
Indianapolis, IN 46204.

Note.—TA has been filed. Transferee is not
a carrier, but is affiliated with transferor.
Agatha Mergenovich,

Secretary.
|FR Doc. 82-18710 Filed 7-9-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

Motor Carriers; Finance Applications;
Decision-Notice

The following applications, filed on or
after July 3, 1980, seek approval to
consolidate, purchase, merge, lease
operating rights and properties, or
acquire control of motor carriers
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 11343 or 11344.
Also, applications directly related to
these motor finance applications (such
as conversions, gateway eliminations,
and securities issuances) may be
involved.

The applications are governed by
Special Rule 240 of the Commission’s
Rules of Practice (49 CFR 1100.240). See

Ex Parte 55 (Sub-No. 44), Rules
Governing Applications Filed By Motor
Carriers Under+49 U.S.C. 11344 and
11349, 383 1.C.C. 740 (1981). These rules
provide among other things, that
opposition to the granting of an
application must be filed with the
Commission in the form of verified
statements within 45 days after the date
of notice of filing of the application is
published in the Federal Register.
Failure seasonably to oppose will be
construed as a waiver of opposition and
participation in the proceeding,. If the
protest includes a request for oral
hearing, the request shall meet the
requirements of Rule 242 of the special
rules and shall include the certification
required.

Persons wishing to oppose an
application must follow the rules under
49 CFR 1100.241. A copy of any
application, together with applicant's
supporting evidence, can be obtained
from any applicant upon request and
payment to applicant of $10.00, in
accordance with 49 CFR 1100.241(d).

Amendments to the request for
authority will not be accepted after the
date of this publication. However, the
Commission may modify the operating
authority involved in the application to
conform to the Commission’s policy of
simplifying grants of operating authority.

We ﬁfnd, with the exception of those
applications involving impediments (e.g.,
jurisdictional problems, unresolved
fitness questions, questions involving
possible unlawful control, or improper
divisions of operating rights) that each
applicant has demonstrated, in
accordance with the applicable
provisions of 49 U.S.C. 11301, 11302,
11343, 11344, and 11349, and with the
Commission's rules and regulations, that
the proposed transaction should be
authorized as stated below. Except
where specifically noted this decision is
neither a major Federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment nor does it appear
to qualify as a major regulatory action
under the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975.

In the absence of legally sufficient
protests as to the finance application or
to any application directly related
thereto filed within 45 days of
publication (or, if the application later
becomes unopposed), appropriate
authority will be issued to each
applicant (unless the application
involves impediments) upon compliance
with certain requirements which will be
set forth in a notification of
effectiveness of this decision-notice. To
the extent that the authority sought
below may duplicate an applicant's
existing authority, the duplication shall

not be construed as conferring more
than a single operating right.

Applicant(s) must comply with all
conditions set forth in the grant or
grants of authority within the time
period specified in the notice of
effectiveness of this decision-notice, or
the application of a non-complying
applicant shall stand denied.

Dated: July 1, 1982.

By the Commission, Review Board Number
3, Members Krock, Joyce and Dowell,
Agatha L. Mergenovich,

Secretary.

MC-F-14870, filed June 1, 1982.
SOUTHERN FREIGHTWAYS, INC.,
(Southern), P.O. Box 158, Eustis, FL
32726—PURCHASE—GOLDEN
TRIANGLE TRANSPORTATION, INC,,
(Golden), P.O. Box 2043, Columbus, MS
39701. Representative: K, Edward
Wolcott, 235 Peachtree St., N.E., Ste.
1200, Atlanta, GA 30303. Southern seeks
authority to purchase the interstate
operating rights of Golden. Gene Baugh,
who controls Southern through stock
ownership and management, seeks
authority to acquire control of said
rights through the transaction. The
operating rights to be purchased are
contained in Golden's Permits in MC-
147148 (Sub 2F) authorizing the
transportation of general commodities
(except household goods and Classes A
and B explosives) between points in the
US under contract with Kerr-McGhee
Chemical Corporation, and MC-147148
(Sub 3) authorizing general commodities
(except Classes A and B explosives)
between points in the US under contract
with Ribelin Sales, Inc. Southern is a
motor common carrier pursuant to
Certificates issued in MC-144140 and
Sub Numbers thereunder. Condition:
Gene Gaugh, has signed the application
on behalf of Southern; however, as a
condition to our approval, he must join
in the application, in his own right, as
party in control of Southern.

Note.—Southern has filed an application
for temporary authority.
{FR Doc. 82-18709 Filed 7-8-82; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

[Volume No. 277]

Motor Carriers; Permanent Authority
Decisions; Restriction Removals;
Decision-Notice

Decided: July 6, 1982,

The following restriction removal
applications, filed after December 28,
1980, are governed by 49 CFR Part 1137.
Part 1137 was published in the Federal
Register of December 31, 1980, at 45 FR
86747.
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Persons wishing to file a comment to
an application must follow the rules
under 49 CFR 1137.12. A copy of any
application can be obtained from any
applicant upon request and payment to
applicant of $10.00.

Amendments to the restriction
removal applications are not allowed.

Some of the applications may have
been modified prior to publication to
conform to the special provisions
applicable to restriction removal.

Canadian Carrier Applicants

In the event an application to
transport property, filed by a Canadian
domiciled motor carrier, is unopposed, it
will be reopened on the Commission's
own motion for receipt of additional
evidence and further consideration in
light of the record developed inEx Parte
No. MC-157, Investigalion Into
Canadian Law and Policy Regarding
Applications of American Motor
Carriers For Canadian Gperating
Authority.

Findings

We find, preliminarily, that each
applicant has demonstrated that its
requested removal of restrictions or
broadening of unduly narrow authority
is consistent with the criteria set forth in
49 U.S.C. 10922(h).

In the absence of comments filed
within 25 days of publication of this
decision-notice, appropriate reformed
authority will be issued to each
applicant. Prior to beginning operations
under the newly issued authority,
compliance must be made with the
normal statutory and regulatory
requirements for. commen and contract
carriers.

By the Commission, Restriction Removal
Board, Members Shaffer, Ewing, and
Williams.

Agatha L. Mergenovich,
Secretary.

MC 217 (Sub-28)X, originally
published May 7, 1982, republished this
issue to include several inadvertent
omissions. Applicant: POINT
TRANSFER, INC., P.O. Box 1441 Station
C, Canton, OH 44708. Representative:
John P. McMahon, 100 East Broad St.,
Columbus, OH 43215. Lead and Subs 3,
4, 5,6, 11 and 21, as previously noticed,
and, in addition broaden {1) glassware
to “Clay, concrete, glass or stone
products"” and (2) canned goods to “food
and related products”, lead.

MC 19878 (Sub-2)X, filed June 14, 1982,
Applicant: STEINWAY VAN &
STORAGE CORP., 4245 12th Street,
Long Island city, NY 11101.
Representative: Kenneth M. Piken, Esq.,

95-25 Queens Blvd., Rego Park, NJ 11374.

Lead and Sub 1, broaden household
goods to “household goods, furniture
and fixtures™.

MC 32122 (Sub-9)X, filed June 18, 1982.

"Applicant: PAZEN TRANSFER LINE,

INC,, P.O. Box 243, Waukau, WI 54980.
Representative: Edward . Gerrity, P.O.
Box 914, Appleton, WI 54912. Lead and
Sub 7: (1) broaden (a) musical
instruments to “instruments and
photographic goods"', malt beverages,
and empty malt beverage containers,
wallpaper, stoves and refrigerators to
“food and related products, pulp, paper
and related products, metal products,
and machinery”, household goods to
household goods, furniture and
fixtures"', and packing-house products to
“food and related products”, lead; and
(b) building and roofing materials,
asphalt or composition siding, and metal
fasteners, nails, cement and caulking
compounds to “building materials”,
flour, sugar, and cookies to “food and
related products", and such corrugated
or fibreboard containers and plastic
shipping trays as are used in bakeries to
“pulp, paper and related products, and
rubber and plastic products”, Sub 7; (2)
change city-wide to county-wide
authority: Oshkosh and Menasha, W1
(Winnebago County), Rockford, IL
(Winnebago County), and Chicago, IL
(Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry
and Will Counties, IL and Lake and
Porter Counties, IN), lead; and Ripon,
WI (Fond du Lac County), Marseilles, IL
(La Salle County), South Bend, IN (St.
Joseph County), MT. Olive, IL
(Macoupin County), Chicage, IL (Cook,
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will
Counties, 1L and Lake and Porter
Counties, IN), and Blue Island, Morris
and St. Charles, IL (Cook, Grundy, and
Kane Counties), Sub 7; (3) remove the
pick-up only restriction and the
restriction against service to points in IN
within the Chicago, IL commercial zone,
Sub 7; and (4) change one-way to radial
authority in both certificates.

MC 148849 (Sub-7)X, filed June 24,
1982. Applicant: EQUITABLE BAG CO.,,
INC., 45-50 Van Dam St., Long Island
City, NY 11101. Representative: George
A. Olsen, P.O. Box 357, Old Chester Rd.,
Gladstone, NJ 07934. Subs 2F, 3F, and 5F
permits: (1) remove bulk restriction from
its autherity to transport such
commodities as are sold or dealt in by
department stores and/or paperand
paper products, Subs 2F and 3F; and (2)
broaden to “between points in the U.S.
(except AK and HI),"” under continuing
contract (s) with named shippers, all
Subs. -

[FR Doc. 82-18711 Filed 7-6-82: 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

Motor Carrier Temporary Authority
Application

The following are notices of filing of
applications for temporary authority
under Section 10928 of the Interstate
Commerce Act and in accordance with
the provisions of 49 CFR 1131.3. These
rules provide that an original and two
(2) copies of protests to an application
may be filed with the Regional Office
named in the Federal Register
publication no later than the 15th
calendar day after the date the notice of
the filing of the application is published
in the Federal Register. One copy of the
protest must be served on the applicant,
or its authorized representative, if any,
and the protestant must certify that such
service has been made. The protest mus!
identify the operating authority upon
which it is predicated, specifying the
“MC" docket and "Sub” number and
quoting the particular portion of
authority upon which it relies. Also, the
protestant shall specify the service it
can and will provide and the amount
and type of equipment it will make
available for use in cennection with the
service contemplated by the TA
application. The weight accorded a
protest shall be governed by the
completeness and pertinence of the
protestant's information.

Except as otherwise specifically
noted, each applicant states that there
will be no significant effect on the
quality of the human environment
resulting from approval of its
application.

A copy of the application is on file,
and can be examined at the ICC
Regional Office to which protests are to
be transmitted.

Note.—All applications seek authority to
operate as a common carrier over irregular
routes except as otherwise noted.

Motor Carriers of Property
Notice No. F-183

The following applications were filed
in Region I: Send protests to: Interstate
Commerce Commission, Regional
Authority Center, 150 Causeway Sireet,
Room 501, Boston, MA 02114.

MC 99749 (Sub-1-4TA), filed June 28,
1982. Applicant: BOURNE'S TRANS.,
INC., 1029 Pearl Street, Brockton, MA
02401. Representative: John F.
Hollengreen, 1020 Pennsylvania Bldg.,
Pennsylvania Avenue and 13th St.,
N.W., Washington, D.C 20004. General
commodities {except Classes A and B
explosives), between points in CT, ME,
MA, 