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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
containg regulatory documents having general
applicability and legal effect, most of which

ars keyed to and codified in the Code of
Federal Regulations, which Is published under
50 tites 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 week.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency

12CFR Part 1

[Docket No. 93-08]

Investment Securities Regulation

AGENCY: Comptroller of the Currency,
Treasury.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency (OCC]} is amending its
investment securities regulation to
remove the requirement that banks
maintain for specified periods of time
credit information on issuers of certain
securities. The purpose of this final rule
ista reduceb:&ulatory burden while
promoting safety and soundness.
National banks are expected to continue
to exercise prudent banking judgment to
retain records for appropriate periods.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 9, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Owen Carney, Capital Markets Division,
Telephone: (202) 874-5070, Michael C.
Dugas, Securities, Investments and
Fiduciary Practices Division, Telephone
(202) 874-5210, Comptroller of the
Currency, Washington, DC 20219.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
toits authority under 12 U.S.C.
24(Seventh) and 93a, the OCC is
amending its investment securities
regulation to eliminate the requirement
lo maintain records for specified periods
of time, currently contained in 12 CFR
1.8(b). Section 1.8(a) requires banks to
hold information adequate to
demonstrate that they have exercised
prudence in making determinations and
carrying out securities transactions.
Section 1.8(b) requires banks holding
tertain securities to maintain
information for specified periods of
time, depending on whether the bank is
purchasing securities for its own

portfolio, underwriting or engaging in
dealer activities.

The OCC proposed the amendment
because it believes the specific retention
requirements in §1.8(b) are
unnecessary. Under current industry
practice and prudent management
practices, investing banks generally use
and maintain relevant credit data
supplied by issuers, investment bankers
and credit rating services in their credit
decisions. Examples of such credit data
are summary and in-depth analyses
prepared by rating services or the
financial advisory departments of large
correspondent banks. These analyses

enerally are updated on an ongoing

s, and provide more meaningfu
information than an original prospectus,
particularly as the credit ages. Under the
current regulation, banks would hold an
original prospectus or similar material
even if these documents became dated
and of little use in establishing the
current condition of the issuer.

As stated in the proposal, the OCC
believes that current credit data,
supplied in accordance with industry
practice, will adequately demonstrate
that the bank has exercised prudence in
making investment determinations and
carrying out investment transactions.
Therefore, the § 1.8(b) requirement for
banksd to retain records for specific time

riods a 'S unnecessary.
peThe prc]));?:saa! was publislr‘nyed for
comment in the Federal Register on
October 5, 1992 (57 FR 45756). The OCC
received one comment in response to
the proposal. The commenter supported
the proposal and agreed that the action
would reduce regulatory burden while
promoting bank safety and soundness.

The OCC is adopting the amendment
as proposed. The intended effect of the
change is to remove an unnecessa
regulatory requirement. Accordingly,
Part 1 will no longer expressly require
national banks to meintain credit
information on issuers of securities for
specified time periods. However, banks
will be expected to continue to maintain
sufficient information to evidence
prudent banking judgment.

Executive Order 12291

It has been determined that this
document is not a major regulation as
defined in E.O, 12291 and a regulatory
impact analysis is not required. The
impact of this amendment is slight. This
final rule eliminates an unnecessary
regulatory requirement.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

It is hereby certified that this
regulation will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. Accordingly, a
regulatory flexibility analysis is not
required. The impact of this amendment
is slight, dless of bank size. This
final rule eliminates an unnecessary
regulatory requirement.

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 1
Banks, banking, National banks,

Investment securities, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, Securities.

Authority and Issuance

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, part 1 of chapter I of title 12
of the Code of Federal Regulations is
amended as follows:

PART 1—INVESTMENT SECURITIES
REGULATION

1. The authority citation for 12 CFR
part 1 is revised to read as follows:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1 et seq., 24 (Seventh),
93a.

§1.8 [Amended]

2. Section 1.8 is amended by
removing paragraph (b) and
r(:;lesignating paragraph (c) as paragraph

Dated: April 30, 1993.

Eugene A. Ludwig,

Comptroller of the Currency.

[FR Dac. 93-10944 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4810-33-P

12CFR Part 5
[Docket No. 93-03)

RIN 1557-AA97

Rules, Policies and Procedures for
Corporate Activities: Changes in
Directors and Senlor Executive
Officers

AGENCY: Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, Treasury.

ACTION: Final rule; request for
comments,

SUMMARY: The Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency (“OCC" or “Office”) is
issuing this final rule which continues
the requirement that national banks,
within certain specified categories, file
notices with the OCC prior to adding or
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replacing members of their boards of
directors or prior to employing
individuals as senior executive officers
or changing the responsibilities of
individuals from one senior executive
position to another. This final rule
revises the OCC's current temporary
rule. This final rule is intended to
implement section 914 of the Financial
Institutions Reform, Recovery, and
Enforcement Act of 1989 en?to clarify
the temporary rule’s requirements in
light of public comments received. In
addition to the final rule, the OCC is
also requesting comments on a proposed
modification to the definition of change
in control.

DATES: This final rule is effective on
May 10, 1993, Comments must be
submitted on or before July 9, 1993.
ADDRESSES: Comments should be
directed to Communications Division,
250 E St., SW., Washington, DC 20219,
Attention: Docket No. 93-03. Comments
will be available for photocopying and
public inspection at the same location.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Linda Gottfried, Senior Attorney,
Corporate Organization and Resolutions
Division, (202) 874-5300; or Cathy
Young, National Bank Examiner, Chief
National Bank Examiner's Office, (202)
874-5170.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I. Introduction

On August 9, 1989, the President
signed the Financial Institutions
Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act
of 1989 (“FIRREA"), Public Law 101~
73. Section 914 of FIRREA added
section 32 of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act (“FDIA"), codified at 12
U.S.C. 1831i (“section 814""). On March
5, 1990, the OCC issued a temporary
rule, codified at §5.51, to implement
section 914 and solicited comments on
the temporary rule as part of the process
of adopting a final rule. See 55 FR 7692.

The temporary rule implementing
section 914 required national banks in
certain specified categories to submit
written notice to the OCC at least 30
days prior to the effective date of the ~
placement of an individual on the board
of directors or as a senior executive
officer. The temporary rule required
written notice from any national bank,
District bank, federal branch, and
federal agency that: (1) Had been
chartered for less than two years, (2) had
undergone a change in control within
two years prior to the proposed
placement of such individual, (3) did
not meet its minimum capital
requirements, or (4) was otherwise in a
troubled condition. The temporary rule
included definitions of *'director"”,

“‘senior executive officer”, and
*troubled condition”, and elaborated on
the type of “‘change in control” that
triggered the written notice requirement.

The temparary rule also set forth
procedures for the filing of written
notices, for the OCC's processing of the
notices—including OCC requests for
additional information—and for
determining when the statutory 30-day
review period begins. Under the
temporary rule, individuals could
assume their posts prior to the
expiration of the 30-day review period
if the OCC issued a notice of intent not
to disapprove. As permitted by section
914, the temporary rule implemented
the OCC's authority to grant waivers of
the prior notice requirement. Finally,
the temporary rule set forth grounds for
disapproval prescribed by section 914
and established an appeal procedure for
cases where the OCC disapproved an
individual's service as a director or
senior executive officer.

The OCC received 16 comment letters
from banks, bank holding companies,
and trade groups. This final rule revises
the temporary rule based on these
comments and makes other changes to
clarify and ease the requirements of the
temporary rule. The following is a
discussion of the issues raised by the
commenters, the OCC's responses to
those issues, and a summary of other
changes made to the temporary rule.

I1. Review of comments

A. “Technically complete notice” and
“technically complete notice date”

While the temporary rule did not
define these two concepts, it provided
that the OCC may require the
submission of additional information
following submission of the original
notice. Further, the temporary rule
provided that the 30-day review period
“will begin to run on the date the Office
determines that all required information
has been provided and notifies the bank
that the notice is technically complete.”

Several commenters thought that the
ability of the OCC to request additional
information could unduly delay the
process. One commenter thought that
the OCC's ability to request additional
information could be abused and that
indefinite delays would be possible.
Another commenter suggested that the
waiting period should be shortened to
15 days when the OCC requests
additional information.

The OCC has considered these
comments, but believes that it is not
appropriate to change the regulation in
light of the OCC's statutory duties under
section 914. Section 914 requires the
OCC to issue a notice of disapproval if

the competence, experience, character,
or integrity of the individual with
respect to whom a notice is submitted
indicates that it would not be in the best
interests of the depositors of the
national bank or in the best interests of
the public to permit the individual to be
employed by or associated with the
national bank. The OCC can fulfill its
statutory responsibilities only if it has
suffieient opportunity to obtain, verify
and review complete and thorough
information which is relevant and
necessary for proper evaluation of
notices filed under section 914.

Another commenter stated that the
OCC should not require any information
beyond the information that Congress
expressly provided for in section 914.
That information includes information
listed in section 7(j)(6)(A) of the FDIA,
which pertains to the identity, personal

istory, business background, and
experience of the proposed director or
senior executive officer, including his or
her material business activities and
affiliations during the past five years, a
description of any material pending
legal or administrative proceedings in
which he or she is a party, and any
criminal indictment or conviction of
such person. Section 914 also authorizes
the OCC to prescribe other information
by regulation. All of the information
prescribed by the final rule pertains to
the criteria expressly contemplated by
section 914. Any additional information
sought by the OCC following an original
notice, including requesting up to ten
additional years of material business
activities and affiliations depending
upon the facts, will be pertinent to these
criteria and will facilitate the OCC's
review of the information that was
submitted in connection with the
notice.

Several commenters specifically
objected to the fingerprint requirement.
One commenter stated that the OCC's
decision to require fingerprint cards
would compound an already severe
problem banks have in recruiting good
directors. The OCC believes that an
essential component in fulfilling its
statutory duty to review nominees for
director and senior executive officer
positions at certain institutions is a
review of records maintained by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI").
The FBI requires, as a prerequisite for
such a review, the submission of a
fingerprint card for the individual
whose name is being searched.
Moreover, the OCC does not agree that
the fingerprint requirement will create
severe problems for national banks
when they recruit new directors. Many
national banks already require
fingerprint submissions by lower level
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employees, Similar requirements for
more senior level employees and
directors do not seem unreasonable.

More importantly, the fingerprint
requirement itself will help to protect
national banks from unknowingly
employing someone with a criminal
record. This requirement will also serve
as a deterrent to individuals who might
otherwise seek to serve as a director of
a national bank or accept employment
as a national bank’s senior executive
officer if such a review is not made. In
addition, the fingerprint requirement
makes background checks more accurate
and more reliable.

Two commenters felt that there was a
stigma attached to having fingerprints
taken at & police station. The OCC does
not believe that business contact with
the police will have any negative
connotation for prospective directors
and senior executive officers. Morsover,
the regulation does not require that
fingerprinting be done by the police. In
fact, the instructions for filing a notice
merely state that fingerprints must be
legible, and it is “‘strongly
recommended’ that they be done by
someone who has experience taking
fingerprints, for example, at the local
police station.

Finally, to ease the burden of filings
where possible, the OCC will continue
its current practice of not requiring
submission of fingerprints by any
individual who, within three years prior
to a filing, has been the subject of a
section 914 notice and has previously
submitted fingerprints. This exemption
ha]s been incorporated into the final
ruie,

For pm;pilosas of clarity, the OCC has
added to the final rule aydeﬁnmon of
the term “technically complete notice”.
A technically complete notice is a
notice that provides all the information
required under § 5.51(e)(2). This
information includes legible fingerprints
and complete explanations where
material issues arise regarding the
competence, experience, character, or
integrity of proposed directors or senior
executive officers. The information also
includes any additional information that
the OCC may request following a
determination that the origina
submission of the notice was not
technically complete.

If a national bank does not provide
full and thorough information, the OCC
will provide written notification to the
bank and the individual that the notice
1s not technically complete, set forth the
reasons for this determination, and ma
request that the bank submit additiona
information on specific tog'cs in any
notice subsequently filed for the
proposed individual.

If false information is provided
concerning a material fact: (1) The
person(s) responsible may be subject to
criminal sanctions; (2) the fraudulent
notice will be considered by the OCC as
never having been technically complete;
and (3) if an individual assumed the
position designated in the fraudulent
notics, that individual will be required
to discontinue service to the bank.

Fo;(fu of clarity, the OCC has
also added to the final rule a definition
of the term "technically complete notice
date”. The OCC will provide written
notification to the bank of the
technically complete notice date when
the OCC has received a “technically
complete notice.” This date of receipt
will mark the beginning of the 30-day
review period. If, however, the original
submission of the notice is considered
not technically complete, the OCC will
inform the bank and the individual of
this conclusion in writing.

B. Prior notice; 30-day review period;
positions covered; banks covered.

The temporary rule provided that the
30-day prior notice requirement
pertaining to the addition or
replacement of a member of the board
of directors, or the employment or
change in responsibilities of any
individual to a position as a senior
executive officer, should apply to
national banks falling within one of
three categories: (1) Those chartered as
a national bank for less than two years;
(2) those which, within the preceding
two years, have undergone a change in
control that required a notice to be filed
under the Change in Bank Control Act,
codified at 12 U.S.C. 1817(j), or § 5.50;
or (3) those which are net in compliance
with minimum capital requirements or
which are otherwise in a troubled
condition. The comments received by
the OCC generally addressed three
different concerns. The three concerns
were with: the 30-day review period,
g:;itions covered by the final rule, and

ks covered by the final rule.

1. The 30-day Review Period

Several commenters suggested
reduction of the length of the 30-day
review period following the receipt of &
technically complete notice. The length
of the review period, 30 days, is
provided for in the statute. See 12
U.S.C. 1831i{b). As indicated
previously, the OCC does not believe
that it can feasibly reduce this review
period while fulfilling its statutory
responsibilities. However, the OCC
notes that under the final rule, there are
two situations that would permit a
proposed director or senior executive
officer ta begin to serve prior to the

expiration of the 30-dey review period.
The first, as is more fully discussed
elsewhers in this preamble, is where the
bank has sought and the OCC has
granted a waiver of the prior notice
requirement. In such circumstances, the
person can assume the responsibilities
of the designated post prior to filing the
notice, but is subject to disapproval. The
second is where the OCC issues a notice
of intent not to disapprove prior to the
expiration of the 30-day review period.

2, Positions Covered by the Final Rule

The temporary rule imposed the prior
notice requirements on each proposed
director ' of affected institutions except
an advisory director who is not elected
by the shareholders of the bank or of
any parent institution, who is not
authorized to vote on matters before the
board of directors, and who solely

rovides general policy advice to the
anrd of directors.

One commenter stated that although
an advisory director is exempt from the
definition of “director”, an advisory
director should be subject to the prior
notice requirement of section 914 if the
individual falls under the part of the
definition of “‘senior executive officer"
pertaining to “any individual who
exercises significant influence over, or
participates in, major policy-making
decisions of a national bank without

rd to title, salary, or compensation.”

ith respect to this comment, the
OCC determined that it is inappropriate
to either include or exclude, as a group,
all individuals serving national banks
under the title “advisory director.”
Given the varied circumstances under
which such persons may provide
service, subjecting all such individuals
to the section 914 process is
unnecessary to fulfill the goals
underlying section 914 and, therefore,
unduly burdensome. Converselg;)
excluging all such individuals from the
prior notice requirement would clearly
be inconsistent with such goals in
circumstances where an individual,
although nominally titled as an
“advisory director”, either functions as
a de facto director or individually
exercises significant influence in the
major policy-making processes of a
national bank in the absence of board
control and direction. While
acknowledging the fact-dependence and
potential subjectivity of this matter, the
OCC believes that the basis for
distinction between advisory directors
who are exempt from the prior notice
requirement and those who are subject

' The bank must continue to ensure that the
quatifications requirements of 12 U.S.C. 72 have
been met with regard to the proposed director.
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to section 914 was established by the
temnfomry rule and was retained in the
final rule through the respective
definitions of “Director” and *‘Senior
Executive Officer",

In a related respect, the final rule
changed and simplified the advisory
director exception to the definition of
director by deleting the retiuirement that
advisory directors not be slected by the
shareholders of the bank or of any
parent institution. The OCC believes
that the important element, for purposes
of section 914, is what that advisory
director does, not how the advisory
director achieved appointment to his or
her position.

Several commenters suggested that
the final rule not include changes in
membership on the board of directors
and should not include changes in
senior management other than a change
in the position of chief executive officer.
However, the statute applies to the
“‘proposed addition of any individual to
the board of directors or the
employment of any individual as a
senior executive officer * * *."” Thus,
with respect to the board of directors,
the terms of the statute prevent the OCC
from imMlementing the commenters’
suggestion. With respect to senior
executive officers, the OCC believes that
the commenters’ suggestion does not
encompass all senior executive officers
who exercise significant influence over,
or participate in, major policy-making
decisions of a national bank. Therefors,
the OCC will retain a broader definition
of individuals covered by the final rule.

One commenter thought that a notice
should not be required when a person
who already occupies a position
covered by section 914 is proposed to.
assume another position covered by that
section other than a position as chief
executive officer or president; another
thought that bank employees who are
being promoted to covered positions
also should not be subject to the

uirement.

ion 914 literally requires the OCC
to evaluate the competence, experience,
character, and integrity of any
individual proposed to occupy a
position as director or senior executive
officer of a national bank. The OCC
must disapprove any such individual if
it determines that it would not be in the
best interests of the depositors of the
national bank and in the best interests
of the public to permit the individual to
be employed by, or associated with, the
national bank in his or her proposed
capacity as a senior executive officer or
director. For this reason, the OCC
believes it is appropriate to apply the
notice requirement to employees who
are promoted to a senior executive

officer position within a national bank.
The OCC also-believes the notice
requirement is appropriate for lateral
transfers. For example, a competent
senior investment officer who has been
approved for that post under section 914
may not have the competence or the
experience to be a skilled senior lending
officer.

Another commenter believed that the
temporary rule might inadvertently have
the effect of perpetuating an ineptioard
by requiring approval of new directors,
but not directors who are re-elected.
This result would theoretically arise
from the burden placed on the bank in
electing a new board in compliance
with section 914. The OCC does not see
the burden associated with section 914
as outweighing the desire of the national
bank’s shareholders to be served by
competent directors. Furthermore,
Congress granted to the OCC the limited
authority to review only additional or
replacement directors and senior
executive officers, However, the OCC
notes that it has other authority to
remove existing directors and senior
executive officers, pursuant to 12 U.S.C.
1818(e), and dismiss directors and
senior executive officers, under certain
circumstances, pursuant to 12 U.S.C.
18310(f). Therefore, the OCC does not
believe that its rule will perpetuate an
ineffective board of directors,

3. Banks Covered by the Final Rule

a. National banks undergoing a
change in control. In the temporary rule,
the OCC explained that it did not
believe that Congress intended to cover
every transaction that might be
characterized as a change in control.
Thus, the OCC teok the position that the
wording and history of section 914
indicate that it was not meant to apply
to a change in control that is exempted
from the requirements of the Change in
Bank Control Act, such as a transaction
subject to approval under section 3 of
the Bank Holl:‘ling Company Act or
section 18 of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act. All three commenters
addressing this point agreed with the
OCC's interpretation of the statute.

Two commenters took the position
that there are situations covered by the
Change in Bank Control Act that are not
appropriately considered as subject to
the section 914 notice requirement.
These commenters expressed concern
that the section 914 requirements would
be triggered for a two-year period
following the purchase by an employee
stock ownership plan (“ESOP"') of more
than 10 percent, but less than 25
percent, of the voting stock of an
institution even where the shares will
be distributed to employees and all

voting rights with respect to the shares
held by the ESOP will be passed
through to the employee participants.

The OCC believes that whether an
ESOP'’s acquisition of control of a
national bank triggers the prior notice
requirement of section 914 depends on
the particular circumstances involved. If
the ESOP is not exempted pursuant to
§ 5.50(f)(4), the OCC takes the position
that the question of whether an
acquisition by an ESOP is covered by
the Change in Bank Control Act should
be determined by standards similar to
those applicable to voting trusts, whose
structures resemble ESOPs. See OCC
Banking Circular No, 232, Procedures
for Processing Notices of Change in
Bank Control—Voting Trusts and Banks
in Organization (January 26, 1989).

It has been the OCC's position that,
pursuant to § 5.50, the trustee of an
absolute voting trust, where the trustee
has the power to vote the trust’s shares,
must file a notice of change in control
with the OCC when the trust acquires
enough stock to trigger a change of
control of a national bank. Conversely,
a non-absolute voting trust, where the
power to vote is directed by each
beneficiary, is not subject to the prior
notice requirement of § 5.50, unless an
acquisition of an ownership interest by
an individual beneficiary or a group of
beneficiaries acting in concert triggers a
change in control of the bank.

In §he case of an absolute ESOP
established by a national bank, an
acquisition of control arises when the
trustee acquires the absolute power to
vote: (1) 25 percent or more of the
voting stock in the national bank; (2)
more than 10 percent, but less than 25
percent, of the voting stock of the
national bank and no other person owns
a greater percentage of that national
bank than the ESOP; or (3) all of the
shares of a class of securities issued to
the ESOP and registered under the
Securities Act of 1933 or the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934. Therefore, after
the trustee of an absolute ESOP acquires
control of a national bank, the bank is
subject to section 914, and the bank
must file a section 914 notice with the
OCC whenever the bank proposes an
addition to or change of directors or
senior executive officers during the two
years following the change in control.

In a non-absolute ESO% the power to
vote the ESOP's shares passes through
to each shareholder. An acquisition of
control can only arise when one
shareholder or a group of shareholders
acting in concert acquires absolute
voting power over; (1) 25 percent or
more of the voting stock in the national
bank; (2) more than 10 percent, but less
than 25 percent, of the voting stock of
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the national bank and no other person
owns 8 ter proportion of those
nationaﬁ;‘:ﬂk sﬂarg: than that
shareholder or group of shareholders
acting in concert; or (3) a percentage
constituting control [as defined in (1)
and (2)] of a class of securities registered
under the Securities Act of 1933 or the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 that the
national bank issues to the ESOP.
Therefore, a section 914 notice is only
triggered by a non-absolute ESOP if
conditions (1), (2) or (3) are met, in
which case the bank must file a section
914 notice with the OCC whenever the
bank proposes an addition to or change
of directors or senior executive officers
during the two years following the
change in control.

One commenter cited another
situation that the commenter believed
was covered by the Change in Bank
Control Act. The situation identified.
occurs when a bank buys the
outstanding stock of a shareholder
resulting in a percentage increase of
ownership for all remaining
shareholders. The commenter stated
that such an increase of ownership can
be very small—less than 1 percent—and
not involve a change in control, but
would nevertheless trigger a Change in
Bank Control notice. The commenter
believed that the situation should not
trigger the prior notice requirement of
section 914,

The situation cited by the commenter
would not trigger the applicability of
section 914. First, under 12 U.S.C. 83,

a national bank cannot purchase shares
of its own capital stock unless the
purchase is necessary to prevent a loss
upon a debt previously contracted in
good faith. If the national bank’s
acquisition of shares described above is
in satisfaction of a debt previously
contracted in good faith, then, pursuant
to § 5.50(f)(3), the transaction is exempt
and not subject to the prior notice
requirement of the Change in Bank
Control Act. Thus, the transaction itself
would not subject the national bank to
the prior notice requirement of section
914. Second, the remaining
shareholders’ de minimis increase in
ownership does not constitute an
“acquisition”" of shares for Change in
Bank Control Act purposes. Therefore,
the prior notice requirement of section
914 will not be triggered.

b. National bangge not in compliance
with capital requirements. One
commenter expressed the view that
applicability of the temporary rule to
national banks based on noncompliance
with capital requirements should be
l;rni_ted to those national banks with
capital directives or with agency orders
that require capital levels within the

generally applicable minimum levels as
stated in the regulatory guidelines. The
applicable capital requirements for
national banks are located in 12 CFR
part 3. The OCC believes that the
applicable capital requirements should
include not only the risk-weighted
assets ratio and the leverage ratio, but
also any higher minimum ratio that has
been established by the OCC for a bank
on an individual basis. See 12 CFR 3.9.

In certain circumstances, the OCC
believes that higher minimum capital
ratios are necessary to insure the safety
and soundness of the bank. Examples of
when higher minimum capital ratios
may be required are listed in § 3.10.
Consequently, the final regulation
specifically incorporates those capital
ratios applicable to an institution under
either §§ 3.6 or 3.9 in defining a national
bank which is in compliance with
minimum capital requirements
applicable to it.

c¢. National banks in a “troubled
condition.” The temporary rule defined
“troubled condition™ as meaning a
national bank that: (1) Has a composite
rating of 4 or 5 under the Uniform
Financial Institutions Rating System; (2)
is subject to a cease and desist
proceeding or order, or a formal written
agreement, unless otherwise informed
in writing by the OCC; or (3) is informed
in writing as a result of supervisory
analysis that it was designated as in
“troubled condition” for purposes of
section 914. Several commenters
addressed the definition of “troubled
condition” as contained in the
temporary rule. :

One commenter suggested elimination
of the first two tests on the grounds that,
due to local economic conditions,
virtually all institutions in the
commenter’s geographic region may be
encompassed. The OCC believes that the
first test is valid because 4- and 5-rated
banks warrant consideration as being in
troubled condition. This test is
unambiguous. Regarding the second
test, the OCC believes that when a
national bank is operating under a cease
and desist order, consent order, 2 or
formal written agreement, such a
document is, prima facie, indicative of
problem conditions which may affect
the national bank's viability. The OCC
does not issue such documents without
cause. Therefore, the OCC declines to
eliminate the first two tests.

Another commenter questioned
whether the second test should be
applied to 3-rated banks. That

“In the final rule, the OCC has added “'consent
order" to the second test to clarify that this type of
action also triggers the prior notice requirament of
section 914,

commenter felt that a 3-rated bank
*‘does not evidence a situation that is
tantamount to that which may be
considered prima facie ‘troubled
condition’ and should therefore not be
categorized as such. Inasmuch as an
order or agreement may indicate a need
to improve an institution’s condition, it
should not be the sole determinative
factor * * *.” As stated above, the OCC
believes that these formal proceedings
and written agreements are, prima facie,
indicative of problem conditions which
may affect the national bank’s viability.
Therefore, the second test remains
applicable to affected 3-rated banks.

'wo commenters expressed concerns
about the third test under which a bank
is informed in writing that, as a result
of a supervisory analysis, it is
designated as in a “troubled condition”.
These commenters felt this test was too
open-ended and could be subject to
arbitrary action and abuse. Both
suggested the establishment of clear,
objective guidelines. One recommended
that the OCC'’s written notice to a bank
should specify why the bank has been
classified as ““troubled”. This
commenter also felt that such a decision
should be made at a level no lower than
the district director of supervision and
that an appeals process should be
instituted with respect to such
determinations.

The OCC believes that conditions
resent in some, but not all, 3-rated
anks and banks subject to informal

agreements warrant supervisory
oversight in the selection of senior
executive officers and directors.
Therefore, the OCC adopted the third
test instead of including all 3-rated
banks under the first test and all banks
subject to informal agreements under
the second test. The third test provides
the OCC with flexibility in applying
section 914 to national banks that do not
fall under the first two tests but,
nonetheless, are considered to be in a
troubled condition. At this time, the
OCC does not anticipate the need to
employ the third test with respect to 1-
or 2-rated banks. However, the OCC
cannot rule out the possibility that
unforeseen circumstances may require
one or more such banks to file section
914 notices in the future.

The OCC agrees with the commenters
who recommended that each bank
determined to be in “troubled
condition' pursuant to the third test
will be informed in writing of the
conditions or supervisory concerns that
have caused them to be so designated.
The OCC will determine through
internal operating procedures which of
its personnel may clussiff' a bank as
troubled. Also, an appeals process exists
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for disputing a determination under the
third test. As is the case with any
supervisory conclusion, a bank which
disagrees with the determination ma
request in writing that the judgment L)
reviewed by a higher level OCC official
pursuant to the Examination Review
Process set out in OCC Banking Circular
257, Examination Review Process
(February 26, 1992).

d. Miscellaneous comments. One
commenter suggested that the temporary
rule should only apply to banks in
troubled condition; two other
commenters suggested that the
temporary rule should not apply to
banks in operation for less than two
years that are subsidiaries of holding
companies that are more than two years
old. These suggestions are beyond the
authority of the OCC to implement. The
statute unambiguously includes new
insured depository institutions and
institutions that have undergone a
change in control. Moreover, no
statutory basis exists for creating an
exception for newly-chartered national
banks owned by holding companies that
are more than two years old.

C. Procedures

1. Notice of Disapproval

The temporary rule provided that the
OCC may disapprove an individual
proposed as a member of the board of
directors or as a senior executive officer
upon determining that, on the basis of
the individual's competence,
experience, character, or integrity, the
appointment would not be in the best
interests of the depositors or of the
public. One commenter stated that the
regulation lacked any intimation of the
criteria that the mgu{ator would apply
in issuing a disapproval and that,
without identified criteria, it would be
difficult to appeal a decision.

The establishment of predetermined
criteria by the OCC goes beyond the
statutory requirements of section 914.
The OCC believes that national banks
must have flexibility in identifying
competent personnel, including making
decisions regarding their competence,
experience, character and integrity.
Similarly, the OCC, in its review of
notices, must also have sufficient
flexibility—circumscribed by statutory
standards—in fulfilling its statutorily
mandated responsibilities.

Furthermore, if the OCC disapproves
an individual, the OCC requires that the
disapproval letter: (1) States the basis
for disapproval; (2) be signed by the
OCC official making the decision; and
(3) be mailed to the national bank with
a copy to the disapproved individual.
Within 15 days of receipt of a notice of

disapproval, the national bank, the
disapproved individual, or both, may
appeal the disapproval to the
Comptroller or an authorized delegate.
The appeal can be on the grounds that
the reasons given for disapproval are
contrary to fact and/or are insufficient to
justify disapproval.

Another commenter was concerned
about the lack of accountability of
“anonymous” decision-makers passing
on section 914 notices who may not
have the judgment, experience,
information and skill required for such
decisions. OCC officials making the
decisions on the section 914 notices will
be accountable and will not be
anonymous because those officials will
continue to issue a signed letter of
disapproval. Furthermore, final
decisions will continuae to be made by
experienced OCC supervisory personnel
and appeals will be decided by senior
OCC officials.

2. Waiver of Prior Notice

The temporary rule provided that,
upon petition, the OCC may waive the
prior notice requirement, but not the
filing of the notice required under
section 914, if the OCC finds that delay
could harm the national bank or the
public interest or that other
extraordinary circumstances exist. The
temporary rule further provided that, in
granting a waiver, the OCC would
specify the time period in which the
notice had to be submitted and that a
waiver would not affect the authority of
the OCC to issue a nctice of disapproval
within 30 days of the receipt of a
technically complete notice. Finally, the
temporary rule provided that, in the
case of the election—at a meeting of the
shareholders—of a new director not
proposed by management, such waiver
is granted. In such situations under the
temporary rule, the bank must file a
notice within 48 hours of the time the
individual was notified of the election.

One commenter suggested that the
regulation provide that the OCC respond
to any request for a waiver within three
days, and that the OCC accept these
requests by letter, cable, fax, or
telephone. In adopting the final rule, the
OCC has clearly required that any
request for a waiver be in writing. A fax
or other electronic means that produces
a written request is permitted as long as
it is sent to the appropriate OCC office.
The OCC will not accept telephone
requests. With regard to limiting the
OCC's time to respond to waiver
requests, exigent or emergency
situations requiring a waiver depend
upon the facts, which vary with each
different waiver application. Because
these situations vary, the OCC believes

it is important to retain its flexibility in
responding to waiver requests.

ith respect to directors nominated
by management, one commenter
thought that the temporary rule would
require that the OCC pre-approve the
entire slate of directors pursuant to the
procedures set forth in section 914 and
these implementing regulations. Section
914 has been in effect since the
enactment of FIRREA on August 9,
1989. Since that time, national banks
have been aware of the requirements of
section 914 including the requirement
that all individuals, proposed to be
added to the board of directors of
certain national banks, are subject to the
prior notice requirements of section 914.
Thus, pre-approval of directors is
feasible and recommended by the OCC.
However, pre-approval is not required.
The final rule requires that the bank
submit notices for all such nominees at
least 30 days in advance of the effective
date of their addition to the board, not
30 days in advance of the election. If the
bank believes that, due to extraordinary
circumstances, it cannot provide 30
days prior notice to the OCC, then the
bank must request a waiver, and the
OCC may grant the waiver based upon
the facts presented by the bank.

With respect to directors not
nominated by management, the
commenter was concerned that the bank
could not assume that a waiver would
be granted. Without a waiver such
persons are prevented from joining the
board immediately. This concern is
unfounded. The temporary rule, and the
final rule as adopted today, state clearly
that a waiver is granted in these
situations. However, the waiver is
granted contingent upon the bank filing
a technically complete notice in a
timely manner with the OCC.

Finally, with respect to waivers, the
OCC has made three clarifying changes
to the final rule. First, the OCC has
revised the provision regarding waiver
of prior notice to clarify that the length
of the waiver period is based on the
circumstances of each situation.

Second, once the OCC has granted a
waiver, the proposed individual may
assume the position on an interim basis,
and the bank must submit a technically
complete notice in a timely manner as
provided for in the waiver. If a
technically complete notice is filed in a
timely manner, the proposed individual
can serve on an interim basis until the
individual and the bank receive a notice
of disapproval. If a technically complete
notice is not filed in a timely manner,
the proposed individual must resign his
or her position. The individual can
assume the position on a permanent
basis after the bank receives a notice of
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intent not to disapprove or the 30-day
review period elapses. Third, in the last
sentence of § 5.51(e)(4)(i) of the
temporary rule, the OCC has replaced
the phrase “within 30 days of the

receipt of a technically complete notice”
with “within 30 days of the expiration

of such waiver.” This new language is
found in § 5.51(e)(7)(i) of the final rule.
The OCC amended this language to be
consistent with the statutory language of
section 914.3 This change provides the
OCC with the full 30 days to review the
notice after the last possible date that

the technically complete notice could be
submitted under the terms of the waiver
(i.e., on the date the waiver expires).

D. General Comments

Other commenters made more general
comments disagreeing with the
approach embodied by the tempora
rule. One commenter characterized the
prior notice requirement as
“cumbersome’ and stated that "if the
existiniboard and senior management
do not have the capability of placing
prudent and qualified people in these
positions, then the Comptroller’s office
should be looking at replacing them."
Another commenter contended that the
temporary rule inappropriately shifts
control of hiring and appointment of
board members and senior executive
officers from banks to the government.
These commenters suggested that the
OCC should fpredetm'mina qualifications
and criteria for the hiring of senior
executive officers and the designation of
directors or, alternatively, that banks
should consider input from the OCC
with respect to persons under
consideration in making their decisions.

As stated earlier, prior review by the
OCC and an opportunity to disapprove
proposed directors and senior executive
officers of certain institutions is
required by statute and beyond the
authority of the OCC to change. The
predetermination by the OCC of rigid,
fixed qualifications would be more
intrusive than the statutory
requirements, which permit institutions
broad flexibility in identifying
appropriate personnel. Also, the
alternative suggestion involving OCC
input would still require the OCC to
have prior notice of a proposed
appointment, to receive the information
cailed for by section 914, to investigate
and to make a determination as to the
suitability of the proposed individual.
Consequently, the OCC has not adopted
these suggestions.

* Twelve U.S.C. 1831i{c){2) provides that such
Waivers shall not affect the authority of the OCC to
'ssue notices of disapproval of such additions or
employment of such individuals within 30 days
after each such waiver,

III. Other Issues

In addition to the above changes made
to provisions which were the subject of
comments, the OCC has made other
revisions and undertaken other analysis
with regard to the temporary rule for
gurposes of clarification and/or to ease

urdens which may be imposed upon
national banks during the notice period.

A. Effect on Other Statutes

The OCC does not believe that
Congress, in enacting section 914,
intended to repeal other pre-existing
statutory authority permitting the OCC
to require notice in similar situations.
Specifically, section 914 does not
displace or supersede the OCC’s long
standing authority under the National
Bank Act's chartering provisions (12
U.S.C. 21 et seq.) to require prior review
of proposed changes in executive
officers for two years as a condition of
granting the charter. Unlike the prior
review authority of section 914, the
chartering authority does not require the
OCC to complete its review or to issue
a notice of disapproval within 30 days.

Likewise, section 914 does not
displace or repeal any provision of
section 8(b) of the FDIA, 12 U.S.C.
1818(b). This statute authorizes the OCC
to include a provision in a cease and
desist order requiring a national bank to
employ qualified officers or employees
(who may be subject to approval by the
0OCC). 12 U.S.C. 1818(b)(6)(E). Like the
chartering authority, this authority does
not require the OCC to complete its
review or to act with respect to a
proposed individual in 30 days.

Further, section 914 does not displace
any provision of section 38(f) of the
FDIA, 12 U.S.C. 18310(f). This statute
authorizes the OCC to do one or more
of the following: Order a new election
for the national bank's board of
directors; require the national bank to
dismiss from office any director or
senior executive officer who had held
office for more than 180 days
immediately before the institution
became undercapitalized; or require the
national bank to employ qualified senior
executive officers (who, if the OCC so
specifies, shall be subject to approval by
the OCC.) This statute, like the
chartering authority, does not require
the OCC to complete its review or to act
with respect to a proposed individual in
30 days.

Finally, it is emphasized that
compliance with the prior notice
requirement of section 914 does not
remove the requirement for certain
individuals to comply with the
provisions of section 19 of the FDIA, 12
U.S.C. 1829. Pursuant to section 1829,

persons previously convicted of
criminal offenses involving dishonesty
or breach of trust may not become
institution-affiliated parties with respect
to national banks, or participate,
directly or indirectly, in the conduct of
a national bank’s affairs, without
obtaining the written consent of the
FDIC. Section 914 does not preclude or
remove the requirement for an affected
individual to obtain separate written
consent from the FDIC pursuant to
section 1829,

B. Rules of General Applicability

The temporary rule provided that
§ 5.5, entitled “Fees”, did not apply to
§5.51. However, § 5.7 is applicable to
§ 5.51 and authorizes the OCC to assess
fees for investigations pursuant to 12
CFR part 8. The OCC has studied the
cost of processing section 914 notices
since the temporary rule was published.
As a result of these efforts, the OCC
determined that charging a fee under
§5.5 is the most efficient way to recover
the cost of processing section 914
notices. Therefore, § 5.5 is applicable to
§5.51 and a filing fee will be set under
§5.5. The filing fee will be published in
a notice as prescribed by 12 CFR 8.8.
The final rule has been amended to
reflect this change.

C. Applicability to Officials of Federal
Branches

The definition of national bank
includes any federal branch of a foreign
bank with deposits insured by the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
(“FDIC"). However, with the exception
of persons functioning as the chie
managing official of a federal branch,
this final rule does not cover changes in
senior executive officers or directors of
foreign banks that operate federal
branches. The OCC has modified the
definitions of senior executive officer
and director to clarify this position.

D. Applicability of Section 914 to
Insured Depository Institutions

In the temporary rule, the definition
of national bank included “any national
bank, any district bank, and any Federal
branch or Federal agency.” In the
statute, Congress designated the
institutions covered by section 914 as
“insured depository institutions”. In the
final rule, the OCC has changed the
definition of national bank in
§ 5.51(c)(2) to limit the application of
section 914 to institutions—that is,
national banks, District banks or federal
branches—with deposits insured by the
FDIC. Federal agencies have been
excluded from the definition of national
bank in the final rule because they do
not accept deposits insured by the FDIC.
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Thus, the prior notice requirement in
§5.51(d) is applicable to national banks,
District banks, and federal branches
with deposits insured by the FDIC.

E. Applicability of Section 914 to New
Depository Institutions

Under the temporary rule, the prior
notice requirement was triggered for a
new institution when “the national
bank has been chartered less than two
years." In the final rule, the factor
triggering the prior notice requirement
for a new institution is whether “the
national bank has been operated as an
insured depository institution for less
than two years.” The OCC believes that
with respect to new deposito
institutions Congress intonde'x to
encom institutions that do not have
a significant track record of operations
as insured depository institutions.
Therefore, the most appropriate measure
consistent with Congressional intent is
the tolling of the two-year time period
from the time the institution began its
operations as an insured depository
institution.

Consequently, the OCC believes that
when an FDIC-insured depository
institution, such as a state bank or a
savings association, converts to a
national bank charter, the act of
conversion will not require the
institution to file a section 914 notice if,
within two years after the conversion,
new directors or senior executive
officers are proposed. However, the
prior notice requirement of section 914
would cover a situation where the
converting institution had been
operated as an insured depository
institution for less than two years prior
to the conversion. Following the
conversion, the prior notice requirement
would apgly until two years had
elapsed after the bank began operations
as either an Insured savings association
or insured bank. On the other hand,
where a national bank that is not an
insured depositox institution changes
its operations so that it becomes an

insured c::rository institution, the two-

year period starts when the bank begins
operations as an insured depository
institution.

F. Requests for Additional Information
Following Receipt of a Technically
Complete Notice

If the OCC, during its review of a
technically complete notice, discovers
information which may lead to a
disapproval before the end of the 30-day
review period, under § 5.51(e)(3), the
OCC may request in writing, when
feasible, that the bank submit additional
information, within a certain time
frame, which addresses the discoversd

information. Because the OCC cannot
extend the 30-day review period, the
bank must provide the additional
information by the date specified by the
OCC. However, the bank may request,
under § 5.51(e)(4)(i), that the OCC
suspend processing the notice for up to
60 days if the bank is unable to respond
to the request for additional information
within the time period specified by the
OcCcC,

If the bank does not provide the
additional information before the
expiration of the applicable time period,
the OCC has two choices; it can make

a decision on the notice based on the
information then before it (drawing any
reasonable inferences from the bank’s
failure to provide the requested
information) or it can treat the notice as
abandoned pursuant to § 5.7 and inform
the national bank and the individual of
this determination in writing.

G. Instances When the OCC Does Not
Receive Report(s) That it Has Requested
From Other Government Agencies
Within the 30-day Review Period

Occasionally, the OCC does not
receive a report or reports that it has
requested from other government
agencies concerning a proposed
individual within the SO—J:; review
period. In that case, the OCC may

uest that the bank and the proposed
individual certify, by signing a letter
provided by the OCC, that the
individual will not assume the pro
position until the OCC has received and
reviewed the report(s) and has issued a
notice of intent not to disapprove. In
making this request, the OCC will notify
the bank and the individual of the basis
for the OCC's unwillingness to issue a
notice of intent not to disapprove before
the end of the 30-day review period. If
either the bank or the individual does
not sign the certification before the end
of the 30-day review period, the OCC
will decide whether to issue a notice of
disapproval based on the information
then before it. The final rule has been
modified to reflect this change.

H. Commencement of Service

The temporary rule provided that the
proposed individual may begin service
in a position upon the expiration of the
30-day review period unless the OCC
issues a notice of disapproval by the end
of that period. The OCC has modified
the final rule to provide additional
guidance on the question of when an
individual can assume the proposed
position. Under the final rule, an
individual may assume the proposed
position following the end of the 30-day
review period, unless: (1) The OCC
issues a notice of disapproval during the

30-day review period; (2) the OCC
suspends the 30-day review period
pursuant to § 5.51(e)(4)(i); (3) the bank
and the proposed individual certify,
pursuant to § 5.51(e)(4)(ii), that the
individual will not assume the proposed
position; or (4) the national bank does
not provide additional information
within the time period required by the
OCC pursuant to §5.51(e)(3) and the
OCC informs the national bank in
writing that it is treating the notice as
abandoned pursuant to §5.7.

I. Appeal procedures

If the OCC disapproves an individual,
the OCC requires that the disapproval
letter: (1) States the basis for
disapproval; (2) is signed by the OCC
official making the decision; and (3) is
mailed to the national bank with a copy
to the disapproved individual. Within
15 days of receipt of a notice of
disapproval, the national bank, the
disapproved individual or both may
appeal the disapproval to the
Comptroller or an authorized delegate.
The appeal can be on the grounds that
the reasons given for disapproval are
contrary to fact and/or are insufficient to
justify'zisappmval. The appellant
should submit all documents and
written arguments that the appellant
believes should be considered in
support of the appeal.

e Comptroller or an authorized
delegate may designate an appellate
official who was not previously
involved in the decision leading to the
appeal at issue. The appellate official
will make an independent
determination after considering all
information submitted with the original
notice, the material before the OCC
official who made the initial decision,
and any information submitted by the
appellant in support of the appeal. The
Comptroller, authorized delegate, or the
appellate official will inform the
appellant of the result in writing. If the
appellate official overturns the original
decision, the individual may assume the
designated position,

J. Senior Executive Officer Definition

The OCC clarified the senior
executive officer definition by shifting
the list of specific positions covered by
the definition to the beginning of the
definition. The definition retains the
OCC's discretion to identify an
individual who will occupy a position
not specified in the list and will
exercise significant influence over, or
participate in, major policy making
decisions of the bank, without regard to
the individual’s title, salary or
compensation. The OCC believes that
the change will provide national banks
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with more certainty over which
positions are covered by the definition
of senior executive officer. The OCC
deleted the position of president
because the individual who will occupy
that position will also perform one of
the listed functions, The final rule has
been modified to reflect this
clarification.

IV, Request for Comments

The temporary rule and the final rule
adopted today provide that section 914
notices are triggered by changes in
control of a national bank only when
notices must be filed with the OCC
pursuant to the Change in Bank Control
Act. As a general matter, acquisitions of
national banks by bank holding
companies are not subject to the Change
in Bank Control Act, and therefore such
a change in control would not trigger
the submission of section 914 notices
for the subsequent two-year period.

However, the OCC believes that
review of additional or replacement
bank directors and senior executive
officers pursuant to section 914 may be
appropriate where control of a national
bank has been acquired by a newly
established bank holding company.#
There are three primary reasons for
presenting this proposal.

First, in the absence of facts triggering
section 914 on other grounds,
individuals who wish to acquire a
national bank without triggering the
prior notice requirement under the
change in control provisions of section
914 need only form a bank holding
company. By forming a bank holding
company, the individuals are exempted
from the prior notice requirement of the
Change in Bank Control Act and
consequently from section 914 under
the OCC's current interpretation of
change in control. Second, the OCC is
concerned about previously unregulated
entities or entities without a significant
regulatory track record exercising
significant influence over their newly
acquired subsidiary national bank(s).
Third, section 914 does not expressly
require that changes in control be
limited to those triggering Change in
Bank Control Act notices.

Thus, the OCC is proposing that,
unless one of two exceptions applies,
when a national bank is acquired by a
bank holding company which has been
regulated as a bank holding company for
less than two years, such acquisition
Constitutes a change in control within
the meaning of section 914. The
*The OCC notes that this position is similar to the
Foderal Reserve System proposal discussed in tha
preamble to their interim rule. See 55 FR 8787
{codified at 12 CFR 225.72).

national bank must file section 914
notices with the OCC with respect to
additional or replacement directors and
senior executive officers for a period of
two years from the date the bank is so

ac%uired.

here are two exceptions to this
proposal. The first is when the newly
established bank holding company is
itself owned by a registered bank
holding company that has been in
existence for more than two years. The
second is when the newly established
bank holding company is established in
a reorganization where substantially all
of the shareholders of the bank holding
company were shareholders of the bank
prior to the bank holding company’s
formation.

The OCC believes that the issue of
whether section 814 applies should not
depend on whether a group of
individuals chooses to acquire control
of a national bank as individuals or,
instead, opts to form a holding company
to undertake the acquisition. The OCC
is requesting comment on this proposal
for a period of 60 days.

V. Effective date

Because the final rule makes only
technical and clarifying changes to the
temporary regulation currently in effect
or, in certain instances, eases
restrictions currently imposed by the
temporary rule, it is effective
immediately upon its publication in the
Federal Register.

Thus, the final rule applies
immediately to all national banks that:
(1) Begin operations as insured
depository institutions; (2) are subject to
a change in control that triggers
application of section 914 and this
implementing regulation; or (3) are
insured depository institutions and fail
to meet their minimum capital
requirements or are in “troubled
condition” for purposes of section 914
and this final rule.

Paperwork Reduction Act

The collection of information
contained in this final regulation has
been reviewed and approved by the
Office of Management and Budget in
accordance with the requirements of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C,
3507) under control number 1557-0014.

The estimated average burden
associated with this collection of
information is 6 hours per response or
recordkeeper, depending on individual
circumstances. Comments concerning
the accuracy of this burden estimate
should be directed to the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency,
Legislative, Regulatory and International
Activities Division, Washington, DC

202189, and the Office of Management
and Budget, Paperwork Reduction
Project (1557-0014), Washington, DC
20503,
Regulatory Flexibility Act

It is hereby certified that this
regulation will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. Accordingly, a
regulatory flexibility analysis is not
required. This final rule implements
section 914 of the Financial Institutions
Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act
of 1989, Public Law 101-73, and
imposes only the minimum burden
necessary for compliance with the
statute. Therefore, no adjustment of
burden to account for bank size is
possible.

Executive Order 12291

It has been determined that this
document is not a major rule as defined
in E.O. 12291 and a regulatory impact
analysis is not required. This final rule
implements section 914 of the Financial
Institutions Reform, Recovery, and
Enforcement Act of 1989, Public Law
101-73, and imposes only the minimum
burden necessary for compliance with
the statute. This final rule also relieves
burden imposed under the temporary
rule, Under the temporary rule, all
national banks could be subject to the
prior notice requirements of section 914,
The final rule covers only national
banks with deposits insured by the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 5

Administrative practice and
procedure, Directors, National banks,
Officers, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Securities.

Authority and Issuance

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, part 5 of chapter I of title 12
of the Code of Federal Regulations is
amended as set forth below:

PART 5—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 5—
Rules, Policies, and Procedures for
Corporate Activities continues to read as
follows:

Authority: 12 U.S.C, 1 et seq., 93a.

2. Section 5.51 is revised to read as
follows:

§5.51 Changes in directors and senior
executive officers,

(a) Authority. 12 U.S.C. 1831i.

(b) Rules of general applicability.
Sections 5.4 and 5.8 through 5.11 do not
apply to changes in directors and senior
executive officers.
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(c) Definitions. (1) Director means
every national bank director except:

(i) A director of a foreign bank that
operates a federal branch; and

(ii) An advisory director who does not
have the authority to vote on matters
before the board of directors and
provides solely general policy advice to
the board of directors.

(2) National bank means any national
bank, District bank, or federal branch,
provided that the institution receives
deposits insured by the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation.

(3) Senior executive officer means the
chief executive officer, chief operating
officer, chief financial officer, chief
lending officer, chief investment officer
and any other individual identified by
the Office to the national bank who
exercises significant influence over, or
participates in, major policy making
decisions of the bank without regard to
title, salary or compensation. The term
also includes employees of entities
retained by a national bank to perform
such functions in lieu of directly hiring
the individuals and, with respect to a
federal branch operated by a foreign
bank, the individual functioning as the
chief managing official of the federal
branch.

(4) Technically complete notice
means a notice that provides all the
information requested in paragraph
(e)(2) of this section, including legible
fingerprints, complete explanations
where material issues arise regarding
the competence, experience, character,
or integrity of proposed directors or
senior executive officers, and any
additional information that the Office
may request following a determination
that the original submission of the
notice was not technically complete.

(5) Technically complete notice date
means the date on which the Office has
received a technically complete notice.

(6) Troubled condition means a
national bank that:

(i) Has a composite rating of 4 or 5
under the Uniform Financial
Institutions Rating System;

(ii) Is subject to a cease and desist
order, a consent order, or a formal
written agreement, unless otherwise
informed in writing by the Office; or

(iii) Is informed in writing as a result
of a supervisory analysis that it has been
designated as in “troubled condition"
for(i)urposes of this section.

(d) Prior notice. A national bank shall
rovide written notice to the Office at
east 30 days prior to the effective date

of angeaddition or replacement of a
member of the board of directors, the
employment of any individual as a
senior executive officer, or a change in
responsibilities of a senior executive

officer who will remain a senior
executive officer, if:

(1) The national bank has operated as
an insured depository institution for
less than two years;

(2) Within the preceding two years,
the national bank has undergone a
change in control that required a notice
to be filed under the Change in Bank
Control Act or § 5.50 of this part; or

(3) The national bank is not in
compliance with minimum capital
requirements applicable to such
institution, as prescribed in §§ 3.6 and
3.9 of this chapter, or is otherwise in
troubled condition.

(e) Procedures. (1) Filing notice.
Notice forms and instructions can be
obtained from the applicable OCC
district or field office. A notice must be
filed by the national bank with the
applicable OCC district or field office
responsible for the direct supervision of
the national bank, except that a
multinational bank shall file with the
Deputy Comptroller for Multinational
Banking. The notice must contain the
information set forth in paragraph (e)(2)
of this section. When a notice is filed,
each individual must attest to the
validity of the information filed
pertaining to that individual. The 30-
day review period begins on the
technically complete notice date.

(2) Content of notice. A notice must
contain the identity, personal history,
business background, and experience of
each person whose designation as a
director or senior executive officer is
subject to this section. The notice must
include:

(i) A description of his or her material
business activities and affiliations
during the 5 years preceding the date of
the notice;

(ii) A description of any material
pending legal or administrative
proceedings in which he or she is a
party;

(iii) Any criminal indictment or
conviction by a State or Federal court;
and

(iv) Legible fingerprints of such
person, except that fingerprints are not
required witg respect to any person
who, within the three years immediately
preceding the date of the present notice,
has been subject to a notice filed with
the Office pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 1831i
or this section and has previously
submitted fingerprints.

(3) Requests for additional
information. Following receipt of a
technically complete notice, the Office
may make a written request, when
feasible, for additional information and
may specify a time period during which
such information must be provided.
Such additional information may

include, but is not limited to, up to 10
additional years of an individual’s
material business activities and
affiliations dependini upon the facts.

(4) Suspension of the 30-day review
period. (i) When the Office makes a
request for additional information
pursuant to paragraph (e)(3) of this
section, the national bank must provide
the information within the time period
specified by the Office or the national
bank may request in writing that the
Office suspend processing of the notice,
To enable the national bank to provide
such information, the Office may
suspend processing for a period of up to
60 days from the date of the request. If
the national bank has not provided the
requested information within the latest
applicable time period specified by the
Office:

(A) The Office may make its decision
based on the information then before it
and may draw any reasonable inferences
from the national bank’s failure to
provide the requested information; or

(B) The Office may treat the notice as
abandoned pursuant to § 5.7 of this part
and inform the national bank in writing.

(i) If the Office does not receive a
report that it requested from another
government agency concerning an
individual proposed by the national
bank within the 30-day review period,
the Office may request that the national
bank and the proposed individual
certify, by signing a letter provided by
the Office, that the individual will not
assume the proposed position until the
Office has received and reviewed the
report and has issued a notice of intent
not to disapprove. In making this
request, the Office will notify the
national bank and the individual of the
basis for its unwillingness to issue a
notice of intent not to disapprove before
the end of the 30-day review period
without receipt and review of the report.
If either the national bank or the
individual do not sign the certification
before the end of the 30-day review
period, the Office will decide whether
to issue a notice of disapproval based on
the information then before it.

(5) Notice of disapproval. The Office
may disapprove an individual proposed
as a member of the board of directors or
as a senior executive officer upon
determining that—on the basis of the
individual's competence, experience,
character, or integrity—it would not be
in the best interests of the depositors of
the national bank or of the public to
permit the individual to be employed
by, or associated with, the national
bank. The Office will send a notice of

disapproval to both the national bank
and the disapproved individual. The
notice of disapproval will contain a
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statement of the basis for disapproval
and will be signed by the official
making the decision.

(6) Notice of intent not to disapprove.
An individual proposed as a member of
the board of directors or as a senior
executive officer may begin service
before the expiration of the 30-day
review period if the Office notifies the
national-bank of an intention not to
disapprove the proposed director or
senior executive officer.

(7) Waiver of prior notice. (i) A
national bank may file a written petition
with the appropriate OCC supervisory
office requesting a waiver of the prior
notice requirement. The Office may
waive the prior notice requirement, but
not the filing required under this
section. The Office may grant a waiver
if it finds that delay could harm the
national bank or the public interest, or
that other extraordinary circumstances
justify waiving the prior notice
requirement. The length of any waiver
depends on the circumstances in each
individual case. If the Office grants a
waiver, the national bank must file the
required notice within the time period
specified in the waiver and the
proposed individual may assume the
position on an interim basis until the
individual and the national bank receive
a notice of disapproval. If the required
notice is not ﬁlag within the time
period specified in the waiver, the
proposed individual must resign his or
her position. The individual can assume
the position on a permanent basis after
the national bank receives a notice of
intent not to disapprove or after the 30-
day review period elapses, A waiver
does not affect the Office’s authority to
issue a notice of disapproval within 30
days of the expiration of such waiver.

(ii) In the case of the election at a
meeting of the shareholders of a new
director not proposed by management, a
waiver is automatically granted and the
proposed individual may begin service
as a director. However, under these
circumstances, the national bank must
file the required notice with the
appropriate OCC supervisory office as
soon as practical but not later than
seven days from the date the individual
is notified of the election.

_ (8) Commencement of service. An
individual proposed as a member of the
board of directors or as a senior
executive officer may assume the office
following the end of the 30-day review
period, which begins on the technically
complete notice date, unless:

(i) The Office issues a notice of

disapproval during the 30-day review
period;

(ii) The Office suspends the 30-day
review period pursuant to paragraph
(e){4)(i) of this section;

(iii) The national bank and the
individual certify, pursuant to
paragraph (e)(4)(ii) of this section, that
the individual will not assume the
proposed position; or

(iv) The national bank does not
provide additional information within
the time period required by the Office
pursuant to paragraph (e)(3) of this
section and the Office treats the notice
as abandoned pursuant to § 5.7 of this
part.

() Appeal. (1) If the Office
disapproves a notice, its disapproval
letter will state the reason(s) for
disapproval. Within 15 days of receipt
of a notice of disapproval, the national
bank, the proposed individual, or both
may appeal the disapproval to the
Comptroller or an authorized delegate.
The national bank or the individual may
appeal on the grounds that the reason(s)
for disapproval ere contrary to fact and/
or are insufficient to justify disapproval.
The appellant must submit all
documents and written arguments that
the appellant wishes to be considered in
support of the appeal.

(2) The Comptroller or an authorized
delegate may designate an appellate
official who was not previously
involved in the decision leading to the
appeal at issue. The Comptroller,
authorized delegate, or the appellate
official shall consider all information
submitted with the original notice, the
material before the OCC official who
made the initial decision, and any
information submitted by the appellant
at the time of the appeal.

(3) The Comptroller, authorized
delegate, or the appellate official shall
independently determine whether the
appellant has demonstrated either that
the reasons given for the disapproval are
contrary to fact or are insufficient to
justify the disapproval. If either burden
is satisfied, the Comptroller, authorized
delegate, or the appellate official shall
overturn the disapproval.

(4) Upon completion of the review,
the Comptroller, authorized delegate, or
the appellate official shall notify the
appellant in writing of the decision. If
the original decision is overturned, the
individual may assume the position in
the bank for which he or she was
proposed.

Dated: April 30, 1993.

Eugene A. Ludwig,

Comptroller of the Currency.

[FR Doc. 93-10945 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-33-7

12 CFR Part 31
[Cocket No. 83-09]

Extensions of Credit to National Bank
Insiders

AGENCY: Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, Treasury.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency is amending the
authority citation in its regulation
concerning insider lending. This change
is technical in nature and is necessary
because of recent amendments to the
statutory authority for the regulation. It
will have no effect on the substance of
the regulation.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993.
ADDRESSES: Office of the Comptroller of
the Currency, 250 E Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20218.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David V. Thede, Attorney, Bank
Operations and Assets Division (202}
874-4460; or Robert ]. Hemming,
National Bank Examiner, Chief National
Bank Examiner’s Office, (202) 874-5170.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
306 of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation Improvement Act of 1991,
Public Law 102-242, 105 Stat. 2236,
amended section 22(h) of the Federal
Reserve Act, 12 U.S.C. 375b, which
governs loans to a bank’s officers and
directors. As a result of this amendment,
the existing authority citation for the
OCC's regulation on insider lending, 12
CFR 31, is now incorrect. The citation
to 12 U.S.C. 375b(2) should refer instead
to section 375b(3). Therefore, the OCC is
amending the authority citation in part
31 and in § 31.1.

The OCC finds that notice and
comment under § U.S.C. 553(b)(B) and
a delayed effective date under 5 U.S.C.
553(d) are unnecessary since the
amendment is technical and the rule is
a rule of agency management which will
not affect the substance of part 31.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

Since this final rule makes only a
technical, nonsubstantive change to
update a statutory cite and is a rule of
agency management, notice and
comment are not required under the
Administrative Procedure Act.
Therefore, this final rule is exempt from
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C.
605(b).

Executive Order 12291

This final rule is not subject to the
requirements of Executive Order 12291
since it is a rule of agency management
and makes only a technical,
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nonsubstantive change to update a
statutory cite. It is exempt under section
1, paragraph (a)(3) of Executive Order
12291,

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 31

Credit, National banks, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Authority and Issuance

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, part 31 of chapter I of title 12
of the Code of Federal Regulations is
amended as set forth below:

PART 31—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 31 is
revised to read as follows:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 375a(4), 375b(3),
1817(k), and 1972(2)(G)(ii), as amended.

2. Section 31.1 is revised to read as
follows:

§31.1 Authority.

This subpart is issued by the
Comptroller of the Currency pursuant to
12 U.S.C, 375a(4) and 375b(3), as
amended.

Dated: April 30, 1993,

Eugene A. Ludwig,

Comptroller of the Currency.

[FR Doc. 93-10946 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUING CODE 4810-33-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 82-NM-209-AD; Amendment
39-8568; AD 93-09-01)

Alrworthiness Directives; Boeing
Model 747-400, 757, and 767 Series
Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD),
applicable to certain Boeing Model 747~
400, 757, and 767 series airplanes, that
requires a one-time inspection of the
discharge cartridges and electrical
connectors on the fire extinguisher
bottles, and replacement of damaged
cartridges and connectors, This
amendment is prompted by reports of
bent pins founs in the discharge
cartridges and damaged electrical
connectors on some fire extinguisher
bottles. The actions specified by this AD
are intended to ensure the proper
discharge of the fire extinguisher bottle
in the event of a fire.

DATES: Effective June 9, 1993.

The incorporation by reference of
certain publications listed in the
regulations is approved by the Director
of the Federal Register as of June 9,
1993,

ADDRESSES: The service information
referenced in this AD may be obtained
from Boeing Commercial Airplane
Company, P.O. Box 3707, Seattle,
Washington 98124-2207. This
information may be examined at the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA),
Transport Airplane Directorate, Rules
Docket, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington; or at the Office of
the Federal Register, 800 North Capitol
Street, NW.,, suite 700, Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Barbara Mudrovich, Aerospace
Engineer, Systems & Equipment Branch,
ANM-130S, FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Seattle Aircraft Certification
Office, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington 98055-4056; telephone
(206) 227-2670; fax (206) 227-1181.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A
proposal to amend part 39 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations to include an
airworthiness directive (AD) that is
applicable to certain Boeing Model 747—
400, 757, and 767 series airplanes was
published in the Federal Register on
December 29, 1992 (57 FR 61842). That
action proposed to require a one-time

. inspection of the discharge cartridges

and electrical connectors on the fire
extinguisher bottles, and replacement of
damaged cartridges and connectors.

Interested persons have been afforded
an opportunity to participate in the
making of this amendment. Due
consideration has been given to the
comments received.

One commenter supports the
proposed rule.

One commenter requests that the
statement of unsafe condition be revised
to read, “To prevent an improper
electrical connection of the fire
extinguishing system due to a damaged
* * *."The FAA concurs with this
commenter’s request since this change
in wording would clarify that bent
(damaged) pins in the discharge
cartridge may result in improper
electrical connections and the
consequent misfiring of the fire
extinguisher. The final rule has been
revised accordingly.

One commenter requests that the
operational tests of the discharge
cartridges specified in the referenced
service bulletins be deleted from the
requirements of the final rule, since the
discharge cartridge must be
disassembled to accomplish the
proposed visual inspection regardless of

the outcome of the operational tests.
The commenters note that the
operational tests are unnecessary and
expensive. The FAA concurs. After
further review of the inspection
procedures described in the referenced
service bulletins, the FAA has
determined that safety of the fleet would
not be affected adversely with the
deletion of the requirement to
accomplish the operational tests prior to
performing the visual inspection. The
FAA finds that the detailed visual
inspection would adequately ensure
that damaged discharge cartridges and
electrical connectors would be detected
and replaced. Therefore, paragraph (a)
of the final rule has been revised to state
that the operational tests of the
discharge cartridges specified in the
service bulletins are not required to be
accomplished prior to performing the
detailed visual inspection.

Several commenters request that the
final rule be revised to exclude the
requirement for the cross-wiring end-to-
end functional tests following any
maintenance actions, which is required
by AD 89-03-51, amendment 39-6213
(54 FR 20118, May 10, 1989). The
commenters note that the proposed one-
time inspection, if performed one
cartridge at a time, would avert the
potential for mis-wiring and/or mis-
plumbing in the fire protection systems.
The FAA concurs. The FAA has
reviewed all available data, as well as
the proposed requirement for a detailed
visual inspection of the auxiliary power
unit (APU), cargo compartment, and
engine fire extinguishing systems, and
has determined that the possibility for
mis-wiring and mis-plumbing can be
averted if the proposed inspection is
performed one cartridge at a time.
Therefore, the final rule has been
revised to add a new paragraph (c) to
state that the functional tests required
by AD 89-03-51 do not have to be
performed following accomplishment of
the inspection required by this final
rule, if the inspection is performed one
cartridge at a time.

Several commenters note that the
referenced Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
757-26A0032, dated October 22, 1992,
lists the part numbers incorrectly. The
FAA infers from this comment that the
commenters would like the part
numbers referenced correctly in the
final rule. The FAA concurs. Since
issuance of the proposal, Boeing has
issued Notice of Status Change 757-
26A0032 NSC 2, dated February 4, 1993
that lists the part numbers correctly.
The FAA has determined that the part
numbers listed in the service bulletin
were non-existent; therefore, no
operator could have installed the
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incorrect part inadvertently. The final
rule has been revised to reference this
Notice of Status Change as the
appropriate document in which the
correct part numbers are listed.

One commenter questions whether or
not the proposed inspection needs to be
performed on Boeing Model 727 series
airplanes and McDonnell Douglas DC-8
and DC~10 series airplanes, since these
airplanes also use shunt plugs in the
discharge cartridge whenever the
electrical connsctor is disconnected
from the discharge cartridge. The
commenter contends that the possibility
exists for damaged discharge cartridges
or electrical connectors to be found on
the fire extinguisher bottles on these
airplanes. The FAA does not concur,
The FAA has reviewed all available
data, has discussed this issue with
representatives from Boeing Commercial
Airplane Company, and has found that
Boeing Model 727 series airplanes use
16-gauge pins that are 20 percent larger
than those used on the Boeing Mode
747-400, 757, and 767 series airplanes;
therefore, these pins would not have the
same propensity for damage as those
used in the Boeing Model 747-400, 757,
end 767 series airplanes. Since
McDonnel Douglas Corporation also
uses heavier gauge pins on the
McDonnell Douglas DC-8 and DC-10
series airplanes, the pins on these
airplanes also would not be subject to
the damage found on Boeing Model
747-400, 757, and 767 series airplanes.

Several commenters recommend that
the proposal be withdrawn, since the
AD addresses a problem induced b
faulty maintenance practices, whic
rulemaking action will not correct. The
commenters assert that the proposed
inspection is currently performed by
operators; therefore, lﬁe FAA need only
to confirm the accomplishment of the
inspection with the cognizant Flight
Standards District Office. The FAA does
not concur, The FAA finds that the
(faulty) maintenance practice of using
shunt plugs in the discharge cartridge
whenever the electrical connector is
disconnected from the discharge
cartridge has been discontinued.
However, since the installation of shunt
plugs may have inadvertently bent the
pins in the discharge cartridge, the
proposed one-time inspection is to
detect damaged discharge cartridges and
electrical connectors, Further, since
operators have reported findings of bent
pins in discharge cartridges on fire
extinguisher bottles installed at various
locations in the airplane, the FAA has
de}ermined that sufficient justification
exists for issuance of this rulemaking
action to ensure that bent pins are
detected in a timely manner.

Consequently, this rulemaking action is
the means by which the FAA can ensure
positively that the unsafe condition

osed by improper electrical connection

caused by bent pins) in the fire
extinguishing system and the resultant
misfiring of the fire extinguisher is
detected and corrected.

The economic impact information,
below, has been revised to correct a
mathematical error that appeared in the
proposal.

AfRer careful review of the available
data, including the comments noted
above, the FAA has determined that air
safety and the public interest require the
adoption of the rule with the changes
previously described. The FAA has
determined that these changes will
neither increase the economic burden
on any operator nor increase the scope
of the AD.

There are approximately 1,059
airplanes of the affected design in the
worldwide fleet; of this number, 149 are
Model 747-400 series airplanes, 489 are
Model 757 series airplanes, and 421 are
Model 767 series airplanes. The FAA
estimates that 496 airplanes of U.S.
registry will be affected by this AD; of
this number, 22 are Model 747-400
series airplanes, 311 are Model 757
series airplanes, and 163 are Model 767
series airplanes.

The FAA estimates that it will take
approximately 5 work hours per
airplane (.25 work hour per cartridge) to
accomplish the required actions, and
that the average labor rate is $55 per
work hour. Based on these figures, the
total cost impact of the AD on U.S.
operators is estimated to be $136,400, or
$275 per airplane. This total cost figure
assumes that no operator has yet
accomplished the requirements of this
AD.
The regulations adopted herein will
not have substantial direct effects on the
States, on the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. Therefore, in
accordance with Executive Order 12612,
it is determined that this final rule does
not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify that this action (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)
will not have a significant economic
impact, positive or negative, on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A final evaluation has

been prepared for this action and it is
contained in the Rules Docket. A copy
of it may be obtained from the Rules
Docket at the location provided under
the caption “ADDRESSES."”

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration amends 14 CFR part 39
of the Federal Aviation Regulations as
follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Aulhorﬂy: 49 U.S.C. App. 1354(a), 1421
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); and 14 CFR
11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. Section 39.13 is amended by
adding the following new airworthiness
directive:

93-09-01 Boeing: Amendment 39-8568.
Docket 82-NM-209-AD.

Applicability: Model 747-400 series
airplanes, passenger and combi
configurations, line positions 696 through
908, inclusive; Model 757 series airplanes,
line numbers 1 through 488, inclusive; and
Model 767 series airplanes, line numbers 1
through 421, inclusive; certificated in any
category.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To prevent an improper electrical
connection of the fire extinguishing system
due to a damaged discharge cartridge or
electrical connector on the fire extinguisher
bottle, accomplish the following:

(a) Within 120 days after the effective date
of this AD, conduct a detailed visual
inspection to detect damage to the discharge
cartridges and the electrical connectors on
each fire extinguisher bottle installed in
auxiliary power unit (APU), cargo
compartment, and engine fire extinguishing
systems, in accordance with Boeing Alert
Service Bulletin 747-26A2210, dated October
29, 1992 (for Model 747-400 series
airplanes); Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
757-26A0032, dated October 22, 1992, as
amended by Notice of Status Change 757-
26A0032 NSC 2, dated February 4, 1993 (for
Model 757 series airplanes); or Boeing Alert
Service Bulletin 767-26A0089, dated October
22, 1992 (for Model 767 series airplanes); as
applicable, The operational tests of the
discharge cartridges specified in the
Accomplishment Instructions of the
applicable service bulletin are not required to
be performed prior to accomplishing the
detailed visual inspection required by this
paragraph. Since an operational test of the
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fire extinguishing :mo‘m can be successfully
completed even if is a damaged pin or
connector, this inspection must be

by visually examining the discharge cartriige
and the electrical connector.

(b) If any damage is detected during the
inspection required by paragraph (a) of this
AD, prior to further flight, replace the
damaged item with a serviceable part and
perform an operational test of the bottle
discharge cartridge circuit in accordance
with Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747—
26A2210, dated October 29, 1992 (for Model
747-400 series airplanes); Boeing Alert
Service Bulletin 757-26A0032, dated October
22, 1992, as amended by Notice of Status
Change 757-26A0032 NSC 2, dated February
4, 1993 (for Model 757 series airplanes); or
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 767-26 A0089,
dated October 22, 1992 (for Model 767 series
airplanes); as applicable. Any discrepancy
detected as a result of the operational test
must be corrected prior to further flight.

(c) The cross-wiring end-to-end functional
tests required by AD 89-03-51, Amendment
39-6213, do not have to be accomplished
following performance of the inspection
required by paragraph (a) of this AD, if the
inspection is accomplished one discharge
cartridge at a time,

(d) As of the effective date of this AD, no
person shall install a fire extinguisher bottle
on any airplane unless the discharge
cartridge and electrical connector have been
inspected in accordance with this AD.

() An alternative method of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time that
provides an acceptable level of safety may be
used if approved by the Manager, Seattle
Aircraflt Coﬂiﬂmh:::n Office (ACO), FAA,
Transport Directorate. Operators
shall nubln?thu’;eir requests thmugrar;
appropriate FAA Principal Maintenance
Inspector, who may add comments and then
send it to the Manager, Seattle ACO.

Note: Information concerning the existence
of approved alternative methods of
compliance with this AD, if any, may be
obtained from the Seattle ACO.

(f) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to
operate the airplane to a location where the
requirements of this AD can be
accomplished.

() The Inspection and replacement shall
be done in accordance with Boeing Alert
Service Bulletin 747-26A2210, dated October
29, 1992 (for Model 747-400 series
airplanes); Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
757-26A0032, dated October 22, 1992, and
Notice of Status Change 757-26A0032 NSC 2,
dated February 4, 1893 (for Model 757 series
airplanes); or Boeing Alert Service Bulletin
767-26A0089, dated October 22, 1992 (for
Model 767 series airplanes); as applicable.
This incorporation by reference was
approved by the Directar of the Pederal
Register in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a)
and 1 CFR part 51. Copies may be obtained
from Boeing Commercial Airplane Company,
P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, Washington 98124~
2207. Coples may be inspected at the FAA,
Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601 Lind
Avenue, SW., Renton, Washington; or at the
Office of the Federal Register, 800 North

g:{:-hol Street, NW., suite 700, Washington,

(h) This amendment becomes effective on
June 9, 1993,

Issued in Renton, Washington, on April 28,
1993,
Darrell M. Pederson,
Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorats, Aircraft Certification Service,
[FR Doc. 83-10880 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am}
BILUNG CODE 4910-13-

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 92-NM-242-AD; Amendment
39-8570; AD 93-09-03]

Alrworthiness Directlves; Dassault
Aviation Model Mystere-Falcon 900
Serles Alrplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule,

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD),
applicable to certain Dassault Aviation
Model Mystere-Falcon 900 series
airplanes, that requires modification of
the windshield support structure-to-aft
window frame attachment at frame 4.
This amendment is prompted by the
results of fatigue tests, which revealed
cracking in the windshield support
structure at the aft window frame
attachment points. The actions specified
by this AD are intended to prevent
fatigue cracking, which could lead to
reduced structural integrity of the
windshield support structure and
potential loss of the windshield.
DATES: Effective June 9, 1993,

The incorporation by reference of
certain publications listed in the
regulations is approved by the Director
of the Federal Register as of June 9,
1993.

ADDRESSES: The service information

* referenced in this AD may be obtained

from Falcon Jet Corporation, Customer
Support Department, Teterboro Airport,
Teterboro, New Jersey 07608. This
information may be examined at the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA),
Transport Airplane Directorate, Rules
Docket, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington; or at the Office of
the Federal Register, 800 North Capitol
Street, NW., suite 700, Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Greg
Holt, Aerospace Engineer,
Standardization Branch, ANM-113,
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington 98055-4056; telephone
(206) 227-2140; fax (206) 227-1320.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A
proposal to amend part 39 of the Federal

Aviation Regulations to include an
airworthiness directive (AD) that is
applicable to certain Dassault Aviation
Model Mystere-Falcon 900 series
airplanes was gublished in the Federal
Register on February 8, 1993 (58 FR
7495). That action proposed to require
modification of the windshield support
structure-to-aft window frame
attachment at frame 4.

Interested persons have been afforded
an opportunity to participate in the
making of this amendment. No
comments were submitted in response
to the proposal or the FAA’s
determination of the cost to the public.
The FAA has determined that air safety
and the public interest require the
adoption of the rule as proposed.

The FAA estimates that 10 airplanes
of U.S. registry will be affected by this
AD, that it will take approximately 45
work hours per airplane to accomplish
the required actions, and that the
average labor rate is $55 per work hour.
Based on these figures, the total cost
impact of the AD on U.S. operators is
estimated to be $24,750, or $2,475 per
airplane. This total cost figure assumes
that no operator has &':t accomplished
the requirements of this AD.

The regulations adopted herein will
not have substantial direct effects on the
States, on the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. Therefore, in
accordance with Executive Order 12612,
it is determined that this final rule does
not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify that this action (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)
will not have a significant economic
impact, positive or negative, on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A final evaluation has
been prepared for this action and it is
contained in the Rules Docket. A copy
of it may be obtained from the Rules
Docket at the location provided under
the caption ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
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Administration amends 14 CFR part 39
of the Federal Aviation Regulations as
follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows;

Authority: 49 U.S.C. App. 1354(a), 1421
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); and 14 CFR
11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. Section 39.13 is amended by
adding the following new airworthiness
directive:

93-09-03 Dassault Aviation: Amendment
39-8570. Docket 92-NM-242-AD.

Applicability: Model Mystere-Falcon 900
series airplanes; serial numbers 1 through 9,
inclusive; and 11 through 20, inclusive;
certificated in any category.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To prevent reduced structural integrity of
the windshield support structure and
potential loss of the windshield, accomplish
the following;

(a) For airplane serial number 1: Prior to
the accumulation of 3,750 total landings, or
within 6 months after the effective date of
this AD, whichever occurs later, modify the
windshield support structure-to-aft window
frame attachment at frame 4 on the right-
hand and left-hand sides, in accordance with
Dassault Aviation FO00-91 Service Bulletin
F900-53-12 and Appendix 1 to that service
bulletin, both dated July 8, 1992,

(b) For airplanes having serial numbers 2
through 8, inclusive, and 11 through 20,
inclusive: Modify the windshield support
structure-to-aft window frame attachment at
frame 4 on the right-hand and left-hand
sides, in accordance with Dassault Aviation
F900-81 Service Bulletin F900-53-12 and
Appendix 1 to that service bulletin, both
dated July 8, 1892; and at the later of the
times specified in paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2)
of this AD,

(1) Prior to the accumulation of 3,750 total
landings, or within 6 years since date of
manufacture, whichever occurs first.

(2) Within 6 months after the effective date
of this AD,

(c) An alternative method of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time that
provides an acceptable level of safety may be
used if approved by the Manager,
Standardization Branch, ANM-113, FAA,
Transport Airplane Directorate, Operators
shall submit their requests through an
appropriate FAA Principal Maintenance
Inspector, who may add comments and then
send it to the Manager, Standardization
Branch, ANM-113,

Note: Information concerning the existence
of approved alternative methods of
compliance with this AD, if any, may be
obtained from the Standardization Branch,
ANM-113.

(d) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to
Operate the airplane to a location where the

requirements of this AD can be
accomplished.

(e) The modification shall be done in
accordance with Dassault Aviation F900-91
Service Bulletin F900-53-12, dated July 8,
1992 and Appendix 1 to that service bulletin
F900-53-12, both dated July 8, 1992. (Note:
Appendix 1 contains pages 101 through 106.)
This incorporation by reference was
approved by the Director of the Federal
Register in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a)
and 1 CFR part 51. Copies may be obtained
from Falcon Jet Corporation, Customer
Support Department, Teterboro Airport,
Teterboro, New Jersey 07608. Copies may be
inspected at the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington; or at the Office of the Federal
Register, 800 North Capitol Street, NW.,, suite
700, Washington, DC,

(f) This amendment becomes effective on
June 9, 1993,

Issued in Renton, Washington, on April 28,
1993.

Darrell M. Pederson,

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 93-10879 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 4910-13-P

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No, 92-NM-226-AD; Amendment
39-8569; AD 93-09-02]

Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Industrie Model A300, A310, and A300-
600 Series Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT,
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD),
applicable to certain Airbus Industrie
Model A300, A310, and A300-600
series airplanes, that requires a one-time
operational test to detect potential ball
bearing failure of the electric motor that
drives the hydraulic fire shutoff valve
(FSOV) actuator and to detect
subsequent FSOV malfunction, and
replacement of discrepant FSOV's. This
amendment is prompted by reports of
operational failure of hydraulic FSOV'’s
during maintenance checks. The actions
specified by this AD are intended to
prevent jamming of the hydraulic FSOV
actuator, which could result in the
inability to isolate hydraulic fluid from
an engine fire,

DATES: Effective June 9, 1893.

The incorporation by reference of
certain publications listed in the
regulations is approved by the Director
of the Federal Register as of June 9,
1993,

ADDRESSES: The service information
referenced in this AD may be obtained
from Airbus Industrie, 1 Rond Point

Maurice Bellonte, 31707 Blagnac Cedex,
France. This information may be
examined at the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), Transport
Airplane Directorate, Rules Docket,
1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington; or at the Office of the
Federal Register, 800 North Capitol
Street, NW., suite 700, Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Greg
Holt, Aerospace Engineer,
Standardization Branch, ANM-113,
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington 98056—4058; telephone
(206) 227-2140; fax (206) 227-1320.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A
proposal to amend part 39 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations to include an
airworthiness directive (AD) that is
applicable to certain Airbus Industrie
Model A300, A310, and A300-600
series airplanes was published in the
Federal Register on February 9, 1993
(58 FR 7759). That action proposed to
require a one-time operational test to
detect potential ball bearing failure of
the electric motor that drives the
hydraulic fire shutoff valve (FSOV)
actuator and to detect subsequent FSOV
malfunction, and replacement of
discrepant FSOV's,

Interested persons have been afforded
an opportunity to participate in the
making of this amendment. Due
consideration has been given to the two
comments received.

Both commenters support the
proposed rule,

After careful review of the available
data, including the comments noted
above, the FAA has determined that air
safety and the public interest require the
adoption of the rule as proposed.

The FAA estimates that 91 airplanes
of U.S. registry will be affected by this
AD, that it will take approximately 1
workhour per airplane to accomplish
the required actions, and that the
average labor rate is $55 per workhour.
Based on these figures, the total cost
impact of the AD on U.S. operators is
estimated to be 5,005, or $55 per
airplane. This total cost figure assumes
that no operator has yet accomplished
the requirements of this AD.

The regulations adopted herein will
not have substantial direct effects on the
States, on the relationship between the
national government and the States, or
on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. Therefore, in
accordance with Executive Order 12612,
it is determined that this final rule does
not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment.
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For the reasons discussed above, 1
certify that this action (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)
will not have a significant economic
impact, positive or negative, on a
substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A final evaluation has
been prepared for this action and it is
contained in the Rules Docket. A copy
of it mey be obtained from the Rules
Docket at the location provided under
the caption ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration amends 14 CFR part 39
of the Federal Aviation Regulations as
follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS
DIRECTIVES

1. The authority citation for part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 48 U.S.C. App. 1354(a), 1421
and 1423; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); and 14 CFR
11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. Section 39.13 is amended by
adding the following new airworthiness
directive:

83-09-02 Airbus Industrie: Amendment 39—
8569. Docket 92-NM-226-AD,

Applicability: Model A300, A310, and
A300-600 series airplanes, as listed in Airbus
Industrie All Operator Telex (AQT) 28-07,
dated August 28, 1992; airplanes, certificated
in any category.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To prevent jamming of the hydraulic fire
shut off valve (FSOV) actuator, which could
result in the inability to isolate hydraulic
fluid from an engine fire, accomplish the
following:

(a) For airplanes having any hydraulic
FSQOV that has not ever been functionally
tested in accordance with Maintenance
Planning Document (MPD) Task Number 29—
11-33-0503-1 (for Model A300 series
airplanes) or MPD Task Number 28-11-33-
01-1 (for Model A310 and A300-600 series
airplanes): Within 450 hours time-in-service
after the effective date of this AD, perform a
one-time operational test to detect potential
bearing failure of the electric motor that
drives the hydraulic FSOV actuator, and to
detect FSOV malfunction, in accordance with
Alirbus Industrie All Operator Telex (AOT)
29-07, dsted August 28, 1992.

(1) If any FSOV fails the operational test,
prior to further flight, replace that FPSOV in
accordance with the AOT.

(2) If a FSOV passes the operational test,
no further action is necessary for that FSOV.,

(b) For airplanes having any hydraulic
FSOV that has been functionally tested only
once in accordance with MPD Task Number
29-11-33-0503-1 (for Model A300 series
airplanes) or MPD Task Number 28-11-33—
01-01 (for Model A310 and A300-600 series
airplanes): Within 900 hours time-in-service
after the effective date of this AD, perform a
one-time operational test to detect potential
bearing failure of the electric motor that
drives the hydraulic PSOV actuator, and to
detect FSOV malfunction, in accordance with
Alrbus Industrie All Operator Telex (AOT)
29-07, dated August 28, 1992.

(1) If any FSOV fails the operational test,
prior to further flight, replace that FSOV in
accordance with the AOT.

(2) If a FSOV passes the operational test,
no further action is necessary for that FSQV.

(c) For airplanes having any hydraulic
FSQV that has been functionally tested two
or more times in accordance with MPD Task
Number 26-11-33-0503-1 (for Model A300
series airplanes) or MPD Task Number 29—
11-33-01-01 (for Model A310 and A300-600
series airplanes): No further action is
required by this AD.

(d) An alternative method of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time that
provides an acceptable level of safety may be
used if approved by the Manager,
Standardization Branch, ANM-113, FAA,
Transport Airplane Directorate. Operstors
shall submit their requests through an
appropriate FAA Principal Maintenance
Inspector, who may add comments and then
send it to the Manager, Standardization
Branch, ANM-113.

Note: Information concerning the existence
of approved alternative methods of
compliance with this AD, if any, may be
obtained from the Standardization Branch,
ANM-113.

(e) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with FAR 21,197 and 21:199 to
operate the airplane to a location where the
requirements of this AD can be
accomplished.

(f) The tests shall be done in accordance
with Airbus Industrie All Operator Telex
(AOT) 29-07, dated August 28, 1992. This
incorporation by reference was approved by
the Director of the Federal Register in
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR
part 51. Copies may be obtained from Airbus
Industris, 1 Rond Point Maurice Bellonte,
31707 Blagnac Cedex, France. Copies may be
inspected at the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton,
Washington; or at the Office of the Federal
Register, 800 North Capitol Street, NW., suite
700, Washington, DC.

(8) This amendment becomes effective on
June 9, 1993,

Issued in Renton, Washington, on April 23,
1993.

Darrell M. Pederson,

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service,

[FR Doc. 93-10950 Filed 5-7-83; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

17 CFR Part 1

Recordkeeping

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.

ACTION: Final rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures
Trading Commission (Commission) is
amending its general recordkeeping
requirements set forth in 17 CFR 1.31 to
allow production of computer-generated
records on optical disk to be
immediately substituted for hard-copy
computer reports.

The purpose of these amendments is
to allow the use of new technology for
recordkeeping that promises to provide
a cost-effective alternative to microfilm.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 9, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lamont L. Reese, Supervisory
Statistician, Division of Economic
Analysis, Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, 2033 K Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20581, (202) 254-3310.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
October 26, 1992, the Commission
published in the Federal Register (57
FR 48480) a notice of proposed
rulemaking to amend its general
recordkeeping rule, 17 CFR § 1.31,
which would allow computer-generated
reports written on optical disk to be
immediately substituted for hard-copy
reports. Currently paragraph (b) of Rule
1.31 allows only substitution of
microfilm for source documents for
purposes of records storage.! Microfilm
may be substituted immediately for
computer, accounting machine or
business machine generated records. For
records produced by other means, the
rule allows immediate microfilming of
source documents; but requires that
source documents be retained in hard-
copy form for the first two years of a
five-year retention period. In proposing
to allow optical disg toserve asa
storage media for source documents, the
Commission specified certain
conditions in order to ensure that

? Rule 1.31 provides that books and records mus!
be kept for five years and be readily accessible
during the first two years of this time period.
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optica! storage systems meet the
following goals:

1. They must provide reasonable
assurance that, once a record is created,
the record cannot be altered without
detection;

2. They must provide speedy and high
quality access to records stored on the
medium; and

3. In the event that the persons storing
the records cannot or will not produce
a hard copy of stored reports, s\e
Commission must have an expedient
means to do so itself.

Thess proposed conditions included
specific technical requirements for
allowable systems and filing
requirements for users of such systems.
The purpose of the proposed technical
requirements and the notification and
filing procedures were chiefly to
provide assurance that records could”
not be easily modified and to allow the
Commission ready access to information
on optical disks in the event that it
could not obtain hard-copy reports from
persons employing optical storage
systems.

Additionally, the Commission
proposed that ns using optical disk
storage would g: required to keep only
Commission-required records on any
one optical disk. The storage of any
other records on a disk that also
contained Commission-required records
would be deemed a waiver of any
privilege, claim of confidentiality or
other objection to disclosure with
respect to those other records in the
event the Commission or Department of
Justice undertook to inspect or seize the
disk or use it in a legal proceeding.

Aside from requesting comment on
specific proposed rule amendments
concerning the immediate substitution
of records on optical storage for
computer-generated reports, the
Commission also sought initial
comment on possible further
amendments to its recordkeeping
requirements which might allow for
optical storage of digital records
produced through electronic imaging.
Imaging {s a technique used 1o create
digital replicas of paper records. The
Commission noted that many of the
criteria it had specified for optical
storage of computer-generated records
might also apply to storage of imaged
digital records and sought comment
concerning additional specific
conditions, restrictions and safeguards
that might be instituted before allowing
substitution of imaged records for
source documents. Finally, the
Commission sought suggestions from
the public on additional initiatives that
would allow firms to capture savings

resulting from the use of new electronic
technologies.

Thirty-five persons commented on the
Commission’s proposed rulemaking.
Eight comment letters were sent by the
Association for Information and Image
Management ("AIIM") or its members.
Twenty-five comment letters were sent
by sel —regulatory organizations and by
interested firms. In addition, the Futures
Industry Association conducted a
survey which was completed by sixteen
persons. The results of this survey were
compiled and submitted as a comment
on the proposed rule.?

L Recordkeeping Requirements for
Computer Reports

In its Federal Register release, the
Commission observed that optical disk
technology promises to provide a cost-
effective alternative to microfilm. The
cost savings are likely to accrue from
two sources. First, optical disk is
cheaper to generate than microfilm as a
storage medium and, second, retrieval
costs are greatly reduced since search
and retrieval are done by computer.
Commenters generally verified that
significant savings could be achieved
using optical disk technology.® Virtually
all commenters supported the ;;roposal
that Rule 1.31 be amended to allow for
storage of records on optical media.
Significant issues, however, were raised
about conditions that were deemed
necessary in order to allow the use of
this media. In this respect, comment on
the Commission’s proposal was diverse,
ranging from general comments taking
issue with the need to specify technical
criteria to specific recommendations for
only certain particular changes to the
Commission's proposal.

A. General Comments

AIIM, its members, and other
commenters objected to the Commission
potentially limiting the use of existing
or future technologies by proposing that
records storage systems conform to
certain technical criteria. They
suggested that the regulations should
not be media-specific, but rather specify

# One additional person directed comment to the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
concerning implications of the Commission's
proposal relating to the Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1980 (PRA), 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. This comment
is discussed bolow in relation to other issues
dealing with the PRA.

31t should be noted that Commission regulati

general safeguards that might assure the
accuracy and integrity of the record.
Towards this end, a committes of AlIM
is working on model legislation thax
might be used by regulatory agencies in
drefting media-independent
recordkeeping requirements.*
Discussions with AIIM representatives,
however, indicate that this project may
not be completed prior to 1994. The
National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) is developing
technical standards for optical disk
technology, although this work also is
not yet completed.

though drafting media-independent

lations concerning recordkeeping is
a desirable goal, achieving agreement on
cost-effective and universal safeguards
that are written with enough &godﬂclty
to be enforceable may be a difficult,
long-term process. For example, this
may involve drafting minimum
standards concerning security measures
to prevent unauthorized access and uss,
mandating irements for audit
systems that show activity on the
system, and perhaps mandating actual
audits to confirm the accuracy of the
system. The Commission will, of course,
follow the efforts of AIIM’s committee
and review its work to determine if it
can be adapted to Commission use.
Similarly, the Commission will review
standards developed by NIST when they
become available to ascertain whether
further amendments to its regulations
are appropriate.

However, the Commission believes
that it is both unnecessary and unwise
to delay implementation of the
proposed rule change for users of
optical disk systems in the futures
industry while it awaits final action by
these two groups. Firms in the futures
industry produce a large number of
computer reports that are microfilmed
for storage. A number of commenters
indicated that the use of optical storage
for computer-generated records would
greatly reduce recordkeeping costs by
eliminating charges for microfilm,
thereby providing immediate and
substantial cost savings. Fifteen firms
submitted comment urging that the
Commission not delay adoption of final
rulemaking, but rather proceed
consistent with the proposal published
last October as it pertained to computer
reports. Moreover, many firms

do not preclude the use of optical disk based
storage systems. Under current regulations,
however, firms using such systems would, in
addition, either be required to save the hard copy
or microfilm reproductions of documents. In these
instances, firms can reduce search and retrieval
costs for requests for documents even though they
incur the cost for paper storage or microfilm
reproductions.

* As used hersin, media-independent regulations
refer (0 regulations that are not media-specific; Lo.,
they do not list allowable media such as microfilm
or optical disks, nor do they specify technical
criteria for the use of any media. As described by
one commenter, AlIM’s committee is “a
distinguished task force of lawyers, users and other
representatives from the government and private
sectors.”
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commenting on the Commission
proposal indicated that some technical
criteria may be necessary in any event,
and suggested only certain
modifications to those proposed. In this
respect, the Commission has reviewed
its proposed technical criteria and
notification procedures in light of the
requests for modifications and believes
that its recordkeeping goals can be
achieved with fewer technical
requirements than proposed.

B. Issues Concerning the Alterability of
Records

As noted previously, the Commission
proposed a number of technical criteria
to provide some assurance that records
created on optical storage media cannot
be altered without detection. The
Commission recognizes, as some
commenters suggested, that no
technique for record retention is tamper
proof, including those currently allowed
under Rule 1.31. The Commission’s
concern in this area relates to the
trustworthiness of documents that may
be relied upon by the Commission in
conducting investigations and entered
into evidence in administrative and
judicial proceedings. In this respect,
microfilm records are considered
trustworthy, since the image cannot be
readily altered and firms use
documented procedures that are
gerformed in the ordinary course of

usiness. The Commission believes
under specified conditions optical disk
storage can be as trustworthy as
microfilm and paper records. To this
end, the Commission proposed that
allowable optical systems use a non-
rewritable, non-erasable format; have
write/verify capabilities; time/date files
on disks in a permanent non-erasable
manner; and write records directly to
optic media, In addition, the
Commission noted that the optical
system must allow exclusively for the
preservation of records under Rule 1.31
and, as such, multi-function drives
could not be used for this purpose.?

Persons commenting on these
requirements requested that the
Commission clarify its requirement
concerning the time/date which must be
etched on the disk. One commenter
urged that the Commission specify that
the time/date should be the computer
run time of the file and not the time/
date the file was added to the optical
disk. Other commenters questioned the
requirement that records be written
directly to the optical storage device.
One commenter noted that typically

* Multi-function optical drives can write records
both to non-erasable WORM disks and to erasable
disks.

reports are written to an intermediate
file or device while they are waiting in
queue to be printed. The Commission
notes that in both instances similar
procedures are used in the production
of microfilm or microfiche.® In view of
this, the Commission is specifying that
the required time/date be that pertaining
to the computer run time of the file in
question.

With respect to writing records
directly to optical disk, the Commission
has determined to eliminate this -
requirement in light of current practices
with respect to microfilm. However, the
Commission notes that Rule 1.31(b)(1),
formerly and as amended herein,
requires that records be immediately
produced or reproduced on the relevant
medium and kept in that form, Thus,
records must be transferred to the
permitted non-erasable media as soon as
is feasible, given the medium being used
and the daify volume of records
produced by the registrant. If there is
any significant delay between
generation of a record and its transfer to
a non-erasable medium, a hard copy of
the record must be maintained during
that interim period. Moreover,
m%ish"ants must use appropriate
safeguards to protect records
temporarily stored in erasable form in
order to comply with their obligations
under Rule 1.31 and their obligations to
diligently supervise their employees.
For example, data transfer and copying
to and from files should be performed
by technical staff, not operations
personnel, security measures should be
in place to prohibit unauthorized access
to the records, and system audit trails
should document when and by whom
files are accessed or modified.

Some commenters responding to
AlIIM's member alert questioneg the
Commission’s position that optical disk
technology that is rewritable or whose
rewrite capability is determined by the
media in ti: drive (i.e., multi-function
drives) would not be acceptable for
record retention purpose under
proposed Rule 1.31 (57 FR 48482). One
commenter, a firm that supplies multi-
function optical drives, opined that the
media used in its drive could not be
overwritten or changed by its drive.
This commenter indicated that the
Commission’s position on this matter
may lock firms into “potentially
outdated, low performance, and
expensive solutions which ignore the

® The Commission also proposed that Rule 1.31
be amended to include the use of microfiche under
the same conditions as microfilm. No comments
were received on this proposal. Since these are
essentially identical media for recordkeeping

. the Commission is amending Rule 1.31 to
explicitly allow for the use of microfiche.

tremendous progress and international
acceptance of never multi-function
technologies.”

The Commission’s Office of
Information Resources Management
(OIRM) has investigated the technical
characteristics of multi-function drives
and the media such drives employ.
Such drives use lasers, as do the WORM
(Write Once Read Many) drives. Rather
than permanently changing the surface
of the media, most multi-function drives
employ differently coded media for
WORM and rewritable functions. OIRM
noted that, even if the media is specially
stamped or write-protected for use in
the WORM mode, data could be altered
by accident or design, however, this risk
was fenerally small. In view of this, it
would appear that the use of multi-
function drives to write data to optical
media provides nearly the same
assurance as WORM drives that a record
cannot be altered; provided that WORM
media is used in the drive. In view of
this, the Commission is not excluding
the use of multi-function drives in Rule
1.31, however, it is requiring that data
be written to WORM media.

C. Issues Concerning Commission
Access to Records

The Commission proposed both
notification and filing procedures, as
well as additional technical criteria, in
order to allow the Commission direct
access to records stored on optical disk.
The technical criteria included
serializing the disks, etching directory
structures and indices on the disk,
requiring that devices use removable
optical disks, and storing the records in
an ASCII or EBCDIC format.

In terms of notification and filing, the
Commission proposed that all persons
using optical systems pursuant to Rule
1.31 must file with the Commission and
keep current a copy of the logical file
formats and field formats for each file of
information written on the optical disks,
as well as any other information needed
to allow the Commission to read optical
disks and locate specific records.”
Additionally, persons wishing to store
required records using a technology that
writes records in an ASCII or EBCDIC
format other than standard non-
compressed ASCII or EBCDIC would
have been required to file
documentation on the method used to
encode the data, providing a thorough
description of any compression
algorithm, the physical file format, and

? This would include the hardware make and
model and operating system software version and
release level of the computer system hosting the
slorage device and identity of the device driver
used to write the optical media including the
release level.
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conversion routines to transform the
records to a standard non-compressed
format.

The Commission also proposed that
persons intending to use optical systems
thet employ something other than
WORM or CD-ROM technology give
written notice at least 60 days prior to
using such technolegy. The Commission
proposed that the notice include
appropriate instructional and
desm'Ytive documentation regarding the
optical storage technology system
(hardware and software) to be used and
an explanation of how the system meets
the regulatory concerns of the
Commission.

Because of reporting burdens inherent
in such an approach, the Commission
invited commenters to address
alternative means, such as the use of
agreements between persons using
optical storage technology and
conversion service vendors who have
the capability and the compatible
technology necessary to produce on
hard copy the records preserved on
optical disk. Among other things, the
Commission wished to consider
whether relying on service vendors is
appropriate. Also, in addition to
requirements that the agreements must
specifically provide for the Commission
and the Department of Justice to obtain
unconditionally, promptly, and free of
expense, paper copy of stored records,
the Commission sought comment on
what other provisions, if any, should be
considered minimally acceptable. The
Commission requested comment on the
willingness of conversion service  ‘
vendors to voluntarily submit to
Commission oversight, and on the legal
mechanism most appropriate for
ensuring the Commission's ability to
oversee the service firm or bureau and
to ensure the Commission a legally
enforceable right to obtain the
information from such persons on the
same basis as from a Commission
:'v#strant.

he majority of commenters opposed
the proposed notification and filing
procedures as burdensome and
unnecessary. These included self-
regulatory organizations (SROs) who
must have access to records themselves
in order to carry out their
responsibilities with respect to futures
markets, One commenter opined that
“ultimately both the Commission and
the SROs rely upon a registrant’s
tooperation in an investigation, and
rules have been adopted to charge one’s
failure to cooperate as a separate
disciplinary action." Few persons
commented on the proposal requiring
persons using optical storage systems to
vxacute a contract with a service

conversion vendor as an alternative to
the proposed filing and notification
procedures. Those comments which
were received by the Commission on
this alternate proposal, however, were
also negative.

The Commission believes these
comments have merit. However, it
remains concerned that not having
direct access to data on optical disk may
impede its audit and inspections
activities and investigations. One SRO
submitting comments in favor of the
Commission's proposal requested that
registrants be required to provide copies
of optical disks to the regulator on
request. This commenter explained that
“situations may arise such as in an
exchange- or Commission-initiated
investigation which will make it
appropriate and necessary for the SRO
or Commission to analyze information
within its own office.” The commenter
added that “‘such a requirement was in
conformity with existing exchange
regulations, requiring members to
provide information in a format
designated by the exchange."®

Currently, during the course of an
investigation, firms may supply rolls of
microfilm or, in some instances, data on
machine-readable media, for use by
investigators at Commission offices.
This process can expedite investigations
when search, retrieval and copy times
are minimized for firms and, in the
event data is on machine-readable
media, analyses can begin without
converting the records to a machine-
readable form. Commission %
investigations may be severely
hampered if the practice of supplying
large amounts of data on a storage
medium other than paper were not
continued from firms using optical
storage systems.® This is particularly
true when investigations are first
initiated, and the Commission generally
reviews information pertaining to an
event or series of transactions before
focusing on specific documents for
review.

The Commission is aware that data,
such as computer records stored on
optical disk in ASCII or EBCDIC format,
can be read by the computer originally
producing the records, stored as a file
and output to other machine-readable
media, such as computer tape or
diskette, which can be read by existing
Commission equipment.

“The Commission’s proposal does not require
that registrants provide SROs with rocords. SROs
establish their own recordkeeping rules.

# As addressed below, Commission investigations
also can be impeded if Commission staff cannot
independently read records from a particular
storage medium.

Commission staff have in the past
discussed this issue with firms in the
futures industry. For example, a vendor
in the back office accounting market
who provides services for a large
number of Commission registrants
indicated that computer records stored
on optical disk can easily be provided
to the Commission on alternate
machine-readable media.

The Commission believes that
requiring registrants to provide
information by such alternative means
to some degree alleviates its concerns
about having direct access to the
information. Thus, it has determined to
eliminate the proposed filin
requirement, provided that Sxe proposed
systems and file documentation are
maintained on its premises in accessible
form by the firm using the optical
storage device, and that firms using
optical storage devices grant
Commission staff access to the device as
well as the optical disks themselves.1®
Additionally, the Commission has
determined to eliminate the requirement
that the directory structure and indices
be stched on the disk. Persons
commenting on this requirement
indicated that the practice of etching the
directory structure on the disk was
unnecessary and inconsistent with
practices among users of mainframe
computers. Moreover, &s one
commentor noted, the ability to do this
may be restricted to only certain
systems.?

In view of the above, the Commission
is revising paragraph 1.31(b)(3) of its
proposal to require that persons provide
upon request copies of records stored on
optical disk to the Commission on
compatible data processing media as
defined in sections 15.00 (1) (1) and (2)
of the regulations using a format and
coding structure specified in the
request.’? In addition, the Commission
is revising paragraphs 1.31 (c)(2){(ii) and
(d) to eliminate the requirement that the
directory structure and indices be
etched on the disk, and to require that
the proposed systems and file
documentation be maintained in a

1The Commission and the SROs will check on
the completeness and availability of this
documentation in the course of their routine audits.

1 The remaining technical requirements reflect
industry practice in most cases, are not
burdensome, and are essontial to the Commission’s
ability to review the documents independently.

¥ Regulation 15.00(1) defines compatible data
processing media as

(1) Unblocked, nine track, 1600 BPI magnstic tape
using EBCDIC encoding and a standard IBM label
if magnetic media are filed at the Commission's
Chicago or New York Regional Offices; and

(2) Magnetic disksttes using a single density IBM
3741 format if magnetic media are filed at the
Commission's Chicago, New York or Kansas City
Reogional Offices.




27462 Federal Register / Vol.

58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Rules and Regulations

readily accessible form by firms using
optical storage devices.

D. Storage of Commission- and Non-
Commission-Required Documents

As noted previously, the Commission
requested comment on a provision
stipulating that the storage of both
Commission- and non-Commission-
required records on the same disk be
deemed a waiver of any privilege, claim
of confidentiality, or other objection to
disclosure with respect to those other
records in the event the Commission or
Department of Justice undertook to
inspect or seize the disk, or use it in a
legal proceeding. As noted in the
preamble to the proposed rules, this was
a concern not only of the Commission,
but also of the Department of Justice.

Only one person commented on this
aspect of the Commission’s proposal.
The FIA's Law and Compliance Division
was of the opinion that commingling
required and non-required records on
the same disk could cause a firm to lose
all claim to confidentiality or privilege.
The Commission agrees and is adopting
this aspect of the rule amendment as
proposed.}3

IL. Electronic Imaging

In addition to storage of computer
records on optical disi. the Commission
requested comment on specific
conditions, restrictions and safeguards
under which the storage of electronic
images created from paper records
should be allowed in lieu of the original
records under Rule 1.31.74 The
Commission noted that electronic
imaging is not a mature technology.
That is, there exists no widespread
commercial acceptance of standards for
this technology. In view of its concern
that adoption of rules permitting the use
of this technology may involve
significant costs, the Commission
requested comment concerning the
extent to which persons in the futures
industry may wish to use this
technology as it currently exists for
record storage. The Commission also
requested comment on specific
additional technical criteria for
scanning equipment, as well as limiting
the time period during which
reproductions of paper records stored

13The Commission also proposed conforming
amendments to Rule 1.35(b) and is adopting these
amendmonts as proposed.

4 Creating an electronic image of paper records
involves the conversion of paper formats to digital
formats using an electronic scanner or camera.
Facsimile machines capture and transmit replicas of
documents using this technique. After a digital
image is created, the digital bits of information may
be written to an optical storage device.

on optical disks can be substituted for
source documents.

Comments received by the
Commission indicate that few persons
in the futures industry currently are
using optical scanning equipment,
althougﬂ a number of commenters
recognized some potential for its use.
Based upon its survey, the FIA
concluded that “this technology is
relatively new and only a small
percentage of FIA firms are using it."”
FIA opined that operations personnel
believe that this technology ‘‘has a high
potential to reduce storage and retrieval
costs and improve regulatory
compliance capability.” Other
commenters agreed that a great potential
exists for the use of optical scanning,
but indicated no current use of the
technology.

Some commenters questioned the
advisability-of allowing the use of this
technology for certain records.
Similarly, the Commission in the
preanible to the proposed rule changes
noted that its own experience using
electronic imaging indicates that there
are limitations similar to those of
microfilm in the usefulness of
reproductions of paper records stored
through the newer technology and that
problems may be more acute simply
because optical disk storage promises
lower costs, and thus a wider use, than
microfilm storage. Microfilm
reproductions generally do not capture
erasures or differences that may indicate
that notations were made by different
writing instruments or other evidence
that may be critical in investigations.
For this reason, although current
regulations do not foreclose a firm from
immediately microfilming paper
documents, the paper documents must
be retained for the first two years of the
required five-year retention period.

In view of the problems with
microfilming, the Commission
requested comment on whether source
documents, with the exception of
trading cards and order tickets, that
were imaged should also be maintained
for a two-year period. With respect to
trading cards and written records of
customer orders, the Commission
sought comment on a requirement that
such documents would have to be
preserved in original form for the full
five-year period. The Commission noted
that it would consider applying this
requirement both to substitution of
records preserved on optical disk and
microfilm.}s

1*In proposing this requirement the Commission
stated that “'these documents are essential to

investigations which involve the reconstruction of
intraday trading over some period of time. Such

Four persons commented on the issue
of record retention periods for paper
records. Three of the commenters, all
exchanges, confirmed the Commission’s
view that optical scanning may have
limited application to customer order
tickets and trading cards for reasons
cited by the Commission. With respect
to record retention periods for other
documents, two commenters suggested
this was unnecessary and woul
diminish the potential benefits to be
derived from electronic scanning. One
commentor opined that “(as] long as the
Commission’s other requirements
relating to the standards and methods of
protection to be used in connection with
optical disk scanning are met, the
Commission should recognize the
reliabili?' of this technology and not
impose duplicative retention
requirements that only result in
additional costs and expenses to
Commission registrants."

The Commission’s request for
suggestions on additional technical
criteria for optical scanning technology
met with negative comment similar to
that expressed concerning the proposed
technical criteria for optical storage.
One commentor, recognizing that
optical scanning was a relatively new
and rapidly changing technology,
believed that restricting the type of
technology that registrants could
purchase by specifying narrow technical
criteria was inappropriate and
potentially anti-competitive.®

In view of the above comments, there
remain a number of issues that must be
resolved prior to adopting amendments
to the Commission'’s regulations
concerning the optical storage of imaged
documents. Since optical storage of
paper records is a multi-step process
involving access to records at a number
of points, recordkeeping procedures and
standards to ensure the trustworthiness
of the stored record became paramount,
even more so than for transmitting
computer generated reports to optical

investigations are labor intensive and generally
lengthy, at times continuing for several years. The
documents themselves are usually multi-ply, color
coded and are crealed daily in large numbers."”

' The Commission specifically requested
comment on density requirements (i.e., dots per
inch for scanner); the use of Tagged Image File
Format (“TIFF") as a standard; and a requiremen!
that records when digitized be written directly 1o
the optic storage device. Generally, commentors
indicated that many formats were available for
digitizing records and that the specification of a
single format would be costly to firms and anti-
competitive. In addition commentors did not know
of any devices that write digitized records directly
to an optical storage device. Last, the Commission
suggested that a standard of 240 dots per inch be
adopted with respect to scanning equipment.
Commentors believed that 200 dots per inch would
give adequate image resolution and is a
commercially accepted standard.
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disk. In addition, source documents

may contain erasures or notations that
are not conducive to imaging and
separate procedures may have to govern
their storage. As noted above the
Commission intends to review the
efforts of AIIM’s committee in drafting
non-technical procedures and standards
for recordkeeping. After review of this
work is completed, the Commission will
reconsider proposing rule amendments
to Rule 1.31 allowing for optical storage
of imaged records.

The Commission does not believe that
delaying consideration of additional
rule amendments will be particularly
costly to the futures industry at this
time. As explained abovs, this
technology is currently used in a limited
manner by only a few firms in the
industry. Additionally, firms submitted
comment requesting that the
Commission separate the issues
concerning electronic imaging and
storage of computer records by adopting
the proposed limited amendments to
Rule 1.31. These firms indicated that by
acting as soon as possible on its
proposed amendments, the Commission
would assist the industry in reducing its
costs and becoming more efficient.

With respect to trading cards and
customer order tickets, the Commission
believes, and most persons commenting
on this proposal agree, that these
documents should be retained for the
full five year period.*? In view of this,
the Commission is amending Rule 1.31
to require that trading cards and order
tickets be retained for five years. The
Commission, however, has determined
to do this in a separate rulemaking.?®
The Commission fully supports the
introduction of new information
technologies that reduce costs
associated with production, transfer,
and storage of paper documents,
provided there are sufficient safeguards
to protect the public’s interest.
Currently, exchanges have instituted,
and the Commission has approved,
rules which provide for electronic
trading systems. Exchanges are also
testing the use of electronic trading
cards and developing and
implementing, in a limited manner,
electronic order routing systems. In
order to access the systems, firms in the

'” The Commission noted in its October Federal
Register release that exchanges currently do not
microfilm trading cards and order tickets. The
industry standard, in practice, appears to be to
retain these documents for the full five-year period.

'The Commission has determined to make the
amendments to Rule 1.31 concerning storage of
records on optical disk effective 30 days after
publication in the Federal Register and the
amendments concerning a change in the retention
period for trading cards and order tickets effective
90 days after publication in the Federal Register.

industry are developing and testing
electronic order entry systems. These
systems are seen as cost-effective
alternatives to the production and
transfer of paper documents, and can
enhance audit trails which are necessary
for effective regulation. In addition,
computer records produced by these
systems can be stored on optical disk
pursuant to newly-adopted amendments
to Commission Rule 1.31 which should
result in significant savings in storage
and retrieval costs. Certain regulations,
however, may require that firms prepare
written documents, In light of the above
developments in information
technology, Commission staff are now
reviewing regulations which require the
production of written documents to
determine conditions under which the
paper documents may no longer be

necessary.'®
II1. Other Concerns

The Commission requested comment
in the Federal Register from SROs, and
the Department of Justice to determine
if conditions set forth in the proposed
rule adequately protect their record
inspection ability. Comments from
SROs were discussed above. No
comments were received from the
Department of Justice. The Commission
believes that the conditions set forth in
its rule protect its record inspection
ability and that of the Department of
Justice.

The Commission requested comment
from the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC) and firms subject to
regulation by both the SEC and the
Commission. Broker/dealers registered
with the SEC may also be Commission
registrants. Currently SEC rules differ in
a number of ways from Commission
recordkeeping rules.?? In view of this,
the Commission sought comment on the
extent, if any, that the Commission's

19The Commission requested comment on the
potential use of optical disk technology for storing
computer generated records of customer orders that
may be created by FCMs and introducing brokers.
The Commission received no comments on this
matter.

20The SEC requires that duplicate copies of
microfilm be maintained in separate locations while
Commission rules do not require this. The
Commission specifically requested comment on this
aspect of the SEC's rules, noting that the
requirement for duplicate copies of storage media
in different locations appeared to be a sound
business practice, Persons commenting on this
issue believed that it was best left to the judgment
of individual firms whether and where duplicate
copies should be made and stored. One commentor
requested that since optical disks are relatively
expensive, firms be allowed to store duplicate
records on alternative media. Although the
Commission has not experienced problems with its
current requirements, it will continue to monitor
the need to require that duplicate copies of records
be made and retained.

requirements may cause or have
resulted in disparate treatment or
increased costs to persons subject to the
rules of both agencies.

The SEC did not comment on the
Commission’s proposal. In its comment,
the FIA reported that survey
res&ondents were primarily concerned
with their firm’s futures market
operations and could not provide
substantive comment on the difference
between SEC and Commission -

uirements, These persons, however,
believed that the requirements of both
agencies were similar in scope. Other
ggrsons commented that the rules of

th agencies should be similar to avoid
excessive or unnecessary costs to firms
using optical disk technology but
provided no specifics on existing
disparate treatment or costs. The
Commission believes adoption of its
proposal as amended will not result in
unnecessary costs from firms regulated
by both the SEC and the Commission.

IV. Electronic Filing of Reports

In its October release, the Commission
invited comment on the use of
electronic information technology,
particularly data transfers, which could
reduce burdens and compliance costs
associated with regulatory requirements
and, in addition, could reduce costs to
regulators in terms of obtaining,
processing and storing required
information. In particular, the
Commission noted two areas in which
the use of improved electronic
technology may prove cost effective for
persons supplying information to the
Commission. These areas concerned
disclosure documents filed by
Commodity Trading Advisors (CTAs)
and Commodity Pool Operators (CPOs)
and financial information provided by
FCMs and introducing brokers.

The FIA included questions
concerning these matters in their survey
and, in addition, two SROs provided
comment concerning their experience
collecting financial information from
member firms. The FIA reported that
most FCM respondents believed that
electronic transmission of financial
information and disclosure documents
would be beneficial. The only CTA
respondent in the survey indicated that
disclosure document delivery by
diskette produced from a word
processing machine would be
beneficial.

Both SROs responding to the
Commission’s request from comment
explained they had developed and
implemented electronic filing systems
for financial information. The SROs
reported that the systems work well and
have been well received by member
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firms. One SRO encouraged the
Commission’s interest in electronic
filing systems and urged the
Commission to adopt rules which
permitted registrants to file reports and
disclosure documents electronically.
The SRO opined that “cooperation
between the public and private sectors
with res to technologies such as

el c data interchange will result in
increased efficiencies and greater cost
savings for futures industry

participants.”
The anmmission will be further
reviewing these issues.

V. Related Matters
A. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The latory Flexibility Act (RFA)
requires that agencies, in proposing
rules, consider the impact of those rules
on small businesses. These amendments
principally affect contract markets,
FCMs, CPOs and CTAs. The
Commission has previously defined
*“small entities” in evaluating the
impact of its rule in accordance with the
RFA, 47 FR 18618-18621 (April 30,
1982). In that statement, the
Commission concluded that contract
markets, FMCs and CPOs are not
considered to be small entities for
purposes of the RFA. Other Commission
registrants such as CTAs and
introducing brokers may also be
affected. In this respect, optical storage
systems are not currently allowed to be
used for record archival under the
Commission's regulations. The
proposed rules would allow, but not
require, the use of such systems.
Pursuant to section 3(a) of the RFA (5
U.S.C. 605(b)), the Chairman, on behalf
of the Commission certified that the
proposed rules would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The Commission, however, sought
comments from any one who believes
that these rules would have a significant
economic impact upon its operations.
No comments concerning the RFA were
received.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980
(PRA), 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., imposes
certain requirements on Federal
agencies (including the Commission) in
connection with their conducting or
sponsoring any collection of
information as defined by the PRA. In
compliance with the PRA, the
Commission previously submitted this
rule in proposed form and its associated
information collection requirements to
the Office of M ent and Budget
(OMB). The information collection

requirements of the proposed rule
concerned the notification and filing
procedures discussed ebove for systems
and file documentation. The
Commission has deleted these

irements from the final rule.

its notice of proposed rulemaking,
the Commission advised that persons
wishing to comment on the information
that would be required by these rules
should contact Gary Waxman at OMB,
One person commented to OMB.

Generally, this commentor opposed
adoption of the Commission’s rule on
the basis that the Commission should
not establish specific technical criteria
for recordkeeping systems. While

izing tget agencies can establish
regulations that prohibit the destruction
of original paper records, the
commentor argued that under the PRA
“no regulation should be permitted that
prohibits the destruction of the original
paper records unless the agency can
definitively prove that this burden is
necessary to protect the public welfare
and support the regulatory purpose of
the agency.” The commentor also
argued that the use of specific criteria
may be burdensome to that are
regulated by multiple agencies since
each agency may establish its own
criteria. The commentor requested that
OMB accept the recommendations of
AlIIM’s task force that regulations be
written that assure the accuracy and
integrit{l:)f t‘l::h mc;er rat};:,r tl;:g
speci @ techno, to be used.

Th:y Commissionogyoes not find these
views to be persuasive. Each of the
Commission’s existing recordkeeping
requirements has been reviewed an
approved by OMB based upon the vital
role they play in protecting the public.
Moreover, the purpose of these
Eroposed changes is to make them less

urdensome by permitting the use of
new and emerging technologies. As
adopted, these rules provide for fewer
technical requirements and, as
discussed above, the Commission will
review the work of AIIM’s task force
when it is completed to determine if the
use of media-independent regulations is
satisfactory for Commission purposes.

With res to persons sugject to
regulation by multiple agencies, the
Commission is also concerned if its
recordkeeping requirements cause
disparate treatment or increased costs to
firms vis a vis other agencies
requirements and requested comment
on this matter. However, no
Commission registrants provided
information on potential conflicts. Of
course ms that may be adversely
affected in this manner may, in any
event, petition the Commission or the
relevant other agencies for rule changes.

While this rule has no burden, it isa

of a large p of rules that have
E:;In a prmdsz‘:l assigned OMB
control number 3038-0022. The group

of rules of which this is a part has the
following burden:
Average burden hours per response:
612.26
Number of respondents: 4,281
Frequency of response: On occasion
Copies of the OMB-approved
information collection package
associated with this rule may be
obtained from Gary Waxman, Office of
Management and Budget, room 3220,
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503, (202)
395-7340.

List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 1

Contract markets, Futures commission
merchants, Recordkeeping
requirements.

In consideration of the foregoing, and
pursuant to the authority contained in
the Act and, in icular, sections 4, 4g,
4i, 5 and 5a of the Act, 7 U.S.C. 6, 6g,
6i, 7 and 7a (1988), the Commission
hereby amends part 1 of chapter I of title
17 of the Code of Federal Regulations as
follows:

PART 1—GENERAL REGULATIONS
UNDER THE COMMODITY EXCHANGE
ACT

1. The authority citation for p4it 1
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 2, 2a, 4, 44, 6, 64, 6D,
6c, 8d, 6f, 68, 6h, 61, 6k, 61, 6m, 6n, 60, 7,
7a,7b, 8,9, 12, 12a, 12c, 133, 13a-1, 16, 164,
19, 21, and 24, unless otherwise noted.

2. Section 1.31 is amended by revising
paragraphs (b) and (c) and adding
paragraph (d) to read as follows:

§1.31 Books and records: Keeping and
Inspection.
- - L - -

(b) Reproductions on microfilm,
microfiche and optical disk may be
substituted for hard copy as follows:

(1) Computer, accounting machine or
business machine generated records
may be immediately produced or
reproduced on microfilm or microfiche
and kept in that form. Computer
generated records may be immediately
produced on optical disk in conformity
with the requirements of paragraph (d)
of this section and kept in that form.

(2) For all other books and records,
microfilm or microfiche reproductions
thereof may be substituted for the hard
copies for the final three years of the 5-
year period.

(c) If microfilm, microfiche or optical
disk substitution for hard copy is made,
the persons required to keep such
records shall:
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(1) At all times have on their premises
and make available upon request to
representatives of the Commission or
the Department of Justice:

(i) Facilities for easily readable
projection of the microfilm or
microfiche, or display of information
stored on optical disk, that allow
immediate examination of their records;

(ii) If the records are preserved on
microfilm or microfiche, facilities for
immediately producing complete,
accurate and easily readable facsimile
enlargements of the records; and

(iii) If the records are preserved on
optical disk, facilities for immediately
producing complete, accurate and easily
readable hard copies of the records and
the means to provide, immediately upon
request, any Commission or Department
of Justice representative with copies of
the records on Commission compatible
machine-readable media as defined in
§15.00(1) (1) and (2).

(2) In order to permit the immediate
location of any particular record:

(i) Arrange, index and file microfilm
or microfiche and preserve the index
and file in such a manner as to permit

the immediate location of any particular
record; and

(ii) Create a directory structure for
files of records and an index for records
on optical disk, and preserve the files,
index and directory structure in such a
manner as to permit the immediate
location of any particular record.
Directory structures must organize and
locate computer files and an index must
distinguish, identify and locate records
in the same file. In addition, persons
must maintain on their premises at all
times current, accurate and complete
hard copies of such directory structures
and indices for examination by
ropresentatives of the Commission or
the Department of Justice. Such hard
coFies must be preserved for 5 years.

3) Be ready at all times to provide,
and immediately provide, at the
expense of the person required to keep
such records, any hard copy or facsimile
enlargement of such records, and for
records stored on optical disk, copies of
such records on approved machine-
readable media as defined in § 15.00(1)
(1) and (2) which any representative of
the Commission or U.S. Department of
Justice may request. Records on
machine-readable media must use a
format and coding structure specified in
the request; and

(4) Keep only Commission-required
records on the same disk. Storage of a
non-Commission-required record on the
same disk with a Commission-required
record shall be deemed a waiver of any
privilege, claim of confidentiality, or
other objection to disclosure with

respect to the non-Commission-required

record.

(d) Optical Storage Systems—Any
optical storage system used to preserve
records under Faragraph (b) of this
section must allow for the preservation
of the records required under this
Section using non-rewritable, WORM
(write once read many) media. All
records preserved on optical media
pursuant to paragraph (b) of this section
must be preserved on non-rewritable
WORM media. The technology must
have write-verify capabilities that
continuously and automatically verifies
the quality and accuracy of the
information stored and automatically
corrects quality and accuracy defects.

(1) The system must:

(i) Use removable disks;

(ii) Serialize the disks;

(iii) Using a permanent and non-
erasable time-date, it must time-date all
files of information placed on the disk,
reflecting the computer run time of the
file of information; and

(iv) Write files in ASCII or EBCDIC
format.

(2) Persons using optical storage
systems must maintain on their
premises, keep current, grant access to
and surrender promptly, upon request
by representatives of the Commission or
the Department of Justice, all
information necessary to read, convert
to hard copy and download records
stored in optical storage units, including
directory structures and indices. This
shall include but not be limited to a
copy of logical file formats and field
formats of all different files written on
optical disks, the hardware meke and
model and operating system software
version and release level of the
computer system hosting the storage
device and identity of the device driver
used to write the optical media,

including the release level, and if
records are written in an ASCII or

EBCDIC format other than standard non-

compressed ASCII or EBCDIC,
documentation of the method used to
encade data providing a thorough
descriptions of any compression
algorithm, including the physical file
format and conversion routines to
transform the records to a non-
compressed ASCII or EBCDIC format.

3. Section 1.35 is amended by revising

the paragraph that follows (b)(3)(iii) to

read as follows:
§1.35 Records of cash commodity, futures
and options contracts.
- ] * * *
* k »
(3) ® ® %

(lll) * x n
Provided, however, that where
reproductions on microfilm, microfiche

or optical disk are substituted for hard
copy in accordance with the provisions
of § 1.31(b) of this part, the requirements
of paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2) of this
section will be considered met if the
person required to keep such records is
ready at all times to provide, and
immediately provides in the same city
as that in which such person’s
commodity or commodity option books
and records are maintained, at the
expense of such person, reproduced
copies which show the records as
specified in paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2)
of this section, on request of any
representatives of the Commission or
the U.S. Department of Justice,

Issued in Washington, DC, this 4th day of
May 1993, by the Commission.
Jean A. Webb,
Secretary of the Commission.
[FR Doc. 93-10864 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8351-01-M

17 CFR Part 1

Recordkeeping

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.

ACTION: Final rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures
Trading Commission (Commission) is
amending its general recordkeeping
requirements set forth in 17 CFR 1.31 to
stipulate that trading cards and order
tickets required pursuant to

§ 1.35(a-1)(2), (a-1)(2), and (d) be
retained in hard-copy form for five
years. This is intended to conform
Commission regulations to current
industry practice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 9, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Lamont L. Reese, Supervisory
Statistician, Division of Economic
Analysis, Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, 2033 K Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20581, (202) 254-3310.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
October 26, 1992, the Commission
published in the Federal Register (57
FR 48480) a notice of proposed
rulemaking to amend its general
recordkeeping rule, 17 CFR § 1.31,
which would allow computer-generated
reports written on optical disk to be
immediately substituted for hard-copy
reports. Currently paragraph (b) of Rule
1.31 allows only substitution of
microfilm for source documents for
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purposes of records st .1 Microfilm
may be substituted immediately for
computer, accounting machine or
business machine generated records. For
records produced by other means, the
rule allows immediate microfilming of
source documents; but requires that
source documents be retained in hard-
copy form for the first two years of a
five-year retention period.

Aside from requesting comment on
specific proposed rule amendments
concerning the immediate substitution
of records on optical storage for
computer-generated reports, the
Commission also sought initial
comment on possible further
amendments to its recordkeeping
requirements which might allow for
optical storage of digital records
produced through electronic imaging.
Imaging is a technique used to create
digital replicas of records.? The
Commission noted that many of the
criteria it had specified for optical
storage of computer-generated records
might also apply to storage of imaged
digital records and sought comment
concerning additional specific
conditions, restrictions and safeguards
that might be instituted before allowing
substitution of imaged records for
source documents. In this respect, the
Commission requested comment on
specific additional technical criteria for
scanning equipment, as well as limiting
the time period during which
reproductions of paper records stored
on optical disks can be substituted for
source documents.

Thirty-five persons commented on the
Commission’s proposed rulemaking.
Eight comment letters were sent by the
Association for Information and Image
Management (“AIIM") or its members.
Twenty-five comment letters were sent
by self-regulatory organizations and by
interested firms. In addition, the Futures
Industry Association conducted a
survey which was completed by sixteen
persons. The results of this survey were
compiled and submitted as a comment
on the proposed rule. In a separate
notice of final rulemaking, the
Commission adopted amendments to
Rule 1.31 which allow the immediate
substitution of records stored on optical
disk for hard-copy of computer-
generated mcorfa This amendment is

' Rule 1.31 provides that books and records must
be kept for five years and be readily accessible
during the first two years of this time period.

2 Crosting an electronic image of paper records
involves the conversion of paper formats to digital
formats using an electronic scanner or camera.
Facsimfle machines capture and transmit replicas of
documents using this technique. After a digital
image is created, the digital bits of information may
be written to an optical storage device.

effective thirty days from its publication
in the Federal Register.

The Commission, in the preamble to
the proposed rule changes published on
October 28, 1992, noted that its own
experience indicates there are
limitations in the usefulness of
reproductions of paper records stored
through both microfilm and the newer
technology involving electronic
imaging. Indeed, problems with the
newer technology may be more acute
simply becauseoptical disk storage
promises lower costs, and thus a wider
use, than microfilm storage. In this
respect, microfilm reproductions
generally do not capture erasures or
differences that may indicate that
notations were made by different
writing instruments or other evidence
that may be critical in investigations.
For this reason, although current
regulations do not foreclose a firm from
immediately microfilming paper
documents, the paper documents must
be retained for the first two years of the
re?'l:ired five-year retention period.

view of the problems with
microfilming, the Commission
requested comment on whether source
documents, with the exception of
trading cards and order tickets, that
were imaged should also be maintained
for a two-year period. With respect to
trading cards and written records of
customer orders, the Commission
sought comment on a requirement that
such documents would have to be
preserved in original form for the full
five-year period. The Commission noted
that it would consider applying this
requirement both to substitution of
records preserved on optical disk and
microfilm.?

Four persons commented on the issue
of record retention periods for paper
records. Three of the commenters, all
exchanges, confirmed the Commission's
view that optical scanning may have
limited application to customer order
tickets and trading cards for reasons
cited by the Commission, and
thatth thc;sel documents should be retained
for the full five- od.*

The Commlss{::r Wperi izes that costs
are associated with its recordkeeping
requirements. The length of time that

3In p this requirement the Commission
stated thal these documents are essential to
investigations which involve the reconstruction of
intraday trading over some period of time. Such
investigations are labor intensive and ly
lengthy, at times continuing for several years. The
documents themselves are usnally multi-ply, color
coded and are created daily in large numbers.

*The Commission noted in its October Federal
Register release that exchanges currently do not
microfilm trading cards and order tickets. The
industry standard, in practice, appears to be o
retain these documents for the full five-year period.

documents must be stored and, of
course, the media upon which records
are stored are factors affecting this cost,
The current five-year retention period
for trading cards and order tickets is not
affected by this rulemaking. The
proposed amendments to Rule 1.31
would require, however, that the
originals of such documents be retained
for the full five-year period, precluding
the possibility that persons may
microfilm the documents and preserve
only the microfilm for the final three
years of the five-year period. To the
Commission's knowledge, no one in the
futures industry now microfilms these
documents. Rather, the current industry

ractice is to maintain them in original

orm for five years.® In view of this
prevailing industry practics, the
Commission is amending Rule 1.31 to
provide that the trading cards and order
tickets required pursuant to Rules
1.35(a~1)(1), 1.35(a~1)(2), and 1.35(d) be
retained for five years.

The Commission fully supports the
introduction of new information
technologies that reduce costs
associated with production, transfer,
and storage of paper documents,
provided there are sufficient safeguards
to protect the public’s interest.
Currently, anges have instituted,
and the Commission has approved,
rules which provide for elecironic
trading systems. Exchanges are also
testing the use of electronic trading
cards and developing and
implementing, in a limited manner,
electronic order routing systems. In
order to access the systems, firms in the
industry are developing and testing
electronic order entry systems. These
systems are anticipated to be cost-
effective alternatives to the production
and transfer of paper documents, and
may enhance audit trails, which are
necessary for effective regulation. In
addition, computer records produced by
these systems can be stored on optical
disk pursuant to newly-adopted
amendments to Commission Rule 1.31.
This can result in significant savings in
storage and retrieval costs. Certain
regulations, however, may require that
firms prepare written documents. In
light of the above developments in
information technology, Commission
staff are now reviewing regulations
which require the production of written

* Commission rules have allowed the substitution
of microfilm for peper documents during the last
three years of the five-year retention period since
1972. Apparently, it is more cost-effective lo storo
source iments rather than microfilm order
tickets and trading cards. In any event, It does not
appear likely that the Commission’s amendments
will result in additional recordkeeping costs for
registrants.
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documents to determine conditions
under which the paper documents may
no longer be necessary,

1. Related Matters
A. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Reiulalory Flexibility Act (RFA)
requires that agencies, in proposing
rules, consider the impact of those rules
on small businesses. These amendments
principally affect contact markets and
futures commission merchants (FCMs).
he Commission has previously defined
“small entities' in evaluating the
impact of its rule in accordance with the
RFA, 47 FR 18618-18621 (April 30,
1982). In that statement, the
Commission concluded that contract
markets and FCMs are not considered to
be small entities for purposes of the
RFA. Other Commission registrants
such as introducing brokers and floor
brokers may also be affected. In this
respect, the Commission believes that
its amendments to Rule 1.31 conform
this rule to current industry practice. As
such, the amendments should not
increase recordkeeping costs for any
Commission registrant. Pursuant to
section 3(a) of the RFA (5 U.S.C. 605(b)),
the Chairman, on behalf of the
Commission certified that the proposed
rules would not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. The
Commission, however, sought
comments from anyone who believed
that these rules would have a significant
économic impact upon its operations.
No comments concerning the RFA were
received.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act of
1980, (Act) 44 U.S.C. 3501 et. seq.,
imposes certain requirements on federal
agencies (including the Commission) in
connection with their conducting or
sponsoring any collection of
information as defined by the
P\n perwork Reduction Act. The
Commission believes that this final rule
does not increase the burden hours.
While the industry has the ability to
microfilm records after two years it is
general industry practice to keep them
the entire five years. The Commission
:,urmntly estimates the recordkeeping
burden associated with these documents
as if the documents were retained for
the entire five-years. The burden
associated with this entire collection,
including this final rule, is as follows:
Average burden hours per response:

612.g26 b :
Number of Respondents: 4,281
Fr equency of response: On occasion

The burden associated with Rule 1.31,
which does not change due to this rule,
is as follows:

Average burden hours per response:
50.40

Number of Respondents: 3,212
Frequency of response: On occasion

Persons wishing to comment on the
information required by this rule should
contact Gary Waxman, Office of
Management and Budget, Room 3220,
NEOB Washington DC 20503, (202)
395-7340. Copies of the-information
collection submission to OMB are
available from Joe F. Mink, CFTC
Clearance Officer, 2033 K Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20581, (202) 254-9735.

List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 1

Contract markets, Futures commission
merchants, Recordkeeping
requirements,

In consideration of the foregoing, and
pursuant to the authority contained in
the Act and, in particular, sections 4, 4g,
4i, 5 and 5a of the Act, 7 U.S.C. 6, 6g,
6i, 7 and 7a (1988), the Commission
hereby amends part 1 of chapter I of title
17 of the Code of Federal Regulations as
follows:

PART 1—GENERAL REGULATIONS
UNDER THE COMMODITY EXCHANGE
ACT.

1. The authority citation for part 1
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 2, 2a, 4, 4a, 6, 64, 6b,
B¢, 6d, 6f, 6g. 6h, 6i, 6k, 61, 6m, 6n, 60, 7,
7a,7b, 8,9, 12, 12a, 12c, 13a, 13a-1, 16, 16a,
19, 21, and 24, unless otherwise noted.

2. Section 1.31 is amended by revising
paragraph (b)(2) to read as follows:

§1.31 Books and records: Keeping and
Inspection.

(b) . A

(2) Except as provided herein, for all
other books and records, microfilm or
microfiche reproductions thereof may
be substituted for the hard copies for the
final three years of the 5 year period.
Trading cards and written customer
orders, required to be kept pursuant to
§1.35(a-1)(1), (a-1)(2) and (d), must be
retained in hard-copy form for the full
five-year period.

Issued in Washington, DC, May 4, 1993, by
the Commission,
Deputy Secretary of the Commission.
[FR Doc. 93-10865 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

17 CFR Parts 228, 229

[Release Nos. 33-6998; 34-32255; 35—
25807; 39-2307; IC~19451]

RIN 3235-AC48

Rulemaking for EDGAR System;
Correction

AGENCY: Securities and Exchange
Commission.

ACTION: Correction to interim rules.

SUMMARY: This document contains
corrections to the interim rules that
were published Thursday, March 18,
1903 (58 FR 14628). Those rules relate
to the implementation of the Electronic
Data Gathering, Analysis and Retrieval
(“EDGAR") system.

EFFECTIVE DATE: These rules are effective
April 28, 1993, except entry number 27
in the Exhibit Tables to Item 601 of
Regulations S-K and Regulation S-B,
relating to the Financial Data Schedule,
which will be effective on November 1,
1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James R. Budge, Office of Disclosure
Policy, Division of Corporation Finance
at (202) 272-2589.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The interim rules that are the subject
of these corrections become effective on
April 28, 1993 and implement
mandated electronic filing on the
EDGAR system for registrants whose
filings are processed by the Divisions of
Corporation Finance and Investment
Management and for those making
filings with respect to such registrants,
Development and implementation of the
EDGAR system was effected pursuant to
Section 35A of the Securities and
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78/I).

Need for Corrections

This action is necessary to ensure that
the entries in the Exhibit Tables in
Regulations S—K and S-B coincide with
the descriptions of the exhibits found in
paragraph (b) of Item 601 of Regulations
S-K and S-B.

Correction of Publication

Accordingly, the publication on
March 18, 1993 of the interim rules,
which were the subject of FR Doc. 93—
4805, is corrected as follows:

§228.601 [Corrected)

1. On page 14660, second column,
amendatory instruction No. 13,
beginning in the fourth line, “in the
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Exhibit Table, remove entry number 29,  (29) through (98), and add entry number Exhibit Table should read as set forth
revise entry numbers (2), (3), (10), (27),  (99) and Footnote 5;" should read below:

and (28), add and reserve entry numbers “revise the Exhibit Table,”; and the BILLING CODE 8010-01-4
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=
EXMIBIT TABLE

Securities Act Forms
$8:2 $2 53 2

(1) Underwriting agreement x
(2) Plan of acquisition, reor- x
ganization, arrangement,

liquidation, or succession
(3) (i) Articles of
incorporation
(i1) By-laws
(4) Instruments defining the
rights of holders, incl.
indentures
(5) Opinion re: legality
(6) Mo exhibit required
(7) opinion re: ligquidation
preference
(8) Opinion re: tax matters
(9) voting trust agreement
(10) Material contracts
Statement re: computation
of per share earnings
No exhibit required
Annual or quarterly
reports, Form 10-Q *
Material foreign patents
Letter on unaudited inter-
im financial information
Letter on change in
certifying accountant**#*#
Letter on director resig-
nation
Letter on change in
accounting principles
Reports furnished to secu-
rityholders
Other documents or state-
ments to securityholders
Subsidiaries of the regis-
trent
Published report regarding
matters submitted to vote
Consent of experts and
counsel
Power of attorney
Statement of eligibility
of trustee
Invitations for competitive
bids
Financial Data Schedule*#**+
Information from reports
furnished to state
insurance regulatory
authorities
through (98) [Reserved)
Additional
Exhibits

Only if incorporated by reference into a prospectus and delivered to holders along with the prospectus ss permitted by the
registration statement; or in the case of a Form 10-KS8, where the annual report is incorporsted by reference into the text of
the Form 10-KS$8.

Where the opinion of the expert or counsel has been incorporated by reference into s previously filed Securities Act
registration statement,

"™ An issuer need not provide an exhibit if: (1) sn election was made under Form S-4 to provide $-2 or §-3 disclosure; and
(2) the form selected ($-2 or $-3) would not require the company to provide the exhibit.

If required under Item 304 of Regulation S-8B.
*** Financial Dats Schedules shall be filed by electronic filers only. Such schedule shall be filed only when a filing

'ncludes annual and/or interim financial statements that have not been previously included in & filing with the Commission,
See Item 601(c) of Regulation S-8.

BiLUNG CODE 9010-0%-C
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§220.601 [Corrected] revise entry numbers (2), (3), (10), (27),  Exhibit Table should read as set forth
2. On page 14665, first column, and (28), add and reserve entry numbers below:

amendatory instruction No. 18, (29) through (98), and add entry number

beginning in the fourth line, “‘in the (99) and Footnote 5;" should read

Fxhibit Table remove entry number (298), *‘revise the Exhibit Table;"; and the

BILUNG CODE 8010-01-M
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-5 -
EXHIBIT TABLE

Securities Act forms . Exchange Act Forms

Underwriting agreement
Plan of scquisition, reor-
ganization, errangement,
liguidation, or succession
(i) Articles of
incorporation
(i1) By-laws
) Instruments defining the
rights of security holders,
including indentures
) Opinion re legality
Opinion re discount on
capital shares
Opinion re liguidation
preference
(8) Opinion re tax matters
(9) voting trust sgreement
(10) Material contracts
(11) Statement re computation
of per share earnings
(12) Statements re computation
of ratios
(13) Annual report to security
holders, Form 10-Q or
quarterly report to
security Mal«.icrs1
(14) Material foreign patents
(15) Letter re unaudited interim
financial information
Letter re change in ‘
certifying accountant
Letter re director resig-
nation
Letter re change in
accounting principles
(19) Report furnished to secu-
rity holders
(20) Other documents or state-
ments to security holders
(21) Subsidisries of the regis-
trant
(22) published report regarding
matters submitted to vote
of security holders
(23) Consent of experts and
counsel
(24) Power of attorney
(25) Statement of eligibility
of trustee
(26) Invitations for competitive
bids
(27) Financial Data Schedule®

(28) Information from reports fur-

nished to state insurance

regulatory authorities
(29) through (98) (Reserved]
(99) Additional

Exhibits

' Where incorporated by reference into the text of the prospectus and delivered to secunty holders along with the prospectus as permitted by the
Trgistration statement; or, in the case of the Form 10-K, where the annual report to secunty holders is incorporated by reference into the text of

the Form 10-K.

* Where the opinion of the expert or counsel has been incorporated by reference into a previously filed Securities Act registration statement.

" An exhibit need not be provided about a company if: (1) With respect to such company an election has been made under Forms S-4 or F4 to
provide information about such company at a level prescribed by Forms $-2, 5-3, F-2 or F-3 and (2) the form, the level of which has been
clected under Forms S4 or F-4, would not require such company to provide such exhubit if it were registering a primary offening.

*If required pursuant to ftem 304 of Regulation S-K.

“ﬁmecia] Dats Schedules shall be filed by electronic filers only. Such schedule shall be filed only when a filing includes annual and/or interim
nancial statements that have not been previously included in a filing with the Commission.  See Item 601(c) of Regulation S-K.
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Dated: May 4, 1993.
Jonathan G. Katz,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10938 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 9
[FRL-4653-5)

OMB Approval Numbers Under the
Paperwork Reduction Act

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency. :
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: EPA is adding a new Part to
consolidate the display of Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) control
numbers issued under the Paperwork
Reduction Act (PRA) for various EPA
regulations with information collection
request requirements.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This final rule is
effective on May 10, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sandy Farmer at (202) 260-2740.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA is
continuing to examine its management
of the PRA. As part of that review, EPA
is today publishing the current
information collection request (ICR)
control numbers issued by OMB for
various regulations promulgated under
the Safe Drinking Water Act and the
Clean Air Act. The affected regulations
are codified at 40 CFR parts 61, 82, 141,
and 142. EPA is presenting the OMB
control numbers in a consolidated table
format to be codified in part 9 of the
agency's title 40 regulations, and in each
CFR volume containing EPA
regulations. The table lists the part and
Section numbers with reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, and the
current OMB control number.

The ICRs were previously subject to
public notice and comment prior to
OMB approval. As a result, EPA finds
that there is “‘good cause’ under section
553(b)(B) of the Administrative
Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B)) to
issue this table without prior notice and
comment. Due to the technical nature of
the table, further notice and public
comment would be unnecessary. For the
same reasons, EPA also finds that there
is good cause under 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(3).

For additional information, see 58 FR
18014, April 7, 1993,

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 9

Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: May 4, 1993.
Carol M. Browner,
Administrator.

For the reasons set out in the
preamble Chapter I, title 40 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended by
adding part 9 to read as follows:

PART 8—OMB APPROVALS UNDER
THE PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 300f, 300g, 300g-1,
300g-2, 300g-3, 30084, 300g-5, 3008-6,
300}—4, 300j-9, 7401, 7412, 7414, 7416, 7601,
7671-7671q.

§9.1 OMB approvals under the Paperwork
Reduction Act.

This part consolidates the display of
control numbers assigned to collections
of information in certain EPA
regulations by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork
Reduction Act (PRA). This part fulfills
the requirements of section 3507(f) of
the PRA.

40 CFR citation OMB control No.

National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Alr Pollutants

61.24-61.25 .......cccoeene

61.93-61.95 .....

61.103-61.105

O M0T cctisorooncooicsepan

61.123-61.124 .

61.126 ....coccunee

61.203 .....oonner

61.206-61.209

61.223-61.224 ...

61.253-61.255

Protection of Stratospheric Ozone

82.9-82.13 2060-0170.

82.36 2060-0247

B82.38 ... 2060-0247

8240 .... 2060-0247

82.42 20600247

tional Primary Drinking Water Regulations

2 3 it S B 2040-0090.

AN 2040-0090.

141.11-141.15 ........... 2040-0090.

141.21-141.22 ........... 2040-0090.

141.23-141.24 ........... 20400090, as
amended by 2040-
0155.

141.25-141.30 ........... 2040-0090.

141.31-141.32 ........... 20400090, as
amended by 2040-
0155.

141.33-141.36 ........... 2040-0090.

18340 (e 2040-0090, as

141.41-141.43

141.50-141.52

141.60-141.63

141.70-141.75 ...

141.80-141.91 ...

oo 1 L ¢ HECELIREREN o X g

141110141111 ... 2040-0090.

National Primary Drinking Water Regui

Implementation
142.2-1423 .....ccovvvee 2040-0090.

40 CFR citation OMB control No.

142.10-142.15 ........... 2040-0090.

S4B S L s 20600090, as
amended by 2040-
0155.

142.17-142.24 ........... 2040-0090.

142.56-142.57 ........... 2040-0090.

142.60-142.61 ........... 2040-0090.

L AT S Sl 2040-0090, as
amended by 2040-
0155.

142.63-14264 ........... 2040-0090.

142.70-142.78 .......... :

142.81-142.81

[FR Doc. 83-10990 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 8580-50-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 1
[FCC 93-195]

Forfelture Proceedings

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: By this action, the
Commission amends § 1.80{(d) of the
rules to reflect amendments to section
503(b)(5) of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended. Section 503(b)(5) was
recently amended by Congress to
provide that nonlicensee tower owners
may be subject to forfeiture for
violations of the painting and/or-
illumination requirements without a
prior citation under certain conditions.
The amendment to § 1.80(d) merely
restates the statutory language of
amended section 503(b)(5) to conform
the Commission's forfeiture rules to the
statute.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Douglas Cooper, Office of General
Counsel, Federal Communications
Commission, (202) 632-6990.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

In the matter of Amendment of Section
1.80(d) of the Commission’s Rules

Order

Adopted: April 13, 1993.
Released: May 3, 1993.

By the Commission:

1. Congress recently amended section
503(b)(5) of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 503(b)(5),
to provide that nonlicensee tower
owners may be subject to forfeiture for
violations of the painting and/or
illumination requirements for radio
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towers as prescribed by the Commission
without a prior citation under certain
conditions. Public Law No. 102-538,

106 stat. 3533, enacted October 27,

1992. By this Order we amend section
1.80(d) of our rules, 47 CFR 1.80(d), to
reflect the amended statute.

2. Specifically, the amendment to
section 503(b)(5) allows the Commission
to assess forfeitures for violations of
section 303(q) if the nonlicensee tower
owner has previously received notice of
the obligations imposed by section
303(q) from the Commission or the
permittee or licensee who uses the
tower.

3. The changes to § 1.80(d) of our
rules adopted herein merely restates in
our rules the statutory language of 47
U.S.C. 503(b)(5). Therefore, the
Commission for good cause finds that
compliance with the notice and
comment and effective date provisions
of the Administrative Procedure Act is
unnecessary. See 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B),
553(d)(3).

4. Accordingly, pursuant to sections
4(i), 303(r) and 503(b)(5) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, 47 U.S.C. 154(i), 303(r),
503(b)(5), It is ordered that 47 CFR
§1.80(d) is Amended as set forth in the
Rule Changes, Effective upon
publication in the Federal Register.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 1
Penalties,
Federal Communications Commission.
Donna R. Searcy,
Secretary.

Rule Changes

_ Title 47 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, part 1, is amended as
follows;

PART 1—PRACTICE AND
PROCEDURE.

1. The authority citation for Part 1 is
revised to read as follows:

 Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303, 503(b)(5); 5
U.S.C. 552; 21 U.S.C. 8534, unless otherwise

noted.

2. Section 1.80 is amended by revising
the second sentence of paragraph (d) to
read as follows.

Miscellaneous Proceedings

§1.80 Forfeiture proceedings.
* " - » L

(d) Preliminary procedure in some
cases; citations. * * * However, a
forfeiture penalty may be imposed, if
such person is engaged in (and the
violation relates to) activities for which
a license, permit, certificate, or other
avthorization is required or if such
person is a cable television operator, or

in the case of violations of section
303(q), if the person involved is a
nonlicensee tower owner who has
previously received notice of the
obligations imposed by section 303(q)
from the Commission or the permittee
or licensee who uses that tower. * * *

L - - » »
[FR Doc. 93-10758 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 92-292; RM-8135]

Radlo Broadcasting Services; Milton-
Freewater, OR

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Commission, at the
request of Alexandra Communications,
substitutes Channel 250C2 for Channel
250C3 at Milton-Freewster, Oregon, and
modifies Station KLKY(FM)'s
construction permit to specify operation
on the higher class channel. See 57 F.R.
61037, December 23, 1992. Channel
250C2 can be allotted to Milton-
Freewater in compliance with the
Commission's minimum distance
separation requirements with a site
restriction of 17.8 kilometers (11 miles)
northeast to accommodate petitioner's
desired transmitter site, at coordinates
North Latitude 45-59-04 and West
Longitude 118-10-08. With this action,
this proceeding is terminated.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 18, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leslie K. Shapiro, Mass Media Bureau,
(202) 634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
synopsis of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 92-202,
adopted April 26, 1993, and released
May 4, 1993. The full text of this
Commission decision is available for
inspection and copying during normal
business hours in the FCC Reference
Center (room 239), 1919 M Street, NW.,
Washington, DC. The complete text of
this decision may also be purchased
from the Commission's copy contractor,
International Transcription Service,
Inc., (202) 857-3800, 2100 M Street,
NW., suite 140, Washington, DC 20037.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
PART 73—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 73
continues to read as follows:
Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended]

2. Section 73.202(b), the Table of FM
Allotments under Oregon, is amended
t&mmoving Channel 250C3 and adding

annel 250C2 at Milton-Freewater.
Federal Communications Commission.
Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 93-10877 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 8712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 93-11; RM-8164]

Radlo Broadcasting Services;
Spokane, WA

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Commission, at the
request of Melinda Boucher Read,
substitutes Channel 245C3 for Channel
245A at S e, Washington, and
modifies the Station KSPO (FM)'s
construction permit accordingly. See 58
FR 7815, February 10, 1993. Channel
245C3 can be allotted to Spokane in
compliance with the Commission’s
minimum distance separation
requirements for domestic allotments at
petitioner’s specified site. The
coordinates for Channel 245C3 at
Spokane are North Latitude 47-41-39
and West Longitude 117-20-03. Since
“Spokane is located within 320
kilometers (200 miles) of the U.S.-
Canadian border and the allotment is
short-spaced to a vacant Canadian
allotment, Canadian concurrence has
been obtained for Channel 245C3 at
Spokane as a specially negotiated
allotment. With this action, this
proceeding is terminated.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 18, 1993.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sharon P. McDonald, Mass Media
Bureau, (202) 634-6530.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
synopsis of the Commission’s Report
and Order, MM Docket No. 93-11,
adopted April 26, 1993, and releassed
May 4, 1993. The full text of this
Commission decision is available for
inspection and copying during normal
business hours in the FCC Reference
Center (room 239), 1919 M Street, NW.,
Washington, DC. The complete text of
this decision may also be purchased
from the Commission’s copy
contractors, International Transcription
Service, Inc., (202) 857-3800, 2100 M
Street, NW., suite 140, Washington, DC
20037.
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List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

47 CFR PART 73—{AMENDED)

1. The authority citation for part 73
continues to read as follows:
Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303.

§73.202 [Amended)

2. Section 73.202(b), the Table of FM
Allotments under Washington, is
amended by removing Channel 245A
and adding Channel 245C3 at Spokane.
Federal Communications Commission
Michael C. Ruger,

Chief, Allocations Branch, Policy and Rules
Division, Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 93-10876 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 17
RIN 1018-AB75

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Final Rule to List
Spectacled Eider as Threatened

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) determines that the
spectacled eider (Somateria fischeri) is
a threatened species throughout its
range in Alaska and Russia. This action
is being taken because the species has
declined by as much as 94-98 percent
on its principal breeding range in
Alaska and breeding birds in Alaska
continue to decline by about 14 percent
per year, Critical habitat is not being
designated at this time, The rule
implements the protection of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, for the spectacled eider.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 9, 1993.
ADDRESSES: The complete file for this
rule is available for public inspection,
by appointment, during normal business
hours at the Anchorage Field Office,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 605
Wast 4th Avenue, room G-62,
Anchorage, Alaska, 99501.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jean
Cochrane, Endangered Species
Spacialist (see ADDRESSES above) (907/
271-2888).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Species Description and Range

The spectacled, or Fisher's, eider (also
known as Quegeq in Yupik and

Quvaasuk in Inupiat) is a large-bodied
marine diving duck and one of three
eiders in the genus Somateria. It was
first described by Brandt in 1847 as
Fuligula fischeri, then later placed in
the genera Lampronetta and Arctonetta,
and finally under Somateria (American
Ornithologist's Union (AOU) 1983). The
adult male spectacled eider has a green
head with a long, sloping forehead,
large, distinctive white eye patches, a
black chest and a white back. Juveniles
and adult females are brown with less
distinct spectacle eye patches.

Spectacled eiders breed
discontinuously along the coast of
Alaska from the Nushagak Peninsula on
Bristol Bay north to Barrow and east
nearly to the Yukon border (Christian P.
Dau, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Cold Bay, Alaska, pers. comm., 1991,
North 1990, Kessel 1989, Dau and
Kistchinski 1977). They also nest on St.
Lawrence Island, Alaska (Fay and Cade
1959) and along the Arctic coast of
Russia from the Chukotsk Peninsula
wast to the Yana Delta (AOU 1883).
Hifh density breeding grounds for this
eider are the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta,
Alaska and the Chaun, Kolyma, Yana
and Indigirka Deltas in Siberia
(Kondratev 1992, Dau and Kistchinski
1977).

Dau and Kistchinski (1977)
hypothesized that the spectacled eider’s
primary winter range is in the central
and northwestern Bering Sea. Migrant
flocks stage offshore from St. Lawrence
Island, where they are regularly seen in

“the spring and fall (Mary Hogan 1992).
Only a few spectacled siders have been
documented during the winter in
nearshore waters of Alaska and British
Columbia (AOU 1983).

Spectacled eiders have been studied
only within their breeding grounds. Dau
and Kistchinski (1977) suggest that they
feed primarily on benthic mollusks and
crustaceans in shallow waters (<30
meters (98.4 feet) deep). Kessel (1089)
hypothesized that they also may forage
on pelagic amphipods that are
concentrated along the sea water-pack-
ice interface. On their coastal breeding
grounds, these eiders feed on aquatic
crustaceans, aquatic insects, and plant
materials (Dau 1974). Their nests are
built on shorelines, islands, and
meadows in coastal tundra,
predominantly within 15 kilometers of
the coast (Dau 1974, Dau and
Kistchinski 1977).

Population Decline

Dau and Kistchinski (1977) provide
the only rangewide estimates for
spectacled eider numbers, based
principally on study sites on the Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta in Alaska and

Indigirka Delta in Siberia. They estimate
that 47,700 pairs nested on the Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta in average years
before 1972, increasing to 70,000 pairs
in “‘good years", plus another 3,000
pairs elsewhere in Alaska and 30,000
40,000 pairs in Russia. These figures do
not include subadult birds, which may
comprise a substantial portion of the
population (Dau and Kistchinski 1977).
The Service estimates that 1,700-3,000
pairs nested on the Yukon-Kuskokwim
Delta in 1990-1992 (Stehn ef al. 1992b)
and as many as a few thousand pairs
may nest on Alaska's North Slope
(Warnock and Troy 1992),

The estimated 1,700-3,000 pairs
nesting on the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta
since 1990 represents a 94-98 percent
decline from 47,700-70,000 pairs in the
early 1970s. Further evidence that the
decline in spectacled eiders on their
primary breeding range in the United
States is substantial and unabated
comes from aerial waterfowl surveys
and nest plot studies. Stehn et al.
(1992b) summarized the following data
collected by U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service biologists. Since 1957, the
number of all eiders observed on
standardized waterfow! breeding pair
surveys flown in western Alaska
decreased at an average rate of 7 percent
per year. Biologists flew intensified
aerial surveys over the central Yukon-
Kuskokwim coast during 1967-1970
and 1988-1992, Aerial eider
observations declined 87 percent
between the two time periods, and since
1988 declined at an average rate of 9
percent per year. Aerial observations
included Steller’s eiders (Polysticta
stelleri) and common eiders (S.
mollissima), however, spectacled eiders
accounted for most of the eiders
observed. Regression analysis of data
from random plots sampled on the
central Yukon-Kuskokwim coast (2,264
km?, 874 mi?) from 1986 to 1992
indicate an average rate of decline in
spectacled eider nest densities of 14
percent per year. No trend in common
eider nest numbers was detected during
this time,

Far less data are available on
spectacled eiders elsewhere in Alaska.
Spectacled eiders were never abundant
on the Seward Peninsula, where they
are now rare breeders (Kessel 1989).
Residents of Gambell, St. Lawrence
Island, Alaska, claim migrant spectacled
eider flocks have not diminished during
the last 10 years (Mary Hogan 1992);
however, bird watching guides report
seeing far fewer spectacled eiders
migrating past Gambell in the 1980’s
than in the previous two decades (Isleib
1992).
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The North Slope of Alaska may have
supported 3,000 pairs 20 years ago (Dau
and Kistchinski 1977), although this
gstimate was based on little data
(Christian P, Dau, pers. comm., 1991).
Spectacled eiders are infrequently
detected on the North Slope coastal
plain breeding pair surveys due to
survey timing. Based on the past
surveys from which the population
declines of eiders were first detected, a
new aerial survey was designed
specifically to survey for eiders on the
North Slope. This survey was initiated
in 1992. Preliminary resulits indicate
that up to a few thousand pairs may nest
on the North Slope.

Spectacled eiders have been observed
during bird population studies at
Prudhoe Bay since 1981. Based on an
intensive helicopter survey in 1991, the
estimated spectacled eider population
in Prudhoe Bay (550 km? or 212 mi?)
was 122 pairs (Warnock and Troy 1992).
This number is well below nesting
densities on primary breeding sites, but
similar to the current average density on
all Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta coastal
habitats combined {12,600 km? or 4,864
mi?) (Stehn et al. 1992b). The number of
spectacled eiders observed on
systematic ground surveys in Prudhoe
Bay declined 80 percent from 1981 to
1991 (Warnock and Troy 1992)—the
same rate of decline as Stehn et al.
(1992b) observed for nest densities on
the coastal Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta.

Spectacled eider populations are not
surveyed systamau'calfy in Siberia.
Dement’ev and Gladkov (1967) reported
that numbers were dwindling on the
Indigirka Delta, the center of Siberian
breeding range (Dau and Kistchinski
1977), but no recent studies have been
conducted in that region. Dr. Aleksandr
Golovkin of the Institute of Nature
Conservation in Moscow estimates that
the current Russian ulation is about
20,000 breeding bi ;gowever. he
explains that this estimate is based on
old data from few nesting areas and may
be inaccurate (Steve Kohl, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C., in
litt., 1992). Other Russian biologists
indicate that data are insufficient for
estimating current population size or
trends in Russia (Vladimir Flint 1992,
Tomkovich 1991). Spectacled eiders
have not been nominated for the Red
Data Book of Russia (U.S.S.R Ministry of
Agriculture 1978) or regional rare
species lists (Tomkovich 1991).

Petition Pracess Background

On December 10, 1990, the Service
received a petition from James G. King
of Juneau, Alaska, dated December 1,
1990, to list the spectacled eider and
Steller’s eider as endangered species

and to designate critical habitat for these States. No one requested a public

species on the Yukon Delta National
Wildlife Refuge and the National
Petroleum Reserve—Alaska. Section
4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species
Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) requires that, te the
maximum extent practicable, within 90
days of rerc:ér( of a petition to list,
delist, or reclassify a species, the
Service determine whether or not
substantial information has been
presented indicating that the requested
action may be warranted. The 90-day
finding that the petition had presented
substantial information indicating that
the requested action may be warranted
was published in the Federal Register
on April 25, 1991 (56 FR 19073).

In accordance with Section 4(b)(3)(B)
of the Act, a 12-month finding was
signed on February 12, 1992,
determining that listing was warranted.
For the Steﬁer's eider, the Service
determined that listing was warranted,
but precluded by listing actions for
higher priority species. Steller’s eiders
were designated a Category 1 candidate
species, and comments received from

@ public will be considered in future
status reviews for that species.

On May 8, 1992, the Service
published a proposed rule in the
Federal Register to list the spectacled
eider as a threatened species throughout
its range (57 FR 19852-19856). That
notice solicited comments on the
proposed listing from any interested
parties, especially concerning threats to
the species, its distribution and range,
whether or not critical habitat shouﬁ be
designated, and activities that might
impact the species. The proposed rule
notice was sent to appropriate State
agencies, Alaska Native regional
corporations, borough and local
governments, Federal agencies, foreign
countries, scientific organizations, and
other interested parties with a request
for information LEat might contribute to
the development of a final rule.
Newspaper notices inviting general
public comment were published in the
Anchorage Daily News, Anchorage
Times, Fairbanks Daily News-Miner,
Nome Nugget, Kodiak Daily Mirror, and
Tundra Drums during May 20-28, 1992,

Summary of Comments and
Recommendations

Comments were received from 25
parties during the 160-day comment
period, including the Russian Ministry
of Ecology, Alaska Department of Fish
and Game, U.S. Air Force, North Slope
Borough, seven conservation
organizations, three oil industry
businesses, and 11 individuals from
Russia, Norway, Canada and the United

hearing on the proposal. Of the
comments, 13 supported and none
opposed the proposed listing. Many
respondents commented on the status of
Steller's eiders, suggested additions or
technical corrections for the proposal, or
addressed eider managemaent issues.
Only comments spocigc to the proposed
listing of s cled eiders are
addressed here. Individual comments
are grouped b! topic.

Comment: Four respondents
commented that data available to the
Service support listing the spectacled
eider as endangered rather than
threatened because the well
documented, precipitous rate of decline
on a substantial portion of the species’
range will lead imminently to
extinction,

Service response: When the 12-month
finding on the eider petition was signed
in February, 1992, the Service
determined that the best scientific and
commercial information available
supported listing the spectacled eider as
a tg:eatened species throughout its
worldwide range. As defined in the Act,
the term “threatened species’ means
any species that is likely to become an
endangered species wit;;in the
foreseeable future throughout all or a
significant portion of its range, while an
“endangered species” is “in danger of
extinction.” 'I‘ge information currently
available to the Service does not
indicate that the spectacled eider is in
danger of extinction, However, the
Service will continue to actively collect
and evaluate status information on
spectacled eiders and may propose
reclassification at any time, should this
become warranted. The draft recovery
plan, which the Service expects to
complete by one year from publication
of this rule, will set out quantitative
criteria for reclassification as well as
recovery and delisting.

Comment: Two respondents requested
that the Service list three separate
spectacled eider populations—Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta, North Slope, and
Siberia—to assure that each of these

ments is fully protected.

rvice response: Under the Act,

vertebrate species may be listed
rangewide or by subspecies or
population. Since the Service
determined that spectacled eiders
warrant listing throughout their
worldwide range, listing was proposed
for the species as a whole. The Service
has not determined whether
populations of this wide ranging species
are separate and distinct. The spectacled
eider recovery team will be asked to
evaluate separate breeding segments or
populations and determine how each
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segment contributes to rangewide
population viability. As a result, the
recovery plan could establish separate
recovery goals for distinct population
segments, as appropriate for
conservation of the species.

Comment: Four respondents
commented that the Service's decision
not to designate critical habitat is
unjustified. More specifically, they
maintained that the proposed rule did
not provide a comprehensive review of
the chronic and cumulative impacts to
terrestrial and marine habitats, or
describe what areas are essential to the
conservation of spectacled eiders. At a
minimum, these respondents
recommended that critical habitat be
designated on high density breeding
habitat on the Yukon Delta. One
respondent supported the “not prudent”
determination on critical habitat
because evidence indicates the cause of
decline does not involve breeding
habitat,

Service response: The Service finds
that designating critical habitat would
provide no net benefit to spectacled
eiders at this time, because the species
is widely dispersed in remote habitats
that remain predominantly unaltered
and uninhabited. Prohibitions against
adverse modification of critical habitat
only apply to federally-funded,
permitted or operated activities. Current
Federal activities are affecting a limited
portion of the species’ suspected marine
and terrestrial habitats (see detailed
discussion under Critical Habitat).

Comment: Two respondents
commented that the proposed rule
understated the potential effects of oil
and gas activities on spectacled eiders,
and industrial development should be
considered a past and future threat to
the species. In contrast, another
respondent said statements about the
potential effects of oil and gas activities
were unfounded and that new
regulations restricting oil and gas
exploration and development should be
limited unless the Service provided data
demonstrating that these activities were
harmful.

Service response: Based on data
collected in the Prudhoe Bay oil field
-since 1981, preliminary indications are
that spectacled eiders continue to nest
and raise broods in active oil fields in
numbers typical of low density nesting
habitat (Anderson et al. 1992, Warnock
and Troy 1992, North 1990). Further,
the rate of population decline in
Prudhoe Bay parallels the rate of decline
in southwestern Alaska, suggesting that
the principal cause for the widespread
decrease in breeding bird numbers will
be found on migration or wintering
grounds shared by both breeding

segments (Warmock and Troy 1992). Oil
and gas development is not anticipated
on primary breeding grounds in
southwestern Alaska. The Service
recognizes, however, that industrial
development may affect birds locally on
the North Slope and that future
development could affect the species
(see discussion below). The Federal
Government controls oil and gas leasing
in outer continental shelf waters and is
typically involved in State-controlled
nearshore and onshore development in
Alaska through permitting requirements
for alteration of wetlands and navigable
waters. Hence, oil and gas development
within the spectacled eider’s United
States range will be subject to the
consultation requirements of section 7
of the Act. Measures can be
incorporated into development plans to
avoid disturbance and promote recovery
of s cled eiders.
omment: Two respondents felt
additional information should be
provided on the threat posed by
subsistence hunting. Another
respondent expressed concern that
listing spectacled eiders would
stimulate the Service to enforce
Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibitions
on traditional spring and summer
harvest of other waterfowl, especially
common eiders and king eiders
(Somateria spectabilis). This respondent
also expressed concern that such
enforcement would jeopardize ongoing
discussions between the United States
and Canada to amend the 1916
Migratory Bird Treaty to permit
regulated spring subsistence harvest of
waterfowl in Alaska and Canada.
Service response: Current information
indicates that an average of about five
rcent of the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta
reeding birds were harvested on the
delta each year since 1987. This level of
harvest is probably not the sole cause of
the observed decline in this region
(Stehn et al. 1992b). Yet, since the
opulation is greatly reduced, any
est now poses a threat to the
fgocie& The Service will be addressing
is concern through an active outreach
program to coastal villages, The
Service's policy on harvest of migratory
birds in Alaska during the closed season
states that priorities for enforcement
will be based on the status of
populations and will involve
consultation with affected interests (53
FR 16881). The Service will include
spectacled eiders in a specific
enforcement policy in 1993 to reduce
any illegal harvest. The Service
continues to support amendment of the
Migratory Bird Treaty to allow for
regulated, traditional subsistence
harvest of waterfowl during the spring.

Summary of Factors Affecting the
Species

After a thorough review and
consideration of all information
presently available, the Service has
determined that the spectacled eider
should be classified as a threatened
species. Procedures found at section
4(a)(1) of the Act and regulations
promulgated to implement the listing
provisions of the Act (50 CFR Part 424)
were followed. A species may be
determined to be an endangered or
threatened species due to one or more
of the five factors described in section
4(a)(1). These factors and their
application to the spectacled eider are
as follows:

A. The Present or Threatened
Destruction, Modification, or
Curtailment of Its Habitat or Range

The destruction of habitat is not
known to be a factor in the decline of
the spectacled eider. Breeding habitat
encompasses vast expanses of coastal
tundra and ponds that remain
predominantly unaltered and
uninhabited. No development or other
substantial threats to the species’
principal breeding habitat on the Yukon
Delta National Wildlife Refuge are
foreseen.

Nesting habitat on the central coast of
Alaska's North Slope, a small portion of
the species’ breeding range, has been
altered by oil and gas development.
Potential threats from this development
include contamination from accidental
spills, off road vehicle use, wetland
filling, and indirect effects of human
presence. While the extent of spectacled
eider nesting habitat impacted by oil
and gas development is presently small,
industrial development could expand in
the future. Changes in predator
populations that may be affecting
spectacled eiders are discussed under
Disease or Predation.

Marine habitat requirements of
spectacled eiders are poorly understood
(Dau and Kistchinski 1977). Past and
Eresent threats to suspected marine

abitats could include (1) toxic
contaminants transported from Russian
or North American sites, (2) indirect
impacts of shifting populations of
species with overlapping food habits,
and (3) secondary effects of commercial
fish and invertebrate harvests in the
Bering Sea (Stehn ef al. 1992b). The
Service has not found evidence that
these generalized threats have actually
occurred, although minimal information
is available on long-term changes in the
Bering Sea ecosystem.

Future offshore oil and gas
development could also pose a threat to
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spectacled eiders. In outer continental
shelf waters, proposed lease sales could
result in active exploration and
development within spectacled eider
wintering, migration and molting
habitat. State-controlled, nearshore
marine waters may also be leased and
dew:l:xod. Planned satellite telemetry
rese will help the Service delineate
more precisely the marine habitats used
by spectacled eiders and permit a
thorough assessment of these possible
threats.

B. Overutilization for Commercial,
Recreational, Scientific, or Educational
Purposes i

Eiders have traditionally been
harvested during migration, and birds
and eggs have been taken on some
nesting grounds for subsistence use by
Alaskan and Siberian Natives.
Historically, eider skins and feathers
were used for clothing and bones were
used for household purposes (Klein
1966, Johnson 1971). Feathers have been
applied to ceremonial fans and masks
that are sold to tourists (Klein 1966).
Spring harvest of eiders has provided an
important traditional source of meat to
coastal communities, however,
spectacled eiders constitute a small
portion of the total eiders and total birds
taken (Wentworth 1991, Braund st al.
1989a, 1988b, Johnson 1971).

Spectacled eiders do not molt on their
breeding grounds (Dau 1974); hence,
they would not have been vulnerable to
capture during historic drives of
flightless birds.

n recent years, spectacled eiders have
apparently been taken in low numbers
for subsistence and minimally for sport
use, but rangewide and local effects of
this harvest are not documented. Sport
harvest of spectacled eiders in the
United States was limited primarily to
@ few taken annually by collectors on St.
Lawrence Island until the U.S. sport
hunting season was closed in 1991
(Robin West, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Anchorage, Alaska, pers.
comm., 1991). Some illegal harvest for
the taxidermy trade has also been
reported from Gambell, St. Lawrence
Island, but the magnitude of take is
unknown (Stephen A. Tuttle, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Anchorage,
Alaska, pers, comm., 1991). Eiders are
harvested by Native Siberians on the
Chukotsk Peninsula and farther west,
however, no data are available on take
of spectacled eiders in Russia (Steve
Kohl, in litt., 1992).

The estimated, annual subsistence
harvest on the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta
from 1985 to 1992 averaged 334
spectacled eiders, equivalent to about
five percent of the average, local nesting

population during those years (Stehn et
al. 1992b). Another 68 were reported
taken at Wainwright and Barrow in 1988
(Braund et al. 1989a, 1989b) and
spectacled eiders could account for
some of the unidentified eiders taken by
residents of these villages. In addition,
residents of other villages near eider
migration routes and nesting range may
harvest s ed eiders.

While historic harvest data are
unavailable, traditional subsistence
harvest likely did not have a significant
effect on formerly large populations. -
The petition to list specta eiders
suggested that harvest may have
increased in the 1980s in compensation
{lor volun;afry restrictions on subsistence

arvest of four goose ies protected
by the Cooperative le{uakokwim
Delta Goose Management Plan. The
average annual take of 3,800 eiders (all
species) on the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta
from 1985-1991 (Wentworth 1991) is
close to a 1964 estimate of 3,300 eiders
taken (Klein 1966), indicating that total
eider harvest has not chan
substantially in 25 years.

In combination with reduced
reproductive success or increased
mortality due to other factors, even low
harvest levels may be contributing to the
further population decline. Overharvest
may have eliminated local breedin
birds from suitable habitat near vil ages
in western Alaska (Stehn et al., 1992b).
Due to delayed maturity and low
recruitment of young birds to breeding
age, even low hunting mortality can

ect sea duck populations (Goudie
1992).

C. Disease or Predation

Eider eggs, young, and occasionally
adults are preyed upon by mammalian
and avian predators, particularly arctic
fox (Alopex lagopus), glaucous gulls
(Larus hyperboreus), and parasitic
jaegers (Stercorarius parasiticus).
Rangewide or long-term sffects of
predation on spectacled eider
populations have not been documented.

istorically, eiders nested in
association with black brant (Branta
bernicla) and cackling Canada geese (B.
canadensis minima), possibly as a
strategy to reduce predation losses
(Kertell 1991). When brant, cacklers and
other geese declined sharply during the
past few decades in Alaska, fox
predation on eider sggs may have
increased (Kertell 1991). However,
average spectacled eider nest and brood
survival have apparently been high on
at least some parts of the Yukon-
Kuskokwim Delta (Harwood et al. 1992,
Stehn et al. 1992a, Harwood and Moran
1991). Populations of large gulls
(primarily glaucous-winged gulls (L.

glaucescens) but also glaucous gulls)
may have increased markedly in
southwestern Alaska due to increased
food availability, particularly fish
processing wastes (Robert Gill, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Anchorage,
Alaska, pers. comm., 1991), Hencs, gull
predation on eider eggs and hatchlings
may have risen with increased gull
densities, although spectacled eider nest
and brood survival were high near gull
colonies on the delta (Harwood et al.
1992). Similarly, srectacled eider nest
and brood survivi apcﬁfar to be
relatively high in Prudhoe Bay

(Warn and Troy 1992), despite
possible increases in fox and common
raven (Corvus corax) populations
around oil fields (Eberhardt et al. 1982).

D. The Inadequacy of Existing
Regulatory Mechanisms

Harvest of eiders is regulated under
authority of the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711). The U.S. sport
hunting season on spectacled eiders has
been closed since 1981. Subsistence
hervest continues with an estimate of at
least 500 birds harvested per year.
Spectacled eiders were harvested
historically in Russia (Portenko 1972,
Dement’ev and Gladkov 1967). The
current Russian harvest may be high
(Germogenov 1992 in Stehn et al.
1992b), but no recent estimates are
available (Steve Kohl, in litt., 1992).

Spring and summer subsistenca
hunting of eiders in Alaska is in
violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act, which prohibits hunting for most
migratory birds between March 10 and
September 1. The Service izes,
however, that residents of certain rural
areas in Alaska depend on waterfowl as
a customary and traditional source of
food. Due to this long established
dependence, the Service hes exercised
discretion in not strictly enforcing the
closed season on taking some birds,
provided that the birds were taken in a
non-wasteful manner and used for food.
Spectacled eiders will be included in
the Service's enforcement policy in
1993 to try to eliminate any illegal
harvest. The Service has initiated an

information and oduoaﬁ;r;gmmm to

gain public support for s ed eider
protection.
Regulations requiring the use of non-

toxic shot for hunting waterfowl, cranes
and snipe in Alaska were implemented
for the 1991-1992 migratory bird
hunting season (50 CFR part 20.134).
Conversion from lead shot to steel shot
would reduce the threat of lead
poisoning from ingested or imbedded
shot. The Service and the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game are
promoting the use of steel shot through
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educational seminars in coastal villages,
yet compliance is not assured. Lead shot
is still available for upland game
hunting in eider nesting range.

E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors
Affecting Its Continued Existence

The petition to list the spectacled
eider as an endangered species cited oil
spills, pollution resulting from offshore
oil development and fishery vessels, the
effects of large scale fishery fleets on
marine ecology, and direct mortality in
fishing nets as potential factors affecting
the spectacled eider. At present, no
evidence is available demonstrating that
these factors have had a direct effect on
spectacled eiders in the North Pacific or
Arctic Oceans, but investigations of
spectacled eider marine habitats are just
beginning. Direct mortality in fishing
nets or from oil spills has not been
documented by the Service. Food
supplies or other critical elements of the
marine ecosystem may have been
diminished {y fishing activity,
contamination, competition with other
species, or disruption of the benthic
environment.

The Service recently received reports
of birds, including unidentified eiders,
accidentally striking commercial fishing
vessels operating near the pack ice in
the northern Bering Sea (Tuttle 1992).
Since these crab fishing boats are
operating in potential spectacled eider
wintering range (Dau and Kistchinski
1977), accidental collisions may be a
threat to the species.

Hazardous materials are spilled
regularly into the Bering Sea from
shipwrecks and bilge discharges and
some of these materials may enter
benthic or pelagic food chains (Everett
Robinson-Wilson, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Anchorage, Alaska,
pers. comm,, 1991). Pro oil and
gas leasing and potential development
in State and outer continental shelf
waters could impact eiders due to
disturbance and oil spills. Production of
oil in the outer continental shelf of the
Bering and Chukchi Seas would
substantially increase the probability of
oil spills from platforms, pipelines, and
tankers (Minerals Management Service
1992), with potential effects on
spectacled eiders. The anticipated
increase-in shipping activity in pack ice
lead systems if offshore oil fields are
developed could put eiders at risk of oil
spill damages during critical migration,
wintering, and molting periods, when
they are highly concentrated or in
flightless flocks. Similar impacts could
occur with State leases in near shore
marine waters.

In 1992, one spectacled eider was
collected on the Yukon Delta National

Wildlife Refuge that had died from lead
poisoning, possibly due to the ingestion
of lead shot (Jean Cochrane, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Anchorage,
Alaska, in litt., 1992). Lead shot is
commonly used by coastal residents of
Alaska for hunting birds, although non-
toxic shot is now required for waterfowl
hunting. Potentially, residual lead shot
could remain on the tundra or in
sha{lougro%onx for ygm. posing l;ed
rolonged risk to eiders. S C
gidera may also be exposmﬁ(c)m
environmental pollutants including
heavy metals and organochlorines in the
marine environment, with potential
effects on survival and reproduction.

Severe weather is also a threat to
arctic sea ducks, and major eider die-
offs have been recorded after late spring
storms on the Arctic Ocean (Myres
1958, Barry 1968). While historically
large populations would not be
seriously affected by periodic die-offs or
by nesting failures due to coastal flood
surges (Dau 1974), remnant or isolated
populations are susceptible to
devastation from these periodic events.

In summary, the Service estimates
that approximately 1,700-3,000 pairs of
spectacled eiders nested on their
historically important breeding range on
the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta during
1990-92, where an estimated 47,740~
70,000 pairs nested twenty years ago.
This 94-98 é)ercent decline is
corroborated by the seven percent per
year decline in the number of all eiders
seen on breeding pair surveys in
southwestern Alaska since 1957 and the
14 percent per year decline in
spectacled eider nest densities on the
Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge
since 1986. The geographically separate
breeding segment in Prudhoe Bay,
Alaska, has declined at a similar annual
rate, equivalent to 80 percent from 1981
to 1991.

Although the factors that caused these
declines are unknown, a number of
potential contributory factors have been
identified. These, or other still
unidentified threats have increased
mortality above the rate of reproductive
replacements. If the downward trend in
nest densities continues unabated, the
Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta breeding
segment will be reduced to 50 percent
of current size every 4.0 years (Stehn et
al. 1992a). Based on data from Prudhoe
Bay and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta,
spectacled eiders are declining at about
the same rate throughout their Alaskan
breeding range. No data are available to
show whether similar trends have
affected the breeding population in
Russia where as many as 40,000 pairs
traditionally nested.

The Service has carefully assessed the
best scientific information available
regarding the past, present, and future
threats faced by this species for the
purposes of this final rule. Based on this
evaluation, the preferred action is to list
the spectacled eider as a threatened
species throughout its worldwide range
(i.e., a species that is likely to become
endangered throughout all or a
significant portion of its range in the
foreseeable future).

Critical Habitat

Section 4(a)(3) of the Act requires that
to the maximum extent prudent and
determinable, the Secretary designate
critical habitat at the time a species is
determined to be endangered or
threatened. Although the Service
received several comments advocating
the designation of critical habitat, no
demonstrable overall benefit to the
8 cled eider can be identified from

esignating critical habitat. The species
is widely dispersed in remote habitats
that remain predominantly unaltered
and uninhabited. Current and planned
Federal activities are affecting a limited
portion of the species’ suspected marine
and terrestrial habitats. Hence, the
Service has determined that critical
habitat designation is not prudent at this
time (50 CFR 424.12).

The spectacled eider’s principal
nesting grounds encompass 12,600 km?
(4,864 mi?) of coastal tundra on the
Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge.
Coastal habitats in the refuge have not
been subject to seismic exploration or
industrial development. Human use is
limited essentially to subsistence
activities and refuge operations (U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service 1988). No
Federal activities are foreseen that
threaten the spectacled eider’s coastal
tundra habitat on this refuge (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 1988).

At least 13,400 km? (5,172 mi?) of the
coastal plain on Alaska’s North Slope
may be spectacled eider nesting habitat,
of which less than 2,000 km? have been
developed as oil production fields
(Philip Martin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Fairbanks, Alaska, in litt.,
1992). No more than five percent of the
tundra wetlands within the 2,000 km?
(772 mi?) oil fields has been destroyed
(Philip Martin, in litt.,, 1992),
representing a small fraction of the total
available tundra breeding habitat on the
North Slope.

Spectacied eiders nest in low
numbers in active oil fields (Warnock
and Troy 1992, Anderson et al. 1992).
Alteration of wetlands, direct human
disturbance, and indirect impacts such
as increased fox J)opulaﬁons near oil
fields (Truett and Kertell 1992,
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Eberhardt et al. 1982) may cumulatively
affect local nesting numbers. The most
common habitat conversion within the
oil fields is creation of water
impoundments (Truett and Kertell
1992), which are frequented by
spectacled eider pairs and broods
(Warnock and Troy 1992). Breeding pair
densities in Prudhoe Bay are

comparable to study sitesin
undeveloped regions of the North Slope
(Warnock and Troy 1992, North 1890).

Past seismic activities in the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska also have
altered some undeveloped tundra lands.
Surface disturbance of the tundra
caused by industrial activities on the
North Slope typically increases surface
moisture and primary plant
productivity, however, the food chain
effacts of these widely dispersed tundra
lendscape disturbances are not known
(Truett and Kertell 1992).

Marine spectacled eider habitat in
U.S. territory may include some or all of
the southern Chukchi and Northern
Bering Seas. Of four outer continental
shelf oil and gas lease sales proposed for
1992-97 in the Chukchi and Bering
Seas, only the Hope Basin sale is still
planned (John Shindler, Minerals
Management Service, Anchorage,
Alaska, pers. comm., 1992). Industry has
not expressed any interest in the other
Chukchi sales or in the St. George Basin
south of the Pribilof Islands (ibid). Most
current leases in potential spectacled
eider marine range, other than the
Beaufort Sea, have expired or are
inactive and will expire soon.

Spectacled eiders may use coastal
waters of the Beaufort Sea for brief
periods, but Myres (1958) presented
evidence that their principal migration
routes between the Chukchi Sea and
i\'or;h Slope breeding grounds are over
and.

In summary, Federal activities are
affecting a small portion of low density
spectacled eider breeding habitat on the
North Slope. Supposed molting and
wintering habitats within United States
waters, including known range near St.
Lawrence Island, are not presently being
explored or developed by oil and gas
companies. Critical habitat cannot be
designated outside of U.S. territory,
including the suspected wintering range
1}!:] fu)ssian waters (Dau and Kistchinski

977).

The Service recognizes that ongoing
research may reveal future threats to
spectacled eider habitat from Federal
activities, which could be addressed
through critical habitat designation. For
eéxample, satellite telemetry tracking of
spectacled eiders is planned for 1993 to
more precisely delineate migration and
Wintering range. By monitoring Federal

activities that may affect spectacled
eider tundra and marine habitats, the
Service will be able to promptly propose
critical habitat if subsequent
information indicates such action has
become warranted.

Available Conservation Measures

Conservation measures provided to
mes listed as endangered or
tened under the Endangered
Species Act include recognition,
recovery actions, requirements for
Federal protection, and prohibitions
against certain practices. Recogniu'on
through listing encourages and results
in conservation actions by Federal,
State, and local governments and
private agencies, groups and
individuals. The Act provides for
possible land acquisition and
cooperation with the States and requires
that recovery actions be carried out for
all listed species. Such actions are
initiated by the Service following
listing. The protection required of
Federal agencies and the prohibitions
against taking and harm are discussed,
in part, below.
gulations implementing the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act make it illegal
to take, possess, sell, deliver, carry,
transport, or ship spectacled eiders or
their parts, eggs, nests, and young (50
CFR 20.71). However, the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act affords no protection to
their habitat. Section 7(a) of the
Endangered Species Act, as amended,
requires Federal agencies to evaluate
their actions with respect to any species
that is proposed or listed as endangered
or threatened, and with respect to its
designated critical habitat. Regulations
implementing this interagency
cooperation provision of the Act are
codified at 50 CFR Part 402. Section
7(a)(2) requires Federal agencies to
ensure that activities they authorize,
fund, or carry out are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of
such a species or to destroy or adversely
modify its critical habitat. If a Federal
action may affect a listed species or its
critical habitat, the responsible Federal
agency must enter into formal
consultation with the Service.
Studies to determine spectacled eider
staging, molting, or wintering areas are
resently underway. Consultation
tween the Minerals Management
Service and the Service will be initiated
for proposed outer continental shelf oil
and gas lease sales. The Service has
already initiated informal conference
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and the U.S. Department of
Transportation and recommended
measures to avoid impacts to spectacled
eiders from wetland fill permitting

activities on the North Slope and airport
expansion projects in southwestern
Alaska. Consultation is expected with
the National Marine Fisheries Service
over commercial fishing operations in
the northern Bering Sea, to identify
potential effects on spectacled eiders.
Reasonable and prudent alternatives
may be implemented for Federally-
funded or permitted projects to avoid
causing jeopardy to the spectacled eider.

The Service will convene a recovery
team and develop a recovery plan for
the spectacled eider promptly upon
listing. An information and education
program to gain public support for the
protection of spectacled eiders has
already been initiated and will be
carried out cooperatively with affected
communities. The recovery plan will
outline viable population levels,
quantify recovery goals and set recovery
task priorities.

The Act and implementing
regulations found at 50 CFR 17.21 and
17.31 set forth a series of general
prohibitions and exceptions that apply
to all threatened wildlife. These
prohibitions, in part, make it illegal for
any person subject to the jurisdiction of
the United States to take (includes
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect; or
to attempt any of these), import or
export, ship in interstate commerce in
the course of commercial activity, or sell
or offer for sale in interstate or foreign
commerce any listed species. It is also
illegal to possess, sell, deliver, carry,
transport, or ship any such wildlife that
has been taken iflegally. Certain
exceptions apply to agents of the
Service and State conservation agencies.

Section 10(e) of the Act exempts any
Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo who is an
Alaskan Native who resides in Alaska,
or any non-native permanent resident of
an Alaskan Native village, from the
aforementioned prohibitions on taking
any endangered or threatened species, if
such taking is primarily for subsistence
purposes. Non-edible by-products of
species taken pursuant to section 10(e)
may be sold in interstate commerce
when made into authentic native
articles of handicrafts and clothing;
except that provisions of this subsection
shall not apply to any non-native
resident of an Alaskan Native village
found by the Secretary to be not
primarily dependent upon the taking of
fish and wildlife for consumption or for
the creation and sale of authentic native
articles of handicrafts and clothing.

Regulations limiting subsistence
harvest by any Indian, Aleut, Eskimo, or
non-native Alaskan resident of an
Alaskan Native village may be
establisbeg pursuant to section 10(e)(4)
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of the Act if the Secretary determines
that such teking materially and
negatively affects the threatened or
endangered species and holds hearings
on the proposed harvest regulations in
the affected judicial districts of Alaska.
Subsistence harvest regulations
promulgated pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act would have to
be in accordance with the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act. The Service is not
currently promulgating al
regulations for spectacied eiders under
section 10(e}(4) of the Act, but
maintains fuil authority for enforcing
harvest regulations pursuant to the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Current
regulations implementing the
Bird Treety Act prohibit ail harvest of
spectacled eiders (50 CFR 20.32).
Permits may be issued to carry out
otherwise prohibited activities
involving threaténed wildlife species
under certain circumstances.
Regulations governing permits are at 50
CFR 17.22, 17.23, and 17.32. Such
permits are available for scientific
purposes, to enhance the propegation or
survival of the species, and/or for
incidental take in connection with
otherwise lawful activities. For
threatened species, permits are also
aveilable for zoological exhibition,

educational purposes, or !\g:dal
purposes consistent with the purposes

of the Act. In some instances, permits
may be issued for a specified time to
relieve undue economic hardship that
would be suffered if such relief were not
available. Such permit applications are
not expected, however, since the
spectacled eider is not &resently in
commercial trade. For the same reason,
the Service does not antici

requesting that the eider be
included under the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
(CITES).

National Environmental Policy Act

The Fish and Wildlife Service has
determined that an Environmental
Assessment or Environmental Impact
Statement, as defined under the
authority of the Netional Environmental
Policy Act of 1969, need not be
prepared in connection with regulations
adopted pursuant to section 4{a) of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended. A notice outlining the
Service’s reasons for this determination
was published in the Federal Register
on October 25, 1983 (48 CFR 49244).

References Cited

A complete list of all references cited
herein, as well as others, is availabls
upon request from the Anchorage Field
Office (see ADDRESSES above).

Aathor

The primary author of this proposed
rule is Jean Fitts Cochrane, Anchorage
Field Office (see ADDRESSES above).

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17

Endangered and threatened species,
Exports, Imports, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, and
Transportation.

Proposed Regulation Promulgation

Accordingly, part 17, subchapter B of
chapter I, title 50 of the Code of Federal
Regulations is amended as set forth
below:

PART 17—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 17
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407; 16 U.S.C.
1531-1544; 16 U.S.C. 4201-4245; Pub. L. 89~
625, 100 Stat. 3500, unless otherwise noted.

2. Amend § 17.11(h) by adding the
following, in alphabetical order under
BIRDS, to the List of Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife:

§17.11 Endangered and threatened
wiidiife.

(b)-.'

Vertabrate

popu-
Historic range iation where endan-  Status  When

gerad or thr

Critical habl-  Specla!

U.S.A, (AK); Russia. Entire

Dated: April 29, 1993.
Richard N. Smith,
Deputy Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.
[FR Doc. 93-10051 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE $310-55-9

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanlc and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 663

[Docket No. 930509-3101)

Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), NOAA, Commerce.

ACTION: Emergency interim rule; request
for comments.

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary) issues this emergency

interim rule prohibiting further
processing at sea of Pacific whiting in
order to provide 42,000 metric tons (mt)
Pacific whiting for processing by
shoreside processors. This action is
necessary to: (1) Preserve significant
economic opportunities for shoreside
processors and the vessel operators that
deliver to them, (2) prevent significant
social and community dislocation in
small coastal towns dependent on the
whiting fishery, (3) achieve a fair and
equitable sharing of the resource
between the competing shoreside and at
sea processors, and (4) accomplish the
intent of the Pacific whiting allocations
adopted by the Secretary for 1993. The
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Secretary also announces the release of
the 30,000-mt reserve for use by vessels
delivering to shoreside processors.
paTeS: Effective from May 4, 1993, until
August 9, 1993, Comments will be
accepted through May 19, 1993.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments to
Rolland A. Schmitten, Director,
Northwest Region, National Marine
Fisheries Service, 7600 Sand Point Way
NE., BIN-C15700, Seattle, Washington
98115-0070; or Gary Matlock, Actin
Director, Southwest Region, Nation
Marine Fisheries Service, 501 West
Ocean Blvd., suite 4200, Long Beach,
California 90802—4213. Documentation
supporting this emergency action is
available at the Northwest Regional
Office, NMFS, at the address above.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William L. Robinson at (206) 526—6140;
or Rodney Mcinnis at (310) 980—4030.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Secretary issues this emergency rule
under the authority of section-305(c)(1)
of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation
and Management Act (Magnuson Act)
and in accordance with the objectives of
the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan (FMP). The notice of
annual specifications for the Pacific
Coast Groundfish Fishery (58 FR 2990,
January 7, 1993) established a 1993
Pacific whiting harvest guideline of
142,000 metric tons (mt). A final rule
allocating the 1993 Pacific whiting
resource is codified at 50 CFR
663.2)3(b](4) (58 FR 21265, April 20,
1993).

This emergency rule is necessary to
provide support to the small towns
along the coasts of Washington, Oregon,
and California that are dependent on
businesses that harvest and process
whiting. This was the fishery
management concern addressed by the
April 20, 1993, final rule, which was
intended to provide approximately
42,000 mt of whiting for vessels that
deliver to processors located on shore in
1693, Under the original
recommendation by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Council), the
1993 allocation to shoreside processars
included several provisions, which
together would have provided up to
105,200 mt to shoreside processors; of
these provisions, the Secretary approved
only the establishment of a 30,000-mt
reserve for release to vessels delivering
to shoreside processors when the
balance of the 142,000-mt harvest
guideline, i.e., the initial 112,000 mt,
bad been harvested. The final rule so
ellocated the 1993 harvest guideline by
establishing the reserve and making the
initial 112,000 mt available for harvest
and processing by all types of vessels.

The Secretary expected that the ratio

of catch rates between vessels delivering

to shoreside processors and those
processing at sea would be essentially
the same in the spring of 1993 as during
peak processing periods for each sector
in 1992, i.e., a ratio of one to nine.
Therefore, it was assumed that, in
addition to the 30,000-mt reserve,
approximately 12,000 mt (or one-tenth
of 112,000 mt) would be delivered to
shoreside processors during the open
fishery. The Secretary’s decision to
approve only the 30,000-mt reserve
component of the Council's
recommendation for allocating Pacific
whiting, was predicated on this
assumption. The Secretary did not
foresee that the actual catch ratio in
April/May of 1993 would preclude the
shorebased communities from utilizing
their fair share of the 112,000-mt open
fishery.

The most recent catch data available
for this fishery indicate that, through
April 27, 1993, less than 1,000 mt of
whiting have been delivered to
shoreside processors since the fishery
opened on April 15. Based on the best
data available, NMFS projects that
100,000 mt will have been taken for
processing at sea by 12 noon on
Wednesday, May 5, 1993. By closing the
at-sea processing fishery at that time
and date, the 12,000 mt intended by the
Secretary to be harvested by vessels
delivering to shoreside processors
during the open fishery will be available
only for delivery to shoreside
processors.

This emergency action will preserve
opportunities for shoreside processors
and the vessels that deliver to them.
Without this emergency rule, almost all
of the 112,000 mt available during the
open fishery would have been
preemptedr{y intensive early-season
fishing by large factory/trawlers and
vessels delivering to motherships. These
smaller vessel operators normaﬁy rely
on a longer season. Prohibition of
further at-sea processing of whiting will
have the effect of providing that
approximately 30 percent of this year’s
harvest guideline will be available for
shoreside processing, which was the
amount contemplated by the Secretary
when he issued the April 20, 1993, final
rule. A 30 percent shoreside processing
share closely approximates the share
utilized by shoreside processors in
1992. Shoreside processing plants and
the vessels that d‘:;liver to them were not
fully operational when the fishery began
on April 15.

Secretarial Action

For the reasons stated above, 50 CFR
663.23(b)(4)(i) and 663.23(b)(4)(v), as

published in the Federal Register on
April 20, 1993 (58 FR 21265), are
temporarily suspended and

§§ 663.23(b)(4) (vi) and (vii) are
temporarily added so that 12,000 mt of
the initial 112,000 mt that is to be
harvested in the fishery will be available
for harvest only by vessels delivering to
shoreside processors. These
amendments, authorizing the
prohibition on at-sea processing
ennounced below, will be effective on
filing and until 80 days after the date
that this rule is published in the Federal
Register, and may be extended for an
additional 90 days.

Also for the reasons stated above and
pursuant to the authority in 50 CFR
663.23(b)(4), after 12 noon (local time)
on May 5, 1893, at-sea processing of
Pacific whiting in the fishery
management area is prohibited (except
for Pacific whiting that was on board the

rocessing vessel prior to that time), and
gm.her taking and retaining, or receiving
(except as cargo) of Pacific whiting by
a vessel with processed whiting on
board is prohibited. These prohibitions
will remain effective until er
notice.

Because 100,000 mt of the 1993
whiting harvest guideline has been
harvested for processing at sea, the
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
NOAA (Assistant Administrator),
hereby releases the 30,000-mt reserve to
vessels delivering to shoreshide
processors, according to the procedure
set forth at 50 CFR 663.23(b)(4)(vii). The
Assistant Administrator will announce
any reapportionment of the reserve in
the Federal Register on September 1,
1993, or as soon as practicable
thereafter.

In addition to this Federal Register
publication, NMFS is providing notice
of these actions to the public via a
computerized bulletin d (contact
206-526-6128), press release, and/or
U.S. Coast Guard Notice to Mariners
(monitor channel 16 VHF).

Classification

This action cannot be implemented
through normal notice-and-comment
rulemaking in time to prevent the at-sea
processing sector from harvesting more
than 100,000 mt in the open fishery.
Accordingly, NMFS is taking this action
under the emergency provisions of
section 305(c)(1) of the Magnuson Act.
The Assistant Administrator has
determined that this action is necessary
to respond to an emergency situation
and is consistent with the Magnuson
Act and other applicable law. The
aggregate data upon which this action is
based are availagle for public inspection
at the Office of the Director, Northwest




27482

Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Rules and Regulations

Reglon (see ADDRESSES), during regular
business hours.

The Council an
environmental assessment (EA) for the
April 20, 1993, final rule. The Assistant
Administrator concluded that the 1993
whiting allocation would have no
significant impact on the human
environment. The impacts of this
emergency rule fall within the of
this EA. Therefore, a separate EA
this emergency rule is unnecessary.

The Assistant Administrator also had
determined that the reasons justifying
promulgation of this rule on an
emergency basis make it impracticable
and contrary to the public interest to
provide notice and opportunity for
comment prior to the effective date, or
to delay for 30 days the effective date of
this emergency regulation, under the
provisions of 553 (b) and (d) of the
Administrative Procedure Act. This rule
needs to be filed with the Office of the
Federal Register on May 4, 1993.

NMEFS issued biological opinions
under the Endangered Species Act on
August 10, 1990; November 26, 16891;
and August 28, 1992, pertaining to the
Pacific coast groundfish fishery, and
particularly the whiting fishery. It
concluded that the fishery would not
jeopardize the continued existence of
any of the species considered. This
eme. rule will not have impacts
that differ from those discussed in those
biological opinions, and NMFS has
concluded further consultations are
not necessary.

This emergency rule is exempt from
the normal review procedures of
Executive Order (E.O.) 12291 as
provided in section 8(a)(1) of that Order.
This rule is being reported to the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget {OMB) with an explanation
of why It is not possible to follow the
regular procedures of that Order.

This rule does not contain a
collection-of-information requirement
under the Paperwork Reduction Act.

This rule is exempt from the
Regulatory Flexibility Act because the
rule is issued without opportunity for
prior public comment.

This emergency rule does not contain
policies with federalism implications
sufficient to warrant preparation of a
federalism assessment under E.O.
12612,

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 663

Administrative practice and
procedure, Fisheries, Fishing, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et s8q.

Dated: May 4, 1993.
Samus] W. McKsen,
Acting Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, 50 CFR part 683 is amended
from May 4, 1993, until August 9, 1993.

PART 663—PACIFIC COAST
GROUNDFISH FISHERY

1. The authority citation for part 663
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.

2. In § 663.23, paragraphs (b)(4)(i) and
(b)(4)(v) are suspended, and new
paragraphs (b){4) (vi) and (vii) are added
to read as follows:

§663.23 Catch restrictions.

L * - - L

(b)' - =
(4). *

(vi) Initial allocation. Of the 142,000-
mt 1993 Pacific whiting harvest
guideline, 30,000 mt is reserved for
harvest by vessels delivering to
shoreside processors, and the
remainder, 112,000 mt, is designated as
a limit on the amount of whiting that

‘can be harvested initially in the fishery.

Of this 112,000 mt, 12,000 mt is
available for harvest only by vessels
delivering to shoreside processors.

(vii) Announcements. The Assistant
Administrator will announce in the
Federal Register when 100,000 mt of
whiting has been, or is about to be,
harvested for processing at sea,
specifying a time after which further at-
sea processing in the fishery
management area is prohibited. At that
time, the Assistant Administrator will
make the 30,000 mt reserve available to
vessels delivering to shoreside
processors. The Assistant Administrator
will announce any reapportionment of
the reserve in the Federal Register on
September 1, 1993, or as soon as
practicable thereafter. In order to
prevent exceeding the limits or
underutilizing the resource, adjustments
may be made effective immediately by
actual notice to fishermen and
processors, by phone, fax, Northwest
Region computerized bulletin board
(contact 206-526-6128), letter, press
release, and/or U.S. Coast Guard Notice
to Mariners (monitor channel 16 VHF),
followed by publication in the Federal
Register; in which instance public
comment will be sought for a reasonable
period of time thersafter. If insufficient
time exists to consult with the Council,

the Regional Director will inform the
Council in writing of ections taken.

L » - - -

[FR Doc. 93-10889 Filed 5-4-93; 4:57 pm)|
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M

50 CFR Part 678
[Docket No. 520408-3047)

Atlantic Shark Fisheries

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), NOAA, Commercs.
ACTION: Closure of the commercial
segment of the Atlantic, Caribbean and
Gulf of Mexico large coastal shark
fisheries.

SUMMARY: NMFS closes the commercial
fishery for Atlantic, Caribbean and Gulf
of Mexico large coastal sharks. Closure
of this fishery is necessary because the
first semi-annual quota of 1,218 metric
tons (mt) allocated for this fishery will
have been attained. The inteat of this
action is to prevent overharvest of the
quota established for this fishery,
EFFECTIVE DATES: The closure is effective
from 0001 hours local time May 15,
1993, through june 30, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael E. Justen, 813-893-3721 or
Richard B. Stons/Asron E. King, 301-
713-2347.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Atlantic, Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico
shark fisheries are managed by the
Secretary of Commerce according to the
Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for
Atlantic Sharks prepared by the
Secretary of Commerce under authority
of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation
and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 &t
seq.). Fishing by U.S. vessels is
governed by regulations implementing
the FMP at 50 CFR part 678.

Section 678.23(b)(1)(i) of the
regulations provides for two semi-
annual quotas of 1,218 mt of large
coastal sharks to be harvested from
Atlantic, Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico
waters by commercial fishermen. The
first semi-annual quota is available for
harvest from January 1 through June 30,
1993. The large coastal group consists of
the following 22 spacies:

Basking Sharks—Cetorhinidae
Basking shark, Cetorhinus maximus
Hammerhead Sharks—Sphyrnidae

Great hammerhead, Sphyrna mokarran
Scall hammerhead, Sphyrna lewini
Sm hammerhead, Sphyrna zygaena

Mackerel Sharks—Lamnidae
White shark, Carcharodon carcharics
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Nurse Sharks—Ginglymostomatidae
Nurse shark, Ginglymostoma cirratum
Requism Sharks—Carcharhinidee

Bignose shark, Carcharhinus altimus
Blacktip shark, Carcharhinus limbatus
Bull shark, Carcharhinus leucas
Caribbean reef shark, Carcharhinus

perezi
Dusky shark, Carcharhinus obscurus
Galapagos shark, Carcharhinus
galapagensis
Lemon shark, Negaprion brevirostris
Narrowtooth shark, Carcharhinus
brachyurus
Night shark, Carcharhinus signatus
Sandbar shark, Carcharhinus plumbeus
Silky shark, Carcharhinus falciformis
Spinner shark, Carcharhinus brevipinna
Tiger shark, Galeocerdo cuvieri

Sand Tiger Sharks—Odontaspididae

Bigeg'e sand tiger, Odontaspis noronhai
Sand tiger shark, Odontaspis taurus

Whale Sharks—Rhincodontidae

Whale sherk, Rhincodon typus

The Assistant Administrator for
Fisheries, NOAA (Assistant
Administrator), is authorized under
§ 678,28 to monitor the catch and
landing statistics and, on the basis of
these statistics, determine when the
catch of Atlantic, Caribbean and Gulf of
Mexico sharks will equal any quota
under §678.23(b)(1). When shark

harvests equal or exceed a quota
established under § 678.23(b)(1), the
Assistant Administrator is further
authorized under §678.28 to limit
retention of sharks in the closed species
group in or from the exclusive economic
zone (EEZ) to four per vessel per trip;
and to prohibit the sale, purchass, trade,
or barter of any shark carcass or fin of
that species group in or from the EEZ.
The Assistant Administrator has
determined, based on the reportad catch
and on other relevant factors, that the
first half of the annual quota for
Atlantic, Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico
large coastal sharks will have been
attained as of May 15, 1993. In addition
to measures made effective by the final
rule published April 26, 1993, at 58 FR
21931, the following measures are
effective from 0001 hours local time on
May 15, 1993, through June 30, 1993:
(1) Possession of any shark from the
large coastal group in or from the
is limited to four per fishing vessel per

trip; v

Fz) The sale, purchass, trade, or barter
or attempted sale, purchass, trade, or
barter of a shark carcass or fin of the
closed species group in or from the EEZ
is prohibited;

3) The possession limit may not be
combined with a bag or possession limit
applicable to state waters;

4) The operator of a vessel for which
the possession limit applies is

responsible for the vessel trip limit for
the large coastal group;

(5) A person aboard a vessel subject
to the possession limit may not transfer
at sea a shark of the large coastal
group—

(a) Taken in the EEZ, regardless of
where such transfer will take place; or

(b) In the EEZ, regardless of where
such shark was taken; and

(6) The prohibition regarding sale,
purchase, trade, or barter, or attempted
sale, purchase, trade, or barter, doss not
apply to trade in shark carcasses or fins
of the large coastal group that were
harvested, off-loaded, and sold, traded,
or bartered, prior to May 15, 1993, and
were held in storage by a dealer or
Processor,

Classification

This action is required by 50 CFR part
678 and complies with E.O, 12291.

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 678

Fisheries, Penalties, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Dated: May 4, 1893.
David S, Crestin,
Acting Director, Office of Fisheries
Conservation and Management, National
Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 93-10890 Filed 5-4-93; 4:19 pm]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M




27484

Proposed Rules

Federal Register
Vol. 58, No. 88

Monday, May 10, 1993

Is to give interested

opportunity to participate in the
rule making prior to the adoption of the final

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency

12 CFR Part 27

[Docket No. 93-04]

Fair Housing Home Loan Data System

AGENCY: Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, Treasury.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency (OCC) proposes to
amend its Fair Housing Home Loan Data
System (FHHLDS) to enhance its ability
to utilize data collected under the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) in fair
lending examinations and to reduce
recordkeeping requirements on national
banks that are currently required to
maintain duplicative information under
both the FHHLDS and the HMDA. In
order to relieve duplicative
recordkeeping for those national banks,
this proposal would replace the current
FHHLDS monthly recordkeeping
requirement with the HMDA Loan
Application Registers already
maintained by national banks, which
will be required to be updated on a
monthly basis. National banks that are
not subject to the HMDA requirements,
but are currently subject to the existing
monthly recordkeeping requirement in
the FHHLDS, will continue to be subject
to such requirement. The intended
effect of this proposal is to reduce
duplicative recordkeeping burden on
national banks subject to such burden
without losing any monthly home loan
activity information that is currently
being compiled.

DATES: Comments must be received by
July 9, 1993.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
directed to Communications Division,
250 E St., SW., Washington, DC 20219,
Attention Docket No. 93—04. Comments
will be available for photocopying and
public inspection at the same location.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven D. Lindsey, National Bank
Examiner, Compliance Management
Division, (202) 874-4428; or F, John
Podvin, Jr., Attorney, Bank Operations
and Assets Division, (202) 8744460,
Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, Washington, DC 20219,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The OCC
is proposing, pursuant to 12 U.S.C, 93a,
to amend the FHHLDS, 12 CFR part 27,
in order to improve its ability to use
HMDA data in fair lending
examinations of national banks and
reduce burden on national banks. The
proposal will relieve the requirement to
maintain duplicative records for those
national banks which currently
maintain records under both the
FHHLDS and the HMDA, 12 U.S.C. 2801
et seq. Under the proposal, national
banks subject to the HMDA will be
required to update their Loan/
Application Register within 30 days of
the final disposition date of a loan
application and to report the reason for
denying a loan application. The
proposal retains the existing
requirement to maintain monthly home
loan activity information for national
banks subject to the FHHLDS, but not
subject to the HMDA, The Comptroller
will retain his or her discretion to
require any national bank to maintain a
Fair Housing Inquiry/Application Log,
under § 27.4, or to complete and submit
additional Home Loan Data Submission
Forms, under § 27.7, if the Comptroller
has reason to believe that a national
bank is not in compliance with fair
housing laws.

Background

On November 2, 1979, the OCC
published a final rule (1979 final rule)
in the Federal Register (44 FR 63084),
which implemented 12 CFR part 27.
The 1979 final rule provided a basis for
a more effective fair housing monitoring
program for home loans. The 1979 final
rule established new recordkeeping
requirements and a data collection
system for monitoring national bank
compliance with the Fair Housing Act
(title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of
1968), 42 U.S.C. 3601 et seq. and the
Equal Credit Opportunity Act, 15 U.S.C.
1691 et seq.

In August 1989, the Financial
Institutions Reform, Recovery and
Enforcement Act of 1989 (FIRREA), sec.
1211, Public Law 101-73, 103 Stat. 183

(12 U.S.C. 2803) amended the HMDA.
On December 15, 1989, the Federal
Reserve Board published a final rule
(FRB final rule) in the Federal Register
(54 FR 51356). The FRB final rule
implemented a revised version of 12
CFR part 203 (Regulation C), which is
the implementing regulation for the
HMDA. Under the FRB final rule,
certain national banks and their
majority-owned mortgage banking
subsidiaries must maintain individual
loan application registers and forward
them to the appropriate OCC office as
prescribed in Re%gxlation C.

In response to FIRREA and the FRB
final rule, the Office of Thrift
Supervision (OTS) and the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC)
amended their regulations concerning
home loan activity to make them similar
to Regulation C.

OCC Proposal

The OCC recognizes that national
banks subject to the recordkeeping
requirements of both the FHHLDS and
the HMDA are required to maintain
duplicative information on home loan
activity. The OCC proposal will relieve
the duplicative recordkeeping burden
on these banks without affecting banks
that currently are subject to the monthly
recordkeeping requirement in the
FHHLDS, but are not subject to the
HMDA.

The OCC proposes to amend the
FHHLDS to relieve the duplicative
recordkeeping requirement for banks
subject to both FHHLDS and HMDA by
replacing the recordkeeping
requirement on monthly home loan
activity, currently located at § 27.3(a),
with the existing requirement in the
HMDA and Regulation C, which directs
that certain national banks maintain
information on home loan activity.
Under this proposal, national banks
subject to the HMDA will maintain the
information in a format similar to that
prescribed under Regulation C (Loan/
Application Register), except that (1) if
a loan is denied, the reasons for denial
are required, not optional on the Loan/
Application Register; and (2) all the
information required is entered on the
Loan/Application Register within 30
calendar days after final disposition of
the loan application. These two
exceptions will be discussed more fully
below.

Consistent with Regulation C, only
those national banks with an office or
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branch located in a metropolitan
statistical area or primary metropolitan
statistical area, as defined by the Office
of Management and Budget, and with
total assets greater than $10 million as
of December 31 of the preced
calendar year, must comply with the
monthly recordkeeping rement in
§27.3(a)(1) of the proposed rule, This
recordkeeping requirement will differ
from that imposed by Regulation C in

the following two respects.

First, Regulation C provides that
reporting the reasons for denying a loan
application are optional for all
institutions. 12 CFR 203.4(c). The OTS
currently requires that its regulated
institutions provide the reasons for
denial on their Loan/Application
Registers. The OCC also believes that
this information is helpful in identifying
discrimination in home lending.
Therefore, the OCC proposes to require
all institutions maintaining a Loan/
Application Register to provide reasons
for denying a loan application.

Second, Regulation C does not specify
a time limit for recording the required
data on the Loan/Application Register.
However, the FDIC currently requires
that the Loan/Application Register be
updated within 30 calendar days after
the final disposition of the loan
application. The OCC also believes that
the Loan/Application Register must be
updated regularly to be a useful
examination tool. A national bank can
use the updated Loan/Application
Register to monitor its compliance with
consumer protection laws and with its
own lending policies. Therefore, the
OCC proposes to require that national
banks subject to the HMDA enter all the
required information on the Loan/
Application Register within 30 calendar
days after the final disposition of the
loan agplication (i.e. the application is
denied or withdrawn, or the loan
closes),

Finally, although the monthly home
loan activity information currently
required to be maintained by these
banks under § 27.3(a) is useful to
examiners, it became duplicative of the
information maintained under
Regulation C because of the FIRREA
amendments to the HMDA,
implemented by the FRB final rule.
Therefore, the OCC is proposing to
eliminate the burden of maintaining
these duplicative records for banks
subject to both the FHHLDS and the
HMDA. This proposal will make the
OCC’s recordkeeping requirements
relating to home loan information more
consistent with those of the other
banking regulators without losing home
loan information currently maintained

by national banks that are not subject to
the HMDA.

The OCC proposal retains the existing
monthly recordieeping requirements in
the FHHLDS for national banks that are
not subject to the HMDA and Regulation
C. The OCC will also retain the
remaining provisions of the FHHLDS.
The remaining provisions of the
FHHLDS authorize the Comptroller to
use his or her discretion in requiring
national banks to maintain‘a Fair
Housing Inquiry/Application Log or to
complete Home Loan Data Submission
Forms if the Comptroller has reason to
believe that a national bank is engaging
in discriminatory practices.

Several clarifying amendments to
§ 27.7 are also proposed. These changes
will make § 27.7 conform with the
proposed amendments to the
recordkeeping re%uiremems in § 27.3(a).

The is studying the FHHLDS to
determine what data are most effective
in identifying discrimination in home
lending, to identify the most effective
and least burdensome method for
collecting home loan data, and to
develop an improved statistical model
that will enhance our ability to analyze
home loan data. After the OCC
completes its study of the FHHLDS, the
OCC expects to publish in the Federal
Register a notice of proposed
rulemaking to explain any further
proposed changes to the FHHLDS.

Paperwork Reduction Act

The collection of information
contained in this notice of pro
rulemaking has been submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) for review in accordance with
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980
(44 U.S.C. 3504(h)). Comments on the
collection of information should be sent
to the Office of Management and
Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project
(1557-0159), Washington, DC 20503,
with copies to the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency at the
address previously specified.

The proposed collection of
information, in § 27.3(a), is required by
the Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency to identify discrimination in
home lending pursuant to the Fair
Housing Act (FHA) and the Equal Credit
Opportunity Act (ECOA). This
information will be used to review and
monitor bank compliance with the FHA
and ECOA. The likely recordkeepers are
national banks.

This proposed rule requires national
banks to update the records required
under the HMDA and Regulation C,
monthly rather than annually. The OCC
believes that the change in the
frequency of updates will result in no

additional burden. Further, the OCC
believes that banks would maintain, as
a matter of usual and customary
business practics, essentially the same
types of records specified in § 27.3, even
if those records were not required by
OCC regulation. Therefore, the OCC
believes that the recordkseping burden
imposed by § 27.3 is minimal. The OCC
specifically requests comment on this
issue.

For those banks required to submit
Home Loan Data Submission Forms,
pursuant to § 27.7, the reporting burden
is estimated to average approximately
100 hours annually, varying by the size
and activity of the bank. This proposed
rule will also result in the elimination
of a duplicative system of records for
national banks subject to both the
FHHLDS and the HMDA and a burden
reduction of approximately 8,760
burden hours. The OCC estimates that
there will be 3,750 banks maintaining
records and 13 banks filing reports, on
average, per year.

Estimated respondents under 12 CFR
part 27: 3,750.

Estimated annual burden hours under
12 CFR part 27: 6,300.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

It is hereby certified that this
regulation will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. Accordingly, a
regulatory flexibility analysis is not
required., This mﬁu ation will relieve an
unn duplicative recordkeeping
burden on banks that are subject to the
recordkeeping requirements of both the
FHHLDS and the HMDA.

Executive Order 12291

The OCC has determined that this
regulation is not a “major rule” and
therefore does not require a regulatory
impact analysis. The impact of this final
rule is expected to be slight and will
benefit banks by relieving duplicative
recordkeeping burden and by clarifying
existing regulations.

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 27

Civil rights, Credit, Fair housing,
Mortgages, National banks, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements.

Authority and Issuance

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, part 27 of chapter I of title 12
of the Code of Federal Regulations is
proposed to be amended as set forth
below:

PART 27—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 27 is
revised to read as follows:
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Autharity: 5 U.S.C. 301; 12 U.S.C. 1 et seq,,
93a, 161, 481, and 1818; 15 U.S.C. 1691 et
seq.; 42 U.S.C. 3601 et seq.; 12 CFR part 202.

2, In § 27.3, paragraph (a) is revised to
read as follows:

§27.3 Recordkeeping requirements.

(a) Monthly recordkeeping
requirement—(1) A bank which has an
office in a metropolitan statistical area
or primag metropolitan statistical area
and which had total assets exceeding
$10 million as of December 31 of the
preceding calendar year, shall collect
data regarding applications for,
origination of, and purchases of home
loans (including home improvement
loans), for each calendar year. These
data shall be presented on Federal
Reserve Form FR HMDA-LAR or in an
automated format in accordance with
the instructions, except that:

(i) A bank shall maintain the reason(s)
it denied a loan application; and

(ii) A bank shall record all
information required by this paragraph
within 30 calendar days after the final
disposition of the loan application (i.e.,
the application is deniecr or withdrawn,
or the loan closes).

(2} A bank which receives 50 or more
home loan applications a year, as
measured by the previous calendar year,
and which is not required to collect data
under paragraph (a)(1) of this section,
shall record and maintain for each
decision center the following
information on home loan activity:

(i) Number of applications received
for each of the following: Purchase;
construction-permanent; refinance.

(ii) Number of loans closed for each
of the following: Purchase; construction-
permanent; refinance.

(iii) Number of loans denied for each
of the following: Purchase; construction-
permanent; refinance.

(iv) Number of loans withdrawn by
applicant, for each of the following:
Purchase; construction-permanent;
refinance.

(3) The information required to be
maintained under paragraph (a)(2) of
this section shall be updated monthly
within 10 working days after the close
of the month in a format consistent with
the bank's recordkeeping procedures.

(4) A bank exempted under paragraph
(a)(2) of this section shall be covered gy
that requirement beginning the month
following any quarter in which their
average monthly volume of home loan
applications exceeds four applications
per month. Banks which are subject to
this ?aragraph may discontinue keeping
this information beginning the month
following two consecutive quarters in
which their average monthly volume of
home loan applications drops to four or

fewer applications per month. A bank
which is otherwise exempted under this
paragraph may be required upon
notification received from the
Comptroller, to record and maintain
such information where there is cause to
believe that the bank is not in
compliance with the fair housing laws
based on prier examinations and/or has
substantive consumer complaints,
among other factors.

- L * - -

3. In § 27.7, paragraph (b), the
introductory text for paragraph (c), and
paragraph (d) are revised to read as
follows:

§27.7 Avallabllity, submission and use of
data.

* - * “« L

(b) Prior to a scheduled bank
examination, the Comptroller may
request the information maintained
under § 27.3(a) of this part. A bank
required to maintain information under
§ 27.3(a)(2) shall submit the information
to the Comptroller on the form
prescribed as appendix I. A bank which
is exempt from maintaining the
information required under § 27.3(a)
shall notify the Comptroller of this fact
in writing within 30 calendar days of its
receipt of the Comptroller's request.

(c) If, upon review of the information
maintained under § 27.3(a), the
Comptroller determines that statistical
analysis prior to examination is
warranted, the bank will be notified.

* " * - *

(d) If there is cause to believe that a
bank is in noncompliance with fair
housing laws, the Comptroller may
require submission of additional Home
Loan Data Submission Forms. The
Comptroller may also require
submission of the information
maintained under § 27.3(a) and Home
Loan Data Submission Forms at more
frequent intervals than specified in
paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section.

Dated: April 30, 1993.
Eugene A. Ludwig,
Comptroller of the Currency.
[FR Doc. 93-10943 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-33-P

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

17 CFR Parts 229, 230, 239 and 249

[Release Nos. 33-6997; 34-32232;
International Series Release No. 539 and
File No. $7-16-93]

RIN 3235-AF83

Amendments to the Multijurisdictional
Disclosure System for Canadian
Issuers; Correction

In FR Document No. 93-10350
beginning on page 26442 for Monday,
May 3, 1993, the file number was
incorrectly stated as S7-15-93. The
correct file number is §7-16-93.

May 4, 1993,

Jonathan G. Katz,

Secretary.

{FR Doc. 93-10924 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

17 CFR Part 240
[Release No. 34-32256; Intermational Series
Release No. 540; File No. S7-17-93]

Net Capital Rule

AGENCY: Securities and Exchange
Commission,

ACTION: Concept release; request for
comment.

SUMMARY: The Securities and Exchange
Commission solicits comments on a
broad range of questions regarding the
capital standargs imposed by the Net
Capital Rule, 17 CFR 240.15¢3-1 (Rule
15c3-1) under the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (“Exchange Act”), on
broker-dealer participation in the
derivative products markets. Following
receipt of public comments, the
Commission will determine whether
proposed rulemaking or other action is
appropriate.

DATES: Comments should be received on
or before September 10, 1993.
ADDRESSES: Persons wishing to submit
written comments should file three
copies thereof with Jonathan G. Katz,
Secretary, Securities and Exchange
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20549. All written
comments should refer to File No. S7-
17-93. All comments received will be
available for public inspection and
copying in the Commission’s Public
Reference Room, 450 Fifth Street, NW..
Washington, DC 20549.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael A. Macchiaroli, (202) 272-
2904, Harry Melamed, (202) 272-2382,
Herbert Brooks, (202) 272-3589,
Michael P. Jamroz, (202) 272-2372,
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Roger G. Coffin, (202) 272-7375, Julius
R. Leiman-Carbia, (202) 272-2824,
Timothy H. Thompson, (202) 272-2398
or Marjorie S. Riegel, (202) 504-2892.

L. Introduction

In recent years, the financial markets
have been transformed by the rapid
development of derivative products
markets. Very broadly, a derivative
product may be defined as a financial
instrument that derives its value from
the performance of other assets,
including securities, rates or indexes.'
Derivative products encompass a wide
array of financial contracts, including
swaps, futures, options and forwards,
and some combinations of these
contracts.? Institutional investors, non-
financial corporations, banks and others
often use derivative products to lock in
their future interest rates or currency
values, to make a certain level of
investment in foreign equity markets or
for risk management (i.e., either to
hedge a risk they do not want or to take
arisk that they believe will yield value).
Derivative products such as stock
options or financial futures contracts
have long been traded on exchanges,
which offer standardized products?
backed by clearing organizations’
guarantees.

In recent years, ever larger volumes of
individually negotiated or ‘“‘customized”
contracts between specific
counterparties have been created. For
example, by engaging in what is
typically known as a forward, an aircraft
manufacturer may contract with a major
bank or broker-dealer for a specific
currency exchange rate on a specific
sum several years into the future to
cover the expected delivery date of an
aircraft where the purchase price will be
required in a specific currency. These
individual contracts are generally not
“traded,” either on exchanges or
otherwise. However, they are
considered a part of the over-the-
counter (“OTC”) market because they
are created and closed out in
transactions directly with major
financial institutions and dealers. Many
investors prefer OTC derivative product
contracts because they can be structured
to match the portfolio, or the investment

! See
Dictionary of Finance and Investment T
107 (3d od. 191, o S

F *Soe generally Remolona, The Recent Growth of
Inancial Derivative Markets, Fed. Res. Bank N.Y.
Q. Rev. 28 (1993).

It should be noted, however, that the
Commission recently approved a proposal by the

g::’%pumou b Inc. to list and
ow countam:m« to specify,
with greater fexibility some of the terms that g

traditionally were not negotiable (e. iration
date). Securities Exchange Act Rel. giof?:ozo C
24.1993), 58 PR 12280 (Mar. 3, 1993), o

strategy, of a particular purchaser of a
derivative contract. This flexibility has
served, among other things, as the
impetus for businesses to use derivative
products to control ancillary risks in
their commercial and investment
transactions.

Broker-dealers registered with the
Securities and Exchange Commission
(“SEC"” or ““Commission’), or in some
cases, the holding company or affiliates
of the broker-dealer, along with certain
banks, principally serve as financial
intermediaries in the OTC derivative
products market, undertaking a dealer
or market-making function.* In this
regard, many broker-dealers state that
they attemgt to create so-called
*“matched books” in derivative products
or use securities or other financial
instruments to offset exposures in their
positions.®

The Commission consistently has
monitored the evolution of the
derivative products markets.® In 1978,
for example, the Commission prepared
a study focusing on the listed options
market.” Subsequent to the 1978 study,
the Commission participated in a joint
study of derivative products with the
Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System and the Commodity

*This concept release does not include any
analysis of the status of particular derivative
contracts under the federal securities laws. This
release also does not address questions regarding
ge status of financial intermediaries under those

ws.

3For example, if a corporation and a broker-
dealer enter into an interest rate swap in which the
corporation pays a fixed rate of interest to the
broker-dealer, and receives interest payments at a
floating rate, the broker-dealer may, to offsst this

ure, enter into another swap transaction with
a different entity, or & mirror swap with an affiliate,
in which the broker-dealer receives interest at a
floating rate and pays interest at a fixed rate. In
other cases, the broker-dealer may offset its
exposure using actual securities, futures or options
positions. Also, a broker-dealer may enter into
certain derivative products contracts to offset its
own proprietary positions.

©In this regard, the Commission has concluded
that options on securities are a subsystem within
the National Market System (''NMS") under section
11A of the Exchange Act (15 U.S.C. 78k-1). That
section directs the Commission, among other
things, to facilitate competition among exchange
and non markets in NMS securities. In
addition, in accordance with various sections,
including Section 8(b) of the Exchange Act (15
U.S.C. 78i[b]), the Commission has played a central
and critical role in the development of markets for
souirities options, including options on stock
indexes. See, e.g., Securities Ex; Act Rel. No.
19264 (Nov. 22, 1982), 47 FR 53981 (Nov. 30, 1982);
Securities Exchange Act Rel. No. 19133 (Oct. 14,
1082), 47 FR 46646 (Oct 21, 1982).

7 Staff of the SEC, 86th Cong., 2d Sess., Report of
the Special Study of the Options Marksts (Comm.
Print 1979). This study made specific
recommendations on improving the regulatory
framework for the listed options market, which
resulted in, among other things, improved exchange
surveillance and enhanced suitability and customer
protection rules.

-

Futures Trading Commission
(“CFTC").® The joint study concluded
that "‘because options and futures are
delayed delivery instruments, the
principal financial risk posed by their
trading'is that the parties to a
transaction may be unable to perform
their obligations.” ®

The Commission’s continued
regulatory efforts have confirmed that
broker-dealers who participate in the
derivative products markets are subject
to numerous risks, including market or
position risk (the risk of adverse price
movements), pricing risk (the risk that
pricing models inadequately price
derivatives) and liquidity risk (the risk
that the broker-dealer cannot replace the
contract in a timely manner). Broker-
dealers engaging in OTC derivative
products are exposed to the additional
credit risk, or risk of default by a
counter-party. With respect to a swap,
an OTC option or a forward, the party
expecting future payment or delivery
has a credit risk related to the profit on
the transaction, unless it is offset by
margin or collateral from the paying
party. The credit risk associated with
derivative products is not fixed, but
increases or decreases as the market
value of the underlying instrument
moves.'?

Dealers in the OTC derivative
products markets have responded to the
credit risk element of derivative

roducts in a number of ways. First,

roker-dealers have selected counter-
parties on the basis of credit ratings and
credit evaluation. Second, broker-
dealers have attempted to enhance their

¥ See Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, CFTC, and SEC, A Study of the Effects on
the Economy of Trading in Futures and Options I'V-
2 (Dec. 1984) (“Joint SEC Study 1984").

?Joint SEC Study 1984 at VIII-32. As part of the
Commission’s continued efforts in this area, the
Division of Market Regulation (“Division”) also
produced written reports extensively discussing the
effect of derivative products on the market break of
October 1987 and the market decline of October
19889. Division, The October 1887 Market Break ch.
3 (Feb. 1988); Division, Market Analysis of October
13 and 16, 1989 chs. 3 & 4 (Dec. 1990). See also
Staff of the SEC, Staff Report of the Division of
Market Regulation on the Interest Rate Swap Market
(Sept. 1985).

¥ For example, a broker-dealer engaging in a
forward transaction to buy a specified number of
British Pounds in a three month period at a .
predetermined exchange rate will have a credit risk
for the amount of British Pounds it is expecting to
receive in three months, to the extent the Pound
increases in value, unless it secures performance of
the contract by obtaining margin or collateral. This
crodit risk will increase as the value of the British
Pound increases. A broker-dealer with unsecured
profit in a trade with a particular counter-party has
a credit risk to the extent of that profit. As the value
of the British Pound increases, the party with the
obligation to deliver will endure a financial loss
equal to the difference between the forward rate and
the spot rate necessary to purchase the British
Pounds for delivery.
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own credit ratings in order to play a
larger rols in the increasingly credit
conscious derivatives market, One
method of accomplishing credit
enhancement is to create an affiliate or
subsidiary of the broker-dealer or the
broker-dealer holding company, whose
purpose is to conduct OTC derivative
products transactions. In some cases,
the credit rating assigned to OTC
derivative products companies has been
higher than the ratings of the broker-
dealer or the holding
compan

Brokor-dealers generally have
conducted derivative activities that they
deem not to require broker-dealer
registration in affiliates of the broker-
dealer. Certain broker-dealers have
informed the Commission staff that a
factor in their decision to engage in OTC
derivative activities in affiliates of the
broker-dealer is the Commission’s Net
Capital Rule.!! Historically, unsecured
credit extensions have not been a
significant element of a broker-dealer's
business. The Net Capital Rule’s design
reflects this; thus the rule contains

sophisticated assessments of the market

ris component of securities and
commodities positions, but treats
unsecured credit risk issues more
severely. The unrealized profit related
to certain OTC derivative products, for
example, generally is treated as if it
were an unsecured receivable under the
Net Capital Rule, subject to a 100%
capital charge in computing net capital.

Although options and futures markets
have traded derivative:;products for
many years, and dealers similarly have
offerad customized derivative products
for many years, the recent growth in
OTC derivative products, and the
widespread institutional interest in
these products, have drawn the
attention of other financial regulatars, A
concern frequently raisad is the effect
that a failure of even one of the larger
dealers, which represent the great
majority of derivative activity, would
have on the U.S. financial system.'?
Members of the Commission also have
discussed issues relating to derivative
products.’?

""17 CFR 240.15c3-1.

1 See, 08., Banhlorlnlwsuﬂunu.
Recent

s«mc-wumumw
bySenuanonD-NuPndeu. 27,

lxmovnﬂonndumﬂ.ﬂ.ﬁp-dhha

This release constitutes one
component of the Commission’s larger
and continuing efiorts to examine
developments in the derivative products
markets, Recently, the Commission
adopted risk assessment recordkeeping
and reporting rules for broker-dealers,
concerni affiliates of the broker-
dealer.** The risk assessment rules
require a registered broker-dealer to file
with the Commission, among other
things, data concerning off-balance
sheet information for its material
affiliates. Analysis of this data will
enable the Commission to determine
with greater the size of, and
concentration of activity in, the
derivative products markets. This data
also will aid the Commission in
determining how the activity in the
derivative products markets conducted
by unregulated material affiliates affocts

: re%ivgtamd broker-dealers.

e purpose of this release is to
explore and evaluate whether the
Commission’s Net Capital Rule should
be modified in light of activities in the
derivative products markets, and in the
OTC market in particular, One approach
would involve maintenance of the
current Net Capital Rule, which may
have the effect of encouraging derivative
products activity to move or remain
outside U.S. regulated broker-dealers.
Another approach would be to devise
capital requirements that
comprehensively address the credit and
market risks posed by derivative
products, so that firms could conduct
their businesses in a registered broker-
dealer without what they regard as
undue capital constraints. A third
approach, which could be combined
with either of the previously stated
approaches or implemented separatel
would be to formulate separate mpm{
guidelines that specifically would apply
to derivative products companies that

are registered broker-dealers.

The remainder of this release
describes the various elements of the
derivative products markets and the
present capital charges relating to these
activities. The release concludes by

Feoderal Reserve Bank of Atlanta Conference on
Financial Markets (Mar. 4, 1993); Richard Y.
Roberts, Commissioner, SEC, Secondary Market
Disclosure and Swaps, Speech before the National
Association of State Treasurers’ Legislative
Conference {Mar. 3, 1093); Mary L. Schapiro,
Commissioner, SEC, The Growth of the Synthetic
Derivatives Market: Risks and Benefits, Speech
before The National Options & Futures Society
(Nov. 13, 1891).

" See Securities Exchange Act Rel. No. 30929
(July 16, 1982), 57 FR 32159 (July 21, 1992). The
rules require broker-dealers to maintain and
preserve records and other information concerning
certain of the broker-dealers’ material affiliates, and
to file this information with the Commission on
Form 17-H.

semng forth quashona as to whether
cheﬁ:s appropriate, and
er me of capital
treatmem would be more appropriate,

I1, Description of Products and Current
Capital Treatment

A. Options
1. Description

A security option provides the holder
the right to buy or sell a particular
security, including cudr;:nciec traded on
an , or an index based on the
valmet of securities'* at 8
certain price (i.8., the price) for
a limited period of time.' A call option
is a “contract giving its owner the right
to buy a fixed number of units of a
specified underlying instrument at a
fixed price at any time on or before a

ven date.” '7 A put Hnon gives the
ﬁ.older “the right to sell a fixed number
of units of a specified underlying
instrument at a fixed price at any time
on or beiore a given date.” '*

An option’s price, or premium, has
two components, the opticn’s intrinsic
value and the “time value premium.” A
call option’s intrinsic value is the
amount by which the smkix& price is
less than the stock price. In the case of
a put option the intrinsic value is the
amount by which the striking price is
greater than the stock price. The time
value premium is the amount by which
the option premium itself exceeds the
oonn s intrinsic value." The factors
affecting the value of a security option
include the striking price, the current
value and volatility of the underlying
security, interest rates, cash dividends,
if any, and remaining time to
expiration.?

311 exercised, an option on an index based oo the
value of a basket of securities generally entitles the
holder of the option to pay or collect the cash vaiue
of the index rather than 10 receive or deliver the
securities,

'$Options may be either European style, where
the option may be exercised only at its expiration,
or American style, whare the option may be
exercised at any time up to the date of
Listed, index options may be cap
mpped nyle where they are automatically

prior to expiration if the exchange on
whidx the option is traded delermines that the
le?&mm value for the option an any
trading day prier to expiration has hit the cap price
for the option.

'7]. Cox & M. Rubinstein, Options Markets 1
(1985). See also Staff of the SEC, supra note 7, ot
xvi,

1*See |. Cox & M. Rubinstein, supra note 17, ot
3, A short conveys an obligation to sell the
underlying securities (i.e., short call) or to purchase
the underlying nwidz' {ie., short pﬂ). A long
position conveys & 1o purchase the underlying
securities {i.a., long call) or o sell the underlying
socilty fta.Joug pull. 2

Options Essential Trading
Smud-m cmmmmd 1990}.
9]. Cox & M. Rubinstein, supra note 17, at 33.
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2. Treatment of Option Positions Under
Rule 15¢3-1

a. Listed options. Under Rule 15¢3-1,
there are two different capital
treatments for options positions held by
broker-dealers. The first approach
assumes that the option be
exercised or held to expiration.
Therefore, capital charges are based on
the market value of the underlying
security. 2! The second approach, or
premium-based approach, assumes that
options are frequently traded. Therefors,
capital charges, or haircuts, under this
approach are based on the market value
of the option, not the underlying
security. In either case, to account for
potential price movements not reflected
in the option’s current value, both
approaches generally assess minimum |

harges for naked, or uncovered, option
positions or recognized option
strategies,

b. Unlisted options. The Net Capital
Rule generally treats long unliste
options very conservatively because of
the credit risk involved and because
they have very limited liquidity. This
conservative treatment requires a
broker-dealer to adjust net worth by
deducting the full time value premium
of unlisted options from net worth. In
addition, the broker-dealer is required to
apply a deep haircut on the option’s
intrinsic value, Moreover, as a general
rule, no preferential hedging or spread
benefits (e.g., a long call offset by a short
stock position) are allowed for long
unlisted options. 22

B. Futures Contracts and Options on
Futures Contracts

1. Description

a. Futures contracts. As a general
matter, a futures contract obligates the
holder to buy certain amounts of a
particular commodity, of a group or
index of securities 22 or of government
securities at a specified price on the

*' The capital charges for options under this
approach, therefore, employ the volatility
assumptions in od into the haircuts applied
to securities positions held by broker-dealers.

**The Division of Market Regulation has issued
a no-action letter which gives value for net capital
purposes to long unlisted options on U.S.
Government securities hedged with the underlying
securities. This treatment is provided exclusively
under specific circumstances designed to limit the
credit risk to the holder of the option. Letter from
Michael A, Macchiaroli, Assistant Director,
Division, SEC, to Salvatore Pallants, Senior Vice
President, New York Stock Exchangs, Inc., and
Thomas Cassella, Vice President, National
W)ggg; tion of Securities Dealers, Inc. (Jan. 31,

* Pursuant to Section 2 of the Commodity
Exchange Act, market participants may not enter
into futures contracts where the underlying
Instrument is an individual security, other than an

exempted security.” 7 U.S.C. 2a(v

maturity date of the contract. 24 At any
time, the value of a futures contract will
depend on the underlying spot price 2%
and the cost of carrying the underlying
commodity or security to the futures’
delivery date. Carrying charges fall into
four basic categories: storage cost,
insurance cost, transportation cost and
financing cost. 2® The most significant of
these as to financial instruments is the
financing cost.

Because the value of a futures contract -

is linked to the underlying spot price,
holders run a risk insofar as their
positions may have a positive or
negative expected cash return. 3” The
risk involved in the trading of these
instruments, however, can be
eliminated by closing out the position at
any time. That is, the holder of a futures
position can purchase or sell a futures
contract with the same characteristics,
but which is on the other side of the
market.

b. Options on futures contracts. An
option on a futures contract, or a futures
option, provides the holder with the
right to buy or sell the underlying
futures contract at the exercise price of
the option. Generally, the value of a
futures option is conditioned by the
same factors that affect a security
option. 28 The essential difference in the
valuation process between security and
futures options is that the latter's
underlying value is not the same as that
of the underlying asset but instead it
equals the value of the futures contract,
which relies on both the spot price and
the cost of carrying.

2. Treatment of Futures Contracts and
Options on Futures Contracts Under
Rule 15¢3-1

Generally, capital charges for futures
contracts and options on futures
contracts are based on the margin
requirement of the applicable
commodity clearing organization. 29

24 Seo Smith, Smithson & Wilford, Managing
Financial Risk, J. Applied Corp. Fin. 34 (1989). The

person who agrees to buy the underlying
commodity is long the future, and the person who

agrees to sell the underlying commodity is short the-

future. Like index options based on the value of a
basket of securities, futures on a group or index of
securities are cash settled.

25*The spot price of a commodity is the price at
which it can be bought or sold for immediate
delivery.” Black, The Pricing of Commodity
Contracts, 3 J. Fin. Econ. 167 (1976).

28 Kolb, Pricing Financial Futures: an
Introduction, in The Financial Derivatives Reader
94 (R.W. Kolb ed. 1992).

27 See Black, supra note 25, at 171.

23506 id. at 176.

*91f the broker-dealer is a member of a seif-
regulatory organization but not a clearing member
of the commodity clearing corporation clearing the
commadity contract, it must take a haircut
deduction equal to 150% of the greater of th
applicable maint e margin requi t of the

This may vary, however, if the futures
contract or the futures option is offset by
securities or related option positions. In
many instances, recognition of these
strategies has involved treating the
futures or related option position as the
offsetting underlying security, 30

C. Forward Contracts
1. Description

A forward contract obligates a party to
pay for or deliver currencies, U.S.
Government securities or a commodity
on a specified future date, the maturity
date, for the forward price prevailing at
the time the contract is initiated.
Customarily, there is no money
settlement at the beginning of the
forward contract or during the lifetime
of the contract, but only on the maturity
date. 32 Registered broker-dealers most
commonly enter into forward contracts
on U.S. Government securities and
foreign currencies. ** The most common
type of forward contract is a currency
forward.

Like futures contracts, the value of
forward contracts will depend on the
underlying spot price and the carrying
cost. The most important differences
between these two derivative products,
however, is that forward contracts are
traded in the OTC market and the mark-
to-market customarily is not settled
daily. Moreover, unlike future contracts,
forward contracts do not carry a clearing
house guarantee. As a result of these
differences, forward contracts carry
significant credit risk.

2. Treatment of Forward Contracts
Under Rule 15¢3-1

Under the Net Capital Ruls, the
charge for currency forward contracts
and forwards on U.S. Government
securities is based on the underlying
instrument. 4 The capital charges for

applicable board of trade or the commodity clearing
corporation.
For exm:rle. foreign currency futures contracts

may be treated as underlying securities and options
on foreign currency futures may be treated as
security options when they are used to offset
foreign currency options in the same underlying
major currency. See, e.g., Letter from Michael A.
Macchiaroli, Assistant Director, Division, SEC, to
Diane Anderson, Assistant Vice President,
Philadelphia Stock Exchange, Inc., and Steven
O'Malley, Vice President, The<€hicago Board
Options Exchange, Inc, (July 9, 1992).

31 See Cox, Ingersoll & Ross, The Relation
between Forward Prices and Futures Prices, 9 J. Fin.
Econ. 322 (1981).

3.

33 Regulation T under the Exchange Act, which
establishes credit requirements and payment rules
for securities transactions, makes it unlikely for
broker-dealers to trade forwards on securities that
are subject to its provisions. 12 CFR Part 220.

34The general net capital treatment of forwards
on commodities (other than foreign currencies

Continved
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these forward contracts, therefore, is the
haircut applied to the underlying
position.

Forward contracts incorporate credit
risk to the extent that their marks-to-
market are not settled on a daily basis.
In each instrument, the credit risk is the
unrealized amount of profit the broker-
dealer would make as to a particular
long or short position (without regard to
any offset), if that position was closed
out at that moment. The Net Capital
Rule generally treats this amount as an
unsecured receivable which must be
deducted from net worth in arriving at
net capital.

D. Swaps
1. Description

For purposes of this discussion, the
term swaps includes any of a growing
number of contractual agreements

roviding for the exchange of cash flows

tween two parties. The swapped

amounts are calculated on
underlying debt obligations, equity
securities and indexes, currencies and
other commodities. Swaps are traded in
the OTC market, the terms of each
agreement are determined by the parties
to the contract,® and there is no central
clearing mechanism. The following
section describes basic swap structures.

a. Interest rate swaps. Generally, a
party to an interest rate swap has a
financing or debt position, which it
desires to change. Although it may not
be able to change the terms of its
financing or debt position, it may
change the corresponding or related
interest rate exposure by entering into
an interest rate swap with a third party.
Interest rate swaps account for most of
the volume in the swaps market.?

A typical interest rate swap (i.e., a
*“plain vanilla” swap) involves the net
exchange of a fixed rate of interest for
a short term floating rate. The parties
agree on an amount {i.s., the notional
amount), which is not exchanged, but

which receive a charge ol either 6% for major
currencies or 20% for other currencies) is set forth
in Appundix B of Rule 15c3-1. Broker-desiers must
doduct 20% of the market value of naked, or
uncovered, forward contracts o accoun! for market
risk. Broker-dealers incur no market risk deduction
if the forward is currently registered as deliverable
on a contract market aed is covared by an open
futures contract or by a commodity option on a
physical. Broker-dealers incur & market risk
deduction of 30% for other forward contracis to
purchase or sell commoditias that are covered by
an open futures contract.

*jt should be noted, however, that, as a general
rule, most broker-dealers use the terms and
conditions set forth in standard swap agreements
prepared by industry groups.

* See Arthur Andersen & Co., Market Survey
Highlights First Half 1992, prepared for the
Intornational Swap Dealers Association, Inc.
{"1SDA™) (1993).

instead is used to calculate the
payments made under the interest rate
swap. At the time when the interest
payments are dus, the parties will
usually exchange a single amount
represemmg the net settlement
obligation.?

In order to accommodate their

¢ needs, market participants have

eveloped many veriations from the
basic plain vanilla swap. Sw
transactions can be so that
the notional principal increases
(“accreting swaps”') or decreases
(“amortizing swaps'’) during the life of
the contract. Amortizing swaps can be
used in the cese of asset-backed
securities, where there are expected
changes in the mortgage-backed
securities’ underlying principal. An
accreting swap can be used where the
underlying principal is expected to
increase, for example, by taking down a
line of credit gradually at a floating rate.
Interest rate swaps also can be
structured so that the cash flows are
different from the normal fixed-for-float
swap. For example, the swap can be
structured so that there is an exchange
of a floating rate for a rate that is based
on an interest rate index.®

b. Currency swaps. Currency swaps
generally involve exchanges of fixed
amounts of currencies, and are roughly
equivalent to a series of forward
exchange agreements. Upon maturity,
the parties re-exchange the principa
amounts. Interest payments are
generally paid by the parties based on
the interest rates available in the two
currencies at the beginning of the
agreement.

c. Equity swaps. Equity swaps allow
the parties to exchange Iie rate of return
(or a component thereof) on an equity
investment {e.g., a group of equity
securities or an index) for the rate of

37Wall & Pringle, Interost Rate Swaps: A Review
of the Issues, Fed. Res. Bank of Atlanta Econ. Rev.
23 (1988). The basic fixed-for-float rate swap is
usually characterized as a “‘par vaive™ swap. This
results from the fact that the swap is viewed as @
hypotheticel exchange of fixed for foating rate
bands that, when arranged al market interest, both
bonds are equal 10 their face values.

Prequently, interest rate swaps are used in
conjunction with other derivative instruments to
offsel the interest rate fluctustion risk. loterest rate
swaps may be ofiset with, for examples, “caps,”
“floors™ or “collars.” These are “european-siyle
option-based instruments.” A “cap” is essentially a
call option which places a limil on the amousmst
floating rate interest that must be paid on a certain
principal amount. A “floor™ is essentially a put
option which places a limit on the minimum
amount that would be paid on a certain prescribed
amount. A “collar" is essentially a combination of
a long cap and a short floor where the striking
prices are set at different levels.

¥ See generally Abken, Beyond Plain Vanilla: A
Taxonomy of Swaps, Fed. Res. Bank of Allanta
Econ. Rev, 32 {1891).

return on another non-squity or equity
investment. Typically, an investor will
swap either fixed or floating rate interest
payments for payments indexed to the
performance of a broad-based stock
index in a domestic or foreign market,

2. Treatment of Swaps Under Rule
15¢3-1

a. Interest rate swaps. The
Commission has been told that few
swaps are booked in a registered broker-
dealer because of the treatment
accorded to swap transactions by the
Net Capital Rule. The first component of
the capital treatment for interest rate
swaps requires the current value of the
next net interest payment due from the
interest rate swap to be considered an
unsecured receivable and to be
deducted from net worth in arriving at
net capital. The second component of
the capital treatment of interest rate
swaps requires a deduction or “haircut”
on the notional amount of the swap. The
amount of the deduction d ds on the
maturity of the swep and whether the
broker-dealer has offset the swap.

b. Currency swaps. Because currency
swaps are essentially the functional

uivalent of two currency forwards, the
Net Capital Rule treats a currency swap
the same as long a currency forward and
short another currency forward. Thus, if
a broker-dealer has a currency swap in
which it receives Deutsche marks and
pays out British pounds, the broker-
dealer would treat the currency swap as
a long position in a forward Deutsche
mark contract and an unrelated short
position in a forward British pound
contract for capital lgurpeses.

c. Equity swaps. Under the Net
Capital Rule, broker-dealers are required
to consider the next, net payment
amount as an unsecured receivable, and,
therefore, must deduct that amount from
net worth in arriving at net capital. In
addition, broker-dealers are required to
take a deduction on the notional amount
of the equity swap equal to the haircut
applicable to the underlying position.
The Net Capital Rule, moreover,
not allow any beneficial treatment for
positions deemed to offset the risk
associated with a long equity swap {ie..
when the broker-dealer is entitled to
receive the cash flow linked to a stock
index position).

II1. Risk Analysis of Derivative
Products

This section focuses on the primary
risks associated with the trading of
derivative products—market risk and
credit risk. the market risks in
derivative ucts generally can be
related to the risks encountered in more
traditional equity and interest rate
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instruments, derivative products present
these risks in a new light because most
positions are ed by intermediaries
using complex els based on -
historical volatilities of related
products.®® Although credit risk is
present in virtually every transaction
between trade and settlement date, the
credit risk is significantly greater in the
trading of OTC derivative products than
in the trading of typical exchange-traded
products because executory contracts
may not be settled for long periods of
time, usually are not margined and are
not afforded clearing organizations’
guarantees. Furthermore, the amount of
credit risk is linked to the amount of
market risk because the credit exposure
chenges with the value of the OTC
derivative product.

Questions are set forth below under
headings for market and credit risk and
separate sub-sections for various
categories of derivatives. In responding
to questions, commentators should view
the headings as organizational rather
than as limiting the scope of the
question.

A. Market Risk
1. Generally

The market risk of a derivative
product is the risk of financial loss
inherent in adverse changes in the value
of the contract until the asset or liability
can be liquidated. In the case of
derivative products, the adverse
movement generally results from a
fluctuation in the price of the security,
index, or in the yield of the instrument
underlying the derivative. The
relationship between changes in the
price of the underlying asset and the
price of the derivative product, or the
derivative's “price sensitivity,” can vary
depending on the terms of the derivative
contract.

Because the market risk of the
derivative product is related to the
market risk of the underlying asset, the
underlying asset may be used to offset
the market risk of the derivative.
Particilﬁ:nu in the derivatives markets
argue that the appropriate approach to
measuring market risk is not to measure
the price sensitivity of the individual
contract, but of the portfolio of contracts
and related assets and liabilities that a
particular dealer holds, Thus, the
market risk that @ swap dealer is subject
to, and for which his capital should be
assessed, would be the net change in the

Incrementalism, 162 Yale L]
1457 (1993).

value of the swap portfolio,*® along with
the change in the value of any
instruments used to offset the portfolio
(e.g., debt securities or interest rate or
currency futures), that would result
from anticipated changes*! in the
relevant price or rate.

One of the more severe problems in
measuring market risk is tge possibility
of mispricing derivative products.
Because prices of specific OTC
derivative products generally are not
publicly available {nor are there
comparable products traded on an
exchange), prices of derivatives must be
interpolated using a price grid or
computed using e financial model. But
reliance on & financial model could
cause a firm significant harm. For
example, reliance on a financial model
that incorrectly predicts future
volatility *2 of the underlying instrument
may lead to financial distress or even
cause the failure of a weaker firm.

2. Current Proposals

a. Options. The Commission staff
currently is studying a recommendation
that the Commission adopt a theoretical
pricing model system developed by the
Options Clearing Corporation (“OCC")
to determine haircuts for broker-dealers’
options positions under the Net Capital
Rule. Under this proposal, the capital
charges associated with a portfolio of
options on a given underlying
instrument would be the difference
between the closing market prices and
the option’s theoretical price after
applying assumed adverse market
movements. In addition, if the portfolio
contains related underlying
instruments, the charge for those
positions would be equal to the market
movement assumed for purposes of
calculating the option’s theoretical
price.

This would not be the first time that
the Commission has recognized the
utility of theoretical pricing models. In
1886, the Commission approved the use
of a pricing model approach to calculate

*ISDA has developed a master agresment that
allows an intermediary to combine all of its

transactions with a defaulted y and
establish a final net payment. Accordingly, it is
argued that regulators should recognize netting in
their capital guidelines by applying the charges to
the net and not the gross amount of credit risk. The

margin requirements for participants of
the OCC. *! The Commission's mslon
at that time was based on the
OCC's ability to mutualize the risk
associated with member defauits. *
There may be differentapplicable
considerations where a single broker-
dealer assumes the risks without the
benefit of a central clearing system.

Questions for Comment

1. The Commission invites
commentators to discuss whether
pricing models should be different for
listed and OTC options. In the case of
pricing models for OTC options,
commentators are invited to address the
availability and standardization of the
information (e.g., closing prices)
necessary to calculate the prices of these
instruments,

2, The Commission recognizes that
transactions in derivative products by
firms, which are dually registered as
broker-dealers and futures commission
merchants (“FCMs"), may raise capital
compliance issues that need to be
addressed in coordination with the
CFTC. In this connection, the CFTC has
informed the Commission that it is
reviewing the continuing
appropriateness of its Rule 1.19, which
precludes firms registered as FCMs from
offering, underwriting or assuming
financial responsibility for dealing in
OTC commodity options, except for
options traded pursuant to the rules of
a U.S. or foreign contract market. %5
Comment is requested on these and
other additional issues in this area of
concern to regulated firms.

b. Currency forwards and swaps. The
Commission believes that, as a general
matter, the market risks related to
forward contracts for commodities and
government securities are appropriately
handled under the Net Capital Rule. The
primary questions arise, therefore, as to
currencies. As noted above, because
basic currency swaps are essentially two
currency forwards, the proposed
treatment for currency swaps is
discussed here, as well.

The SIA has proposed a net capital
treatment of currency forwards. * The
market risk portion of that treatment *
would require a charge on the net long
or short position of all uncovered

problem with this approach is that, although netting
generally is legally recognized in U.S. bankruptcy
law, its legal status is uncertain in some countries.
See 12 US.C. 4403.

*'The charge used may be the haircut on the
underlying asset.

“2The difficulty of estimating futurs volatility is
MW%MM&S&
©.g., Ball, A Roview of ic Volatility Models
with Application to Option Pricing, Working Paper,

Owen School of Management, Vanderbilt
University (Mar. 21, 1993},

43 Securities Act Rel. No. 23167 {Apr.
22, 1986), 51 FR 16127 (Apr. 30, 1986).

“1d., 51 FR at 18131.

“*17CFR1.9.

“Letter from Dominic Carone, Chairman, Capital
Committee, SIA, to William H. Heyman, Director,
Division, SEC (Oct. 9, 1992).

47 The SIA proposal contains separato treatments
for market risk and credit risk. The credit risk
portion of the will be discussod in the
Credit Risk portion of this release.
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currency positions. “® The amount of the
capital charge on the uncovered
position would depend on the currency
category. Category A *? currencies would
require a charge of 6% on the uncovered
position. Category*B * currencies would
require an 8% charge on the uncovered
position. Category C*! currencies would

ire a charge of 20%.

o SIA proposal would apply one
charge to any long currency position
offset with a short position of any other
currency. The charge on the matched
position would be equal to the charge
on the currency in the category with the
highest capital charge of the two
categories involved. For example, if a
long position in a Category A currency
were offset with a short position in a
Category C currency, the haircut on the
Category C currency (i.e., 20%) would
be applied to the matched position. *2

An additional risk that may need to be
accounted for is the interest rate risk in
offsetting transactions. Interest rate
differentials determine the difference
between the spot rate for the exchange
of currencies today and the rate for the
exchange of those same two currencies
in the future. The interest rate risk in a
forward contract is the risk that a shift
in the interest rate differential will
causa the value of the forward contract
to change even when there is not a
change in the spot rate. One approach
to address this risk would be to assign
the currency forward positions to
maturity bands and assess a capital

“*The calculation of a position in a curren
other than the firm's base currency would Include:
(1) All balance sheet assets and liabilities
denominated in that currency (A broker-dealer may
alect to exclude from the calculation of currency
positions assets that otherwise require a 100%
deduction from mrila]); (2) all forward contracts for

the purchase or sale of that currency, at their
contract value; (3) all currency futures contracts at
the nominal value of the contracts; and {4) all other
commitments to purchase or sell assets
denominated in that currency. A broker-dealer
could elect to treat the net currency position thus
calculated as a position in the “underlying
security" for purposes of determining the deduction
for currency options required under Appendix A of
Rule 15¢3-1 or Rule 15¢c3-1(c)(2)(x).

+* Category A currencles are the German mark, the
British pound, the Japanese yen, the Canadian
dollar, the Swiss franc, the French franc and the
European Currency Unit.

%9 Catogory B currencies are the ltalian lira, the
Dutch gilder, the Danish kroner, the Swedish krona,
the Belgian franc, the Norwegian kroner, the
Finnish mark, the Spanish ta, the Australian
dollar and the New Zealand dollar.

! Category C currencies are all currencies that are
not Category A or Category B currencies.

32 Assume a long $120 equivalent position In
British pounds (Category A) were offsel with a short
$100 equivalent position in Australian dollars
(Category B). The charge on the $100 equivalent
matched position would be 8%. A 6% charge
would be applied to the remaining $20 equivalent
position in British pounds (i.e., the uncovered
portion). The total capital charge for the portfolio
would be $9.20 (.08 times $100 plus .06 times $20).

charge for interest rate risk depending
on the maturity of the contract. This
approach would parallel the assignment

one in the government securities area.
Interest rate-related capital charges on
short and long currency positions could
be offset against each other to varying
degrees depending on their relative
maturities.

Questions for Comment

3. The Commission invites
commentators to address the SIA
proposal for the treatment of market risk
of currency forwards as set forth above.

4. The major question (aside from the
appropriate capital charge for the
underlying currency) is to what degree,
if any, one foreign currency position
should be allowed to offset another
foreign currency position in the
determination of capital charges? The
Commission invites commentators to
submit data supporting their
recommendations.

5. The Commission also invites
commentators to recommend whether,
and if at all, such products as interest
rate swaps and currency swaps, should
be allowed to offset the risk of related
forward positions in the determination
of capital charges.

6. The Commission staff understands
that a change in interest rates may result
in differing and unequal changes in
foreign.exchange rates in offsetting
positions in different currencies with
different maturities. The Commission
invites commentators to address the
approach concerning the treatment of
interest rate risk of currency forwards
discussed above. The Commission
invites commentators to suggest
whether the added complexity that this
proposal would add to the calculation of
capital charges is justified by the risk. If
it is believed that the complexity is not
justified by the risk, the Commission
invites commentators to recommend an
approach to deal with the risk.

c. Interest Rate Swaps. At a minimum,
there are two separate approaches
concerning the treatment of these
contracts. The first approach would
calculate exposure by synthetically
converting the large number of separate
payments from a large interest rate swap
book into a portfolio of specified debt
securities that are equivalent, in terms
of interest rate sensitivity, to the swap
payment flows. Under this approach,
cash flows from interest rate swaps
would be taken together if they are
denominated in the same currency.
These derived securities would then be
treated under the Net Capital Rule in the
same way as actual bond positions with
the same characteristics. The value of
the derived securities would be

calculated in terms of zero coupon bond
equivalents. 3

The second approach for the
treatment of interest rate swaps is to slot
the notional amount of the swaps into
the maturity bands currently in use for
government securities, and apply a
capital charge ranging from 0‘)2 to 6%,
depending on the maturity of the swap.
The capital charges of long and short
positions in swaps could be offset
depending on the relative maturities of
the two swaps, or could be hedged with
other debt instruments.

Questions for Comment

7. The Commission invites
commentators to address these
approaches. Specifically, the
Commission invites commentators to
discuss the advantages or disadvantages
of each. Should the charges for these
instruments be integrated into the net
capital debt haircut scheme?

8. To what extent does a secondary
market for interest rate swaps exist? To
what extent is it possible to close out an
interest rate swap?

9. To what extent should treatment
under the Net Capital Rule reflect the
probability of netting in bankruptcy?

10. The Commission invites
commentators to provide data on the
market movements of interest rate
swaps, particularly during times of
market stress or increased volatility.
Also, the Commission invites
commentators to submit calculations of
haircut charges on sample portfolios
using a model suggested by the first or
second approach described above.

11. The Commission invites
commentators to recommend to what
extent other products, including interest
rate instruments and option products
such as caps and collars, should be
allowed to offset the risk of interest rate
swaps in the determination of capital
charges.

12. The Commission invites
commentators to recommend, in detail,
other proposals for the treatment of
interest rate swaps.

13. In the case of amortizing and
accreting interest rate swaps, it is
difficult for the swapholder to maintain
appropriate offsets for these
instruments, because of the changing
notional amount. The Commission
invites commentators to recommend
appropriate capital treatment to account
for the increased risk factors of these
swaps, or any other swaps with unique
risk characteristics.

33This means each of the cash flows would be
discounted, using zero coupon rates, to its presen!
velue (i.e., the current value of a zerc coupon bond
with those payment characteristics).
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d. Equity Swaps.
Questions for Comment

14. It would seem that the obligation
to pay or the right to receive the rate of
return based on the value of securities
should be treated as if it were an equity
position. The Commission invites
comment on dtermti've methods of
determining a capita :

15. To what exgent mmty
swaps be allowed to offset equity
securities or debt securities in the
determination of capital charges. Please
bs specific in how offsets would
be calculated.

B. Credit Risk

1. Generally

Credit risk is the risk that the
counterparty to a transaction will
default, or otherwise fail to perform
under the terms of the contract. In this
context, the Commission here is not
requesting comments on the credit risk
involving centrally-cleared, exchange
transactions.** Instead, the Commission
is requesting comments on the
appropriate capital treatment to reflect
the credit risk in OTC derivative
products, which are generally
unmargined contracts involving terms
which are negotiated directly between
the counterparties, without the
intervention of a central clearing
organization.

he Net Capital Rule operates to
discourage broker-dealers from holding
positions that entail unsecured credit
risk. Broker-dealers, therefore,
traditionally have had limited exposure
to credit risk.3s Clearing organizations
for securities and commodity contracts
substantially reduce credit risk in
exchange-traded derivatives by
collecting margin and clearing fund
deposits.® As such, the clearing
organization substitutes the

*In exchange transactions thare m:

be some
credit risk between way trade and
sottlement date, or with ordinary margin
transactions.

* Broker-dealer affiliates were exposod to largs
amounts of credit risk with “‘bridge loans™ during
the merger and tions period in the 1980s. A
bridge loan generally was an unsecured loan from
a broker-dealer affiliate to a company or & group of
investors interested in buying the stock of a target
Company. Once this group or company
:?;_ﬂ‘ml t:‘felae target, they would cause the company

issue
beidge anat and use the proceeds to repay the

*Futures contracts are cleared through
tommodity clearing organizations designated or
affiliated with the contract market. Futures clearing
organizations collect ori; margin from both the
buyer and selier of the futures contract as a good
faith deposit in their respective obligations to
porform under the terms of the futures contract. The
Cloaring organization also collects variation margin
‘rom the members on a daily basis reflecting the
daily difference in value of the futures contact,

creditworthiness of a single dsaler for
that of the clearing organization, which
represents the combined
creditworthiness of all the clearing
participants.
a. Measuring credit exposure. The

amount of credit exposure as of a

articular time is commonly measured

the derivative product’s replacement

cost, which is essentially the cost of
entering into a new agreement under
current market conditions with rates or
other price data equivalent to those on
the agreement being replaced. Thus, it is
important that the contracts are marked-
to-market regularly so that the current
credit exposure can be monitored.

Replacement cost, in the case of
swaps, for example, normally will be
only a small percentage of the notional
principal amount of the contract, which
is usually a hypothetical basis on which
payments are calculated rather than an
amount actually to be exchanged. The
current replacement cost of swaps can
be calculated as the discounted present
value of the cash flow a counterparty is
expected ta receive. While both parties
to a single swap contract may be subject
to credit risk during the life of the
contract, normally only one party will
be subject to credit risk at any one time.

It is more difficult to measure
potential future credit exposure, which
changes as the price, or yield of the
underlying instrument changes. These
changes cannot be estimated with
certainty, but financial intermediaries
attempt to measure the potential
exposure by models using various
methods to estimate volatilities of the
underlying instrument.™

b. Managing credit exposure. The
credit risk in OTC derivative products
can be protected against and managed
by requiring margin, by maintaining
adequate capital, and by requiring
netting agreements. Generally,
counterparties also will reduce credit
axé)osures to weakening institutions by
reducing the volume and maturity of
transactions they conduct with those
institutions.

Derivative products often are highly
complex and require careful
management to assure that appropriate
hedges are maintained. Risk
management controls are thus, even
more important for derivatives than for
traditional products. Derivative
intermediaries must rely on their
internal controls to control their credit
exposure.*®

37 See Hu, supra note 39, at 1477-80 (discussing
the difficulty in predicting future volatility).
3¥Broeden, supra note 13,

2. Current Approaches

The Commission is considering the
use of two different approaches for the
determination of capital charges on the
credit risk of derivative products.

a. SIA Approach. The SIA
recommended an approach to address
the credit risk of currency forwards
which could be applicable to all
derivatives.* Under that approach. the
credit risk capital charge for OTC
deri\g:tive products would consist of
two distinct charges.

(i) Basic charge. The first charge
would be a basic credit charge, The
basic charge would require an 8%
charge on the “‘credit equivalent
amount” multiplied by the
“counterparty factor” for a given
coun y. The *“‘credit equivalent
amount” is the value obtained by
*“marking-to-market” all contracts
relating to open trades plus 1% of the
notional amounts of contracts with less
than one year to maturity and 5% of the
notional amount of contracts with a
maturity of greater than one year.

The value ined by marking-to-
market also may be referred to as the
“deficit." The "deficit” is the current
credit exposure on an open trade. Fora
long OTC option contract, the deficit is
the in-the-money amount. For a forward
agreement, the deficit is the profit
accumulated on the transaction since its
inception. The net deficit for a
counterparty would be reduced by any
margin or other deposits held by the
broker-dealer in connection with such
transactions with the same party and by
any margin calls issued by the broker-
dealer outstanding not more than two
business days.

The counterparty factor proposed by
the SIA is 0% for Zone A *' central
governments and central banks. The
counterparty factor is 20% for
Multilateral Development Banks,*? for
Zone A regional governments, and for
Zone A credit institutions. The

%This credit risk proposal is the second part of
the SIA proposal discussed under the Market Risk
soction of this release. See supra note 46.

“ Negative values are disregarded on this
calculation.

' Zone A central governments include: Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan,

Lux , Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Turkey, Usniled Kingdom, and the
United States.

62The Multilateral Development Banks include
the European Investment Bank, the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development, the
International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, the International Finance
Corporation, the Inter-American Development
Bank, the African Development Bank, the Asian
Development Bank, the Caribbean
Bank, and the Nordic Development Bank.
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counterparty factor is 50% for all other
entities. :

(ii) Concentration charge. The basic
charge described above is meant to
protect against the risk that a
counterparty fails to perform its
obligation under an agreement involving
an OTC derivative contract. The
concentration charge is meant to
discourage a firm from assuming a large
amount of credit risk with any one
particular counte y or from
assuming too much overall credit risk.
This charge would require the broker-
dealer to take a charge equal to the sum
of: (1) The amount by which the net
deficit with one counterparty exceeds
10% of the firm’s tentative net capital 3
and (2) the amount by which the net
deficit as to all counterparties exceeds
25% of the firm'’s tentative net capital.

b. Second approach. Another
approach would require the broker-
dealer to take a capital charge based on
some percentage of the broker-dealer's
total exposure to all counterparties. The
amount of the charge on the particular
exposure would depend on the credit
rating of the counterparty. The charge
would be higher for lower rated
counterparties. The underlying theory is
that this approach would account for
the risk involved in entering into too
many transactions with lower rated
counterparties. This approach could
also call for an additional base amount
of capital,

Questions for Comment

16. The Commission seeks comment
on the approaches set forth in sections
1IL.B.2.a-b. Specifically, the Commission
seeks comment on whether any, or both
of these approaches are acceptable and
which approach is preferable, and the
reasons why. The Commission also
seeks comment on alternative methods
for determining credit risk capital
charges. In this regard, the Commission
seeks detailed proposals setting forth
the methodology recommended, any
assumptions relied upon, and any
supporting data.

17. If a replacement cost method is
recommended, how could the capital
rule be structured to reduce potential
future credit exposure?

18. To what extent should netting of
contracts with a single counterparty be
permitted? What consideration should
be made for the uncertainty related to
the legality of netting arrangements
throughout the worlg? Should
distinctions be drawn between those

-+ “Tenlative net capital means a broker-dealer’s
net capital before the lﬁplicauon of haircuts and

undue concentration

derivative contracts with termination
clauses and those without?

19. In determining the *‘credit
equivalent amount” under the SIA
proposal, a cushion is added to that
amount, The cushion is 1% of the
notional amount for contracts with less
than one year to maturity and 5% for
other contracts. The Commission invites
commentators to recommend what the
amount of the cushions should be for
derivatives other than currency
derivatives.

C. Other Risks

There are other risks associated with
the trading of derivative products that
are not as readily susceptible to
analysis. All of these risks to some
degree are present also in the trading of
non-derivatives. %

One significant risk is operating risk,
or the risk that faulty internal controls,
mistakes, system failure, or fraud can
result in unexpected losses, This risk
could lead to open positions or credit
exposures that exceed established
limits. These risks are increased by the
complexity of derivative instruments
and the sophisticated mathematical
models used to price and hedge these
instruments.

Another significant risk affecting OTC
derivative products is market liquidit
risk. Market liquidity risk is the risk that
a financial asset cannot be sold or
replaced quickly at, or close to, its
fundamental value. It might be possible
for a derivative contract to provide for
the termination of the contract for a
specific price.

A risk related to liquidity risk is the
massive leverage that a firm dealing in
derivative products can attain. Because
many of the contracts are conducted in
entities not subject to margin or capital
adequacy regulations and do not involve
initial outlays of funds, the amount of
derivative instruments that an
unregulated or inadequately regulated
financial derivatives intermediary can
enter into is limited only by its
creditworthiness and the willingness of
its counterparties to do business with it.

Leverage is an important concern for
the Commission. If derivative
instruments are entered into by a
registered entity, the Commission is
concerned about the operational and
financing complexities that may result if
the firm is required to liquidate a large
derivative instrument portfolio,
involving many cash flows in different
currencies over an extended period of
time.

™ See generally Federal Reserve Board, supra note
12; see also Bank for International Settlements,
supra nole 12,

Legal risk is yet another risk that
affects derivative products. Legal risk
refers to the risk that future court
decisions or laws may affect the rights
of counterparties or the enforceability of
derivative contracts. Because much of
the derivative products markets is
relatively young, many legal
uncertainties exist regarding these
instruments.

A final risk that should be considered
is systemic risk. The growth of activity
in derivative products, the tendency of
derivatives to strengthen the linkages
between different market segments, and
the leverage associated with derivatives
have increased the likelihood that
disruptions in one market might affect
other markets more quickly than in the
past.

Question for Comment

20. The Commission invites comment
on the effect of these other risks on the
derivatives markets and to recommend
net capital, margin, clearing, or other
approaches the Commission may take to
reduce these risks.

IV. Derivative Products Companies

Generally, a derivative products
company (“DPC") is a triple-A rated
subsidiary of a financial institution that
provides its parent corporation with a
vehicle for participating in derivative
products transactions through an
increased credit standing. ugh a
DPC, a broker-dealer with less than a
triple-A credit rating arguably can
increase its participation in the
derivative products markets at a lower
cost.

DPCs are given a credit rating by one
or more of the credit rating institutions.
Such rating services normally perform
an evaluation of each DPC with
emphasis on the following areas:
portfolio quality; management and
operating guidelines; parent-subsidiary
relationship; and capital adequacy and
risk modeling.

Question for Comment

21. Assuming that DPCs are registered
with the Commission pursuant to the
Exchange Act, the Commission invites
commentators to discuss whether Rule
15c3-1 should be amended to recognize
DPCs as a special class of broker-dealer
with rules specific to their business. If
so, from what provisions of Rule 15¢3—
1 should the DPC be exempt? Comments
are also solicited on the impact, if any,
of such exemptions on the objectives of
the Securities Investor Protection Act of
1970.% If the current financial
responsibility rules are believed to be

%315 U.S.C. 78aaa.
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appropriate for DPCs, what
modifications to the rules are n
to insure that the rule adequately
addresses the special requirements of
DPCs?

By the Commission.

Dated: May 4, 1993.
Jonathan G. Katz,
Secretary.
[FR Doc, 83-10976 Filed 5-7-83; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Food and Drug Administration

21 CFR Part 1040
[Docket No. 93N-0044)

Laser Products; Intent to Amend
Performance Standard

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration,
HHS.

ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is considering
amendments to the Federal performance
standard for laser products to achieve
greater consistency between the
requirements applicable under that
standard and the International
Electrotechnical Commission (IEC)
standards for laser products and
medical laser products. Additional
proposed changes to the Federal
standard that are unrelated to
harmonization are being considered as a
result of FDA experience in enforcing
the present laser standard and
processing variances. The changes
would, in many cases, reduce the
regulatory burden on affected
manufacturers (without compromising
public health) and generally would
improve the effectiveness of FDA's
regulation of laser products.

DATES: Written comments and data by
August 9, 1993,

ADDRESSES: Submit written comments
to the Dockets Management Branch
(HFA-305), Food and Drug
Administration, rm. 1-23, 12420
Parklawn Dr., Rockville, MD 20857,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Dubill, Center for Devices and
Radiological Health (HFZ-84), Food and
Drug Administration, 5600 Fishers
2‘;’;2' Rockville, MD 20857, 301443~

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L. Background

In the Federal Register of July 31,

1975 (40 FR 32252), FDA published the

performance standard for laser products
in part 1040 (21 CFR part 1040) as a
final rule. The standard became
effective on August 2, 1976. In the
Federal Register of November 28, 1978
(43 FR 55387), and again on August 20,
1985 (50 FR 33682), FDA amended the
standards. The experience of FDA in the
administration of the laser standard
since the last amendments indicates that
some provisions of the standard may
need to be amended. Identification of
the need for many of the changes under
consideration stemmed largely from
extensive FDA involvement in
international standardization efforts for
laser products with IEC, an international
standards development organization
with participants from many countries,
FDA has made a considerable
contribution to the development of the
IEC laser standards and believes that
greater consistency between the FDA
standard and the IEC standards will
result in an‘improved FDA standard,
improved compliance, and a more
efficient enforcement program. Other
changes to the FDA laser standard that
are unrelated to harmonization with the
IEC standard were determined to be
needed as a result of FDA's continuin
effort to evaluate new information ang
experience enforcing the present laser
standard and processing variance
applications.

For requirements under § 1040.10 (21
CFR 1040.10), the proposed changes
would: (1) Increase the accessible
emission limits (AEL) set forth in Tables
I through I1I-B of § 1040.10(d) in the red
and near infrared portions of the
8 m; (2) establish a maximum
classification time for Class I laser
products that emit visible or infrared
radiation that is not intended to be
viewed; (3) establish the AEL for Class
Illa laser products having invisible
emission; (4) reduce the AEL of Class I
for repetitively pulsed lasers; (5) expand
the infrared wavelength range for which
military “‘eye safe’" data are available;
(6) modify the measurement parameters
for classification; (7) increase the levels
of laser radiation for which safety
interlocks are required; (8) delete the
requirements for beam attenuators and
emission indicators for Class Il and
Class Illa laser systems; (9) establish a
requirement for emission indicators for
remote laser apertures; (10) eliminate an
aspect of the scan fail safeguard
requirement; (11) allow acceptance of -
the IEC warning and explanatory labels
as alternates to the presently required
warning logotypes; (12) alter the
required wording for protective housing
labels; and (13) eliminate some

requirements for information in the user
instructions.

For requirements under § 1040.11 (21
CFR 1040.11) for specific purpose laser
products, FDA is considering several
additional requirements, including
requiring an additional warning for
promotional material for Class II and
Class Illa demonstration products and
requiring a laser emitting warning,
emergency stop control, and laser
operation monitor for Class IIIb and
Class IV medical laser products. The
latter requirements are being considered
in order to achieve consistency with the
newly approved IEC 601-2-22 standard
for medical lasers.

It should be noted that this notice of
intent to amend the laser standard
should not be construed as a
commitment to the changes discussed
being formally proposed or adopted.
This document is for the purposes of
serving notice that amendments to the
standard are being considered and
inviting comments and
recommendations from all concerned.
Although some of the changes under
consideration would, if adopted, reduce
the level of controls, indicators, and
warnings for some laser products, FDA
will pursue such changes only if it is
confident that no additional risk of
injury will result from the changes. This
isin eeging with FDA's primary
responsibility of protecting the public
health.

This notice is being issued under
FDA's policy of seeking early public
participation in radiation safety
standard amendment activities. Details
concerning the rationales for the
amendments under consideration are
discussed below.

II. Amendments Under Consideration

1. FDA is considering amending
§1040.10(d) to increase the AEL in the
spectral range from 500 to 1,400
nanometers (nm) for emission durations
of 10 seconds or longer. FDA believes
that there are accepted biological data
and publications in peer-reviewed
journals that support this increase and
notes that similar adjustments have
already been adopted in the IEC 825 and
American National Standards Institute
(ANSI) Z-136.1-1986 standards.
Because the structure of the tables of the
AEL in the FDA standard have been in
place for many years, and because
manufacturers of products intended for
United States market are familiar with
their use, modification of the AEL might
be accomplished by redefining the
factor k; for this spectral range in
§1040.10(d), Table IV,

2. FDA is considering amending
§ 1040.10(d) to reduce the emission



274986

Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Proposed Rules

durations to be used for the
classification of Class I laser products
that emit visible or infrared laser
radiation not intended for human
exposure or to be viewed, as determined
from the design of the product or its
intended function. For such products,
the maximum emission duration to be
considered for the purpose of
classification would be 100 seconds.
The rationale for this proposal is that an
unnecessary burden is imposed by the
present requirement to consider
emission durations of greater than 10*
seconds in all cases. Visual fixation for
such durations requires immobilization
of the body, and such prolonged
exposure of the cornea or skin to
emissions from many kinds of laser
products is unreasonable. A maximum
emission duration of 100 seconds is
considered more reasonable given these
considerations. However, for products
for which viewing or exposure is
intended or inherent in the design of the
product, the classification time would
remain unchanged at greater than 104
seconds.

FDA is suggesting that the
classification determination be made on
the basis of whether a laser product is
intended for a specific or for a general
pu:gose. General-purpose laser products
such as laboratory laser systems or
surveying lasers would be classified for
emission durations of greater than 10*
seconds, whereas laser products such as
point-of-sale scanners, machine vision ¢
products, or fiber optic communication
products would be classified using the
shorter classification time, The reduced
classification time would also be
utilized in evaluating the levelsof .
interior laser radiation fields for the
purpose of determining the applicabilit
of requirements for safety interlocks an
protective housing labels.

3. There are at present no AEL in the
ultraviolet and infrared wavelength
ranges for Class Illa. FDA is considering
an amendment to §1040.10(d), Table
1II-A, to establish such limits. FDA
believes that the present transition at
invisible wavelengths from Class I to
Class IlIb is too abrupt. At the AEL of
Class I, no hazard is recognized to exist,
and there are no requirements for safety
performance features or warning labels,
Those products that exceed the AEL of
Class I by any amount at invisible
wavelengths are Class IIIb products and
are required to incorporate almost all
performance features and severe
warnings on the labels. By having a
transition in Class Illa, there would be
a more graded approach to addressing
the minimal hazard of those products
whose accessible levels slightly exceed
the AEL of Class I. Hence, FDA is

considering Class Illa AEL for those
invisible wavelengths that do not
exceed the AEL of Class I by greater
than a factor of five, This approach is
already incorporated into both the IEC
and ANSI standards.

4. FDA is also considering proposing
amendments to § 1040.10(d) to reducs
the AEL of Class I for repetitively pulsed
lasers. Accepted biological research
indicates that the hazard from repetitive
pulses is not simply additive, i.e.,
effects occur which make such lasers
more hazardous than simple addition of
the pulse energies would indicate. Thus,
FDA is considering roPosing to
introduce a factor or N-'4, where N is
the number of pulses in the emission
duration under consideration. This
correction of the AEL is already
incorporated into the IEC and ANSI
standards,

5. FDA is considering expansion of
the wavelength range for “‘eye safe”
infrared laser radiation. The current
range is from 1,535 nm to 1,545 nm.
FDA believes that there is a need to
amend Tables IV and V of § 1040.10(d)
in deference to current biological
knowledge.

6. FDA is considering amendment of
Tables I through VI of § 1040.10(d), the
AEL of the classes of laser products, to
respond to recent data in optical
radiation biological effects research and
to more closely conform the tables to the
class limits in the IEC and ANSI
standards. However, it is the intention
of FDA te preserve the present structure
of the tables if at all possible because
U.S, manufacturers of laser products are
accustomed to working with these
tables. The tables are simpler to use
than those in the IEC and ANSI
standards in that they have fewer
correction factors. FDA will attempt to
combine as many biological
dependencies as possible into as few
correction factors as possible.

7. The current parameters for the
measurement of radiant power or energy
established in § 1040.10(e)(3) require the
use of a 7 millimeter (mm) diameter
circular aperture for products unlikely
to be viewed with optical instruments
and the use of collimating optics of 5
diopters or less (which implies a
measurement distance of 20 centimeters
(cm)). FDA believes that the 20 cm
measurement distance is not sensitive to
the ability of young and myopic persons
to accommodate objects at closer
distances. A distance of 10 cm could be
acceptable to such persons.
Additionally, a 7 mm aperture is
generally overly conservative, and there
is literature confirming that the pupil of
the eye constricts when an object at a
very close distance is viewed. Revisions

to these measurement requirements are
therefore under consideration, and FDA
believes that the IEC committee will
consider like requirements. The final
determination regarding whether FDA
will propose a revision of this section
will depend partlg' on the outcome of
recently proposed amendments to the
ANSI and IEC standards.

8. FDA is considering an amendment
to relax the laser radiation levels for
which the requirements of
§ 1040.10(f)(2) are applicable. This
relaxation will require safety interlocks
only to prevent access to laser radiation
levels in excess of Class IIla unless: (1)
The radiation is emitted directly
through the opening caused by opening
of the protective housing; or (2) the
Class IIla levels are contained within the
protective housing of a Class I, Ia, 11, or
IlIa laser product. Since the IEC
standard only requires safety interlocks
to prevent access to Class Ilib or IV
levels that exceed the class of the
product (embedded lasers), safety
interlocks are never required by that
standard for Class IV products. This
amendment would be intended to close
the gap between the two standards and
may result in the IEC adopting a similar
requirement.

9. FDA is considering relaxing the
requirements of § 1040.10(f)(5) and ()(6)
by eliminating requirements for
emission indicators and beam
attenuators for Class I and Illa laser
systems, These amendments would
achieve consistency with beth the IEC
and the ANSI standards for emission
indicators and with the IEC standard for
beam attenuators, As a further
consideration, under authority granted
by § 1040.10(f)(6)(ii), FDA has issued
numerous approvals of alternate means
of safety, such as emission controls, to
provide the safety afforded by a beam
attenuator. FDA believes that it is clear
that, in the lower classes, the safety of
the laser system is not improved by the
presence of a beam attenuator when
there is an immediate control for the
termination of emission,

10. FDA is considering amendment of
§ 1040.10()(5) to require visible
indications of actual emission from
remote laser apertures of Class Illb and
Class IV laser systems. This requirement
would be in addition to the present
requirements, as applicable. The agency
has become aware of industrial material

rocessing machines that use a single
Eigh-power laser system shared in time
between more than one work station or
aperture. The agency believes that it is
important that persons in the vicinity of
remote apertures be alerted when there
is emission so that appropriate measures
can be taken to avoig exposure.
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11. FDA is considering deletion of
§1040.10(f)(9)(ii), which requires a scan
failure safeguard to prevent human
sccess to laser radiation exceeding the
AEL of the class of the scanned laser
radiation. This requirement applies if
the laser product is Class IlIb or IV, and
the AEL of Class Illa would be exceeded
solely as a result of a failure causing a
change in either scan velocity or
amplitude. Delstion of the requirement
is under consideration because there has
besn considerable difficulty in
understanding the requirement since its
implementation in 1986. There are no
plans to propose changing the
requirement in § 1040.10(f)(8)(i) for a
scan failure safeguard to prevent human
access to laser radiation that exceeds the
AEL of the product class as a result of
any failure causing a change in either
scan velocity or amplitude.

12. FDA is considering amending the
warning logotype label requirements to
allow the IEC warning and explanatory
labels as alternatives to the presently
required labels. This would permit a
uniform system of labeling and class
designations under both standards. The
current requirements of § 1040.10(g)(1)
through (g)(4) require the use of
logotypes described in the American
National Standard for Product Safety
Signs and Labels, ANSI Z-535.4-1991.
The ANSI logotypes require the signal
word “CAUTION" for Class II and Class
[lla products with an irradiance less
than or equal to 2.5x10- watts per
square centimeter (W/cm?), am;xlahe
signal word, “DANGER," for Class Illa
products with an irradiance greater than
2.5x10* W/cm? and for all Class IIb and
Class IV products. These paragraphs
also require the use of Roman numerals
for the laser class designation on the
warning logotypes. The IEC labels allow
the use of Arabic numerals for the class
designations and do not require use of .
the signal words. FDA believes that
such an amendment will make
compliance with this requirement easier
for manufacturers that sell to both U.S.
and international markets. Further,
since the ANSI laser standard permits
the [EC labels, and because there is
confusion as to the classification of
medical laser products in the United
States (because Roman numerals are
used to designate both the laser product
hazard class and the medical device
class), FDA believes that such an
amendment, which will reduce the
confusion, would be desirable.

However, it is important that the FDA
and IEC standards be in agreement on
the designations and AEL of the classes
for this change to be meaningful.

13. FDA is also considering an
amendment to § 1040.10 (8)(6) to permit

the word, “CAUTION," in place of the
word, “DANGER," to achieve
uniformity with the IEC standard.
Acceptance of alternate schemes such as
s{sxzbols to provide these warnings may
also be considered.

14. FDA is considering simplifying
and making more uniform the
requirements of § 1040.10(g)(6) and

)(7) for labels for noninterlocked and

efeatably interlocked protective
housings. The present label wordings
depend on the level of the internal laser
radiation with the protective housing
open or removed and are a complex
matrix.

15. FDA is considering simplifying
§1040.10(h){(1) and adding a
requirement for the hazardous area
surrounding a laser product to be
identified in the user instructions. FDA
will also consider making other
requirements of this section less specific
to permit greater flexibility in providing
the required instructions for user safety.

16. FDA is considering amendment of
§ 1040.11(a) for medical laser products
to require a visible or audible indication
during actual emission of laser radiation
in excess of the AEL of Class Illa from
a medical laser product. This

uirement is being considered in
order to bring the FDA standard into
closer agreement with the requirements
of IEC standard 601-2-2 for medical
laser equipment. The emission indicator
presently required by § 1040.10(f)(5) on
Class IlIb and Class IV medical laser
products provides its indication
sufficiently prior to laser emission for
people in the vicinity to take action to
avoid exposure. On existing laser
devices, the delay in actual emission
from the time of the indication has been
observed to range from a few seconds to
some minutes. However, this indicator
may continue to provide its indication
for an extended time while the product
is in a standby mode and not actually
emitting, decreasing its value as an
alarm. The proposed amendments
would incorporate the approach used in
the IEC standard, which reflects the
concern that people in the vicinity
should be alerted while the laser is
actually emitting and when precautions
are actually required to avoid exposure.

17. FDA is considering amendment of
§ 1040.11(a) to require an emergency
laser stop control for Class I1Ib and Class
IV medical laser products. This
requirement would bring the FDA
standard into closer agreement with the
requirements of IEC standard 601-2-22.
The emergency stop control could be a
panel or foot switch readily accessible
to the operator of the product. This
control would provide an alternate and
additional control to the key-actuated

master control required under
§ 1040.10(f)(4), or any other such control
that might be present for the purpose of
terminating laser emission in response
to emergencies or unintended
occurrences.

18. FDA is considering amendment of
§ 1040.11(g) to require optical or
electrical monitoring of the operation of
lasers in Class IIIb and Class IV medical
laser products. This requirement is
being considered in order to bring the
FDA standard into closer agresment
with the requirements of IEC standard
601-2-22. The monitoring of the
operation of the laser is intended to
warn the operator of excessive
fluctuations in laser emission or
excursions from a set level of emission.
This requirement would be in addition
to the present requirement of
§ 1040.11(a)(1) that the laser product
incorporate a system for measurement of
the level of laser radiation intended for
irradiation of the human body. In many
cases the meeting of the present
requirement may satisfy the proposed
requirement; however, an additional
means of monitoring would be required
for those laser products in which the
outgut is only measured occasionally,
such as before a procedure or between

patient exposures,

19. FDA is considering amendment of
§1040.11(c) to require specific warnings
in the user instructions for
demonstration laser products against
exposure of spectators to laser radiation
in excess of Class I AEL. When this
section was amended to allow the

romotion of Class Illa demonstration
aser products, the proliferation in these
products that occurred was not
anticipated. In the preamble to the
amendment, FDA expressed its policy
that the same restrictions applicable
under variances to Class I1lb and Class
IV laser products, against exposure of
the public to hazardous levels of laser
radiation should also apply to the lower
classes for which variances are not
required. However, since the
amendments were published, FDA has
become aware of some instances of
promotion of Class Illa demonstration
laser products for direct exposure of the
public by trade show exhibitors and
promotional pictures depicting such
practices. For this reason, FDA believes
it is appropriate to require
manufacturers to publish warnings that
these products are not to be used for
exposure of the public to ensure that
this information is available to
purchasers and users.

I11. Comments

Interested persons may, on or before
August 9, 1993 submit to the Dockets
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Management Branch (address above)
written comments regarding this notics.
Two copies of any comments are to be
submitted, except that individuals may
submit one copy. Comments are to be
identified with the docket number
found in brackets in the heading of this
document. Recsived comments may be
seen in the office above between 9 a.m.
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday.

FDA is preparing to present its
proposals to amend the standard to the
Technical Electronic Product Radiation
Safety Standards Committee (TEPRSSC)
prior to the publication of proposed
amendments in the Federal Register.
TEPRSSC is an advisory committee
established by the Radiation Control for
Health and Safety Act of 1968 to
provide consultation before the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs
prescribes any performance standard for
an electronic product. An opportunity
for public comment will be provided in
conjunction with the presentation to
TEPRSSC, in addition to the
opportunity being provided with this
notice. All comments received will be
considered to the fullest possible extent
in formulating the proposed
amendments.

IV. References

The following references have been
placed on display in the Dockets
Management Branch (address above)
and may be seen by interested persons
between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday
through Friday.

1. IEC 825: “Radiation Safety of Laser
Products, Equipment Classification,
Requirements and User’s Guide,” American
National Standards Institute, 11 West 42d St.,
New York, NY 10036, 1984.

2. IEC 825: Amendment to IEC 825 (1984),
available as above, 1990.

3. IEC 601-2-22: "Medical Electrical
Equipment, Part II: Particular Requirements
for the Safety of Diagnostic and Therapeutic
Laser Equipment,” available as above, 1992,

4. Z-136.1: "American National Standard
for the Safe Use of Lasers,” Laser Institute of
America, 12424 Research Pkwy., suite 130,
Orlando, FL 32826, 1986.

5. Z-535.4: " American National Standard
for Product Safety Signs and Labels,"
National Electrical Manufacturers
Association, 2101 L St. NW., Washington, DC
20037, 1991,

Dated: April 23, 1993,
Michael R. Taylor,
Deputy Commissioner for Policy.
{FR Doc. 93-10885 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4160-01-F

DEPARTMENT OF THE‘TREASURY
Internal Revenue Service

26 CFR Part 1

[CO-45-91]

RIN 1545-AQ08

Proposed Rulemaking Under Section
382 of the Internal Revenue Code of

1986; Limitations on Corporate Net
Operating Loss Carryforwards

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service,
Treasury.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SuMMARY: This document proposes rules
to determine whether stock of a loss
corporation is owned as a result of being
a qualified creditor for purposes of
section 382(1)(5)(E) of the Internal
Revenue Code and the regulations
thereunder and withdraws previously
proposed regulations addressing this
subject. See 56 FR 47921 (September 23,
1991). These rules will help a loss
corporation to determine whether it is
eligible for the special rules of section
382(1)(5).

DATES: Written comments must be
received by July 6, 1993, Requests o
speak (with outlines of oral comments
to be presented) at the public hearing
scheduled for 10 a.m. July 16, 1993,
must be received by July 6, 1993. See
the notice of hearing published

. elsewhere in this issue of the Federal

Register.

ADDRESSES: The public hearing will be
held in the IRS Auditorium, Seventh
Floor, 7400 Corridor, Internal Revenue
Service Building, 1111 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC. Send
requests to speak, outlines of oral
comments, and written comments to:
Internal Revenue Service, P.O. Box
7604, Ben Franklin Station, Attention:
CC:DOM:CORP;T:R [CO-45-91], Room
5228, Washington, DC 20044.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Diana C. MacKeen concerning the
regulations (202-622-7550); Mike
Slaughter concerning the hearing (202—
622~7190) (not a toll-free number).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Paperwork Reduction Act

The collections of information
contained in this notice of proposed
rulemaking have been submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget for
review in accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44
U.S.C. 3504(h)). Comments on the
collections of information should be
sent to the Office of Management and
Budget, Attention: Desk Officer for the

Department of the Treasury, Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Washington, DC 20503, with copies to
the Internal Revenue Service, Attn: IRS
Reports Clearance Officer, T:FP,
Washington, DC 20224.

The collections of information in
these proposed regulations are in
§§1.382-9 (d)(z)(iii) and (d){4)(iv). This
information is required by the Internal
Revenue Service p;:l assd:tre thata l&ss
corporation properly determines the
amount of stgck that it issues in
exchange for qualified indebtedness.
The respondents will be persons who
hold the indebtedness of loss
corporations that may qualify for the
special bankruptcy provision of sectian
382(1)(5).

These estimates are approximations of
the average time expected to be
necessary for a collection of
information. They are based on such
information as is available to the
Internal Revenue Service. Individual
respondents may require greater or
lesser time, depending on their
particular circumstances.

Estimated total annual reporting
burden: 250 hours.

Estimated burden per respondent
varies from 10 minutes to 1 hour
depending on individual circumstances,
with an estimated average of 15
minutes.

Estimated number of respondents:
1000.

Estimated frequency of responses: 1
per respondent.

Background

This document proposes amendments
to the Income Tax Regulations (26 CFR
part 1) under section 382 of the Internal
Revenue Code (Code). Section 382
limits the amount of income earned by
a corporation after an ownership change
that can be offset by losses incurred
prior to the ownership change. In
general, an ownership change is an
increase of more than 50 percentage
points in stock ownership by 5-percent
shareholders over a three-year

Section 382(1)(5) provxdes special
rules for ownership changes resulting
from bankruptcy proceedings. A loss
corporation that qualifies for the specisl
rules can use its loss carryforwards,
after certain reductions, against its post-
change income without limitation by
section 382. A loss corporation qualifies
only if its pre-change shareholders and
creditors own at least 50 peroent of its
stock after the ownership change.
Section 382(1)(5)(E) mvides that stock
issued in exchange for indebtedness
counts toward the 50 nt threshold
of section 382(1)(5) only if the
indebtedness (1) was held by the
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creditor at least 18 months before the expenditures of the loss corporation. by one or more less-than-5-percent
bankruptcy filing, or (2) arose in the This definition closely followed the beneficial owners.

ordinary course of the trade or business
of the loss corporation and was held at
all times by the same beneficial owner.

In September, 1891, the Service
proposed regulations regarding the
continuous ownership rement of
section 382(1)(5)(E). See 56 FR 47921
(September 23, 1991). The 1891
proposed regulations contained special
rules to simplify the determination of
whether the holders of widsly-held
indebtedness met the continuous
ownership requirement of section
382(1)(5)(E). In addition, the proposed
regulations provided guidance regarding
when indebtedness arises in the
ordinary course of the trade or business
of a loss corporation. The Service
received comments on the proposed
regulations and held a hearin
concerning the proposed regulations on
November 20, 1991. This document
hereby withdraws the proposed
regulations.

Explanation of Provisions

A. Definitions of Qualified Creditor and
Qualified Indebtedness

Section 1.382-9(b)(2) of the
regulations provides generally that
section 382(1)(5) of the Code does not
apply to an ownership change unless
the pre-change shareholders and
qualified creditors of the old loss
corporation own (after the ownership
change and as a result of being pre-
change shareholders or qualified
creditors immediately before the
ownership change) at least 50 percent of
the stock of the new loss corporation.
The amendments proposed in this
document, following the 1891 proposed
regulations, provide that a qualified
creditor is the beneficial owner,
immediately before the ownership
change, of qualified indebtedness of the
loss corporation. Indebtedness of a loss
corporation is qualified indebtedness if
it (1) has been owned by the same
beneficial owner since the date that is
18 months before the date of the filing
of the title 11 or similar casa, or (2)
érose in the ordinary course of the trade
or business of the loss corporation and
has been owned at all times by the same
beneficial owner.

B. Ordinary Course Indebtedness

The 1991 pro lations
provided thg mdmrypqsed l‘acgtauursm
indebtedness is indebtedness incurred
b)f the loss corporation in connection
with the normal, usual or customary
conduct of business, determined
without regard to whether the
indebtedness funds ordinary or capital

language of the relevant legislative
history. See H.R. Rep. No. 841, 98th
Cong., 2d Sess. [I-192 (1986). The 1991
proposed regulations also provided
specific examples of ordinary course
indebtedness. The provisions regardin,
ordinary course indebtedness includef
in these proposed amendments are
virtually identical to those of the 1991
proposed regulations. In response to
comments on the proposed regulations,
howsever, these proposed amendments
include an additional example of
ordinary course indebtedness and
provide a special rule for claims arising
from the rejection of a burdensome
contract or lease pursuant to the title 11
or similar case.

C. Treatment of Certain Indebtedness as
Continuously Owned by the Same
Owner

The 1991 proposed regulations
contained special rules intended to
simplify the determination of whether
the holders of widely-held indebtedness
met the continuous ownership
requirement of section 382(1)(5}{E). As
the preamble to the 1991 proposed
regulations explained, tracking the
ownership of widely-held indebtedness
can be costly and difficult, because, for
example, the indebtedness is often held
in street name. Ta alleviate these
difficulties, the 1991 proposed
regulations generally would have
allowed a loss corporation to treat all or
a portion of each class of its widely-held
indebtedness as always having been
owned by the same beneficial owners.
The amount that could have been so
treated was the amount owned by less-
than-5-percent beneficial owners on
either the plan date or the date of the
ownership change, whichever amount
was lower. The plan date was defined
generally as the date of approval of a
plan of reorganization. The 1991
proposed regulations would have
required measurement of ownership of
widely-held indebtedness on the plan
date to preclude the application of the
special rule for widely-held
indebtedness to indebtedness
accumulated by speculative investors
and sold, prior to the change date, to
purchasers who each own less than 5
percent of the class of indebtedness.

The 1991 proposed regulations
provided optional procedures to
determine ownership of widely-held
indebtedness on the plan date and the
change date. These optional procedures
were intended to simplify the
determination of the portion of
indebtedness held in street name owned

Based on comments on the 1991
proposed regulations, the Service
determined that the rules of the
proposed regulations can be simplified,
thereby further reducing the
administrative difficulties involved in
the application of section 382(1)(5), and
facilitating planning regarding the
application of that section. In particular,
the amendments proposed in this
document include a de minimis rule
that allows a loss corporation to treat
indebtedness as always having been
owned by the beneficial owner of the
indebtedness immediately before the
ownership change if the beneficial
owner is not, immediately after the
ownership change, either a 5-percent
sharsholder or an entity through which
a 5-percent shareholder owns an
indirect ownership interest in the loss
corporation (a 5-percent entity). For
purposes of the de minimis rule, the
term 5-percent shareholder includes any
person who is a 5-percent shareholder
of the loss corporation within the
meaning of § 1.382-2T(g). The de
minimis rule does not apply to
indebtedness owned by a person whose
participation in formulating a plan of
reorganization makes evident to the loss
corporation that the person has not
owned the indebtedness for the
requisite period. This exception would
apply regardless of whether the
participant exchanges the indebtedness
for stock pursuant to the plan or
transfers the indebtedness to other
persons prior to the effective date of the

lan,
. Several factors contribute to the
simplification achieved by the proposed
amendments. By extending thede -
minimis concept underlying the 1991
proposed regulations, the proposed
amendments address the practical
difficulties of applying the rules of
section 382(1)(5)(E) to indebtedness that
is not widely-held. Because the
proposed amendments incorporate
existing 5-percent shareholder concepts,
they are simpler and easier to apply.
Loss corporations must identify their 5-
percent shareholders for purposes of
section 382 generally. Thus, the
proposed amendments do not impose
any additional administrative burdens.
In particular, use of 5-percent
shareholder concepts obviates the need
for the detailed optional procedures
included in the 1991 proposed
regulations for determining ownership
of widely-held indebtedness.

Finally, the proposed amendments do
not require a loss corporation applying
the de minimis rule to determine the
ownership of its indebtedness on any
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date other than the change date. The
Service determined that the possibility
of purchases and sales of indebtedness
by speculative investors do not justify
the additional burdens involvedl in
requiring loss corporations to measure
the ownership of their indebtedness on
the plan date as well as the change date.
As noted above, the de minimis rule
applies only if the owner of the
indebtedness prior to the ownership
change is not, thereafter, either a 5-
percent shareholder or a 5-percent
entity. Because of the attribution rules
of §1.382-2T(h)(2), the de minimis rule
is not conditioned solely on whether the
owner of indebtedness becomes a 5-
percent shareholder. Under the
attribution rules, an entity that receives
5 percent or more of loss corporation
stock in exchange for indebtedness
would not be a 5-percent shareholder.
Instead, the stock held by the entity
would be attributed to the owners of the
entity and treated as not owned by the
entity itself. To insure that the de
minimis rule does not apply to
indebtedness owned by an entity that
directly owns, after the ownership
change, at least 5 percent of the loss
corporation stock, the rule does not
apply if the entity is a 5-percent entity.
or purposes of the de minimis rule,
the option attribution rules of § 1.382~
2T(h)(4) do not apply in identifying 5-
percent shareholders, The de minimis
rule does not apply to indebtedness,
hewever, if the loss corporation has
actual knowledge immediately after the
ownership change that the exercise of
an option to acquire or dispose of its
stock would cause the beneficial owner
of the indebtedness immediately before
the ownership change to be, thereafter,
a 5-percent shareholder or a 5-percent
entity, This treatment of options applies
only to determine whether indebtedness
of the loss corporation is qualified
indebtedness. The proposed
amendments do not affect the option
rules provided in § 1.382-9(e), which
apply to determine the percentage of
loss corporation stock owned after the
ownership change by persons who were
pre-change shareholders or qualified
creditors of the loss corporation.

D. Special Rule if Indebtedness Is a
Large Portion of a Beneficial Owner’s
Assets

The 1991 proposed regulations
included a special rule under which
indebtedness of a loss corporation
generally would not haver%een ualified
indebtedness if (1) the beneficial owner
of the indebtedness itself had had an
ownership change during a prescribed
period and (2) the indebtedness
represented more than 25 percent of the

beneficial owner's gross assets on the
change date. This special rule would not
have applied, however, if, immediately
before the ownership change of the loss
corporation, the beneficial owner owned
less than $100,000 of the loss
corporation’s indebtedness, or the
beneficial owner owned widely-held
indebtedness that was less than 5
percent of its class. As stated in the
preamble to the 1991 proposed
regulations, this special rule was
considered necessary to prevent the
creation of special purpose entities to
hold corporate indebtedness so that, if
the debtor became financially troubled,
ultimate economic ownership of the
indebtedness could be transferred by
selling interests in the entity without
adversely affecting the debtor’s ability to
qualify under section 382(1)(5). The
amendments proposed in this document
include a special rule that is similar to
that of the 1991 proposed regulations.
Consistent with the de minimis rule
described in Part (C), however, the
special rule applies only if the
beneficial owner of the indebtedness is
a 5-percent entity,

E. Tacking Rules

The preamble to the 1991 proposed
regulations included a request for
comments on whether, in certain
circumstances, a transferee of debt
should be treated as having owned the
debt during the period that it was held
by the transferor for the purpose of
determining whether the debt meets the
continuous ownership requirement of
section 382(1)(5)(E). Based in part on
comments on the 1991 proposed
regulations, the amendments proposed
in this document include tacking rules
that provide such treatment,

In general, under the proposed
amendments, a transferee of
indebtedness in a qualified transfer is
treated as having owned the
indebtedness for the period that it was
owned by the transferor for the purpose
of determining whether the
indebtedness is qualified indebtedness.
A transfer is a qualified transfer if (1)
the transfer is between related parties,
(2) the transfer is pursuant to a
customary loan syndication, (3) the
transfer is by an underwriter pursuant to
an underwriting, (4) the transferee’s
basis in the indebtedness is determined
under section 1014 or 1015 or with
reference to the transferor’s basis in the
indebtedness, (5) the transfer is in
satisfaction of a right to receive a
pecuniary bequest, (6) the transfer is
pursuant to a divorce or separation
instrument, or (7) the transfer is by
reason of subrogation. A transfer of
indebtedness is not a qualified transfer,

however, if the transferee acquired the
indebtedness for a principal purpose of
benefitting from the losses of the loss
corporation.

The proposed amendments provide a
special rule for cases in which a loss
corporation satisfies its indebtedness
with new indebtedness, either through
an exchange of new indebtedness for
old indebtedness or a change in the
terms of indebtedness that results in an
exchange under section 1001. Under
this rule, the owner of the new
indebtedness is treated as having owned
the new indebtedness for the period that
it owned the old indebtedness. In
addition, the new indebtedness is
treated as having arisen in the ordinary
course of the trade or business of the
loss corporation if the old indebtedness
80 arose.

F. Proposed Effective Dates

The proposed amendments apply to
ownership changes occurring on or after
the date the Treasury Decision adopting
these amendments is filed with the
Federal Register. The Service intends
that the final regulations will ensure
that taxpayers are not disadvantaged by
the withdrawal of the 1991 proposed
regulations and requests comments on
ways to achieve this result.

Special Analyses

It has been determined that these
rules are not major rules as defined in
Executive Order 12291. Therefore, a
Regulatory Impact Analysis is not
required. It has also been determined
that section 553(b) of the Administrative
Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. chapter 5) and
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
chapter 6) do not apply to these
regulations, and, therefore, a Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis is not required.
Pursuant to section 7804(f) of the Code,
these regulations were submitted to the
Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small
Business Administration for comment
on their impact on small business.

Comments and Requests for a Public
Hearing

Before adopting these proposed
regulations, consideration will be given
to any written comments that are
submitted (preferably a signed original
and seven copies) to the Internal
Revenue Service. All comments will be
available for public inspection and
copying in their entirety. A pubiic
hearing will be held at 10:00 a.m., July
16, 1993. See notice of hearing
published elsewhere in this issue of the
Federal Register.
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Drafting Informatien

The principal author of these
regulations is Diana C. MacKeen, Office
of Assistant Chief Counsel (Corporate),
Internal Revenue Service. However,
personnel from other offices of the
Service and Treasury Department
participated in their development,

List of Subjects in 26 CFR 1.381(a)-1
Through 1.383-3

Income taxes, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Proposed Amendments to the
Regulations

Accordingly, 26 CFR 1is
proposed to be amended as follows:

PART 1—INCOME TAX; TAXABLE
YEARS BEGINNING AFTER
DECEMBER 31, 1953

Paragraph 1. The authority citation
for part 1 is amended by adding the
following citation to read as follows:

Authority: 26 U.S.C. 7805 * * * Section
1.382-9 also issued under 26 U.S.C. 382(m).

Par, 2, Section 1.382~1 is amended by
adding an entry for paragraph (d) and
continuing to reserve the entry for
paragraph (c) of § 1.382-9 to read as
follows:

§1.382-1 Table of contents.

§1.382-9 Special Rules Under Section
382 for Corporations Under the
Jurisdiction of a Court in a Title 11 or
Similar Case.

(c) [Reserved].

(d) Rules for determining whether stock of
the loss corporation is owned as a result of
being a qualified creditor.

(1) Qualified creditor.
~ (2) General rules for determining whether
indebtedness is qualified indebtedness.

(i) Definition,

(i) Determination of beneficial ownership.

(iii) Duty of inquiry.

(iv) Ordinery course indebtedness.

(3) Treatment of certain indebtedness as
continuously owned by the same owner.

(i) In general.

(ii) Operating rules.

(iii) Indebtedness owned by beneficial
owner who becomes a 5-percent shareholder
or S-percent entity.

(iv) Example,

(4) Special rule if indebtedness is a large
portion of creditor’s assets.

(i} In general.

(ii) Applicable period.

(ili) Determination of ownership change.

(iv) Reliance on statement.

(5) Tacking of ownership periods.

i) Transferoe treated as owning
indebtedness for period owned by transferor.

(i) Quelified transfor.

(iii) Exception.
(iv) Debt-for-debt exchanges.
(8) Effective date.

Par, 3. Saction 1.382-9 is amended as
follows:

1. The last sentence of paragraph (a)
is revised to read as set forth below;

2. Paragraph (d) is added to read as set
forth below;

3. The second sentence of paragraph
(e)(1) is revised to read as set forth
below.

§1.382-9 Special rules under section 382
for corporations under the jurlsdiction of a
court in a title 11 or simiiar case.

(a) * * * Terms and nomenclature
used in this section, and not otherwise
defined herein (including the
nomenclature and assumptions in
§ 1.382-2T(b) relating to the examples)
have the same respective meanings as in
section 382 and the regulations
thereunder.

- L L - -

(d) Rules for determining whether
stock of the loss corporation is owned as
a result of being a qualified creditor—
(1) Qualified creditor. A qualified
creditor is the beneficial owner,
immediately before the ownership
change, of qualified indebtedness of the
loss corporation. A qualified creditor
owns stock of the new loss corporation
(or a controlling corporation) as a result
of being a qualified creditor only to the
extent that the qualified creditor
receives stock in full or partial
satisfaction of qualified indebtedness in
a transaction that is ordered by the court
or is pursuant to a plan approved by the
court in a title 11 or similar case. For
purposes of this paragraph (d)(1),
ownership of stock after the ownership
changs is determined without applying
the attribution rules generally
applicable under section 382(1)(3)(A) or
§ 1.382-2Tt(h).

(2) General rules for determining
whether indebtedness is qualified
indebtedness—{i) Definition.
Indebtedness of the loss corporation is
qualified indebtedness if it—

(A) Has been owned by the same
beneficial owner since the date that is
18 months before the date of the filing
of the title 11 or similar case; or

(B) Arose in the ordinary course of the
trade or business of the loss corporation
and has been owned at all times by the
same beneficial owner.

(ii) Determination of beneficial
ownership. For purposes of paragraph
(d)(2)(i) of this section, beneficial
ownership of indebtedness is
determined without applying attribution
rules.

(iii) Duty of inquiry. The loss
corporation must determine that

indebtedness that the loss corporation
treats as qualified indebtedness, other
than indebtedness to which paragraph
(d)(3)(i) of this section applies, has been
owned for the requisite period by the
beneficial owner who owns the
indebtedness immediately bafore the
ownership change. The loss corporation
may rely on a statement, signed under
penalties of perjury, by a beneficial
owner regarding the amount of
indebtedness the beneficial owner owns
and the length of time that the beneficial
owner has owned the indebtedness.

(iv) Ordinary course indebtedness.
For purposes of this paragraph (d)(2),
indebtedness arises in the ordinary
course of the loss corporation’s trade or
business only if the indebtedness is
incurred by the loss corporation in
connection with the normal, usual, or
customary conduct of business,
determined without regard to whether
the indebtedness funds ordinery or
capital expenditures of the loss
corporation. For example, indebtedness
(other than indebtedness acquired for a
principal purpose of being exchanged
for stock) arises in the ordinary course
of the loss corporation's trade or
business if it is trade debt; a tax liability;
a liability arising from a past or present
employment relationship, a past or
present business relationship with a
supplier, customer, or competitor of the
loss corporation, a tort, a breach of
warranty, or a breach of statutory duty;
or indebtedness incurred to pay an
expense deductible under section 162 or
included in the cost of goods sold. A
claim that arises upon the rejection of a
burdensome contract or lease pursuant
to the title 11 or similar case is treated
as arising in the ordinary course of the
loss corporation’s trade or business if
the contract or lease so arose.

(3) Treatment of certain indebtedness
as continuously owned by the same
owner—{i) In general. For purpaoses of
paragraph (d)(2) of this section, a loss
corporation may treat indebtedness as
always having been owned by the
beneficial owner of the indebtedness
immediately before the ownership
change if the beneficial owner is not,
immediately after the ownership
change, either a 5-percent shareholder
or an entity through which a 5-percent
shareholder owns an indirect ownership
interest in the loss corporation (a 5-
percent entity). This paragraph (d)(3)(i)
does not apply to indebtedness
beneficially owned by a person whose
participation in formulating a plan of
reorganization makes evident to the loss
corporation (whether or not the loss
corporation had previous knowledge)
that the person has not owned the
indebtedness for the requisite period.
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(ii) Operating rules. For purposes of
paragraph (d)(3)(i) of this section:

(A?Tl a loss corporation has actual
knowledge of a coordinated acquisition
of its indebtedness by a group of
persons, through a formal or informal
understanding among themselves, for a
principal purpose of exchanging the
indebtedness for stock, the indebtedness
(and any stock received in exchange
therefor) is treated as owned by an
entity, A principal element in
determining if an understanding exists
among members of a group is whether
the investment decision of each member
is based upon the investment decision
of one or more other members.

(B) If the loss corporation has actual
knowledge regarding stock ownership
described in §1.382-2T(k)(2), the loss
corporation must take that ownership
into account in determining which
beneficial owners of indebtedness are,
immediately after the ownership
change, 5-percent shareholders or 5-
percent entities. The loss corporation is
not required to take into account an
ownership interest described in §1.382—
2T(k)(4) unless the loss corporation has
actual knowledge of the ownership
interest,

(C) The term 5-percent shareholder
includes any person who is a 5-percent
shareholder of the loss corporation
within the meaning of § 1.382-2T(g),
without regard to the option attribution
rules of section 382(1)(3)(A) or § 1.382-
2T(h)(4).

(D) Paragraph (d)(3)(i) of this section
does not apply to indebtedness if the
loss corporation has actual knowledge
immediately after the ownership change
that the exercise of an option to acquire
or dispose of stock of the loss
corporation would causs the beneficial
owner of the indebtedness immediately
before the ownership change to be, after
the ownership change, either a 5-
percent shareholder or a 5-percent
entity. An interest that is similar to an
option, within the meaning of § 1.382~
2T(h)(4)(v), is treated as an option for
purposes of this paragraph (d)(3)(ii)(D).

(i1i) Indebtedness owned by beneficial
owner who becomes a 5-percent
shareholder or 5-percent entity. If the
beneficial owner of indebtedness
immediately before the ownership
change is a 5-percent shareholder or 5-
percent entity immediately after the
ownership change, the general rules of
paragraph (d)(2) of this section apply to
determine whether the indebtedness has
been owned for the requisite period by
the beneficial owner.

(iv) Example. The following example
illustrates paragraph (d)(3) of this section.

(A)(1) L is a loss corporation in a title 11
casa. The plan of reorganization of L

approved by the bankruptcy court provides
for the satisfaction of claims by the issuance
of new L common stock to its creditors as
follows:

A—2 percent

B—7.5 percent

C—2.5 percent

P1—3 percent

P2—10 percent

P3—4.9 percent

P4—4.9 percent

P5—4.9 percent

(2) P2 is owned by Public P2. L has actual
knowledge that D owns P3, P4 and P5. In
addition, L has actual knowledge,
immediately after the ownership change, that
C owns an option to acquire newly-issued
stock of L that, if exercised, would increase
C's percentage ownership of L stock from 2.5
percent to 8 percent. An ownership change
of L occurs on the date the plan becomes
effective.

(B) Under paragraph (d)(3)(i) of this
section, L may treat the indebtedness owned
by A and P1 immediately before the
ownership change as always having been
owned by A and P1. Neither AnorPlisa
5-percent shareholder immediately after the
ownership change. Further, because P1 owns
less than 5 percent of the L stock, P1 is
treated as an individual, and the stock of P1
is not attributed to any other person. See
§1.382-2T(h)(2)(iii). Therefore, P1 is not a 5-
percent entity.

(C) Paragraph (d)(3)(i) of this section does
not apply to the indebtedness owned by B,
C, P2, P3, P4, or P5. B'is a 5-percent
shareholder immediately after the ownership
change. L has actual knowledge immediately
after the ownership change that the exercise
of C's option would cause C to be a 5-percent
shareholder immediately after the ownership
change. (L does not take into account the
effect of the exercise of the option, however,
in determining the percentage stock
ownership of any person other than C
because the deemed exercise would not
cause any other person to be a 5-percent
shareholder or a 5-percent entity after the
ownership change.) P2 is a 5-percent entity,
because Public P2, a 5-percent shareholder,
owns an indirect ownership interest in L
through P2. P3, P4, and P5 are 5-percent
entities because D, a 5-percent shareholder,
owns an indirect ownership interest in L
through P3, P4, and P5. Because L has actual
knowledge that D would be a 5-percent
shareholder but for the application of
§1.382-2T(h)(2)(iii), that section does not
apply to P3, P4, or P5. See §1.382-2T(k)(2).
Thus, under § 1.382-2T (h)(2)(i), the L stock
owned by P3, P4, and P5 is attributed to D,
and D is a 5-percent shareholder. Because
paragraph (d)(3)(i) of this section does not
apply to the indebtedness owned by B, C, P2,
P3, P4, and P5, L may treat as qualified
indebtedness only indebtedness that it
determines had been owned by such persons
for the requisite period. See paragraph
(d)(2)(iii) of this section.

(4) Special rule if indebtedness is a
large portion of creditor’s assets—{i) In
general. Indebtedness is not qualified
indebtedness if—

(A) The beneficial owner of the
indebtedness is a corporation or other
entity that had an ownership change on
any day during the applicable period;

KZ]‘ he inde%tednass represents more
than 25 percent of the fair market value
of the total gross assets (excluding cash
or cash equivalents) of the beneficial
owner on its change date; and

(C) The beneficial owner is a 5-
percent entity immediately after the
ownership change of the loss
corporation (determined by applying the
rules of paragraph (d)(3) of this section).

(ii) Applicable period. For purposes of
paragraph (d)(4)(i) of this section, the
term applicable period means the
period beginning on the day 18 months
before the filing of the title 11 or similar
case (or the day on which the beneficial
owner acquired the indebtedness, if
later) and ending with the change date
of the loss corporation.

(iii) Determination of ownership
change. For purposes of paragraph
(d)(4)(i) of this section, the
determination whether a beneficial
owner of indebtedness has an
ownership change is made under the
principles of section 382 and the
regulations thereunder, without regard
to whether the beneficial owneris a loss
corporation and by beginning the testing
period no earlier than the latest of the
day three years before the change date,
the day 18 months before the filing of
the title 11 or similar case, or the day
on which the beneficial owner acquired
the indebtedness.

(iv) Reliance on statement, Paragraph
(d)(4)(i) of this section does not apply to
indebtedness if the loss corporation
obtains a statement, signed under
penalties of perjury, by the beneficial
owner of the indebtedness that states
that paragraph (d)(4)(i) of this section
does not apply to the indebtedness.

(5) Tacking of ownership periods—{i)
Transferee treated as owning
indebtedness for period owned by
transferor. To determine whether
indebtedness transferred in a qualified
transfer is qualified indebtedness, the
transferee is treated as having owned
the indebtedness for the period that it
was owned by the transferor.

(ii) Qualified transfer. For purposes of
paragraph (d)(5)(i) of this section, a
transfer of indebtedness is a qualified
transfer if—

(A) The transfer is between parties
who bear a relationship to each other
described in section 267(b) or 707(b)
(substituting at least 80 percent for more
than 50 percent each place it appears in
section 267(b) (and section 267(f)(1)) or
707(b));

(B) The transfer is a transfer of a loan
within 90 days after its origination,
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pursuant to a customary syndication
transaction;

(C) The transfer is a transfer of newly
incurred indebtedness by an
underwriter that owned the
indebtedness for a transitory period
pursuant to an underwriting;

(D) The transferee’s basis in the
indebtedness is determined under
section 1014 or 1015 or with reference
to the transferor’s basis in the
indebtedness;

(E) The transfer is in satisfaction of a
right to receive a pecuniary bequest;

(F) The transfer is pursuant to any
divorce or separation instrument
(within the meaning of section 71(b)
(2)); or

(G) The transfer is pursuant to a
subrogation in which a bank or
insurance company acquires a claim
against a loss corporation by reason of
a payment to the claimant pursuant to
a letter of credit or insurance Policy.

(iii) Exception. A transfer o
indebtedness is not a qualified transfer
for purposes of paragraph (d)(5)(i) of
this section if the transferee acquired
the indebtedness for a principal purpose
of benefitting from the losses of the loss
corporation by—

(A) Exchanging the indebtedness for
stock of the loss corporation pursuant to
the title 11 or similar case; or

(B) Selling the indebtedness at a profit
that reflects the expectation that, by
reason of section 382(1)(5), section
382(a) will not apply to any ownership
change resulting from the title 11 or
similar case.

(iv) Debt-for-debt exchanges. If the
loss corporation satisfies its
indebtedness with new indebtedness,
either through an exchange of new
indebtedness for old indebtedness or a
change in the terms of indebtedness that
;%sults in an exchange under section

01—
~ (A) The owner of the new
indebtedness is treated as having owned
that indebtedness for the period that it
owned the old indebtedness; and

(B) The new indebtedness is treated as
having arisen in the ordinary course of
the trade or business of the loss
corporation if the old indebtedness so
arose,

(6) Effective date. This paragraph (d)
applies to ownership changes occurring
on or after [Insert date the Treasury
Decision adopting these regulations is
filed with the Federal Register].

(e) Option attribution for purposes of
determining stock ownership under
fecuon 382(1)(5)(A)(ii}—1) In general. *

2 An option that is owned as a result
of being a pre-change shareholder or
qualified creditor and that, if exercised,
would result in the ownership of stock

by a pre-change shareholder or qualified
creditor is not treated as exercised
under this paragraph (e). * * *

- L - - *

Michael P. Dolan,

Acting Commissioner of Internal Revenue.
[FR Doc. 93-10747 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4530-01-U

26 CFR Part 1
[CO-45-91]
RIN 1545-AQ08

Proposed Rulemaking Under Section
382 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986; Limitations on Corporate Net
Operating Loss Carryforwards;
Hearing

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service,
Treasury.

ACTION: Notice of public hearing on
proposed regulations.

SUMMARY: This document provides
notice of a public hearing on proposed
regulations that determine whether
stock of a loss corporation is owned as
a result of being a qualified creditor for
purposes of section 382 (1)(5)(E) of the
Internal Revenue Code and the
regulations thereunder and withdraws
previously proposed regulations
addressing this subject.
DATES: The public hearing will be held
on Friday, July 16, 1993, beginning at 10
a.m. Requests to speak and outlines of
oral comments must be received by
Friday, June 25, 1993.
ADDRESSES: The public hearing will be
held in the IRS Auditorium, Seventh
Floor, 7400 Corridor, Internal Revenue
Building, 1111 Constitution Avenue,
NW, Washington, DC. Requests to speak
and outlines of oral comments should
be submitted to the Internal Revenue
Service, P.O. Box 7604, Ben Franklin
Station, Attn: CC:CORP:T:R [CO—45-91],
room 5228, Washington, DC 20044.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mike Slaughter of the Regulations Unit,
Assistant Chief Counsel (Corporate),
202-622-7190, (not a toll-free number).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
subject of the public hearing is proposed
amendments to the Income Tax
Regulations (26 CFR part 1) under
section 382 of the Internal Revenue
Code (Code). These regulations appear
in the proposed rules section of this
issue of the Federal Register.

The rules of § 601.601(a)(3) of the
*‘Statement of Procedural Rules” (26
CFR part 601) shall apply with respect

o the public hearing. Persons who have

submitted written comments within the

time prescribed in the notice of
proposed rulemaking and who also
desire to present oral comments at the
hearing on the proposed regulations
should submit not later than Friday,
June 25, 1993, an outline of the oral
comments/testimony to be presented at
the hearing and the time they wish to
devote to each subject.

Each speaker (or group of speakers
representing a single entity) will be
limited to 10 minutes for an oral
presentation exclusive of the time
consumed by the questions from the
panel for the government and answers
to these questions.

Because of controlled access
restrictions, attendees cannot be
admitted beyond the lobby of the
Internal Revenue Building until 9:45
a.m.

An agenda showing the scheduling of
the speakers will be made after outlines
are received from the persons testifying.
Copies of the agenda will be available
free of charge at the hearing.

By direction of the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue.

Dale D. Goode,

Federal Register Liaison Officer, Assistant
Chief Counsel (Corporate).

[FR Doc. 93-10870 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4830-01-U

26 CFR Parts 1 and 602
[INTL-401-88]
RIN 1545-AL80

Intercompany Transfer Pricing
Regulations Under Section 482;
Hearing

AGENCY: Internal Revenue Service,
Treasury.

~ ACTION: Notice of public hearing on

proposed regulations.

SUMMARY: This document contains
notice of a public hearing on proposed
regulations relating to intercompany
transfer pricing under section 482 of the
Internal Revenue Code.

DATES: The public hearing will be held
on Monday, August 16, 1993, beginning
at 10 a.m. Requests to speak and
outlines of oral comments must be
received by Monday, July 26, 1993,
ADDRESSES: The public hearing will be
held in the Internal Revenue
Auditorium, Seventh Floor, 7400
Corridor, Internal Revenue Service
Building, 1111 Constitution Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC. Requests to
speak and outlines of oral comments
should be submitted to: Internal
Revenu= Service, P.O. Box 7604, Ben
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Franklin Station, Attn; CC:CORP:T:R,
(INTL-401-88), room 5228,
Washington, DC 20044.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Carol Savsge of the Regulations Unit,
Assistant Chief Counsel (Corporate),
(202) 622-8452 or (202) 622-7190 (not
toli-free numbers).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
subject of the public hearing is proposed
regulations under section 482 of the
Internal Revenue Code. The proposed
regulations appeared in the Federal
Register for Thursday, January 21, 1693,
at page 5310 (58 FR 5310}.

he rules of § 601.601(a)(3) of the
''Statement of Procedural Rules” (26
CFR part 601) shall apply with respect
to the public hearing, Persons who have
submitted written comments within the
time prescribed in the notice of
proposed rulemaking and wha also
desire to present oral comments at the
hearing on the proposed regulations
should submit not later than Monday,
July 26, 1993, an outline of the aral
comments/testimony to be presented at
the hearing and the time they wish to
devote to each subject.

Each speaker (or group of speakers
representing a singla entity) will be
limited to 10 minutes for an oral
presentation exclusive of the time
consumed by questions from the panel
for the government and answers to these
questions.

Because of controlled access
restrictions, attendees cannot ba
permitted beyond the lobby of the
Internal Revenue Service Building until
9:45 a.m.

An agenda showing the scheduling of
the speakers will be made after outlines
are received from the persons testifying,
Copies of the agenda will be available
free of charge at the hearing,

By direction of the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue.

Dale D. Goode,

Federal Register Liaison Officer, Assistant
Chief Counsel (Corporate).

|FR Doc. 93-10871 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILUNG CODE 4830-01-U

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 117
[CGD1 93-009)
Drawbridge Operation Regulations;

Hutchinson River (Eastchester Creek),
NY

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: At the request of the
Westchester County Department of
Public Works, the Coast Guard is
proposing to change the regulations
governing the South Fulton Avenue
Bridge over Hutchinson River
(Eastchester Creek), at mile 2.9, between
the City of Mount Vernon and the Town
of Pelham, Westchester County, New
York. The proposed regulations would
provide that the draw open on signal
from three hours befors to three hours
after the predicted high tide. At all other
times, at least four hours advance notice
is given except that requests for opening
within six hours after predicted high
water shall be given to the bridge tender
before he is scheduled to depart and the
four hours notice would not apply. This
change is being made because of the
decrease in requests for opening the
draw around low tide. This action will
relieve the bridge owner of having a
person constantly available to open the
draw during periods of low tide while
still providing for the needs of marine
traffic.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before June 24, 1893.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
mailed to Commander {obr), First Coast
Guard District, Bldg. 135A, Governors
Island, NY 10004-5073. The comments
and other materials referenced in this
notice will be available for inspection
and copying at the above address.
Normal office hours are between 8 a.m.
and 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except holidays. The District
Commander maintains the public
docket for this rulemaking at the above
address. Comments and other material
referenced in this notice are part of this
docket and will be available for
inspection and cepying at the shove
address. Comments may also be hand-
delivered to this address.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William C. Heming, Bridge
Administrator, First Coast Guard
Distriet, (212) 668-7170.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Request for Comments

The Coast Guard encourages
interested persons to participate in this
rulemaking by submitting written views,
comments, data, or arguments. Persons
submitting comments should include
their name and address, identify the
bridge, this rulemaking (CGD1 83~009),
the scieciﬁc section of this proposal to
which each comment applies, and give
reasons for concurrence with or any
recommended changes to the proposal.
Persons desiring acknowledgment that
their comments have been received

should enclose a stamped self-addressed
post card or envelope.

The Coast Guard will consider all
comments received during the comment
period and determine a course of final
action on this propoesal. The proposed
regulations mey be changed in view of
the comments received.

The Coast Guard plans ne public
hearing. Persons may request a public
hearing by writing to the Project
Manager, listed under “ADDRESSES”. If it
is determined that the opgommity for
oral presentations will aid this
rulemaking, the Coast Gaard will hold
a public hearing at a time and place
announced by a later notice in the
Federal Register.

Drafting Infermation

The drafters of this notice are Waverly
W. Gregory, Jr., Project Manager, and
Lieutenant Commander Jeffrey Stieb,
Project Counsel, First Coast Guard
District, Legal Office.

Background and Purpose

Current regulations provide that the
draw of the South Fulton Avenue Bridge
shall open'on signal at all times. The
South Fulton Avenue Bridge over the
Hutchinson River (Eastchester Creek) is
a single leaf bascule (Scherzer Rolling
Lift) span located near the end of the
navigable partion of the river. The
navigational clearances of the bridge
provide a vertical distance in the closed
position of six feet above mean high
water (MHW), and 13 feet abeve mean
low water (MLW) with a horizontal
distance of 100 feet between fenders. In
the open position, the bridge provides
unlimited vertical distance through a
clear horizontal distance of B0 feet
between tips of bascule leaves, The river
is used exclusively by small coastal
tankers, self-propelled barges, tugs and
tows.

Waestchester County has requested to
limit the drawtenders normal presence
to six hours twice a day, coinciding
with the high tide. At all other times,
the County would provide openings if at
least four hours advance notics is given.

Discussion of Propesed Amendmenis

Discussions with marine interests
indicated that all commercial transits
through the bridge would require an
opening, however due to the shallow
depth of Hutchinson River (Eastchester
Creek) at low tide approximately —7
feet, passage of boats and or barges are
limited to a period of two to three hours
before and after each high tide which
normally occurs twice a day.

The proposed regulation would
require that from three hours before to
three hours after the predicted high tide.
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the draw shall open on signal. For these
purposes predicted high tide would be
based on four hours after predicted high
water for New York (Battery), as given
in the tide tables published by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA). The proposed
change to the regulations will include
the new provisions for clearance gauges
on all bridges on this waterway to
minimize openings and permit vessel
operators to comply with §117.11. The
regulations will also define the
maximum time delays for openings of
railroad bridges as required%ey §117.9.
This amendment also updates appendix
A to part 117 to reflect the most current
information regarding radiotelephone
squipped bridges on this waterway,
their call signs and frequency.

Regulatory Evaluation

This proposal is not major under
Executive Order 12291 on Federal
Regulation and nonsignificant under the
Department of Transportation regulatory
policies and procedures (44 FR 11040;
February 26, 1979). The Coast Guard
expects the economic impact to be so
minimal that a full regulatory evaluation
is unnecessary. This opinion is based
upon the fact that due to the shallow
depth of the river, requests for openings
of the bridge for commercial vessels will
generally be limited to periods around
the high tide. Additionally, all the
movable bridges on this waterway
presently maintain clearance gauges,
and the minor cost of providing and
maintaining same would be offset by
timely and reduced requests for
openings and enhanced safety.

Small Entities

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the Coast Guard
must consider whether this proposal, if
adopted, will have a significant
eéconomic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. “Small
entities” include independently owned
and operated small businesses that are
not dominant in their field and that
otherwise qualify as “small business
concerns’ under section 3 of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632). Because it
expects the impact of this proposal to be
minimal because of the reason stated
above in the Regulatory Evaluation, the
Coast Guard certifies under 5 U.S.C.

605(b) that this proposal, if adopted,
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities,

Collection of Information

This proposal contains no collection
of information requirements under the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.).

Federalism

The Coast Guard has analyzed this
proposal in accordance with the
principles and criteria in Executive
Order 12612 and has determined that
this proposal does not have sufficient
federalism implications to warrant
preparation of a Federal Assessment.

Environment

The Coast Guard considered the
environmental impact of this rule and
concluded that, under section 2.B.2. of
Commandant Instruction M16475.1B,
this proposal is categorically excluded
from further environmental
documentation. Section 2.B.2.g.(5)
provides that Bridge Administration
Program actions relating to the
promulgation of operating requirements
or procedures for drawbridges are
excluded. A Categorical Exclusion
Determination is available in the docket
for inspection or copying where
indicated under ‘‘ADDRESSES"".

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 117
Bridges.

Proposed Regulations
For the reasons set out in the

preamble, the Coast Guard proposes to
amend 33 CFR part 117, as follows:

PART 117—DRAWBRIDGE
OPERATION REGULATIONS

1. The authority citation for part 117
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 499; 48 CFR 1.46; 33
CFR 1.05-1(g).

2. Section 117.793 is revised to read
as follows:

§117.793 Hutchinson River (Eastchester
Creek)

(a) The following requirements apply
to all bridges across Hutchinson River
(Eastchester Creek):

(1) The owners of each bridge shall
provide and keep in good legible
condition clearance gauges for each
draw with figures not less than 12
inches high designed, installed and
maintained according to the provision
of § 118.160 of this chapter.

(2) Trains and locomotives shall be
controlled so that any delay in opening
the draw shall not exceed ten minutes
except as provided in § 117.31(b).
However, if a train moving toward the
bridge has crossed the home signal for
the bridge before the signal requesting
opening of the bridge is given, the train
may continue across the bridge and
must clear the bridge interlocks before
stopping.

(3) Except as provided in paragraphs
(b) and (c) of this section each draw
shall open on signal.

(b) The draws of the Hutchinson River
Parkway Bridge, mile 0.9, and the New
England Thruway (I-95) Bridge, mile
2.2, both at New York City, shall open
on signal if at least six hours notice is
given.

(c) The draw of the South Fulton
Avenue Bridge, mile 2.9, shall open on
signal from three hours before to three
hours after the predicted high tide. For
the purposes of this section, predicted
high tide occurs four hours after
predicted high water for New York
(Battery), as given in the tide tables
published by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).

(i) At all other times, the bridge shall
open on signal if at least four hours
advance notice is given to the
Westchester County Road Maintenance
Division during normal work hours or to
the County’s Parkway Police at all other
times.

(ii) The bridge tender shall honor
requests for opening within six hours
after predicted high water if such
request is given to the bridge tender
while he or she is on station (three
hours before to three hours after
predicted thigh tide).

Appendix A to part 117 is amended
to revise Hutchinson River entries under
the State of New York to read as follows:
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APPENDIX A TO PART 117—Wmmmmams

Bridge name and owner Calf sign

Pelham Bay New York City ... KU 8758 ...
Bay Now YOrk CRY ... KU 6096 ..

New England Thruway, -85 .. KXS 268 ..

13
13

Calling Workin

channel d'nme?
13
13
13
13

Dated: April 28, 1993.
K.W, Thompson,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Acting
Commander, First Coast Guard District.

[FR Doc. 93-10962 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 4910-14-M

33 CFR Part 165

CGD1 93-023

Safety Zone: Troy Fourth of July
Fireworks, Troy, NY

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemeking.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard propoeses to
establish a safety zone in the Upper
Hudson River for the Troy Fo of
July Fireworks The event,
sponsored by the City of Troy
Recreation Department, will take place
on Saturday, July 3, 1993 from 8:30 p.m.
until 10 p.m. This safety zone in the
Upper Hudson River is needed to
Erotect the boating public from the
azards associated with fireworks
exploding in the area.
DATES: Comments must be received on
or before June 24, 1993.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
mailed to Commander, Coast Guard
Group New York, Bldg. 108, Governors
Island, New York 10004-5096, or may
be delivered to the Waterways
Management Office, Bldg. 109, between
8 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays.

Any person wishing to visit the office
must contact the Waterways
Management Office at (212) 668-7933 to
obtain advance clearance due to the fact
that Governors Island is a military
installation with limited access.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lieutenant (junior grade) J. J. Gleason,
Waterways Management Officer, Coast
Guard Group New York (212) 668-7933.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: .

Request for Comments

The Coast Guard encourages
interested persons to participate in this
rulemaking by submitting written data,
views, or arguments. Persons submitting
comments should include their names
and addresses, identify this notice
(CGD1-93-023] and the specific section
of the proposal to which their comments
apply, and give reasons for each
comment. Pesons wanting
acknowledgment of receipt of comments
should enclose a stampe(£ self-
addressed postcard or envelope.

The Coast Guard will consider all
comments recelved during the comment
period. It may change this proposal in
view of the comments. The Coast Guard
plans no public hearing. Persons may
request a public hearing by writing to
the Project Manager at the address
under “ADDRESSES.” If it is determined
that the opportunity for oral
presentations will aid this rulemaking,
the Coast Guard will hold a public
hearing at a time and place announced
by a later notice in the Federal Register.

Drafting Information

The drafters on this notice are LTJ]G
]. J. Gleason, Project Manager, Captain of
the Port, New York and LCDR J. Stieb,
Project Attorney, First Coast Guard
District, Legal Office.

Background and Purpose

On March 24, 1993, the City of Troy
Recreation De t submitted a
request to hold a fireworks program in
the Upper Hudson River, Troy, New
York. This safety zone is needed to
protect boaters from the hazards
associated with the exploding of
pyrotechnics in the area.

Discussion of Proposed Amendments

The Coast Guard proposes to establish
a temporary safety zone that will
include all waters shore to shore form
the Congress Street Bridge to the
southern most end of Adams Island in

the Upper Hudson River. This safety
zone will be in effect from 8:30 p.m.
until 10 p.m. on July 3, 1993. This
closure is needed to protect the boating
public from the hazards that accompany
a fireworks . No vessel will be
permitted to enter or move within this
area unless authorized by the Coast
Guard Captain of the Port, New York or
the sponsor.

Regulatory Evaluation

These regulations are not major under
Executive Order 12281 and not
significant under De ent of
Transportation ry Policies and
Procedures (44 FR 11040; February 26,
1979). Due to the limited duration of the
event and the extensive advisories that
will be mads to the affected maritime
community, the Coast Guard expects the
economic impact of this proposal to be
so minimal that a Regulatery Evaluation

is unnecessary,
Small Entities

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq,), The Coast Guard
must consider whether this propossl
will have a significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small
entities. “Small entities” include
independently owned and operated
small businesses that are not dominant
in their field and that otherwise qualify
as “‘small business concerns’ under
section 3 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 632).

For reasons set forth in the above
Regulatory Evaluation, the Coast Guard
certifies under 5 U.S5.C. 605(b} that this
proposal, if adopted, will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

Collection of Information

This proposal contains no collection
of information requirements under the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501).
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Federalism

The Coast Guard has analyzed this
gction in accordance with the principles
and criteria contained in Executive
Order 12612 and has determined that
this proposal does not raise sufficient
federalism implications to warrant the
preparation of 8 Federalism Assessment.

Environment

The Coast Guard considered the
environmental impact of this regulation
and concluded that under section
2.B.2.c. of Commandant Instruction
M16475.1B, it is an action under this
Coest Guard's statutory authority to
protect public safety, and thus is
categorically excluded from further
onvironmental documentation.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165

Harbors, Marine safety, Navigation
(water), Reparting and recordkeeping
requirements, Security measures,
Waterways.

Proposed Regulations

For reasons set out in the preamble,
the Coast Guard proposes to amend 33
CFR part 165 as follows:

1. The authority citation for part 165
continues to read as follows:

Autharity: 33 U.S.C. 1231; 50 U.S.C. 191;
33 CFR 1.05-1(g), 6.04-1, 6.04-8, and 160.5,
49 CFR 1.46.

2. A temporary section, 165.T01-023
is added to read es follows:

§165.701-023 Troy Fourth of July
Fireworks, New Yoric

(a) Location. The safety zone will
include all waters shore to shore from
the Congress Street Bridge to the
southern most end of Adams Island in
the Upper Hudson River.

(b) Effective period. This regulation
will be effective from 8:30 p.m. until 10
p.m. on July 3, 1993.

(c) Regulations.

(1) No person or vessel enter,
transit, or remain in the ed area
during the effective period of regulation
unless authorized by the U.S. Coast
Guard Captain of the Port, New York or
the sponsar,

(2) All persons and vessels shall
comply with the instructions of the
COTP or the designated on scene
personnel, U.S, Coast Guard patrol
personnel include commissioned,
warrant, and pstty officers of the Coast
Guard. Upon hearing five or more blasts
from a U.S. Coast Guard vessel, the

operator of a vessel shall proceed as
directed.

Dated: April 12, 1993,
R.M. Larrabes,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the
Port, New York.

[FR Doc. 83-10961 Filed 5-7-03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-14-4

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 300
[FRL-2653-2]

National Priorities List for Uncontrofled
Hazardous Waste Sites, Proposed Ruie
No. 14

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency,
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMHARY: The Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(“CERCLA™ or “the Act”), as amended,
requires that the Nationel Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (“NCP") include a list
of national priorities among the known
releases or threatened relsases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout the United
States, The National Priorities List
(*“NPL") constitutes this list.

The Environmental Protection Agency
(“EPA") proposes to add new sites to
the NPL. This 14th proposed revision to
the NPL includes 19 sites in the General
Superfund Section and 7 in the Federal
Facilities Section. The identification of
a site for the NPL is intended primarily
to guide EPA in determining which sites
warrant further investigation to assess
the nature and extent of public health
and environmental risks associated with
the site and to determine what CERCLA-
financed remedial action(s), if any, may
be appropriate. This action does not
affect the 1,202 sites currently listed on
the NPL (1,079 in the Genera{
Superfund Section and 123 in the
Federal Facilities Section). However, it
does increase the number of proposed
sites to 54 (44 in the General Superfund
Section and 10 in the Federal Facilities
Section). Final and proposed sites now
total 1,256, This number reflects five
deletions identified in section 1 and
EPA's decision to voluntarily remove
Lehigh Portland Cement Co., Masan
City, Jowa from the NPL.

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before June 9, 1993 for Hanscom AFB
(Bedford, Massachusetts) and Natick
Iabomlo:)ory Arm{i Research,
Development and Engineering Canter
(Natick, Massachusetts). EPA is under a

court-ordered deadline for these two
sites. For the remaining sites in this
proposal, comments must be submitted
on or befare July 9, 1993,

ADDRESSES: Mail original and three
copies of comments (no facsimiles) to
Dockst Coordinator, Headquarters; U.S.
EPA CERCLA Dockst Office; 0S-245;
Waterside Mall; 401 M Strest, SW.;
Washington, DC 20460; 202/260-3045.
For additional Docket addresses and
further details on their contents, see
Section I of the ""Supplementary
Information” portion of this preamble.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Martha Otto, Hazardous Site Evaluation
Division, Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response {0S-5204G), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M Strest, SW., Washington, DC, 20460,
ar the d Hotline, Phone (800)
424-9346 or (703) 412-8810 in the
Washington, DC, metropolitan area.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:.

L Iatroduction

IL Purpose and implementation of the NPL
1L Contents of This Rule

IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis

V. Regulatary Flexibility Act Analysis

L Introducts

Background .

In 1980, Congress enacted the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, 42 U.S.C. 96019675 (“CERCLA” or
“the Act”) in response to the dangers of
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.
CERCLA was amended on October 17,
19886, by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (“SARA"),
Public Law No. 99499, 100 stat. 1613
et seq. To implement CERCLA, the
Environmental Protection 4
("EPA™ or “the Agency"’) promuigated
the revised National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(“NCP”’), 40 CFR part 300, on july 18,
1982 (47 FR 31180), pursuant to
CERCLA section 105 and Executive
Order 12316 (46 FR 42237, August 20,
1981). The NCP sets forth the guidelines
and procedures needed to respond
under CERCLA to releases and
threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants.
EPA has revised the NCP on several
occasions, most recently on March 8,
19900 (55 FR 8666).

Section 105(a)(8)(A) of CERCLA
mq:i:as that the NCP include “criteria
for determining priorities among
releases or threatened releases
throughout the United States for the
purpose of teking remedial action.” As
defined in CERCLA section 101(24),
remediel action tends to be long-term in
nature and invelves response actions
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that are consistent with a permanent
remedy for a release.

Mechanisms for determinin,
priorities for possible remedial actions
financed by the Trust Fund established
under CERCLA (commonly referred to
as the “Superfund”) and financed by
other persons are included in the NCP
at 40 CFR 300.425(c) (55 FR 8845,
March 8, 1990). Under 40 CFR
300.425(c)(1), a site may be included on
the NPL if it scores sufficiently high on
the Hazard Ranking System (“HRS"),
which is appendix A of 40 CFR part
300. On December 14, 1990 (55 FR
51532), EPA promulgated revisions to
the HRS partly in response to CERCLA
section 105(c), added by SARA. The
revised HRS evaluates four pathways:
Ground water, surface water, soil
exposure, and air. The HRS serves as a
screening device to evaluate the relative
potential of uncontrolled hazardous
substances, pollutants, and
contaminants to pose a threat to human
health or the environment. Those sites
that score 28.50 or greater on the HRS
are eligible for the NPL.,

Under a second mechanism for
adding sites to the NPL, each State may
designate a single site as its top priority,
regardless of the HRS score. This
mechanism, provided by the NCP at 40
CFR 300.425(c)(2), requires that, to the
extent practicable, the NPL include
within the 100 highest priorities, one
facility designated by each State
representing the greatest danger to
public health, welfare, or the
environment among known facilities in
the State.

" The third mechanism for listing,
included in the NCP at 40 CFR
300.425(c)(3), allows certain sites to be
listed whether or not they score above
28.50, if all of the following conditions
are met:

The Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the
U.S. Public Health Service has issued
a health advisory that recommends
dissociation of individuals from the
release.

EPA determines that the release
goses a significant threat to public

ealth.

EPA anticipates that it will be more
cost-effective to use its remedial
authority than to use its removal
authority to respond to the release.
Based on these criteria, and pursuant

to section 105(a)(8)(B) of CERCLA, as
amended by SARA, EPA promulgates a
list of national priorities among the
known or threatened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout the United
States. That list, which is appendix B of

40 CFR part 300, is the National
Priorities List (“NPL"). CERCLA section
105(a)(8)(B) defines the NPL as a list of
“releases’ and as a list of the highest
riority “facilities.” The discussion

low may refer to the “releases or
threatened releases” that are included
on the NPL interchangeably as
*“releasss,” “facilities,” or “sites.”
CERCLA section 105(a)(8)(B) also
requires that the NPL be revised at least
annually. A site may undergo CERCLA-
financed remedial action only after it is
placed on the NPL, as provided in the
NCP at 40 CFR 300.425(b)(1).

EPA promulgated an original NPL of
406 sites on September 8, 1983 (48 FR
40658). The NPL has been expanded
since then, most recently on October 14,
1992 (57 FR 47180).

The NPL includes two sections, one of
sites being evaluated and cleaned up by
EPA (the “General Superfund Section"),
and one of sites being addressed by
other Federal agencies (the “Federal
Facilities Section"). Under Executive
Order 12580 and CERCLA section 120,
each Federal agency is responsible for
carrying out most response actions at
facilities under its own jurisdiction,
custody, or control, although EPA is
res(fonsib]e for preparing an HRS score
and determining if the facility is placed
on the NPL, EPA is not the lead agency
at these sites, and its role at such sites
is accordingly less extensive than at
other sites. The Federal Facilities
Section includes those facilities at
which EPA is not the lead agency.

Deletions/Cleanups

EPA may delete sites from the NPL
where no further response is
appropriate under Superfund, as
explained in the NCP at 40 CFR
300.425(e) (55 FR 8845, March 8, 1990).
To date, the Agency has deleted 49 sites
from the General Superfund Section of
the NPL, including five since October
14, 1992: Pioneer Sand Co., Warrington,
Florida (58 FR 7492, February 8, 1993);
Arrcom (Drexler Enterprises),
Rathdrum, Idaho (57 FR 61005,
December 23, 1992); Metal Working
Shop, Lake Ann, Michigan (57 FR
61004, December 23, 1992); Adrian
Municipal Well Field, Adrian,
Minnesota (57 FR 62231, December 30,
1992); Waste Research & Reclamation
Co., Eau Claire, Wisconsin (58 FR 7189,
February 5, 1993).

EPA also has developed an NPL
construction completion list (CCL) to
simplify its system of categorizing sites
and to better communicate the
successful completion of cleanup
activities (58 FR 12142, March 2, 1993).
Sites qualify for the CCL when: (1) Any
necessary physical construction is

complete, whether or not final cleanup
levels or other requirements have been
achieved; (2) EPA has determined that
the response action should be limited to
measures that do not involve
construction (e.g., institutional
controls); or (3) the site qualifies for
deletion from the NPL. Inclusion of a
site on the CCL has no legal
significance.

addition to the 48 sites that have
been deleted from the NPL because they
have been cleaned up (the Waste
Research and Reclamation site was
deleted based on deferral to another
program and is not considered cleaned
up), an additional 113 sites are also in
the NPL CCL, all but one from the
General Superfund Section. Thus, as of
April 1, 1993, the CCL consists of 161
sites.

Cleanups at sites on the NPL do not
reflect the total picture of Superfund
accomplishments. As of March 1, 1993,
EPA had conducted 822 removal actions
at NPL sites, and 2067 removals at non-
NPL sites, Information on removals is
available from the Superfund hotline.

Pursuant to the NCP at 40 CFR
300.425(c), this document proposes to
add 26 sites to the NPL. The General
Superfund Section includes 1,079 sites
and the Federal Facilities Section
includes 123 sites, for a total of 1,202
sites on the NPL. Final and proposed
sites now total 1,256,

Public Comment Period

The documents that form the basis for
EPA's evaluation and scoring of sites in
this rule are contained in dockets
located both at EPA Headquarters and in
the appropriate Regional offices. The
dockets are available for viewing, by
appointment only, after the appearance
of this rule. The hours of operation for
the Headquarters docket are from 9 a.m.
to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday
excluding Federal holidays. Please
contact individual Regional dockets for
hours. Note that the Headquarters
docket, although it will be moving
during the comment period, will remain
open for viewing of sites included in
this rule.

Docket Coordinator, Headquarters, U.S.
EPA CERCLA Docket Office, 0S-245,
Waterside Mall, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460, 202/260-3046.

Ellen Culhane, Region 1, U.S. EPA Waste
Management Records Center, HES-CAN 6,
J.F. Kennedy Federal Building, Boston, MA
02203-2211, 617/573-5729.

Ben Conetta, Region 2, 26 Federal Plazs,
7th Floor, room 740, New York, NY 10278,
212/264-6696.

Diane McCreary, Region 3, U.S. EPA
Library, 3rd Floor, 841 Chestnut Building,
9th & Chestnut Streets, Philadelphia, PA
19107, 215/597~7904.
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Beverly Fulwood, Reglon 4, U.S. EPA
Library; roam G-6, 345 Courtland Street, NE.,
Atanta, GA 30365, 404/347-4216,

Cathy Preeman, Region 5, U.S. EPA,
Records Center, Waste Management Division
7-J, Metcalfe Federal Building, 77 West
jackson Boulevard, Chicago, IL 60604, 312/

886-6214.

Bart Canellas, 8, U.S. EPA, 1445
Ross Avenue, Mail Code 6H-MA, Dallas, TX
75202-2733, 214/655-6740.

Steven Wyman, Region 7, U.S. EPA
Library, 726 Minnesota Avenue, Kansas City,
KS 66101, 913/551-7241. '

Creg Oberley, Region 8, U.S. EPA 999 18th
Streat, suite 500, Denver, CO 802022466,
203/294-7598.

Lisa Nelson, Region 9, U.S. EPA, 75
Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA 84105,
415/744-2347,

David Bennett, Region 10, U.S, EPA, 11th
Floer, 1200 6th Avenue, Mail Stop HW-114,
Seattle, WA 98101, 206/553-2103.

The Headquarters docket for this rule
contains HRS score sheets for each
proposed site; a Documentation Record
for each site describing the information
used to compute the score; pertinent
information for any site affected by
particular statutory requirements or EPA
listing policies; and a list of documents
referenced in the Documentation
Record. Each Regional docket for this
rule contains all of the information in
the Headquarters docket for sites in that
Region, plus the actual reference
documents containing the data
principally relied upon and cited by
EPA in calculating or evaluating the
HRS scores for sites in that Region.
These reference documents are available
only in the Regional dockets. Interested
parties may view documents, by
appointment enly, in the He arters
or the appropriate Regional docket or
copies may be requested from the
Headquarters or sppropriate Regional
docket. An informal written request,
rather than a formal request under the
Freedom of Information Act, should be
the ordinary procedurs for obtaining
copies of any of these documents.

EPA considers all comments received
during the comment period. During the
comment period, comments are placed
in the Headquarters docket and are
available to the public on an “as
received"’ basis. A complete set of
comments will be available for viewing
in the Regional docket approximately
one week after the formal comment
period closes. Comments received after
the comment period closes will be
available in the arters docket
and in the Regional docket on an “as
received" basis.

Comments that include complex or
voluminous reports, or materials
prepared for purposes other than HRS
scoring, shougd point out the specific
information that EPA should consider

and how it affects individual HRS factor
values. See Northside Sanitary Landfill
v. Thomas, 849 F.2d 1516 (D.C. Cir.
1988). After considering the relevant
comments received d the comment
peried, EPA will add sites to the NPL

if they mest requirements set out in
CERCLA, the NCP, and any applicable
listing policies.

In past rules, EPA has attempted to
respond to late comments, or when that
was not practicable, to read ell late
comments and address those that
brought to the Agency’s attention a
fundamental error in the scoring of a
site. (See, most recently, 57 FR 4824
(February 7, 1992)). Although'EPA
intends to pursue the same policy with
sites in this rule, EPA can guarantee that
it will consider only those comments
postmarked by the close of the formal
comment period. EPA cannot delay a
final listing decision solely to
accommodate consideration of late
comments.,

IL. Parpose and Implementation of the
NPL

Purpose

The legislative history of CERCLA
(Report of the Committes on
Environment and Public Works, Senate
Report No. 96-848, 96th Cong,, 2d Sess.
60 (1980)) states the primary purpose of
the NPL:

The pricrity lists serve primarily
informational purposes, identifying for the
States and the public those facilities and sites
or other releases which appear to warrant
remedial actions. Inclusion of a facility or
site on the list does not in itself reflect a
judgment of the activities of its owner or
operator, it does not require those persons to
undertake any action, nor does it assign
liability to any person. Subsequent
government action in the form of remedial
actions or enforcement actions will be
necessary in order to do so, and these actions
will be attended by all appropriate
procedural safeguards,

The purpose of the NPL, therefors, is
primarily to serve as an informational
and management tool, The
identification of a site for the NPL is
intended primarily to guide EPA in
determining which sites warrant further
investigation to assess the nature and
extent of the public health and
environmental risks associated with the
site and to determine what CERCLA
remedial action(s), if any, may be
appropriate. The NPL also serves to
notify the public of sites that EPA
believes warrant further investigation.
Finally, listing a site may, to the extent
potentially responsible parties are
identifiable at the time of listing, serve
as notice to such parties that the Agency

may initiate CERCLA-financed remedial
action.

Implementation

After initial discovery of a site at
which a release or threatensd release
may exist, EPA begins a series of
increasingly compiex evaluations. The
first step, the iminary Assessment
(PA), is & low-cost review of existing
information to determine if the site
poses a threat to public health or the
environment. If the site presents a
serious imminent threat, EPA may teke
fmmediate removal action. If the PA
shows that the site presents a threat but
not an imminent threat, EPA will
generally perform a more extensive
study callad the Site Inspection (SI).
The SI involves collecting additional
information to better understand the
extent of the problem at the site, screen
out sites that will not qualify for the
NPL, and obtain data necessary to
calculate an HRS score for sites which
warrant placement on the NPL and
farther study. EPA mey perform
removal actions at any time during the
process. To date EPA has completed
approximately 34,000 PAs an
approximately 17,000 Sls,

e NCP at 40 CFR 300.425(b)(1) (55
FR 8845, March 8, 1990) limits
expenditure of the Trust Fund for
remedial actions to sites on the NPL.
However, EPA may take enforcement
actions under CERCLA or other
applicable statutes against responsible
parties regardless of whether the site is
on the NPL, although, es a practical
matter, the focus of EPA’s CERCLA
enforcement actions has been and will
continue to be on NPL sites. Similarly,
in the case of CERCLA removal actions,
EPA has the authority to act at any site,
whether listed or not, that meets the
criteria of the NCP at 40 CFR
300.415(b)(2) (55 FR 8842, March 8,
1990). EPA’s policy is to pursue cleanup
of NPL sites using all the appropriate
response and/or enforcement actions
available to the Agency, including
authorities other CERCLA. The
Agency will decide on a site-by-site
basis whether to take enforcement or
other action under CERCLA or other
authorities prior to undertaking
response action, proceed directly with
Trust Fund-financed response actions
and saek to recover response costs after
cleanup, or do both. To the extent
feasible, once sites are on the NPL, EPA
will determine high-priority candidates
for CERCLA-financed response action
and/or enforcement action through both
State and Federal initiatives. EPA will
take into account which approach is
mors likely to accomplish cleanup of
the site most expeditiously while using
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CERCLA's limited resources as
efficiently as'possible.

Although the ranking of sites by HRS
scores is considered, it does not, by
itself, determine the sequence in which
EPA funds remedial response actions,
since the information collected to
develop HRS scores is not sufficient to
determine either the extent of
contamination or the appropriate
response for a particular site (40 CFR
300.425(b)(2), 55 FR 8845, March 8,
1980). Additionally, resource
constraints may preclude EPA from
evaluating all HRS pathways; only those
presenting significant risk or sufficient
to make a site eligible for the NPL may
be evaluated. Morsover, the sites with
the highest scores do not necessarily
come to the Agency's attention first, so
that addressing sites strictly on the basis
of ranking would in some cases require
stopping work at sites where it was
already underway.

More detailed studies of a site are
undertaken in the Remadial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
that typically follows listing. The
purpose of the RI/FS is to assess site
conditions and evaluate alternatives to
the extent n to select a remedy
(40 CFR 300.430(a)(2) (55 FR 8846,
March 8, 1990)). It takss into account
the amount of contaminants released
into the environment, the risk to
affected populations and environment,
the cost to remediate contamination at
the site, and the response actions that
have been taken by potentially
responsible parties or others. Decisions
on the tyﬁand extent of response
action to be taken at these sites are made
in accordance with 40 CFR 300.415 (55
FR 8842, March 8, 1990) and 40 CFR
300.430 (55 FR 8846, March 8, 1990).
After conducting these additional
studies, EPA may conclude that
initiating a CERCLA remedial action
using the Trust Fund at some sites on
the NPL is not appropriate because of
more pressing needs at other sites, or
because a private party cleanup is
already underway pursuant to an
enforcement action, Given the limited
resources available in the Trust Fund,
the Agency must carefully balance the
relative needs for responss at the
numerous sites it has studied. It is also

ossible that EPA will conclude after
er analysis that the site does not
warrant remedial action.

RI/FS at Proposed Sites

An RI/FS may be performed at sites
proposed in the Federal Register for
placement on the NPL (or éven sites that
have not been proposed for placement
on the NPL) pursuant to the Agency’s
removal authority under CERCLA, as

outlined in the NCP at 40 CFR 300.415.
Although an RI/FS generally is
conducted at a site after it has been
placed on the NPL, in a number of
circumstances the Agency elects to
conduct an RI/FS at a site proposed for
placement on the NPL in preparation for
a possible Trust Fund-financed remedial
action, such as when the Agency
believes that a delay may create
unnecessary risks to public health or the
environment. In addition, the Agency
may conduct an RI/FS to assist in
determining whether to conduct a
removal or enforcement action at a site.

Facility (Site) Boundaries

The purpose of the NPL is merely to
identify releases or threatened releases
of hazardous substances that are
priorities for further evaluation. The
Agency believes that it would be neither
feasible nor consistent with this limited
purpose for the NPL to attempt to
describe releases in precise geographical
terms, The term “facility” is broadly
defined in CERCLA to include any area
where a hazardous substance has “come
to be located”" (CERCLA section 101(9)),
and the listing process is not intended
to define or reflect boundaries of such
facilities or releases. Site names are
provided for general identification
purposes only. Knowledge of the
geographic extent of sites will be refined
as more information is developed
during the RI/FS and even during
implementation of the remedy.

Because the NPL does not assign
liability or define the geographic extent
of a release, a listing need not be
amended if further research into the
contamination at a site reveals new
information as to its extent. This is
further explained in preambles to past
NPL rules, most recently February 11,
1991 (56 FR 5598).

Limitations on Payment of Claims for
Response Actions

Sections 111(a)(2) and 122(b)(1) of
CERCLA authorize the Fund to
reimburse certain parties for necessary
costs of performing a response action.
As is described in more detail at 58 FR
5460 (January 21, 1993), 40 CFR part
307, there are two major limitations
placed on the payment of claims for
response actions. First, only private
parties, certain potentially responsible
parties (including States and political
subdivisions), and certain foreign
entities are eligible to file such claims.
Second, all response actions under
sections 111(a}{2) and 122(b)(1) must
receive prior approval, or
“preauthorization,” from EPA.

II1. Contents of This Proposed Rule

Table 1 identifies ths 19 NPL sites in
the General Superfund Section and
Table 2 identifies the 7 NPL sites in the
Federal Facilities Section being
proposed in this rule. Both tables follow
this preamble. All thess sites are
proposed based on HRS scores of 28.50
or ahove. The sites in Table 1 are listed
alphabetically by State, for ease of
identification, with group number
identified to provide an indication of
relative ranking. To determine group
number, sites on the NPL are placed in
groups of 50; for example, a site in
Group 4 of this proposal has a score that
falls within the range of scores covered
by the fourth group of 50 sites on the
General Superfund Section of the NPL,
Sites in the Federal Facilities Section
are also presented by group number
based on groups of 50 sites in the
General Superfund Section.

Statutory Requirements

CERCLA section 105(a)(8)(B) directs
EPA to list priority sites “among" the
known releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants, and section 105(a)(8)(A)
directs EPA to consider certain
enumerated and “other appropriate”
factors in doing so. Thus, as a matter of
policy, EPA has the discretion not to use
CERCLA to respond to certain types of
releases. Where other authorities exist,
placing sites on the NPL for possible
remedial action under CERCLA may not
be appropriate. Therefore, EPA has
chosen not to place certain types of sites
on the NPL even though CERCLA does
not exclude such action. If, however, the
Agency later determines that sites not
listed as a matter of policy are not being
properly responded to, the Agency may
place them on the NPL.

The listing policies and statutory
requirements of relevance to this
proposed rule cover sites subject to the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) (42 U.S.C. 6901-6991i) and
Federal facility sites. These policies and
requirements are explained below and
have been explained in greater detail in
previous rulemakings (56 FR 5598,
February 11, 1991).

Releases From Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites

EPA's policy is that non-Federal sites
subject to RCRA Subtitle C corrective
action authorities will not, in general, be
placed on the NPL. However, EPA will
list certain categories of RCRA sites
subject to Subtitle C corrective action
authorities, as well as other sites subject
to those authoritiss, if the Agency
concludes that doing so best furthers the
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aims of the NPL/RCRA policy and the
CERCLA program. EPA has explained
these policies in detail in the past (51
FR 21054, June 10, 1986; 53 FR 23978,
June 24, 1988; 54 FR 41000, October 4,
1989; 56 FR 5602, February 11, 1991).

Consistent with EPA's NPL/RCRA
policy, EPA is proposing to add two
sites to the General Superfund Section
of the NPL that may be subject to RCRA
Subtitle C corrective action authorities.
One is the Onondaga Lake site in Lake
Onondaga, NY. Material has been
placed in the public docket confirming
that the owner at the site who is subject
to RCRA authorities is bankrupt. The
other owner has no RCRA involvement.

The second is the National Zinc Corp.
site in Bartlesville, OK. The Agency
helieves that offsite contamination and
air deposition of contamination at and
from this site will be better addressed
under CERCLA authorities. Material has
been placed in the docket indicating
that not all site-related contamination
may be addressable under RCRA
corrective action authorities.

Releases from Federal Facility Sites

On March 13, 1989 (54 FR 10520), the
Agency announced a policy for placing
Federal facility sites on the NPL if they
meet the eligibility criteria (e.g., an HRS
score of 28.50 or greater), even if the
Federal facility also is subject to the
corrective action authorities of RCRA
Subtitle C. In that way, those sites could
be cleaned up under CERCLA, if
appropriate.

This rule proposes to add seven sites
to the Federal Facilities Section of the
NPL. One site not listed in the Federal
Facilities Section, the Blackbird Mine
site in Lembi, ID, is located in part on
federally owned land. There is no
separate category for mixed-ownership
sites, and the facts at this site are such
that EPA considers it more appropriate
to propose the site in the General
Superfund section of the NPL. In
particular, the sources of contamination
on the Federal portion of the site are few
compared to the sources on private
land, and contamination is not the
result of activities of the U.S. Forest
Service, which currently manages the
Federal portion of the site. EPA
emphasizes that the designation of a site
as Federal or non-Federal for listing
Purposes has no legal significance and
is purely informational in nature. In
particular, such designation does not
determine, or limit, gxne extent of any
Federal agency’s obligations under
section 120 of CERCLA. EPA solicits
comment on the most appropriate
designation of the site.

Name Changes

EPA proposes to change the name of
the Del Amo Facility, a proposed site in
Los Angeles, California, to the Del Amo
Pits. EPA proposes to change the name
of the American Shizuki Corp./Ogallala
Electronics and Manufacturing, Inc., a
proposed site in Ogallala, Nebraska to
the Ogallala Groundwater
Contamination. EPA believes these
names more accurately reflect the sites,
and solicits comment on these proposed
name changes.

Clarification of Prior NPL Listing

The Indian Bend Wash Superfund
Site, located in Scottsdale-Tempe-
Phoenix, Arizona, was placed on the
NPL on September 8, 1983 (48 FR
40667). The purpose of this clarification
of the original listing is to provide
additional information about the
releases of hazardous substances that
are currently being investigated.

The 1982 HRS analysis in the original
listing docket for Indian Bend Wash
(cross-referenced as NPL-2-630)
provides the followinigeneral
description of the facility:
“Groundwater contamination has been
detected in an area approximately two
miles by five miles afong the Indian
Bend Wash in Scottsdale and Tempe.
Municipal drinking water supply wells
serving the cities of Scottsdale, Phoenix
and Tempe have been tainted by
trichloroethylene. Chromium
contamination has also been found to be
present in the aquifer of concern.” The
HRS analysis also includes
“‘approximate boundaries” of
“Scottsdale Road (west), Salt River
channel (south), Pima Road (east), and
Chapparal Road (north).” However,
documented releases at that time also
included contaminated wells south of
the Salt River.

During the investigation of
groundwater at Indian Bend Wash ,EPA
has identified several apparently
noncontiguous areas of groundwater
contamination, both north and south of
the Salt River. While it cannot be stated
with certainty because of the
hydrological impacts of the river flow,
it appears that the releases of hazardous
substances south of the river may
originate in sources other than those
north of the river. This notice is to
clarify that the Indian Bend Wash
Superfund Site has always included all
releases discovered during the course of
the RI/FS, both north and south of the
Salt River, and that the RI/FS has, from
the beginning, investigated releases
documented in the original HRS
analysis both north and south of the Salt
River. The approximate boundaries of

the study area where EPA is currently
responding to releases of hazardous
substances are as follows: Rural Road
(Tempe)/ Scottsdale Road (Scottsdale)
(west), Chaparral Road (north), Price
Road (Tempe)/Pima Road
(Scottsdale)(east), and Apache
Boulevard (south).

Two Records of Decision were issued,
on September 21, 1988 and September
12, 1991, for the portion of the site
located north of the Salt River, which
EPA has informally designated as
“North Indian Bend Wash"' or “Indian
Bend Wash (North)"”. The portion of the
site located south of the Salt River has
been informally designated as “South
Indian Bend Wash”, or “Indian Bend
Wash (South)”, and is now in the RU/FS
study phase.

The above definition of the site is
consistent with EPA’s policy for listing
noncontiguous facilities. Section
104(d)(4) of CERCLA authorizes EPA to
“‘treat two or more noncontiguous
facilities as one for the purposes of
response, if such facilities are
reasonably related on the basis of
geography or their potential threat to
public health, welfare, or the
environment.” EPA published a policy
(49 FR 37076, September 21, 1984)
identifying the factors which it would
consider in determining whether non-
contiguous facilities should be

ated.

qﬁe results of the RI (available in the
Region IX docket for this site) indicate
that the Indian Bend Wash Superfund
Site meets the ation criteria.
Indian Bend Wash North and Indian
Bend Wash South each contain many
potentially noncontiguous facilities. It is
appropriate to address all facilities
within both North Indian Bend Wash
and South Indian Bend Wash in
aggregation. Several factors support this.
First, there are similar constituents of
concern so that a single strategy for
cleanup is appropriate. Second, the
contamination from the releases is
threatening the same aquifer and there
is no evidence of any geologic
discontinuity between the sources.
Lastly, the target populations affected by
the noncontiguous releases are
substantially overlapping with a number
of drinking water wells located within
both the northern and southern portions
of the site. Based on the above
considerations, the multiple
noncontiguous sources in both the north
and south areas are most logically
considered as a single site for NPL
purposes. EPA has consistently
addressed the areas north and south of
the river as a single site since the
original listing of the Indian Bend Wash
site.
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This clarification of the extent of
releases being evaluated by EPA at the
Indian Bend Wash site is intended to
provide notice of same to all persons.
Although EPA properly has regarded
contamination south of the Salt River,
referred to as Indian Bend Wash
(South), as part of the site since it was
listed on the NPL in 1983, EPA will
consider comments addressed to the
inclusion of that area as part of the site.
EPA will not consider comments
addressed to other aspects of the
original listing decision.

IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis

The costs of cleanup actions that may
be taken at sites are not directly
attributable to placement on the NPL, as
explained below. Therefors, the Agency
has determined that this rulemaking is
not & “major” regulation under
Executive Order 12291. EPA has
conducted a preliminary analysis of the
economic implications of today's
proposal to add new sites to the NPL.
EPA believes that the kinds of economic
effects associated with this pro
revision to the NPL are generally similar
to those identified in the regulatory
impact analysis (RIA) prepared in 1982
for revisions to the NCP pursuant to
section 105 of CERCLA (47 FR 31180,
July 16, 1982) and the economic
analysis prepared when amendments to
the NCP were proposed (50 FR 5882,
Februery 12, 1985). This rule was
submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget for review as required by
Executive Order 12291.

Costs ;

This proposed rulemaking is not a
“major" regulation because it does not
establish that EPA necessarily will
undertake remedial action, nor does it
require any action by a private party or
determine any party’s liability for site
response costs. Costs that arise out of
responses at sites in the General
Superfund Section result from site-by-
site decisions about what actions to
take, not directly from the act of listing
itself. Nonetheless, it is useful to
consider the costs that may be
associated with responding to all sites
in this rule. The proposed listing of a
site on the NPL may be followed by a
search for potentially responsible
parties and a Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to determine if
remedial actions will be undertaken at
a site. Selection of a remedial
alternative, and design and construction
of that alternative, may follow
completion of the RI/FS, and operation
and maintenance (O&M) activities may
continue after construction has been
completed.

EPA initially bears costs associated
with responsible party searches.
Responsible parties may enter into
consent orders or agreements to conduct
or pay the costs of the RUFS, remedial
design and remedial action, and O&M,
or EPA and the States may share costs
up front and subsequently bring an
action for cost recovery.

The State’s share of site cleanup costs
for Trust Fund-financed actions is
governed by CERCLA section 104(c). For
privately-owned sites, as well as
publicly-owned but not publicly-
operated sites, EPA will pay from the
Trust Fund for 100% of the costs of the
RI/FS and remedial planning, and 90%
of the costs of the remedial action,
leaving 10% to the State. For sites
operated by a State or political
subdivision, the State's share is at least
50% of all response costs at the site,
including the cost associated with the
RI/FS, remedial design, and
construction and implementation of the
remedial action selected. After
construction of the remedy is complets,
costs fall into two categories:

For restoration of ground water and
surface water, EPA will pay from the
Trust Fund a share of the start-up
costs according to the cost-allocation
criteria in the previous paragraph for
10 years or until a sufficient level of
protectiveness is achieved before the
end of 10 years. 40 CFR 300,435(f)(3).
After that, the State assumes all O&M
costs. 40 CFR 300.435 (f)(1).

For other cleanups, EPA will pay
from the Trust Fund a share of the
costs of a remedy according to the
cost-allocation criteria in the previous
paragraph until it is operational and
functional, which generally occurs
after one year. 40 CFR 300.435(f)(2),
300.510(c)(2). After that, the State
assumes all O&M costs. 40 CFR
300.510(c)(1).

In previous NPL rulemakings, the
Agency estimated the costs associated
with these activities (RI/FS, remedial
design, remedial action, and O&M) on
an average-per-site and total cost basis.
EPA will continue with this approach,
using the most recent (1988) cost
estimates available; these estimates are
presented below. However, costs for
individual sites vary widely, depending
on the amount, type, and extent of
contamination. Additionally, EPA is
unable to predict what portions of the
total costs responsible parties will bear,
since the distribution of costs depends
on the extent of voluntary and
negotiated response and the success of
any cost-recovery actions,

Average Total
Cost Per Sits!

1,300,000
1,500,000
325,000,000
3,770,000

Cost Category

RIFS

Net present value of O&M?Z2 .

11988 U.S. Dollars
2 Assumes cost of O&M over 30 years,
$400,000 for the first year and 10% discount

rate

?includes State cost-share

Source: Office of P Management,
Office of Emergency and ial Responsa,
U.S, EPA, Washington, DC,

Possible costs to States associated
with today’s proposed rule for Trust
Fund-financed response action arise
from the required State cost-share of: (1)
For privately owned sites at which
remedial action involving treatment to
restore ground and surface water quality
are undertaken, 10% of the cost of
constructing the remedy, and 10% of
the cost of operating the remedy for a
g::iod up to 10 years after the remedy

omes operational and functional; (2)
for privately-owned sites at which other
remedial actions are undertaken, 10% of
the cost of all remedial action, and 10%
of costs incurred within one year after
remedial action is complete to ensure
that the remedy is operational and
functional; and (3) for sites publicly-
operated by a State or political
subdivision at which response actions
are undertaken, at least 50% of the cost
of all response actions. States must
assume the cost for O&M after EPA's
participation ends, Using the
assumptions developed in the 1982 RIA
for the NCP, EPA has assumed that 90%
of the non-Federal sites proposed for the
NPL in this rule will be privately-owned
and 10% will be State- or locally-
operated. Therefore, using the budget
projections presented above, the cost to
States of undertaking Federal remedial
planning and actions at all non-Faderal
sites in today’s proposed rule, but
excluding O&M costs, would be
approximately $36 million. State O&M
costs cannot be accurately determined
because EPA, as noted above, will share
costs for up to 10 years for restoration
of ground water and surface water, and
it is not known how many sites will
require this treatment and for how long.
However, based on past experience,
EPA believes a reasonable estimate is
that it will share start-up costs for up to
10 years at 25% of sites. Using this
estimate, State O&M costs would be
approximately $32 million. As with the
EPA share of costs, partions of the State
share will be borne by responsible
parties.

Placing a site on the NPL does not
itself cause firms responsible for the site
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to bear costs. Nonetheless, a listing may
induce firms to clean up the sites
voluntarily, or it may act as a potential
trigger for subsequent enforcement or
cost-recovery actions. Such actions may
impose costs on firms, but the decisions
to take such actions are discretionary
and made on a case-by-case basis.
Consequently, these effects cannot be
precisely estimated. EPA does not
believe that every site will be cleaned
up by a responsible party. EPA cannot
project at this time which firms or
industry sectors will bear specific
portions of the response costs, but the
Agency considers: the volume and
nature of the waste at the sites; the
strength of the evidence linking the
wastes at the site to the parties; the
parties” ability to pay; and other factors
when decidmg whether and how to
proceed against the parties.

Economy-wide effects of this
proposed amendment to the NCP are
aggregations of effects on firms and
State and local governments. Although
effects could be felt by some individual
firms and States, the total impact of this
proposal on output, prices, and

l;)lloyment is expected to be negligible

e National level, as was the case in

the 1982 RIA.

Benefits

The real benefits associated with
today's proposal to place additional
sites on the NPL are increased health

and environmental protection as a result
of increased public awareness of

potential hazards. In addition to the
potential for more federally-financed
remedial actions, expansion of the NPL
could accelerate privately-financed,
voluntary cleanup efforts. Proposing
sites as national priority targets also
may give States increased su})port for
funding responses at cular sites.

Asa resuﬁ of the a dmonal CERCLA
remedies, there will be lower human
exposure to high-risk chemicals, and
higher-quality surface water, ground
water, soil, and air. These benefits are
expected to be significant, although
difficult to estimate before the RI/FS is
completed at these sites.

V. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
requires EPA to review the impacts of
this action on small entities, or certify
that the action will not have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. By small
entities, the Act refers to small
businesses, small government
jurisdictions, and nonprofit
organizations.

hile this rule proposes to revise the
NCP, it is not a typical regulatory
change since it does not automatically
impose costs. As stated above,
proposing sites to the NPL does not in
itself require any action by any party,
nor does it determine the liability of any
party for the cost of cleanup at the site.
Further, no identifiable groups are
affected as a whole. As a consequence,
impacts on any group are hard to

predict. A site’s proposed inclusion on
the NPL could increase the likelihood of
adverse impacts on responsible parties
(in the form of cleanup costs), but at this
time EPA cannot identify the potentially
affected businesses or estimate the
number of small businesses that might
also be affected.

The Agency does expect that placing
the sites in this proposed rule on the
NPL could significantly affect certain
industries, or firms within industries,
that have caused a proportionately high
percentage of waste site problems.
However, EPA does not expect the
listing of these sites to have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small businesses.

In any case, economic impacts would
occur only through enforcement and
cost-recovery actions, which EPA takes
at its discretion on a site-by-site basis.
EPA considers many factors when
determining enforcement actions,
including not only the firm’s
contribution to the problem, but also its
ability to pay.

The impacts (from cost recovery) on
small governments and nonprofit
organizations would be determined on a
similar case-by-case basis.-

For the foregoing reasons, 1 hereby
certify that this proposed rule would not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.
Therefore, this proposed regulation does
not require a regulatory flexibility
analysis.

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST PROPOSED RULE #14

GENERAL SUPERFUND SECTION

Site Name

NPLGr?

17

Bloehblrdmno

1
4/5
4/5

Triumph Mine Tamngs Piles .

4/5
4/5
1

13
4/5

4
4

4

4/5
4/5
4/5
4/5
4/5
4/5
1

Number of Sites Proposed to General Superfund Section: 19

' Sites are placed In groups (Gr) comesponding to groups of 50 on the final NPL.




27514

Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Proposed Rules

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST PROPOSED RULE #14

FEDERAL FACILITIES SECTION

City/County

Paducah

Bediford

Natick Laboratory Anmy Ressearch, Development and Engi- Natick
Research Center

neering Center,
Beltsville

(USDA) .....ccomsmorsasiansie

&5568 &&°
§;

Number of Sites Being Proposed to the Federal Facilities Section: 7

' Sitas ase placed In groups (Gr) corresponding to groups of S0 on the final NPL.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300

Air pollution control, Chemicals,
Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental
relations, Natural resources, Oil
pollution, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Superfund, Waste
treatment and disposal, Water pollution
control, Water supply.

Anthority: 42 U.S.C. 9605; 42 U.S.C. 9620;
33 U.S.C. 1321(c)(2); E.O. 11735, 3 CFR,
1971—1975 Comp., p. 793; E.O, 12580, 3
CFR, 1987 Comp., p. 193,

Dated: May 4, 1993.

Richard J. Guimond,

Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of
Solid Waste and Emergency Response.

[FR Doc. 93-10867 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 0580-50-F

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

49 CFR Part 571

[Docket No, 93-31; Notice 01)

RIN 2127-AE78

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standards; Warning Devices

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation.

ACTION: Notice of propesed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: This document proposes to
amend Federal Motor Vehicle Safaety
Standard No. 125, Warning Devices.
That standard specifies requirements for
non-powered warning devices designed
to be carried in all types of motor
vehicles and set out on the roadway to
warn oncoming traffic of a stopped
vehicle in or near the roadway. As
amended, the standard would apply
only to warning devices that are
designed to be carried in buses and
trucks that have a gross vehicle weight

mtingd(‘GVWR) greater th;n 10,000
pounds (4,536 kilograms).

The agency is proposing to exclude
from the standard wamning devices for

vehicles with 8 GVWR of 10,000 pounds
or less because it has determined
tentatively that no longer applying
Standard No. 125 to non-powered
warning devices carried on such
vehicles would provide warning device
manufacturers with greater design
freedom and would relieve an
unnecessary regulatory burden on
industry. The standard would continue
to apply to trucks and buses with higher
GVWRs because the agency has long-
term plans to amend Standard No. 125
to meke it more performance oriented
for warning devices designed to be
carried on those vehicles,

DATES: Comments. Comments must be
received on or before June 24, 1993.
PROPOSED EFFECTIVE DATE: The proposed
amendment would become effective 30
days after publication of a final rule in
the Federal Register.

ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to
the docket and notice numbers above
and be submitted to: Docket Section,
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, 400 Seventh Street,
SW., Washington, DC 20590. Docket
hours are 9:30 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday
through Friday.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. Kenneth O. Hardie, Office of
Vehicle Safety Standards, National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration,
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington,
DC 20590 (202-366-6987).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L Background

Federal Motor Vehicles Safety
Standard (FMVSS) No. 125, Warning
Devices, establishes requirements for
devices, without self-contained energy
sources, that are designed to be carried
in motor vehicles and used to warn
approaching traffic of the presence of a
stopped vehicle, except for devices

designed to be permanently affixed to
the vehicle. The purpose of the standard
is to reduce deaths and injuries dus to
rear-end collisions between moving
traffic and disabled or stopped vehicles.
The warning devices are required to be
triangular with an open center, covered
with fluorescent and red reflex
reflective material, and capable of being
erected on the madway.u“ese
performance are
intended to.assure that the warning
g:vices candbe readily o&;rved during

ytime and nighttime lighting
conditions, have a standardized shape
for quick message recognition, and
perform pm&%rly while deployed.

Standard No. 125 has been the subject
of several rulemaking actions because it
contains extensive detail specifying the
warning device's performance and
physical characteristics as well as the
related test procedures. As a result of
the Standard, manufacturers are
prohibited from marketing other non-
powered warning devices, which may
vary significantly in performance and
configuration from the Standard's
:ﬁdﬂmﬁons. Some have contended

t the Standard is too design

restrictive since its specifications
prohibit other warning devices, which
may be capable of adequately warning
approaching drivers of a disable vehicle,
even though they differ from a Standard
No, 125 warning triangle.

A. Regulatory History

On October 14, 1867, the National
Highway Safety Bureau, the predecessor
to NHTSA, published an advance notice
of proposed rulemaking (ANPRM)
concerning & possible safety standard
requiring warning devices for stopped
vehicles. (32 FR 14278) That notice
discussed such devices as flares, fusees,
cloth flags, electric lanterns, and
emergency reflectors.

On November 11, 1970, NHTSA
proposed issuing a new Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS) that
would specify performance




-

Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Proposed Rules

27515

requirements and test procedures
applicable to fluorescent and
retroreflective, triangular, non-powered
warmning devices similar to those now
specified in Standard No. 125. (35 FR
17350). These devices were intended to
supplement the vehicular warnin

signal lamps by Stan No.
108, Lamps, Reflective Devices, and
Associated Equipment, to minimize the
likelihood of rear-end collisions
between moving vehicles and disabled
vehiclas. The notice proposed that
passenger cars and multipurpose
passenger vehicles be equipped with
one such device and trucks and buses
with three such devices as standard
equipment upon the first consumer sale.

On March 1, 1972, NHTSA issued
Standard No. 125, a safety standard that
specifies shape, size, and performance
requirements for warning devices that
do not have self-contained energy
sources. (37 FR 5038). The agency
decided to issue an equipment standard
instead of a vehicle standard becausa
the available information did not
the additional cost of mandating the
warning device in all new vehicles.
Accordingly, these devices were not
required as standard vehicle equipment.
The notice also stated that it would be
necessary to collect further data
regarding the effectiveness of warning
triangles and frequency of use by
consumers 50 that a more accurate cost-
benefit analysis could be made of a
vehicle standard.

On June 22, 1972, NHTSA responded
to petitions for reconsideration that
resulted in minor modifications to
Standard Ne. 125. (37 FR 12323). The
notice also clarified the Standard’s
applicability to emphasize that it
applied to all non-powered warning
devices, including thosa placed on the
vehicle’s roof.

On January 30, 1873, in response to
additional petitions for reconsideration,
NHTSA decided to allow the use of dual
purpose material (simultaneous!
fluorescent and retroreflective). (38 FR
3760) In nse to petitions, the
agancy also decided to amend the
Standard to include a provision
expressly prohibiting any attachments
to the warning device. agency
believed that such attachments would
detract from the device's standardized
triangular shape and thus decrease its
eifectiveness as a nationally and
internationally recognizable warning
signal. Further changes were made in
performance and test requirements were
at the request of manufacturers

NHTSA issued several additional
notices related to Standard No, 125. On
August 8, 1974, NHTSA amended the
test procedure to use a xenon arc lamp

instead of the origi
prescribed the color specification for the
orange and red materials used in the
warning triangles, (39 FR 28636) On
January 2, 1975, the agency amended
the Standard to allow the distributor’s
name to be used on the device in
addition to the manufacturer's name.
(40 FR 4). On September 22, 1988,
NHTSA denied a petition for
rulemaking submitted by Burke
Communications that
Standard No. 125 be amended to allow
the petitioner's alternative warn

devics, an inflatable safety cone. (53 FR
36871).

B. Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Regulations

The Federal Highway Administration,
through the Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Standards, requires commercial motor
vehicles engaged in interstate commerce
to carry three emergency warning
triangles that comply with Standard No.
125 (49 CFR 393.95(f}). The FHWA
requires that the triangles be used under
the conditions specified in § 392.22,

Section 1041(b) of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (Pub. L. 102-240, 105 Stat. 1914,
1993, December 18, 1991) requires that
“Section 393.95 of title 48 of the Code
of Federal Regulations shall applied so
that fusees and flares are given equal
priority with regard to use as reflecting
signs.”” As a result, the FHWA is
considering a rulemaking to implement
the Congressional mandate. Such a
rulemaking would allow the use of
flares or fusees in lieu of warning
triangles and could impact the markst
for warning triangles.

C. Effectiveness of Warning Devices
The benefits derived from emergency
warning devices are difficult to assess.
The agency is unaware of any studies
that conclusively show that a Standard
No. 125 or any other type of emergency
warning device, even when properly
used, is effective in reducing the
likelihood of accidents involving
disabled vehicles. The agency notes that
it is difficult to evaluate the
effectiveness of emergency warning
devices given the difficulty in
determining a motorist's thoughts when
he or she sees a deployed warning
devics. Studies about warning devices
have evaluated the response of passing
motorists to such devices based on the
assumption that mseasurable changes in
passing vehicle speed and lateral
separation between the moving and
disabled vehicle signify a decrease in
accident potential. While studies based
on this assumption may not fully
evaluate warning device effectiveness,

illuminant and

they do evaluate the response of some
drivers when confronted with a warning
devics.

Two of those studies support the
conclusion that warning triangles may
not be effective in changing motorist
behavior. (Study of Safety-Related
Devices—Emergency Warning Devices
for Disabled Vehicles, prepared in
response to section 219, Public Law 98-
554, Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984,
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, U.S. Department of
Transportation (August 19, 1986) under
Ulmer, Richard; Leaf, William; and
Blomberg, Richard, Analysis of the
Dismounted Motorist and Road-Worker
Mode! Pedestrian Safety Regulation,
DOT HS-806—445, National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, U.S.
Department of Transportation (August
1882). The August 1986 study sa;? that
(a)lthough accident rate and severity are the
ultimate dependent variables of interest,
effectiveness in reducing accident rates must
be inferred from effectiveness in producing
cautionary responses in passing motorists.
The study concluded that—

(e)mergency warning devices had only
limited effects in reducing vehicle speeds
and increasing lateral separation between
moving and disabled vehicles. Thus, the
actual number of lives saved and injuries
avoided would most likely be significantly
lower than the target population * * *

of vehicle operators and occupants in
struck disabled vehicles. (Page 52)

Both these studies discussed field
experiments conducted by M.J. Allen,
S.D. Miller, and J.L. Short of Indiana
University that evaluated mock disabled
vehicle situations along a roadway
shoulder. The experiment was designed
to evaluate the effects of triangles and
flares on passing motorists. The study
determined that during nighttime
conditions, triangles reduce the speed of
passing vehicles an average of only 1.5
mph compared to the disabled-vehicle-
only condition. In contrast, flares
reduced passing vehicle speed by an
average of 12.2 mph at night. During
daytime, none of the emergency
warning devices had a significant effect
in reducing passing vehicle speed or
increasing lateral separation compared
to the disabled-vehicle-only condition.
Even the most effective daytime
measure, i.e., placing three triangles at
distances 2, 48, and 100 paces behind
the vehicle, only reduced speed by 3-
4 mph compared to the disabled-
vehicle-only condition, when the speed
limit was 65 mph. In a follow-up study,
Miller concluded that warning triangles
had no effect on reducing passing
motorist s either at night or during
the day. That study also indicated that,
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at night, four-way flashers are more
effective than triangles.

I1. Petitions

NHTSA has received petitions to
amend Standard No. 125 from P.C.S.
Safety Corporation, a manufacturer of a
warning device, and the Transportation
Safety Equipment Institute (TSEI), a
trade association representing
manufacturers of vehicle safety
equipment.

On April 3, 1992, P.C.S. Safety
Corporation petitioned the agency to
allow its warning device, which it calls
a “Collapsible Safety Marker." This
product, which does not comply in
significant respects with Standard No.
125's requirements, is constructed of
tempered spring steel in coil form, with
a thick fluorescent mylar coating and
with reflective strips woven through the
coils. The coils are attached to a plastic
base. The petitioner claimed that its
device is better than or equal to the
current Standard No. 125 warning
triangle because it is more visible, is
more stable, and is easier to store.

On September 21, 1992, TSEI
petitioned the agency to commence a
comprehensive rulemaking proceeding
to amend Standard No. 125. Among the
issues that the petitioner requested the
agency to consider were (1) clarification
of the testing procedures in Standard
No. 125, (2) modification of the
container requirement so that it would
better protect the warning device's
fluorescent material, (3) specification of
the laboratory testing procedures used
to determine the color of retroflective
material, (4) correction of the Standard’s
provisions for testing and measuring the
orange fluorescent material, (5)
clarification of the retroreflectivity test
provisions so that they are keyed to
relevant ASTM test procedures, (6)
revision of the luminance factor testing
provision to achieve more accurate test
results with closer correlation between
testing laboratories, (7) amendment of
the stability test to make it repeatable
and consistent with the current wind
test's intent, and (8) incorporation of
additional figures to depict with
specificity the recommended
positioning of the devices.

I1I. Agency's Proposal

NHTSA has decided to propose
narrowing the application of Standard
No. 125 so that the only non-powered
warning devices it would apply to are
those designed to be carried in buses
and trucks that have a gross vehicle
weight rating (GVWR) or 10,001 pounds
(4,536 kilograms) or more, Standard No.
125, section S5.1.4(c) requires that the
symbol DOT, or the statement that the

warning device complies with all
applicable Federal motor vehicle safety
standards be permanently and legibly
marked on the warning device. This
required marking will identify Standard
No. 125 complying triangles.

The agency tentatively concludes that
Standard No. 125 should continue to
apg]y to warning devices for use in
vehicles subject to the Federal Motor
Carrier Safety Regulations (FMCSRs)
and comparable State regulations
because the FMVSSs and FMCSRs
complement each other, While the
FMVSSs apply to the manufacture of
warning devices, the FMCSRs and
comparable State motor carrier
regulations apply to the use of these
devices in highway situations.

With respect to vehicles with a GVWR
of 10,000 pounds or less (which are not
subject to FHWA's regulations), the
agency has tentatively concluded that
no longer applying Standard No. 125 to
warning devices which may be carried
on such vehicles would provide greater
freedom for manufacturers in designing
warning devices for the general public
and would relieve an unnecessary
regulatory burden on industry.

HTSA notes that by proposing to
amend Standard No. 125’s applicability,
the NPRM supplements the grants of the
petitions from P.C.S. Safety Corporation
and TSEIL As explained above, the
petition from P.C.S. Safety Corporation
requested that its collapsible safety
marker be allowed for the purpose of
warning traffic of a stopped vehicle. The
proposal to modify Standard No. 125
would allow manufacturers to market
and sell this and other types of warning
devices for use with vehicles having a
GVWR of less than 10,000 pounds.

The petition from TSEI requested that
Standard No. 125s test procedures be
clarified and improved. NHTSA has
granted the TSEI petition because
further review of the issues raised in the
petition appears to have merit.

\NHTSA emphasizes that granting
TSEI's position does not necessarily
mean that Standard No. 125 will be
revised ‘as requested by the petitioner.
During the course of the separate
rulemaking proceeding regarding that
petition, the agency will determine the
extent to which the Standard needs to
be amended, consistent with the
statutory criteria. The agency anticipates
that after it reviews and evaluates the
public comments on this NPRM, the
agency will issue a separate NPRM to
make Standard No. 125 more
performance oriented. The agency
welcomes comments in response to this
notice about ways to minimize design
restrictive language and to make the
standard more performance oriented.

NHTSA is aware that there may be
concern about potential problems if
Standard No. 125 is amended so that
warning devices to be used in passenger
cars are no longer subject to Standard
No. 125. For instance, it would become
permissible to manufacture and sell
warning devices that would not comply
with the Standard were it otherwise
applicable. The agency invites
comments and supporting technical
information about any potential

roblems which interested parties may
gelieve would exist.

In reviewing the petitions to amend
Standard No. 125, NHTSA also
considered whether to require motor
vehicles to be equipped with warning
devices. The agency notes that each
Standard No. 125 warning triangle has
a retail unit cost of about $10.00 (with
the unit cost to a vehicle manufacturer
about $2.50). Accordingly, the cost to
consumers for each new vehicle to be
equipped with a warning triangle would
be $120 million to $150 million per year
and to vehicle manufacturers $30
million to $37.5 million per year
depending on model year production
level.

NHTSA has not required that vehicles
be equipped with Standard No. 125
warning triangles because it has never
conclusively determined whether such
devices are effective. NHTSA might be
able to obtain data related to the use and
effectiveness of warning triangles, but
only after significant expenditures of
agency resources. Such a data collection
effort would likely need to be done
using survey and observational
techniques, instead of through the
normal crash information data
collection typically conducted by
NHTSA. Such an effort would be
expensive and may not yield results
sufficient to conclusively demonstrate a
significant benefit. Therefore, the
agency has not proposed such a

uirement.

is proposed rule would not have
any retroactive effect. Under section
103(d) of the National Traffic and Motor
Vehicle Safety Act (15 (U.S.C. 1392(d)),
whenever a Federal motor vehicle safety
standard is in effect, a state may not
adopt or maintain a safety standard
applicable to the same aspect of
performance which is not identical to
the Federal standard. Section 105 of the
Act (15 U.S.C. 1394) sets forth a
procedure for judicial review of final
rules establishing, amending or revoking
Federal motor vehicle safety standards.
That section does not requirse
submission of a petition for
reconsideration or other administrative
proceedings before parties may file suit
in court.




Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Proposed Rules

27517

IV. Rulemaking Analyses and Notices

A. Executive Order 12291 (Federal
Regulation) and DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures

NHTSA has anal this pro
and determined thm: nei&arpo“l
“major” within the meaning of
Executive Order 12281 nor “significant”
within the meaning of the Department
of Transportation’s regulatory policies
and procedures. With to
warning devices for vehicles with a
GVWR greater than 10,000 pounds, the
proposal would not result in any cost
changes. With respect to warning
devices for passenger cars and
multipurpose passenger vehicles and for
trucks and buses with a GVWR of
10,000 pounds or less, the proposal
would permit the manufacture of
warning devicss of different designs and
potentially lowsr costs.

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act

In accordance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, NHTSA has evaluated
the effects of this action on small
entities. Based upon this evaluation, I
cartify that the proposed amendments
would not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. While some warning device
manufacturers would be small entities,
the agency believes that the proposal
would not result in any cost changes for
those entities that presently
manufacturer warning triangles that
comply with Standard No. 125, or to
those entities that would continue to
menufacturs Standard No. 125 triangles,
because this proposal requires no
change to the specifications of Standard
No. 125, The agency further believes
that since the proposal would permit
manufacturers the option of
manufacturing warning devices that
differ in design from Standard No. 125
devices, that the design differences
could result in a lower manufacturing
cost. Small organizations and
governmental jurisdictions which
purchase motor vehicle equipment
could realize a small cost savings in the
purchase of warning devices for
vehicles of 10,000 pounds or less.
Accordingly, a regulatery flexibility
analysis has not been prepared.

C. Executive Order 12612 (Federalism)

This action has been analyzed in
accordance with the principles and
Criteria confained in Executive Order
12612, and it has been determined that
the proposed rule would not have
sufficient Federalism implications to
warrant preparation of a Federalism
f\r;setss&nent. No State laws would be
aliected,

D. National Environmental Policy Act

Finally, the agency has considered the
environmental implications of this
proposed rule in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 and determined that the sed
rule would not significantly affect the
human environment.

Public Commants

Interestsd persons are invited to
submit comments on the proposal. It is
requested but not required that 10
copies be submitted.

il comments must not exceed 15
pages in length. (49 CFR 553.21).
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

ents in a concise fashion.

f a commenter wishes to submit
certain information under a claim of
confidentiality, three copies of the
complete submission, including
purportedly confidential business
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. A
request for confidentiality shoud be
accompanied by a cover {etter setfting
forth the information specified in the
agency's confidential business
information regulation. 48 CFR part 512.

All comments received before the
close of business on the comment
closing date indicated above for the -
proposal 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 filed after the closing date
will also be considered. Comments
received too late for consideration in
regard to the final rule will be
considered as suggestions for further
rulemaking action. The NHTSA will
continue to file relevant information as
it becomes aveailable in the docket after
the closing date, and 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
rules docket should enclose a self-
addressed, stamped postcard in the
envelope with their comments, Upon
receiving the comments, the docket
sup?rvisor will return the postcard by
mail,

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 571

Imports, Incorporation by reference,
Motor vehicle safety, Motor vahicles,
Rubber and rubber products, Tires.

In consideration of the foregoing, the
agency proposes to amend, in title 49 of
the Code of Federal Regulations at part
571 as follows:

PART 571—[AMENDED]

1. The suthority citation for part 571
would continue to read as follows:

Authority: 15 U.S.C. 1392, 1401, 1407;
delegation of authority at 49 CFR 1.50.

§571.125 [Amended]

2. In § 571.125, S3 would be revised
to read as follows:

S3 Application. This standard applies
to devices, without self-contained
energy sources, that are designed to be
carried in buses and trucks that have a
gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR)
greater than 10,000 pounds (4,536
kilograms. These devices are used to
warn approaching traffic of the presence
of a stopped vehicle, except for devices
designed to be permanently affixed to
the vehicle,

Issued on: May 4, 1993.
Barry P‘m-
Associate Administrator for Rulemaking.
[FR Doc. 93-10884 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M

49 CFR Part 571
[Docket No. 74~-14; Notics 81]
RIN 2127-AE79

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standards; Occupant Crash
Protection; Seat Belt Assemblies

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

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This notice proposes to allow
manufacturers of replacement seat belt
assemblies a choice of two means of
providing information regarding the
seating positions and vehicle models for
which the assemblies are appropriate:
Either on the assembly or in the
installation instruction sheet currently
required to accompany the assembly.
This notice also proposes to remove the
labeling requirement for two types of
seat belt assemblies when they are
installed as driginal equipment in a new
motor vehicle. NHTSA believes that
these proposals would provide
manufacturers more flexibility in the
manner of providing this information
without decreasing the likelihood that
belts will be correctly installed.

DATES: Comments must be received by
June 24, 1993. If adopted, the proposed
amendments would become effective 30
days following publication of the final
rule.
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ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to
the docket and notice number of this
notice and be submitted to: Docket
Section, room 5109, National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC
20590. (Docket Room hours are 9:30
a.m.—4 p.m., Monday through Friday.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. Daniel S. Cohen, Office of Vehicle
Safety Standards, NRM-12, National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration,
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington,
DC 20590. Telephone: (202) 366—4911.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April
16, 1991, NHTSA published a final rule
amending Standard No. 208, Occupant
Crash Protection, and Standard No. 209,
Seat Belt Assemblies, to exclude all
safety belts that are subject to the
dynamic testing requirements from
soms of the static testing requirements
for safety belts (56 FR 15295). The final
rule also clarified that the term
“dynamically tested”’ referred to all
automatic manual belts that are the only
occupant restraint system at a seating
position.

That final rule had been preceded by
a notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM) published on January 18, 1990
(55 FR 1681). The NPRM proposed to
require information on the seating
positions and vehicle models for which
the assembly is appropriate (position/
model information) to be labeled on all
dynamically tested manual belt systems.
At the time, position/model information
was required to be labeled on
dynamically tested manual belt systems
intended for installation in trucks and
multipurpose passenger vehicles with a
gross vehicle weight rating of 8500
pounds or less (LTVs), but not in
passenger cars. Although comments
were received regarding the issue of
extending the labeling requirements to
dynamically tested safety belts in
passenger cars, the final rule did not
address that issue. Instead, NHTSA
announced that it intended to initiate
rulemaking proposing that the position/
model information currently required to
be labeled on dynamically tested
manual belts for use in LTVs instead be
required to be provided in the
installation instruction sheet for all
dynamically tested safety belts, both
automatic and manual, including those
for passenger cars.

Ford and Volkswagen (VW) petitioned
for reconsideration of the April 18,
1991, Final Rule. Both asked for
clarification of the scope of the labeling
requirement for dynamically tested belts
for LTVs. VW claimed that the labeling

uirements for dynamically tested
belts are inconsistent. Minor changes

were made in response to these
petitions on November 4, 1991 (56 FR
56323).

VW also asked that its petition for
reconsideration be treated as a petition
for rulemaking to the extent that it could
not be addressed as part of a petition for
reconsideration. VW asked that S4.5(c)
and S4.6(b) of Standard No. 209 be
amended so that they do not apply to a
safety belt installed in any new motor
vehicle. Section S4.5(c) of Standard No.
209 requires all dynamically tested belts
with load limiters to be labeled with
position/model information. Section
S4.6(b) of Standard No. 209 requires all
dynamically tested manual belts
installed in LTVs to be labeled with
position/model information. VW also
asked that Standard No. 209 be
amended

To require that replacement belts either be
labeled in accordance with S4.5(c) or S4.6(b)
as applicable, or be accompanied by detailed
installation instructions [to be specified in an
amended S4.1(k) of FMVSS 209] including
the make, model and seating position of the
vehicle for which the seat belt, as identified
by part number, may be used.

Section S4.1(k) of Standard No. 209
requires that replacement belts be
accompanied by an installation
instruction sheet which includes

information on aw priate models.

In response to VW's request, the
agency examined the differing
requirements for providing position/
model and installation information for
various types of belts. Standard No. 209
requires some belts to be labeled with
position/model information, some to be
both labeled and accompanied by an
installation instruction sheet, and some
to be accompanied by an installation
instruction sheet. The following belts
are required to be labeled:

« Dynamically tested belts with load
limiters installed in new motor vehicles
(section $4.5(c)); and

* Dynamically tested manual belts
installed in new LTVs (section S4.6(b)).

The following belts are required to be
both labeled and accompanied by an
installation instruction sheet:

¢ Dynamically tested replacement
belts with load limiters (sections S$4.1(k)
and $4.5(c)); and

¢ Dynamically tested manual
replacement belts for LTVs (sections
S4.1(k) and S4.6(b)).

All other replacement belts are
required to be accompanied by an
installation instruction sheet (section
$4.1(k)).

NHTSA tentatively concludes that
seat belt assemblies installed as original
equipment in new motor vehicles need
not be required to be labeled with
position/model information. This

information is only useful if the
assembly is removed with the intention
of using the assembly as a replacement
in another vehicle. NHTSA does not
believe this is a common practice.

NHTSA also tentatively concludes
that replacement belts need not be
labeled with position/model
information if alternative means are
provided to ensure correct installation.
NHTSA does not believe that
information labeled on belts is used by
vehicle manufacturers or by trained
service technicians at authorized repair
facilities or dealerships. The agency is
not aware that safety golts are being
replaced incorrectly by non-authoerized
repair facilities or by owners who
replace belts themselves. NHTSA's Auto
Safety Hotline records show only one
complaint referring to “wrong” belt
type. If the information is provided with
the belt, correct belt replacement should
not be a problem.

Therefore, NHTSA is proposing to
remove sections S4.5(c) and S4.6(b), the
position/model labeling requirements
for certain original equipment belts,
from Standarg No. 209. NHTSA is also
proposing to amend S4.1(k) of Standard
No. 209 to permit manufacturers of
replacement belts currently subject to
that section to provide position/model
information either in a label on the belt
or in the installation instruction sheet
currently provided with the belt. Also
NHTSA is proposing to amend Standard
No. 208 to clarify that replacement
automatic belts are required to comply
with the installation instruction
requirements of $4.1(k) of Standard No.
209. Finally, the reference to retractors
in S4.1(k) of Standard No. 209 is being
deleted because NHTSA believes that
retractors are usually replaced only as
part of a seat belt assembly.

Since this proposal would remove a
labeling requirement for belts installed
in new vehicles and provide
manufacturers with additional
flexibility in providing position/model
information for replacement belts,
NHTSA believes a 30 day leadtime is
sufficient. All belts that comply with the
current requirements would comply
with the requirements in this proposal.

This proposed rule would not have
any retroactive effect. Under section
103(d) of the National Traffic and Motor
Vehicle Safety Act (Safety Act; 15 U.S.C.
1392(d)), whenever a Federal motor
vehicle safety standard is in effect, a
state may not adopt or maintain a safety
standard applicable to the same aspect
of performance which is not identical to
the Federal standard, except to the
extent that the state requirement
im a higher level of performance
and applies only to vehicles procured
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for the State’s use. Section 105 of the
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 1384) sets forth a
procedure for judicial review of final
rules establishing, amending or revoking
Federal motor vehicle safety standards.
That section does not require
nission of & petition for

onsideration or other administrative

proceedings before partias may file suit

Rulemaking Analyses and Notices

Executive Order 12291 (Federal
Regulation) and DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures

The agency has analyzed the
economic and other effects of this
proposal and determined that they are
neither “major’ within the meaning of
Executive Order 12291 nor “'significant”
within the meaning of the Department
of Transportation regulatory policies
and procedures. The agency has
determined that the economic effects of
the proposed amendment are so
minimel that a full regulatory evaluation
is not required. This proposal would
allow manufacturers an option of either
providing position/model information
with seat belt assemblies or labeling the
seat belt assemblies. Seat belt
assemblies currently are required to
comply with one of these options.
Therefore, the agency does not expect
any significant additional costs or cost
savings for manufacturers.

Regulatory Flexibili ty Act

In accordance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, NHTSA has evaluated
the effects of this proposed action on
small entities. Based upon this
evaluation, I certify that the proposed
amendments would not have a
significant economic effect on a
substantial number of small entities. As
stated above, the agency does not expect
any significant cost impact as a result of
this proposal,

Executive Order 12612 (Federalism)

This rule has been analyzed in
accordance with the principles and
criteria contained in Executive Order
12612, It has been determined that the
proposed rule does not have sufficient
federalism implications to warrant the
preparation of a Federalism Assessment.

Paperwork Reduction Act

In accordance with the Paperwork
f?ﬁduclion Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-511),
there are no requirements for
information collection associated with
this proposed rule. .

National Environmental Policy Act

The agency has also analyzed this rule
for the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act, and
determined that it would not have any
significant impact on the quality of the
human environment.

Submission of Comments

Interested persons are invited to
submit comments on the proposal. It is
requested but not required that 10
copies be submitted.

All comments must not exceed 15
pages in length. (49 CFR 553.21).
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
arguments in a concise fashion.

If a commenter wishes to submit
certain information under a claim of
confidentiality, three copies of the
complete submission, including
purportedly confidential business
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. A
request for confidentiality should be
accompanied by a cover letter setting
forth the information specified in the
agency'’s confidential business
information regulation. 49 CFR part 512.

All comments received before the
close of business on the comment
closing date indicated above for the
proposal 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 filed after the closing date
will also be considered. Comments
received too late for consideration in
regard to the final rule will be
considered as suggestions for further
rulemaking action. Comments on the
proposal will be available for inspection
in the docket, The NHTSA will continue
to file relevant information as it
becomaes available in the docket after the
closing date, and 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
rules docket should enclose a self-
addressed, stamped postcard in the
envelope with their comments. Upon
receiving the comments, the docket
suptl)rvisor will return the postcard by
mail.

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Part 571

Imports, Motor vehicle safety, Motor
vehicles.

PART 571—FEDERAL MOTOR
VEHICLE SAFETY STANDARDS

In consideration of the foregoing, it is
proposed that 49 CFR part 571 be
amended as follows:

1. The authority citation for part 571
of title 43 would continue to read as
follows: :

Authority: 15 U.S.C. 1392, 1401, 1403,
1407, delegation of authority at 49 CFR 1.50.

2. Section 571.208 would be amended
by adding a new 54.5.3.5 to reed as
follows:

§571.208 Standard Mo. 208; Occupant
crash protection,

* * * * *

$4.5.3.5 A replacement automatic belt
shall meet the requirements of S4.1(k) of
Standard No. 209.

* L * * "

3. Section 571.209 would be amended
by removing S4.5(c) and S4.6(b), and by
revising S4.1(k) to read as follows:

§571.209 Standard No, 209; Seat Balt
Azszamblies.
* * * *

54.1

L - * * *

(k) Installation Instructions. A seat
belt assembly, other than a seat belt
assembly installed in a motor vehicle by
an automobile manufacturer, shall be
accompanied by an instruction sheet:
providing sufficient information for
installing the assembly in a motor
vehicle. The installation instructions
shall state whether the assembly is for
universal installation or for installation
only in specifically stated motor
vehicles, and shall include at least those
items specified in SAE Recommended
Practice ]J800c, “Motor Vehicle Seat Belt
Installations,” November 1973. If the
assembly is for use only in specifically
stated motor vehicles, the assembly
shall either be permanently and legibly
marked or labeled with the following
statement, or the instruction sheet shall
include the following statement:

This seat belt assembly is for use only in
(insert specific seating position(s), e.g., “‘front
right”) in {insert specific vehicle make(s) and
model(s).

Issued on May 5, 1993.

Barry Felrice,

Associate Administrator for Rulemaking.
[FR Doc. 93-10971 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Agency Form Under Review by the
Office of Management and Budget

DOC has submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for
clearance the following proposal for
collection of information under the
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act (44 U.S.C. chapter 35).

Agency: Bureau of the Census.

Title: Annual Trade Survey.

Form Number(s): B-450, B-451,

Agency Approval Number: 0607-
0195,

Type of Request: Extension of the
exi)iration date of a currently approved
collection without any change in the
substance or in the method of
collection.

Burden: 2,036 hours,

Number of Respondents: 5,200,

Avg Hours Per Response: 23 and one—
half minutes.

Needs and Uses: The Bureau of the
Census conducts the Annual Trade
Survey to collect annual sales,
purchases, year—end inventory,
inventory valuation methods, legal form
of organization, cost of goods sold, and
gross margin data from a sample of
wholesalers who are contained in the
Bureau's Standard Statistical
Establishment List. We tabulate the
annual wholesale trade data to
benchmark data from our Monthly
Wholesale Trade Survey. The Bureau of
Economic Analysis incorporates the
wholesale trade data in its calculations
of the Gross National Product, Other
gevernmaent agencies and businesses use
the published estimates to gauge the
current trends of the economy.

Affected Public: Businesses or other
for-profit organizations, Small
businesses or organizations.
Frequency: Annually.

Ri%andenl 's Obligation: Mandatory.
OMB Desk Officer: Maria Gonzalez,
(202) 395-7313.

Copies of the above information

collection proposal can be obtained by

calling or writing Edward Michals, DOC
Forms Clearance Officer, (202) 482~
3271, Department of Commerce, room
5312, 14th and Constitution Avenue,
NW, Washington, DC 20230.

Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collection should be sent to
Maria Gonzalez, OMB Desk Officer,
room 3208, New Executive Office
Building, Washington, DC 20503.

Dated: May 5, 1983,

Edward Michals,

Departmental Forms Clearance Officer, Office
of Management and Organization.

[FR Doc. 93-11006 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-07-F

Internaticnal Trade Administration
{A-560-812]

Antidumping Duty Order and Amended
Final Determination: Dynamic Random
Access Memory Semiconductors of
One Megabit and Above from the
Republic of Korea

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John Beck, Office of Antidumping
Investigations, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
U.S, Department of Commerce, 14th
Street and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC, 20230; telephone:
(202) 482-3464.

Scope of Order

The products covered by this
investigation are dynamic randem
access memory semiconductors of one
megabit and above ([DRAMSs) from the
Republic of Korea. For purposes of this
investigation, DRAMs are all one
megabit and above dynamic random
access memory semiconduclors,
whether assembled or unassembled.
Assembled DRAMs include all package
types. Unassembled DRAMs inciude
processed wafers, uncut die and cut die.
Processed wafers produced in Korea but
packaged, or assembled into memory
modules, in a third country are included
in the scope; however, wafers produced
in a third country and assembled or
packaged in Korea are not included in
the scope.

The scope of this investigation

‘includes memory modules, A memory

module is a collection of DRAMs, the
sole function of which is memory.
Modules include single in-line
processing modules (SIPs), single in-line
memory modules {(SIMMs), or other
collections of DRAMs whether
unmounted or mounted on a circuit
board. Modules that contain other parts
that are needed to su the function
of memory are covered. Only those
modules which contain additional items
which alter the function of the module
to something other than memory, such
as video graphics adapter (VGA) boards
and cards, are not included in the scope.

The scope of this investigation also
includes video random access memory
(VRAMs), as well as any future
packaging and assembling of DRAMs.

The scope of this investigation also
includes removable memory modules
placed on motherboards, with or
without a CPU, unless the importer of
motherboards certifies with the Customs
Service that neither it, nor a party
related to it or under contract to it, will
remove the modules from the
motherboards after importation.

The scope of this investigation does
not include DRAMs or memory modules
that are reimpaorted for repair or
replacement.

e DRAMs subject to this
investigation are classifiable under
subheadings 8542.11.0001,
8542.11.0024, 8542,11.0026 and
8542.11.0034 of the Harmonized Tarill
Schedule of the United States (HTSUS).
Also included in the scope are those
removable Korean DRAMSs contained on
or within products classifiable under
subheadings 8471.91.0000 and
£473.30.4000 of the HTSUS. Although
the HTSUS subheadings are provided
for convenience and customs purposes,
the written description of the scope of
this investigation is dispositive.

Amendment of Final Determination

In accordance with section 735(a) of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19
U.S.C. 1673d(a)) (the Act}, on March 23,
1993, the Department of Commerce (the
Department) published its final
determination that dynamic random
access memory semiconductors of one
megabit and above from the Republic ol
Korea were being sold at less than fair
value (58 FR 15467).

On March 26, 1993, Goldstar Electron
Co., Ltd (Goldstar), and Hyundai
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Electronics Co., Ltd. (Hyundai) alleged
that the Department made clerical errors
in its final calculations. First, Goldstar
argued that the Department erroneously
added home market weighted average
bank charges to constructed value (CV)
instead of deducting the home market
bank charges from CV. Second, Goldstar
argued that the Department’s inclusion
of a certain product on the U.S. side in
its margin calculation was in error,
since the identical comparison model
for this product was completely
eliminated from the home market
database based on the Department’s
arm's-length test.

We agreed that the addition of home
market weighted average banking
charges to CV was a clerical error and
have corrected for this error. However,
we did not agree that the inclusion of
the certain product on the U.S. side of
the margin calculation was a clerical
error and therefore made no adjustment.

Hyundai argued that the Department
overstated the amount of interest
expense, research and development
expenses (R&D) and general and
administrative expenses (G&A).
Hyundai claimed that the Department’s
intention was to only adjust cost of
goods sold (COGS) for the revised
depreciation related to the products
under investigation and that the
Department’s revised calculation of
depreciation which was added to
semiconductor COGS was inadvertently
understated. This had the effect of
understating the COGS and overstating
the percentage of interest expense, R&D
ind G&A.

We agreed that the Department
intended to revise the COGS for only
those cost of manufacturing (COM)
idjustments related to the products
under investigation. Therefore, we
corrected the calculation of the

lepreciation.

On April 2, 1993, petitioner alleged
that the Department made several
clerical errors in its final calculations.
Regarding Goldstar, petitioner argued
that the Department erred in adding an
adjustment to the net home market price
when comparing it to the COP.

We did not agree that adding this
adjustment to home market price was a
clerical error and made no alteration,

Regarding Hyundai, petitioner argued
that the revised COGS was overstated
due to the addition of spare parts
attributable to production of non-subject
merchandise, overstating the COGS and,
thus, understating the percentage
calculations of interest expense, R&D
and G&A. Petitioner, like Hyundai,
claimed that the Department intended to
revise semiconductor COGS for only

those manufacturing costs related to the
products under investigation.

Second, petitioner contended that
Hyundai’s failed to include certain
manufacturing costs which the company
incurred to produce the merchandise.
Petitioner asserted that the Department
should have included these additional
manufacturing costs in the reported
COPs and CVs.

Third, petitioner claimed that when
the Department calculated the interest
expense for the semiconductor line of
business based on its proportional share
of the company's total fixed asset value,
it failed to calculate a value for all the
semiconductor assets. Therefore, the
amount of interest expense attributed to
semiconductors was understated.

Regarding petitioner’s first argument,
we agreed that it was the Department’s
intention to revise the financial
statement semiconductor COGS for only
those COM adjustments related to the
products under investigation. Therefore,
we made this correction to the
calculation of semiconductor COGS.

As to petitioner’s second argument, at
verification the Department established
that the reported COPs and CVs
included the amount for these certain
manufacturing costs. Therefore, no
change was made to the COPs and CVs.

We agreed with petitioner’s third
argument and corrected the value of
semiconductor assets in this calculation.

Petitioner also argued that the
Department made some clerical errors in
its calculations for Samsung. First,
petitioner stated that the Department
erred in including negative credit
expenses in the credit expense
calculation. In its second argument,
petitioner claimed that material costs
were understated because of a
mathematical error. Third, petitioner
alleged that the calculation of the
revised depreciation expense was
mathematically incorrect because the
Department calculated two percentages,
one for 1991 and one for 1992, and
added these percentages to determine a
composite percentage. Petitioner
believes that the Department should
have determined the amount of revised
depreciation for each year and then
calculated the percentage. Fourth,
petitioner alleged that the Department
made a ministerial error because the
amount used as best information
available (BIA) for depreciation expense
did not have an adverse effect on the
dumping margin.

Regarding the first argument, we did
not agree that this was a clerical error
since-we made a methodological
decision to calculate credit expense this
way. Regarding the second and third
arguments, we agreed with petitioner

and corrected the adjustment factor
used to calculate material cost and
depreciation. Finally, regarding the
fourth argument, the Department
determined that it should use BIA for
the depreciation expense because the
accounting principles applied and the
basis used by Samsung for its
calculation of depreciation expense did
not capture an appropriate amount of
the expense of the equipment used to
manufacture the subject merchandise.
The Department restated depreciation
using a methodology, as BIA, to reflect
Samsung’s depreciation costs. Our
method of recalculating Samsung's
depreciation for the final determination
does not constitute a ministerial error
and therefore, no change has been made
for depreciation costs.

A decision was mads on all of the
clerical error allegations listed above on
April 21, 1993 (see April 21, 1993
clerical error allegations memorandum
from Richard Lutz and David L. Binder
to Richard W, Morsland). After this
date, the Department disclosed the
methodology used to deal with these
clerical error allegations to petitioner
and the three respondents.

On April 27, 1993, Hyundai, after an
analysis of the Department’s clerical
error methodology, alleged that further
clerical errors were made by the
Department. First, Hyundai argues that
the Department did not include all spare
parts, which constitute an expense, in
the COGS. Hyundai argues that this was
an error since the total COGS for all
semiconductor products is used as the
allocation base for R&D, interest and
G&A expense.

Second, Hyundai argues that the
Department errongously changed the
interest expense calculation based on a
flawed allegation made by the petitioner
and on a misunderstanding of the facts.
Moreover, Hyundai argues that there
was no need for the Department to
estimate the value for certain
semiconductor fixed assets in its final
determination calculation because the
actual information was available on the
record.

Finally, Hyundai claims that the
Department failed to recalculate the
interest offset for constructed values
when it recalculated the interest
expense, because the offset varies by the
amount of interest.

On April 28 and 30, 1993, petitioner
objected to Hyundai's April 27 clerical
error allegations. In its April 28
submission, petitioner argues that
Hyundai's submission was untimely
and that it should not be considered. In
its April 30 submission, petitioner
contends that many of Hyundai's
arguments related to the revised COGS
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and interest expense had been
previously raised by Hyundai and that
other nts are irrelevant to the
nature of the issues. Additionally,
pexpemﬁtiom;(il;g s nted b

e tion prese

Hyundai is based on a vatiﬁcatign
exhibit which does not present adequate
data and still does not address
deficiencies of the calculation used by
the Departments in its final
determination (e.g., valuation of land
and administrative buildings associated
with the subject merchandiss).

We do not agree with petitioner that
Hyundai's allegations wers untimely
submitted. These allegations were
submitted within five days of disclosure
of our corrections for clerical errors. We
are treating the clerical error correction
disclosure as a regular disclosure with
the appropriate opportunity to submit
commants, See 19 CFR 353.28(b).

Regarding Hyundai's first allegation,
the Department addressed this argument
previously and has therefore made no
adjustment.

Regarding Hyundai's second
argument, we have examined this issue
and find that the use of the
semiconductor asset value Hyundai
recommends in its April 27 submission
would not produce a more accurate
estimation of interest expense than that
which we had calculated previously,
since the interest expense would not be
allocated only to Hyundai's various
lines of business. Additionally, we
found that Hyandai's other ments
related to the Department’s calculation
of interest expense used in the final
determination were previously
considered. Therefore, we have made no
adjustment to the calculation of interest
expense.

Finally, regarding Hyundai’s third
argument, we agree that in our revised
calculations we inadvertently offset the
interest expense by the amount used for
the final determination and have
therefore corrected this offset. For a
detailed discussion of these issues, see
the May 7, 1993, memorandum from
Barbara R. Stafford to Joseph A.
Spetrini.

After correcting all calculations, the
final estimated margins published in the
final determination for Hyundai and
Samsung change from 7.19 percent and
0.74 percent, respectively, to 11.16
peroent and 0.82 percent, respectively.
The rate published for Goldstar did not
change. The “All Others" rate changes
from the 3.19 percent published in the
final determination to 3.85 percent.

On May 3, 1993, in accordance with
section 735(d) of the Act, the ITC
notified the Department that such

im‘rom materially injure a U.S.
industry

Accordingly, pursuant to section
735(e) of the Act, we are correcting the
ministerial errors in the final
determination of sales at less than fair
value. The cash deposit rates for
Goldstar, Hyundai and Seinsung are
now 4.97 percent, 11.16 percent and
0.82 percent, respectively. The cash
deposit rate for the "All Others™
category is now 3.85 percent.

Antidumping Duty Order

In accordance with section 738 of the
Act, the Department will direct Customs
officers to assess, upon further advice by
the administering authority pursuant to
soction 736(a){1) of the Act,
antidumping duties equal to the amount
by which the foreign market value of the
marchandise exceeds the United States
price for all entries of dynamic random
access me semiconductors of one
megabit and agove from the Republic of
Korea, These antidumping duties will
be assessed on all unliquidated entries
of dynamic random access memory
semiconductors of one megabit and
above from the Republic of Korea
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or before October
29, 1992, the date on which the
Department published its preliminary
determination notice in the Federal
Register (57 FR 49006). On or after the
date of publication on this notice in the
Federal Register, U.S. Customs officers
must require, at the same time as
importers would normally deposit
estimated duties, the following cash
deposits for the subject merchandise:
Margin

per-
cent-
age

Manufactureriproducer/exponter

Goldstar Electron Co., Ltd. ..............
Hyundai Electronics Co., Ltd. ...........
All Others

497
11.16
0.82
3.85

This notice constitutes the
antidumping duty order and amended
final determination with respect to
dynamic random access memory
semiconductors of one megabit and
above from the Republic of Korea,
pursuant to section 736(a) of the Act.
Interested parties may contact the
Central Records Unit, room B—099 of the
Main Commerce Building, for copies of
an updated list of antidumping duty
orders currently in effect.

This order is published in accordance
with section 736(a) of the Act and 19
CFR 353.21.

Dated: May 8, 1993.
Joseph A. Spetrini,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
i ey
[FR Doc. 9311102 Filed 5-7-83; 845 amj
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M

[A-307-807)

Final Determination of Sales at Less
Than Fair Value: Ferrosiiicon From
Venezueia

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Shawn Thompson, Office of
Antidumping Investigations, Import
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230;
telephone (202) 482-1776.

Final Determination

We determine that ferrosilicon from
Venezuela is being, or is likely ta be,
sold in the United States at less than fair
value, as provided in section 735 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act).
The estimated margins are shown in the
*Suspension of Liquidation™ section of
this notice.

Case History

Since the publicstion of our
affirmative preliminary determination
on December 29, 1982, {57 FR 61879)
the following events have occurred.

On January 4, 1993, we issued a
supplemental cost questionnaire to the
respondent in this investigation, CVG
Venezolana de Ferrosilicio C.A. {CVG-
FESILVEN). We received the responses
to this questionnaire on January 19 and
January 21, 1993.

On January 8, 1993, we received a
request for a public hearing from the
petitioners in this case (AIMCOR;
Alabama Silicon, Inc.; American Alloys,
Inc.; Globe Metallurgical, Inc.; Silicon
Metaltech, inc; United Autoworkers of
America Local 523; United Steelworkers
of America Locals 2528, §171, 3081, and
12646; and Oil Chemical and Atomic
Workers Local 389).

On January 13, 1993, CVG-FESILVEN
requested a ment of the final
determination. We granted this request,
and on February 2, 1993, we postponed
the final determination until not later
than May 3, 1993 (58 FR 11586, Feb. 26,
1993).

From February 1 through February 5.
1993, we conducted verification in
Venezuela of CVG-FESILVEN's
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responses to the Department'’s
questionnaires.

Both petitioners and respondent filed
casa briefs on March 30, 1893, and
rebuttal briefs on April 6, 1993. A
public hearing was held on April 12,
1993. v

In addition, on December 8, 1992,
CVG-FESILVEN requested that the
Department investigate whether certain
of the petitioners in this investigation
(AIMCOR; Alabama Silicon, Inc.;
American Alloys, Inc.; Globe
Metall 1, Inc.; and Silicon
Metal , Inc.) have standing to file the
petition on “behalf of* the U.S.
ferrosilicon industry. We have
determined that such an investigation is
not warranted. For further discussion of
this topic, see the ““Standing”™ section of
this notice.

Scope of Investigation

The product covered by this
investigation is ferrosilicon, a ferroalloy
generally containing, by weight, not less
than four percent iron, more than eight
percent but not more than 96 percent
silicon, not more than 10 percent
chromium, not more than 30 percent
manganese, not more than three percent
phosphorous, less than 2.75 percent
magnesium, and not more than 10
percent calcium or any other element.

Ferrosilicon is a ferroalloy produced
by combining silicon and iron through
smelting in a submerged-arc furnace.
Ferrosilicon is used primarily as an
alloying agent in the production of steel
and cast iron. It is also used in the steel
industry as a deoxidizer and a reducing
agent, and by cast iron producers as an
inoculant.

Ferrosilicon is differentiated by size
and by grade. The sizes express the
maximum and minimum dimensions of
the lumps of ferresilicon found in a
given shipment. Ferrosilicon grades are
defined by the percentages by weight of
contained silicon and other minor
elements. Ferrosilicon is most
commonly sold to the iron and steel
industries in standard grades of 75
percent and 50 percent ferrosilicon.

Calcium silicon, ferrocalcium silicon,
and magnesium ferresilicon are
specifically excluded from the scope of
this investigation. Calcium silicon is an
alloy containing, by weight, not more
“.’f.‘" five percent iron, 60 to 65 percent
silicon and 28 to 32 percent ealcium.
Ferrocalcium silicon is a ferroalloy
containing, by weight, not less than four
percent iren, 60 to 65 percent silicon,
and more than 10 percent calcium.
Magnesium ferrosilicon is a ferrealloy
containing, by weight, not less than four
percent iron, not more than 55 percent

silicon, and not less than 2.75 percent
magnesium.

Ferrosilicon is classifiable under the
following subh of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS): 7202.21.1000,
7202.21.5000, 7202.21.7500,
7202.21.9000, 7202.29.0010, and
7202.29.0050. The HTSUS subheadings
are provided for convenience and
customs purposes. Our written
description of the scope of this
investigation is dispositive.

Standing

On December 8, 1992, CVG—~
FESILVEN requested that the
Department investigate whether certain
of the petitioners in this investigation
have standing to file the petition on
“behalf of’’ the U.S. ferrosilicon
industry. In this request, CVG—
FESILVEN stated that one U.S. producer
has affirmatively opposed this
proceeding. This statement was
incorrect, because we only received a
standing challenge from a domestic
producer in three of the companion
antidumping investigations involving
ferrosilicon (i.e., from Kazakhstan,
Russia, and Ukraine). Those
investigations are, however, separate
and distinct from this proceeding.

In issues regarding standing, the
Department does not require a petitioner
to establish affirmatively that it has the
sugport of a majority of the domestic
industry. This approach has been
upheld by both the Court of Appeals for
the Federal Circuit and the Court of
International Trade. (See Suramerica de
Aleaciones Laminada C.A. v. United
States, 966 F.2d 660, 666—67 (Fed. Cir.
1992); and Mineba Company, Ltd. v.
United States, Fed. Cir. Slip Op. 92—
1289 (January 26, 1993).) Rather, the
Department accepts a petitioner’s
representation that it is filing on behalf
of the domestic industry unless the
petitioner’s standing is challenged by a
domestic producer who is able to
demonstrate otherwise. (See, e.g., 3.5
Inch Microdisks and Coated Media
Thereof From Japan, 54 FR 6433 (Feb.
10, 1989).) Accordingly, because no
domestic producer challenged
petitioners’ standing in this specific
proceeding, we determined that no
investigation as to whether petitioners
have standing to file on behalf of the
domestic ferrosilicon industry was

necessary.
Period of Investigation
The period of investigation (POI) is

December 1, 1991, through May 31, -
1992.

Such or Similar Comparisons

We have determined that the product
covered by this investigation comprises
a single category of "such or similar”
merchandise. We made similar
merchandise comparisons on the basis
of; (1) Silicon content range, (2) grade,
and (3] sieve size, as ibed in
Appendix V of the questionnaire.

Fair Value Comparisons

To determine whether sales of
ferresilicon from Venezuela to the
United States were made at less than
fair value, we compared the United
States price (USP) to the foreign market
value (FMV), as specified in the “United
States Price’” and *‘Foreign Market
Value’* sections of this notice.

United States Price

We based USP on purchase price, in
accordarnce with section 772(b) of the
Act, because the subject merchandise
was sold to unrelated purchasers in the
United States prior to importation and
because exporter’s sales price
methodology was not otherwise
indicated.

After correcting the data used in our
calculations for errors and omissions
found at verification, we calculated
purchase price based on packed F.O.B.
prices to unrelated customers. We
increased USP by the amount of a price
addition claimo; by respondent on
certain transactions. In accordance with
section 772{d)(2)(A) of the Act, we made
deductions, where apmriata. for

foreign inland freight pier rental
charges.
In accordance with section

772(d)(1)(B) of the Act, respondent
requested an addition to USP for the
amount of duty drawback claimed by
respondent from the Venezuelan
government. We disalfowed this
adjustment, because not only did
respondent not show that it actually
received drawback on the exports in
question, but it also failed to
demonstrate that it had a reasonable
expectation of ever receiving the
drawback amounts claimed. (See
Comment 3 in the “Interested Party
Comments’” section of this notice.)

Foreign Market Value

In order determine whether there
were sufficient sales of ferrosilicon in
the home market to serve as a viable
basis for calculating FMV, we compared
the volume of home market sales of
ferrosilicon to the volume of third
country sales of the same product, in
accordance with section 773(a){1){B} of
the Act. CVG-FESILVEN had a viable
home market with respect to sales of
ferrosilicon during the POL
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As stated in our preliminary
determination, the Department initiated
an investigation to determine whether
CVG-FESILVEN made home market
sales at less than their cost of
production (COP).

If over 90 percent of respondent’s
sales of a given product type were at
prices above the COP, we did not
disregard any below-cost sales because
we determined that the below-cost sales
were not made in substantial quantities.
If between ten and 90 percent of the
sales of a given product type were made
at prices below the COP, and such sales
were made over an extended period of
time, we discarded only the below-cost
sales. Where we found that more than
90 percent of respondent’s sales were at
prices below the COP, and such sales
were over an extended period of time,
wae disregarded all sales for that product
type and calculated FMV based on
constructed value (CV). Insufficient
evidence was presented to indicate that
below-COP prices would permit
recovery of all costs within a reasonable
period of time in the normal course of
trade. (See Comment 24.)

In order to determine that below-cost
sales were made over an extended
period of time, we performed the
following analysis on a product-specific
basis: (1) If a respondent sold a product
in only one month of the POI and there
were sales in that month below the COP,
or (2) if a respondent sold a product
during two months or more of the POI
and there were sales below the COP
during two or more of those months,
then below-cost sales were considered
to have been made over an extended
period of time.

Respondent requested that the
Department not apply the above test to
determine whether below-cost sales had
been made in substantial quantities.
(See Comment 25.) Respondent further
requested that, in the event that the
Department found it appropriate to
exclude below-cost sales, the
Department should calculate FMV based
on the prices of the next most similar
model before resorting to CV, (See
Comment 26.) However, as both of these
requests require departures from the
Department's standard methodology, we
have denied them,

In order to determine whether home
market prices were below the COP, we
calculated the COP based on the sum of
the respondent’s cost of materials,
fabrication, and general expenses. We
corrected the COP and CV data reported
for errors and omissions found at
verification. We relied on the submitted
COP and CV data, except in the
following instances where the costs

were not appropriately quantified or
valued:

1. We used best information available
(BIA) to determine the cost for electrode
paste used in both COP and CV because
respondent was unable to substantiate
the reported cost at verification. (See
Comment 19.)

2. Although respondent and its
related parties are members of a related
group of businesses in Venezuela
(known as the “CVG Group”),
respondent failed to allocate any of the
selling, general and administrative
expenses (SG&A) incurred by the parent
company of the group (CVG) to its
related parties. As BIA for these costs,
we used the amount of fees designed to
cover CVG'’s administrative costs which
these companies paid to the parent.
Because the related electricity supplier,
EDELCA, failed to report these fees, we
increased its costs to account for them,
based on our findings at verification.
(See Comment 11.)

3. Respondent also did not include an
allocated portion of CVG's SG&A in its
own SG&A expenses. Accordingly, as
with the related parties, we used the
amount of the fee paid to CVG as BIA.
However, because respondent paid no
fees during five months of the POI, we
also had to use BIA to determine the
amount of these fees. As BIA for each
month in which respondent paid no fee,
we used the amount of the fee reported
for the one remaining month of the POI.
(See Comment 11.)

4. We increased respondent’s SG&A
expenses for certain expenses recorded
in its books under the account
“Expenses Related to Previous Years,"
because respondent was unable to
demonstrate adequately that these
expenses did not relate to the POL. (See
Comment 14.)

5. We used BIA to determine an
amount for respondent’s 1992 year-end
adjustment to the inventory value of
spare parts. As BIA, we applied a
certain percentage to the respondent’s
1992 cost of manufacture (COM), based
on the percentage that this adjustment
represented in 1991. (See Comment 15.)

6. We excluded freight expenses from
the cost of iron ore supplied by
FERROMINERA, a related party, based
on our findings at verification. (See
Comment 22,)

7. We adjusted the retirement bonus
reported by FERROMINERA, based on
our findings at verification.

8. We adjusted the costs reported for
EDELCA to account for losses made
during the transmission of electricity to
its customers.

9. As its production cost for December
1991, EDELCA reported its 1991 average
monthly cost. In order to express this as

a per unit cost, however, EDELCA
divided the 1991 average by the actual
output of electricity in December 1991,
Accordingly, we also revised EDELCA's
per unit cost reported for December
1991 by dividing its 1991 average
monthly cost by its average monthly
output for 1991, in order to more
accurately reflect the actual per unit
cost incurred.

10. We determined that the transfer
prices paid to EDELCA were not at
arm’s length. Accordingly, for CV
purposes, we used the average price
charged by EDELCA to its unrelated
customers located in the same region as
respondent, (See Comment 10.)

11, Respondent based its reported
financial expenses and interest income
on data recorded in its accounting
system during the POIL. Moreover,
respondent reduced the expenses
reported to take into account the
anticipated results of a renegotiation of
the terms of certain of its debts. We
recalculated these expenses based on
data taken from respondent's most
recent annual financial statement (in
this case for 1991). (See Comments 16
and 17.) We then reduced these
expenses by the ratio of trade accounts
receivable to total assets, in order to
avoid double-counting certain imputed
interest expenses included in CV (for
CV only).

In accordance with section
773(e)(1)(B)(i) of the Act, we included in
CV the greater of respondent’s reported
general expenses, adjusted as detailed
above, or the statutory minimum of ten
percent of COM. For profit, we used the
statutory minimum of eight percent of
total COM and general expenses because
actual profit on home market sales was
less than eight percent. See section
773(e)(1)(B)(ii) of the Act.

In cases where we made price-to-CV
comparisons, we made circumstance-of-
sale adjustments, where appropriate, for
bank charges and credit expenses.
Respondent calculated U.S. credit
expenses based on the period between
invoicing and payment by the customer.
We recalculated U.S. credit expenses
based on the period between shipment
from the factory and payment.

In cases where we made price-to
price-comparisons, we adjusted the
home market data reported for errors
and omissions found at verification. We
then calculated FMV based on packed
F.O.T. (free on truck) prices to unrelated
customers in the home market. We
excluded sales to related customers,
pursuant to 19 CFR 353.45, as
respondent failed to demonstrate that
the prices paid by those customers were
comparable to the prices paid by
unrelated customers. Pursuant to 19
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CFR 353.56(a)(2), we made
circumstance-of-sale adjustments, where
appropriate, for differences in credit
expenses and bank charges. We also
deducted heme market packing costs

and added U.S. packing costs, in
accordance with section 773(a)(1) of the
Act.

Currency Conversion

Because certified exchange rates from
the Federal Reserve were unavailabls,
we made currency conversions based on
the official monthly exchange rates in
effect on the dates of the U.S, sales as
certified by the International Monetary
Fund.

Verification

As pravided in section 776(b) of the
Act, we verified information provided
by respondent by using standard
verification procedures, inchuding the
examination of relevant sales and
financial records, and selection of
original source documentation
containing relevant information.
Interested Party Comments
Comment 1

Petitioners argue that the Department
cannot rely on respondent’s home
market sales listing in order to
determine FMV beeause respondent
used an incorrect date of sale
methodology. According to petitioners,
the Department found at verification
that a number of home market sales
were made pursuant to ‘open” orders
which de net set an amount or number
of shipments; but merely indicate a
price and a maximum quantity.
Therefers, petitioners state that,
respondent improperly reported its
home market sales pool because the date
ofthe “‘open'” order is not the correct
date of sale. As such, petitioners argue
that the Department should either reject
respondent’s home market sales listing
or obtain and verify additional data.

Respondent maintains that its home
market sales listing is reliable:
According to ent, it reported as
the date of sale the date on which the
material terms of the transaction were
established. Respendent states that,
although a eustomer may not have
required the full quantity of
merchandise specified in the purchase
order, this fact does not invalidate the
date of sale that respondent reported
(and the Department verified) for
merchandise shipped in accordance
with the purchase order.

DOC Position
We agree with petitioners that

respondent improperly reported home
market date of sale. Based on the

information before us, we find that the
appropriate date is date of shipment,
because this is the date on which the
material terms of the transaction (i.e.,
quantity and price) are fixed.

We disagree, however, that this error
is significant enough to warrant
rejection of respondent’s entire home
market sales listing. When the
Department follows its normal practice
of calculating period-average FMVs,
home market date of sale is used only
to determine the pool of sales which
comprise the FMVs. Therefore, the
question is to what extent do we believe
that the pool of sales reported is
unrepresentative of the company’s
pricing practices during the POI? Ta
answer this question, we looked at the
home market sales listing, Of the
transactions included, we found that
only a small number was shipped
outside the period. Therefore, the vast
majority of the home market sales
reported were preperly included in the
database. We also found that the
company accurately reported the prices
and quantities for these sales.

We note that by using an incorrect
date of sale methodology, respondent
failed to report its shipments made
pursuant to purchase orders issued prior
to the POL Nonetheless, in this case we
find that this reason is not compelling
enough to reject the home market sales
listing. We have no reason to believe
that lack of this data skews the results
of this investigation to respandent’s
advantage. Oa the contrary, to the extent
that prices increased in the home
market during the POIL, as petitioners
allege, using the sales data reported
would actually be to respondent’s
detriment because we would be
excluding lower priced sales made at
the beginning of the POI and including
higher priced ones at the end.
(Petitioners’ allegation is addressed in
Comment 2, below.) Consequently, we
are using the home market sales data
reported by respondent for purposes of
the final determination.

Finally, we note that petitioners’
argument that the Department should
collect additional data is unworkable in
this case. Given the statutory time frame
under which the Department is required
to conduct this investigation, we would
be unable to accept petitioners” solution
and still meet the deadline for the final
determination set out under the law. In
any event, we have determined that
collection of additional data is
unnecessary in this case because we
find that the use of the reported data is
reasonable.

Comment 2

Petitioners argue that the Department
should compare only contemparaneous
home market and U.S. sales in making
price-to-price comparisans. i
to petitioners, under the statuta the
Department:is required to ensure that
the calculation of an average (such as a
weighted-averags FMV) yields a result
that is ntative of the transactions
under investigation. Petitioners argue
that using a period average of home
market prices in this case does not
result in a representative number,
because both price fluctuations and
home market price increases occurred
during the POIL. As support for their
position, petitioners cite Antifriction
Bearings (Other Than Taperad Roller
Bearings) and Parts Thereof from
France; et al.; Final Results of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Reviews, 57 FR 28360, (June 24, 1992)
(“AFBs"), where the Department stated
that it uses annual weighted-average
FMVs only when a firm's pricing
practices are stable over time.

Respondent argues that the
Department should continue to follow
its administrative practice for fair value
investigations of caleulating a period
average FMV for each control number.
According to respondent, the
Department's legal obligation in an
investigation is to determine only

. whether the subject merchandise is

being, or is likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value;
however, in an administrative review,
the statute requires more precision due
to the fact that the results of the review
determine specific liquidation rates for
individual entrigs. Therefore,
respondent contends that petitioners’
reference to AFBs is inapposite. Finally,
respondent notes that, in conducting
investigations, the Department
frequently encounters situations where
U.S. and home market prices fluctuate
over time in response to changing
market conditions, Therefore, the fact
that prices fluctuated during the POl in
this investigation does not provide a
compelling reason for the Department to
deviate from its practice of calculating
period FMVs.

DOC Peosition

We di with petitioners. The
purpose of an investigation is to
determine if there have been sales at
less than fair value and to calculate an
estimated antidumping duty depesit
rate. We consider period weighted-
average FMVs to be representative of
home market selling practices, and,
hence, of fair value for purposes of
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calculating an antidumping duty
deposit rate.

t is common for prices to fluctuate in
accordance with market activity in a
given period. Such fluctuations do not
necessarily render the weighted-average
FMV unrepresentative of home market
selling practices during the period.

Given the time constraints in an
antidumping duty investigation, the
Department will depart from its normal
practice of calculating period average
FMVs and use averages covering a
smaller time period when the issue is
raised by a party to a proceeding and
that party provides credible evidence
that the period averages are not
representative of home market pricing
practices in the POL. (See, e.g., Final
Determination of Sales at Less than Fair
Value: Dynamic Random Access
Memory Semiconductors of One
Megabit and above From the Republic of
Korea, 58 FR 15476 (March 23, 1993)
(“DRAMs").) For example, the party
could show that there is a significant
time-price correlation for the sales base
and that significant price variances
between the POI weighted-averages or
the other-period averages exist.

Specifically in this case, although

titioners have raised this issue, they

ave failed to show a correlation

between time and price for a significant
portion of the home market sales base or
have not explicitly shown there is a
significant variation from the mean for
the price of any product. Accordingly,
we have continued to use our standard
practice of comparing weighted-average
FMVs to individual U.S. prices for
purposes of the final determination.

Comment 3

Respondent maintains that the
Department erred in its preliminary
determination by disallowing its claim
for duty drawback, even though, by its
own admission, respondent has not yet
received duty drawback on any sale and
it is unlikely that it ever will.

Respondent bases its argument on the
premise that the Department should
consider certain commercial
considerations which it claims were
valid at the time that it set its prices to
the United States. Specifically,
respondent argues that not only did it
expect to receive duty drawback on
export sales at the time that it set its
U.S. prices, but also it considered this
factor when negotiating with U.S.
customers. Respondent claims that, had
it known that duty drawback would not
be available, it would have refused the
sale or negotiated a higher price.

Consequently, respondent argues it
should not be penalized because the
commercial circumstances underlying

the sale (i.e., the drawback program)
changed after the transaction was
consummated.

Moreover, respondent argues that the
Department verified that it filed for duty
drawback after its U.S. shipments were
made. Respondent implies, therefore,
that this serves as proof that it believed
the program to be viable at the time that
it set its prices.

Petitioners state that respondent is
ineligible under section 772(d)(1)(B) of
the Act for a duty drawback adjustment.
This provision states that a company is
allowed a claim only for the “amount of
any import duties imposed by the
country of exportation which have been
rebated, or which have not been
collected, by reason of the exportation
of the merchandise to the United
States.”” Petitioners note that respondent
failed to show that it actually received
duty drawback and, further, failed to
demonstrate it had a reasonable
expectation of ever receiving the
amounts claimed. Accordingly,
petitioners contend that, consistent with
its Eructice and with the plain language
of the statute, the Department should
continue to disallow this adjustment for
the final determination.

DOC Position

We agree with petitioners. According
to section 772(d)(1)(B) of the Act, in
order to qualify for duty drawback, a
company must show that either it
actually received a rebate of import
duties or the government did not collect
duties on its imports by reason of
subsequent exports to the United States.
In this case, respondent has admitted
not only that it did not actually receive
a refund of any import duties from the
government of Venezuela, but also that
it paid no import duties on any input
(and therefore these duties could not be
“not collected by reason of subsequent
exports”). Accordingly, we find that
respondent is ineligible for duty
drawback under section 772(d)(1)(B).

We disagree with respondent that we
should allow an adjustment based upon
its belief or expectation. The
measurement of less than fair value
sales must be based on actual,
measurable events. Indeed, the statute
clearly lays out the conditions that must
be met in order to qualify for an
adjustment. Consequently, we have
continued to disallow respondent’s
claim for duty drawback for purposes of
the final determination.

Comment 4

At verification the Department found
that respondent incorrectly calculated
the interest rate used in the calculation
of U.S. credit expense. Accordingly,

petitioners contend that the Department
should recalculate U.S. credit expense
using BIA for this interest rate. As BIA,
petitioners state that the Department
should use the highest rate found for
any loan examined at verification.

Respondent agrees that it misreported
its U.S. interest rate. However,
according to respondent, the rate that it
reported was higher than the correct
rate. Therefore, respondent contends
that the Department should use the rats
that it originally reported as BIA.

DOC Position

We agree with respondent and have
accepted the rate initially reported, as
BIA. At verification, our review of the
relevant documentation revealed that
the reported rate was higher than the
rate paid during the POI It would have
been appropriate to use the more
adverse number suggested by petitioners
only if we had found that CVG-
FESILVEN was uncooperative or that
the mistake was intentional. However,
the error in question appears to have
been inadvertent and was not in the
company's favor. Moreover, respondent
has cooperated fully in this
investigation. Accordingly, we have
used the rate reported for purposes of
the final determination.

Comment 5

According to petitioners, the
Department found at verification that
CVG-FESILVEN reported its home
market prices net of the price charged
for packing. Therefore, petitioners
contend that the Department should
increase these home market sales prices
by the amount of profit realized on sales
of packing materials.

DOC Position

In our calculations, we included the
price of packing materials invoiced by
respondent to its customer as part of the
gross price. Following our normal
methodology, we then deducted the cos!
of these materials from the gross price,
thereby including the profit realized on
the sale of packing materials in the net |
price. Nonetheless, because we found at
verification that CVG-FESILVEN
correctly included the price of packing
materials in the gross unit prices
reported in its home market sales listing
for all but one sale during the POI, the
adjustment requested by petitioners is
not necessary for the majority of home
market sales. For the one sale in
question, however, we added to the
gross price the price of packing
materials shown on the customer
invoice, before deducting the cost of
these materials.
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Comment 6

Respondent claims that the
Department’s postponement of the
preliminary determination in this
investigation was unlawful. For this
reason, respondent maintains that (1)
petitioners' allegation that respondent
made home market sales at prices below
cost was untimely and (2) the resulting
COP investigation is invalid.
Respondent further contends that the
Department has the ability to remedy
this procedural error by rescinding the
initiation of the COP investigation and
returning respondent’s cost data.

Specifically, respondent alleges that
petitioners' request that the Department
postpone the preliminary determination
did not comport with the statute,
legislative history, or the Department'’s
regulations regarding the specific
limitations on the authority to postpone
preliminary determinations, According
to respondent, the Department has the
authority to postpone a preliminary
determination only (1) very infrequently
s0 as not to avoid the clear and
reasonable deadlines required by the
law, (2) upon a showing of good cause,
and (3) in the absence of compelling
reasons to deny the request.

According to respondent, not only did
petitioners not show good cause for the
postponement, but the Department
ignored resé)ondent’s compslling
reasons to deny the request: That
respondent was entitled to a prompt
completion of the investigation to
minimize commercial uncertainty
attendant to the investigation; that
postponing the preliminary
determination negated respondent’s
procedural right not to be subject to a
COP investigation; and that the
postponement would not further the
Department’s investigation.

Petitioners state that respondent’s
argument regarding the postponement
ignores the Department’s established
standard for granting postponements
requested by petitioners, Moreover, they
assert that respondent’s argument
confuses the two independent statutory
provisions for postponement of
preliminary determinations (sections
733(c)(1)(A) and 733(c)(1)(B) of the Act,
which deal with requests by petitioners
and extraordinarily complicated
investigations, respectively), According
to petitioners, only section 733(c)(1)(A),
the section on which the Department
relied for the postponement, applies.
Petitioners note that under this section
the burden is on respondent to show
compelling cause to deny a petitioner’s
request. In this case, petitioners submit
that respondent’s reasons were not
compelling. Petitioners conclude that,

because the Department properly
postponed the preliminary
determination, their COP allegation was
timely and the resulting cost
investigation was legal,

DOC Position

We agree with petitioners. Section
353.15(c) of the Department’s
regulations (19 CFR 353.15(c)) reads as
follows:

If the petitioner, not later than 25 days
before the scheduled date for the Secretary’s
preliminary determination, requests a
postponement and states the reason for the
request, the Secretary will postpone the
preliminary determination to not later than
210 days after the date of filing of the
petition, unless the Secretary finds
compelling reasons to deny the request.

See section 733(c)(1) of the Act.
Because petitioners’ request for a
postponement was timely under
sections 733(c)(1)(A) and 19 CFR
353.15(c), and because we determined
that respondent’s reasons for denying
the request were not sufficiently
compelling, our postponement :
conformed to the requirements set out
in the Act. Consequently, because the
postponement of the preliminary
determination was lawful, we determine
that {)etitioners' COP allegation was
timely. Accordingly, we have not
rescinded the COP investigation, nor
have we returned respondent’s data.

Comment 7

Petitioners argue that the Department
should increase respondent'’s reported
depreciation, using BIA, because
respondent incompletely reported the
depreciation expenses recognized in its
accounting system during the POI.
Petitioners note the following: Under
Venezuelan Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP) in effect
during (and before) the POI, Venezuelan
companies were required to record
depreciation expense based on the
historical cost of their fixed assets.
However, in deviation from Venezuelan
GAAP and prior to the POI, respondent
revalued its fixed assets and began
recording depreciation based on this
higher amount. After the POI,
respondent reconsidered this decision
and reversed the depreciation taken on
the revalued portion of the assets. In its
questionnaire response, respondent
reported depreciation based on
historical cost. Petitioners contend that
respondent should be required to report
the depreciation that it actually
recognized in its books and records
during the POI (i.e., the amount based
upon the value of its revalued assets).
According to petitioners, this amount
more accurately reflects respondent’s

true costs of operation. Moreover,

‘petitioners state that the Deyanment has

the authority to reject use of a country’s
GAAP if they do not reasonably reflect
the costs incurred by a company.

Petitioners seem to imply that
respondent reversed its method of
calculating depreciation solely for the
purpose of reducing the production
costs reported to the Department, In
addition, petitioners state that there is
no evidence on the record to indicate
that respondent reversed the revaluation
of the assets themselves, but only that
it reversed the depreciation expense
related to those assets.

In order to calculate the additional
expense, petitioners suggest a BIA
amount based on the amount of
revaluation-related depreciation
reported in the cost deficiency response.

espondent contends that it correctly
based its depreciation expenses on
historical costs, in accordance with both
Venezuelan and U.S. GAAP, According
to respondent, this method is also
consistent with both the legislative
history of the antidumping law and
Department practice. In support of this
premise, respondent cites Final Results
of Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review: Stainless Steel Hollow Products
from Sweden, 57 FR 21389, (May 20,
1992), where the Department accepted
depreciation expenses based on
historical cost, even though the
respondent recorded depreciation in its
own accounting system based on
replacement costs.

inally, respondent states that the
historical cost reflects the actual cost
that the company incurred when it
purchased its assets, Consequently,
respondent contends that using
historical costs to calculate depreciation
creates no distortion in the costs used
for the final determination.

DOC Position

We agree with respondent that
depreciation in this case should be
based on CVG-FESILVEN’s historical
asset cost. It is the Department's practice
to follow GAAP used in the home
country of the respondent, unless it is
shown that the foreign GAAP materially
differs from U.S. GAAP and that the
difference distorts the respondent
company’s actual production costs,
(See, e.g., Final Determination of Sales
at Less Than Fair Value: New Minivans
from Japan, 57 FR 21937 (May 26, 1992)
(“Minivans"), Final Determination of
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Stainless
Steel Hollow Products from Sweden, 52
FR 37810 (Oct. 9, 1987).) Therefore,
because respondent calculated
depreciation in accordance with
Venezuelan GAAP in effect during the
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POI and because there is no indication
that determined that this calculation is
distortive, we have accepted it for
purposes of the final determination.

Comment 8

Petitioners argue that, because
respondent incurred expenses during
the POI related to the modemization of
two of its furnaces, the Department
should include depreciation expenses
ralated to this project in its calculation
of COP. Petitioners argue that the
existing furnaces wers used in
preduction during the POI; therefore,
they state that any capital improvements
to either furnace would have been
related te production of subject
merchandise during the POL
Accordingly, petitioners stats that
respondent’s failure to report
depreciation on these assets is not in
accordance with GAAP, under which
the costs related to the modernization of
respondent’s furnaces would be
reco%;iwd as soon as the improvements
ma used.

spandent claims that its treatment
of modernization expenses comports
with GAAP. Respondent claims that
only certain storage facilities were
completed and used by the company
during the POI and that it reported the
depreciation expense related to those
facilities in its questionnaire response.
Thus, respondent states that it properly
included in the depreciation calculation
only those assets used during the POL

DOC Position

Wa agree with respondent. Under
GAAP, a company is not required to
recognize depreciation expense on an
asset until the company begins to use
that asset in its production, At
verification, we confirmed that the only
assets related to respondent’s
modernization and expansion project
used during the POI were the storage
facilities noted above. Moreover, we
confirmed that respondent reported
depreciation expense related to these
facilities in its cost response. Therefore,
we find that respondent properly
reported its depreciation expenses
related to the project and determine that
no additional adjustment is necessary.

Comment 9

According to petitioners, the
Department should depart from its
general practice of using related-party
production costs in the calculation of
respondent’s COP, and instead use the
reported transfer prices, or BIA as
applicable, for those costs, Petitioners
base this contention on the fact that
both respondent and its related parties
are members of a business group,

consisting of a number of companies
having the same parent (Corporacion
Venezolana de Guayana (CVG)),
additional intertwined ownership, and
mutual business dealings. Petitioners
state that construction of a COP for each
of CVG-FESILVEN's five ur}olated
suppliers would require the Department
to {’rgck through ('I‘qus for @ number of
other companies and that this would
involve an endless series of circular
calculations, Petitioners imply that
CVG-FESILVEN has not appropriately
tracked its related-supplier costs
through this system. Moreover,
petitioners maintain that CVG—
FESILVEN has inconsistently and
inadequately allocated CVG’s costs to
each of the five companies (and to
itself). (See Comment 11, below.)

As BIA, petitioners contend in general
that the Department should use the
higher of the transfer prices reported or
the price information contained in the
record for unrelated parties.

Respondent contends that Department
precedent requires the calculation of its
COP using related-party costs,
According to respondent, the
De ont uses costs in its analysis in
order to eliminate intracorporate profits
that might be earned on transfer prices.
Further, respondent states that it
provided detailed COPs for all of its
related suppliers (except CONACAL, a
minor supplier of limestone), and that
the Department successfully verified the
costs reported by three of these
companies.

DOC Position

We disagree with petitioners that it is
appropriate to reject the related-party
costs reported in this investigation. The
Department’s normal practice is to
accept related supplier costs based, in
part, upon transfer prices between the
supplier and its related companies. In
past cases, the Department has departed
from this practice by investigating the

* transfer prices and COPs of the related

party’s related supplier, as petitioners
imply is called for here, but we have
done so only when petitioners have
supplied timely, credible evidencs that
such an approach was warranted. (See,
8.§., Minivans) We note that if
petitioners in this investigation wanted
the Department to further investigate the
potential upstream transfers that they
allege are occurring, they should have
raised the issue earlier in the proceeding
than in their case brief,

Moreover, to the extent that we
observed that CVG-FESILVEN's related
suppliers purchase inputs used in their
own production from CVG
members, we noted that the transfer
prices waere higher than the costs

reported for the group member. For
example, we noted at verification that
FERROMINERA (CVG-FESILVEN's
related iron ore supplier) purchases
energy from EDELCA (the related
electricity company) at a price higher
than EDELCA's reported production
costs. Therefore, to the extent that
FERROMINERA included the transfer
price for energy in its reported costs, its
COP is higher than it would have been
had it reported EDELCA's costs.

Accordingly, we find that it would be
inappropriate to reject respondent’s
related-party costs. Consequently, we
have used them for purposes of the final
determination.

Comment 10

According to petitioners, respondent
bears the burden of showing that the
transfer prices paid to related parties are
at arm’s length for purposes of
calculating CV. Petitioners state that
respondent failed to meet its burden for
all of its related suppliers.

Specifically, petitioners question the
valiﬁ?tcy of lhz n‘::thodology offered by
respondent to demonstrate the arm’s
length nature of purchases from four of
the five related party suppliers (i.e.,
FERROMINERA, CONACAL,
PROFORCA (a supplier of woodchips)
and SIDOR (a supplier of electrode
paste). According to petitioners, a
comparison of two (or more) selected
invoices is not sufficient; rather,
petitioners contend that CVG-
FESILVEN should have provided a
detailed analysis, comparable to the
type required to determine whether
sales to a related party are at arm’s
length (e.g., accounting for differences
in credit terms and direct selling
expenses), especially since related
parties in this case apparently are not
required to pay for goods or services
within any set time period.

Moreover, regarding the remaining
related supplier, EDELCA, petitioners
state that, not only did the Department
find at verification that EDELCA chargss
higher rates to unrelated parties, but
also the transfer price charged to CVG-
FESILVEN was preliminarily found to
be preferential in the companion
countervailing duty (CVD) case.
Therefore, petitioners assert that these
prices also are not at arm's length.

Accordingly, petitioners argue that
the Department should reject the
transfer prices reported because CVG-
FESILVEN failed to demonstrate that
they were at arm’s length. Rather,
petitioners state that the Department
should use BIA to determine the
appropriate price and that it should use
this price in both COP and CV.
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Petitioners propose the following
alternatives to use as BIA: (1)
FERROMINERA—the transfer price on
the invoice used in CVG-FESILVEN's
arm’s-length ‘comparison; (2)
PROFORCA—the average price paid to
an unrelated woodchip supplier; (3)
EDELCA—the average rate charged to
unrelated customers; and (4) SIDOR—
complete BIA (see Comment 19).

Respondent contends in general that
its arm’s-length test was sufficient and
that, applying this test, it adequataly
demonstrated that the transfer prices
that it paid were comparable to market
prices. Specifically regarding EDELCA,
respondent states that not only is the
rate that it pays very close to the rates
cherged to two of EDELCA's unrelated
customers, but also that its rate for the
first six months of 1992 is higher than
the average rate charged to other
customers in the same general region
during the same period. Moreover,
respondent notes that the preferential
rates found in the CVD case were based
on an analysis of 1991 rates, not the
rates in effect during the POl in this
investigation, and that it is contesting
the Department’s decision for final
determination in that case.

DOC Position

In general, in determining whether
related party supplier transactions are at
arm's length, the Department accepts a
mparison of gross invoice prices,
it a compelling reason not to do so.
e.g., Final Determination of Sales
ss Than Fair Value: Certain Granite
ucts from Italy, 53 FR 27187 (July
19, 1988).) In this case, we find that the
data provided by respondent to
nstrate that its transfer prices
flected market value was sufficient.

Accordingly, regarding
FERROMINERA and PROFORCA,
use (1) the prices paid by
respondent to FERROMINERA and
PROFORCA were at or above the prices
either charged by these companies to
unrelated customers or paid by
respondent to an unrelated party, and
(2) there is no evidence on the record of
this investigation that leads us to
believe that the terms of sale between
these related parties are materially
different from the terms of sale to
unrelated parties, we have determined
that they were at arm's length.
Consequently, we have used these
Prices in our calculation of CV.

Regarding EDELCA, however, because
the price paid by respondent during
December 1991 through May 1992 was
lower than the price charged by
EDELCA to its unrelated customers in
the same region and the same period,
we have determined that this price was

Qe

not at arm’s length. Accordingly, in our
CV calculation, we used the average
price charged by EDELCA to its
unrelated customers in the same region
during the POL ¢

Finally, regarding SIDOR, we found
that this company was unable to
substantiate its reported costs at
verification, Therefore, as BIA, we have
determined that the transfer price
reported for electrode paste was not at
arm's length, Accordingly, we have used
the same cost for electrode paste in both
COP and CV, (See Comment 19.)

We recognize that our arm's length
test for supplier transactions differs
from the test performed to determine
whether sales transactions are at arms-
length. However, the arm’s length
nature of related supplier transactions
generally has less of an impact on the
results of an investigatich than that of
related party sales transactions for the
simple reason that related supplier
prices are used only in the calculation
of CV and then generally only fora
small number of inputs. Therefore, it is
the Department’s position that the
additional administrative burden
created by performing the same test is
not justified in every cost investigation.

Mareover, to perform the same test,
the Department would be required to
collect the same type of data (i.e., on
credit periods, direct selling expenses,
etc.) related to both the related and
unrelated party supplier transactions.
While this data is already part of the
record for sales transactions, it is not
part of the information routinely
solicited in a cost investigation.
Therefore, without specifically
requesting this data in cost cases, the
Department does not have the same
ability to perform a similar analysis.
This is not to say, however, that the
Department will never solicit this data
or perform a more detailed test; when
we have reason to believe that a
comparison of gross prices is inadequate
early enough in an investigation to
request additional data from the
respondent, we will do so. In this case,
however, petitioners have raised this
issue too late in the proceeding for us
to request supplemental data or to
perform a different analysis.
Accordingly, we have used the data
already available to us to make the
company-specific determinations noted
above.

Comment 11

Petitioners contend that the costs
reported for both respondent and its
related-party suppliers are understated
because respondent failed to allocate
properly to these companies selling,

general, and administrative expenses
(SG&A) incurred by CVG.

Petitioners maintain that it was
inappropriate for respondent to report
the fees paid to CVG as a surrogate for
allocating CVG's actual costs.
Petitioners reason that use of this
method implies that the services
provided by CVG are proportional to the
income of CVG Group members and that
group members do not benefit from
CVG's services if they are not profitable
in any given year. Petitioners note that
respondent did not report any fee for
1992 because it did not make an
operating profit in that year. Moreover,
petitioners note that respondent failed
to report this fee altogether for certain
of its related suppliers (e.g., EDELCA
and PROFORCA).

Respondent contends that use of the
fee provides an acceptable allocation
metﬁodology. According to respondent,
all of its dealings with CVG are on an
arm's-length basis; therefore, the fee
provides a sufficient distribution of
CVG’s costs. Moreover, it states that the
total fees that CVG receives from its
subsidiaries significantly exceed CVG's
total operating expenses. Therefors,
according to respondent, CVG's costs
have been completely allocated to its
subsidiaries. Finally, respondent
maintains that, while any given
company'’s profits may vary from period
to period, over the long term the fee that
the company pays will more than cover
its share of CVG's costs.

Respondent contends that, if the

. Department disagrees with its argument
that the company pays its fair share of

the fees over the long term, it should use
the amount of the fee that respondent
paid in December 1991 as BIA for each
of the five months of the POI for which
it reported no cost. It also states that the
Department should increase SG&A for
its energy supplier, EDELCA, by the
actual amount of the fees that EDELCA
paid during the POI, because it
inadvertently omitted reporting these
expenses.

DOC Position

We agree with petitioners that CVG's
SG&A costs should have been allocated
to all members of the CVG Group,
regardless of profitability. Because we
have neither the financial statements of
all of the group members nor a
consolidated group financial statement,
we have no way to allocate CVG's actual
SG&A to the respondent and its related
suppliers. However, because the fees
paid to CVG allowed it to more than
recover its costs (both in 1991 and
1992), we have used them, as BIA.

Regarding CVG-FESILVEN, even
though the company made no profit in
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1992 (and therefore was not required to
pay a fee to CVG), under Department
practice it still should have reported an
allocated on of CVG's SG&A for the
five months of the POI that fell in 1992,
Consequently, we have used BIA to
determine an amount for each of these
five months. As BIA, we used the
amount of the fee that respondent paid
in December 1891.

Regarding EDELCA, we increased
EDELCA'’s costs by the amount of the fee
found at verification. Regarding
PROFORCA, however, wa did not add
an amount to the cost of tha woodchips
produced by this company because the
woodchips are produced as a by-
product of PROFORCA''s normal
production process. Because the
Department’s practice regarding by-
products is to examine only incremental
costs (and because a parent company’s
SG&A is not an incremental cost), we
made no adjustment to the costs
reported to account for PROFORCA's
proportional share of CVG's SG&A. (See
Comment 20.)

Comment 12

Petitioners contend that the financing
expenses reported for both respondent
and its related-party suppliers are
understated because respondent failed
to allocate a portion of CVG’s financing
expenses to these companies. According
ta petitioners, the Department has a
well-established practice of calculating
financing expenses based on the
borrowing experience of the
consolidsted group of companies.
Because CVG has the power to
determine the capital structure of sach
of its subsidiaries, petitioners contend
that it is necessary to use the
consolidated expenses of the CVG
Group in each company's COP
calculation.

Respondent argues that it properly
reported its financing expenses because
(1) it obtains no financing through CVG,
and, accordingly, it received no benefit
from any financing that CVG has
received and (2) the fee that it and the
other subsidiaries pay covers the CVG’s
full operational costs, including CVG's
total financing costs. Therefore,
respondent states that to include both
the CVG fee and an additional amount
for CVG'’s financing costs would result
in the Department’s double-counting
these expenses.

DOC Position

According to CVG's financial
statements, the fees that it collects from
its subsidiaries is sufficient to cover
both its SG&A and financing costs.
Because we have included the amount
of the fees paid by respondent and its

related parties during the POI in our
calculations, we find that including an
additional amount for financing
expenses would result in our double-
counting of these costs. Accordingly, we
determine that no additional adjustment
is necessary for purposes of the final
determination.

Comment 13

Petitioners contend that respondent
either deducted excessive amounts of
movement expenses from its reported
SG&A costs or understated the
movement expenses reported in its U.S,
sales listing. According to petitioners,
large discrepancies exist between the
two emounts. Therefore, petitioners
maintain that the Department should
either disallow the adjustment to COP
or increase U.S. movement expenses
accordingly.

Respondent argues that no
inconsistency exists. According to
respondent, the movement expenses
reported as a reduction to SG&A are
larger than those reported in the U.S.
sales listing because they also relate to
third country and pre-POI shipments, as
well as to U.S. sales during the POL.
Moreover, respondent notes that the
reduction to SG&A expenses also
includes packing materials and sales
commissions paid on third country
sales. Thus, respondent maintains that it
correctly reported both its reduction to
SCG&A and its U.S. movement expenses.

DOC Position

We agree with respondent. At
verification, we examined both the
reduction to SG&A noted above and
U.S. movement expenses. Because we
found that they had been properly
reported, we have accepted them for
purposes of the final determination.

Comment 14

Petitioners contend that the
Department should increase
respondent’s SG&A expenses for certain
expenses recorded in its books during
the POI under an account entitled
“Expenses Related to Previous Years."
According to petitioners, at verification
respondent was unsble to demonstrate
adequately that these expenses did not
relate to the POI.

DOC Position

We agree. At verification, we found
that certain of these expenses did, in
fact, relate to the POL. Consequently,
because respondent was unsable to
support its exclusion of these expenses,
we have increased the reported SG&XA
expenses by their full amount.

Comment 15

At verification, the Department noted
that respondent did not report an
amount for a 1992 year-end adjustment
to the inventory value of spare parts, as
it had for 1991. Petitioners contend tha,
because CVG-FESILVEN was unable to
estimate this expense for the remaining
five months ofme POI at verification,
the Department should use BIA to
determine it. As BIA, they state that the
Department should the use amount
reported for December 1991, multiplied
by five,

DOC Position

We agree that CVG-FESILVEN
improperly did not estimate the amount
of this adjustment related to 1992,
Throughout the investigation, the
Department requested that respondent
provide estimations for all year end
adjustments made at the end of 1992.
Accordingly, we used BIA to determine
the appropriate amount for this
adjustment, As BIA, however, we
determined the percentage of the
respondent’s December COM
represented by the adjustment, and then
applied this percentage to the COM of
the remaining five months of the POL
We did not use petitioners’
methodology because the use of a
percentage of COM is reasonably
adverse and respondent, overall, has
cocperated in this investigation.

Comment 16

Petitioners contend that the
Department should disallow, either in
whole or in part, the interest income
claimed by respondent as an offset to
interest expenses during the POL
According to petitioners, respondent
reported only a subset of its interest
expenses (i.e., the company did not
report interest associated with an
expansion and modernization project);
therefore, petitioners contend that it
would be inappropriate to offset this
subset of expenses with the full amoun!
of interest income. Rather, at a
minimum, petitioners propose that the
Department disallow the amount of the
income which should have been offset
against the expansion and
modernization project interest.

Moreover, petitioners note that the
Department found at verification that
some of the interest income claimed in
December 1991 related to interest
earned prior to the POL Therefore,
petitioners contend that there is a basis
for completely disallowing the offset.

Respondent concedes that the
Department should reduce its December
income to account for pre-period
interest earnings; however, it argues tha!
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the Department should allow the
remainder of the offset, in accordance
with the Department’s past practice.
Specifically, respondent states that the
Department's practice is to offset

interest income from operations against
interest expense from operations.
Respondent notes that, under GAAP,
eapitalized interest s@ isnot a
current (i.8., operating) expense, and, as
such, properly does not form part of the
expenses against which short-term
interest income shouid be offset.
Therefore, because the interest expense
essociated with its expansion and
modernization project was capitalized,
it followed the Department’s practice.
Accordingly, respondent maintains that
the Department should allow the offset.

DOC Position

We disagree with petitioners. It is the
Department’s practice to offset current
interest expense with short-term interest
income. Accordingly, not only would it
be inappropriate to offset short-term
interest income against both current and
capitalized interest expenses, but it
would also be against the Department's
practice to do so.

Regarding petitioners’ other argument
(on the December 1991 portion of the
offset], the Department calculates net
financial expenses using data from

respondent’s most recently completed
iscal year {in this case, 1991) since we

stermine that interest expense and
revenue are not fully accounted for until
year-end adjustments are made. .
Therefore, because we do not bass our
offset calculation on expenses or income
recorded in the PO, this argument is
not relevant.

Comment 17

Petitioners argue that the Department
should use the actual amount of interest
recorded in respondent’s books during
the POI in the calculation of COP and
CV. According to petitioners,
respondent impermissibly reduced
these expenses based on its belief that
the actual interest that the company will
Pay once its payments are resumed will
be s lower rate than the amount
dccrued, due to the fact that the
Venezuelan government is in the
Process of renegotiating the interest rate
épplicable to the company’s long-term
Cebt, (Service of this debt was
suspended at the beginning of the
‘enogotiation process.) Consequently, in

“cordance with the Department'’s
gencral practice of using actual costs,
!l:‘g Department should reject any
ddjustment of acerued interest expense
‘0 account for the propesed results of
the renegotiations,

Respondent srgues that it properly
rted its interast expenses

(1) the expenses reported reflect the rate
that is most likely to apply once the
negotiations are ooncluged, and (2) they
overstate of the com ’s actual costs
during the POL On this last point,
respondent notes that it actually paid no
interest during the POI, and therefore it
incurred no actual costs.
DOC Position

We agree with petitioners. In
accordance with the Department’s
practice, we have used the actual
expenses reflected in the company's
baeoks for purposes of the ﬁnafa
determination,

Comment 18

According to petitioners, EDELCA has
not reported a fully allocated COP.
Specifically, petitioners provide two
arguments: First, EDELCA reported in
the companion CVD investigation that it
is in the process of imposing rapid rate
increases on its customers in order to
allow it to recover its long-term average
incremental costs. According to
petitioners, therefore, if the 1992
transfer prices are designed to cover
EDELCA'’s long-term costs, then these
transfer prices should be approximately
the same amount as (or at least be no
less than) EDELCA's fully allocated
COP. However, petitioners note that the
COP calculated is, in fact, less than the
average transfer price reported.

Second, petitioners state that
EDELCA's reported COP cannot be
reconciled with either its ewn financial
statements or EDEL.CA’s public
statements. Specifically, petitioners
state that EDELCA did not fully report
the depreciation expenses reflected on
its financial statements. In addition,
petitioners cite a newspaper article
which asserts that EDELCA's costs are
significantly different than those
reported to the Department.

As BIA, petitioners contend that the
Department should use the average rate
charged to EDELCA's unrelated
customers. Petitioners maintain that this
methodology is appropriate because the
transfer prices between EDELCA and
respondent are net at arm's-length.

espondent contends that the
Department's practice is to require
companies to report their average costs
during the POI, not their marginal or
incremental costs. According to
respondent, because EDELCA has done
this, the Department should accept
these costs.

Respondent states that rate increases
referenced by petitioners are part of
EDELCA's long-term policy of phasing
in higher rates. According to

respondent, EDELCA is currently
building an additional generating
facility; therefore, its rate Increases are
designed to allow its customers to adjust
to the higher rates which will be
necessary in the future in order for
EDELCA to cover the costs of
constructing this new facility.
Respondent notes that, under GAAP,
EDELCA is not required to recognize the
costs associated with this future facility
until it goes on line in 1995.

Moreover, respondent states that
EDELCA's verified cost data are
consistent with its financial statements.
Respondent notes that the depreciation
referenced by petitioners was
distributed among several cost
categories; therefore, because petitioners
compared depreciation reported for one
category to the total amount shown on
the financial statements, their
contention that this expense was
understated was in error.

Finally, regarding the newspaper
article cited by petitioners, respondent
questions its legitimacy because
petitioners fail to cite not only the
source of the article, but also the time
period to which the article refers.
Nonetheless, respondent maintains that
the data in the article also are not
inconsistent with the costs reported to
the Department. Respondent notes that
the expenses referenced by the article
include both expenses related to current
operations and capital investment
activities. According to respondent, it
properly excluded investment-related
costs because they were capitalized by
EDELCA and were not recognized as
expenses during the POL

DQOC Position

We agree with CVG-FESILVEN. In
antidumping duty investigations, the
Department’s policy is to require
respondents to report their average costs
during the POI, not their marginal costs.
This policy is in accardance with
GAAP, which does not require
companies to recognize capitalized costs
related to investments until the
investments are used in the companies’
production. By requiring respondent to
report EDELCA's long-term average
incremental costs, the Department
would be departing from its practice
and from GAAP. Therefore, because we
found at verification that, with the
exception of the fees paid to CVG,
EDELCA had completely reported its
average production costs during the POI
(including depreciation), we have
accepted these costs for purposes of the
final determination.
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Comment 19

Petitioners contend that the
Department should reject the COP
reported by respondent’s related party
supplier o¥ electrode paste (SIDOR)
because this company was unable to
substantiate its costs at verification.
Accordingly, petitioners contend that
the Department should use BIA for the
COP of this input. As BIA, petitioners
maintain that the Department should
use either the cost provided in their
below-cost allegation or the highest
reported price charged by SIDOR to its
unrelated customers for electrode paste.

Respondent agrees that SIDOR was
unable to substantiate its cost data at
verification. As BIA, respondent
contends that the Department should
use SIDOR's highest price to unrelated
customers.

DOC Position

We agree that SIDOR's costs failed
verification and have therefore used BIA
to determine these costs, As BIA, we
have used the highest price charged by
SIDOR to any of its unrelated customers.
This number is more appropriate than
the cost for electrode paste provided in
the below-cost allegation because CVG—
FESILVEN has cooperated fully in this
investigation.

In addition, because the BIA number
is higher than the transfer price, we
determine that the transfer price is not
at arm's length. Accordingly, we have
used the BIA amount in both our COP
and CV calculations,

Comment 20

Petitioners contend that respondent
underreported the costs provided by its
related party supplier of woodchips
(PROFORCA). According to petitioners,
although PROFORCA produces
woodciips as a by-product during the
production of its main product, lumber,
the company still incurs certain costs
associated with the woodchips
themselves (e.g., collecting the
woodchips and moving them to a silo
for storage, depreciation on the silo,
etc.). Because respondent did not report
these costs, petitioners contend that the
Department must use BIA to determine
them. As BIA, they state that the
Department should use the average
price that respondent paid to its
unrelated woodchip supplier,
PROMASO.

Respondent disagrees. According to
respondent, PROFORCA demonstrated
during verification that woodchips are a
waste product that the company
routinely hauls away to a local landfill.
Since the sale of woodchips eliminates
the need for PROFORCA to haul the

waste material away, PROFORCA saves
money by selling woodchips. Therefore,
respondent maintains that the
transportation-only cost that
PROFORCA reported is conservative,
because this material actually has a
negative cost for the company.

DOC Position

In determining the cost that should be
reported for by-products, generally
incremental costs incurred to produce
or sell the product are the only costs
considered because by-products are
products which result from the
manufacturing of the primary product
and have little residual value. Therefore,
we have used PROFORCA's costs as
reported (i.e., only the costs associated
with transportation to CVG-FESILVEN's
factory) because this is the only
incremental cost that PROFORCA
incurs.

Comment 21

Petitioners contend that the
Department should reject the costs
supplied by FERROMINERA because
they were improperly based on the cost
of goods sold (COGS) during the POI,
rather than the cost of goods produced.

CVG-FESILVEN maintains that it
reported FERROMINERA's COP; not
COGS. However, it contends that, even
if it had reported FERROMINERA's
COGS, these costs would not have been
distortive because FERROMINERA's
inventory level was small and declined
during the POI therefore, inventory
would have had little impact on the
reported cost data even if such data
were based on COGS. Moreover, CVG—
FESILVEN notes that the Department
has found COGS to be an appropriate
source for cost data in other cases.

DOC Position

After reviewing FERROMINERA's
financial statements, as well as the data
reported, we believe that
FERROMINERA's data were based on
COGS. However, we agree with
respondent that the Department has
found COGS to be an appropriate source
for cost data in the past. Moreover, in
this case, given FERROMINERA's small
inventory level, we do not believe that
use of COGS results in distortion of the
margin analysis performed for the final
determination. Accordingly, we have
accepted the data reported.

Comment 22

According to the cost verification
report, respondent double-counted
freight costs when reporting
FERROMINERA's production cost for
iron ore, because it included (1) delivery
costs incurred outside the POI as part of

FERROMINERA's costs, and (2) the
costs associated with picking up the
iron ore itself as part of its own SG&A.
Petitioners disagree that these costs
were double-counted. Rather,
petitioners contend that these expenses
may have been excluded completely
because the weighted-average price
reported for iron ore in respondent’s
COP does not include freight costs.
Further, petitioners imply that freight
expenses on purchases are not reported
as part of respondent’s SG&A, because
they state that it is unclear that
respondent’s adjustment to SG&A for
movement expenses relates only to sales
(as opposed to purchases of materials).

DOC Position

We disagree. At verification, we found
that during the POI respondent used its
own trucks to transport its purchases of
iron ore to its factory. We also verified
that these types of transportation costs
not only were reported as part of
respondent’s SG&A, but also that they
did not form part of the reduction to
SG&A for movement expenses.

The discrepancy arose because, after
the POI, FERROMINERA began
delivering the merchandise using an
outside delivery service. In its
questionnaire response, respondent
misreported the amount paid to the
delivery company as part of the cost of
production of iron ore. Consequently,
because we found that respondent
incorrectly reported freight costs that it
did not incur during the POI, we have
reduced the costs reported for iron ore
accordingly.

Comment 23

According to CVG-FESILVEN, the
company experienced unusual
production problems during the POI
which resulted in abnormally high costs
that distort its COP, Therefore,
respondent requests that the Department
“normalize” its POI costs by using its
reported production costs, adjusted for
pre-period efficiency rates. As precedent
for its request, respondent cites Oil
Country Tubular Goods From Canada:
Final Determination of Sales at Less
Than Fair Value, 51 FR 15029 (April 22.
1986) (*“OCTG”), where yield rates were
normalized to reflect ‘‘learning curve
efficiencies that the company had
achieved.

Petitioners contend that CVG-
FESILVEN does not qualify for the use
of “‘normalized” costs under s
Department precedent because (1) it has
provided insufficient evidence to
warrant their use and (2) respondent’s
difficulties during the POI were
equivalent to a normal business
occurrence. Moreover, petitioners stal
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that the Department generally only

normalizes costs in a start-up situation,
which is not the case here.

DOC Pesition

We agree with petitioners. By their
very nature, a company's costs are a
function of its operating efficiency rates.
Under the Department’s practice, the
Department generally relies on actual
costs incurred (and operating
efficiencies achieved) during the POI
when calculating COP. In past cases
where the Department has departed
rom this practice, it has been to exclude
certain costs either that the Department
considers to be extraordinary in nature
or, like in OCTG, that the Department
determines do not relate solely to
production during the POI (e.g., costs
incurred in start-up cost situations).
Because we do not consider the costs in
question (See Concurrence
Memorandum prepared for the Final
Determination dated May 4, 1993.) to
have been unusual in nature for a
manufacturing concern or to be
equivalent to start-up costs, we have not
accepted respondent’s proposed
adjustment.

Comment 24

According to respondent, the
Department shouldP:ot exclude any of
its sales found to be below-cost because
the company’s home market prices
permit the recovery of all costs within
a reasonable peried of time in the
normal course of trade. Respondent
bases its conclusion that the company is
rocovering costs on a review of its
financial statements, as well as on the
Department’s findings at verification. In
the event that the Department finds that
these data are inconclusive, respondent
urges the Department to consider the
POl to be an unreliable period on which
to judge the company's ability to recover
1ts costs, due to the fact that the
tompany experienced abnormal
production difficulties during the
period. Therefore, respondent contends
that the Department should place more
weight on historical data in its analysis.

Petitioners disagree that the
Department should disregard below-cost
sales. According to petitioners, the
burden is on respondent ta prove that it
Aas recovered its costs, In support of
this contention, petitioners cite a recent
Cecision issued by the Court of
‘niernational Trade (CIT) (Koyo Seiko
0. v. United States, CIT, Slip. Op. 93—
 January 8, 1993) (“Koyo Seiko’’),
Waere the court agreed that the

partment has the authority to place
;““,h.urde" of proof on respondent.
Slitioners maintain that in this case
CVG-FESILVEN has not met its burden.

Pegtitioners provide the following
evidence that respondent will not be
sble to recover its costs: In 1990 and
1991 CVG-FESILVEN's net sales were
not sufficient to cover its costs and in
1991 the company was not able to pay
preferred dividends because of
inadequate profits. In addition, CVG—
FESILVEN is in the middle of a large
expansion end modernization project
which it is unable to complete by its
own admission dus to cash flow
praoblems.

DOC Position

We agree with petitioners. The burden
of demonstrating that a company will be
able to recover its costs over a
reasonable period of time is on the
respondent. (See Koyo Seiko.) In this
case, we find that respondent has not
met that burden.

The Department has devsloped the
practice of comparing a respondent’s
fully-allocated average actual COP with
home market selling prices for purposes
of determining that sales are below cost.
If those prices are below the COP, we
determine that respondent is not able to
fully recover its costs within a
reasonable period of time. If a
respandent can demonstrate adequately
that this determination is unreasonable,
then we would reconsider our position.

In this case, however, CVG-
FESILVEN did not sufficiently
demonstrate that it would recover its
costs on its below-cost sales made
during the POL. We find that a simple
analysis of financial statement
profitability is inadequate in this
instance, because these statements do
not unambiguously show that
respondent will be able to recover its
costs on its home market below-cost
sales. Moreover, we note that
respondent’s reliance on verification
findings as proof of its POI profitability
is misplaced, because respondent
misinterpreted a statement in the cost
verification repoit. (See Cost
Verification Report dated March 9, 1993
on page 24.)

Accgrdingly, we find that CVG-
FESILVEN presented insufficient
evidence that it would be able to recover
its costs over a reasonable period of
time. Consequently, we have nat
included in our analysis below-cost
sales which were made in substantial
quantities over an extended period of
time,

Commeat 25

Respondent claims that, when
considering its home market database as
a whole, it did not make below-cost

sales in substantial quantities during the
POL According to respondent, the

Department should perform the
substantial quantities test on a such or
similar category basis, rather than a
product-specific basis. In addition,
respondent argues that the Depariment
should also include sales to related and
unrelated parties in its test, because it
generates revenus to both categories of
customers.

In support of its argument, respondent
cites the final determination in Final
Determination of Sales At Less Than
Fair Value: Gray Portland Cement and
Clinker from Mexico, 55 FR 29244 (July
18, 1990) ("Mexican Cement™), where
the Department rejected a COP
allegation because it covered only one
product representing a small percentage
of sales in a such or similar category.

DOC Position

We disagree. Since the decision in
Mexican Cement, the Department has
changed its practice. In determining
wh below cost sales were made in
substantial quantities, the Department’s
current policy is to perform its analysis
on a model-specific basis, rather than a
such or similar or a class or kind basis.
(See, e.g., DRAMS; Final Determination
of Sales at Less Than Fair Value:
Circular Welded Non-Alloy Steel Pipes
from the Republic of Korea, 57 FR 42942
(Sept. 17, 1992]) (“Korean Pipe™).)

We believe that this policy is in
accordance with the intent of section
773(b) of the Act, which sets forth the
circumstances under which the
Department has the authority to
disregard below-cost sales. Because the

urpose of this provision is ta avoid
gasing FMV on prices below cost, we
believe that this interpretation is
accurate since it focuses on the prices
actually used for FMV. FMV itself is
based on a model-specific comparison,
that of the most similar model, rather

‘than on an aggregate comparison of all

models in the such or similar category.
Therefors, in price-to-price
comparisons, the prices of models that
are not used in the comparison are
irrelevant to the determination of FMV,
Similarly, in the cost test, the fact that
models not used for comparison are
priced ebove or below cost is irrelevant
to determining if the prices to be used
for FMV are above or below cost.

Consequently, we have performed the
cost test in this investigation on a
model-specific basis, in accordance with
the Department’s policy.

Regarding respondent’s request that
we perform the cost test using both
related and unrelated party sales
transactions, we have determined that
either using or excluding the related
party transactions in question would not
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change the results of the test.
Accordingly, this issue is moot.

Comment 26

Respondent states that if the
Department applies the COP test to
individual types of ferrosilicon, it
should not automaticelly resort to CV if
it finds insufficient above-cost sales of
certain sizes or grades of product.
Rather, it should calculate FMV using
Venezuelan sales of the next size or
grade of ferrosilicon. Respondent cites
Koyo Seiko, which stated that the
Department must use all potential home
market similar merchandise and avoid
whenever possible the use of CV.
Respondent also cites Final
Determination of Sales at Not Less Than
Fair Value: Tubes for Tires, Other than
for Bicycles, from the Republic of Korea,
49 FR 26780 (June 29, 1984) (“Tubes for
Tires’’), where the Department
determined that if, within a particular
size category, insufficient home market
sales were made at prices above the cost
of production, it would use prices for
the next most similar home market
merchandise made at or above the COP
for comparison purposes.

DOC Position

We disagree. Since the determination
in Tubes for Tires, the Department has
changed its policy with regard to this
issue. (See, e.g., Korean Pipe and AFBs.)

According to section 773(b):

Whenever sales are disregarded by virtue
of having been made at less than the cost of
production and the remaining sales, made at
not less than the cost of production, are
determined to be inadequate as a basis for the
determination of foreign market value under
subsection (a) of this section, the
administering authority shall employ the
constructed value of the merchandise to
determine its foreign market value.

Therefore, the issue that respondent has
raised is, when the sales of a given
model cannot be used, whether the
Department should use the next most
similar model, in order to follow the
price preference specified in section
773(a), or go directly to CV as indicated
in 773(b).

Prior to determining FMV under
section 773(a), the Department rnust
first select the most similar
merchandise. Section 771(16) of the Act
deiines such or similar merchandise and
provides a hierarchy of preferences for
determining which merchandise sold in
the foreign market is most similar to the
merchandise sold in the United States.
Section 771(16) also expresses a
preference for the use of identical over
similar merchandise, stating
categorically that such or similar
merchandise is the merchandise that

falls into the first hierarchical category
in which comparisons can be made. The
cost test is not conducted until after the
most similar model match is found
under section 771(16).

Section 771(16) requires us to
descend through successive levels of the
hierarchy until sales of such or similar
merchandise are found. However, it
does not condition the determination of
such or similar on any basis other than
similarity of the merchandise. In
particular, section 771(16) directs the
Department only to use “the first of the
following categories * * *'' and not to
use the next category when the first
match is below cost. If this were not the
case, the cost test would inappropriately
become part of the basis for determining
what constitutes such or similar
merchandise, which is clearly not the
gurpose of the cost test. Therefore,

ecause section 771(16) specifies the
determination of such or similar
merchandise on the similarity of the
merchandise only and not on whether
the most similar model is sold above
cost, section 771(16) directs us to the
use of CV when the most similar model
is sold below cost.

Moreover, the use of CV lessens the
burden on the Department of calculating
the dumping margin. If the next most
similar match is used, it would require
the Department, after rejecting the
below cost model, to conduct successive
searches of home market sales for the
next most similar model until all similar
models have been exhausted. This
process would have to be followed in all
cases in which less than 90 percent of
the home market sales were sold below
cost.

For the reasons noted above,
therefore, we followed our current
practice and based FMV on CV for
below cost sales, rather than searching
for the next most similar home market
model.

Continuation of Suspension of
Liquidation

We are directing the Customs Service
to continue to suspend liquidation of all
entries of ferrosilicon from Venezuela
that are entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption on or after
December 29, 1992, the date of
publication of our affirmative
preliminary determination in the
Federal Register, The Customs Service
shall require a cash deposit or the
posting of a bond equal to the estimated
amount by which the FMV of the
merchandise subject to this
investigation exceeds the USP, as shown
below. This suspension of liquidation
will remain in effect until further notice.

The weighted-average dumping margins
are as follows:

Weighted-
average
margin per-
centage

Manufacturer/producer/exporter

CVG-Venezolana de
Ferrosilicio C.A. ...cocviminircnns 9.55

9.55

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 735(d) of
the Act, we have notified the ITC of our
determination.

Notification to Interested Parties

This notice also serves as the only
reminder to parties subject to
administrative protective order (APO) of
their responsibility concerning the
return or destruction of proprietary
information disclosed under APO in
accordance with 19 CFR 353.34(d).
Failure to comply is a violation of the
APO.

This determination is published
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act
and 19 CFR\353.20(a)(4).

Dated: May 3, 1993.

Joseph A. Spetrini,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 93-11010 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

[A-357-807)

Final Determination of No Sales at
Less Than Fair Value: Ferrosilicon
from Argentina

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Shawn Thompson, Office of
Antidumping Investigations, Import
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Gonstitution
Avenue, NW.,, Washington, DC 20230;
telephone (202) 482-1776.

Final Determination

We determine that ferrosilicon from
Argentina is not being, nor is likely to
be, sold in the United States at less than
fair value, as provided in section 735 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the
Act).

Case History

Since the publication of our negative
preliminary determination on December
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29, 1992 (57 FR 61879), the following
events have occurred:

On January 8, 1993, we received a
request for a public hearing from the
petitioners in this case (AIMCOR;
Alabama Silicon, Inc.; American Alloys,
Inc.; Globe Metallurgical, Inc.; Silicon
Metaltech, Inc.; United Autoworkers of
America Local 523; United Steelworkers
of America Locals 2528, 5171, 3081, and
12646; and Oil Chemical and Atomic
Workers Local 389).

On January 14, 1993, petitioners
requested a postponement of the final
determination. We granted this request,
and on February 2, 1993, we postponed
the final determination until not later
than May 3, 1993 (58 FR 11586, Feb. 26,
1993).

On February 8, 1993, we conducted
verification in Argentina of the section
A response to the Department's
questionnaire made by Industrias
Siderirgicas Grassi (Grassi), the
respondent in this investigation.

etitioners filed a case brief on March
29, 1993. Grassi filed a rebuttal brief on
April 5, 1993. A public hearing was
held on April 12, 1993,

Scope of Investigation

The product covered by this
investigation is ferrosilicon, a ferroalloy
generally containing, by weight, not less
than four percent iron, more than eight
percent but not more than 96 percent
silicon, not more than 10 percent
chromium, not more than 30 percent
manganese, not more than three percent
phosphorous, less than 2.75 percent
magnesium, and not more than 10
percent calcium or any other element.

Ferresilicon is a ferroalloy produced
by combining silicon and iron through
smelting in a submerged-arc furnace.
Ferrosilicon is used primarily as an
alloying agent in the production of steel
and cast iron. it is also used in the steel
industry as a deoxidizer and a reducing
agent, and by cast iron producers as an
inoculant.

Ferrosilicon is differentiated by size
and by grade. The sizes express the
maximum and minimum dimensions of
the lumps of ferrosilicon found in a
given shipment. Ferrosilicon grades are
defined by the percentages by weight of
contained silicon and other minor
elements, Ferrosilicon is most
commonly sold to the iron and steel
industries in standard grades of 75
percent and 50 percent ferrosilicon.

Calcium silicon, ferrocalcium silicon,
and magnesium ferrosilicon are
specifically excluded from the scope of
this investigation. Calcium silicon is an
alloy containing, by weight, not more
than five percent iron, 60 to 65 percent
silicon and 28 to 32 percent calcium.

Ferrocalcium silicon is a ferroalloy
containing, by weight, not less than four
percent iron, 60 to 65 percent silicon,
and more than 10 percent calcium,
Magnesium ferrosilicon is a ferroalloy
containing, by weight, not less than four
percent iron, not more than 55 percent
silicon, and not less than 2.75 percent
magnesium.

Ferrosilicon is classifiable under the
following subheadings of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS): 7202.21.1000,
7202.21.5000, 7202.21.7500,
7202.21.9000, 7202.29.0010, and
7202.29.0050. The HTSUS subheadings
are provided for convenience and
customs purposes. Our written
description of the scope of this
investigation is dispositive.

Period of Investigation

The period of investigation (POI) is
June 1, 1991, through May 31, 1992.

Prior to issuing the questionnaire in
this case, the Department received
information from the U.S. Embassy in
Buenos Aires that no Argentine
company had exported ferrosilicon to
the United States during the
Department’s “standard” six-month
POI, and that only Grassi had exported
during the year prior to the initiation of
the investigation. Because these exports
were made within one year of the date
of the initiation of this investigation
(June 11, 1992), the Department .
determined that they were sufficiently
current to serve as a basis for a dumping
investigation. Therefore, the Department
expanded the POI from six months to
one year. (See memorandum dated July
21, 1992, from Richard W. Moreland,
Director, Office of Antidumping
Investigations, to Francis J. Sailer,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Investigations.)

However, on July 27, 1992, Grassi
informed the Department that the dates
of sale for its two shipments during the
expanded POI were both outside the
expanded period. Consequently,
petitioners requested that the
Department expand the POI further in
order to have U.S. sales on which to
base a less than fair value analysis. After
analyzing the circumstances
surrounding this issue in light of the
department's practice in this area, the
Department determined that there were
no compelling reasons on the record of
this investigation that would have
justified extending the POI back further
than one year. For further discussion of
this issue, see memorandum dated July
31, 1992, from David L. Binder,
Director, Antidumping Division II,
Office of Antidumping Investigations, to
Richard W. Moreland, Acting Deputy

Assistant Secretary for Investigations
(“the July 31 memorandum”’), as well as
the “Interested Party Comments’*
section of this notice.

Fair Value Comparisons

In order to determine whether sales of
subject merchandise to the United
States by a respondent were made at
less than fair value, the Department
compares the United States prices to
foreign market value. Grassi reported no
sales of subject merchandise during the
POI Accordingly, there are no United
States prices with which to compare
foreign market value and, thus, no
dumping margins.

Verification

As provided in section 776(b) of the
Act, we verified information provided
by respondent by using standard
verification procedures, including the
examination of relevant sales and
financial records, and selection of
original source documentation
containing relevant information.

Interested Party Comments
Comment 1

Petitioners contend that the
Department’s finding of no sales at less
than fair value was mistaken because
the Department should have extended
the POI to more than the one year
period chosen in order to capture a large
volume, low-priced sale of Argentine
ferrosilicon that entered the United
States during the period. Petitioners
request that the Department remedy the
situation by expanding the POl by a
minimum of ten days.

Specifically, petitioners argue that the
Department misapplied its “rule of
thumb" regarding the age of sales (i.e.,
sales made over a year prior to the filing
of a petition are considered "‘stale’ from
the Department’s ‘ferspoctive and, thus,
are not considered sufficiently current
to form the basis for conducting an
investigation). According to petitioners,
although the reported date of sale of
Grassi's last shipment to the United
States was more than one year prior to
the initiation of the investigation, it was
exactly one year prior to the filing of the
petition. Therefore, not only would
extending the POI by only ten days be
consistent with the Department’s
practice, but it also would result in the
Department’s capturing a large volume
shipment of subject merchandise sold at
a significant dumping margin.

Petitioners also argue that the
Department’s decision not to expand the
POI was based on an incorrect
application of Departmental precedent.
According to petitioners, this case is
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clearly distinguishable from other cases
where the Department has not extended
the POI when it found that there were
no sales during the period. Specifically,
petitioners state that, unlike both
Electrolytic Manganese Dioxide from
Ireland; Final Determination of No Sales
at Less Than Fair Value (54 FR 8776,
March 2, 1989) (“EMD") and Notice of
Preliminary Determination of Sales at
Not Less Than Fair Value; High
Tenacity Rayon Filament from the
Netherlands (57 FR 6091, Feb. 20, 1992)
(“Rayon Filament'"), where the last
entry of subject merchandise into the
United States was made more than
twelve months prior to the filing of the
petition, in this case there were in fact
entries during the POL

Finally, petitioners argue that this
case is not distinguishable from
Offshore Platform Jackets and Piles from
Japan: Final Determination of Sales at
Less Than Fair Value (51 FR 11788,
April 7, 1988) (“Offshore Platform
Jackets'’), whera the Department
determiped that it was appropriate to
extend the POI when certain
circumstances peculiar to the industry
in question existed (i.e., sales involving
special orders for merchandise with
long production times). Petitioners
maintain that in the instant
investigation, the long delay between
sales and shipment was due mainly to
the fact that Grassi did not maintain a
sufficient inventory to meet large orders
and that, consequently, Grassi had to
produce the merchandise after making
the sale.

Nor, petitioners contend, is this case
distinguishable from two other cases
(Carbon Steel Wire Rod From
Venezuela: Final Determination of Sales
at Less Than Fair Value (47 FR 58328,
Dec. 30, 1982} ("Carbon Steel Wire
Rod") and Oil Country Tubular Goods
from Teiwan: Final Determination of
Sales at Less Than Fair Value (51 FR
19371, May 24, 1986) (“OCTG")), where
the Department decided to extend the
POI beyond one calendar year to capture
additional sales.

Grassi counters that the Department
has already extended the POI to the
maximum extent permissible.
Accounting to Grassi, petitioners
provided no support for their assertion
that.the Department misapplied the
“‘one year rule.” Rather, Grassi states
that the Department articulated this rule
in its July 31 memorandum, where the
Department defined the one year period
as the year prior to the initiation of an
investigation. Therefore, Grassi
maintains that the POl in this case was
extended in accordance with the “one
yoar rule.”

According to Grassi, the Department’s
"one year rule” policy reflects the intent
of the antidumping statute, which
requires the Department to determine
whether merchandise under
investigation is being or is likely to be
sold at less than fair value. In support
of its point, Grassi cites the July 31
memorandum, which interprets the
language of the statute to mean that the
Department is charged with determining
a future dumping margin based on past
practice; this memorandum then goes
on to question whether sales which
were made over a year prior to the
initiation of a case provide a reasonable
basis upon which to determine a
prospective dumping margin. According
to this document, the Department
considers that sales which were made
over a year before initiation of a case do
not provide a reasonable basis to
determine that dumping is, or is likely
to be, oceurring.

Grassi contends that dumping is
neither occurring, nor is it likely to
occur in this case. Grassi states that the
Department found at verification that
the company had decided to cease sales
in the United States until prices in the
U.S. domestic market recovered to a
profitable level. Moreover, Grassi states
that the Department also confirmed at
verification that Grassi made neither
sales nor offers to sell to the United
States during the POI and that its total
production (both actual and projected)
has declined steadily over the past two
years.

Regarding petitioners’ argument that
exceptional circumstances under which
the Department would depart from its
‘‘one year rule” are present here, Grassi
disagrees. According to Grassi, unlike
the product in Offshore Platform
Jackets, ferrosilicon is a fungible
commodity which requires no special
production time, requires no special
orders, and is not produced by an
industry which has circumstances
peculiar to itself.

Moreover, Grassi states that the
decisions made in Carbon Steel Wire
Rod and OCTG are not comparable to
the decision taken in this investigation,
because unusually long sales cycles
were present in the first case and
respondents requested a one-day
extension to capture an additional sale
in the second.

On the other hand, Grassi states that
both EMD and Rayon Filament do
apply, because, as in this case, there
were no shipments within the standard
six month POI in thase investigations,
nor were there any contracts, offers to
sell, open contracts requiring shipments
during the POI, or resales from third

countries requiring shipments to the
United States.

Accordingly, Grassi contends that the
Department should issue a final
determination of no sales at less than
fair value.

DOC Position

After considering all of the arguments
raised by the parties to this
investigation, we have determined that
the appropriate POI is June 1, 1991,
through May 31, 1992, as stated in our
preliminary determination.

According to section 735 of the Act,
the administering authority must make
a final determination of whether the
merchandise subject to an investigation
“is being, or is likely to be, sold in the
United Statgs, at less than fair value.”
At verification, we confirmed that
Grassi had no sales to the United States
during the POI, nor had it made any
offers for such sales during or afier the
extended POL. Because we recognize
that a company’s selling practices may
change over time, we do not initiate
cases which are based on home market
or U.S. prices which are over a year old,
as it is believed that these prices would
not provide a reasonable basis to believe
or suspect that sales are being, or are
likely to be, made at less than fair value.
By the same logic, except in the most
unusual circumstances, the Department
will not determine that a company is
selling merchandise in the United States
at less than fair value if that company’s
last sale to the United States was made
outside of a one year period (i.e., six
months prior to the “normal” POI, as
established under § 353.42(b) of the
Department’s regulations). (See the July
31 memorandum,) In this investigation,
petitioners have not shown that there
are any unusual circumstances about
this product or company which would
justify extending the POI beyond one

ear.

4 Similarly, in EMD and Rayon
Filament we found no sales at less than
fair value rather than extending the POI
in order to capture sales on which to
base a dumping analysis. As in the
instant investigation, petitioners in
those cases did not provide sufficient
justification for further expansions of
the POIs in question. We note that our
determination not to expand the POl in
EMD was upheld by the Court of
International Trade. (See Kerr-McGee
Chemical Carp. v. United States, 739 F.
Supp. 613 (1990) (remanded on other
grounds).)

Moreover, we disagree with
petitioners that the distinction in EMD
and Rayon Filament (i.e., that there
were no entries of merchandise into the
United States during the POIs in those
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cases, while there were entries here) is
meaningful. Petitioners have not
explained why entries, in and of
themselves, provide a sufficient basis to
expand the POI further. Therefore, we
find that this case is not distinguishable
from EMD or Rayon Filament in any
significant way.,

In cases where the Department has
extended the POI beyond one year, it
has been to get a more representative
picture of a respondent’s sales cycle or
selling practices (and, by extension, a
more representative dumping margin),
not to establish that dumping may have
occurred in isolated instances in the
past. Accordingly, this case is clearly
distinguishable from OCTG, in which
there were already sales to the United
States during the unextended POI, and
from Carbon Steel Wire Rod, in which
unusually long sales cycles were
present. Thus, the Department's
determinations of sales at less than fair
value in both OCTG and Carbon Steel
Wire Rod were based on the particular
selling practices of the companies under
investigation which were deemed to be
reasonably representative of their future
actions. In this investigation, however,
there were neither sales during the
standard POI, nor were there unusual
circumstances which would lead the
Department to believe that a longer
period would allow us to capture an
entire sales cycle.

Regarding petitioners’ argument that
the relatively long time between sale
and shipment of Grassi's last order
makes the circumstances of this case
factually similar to those in Offshore
Platform Jackets, we disagree. There is
no information on the record of this
investigation which would indicate that
the products produced by the
ferrosilicon industry require long
production times or that there are any
other characteristics of the industry
which would differentiate it from the
majority of industries examined in less
than fair value investigations.

Consequently, in accordance with the
Department's practice in this area, we
have not extended the POI in this

investigation to include more than one
year,

Comment 2

Petitioners maintain that the
Department should collect additional
data from Grassi, based on an expanded
POL in order to allow the Department to
m]cu_late an appropriate dumping
margin. In the alternative, petitioners
contend that the Department should use
the price information collected at
verification, or that provided in the
Petition, as the best information

otherwise available (BIA) for its
determination of the margin.

DOC Position

As we have not expanded the POI
beyond the one year period initially
determined to be appropriate, the issue
of whether to collect additional
information is moot.

Regarding the issue of whether to
determine the final dumping margin
using BIA, we find that Grassi has
furnished, in proper form and in timely
manner, all information requested by
the Department. Based on the
information reported, we have
determined that Grassi did not sell
ferrosilicon to the United States during
the POL. For these reasons, the
Department has no reason to resort to
the use of BIA as suggested by
petitioners.

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 735(d) of
the Act, we have notified the ITC of our
determination.

Notification to Interested Parties

This notice also serves as the only
reminder to parties subject to
administrative protective order (APO) of
their responsibility concerning the
return or destruction of proprietary
information disclosed under APO in
accordance with 19 CFR 353.34(d).
Failure to comply is a violation of the
APO.

This determination is published
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act
and 19 CFR 353.20(a)(4).

Dated: May 3, 1993.
Joseph Spetrini,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 93-11011 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-05-p-M

[A-351-804]

Industrial Nitrocellulose from Brazil;
Preliminary Results of Antidumping
Duty Administrative Review

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of preliminary results of
antidumping duty administrative
review.

SUMMARY: In response to a request by
respondent, Companhia Nitro Quimica
Brasileira, the Department of Commerce
has conducted an administrative review
of the antidumping duty order on
industrial nitrocellulose from Brazil.
The review covers one manufacturer/

exporter of this merchandise to the
United States, and the period July 1,
1991, through June 30, 1992, The review
indicates he existence of a dumping
margin during the period.

As a result of the review, the
Department has preliminarily
determined to assess dumping duties
equal to the calculated differences
between United States price and foreign
market value.

Interested parties are invited to
comment on these preliminary results of
review.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Fred
Baker or Pamela Woods, Office of
Antidumping Compliance, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, Washington, DC 20230;
telephone (202) 482-5255.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On July 9, 1992, the Department of
Commerce (“‘the Department”’)
published a notice of “Opportunity to
Request an Administrative Review'' (57
FR 30465) of the antidumping duty
order on industrial nitrocellulose from
Brazil (55 FR 28266; July 10, 1990). On
July 30, 1992, the respondent,
Companhia Niro Quimica Brasileira
(“*Nitro Quimica™), requested an
administrative review of the
antidumping duty order. We initiated
the review, covering July 1, 1991,
through June 30, 1992, on August 26,
1992 (57 FR 38667). The Department
has now conducted this review in
accordance with section 751 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (“the
Tariff Act").

Scope of the Review

The product covered by this review is
industrial nitrocellulose, currently
classifiable under Harmonized Tariff
Schedule (HTS) subheading 3912.20.00.

Industrial nitrocellulose is a dry,
white, amorphous synthetic chemical
with a nitrogen content between 10.8
and 12,2 percent, and is produced from
the reaction of cellulose with nitric acid.
Industrial nitrocellulose is used as a
film-former in coatings, lacquers,
furniture finishes, and printing inks.
The scope of this review does not
include explosive grade nitrocellulose,
which has a nitrogen content of greater
than 12.2 percent, and was excluded
from the antidumping duty order.

HTS numbers are provided for
convenience and customs purposes. The
written description remains dispositive.

Product Comparisons

Nitro Quimica sold one model of
industrial nitrocellulose in the U.S.
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during the period of review. That model
has an exact model match in the home
market, except for the percentage of the
wetling agent. We calculated forei
market value (FMV) on the sales of that
model, making a difference-in-
merchandise adjustment for the
difference in the wetting agent
percentage.

United States Price

In calculating United States price, the
Department used ase price, as
defined in section 772(b) of the Tariff
Act. Purchase price was based on the
packed, C.LF. U.S. port, price to an
unrelated customer in the United States.
We made adjustments for foreign inland
freight, foreign brokersge and handling
expenses, marine insurance, ocean
freight, import duties, U.S. harbor and
Erocessing fees, and U.S. brokerage and

andling expenses. To compensate
partially for hyperinflation in Brazil,
charges for foreign inland freight,
foreign brokerage and handling, ocean
freiggxtl. and, where pessible, packing
costs, wera converted to U.S. currency
using the exchange rate in effect on the
date the cost was incurred, rather than
on the date of the U.S. sale to which the
charges pertain.

We made an addition to U.S. price for
taxes under section 772(d)(1)(C) of the
Tariff Act. On March 19, 1993, the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Federal Circuit, in affirming the
decision of the Court of International
Trade in Zenith Electronics Corporation
v. United Stales, Slip Op. 92-1043,
—-1044, 1045, —1046, ruled that section
772(d)1)(C) of the Tariff Act provides
for an addition to U.S. price to account
for taxes which the exporting country
would have assessed on the
merchandise had it been sold in the
home market, and that section
773(a){4)(B) of the Tariff Act does not
allow circumstance-of-sale adjustments
to FMV for differences in taxes.
Accordingly, we have changed our
practice and will no longer make a
circumstance-of-sale adjustment. Also,
we will no longer calculate a
hypothetical tax on the U.S. product,
but will add to U.S. price the absolute
amount of tax on the comparison
merchandise sold in the country of
exportation. By adding the amount of
home market tax to U.S. price, absolute
dumping margins are not inflated or
deflated by differences between taxes
included in FMV and those added to
U.S. price.

In addition, we plan to propose a
change in 19 CFR 353.2(f)(2) to provide
that we will calculate weighted-average
dumping margins by dividing the
aggregated dumping margins, calculated

as described above, by the aggregated
U.S. prices net of taxes, This change
would result in weighted-average
dumping margin rates which are neither
inflated nor deflated on account of our
methodology of accounting for taxes
paid in the homse market but rebated or
not collected by reason of exportation.

Foreign Market Value

In order to determine whether there
were sufficient sales of covered
merchandise in the home market to
serva as the basis for calculeting FMV,
we compared the volume of home
market sales of covered merchandise to
the volume of third country sales of
covered merchandisse, in accordance
with section 773(a){1) of the Tariff Act.
Nitro Quimica’s home market sales were
greater than five percent of the aggregate
volume of third country sales.
Therefore, we determined that Nitro
Quimica’s home market was viable for
the purpose of calculating FMV.

In accordance with section
773(a)(1)(A) of the Tariff Act, we
calculated FMV based on packed, ex-
factory, sales prices to unrelated
customers in the home market. Where
applicable, we made adjustments for
inland freight, insurance, and credit. We
deducted home market packing costs
from FMV and added the cost of
packing the mechandise sold in the U.S.
We subtracted from the home market
price the commissions paid in the home
market, and added to home market price
Nitro Quimica’s U.S. indirect selling
expenses, comprised of its U.S. export
selling expenses and inventory carrying
costs, limited to the amount of home
market commissjons. We also made an
adjustment for differences in physical
characteristics between the U.S. and
Brazilian models.

Preliminary Resulls of Review

As a result of our review, we
preliminarily determine that & margin of
5.81 percent exists for Nitro Quimica for
the period July 1, 1991, through june 30,
1992. Parties to the proceeding may
request disclosure within five days of
the date of publication of this notice,
and any interested party may request a
hearing within ten days of publication.
Any hearing, if requested, will be held
44 days after the date of publication, or
the first workday thereafter. Pre-hearing
briefs and/or written comments from
interested parties may be submitted not
later than 30 days after the date of
publication. Rebuttal briefs and
rebuttals to written comments, limited
to issues raised in those comments, may
be filed not later than 37 days after the
date of publication. The Department
will publish a notice of the final results

of this administrative review, including
an analysis of issues raised in any
written comments.

The Department shall determine, and
the Customs Service shall assess,
antidumping duties on all appropriate
entries. Individual differences between
United States price and foreign market
value may vary from the percentage
stated above. The Depertment will issue
appraisement instructions directly to
the Customs Service.

Furthermore, the following deposit
requirements will be effective upon
completion of the final results of this
administrative review for all shipments
of industrial nitrocellulese from Brazil,
entered, or withdrewn from warshouse,
for consumption on or after the
publication date, as provided by section
751(a)(1) of the Tariff Act: (1) The cash
deposit rate for Nitro Quimica will be
that established in the final results of
this administrative review; (2) for
merchandise exported by manufacturers
or exporters not covered in this review,
but covered in the original less-than-
fair-value investigation, the cash deposit
rate will continue to be the company-
specific rate published for the
manufacturer or experter in the final
determination; (3) if the exporter is not
a firm covered in this review or the
original investigation, but the
manufacturer is, the cash deposit rate
will be that established for the
manufacturer of the merchandise in the
final results of this review or the final
determination from the less than fair
value investigation; and (4) the cash
deposit rate for any future entries from
all other manufacturers or exporters
who are net covered in this review and
who are unrelated to the reviewed firm
or any other firm investigated in the
original investigation, will be the “all
others'’’ rate established in the final
results of this administrative review.
This rate represents the rate for the sole
firm reviewed in this administrative
review, for which we have not applied
the best information available. These
deposit requirements, when imposed,
shall remajn in effect until publication
of the final results of the next
administrative review.

This notice also serves as a
preliminary reminder to importers of
their responsibility under 19 CFR
353.26 ta file a certificate regarding the
reimbursement of antidumping duties
prior to liquidation of the relevant
entries during this review period.
Failure to comply with this requirement
could result in the Secretary’s
presumption that reimbursement of
antidumping duties occurred, and the
subsequent assessment.of double
antidumping duties.
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This administrative review and notice
are in accordance with section 751(a)(1)
of the Tariff Act and section 353.22 of
the Department’s regulations.

Dated: April 29, 1993,

Richard W, Moreland,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 93-11007 Filed 5-7-83; 8:45am]
BILLNG CODE 3510-DS-M

[C-307-808]

Final Affirmative Countervalling Duty
Determination: Ferrosilicon From
Venezue!sa; and Countervalling Duty
Order for Certain Ferrosilicon From
Venezuela :

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Paulo F. Mendes, Office of
Countervailing Investigations, Import
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230;
telephonae (202) 482-5050.

Final Determination

The Department determines that
benefits which constitute bounties or
grants within the meaning of the
countervailing duty (CVD) law are being
provided to manufacturers, producers,
or exporters in Venezuela of
ferrosilicon.
~ For information on the estimated net
bounties or grants, please see the
“Suspension of Liquidation" section of
this notice.

Case History

Since the publication of the
vreliminary determination (57 FR
48482, August 25, 1992), the following
events have occurred.
~ We conducted verification from
vaptember 22 through 29, 1992. On
eplember 18, 1992, in accordance with
‘ection 705(a)(1) of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended (“the Act”), we
dligned the final determination in this
investigation with the final
xictgnnination in the companion
antidumping (AD) duty investigation of
the subject merchandise.

The parties submitted case and
i-;hultal briefs on November 17 and
.m‘vgmber 24, 1992, respectively. A
public hearing was not requested. On
February 26, 1993, we postponed the
final CVD and AD determinations until
May 3, 1993,

Scope of Investigation

The product covered by this
investigation is ferrosilicon, a ferroalloy
generally containing, by weight, not less
than four percent iron, more than eight
percent but not more than 96 percent
silicon, not more than 10 percent
chromium, not more than 30 percent
manganese, not more than three percent
phosphorous, less than 2.75 percent
magnesium, and not more than 10
percent calcium or any other element.

Ferrosilicon is a ferroalloy produced
by combining silicon and iron through
smelting in a submerged-arc furnace.
Ferrosilicon is used primarily as an
alloying agent in the production of stesl
and cast iron. It is also used in the steel
industry as a deoxidizer and a reducing
agent, and by cast iron producers as an
inoculant.

Ferrosilicon is differentiated by size
and by grade. The sizes express the
maximum and minimum dimensions of
the lumps of ferrosilicon found in a
given shipment, Ferrosilicon grades are
defined by the percentages by weight of
contained silicon and other minor
elements. Ferrosilicon is most
commonly sold to the iron and stee!
industries in standard grades of 75
percent and 50 percent ferrosilicon.

Calcium silicon, ferrocalcium silicon,
and magnesium ferrosilicon are
specifically excluded from the scope of
this investigation. Calcium silicon is an
alloy containing, by weight, not more
than five percent iron, 60 to 65 percent
silicon and 28 to 32 percent calcium.
Ferrocalcium silicon is a ferroalloy
containing, by weight, not less than four
percent iron, 60 to 65 percent silicon,
and more than 10 percent calcium.
Magnesium ferrosilicon is a ferroalloy
containing, by weight, not less than four
percent iron, not more than 55 percent
silicon, and not less than 2.75 percent
magnesium.

Ferrosilicon is classifiable under the
following subheadings of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS): 7202.21.1000,
7202.21.5000, 7202.21.7500,
7202.21.9000, 7202.29.0010, and
7202.29.0050. The HTSUS subheadings
are provided for convenience and
customs purposes. Our written
description of the scope of this
investigation is dispositive.

Analysis of Programs

For purposes of this f{inel
determination, the period for which we
are measuring bounties or grants (the
period of investigation—POI) is
calendar year 1991.

In determining the benefits received
under the various programs described

below, we used the following
calculation methodology. We first
calculated the ad valorem benefit
received by C.V.G. Venezolana ds
Ferrosilicio C.A. (FESILVEN) for each
program. The benefits for all programs
were then summed to arrive at
FESILVEN's total bounty or grant rate,
which, because FESILVEN is the only
respondent company in this
investigation, serves as the country-
wide rate.

Based upon our analysis of the
petition, responses to our
questionnaires, verification, and written
comments from the interested parties,
we determine the following:

I. Programs Determined to Confer
Bounties or Grants

We determine that bounties or grants
are being provided to manufacturers,
producers, or exporters in Venezuela of
ferrosilicon as follows:

A. Preferential Power Rates

The petitioners allege that C.V.G.
Electrificacion del Caroni C.A.
(EDELCA)}, a government-owned
hydroelectric power company, charges
preferential electricity rates to
FESILVEN.

The Department’s practice in
determining whether electricity is being
provided at preferential rates is
described in Final Countervailing Duty
Determinations: Pure Magnesium and
Alloy Magnesium from Canada, 57 FR
30946 (July 13, 1992), As explained in
that notice, “the first step the
Department takes in analyzing the
potential preferential provision of
electricity—assuming a finding of
specificity—is to compare the price
charged with the applicable rate on the
power company's non-specific rate
schedule. If the amount of electricity
purchased by a company is so great that
the rate schedule is not applicable, we
will examine whether the price charged
is consistent with the power oomgany's
standard pricing mechanism applicable
to such companies. If the rate charged
is consistent with the standard pricing
mechanism and the company under
investigation is, in all other respects,
essentially treated no differently than
other industries which purchase
comparable amounts of electricity, we
would probably not find a
countervailable subsidy."”

We verified that EDELCA did not
have a rate schedule for its large
industrial customers, nor did it follow
any consistent policy in setting these
rates. Instead, EDELCA negotiated
individual electricity contracts with its
large industrial customers without
regard to any particular formula.
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Because EDELCA does not have a rate
schedule or a consistent methodology
for setting rates to these customers, it
was necessary to examine alternative
measures to determine whether
EDELCA was providing electricity to
FESILVEN at preferential rates. Because
EDELCA is owned by the Government of
Venezuela (GOV) and the GOV directly
regulalas electricity rates charged by
other utilities in Venezuela, we have
concluded that it is appropriate to
consider electricity rates outside of
EDELCA'’s service area as possible
benchmarks.

In regulating the rates of other
utilities, the GOV establishes tariff rate
schedules which specify rates/rate
formulas for different classes of
customers, including customers which
consume comparable amounts of
electricity to FESILVEN. We have
chosen as our benchmark the lowest rate
set in accordance with an established
rate schedule for a customer of
FESILVEN's size. According to the
practice articulated in Magnesium, this
rate would be non-preferential.

Because we were not provided with
the GOV rate schedule for 1991, the
period of investigation, we adjusted the
rate for large industrial consumers
shown in the 1992 tariff rate schedule,
as best information available. The
adjustment was calculated using
EDELCA’s average rate increase between
1991 and 1992,

The resulting benchmark rate is
higher than the average 1991 rates
EDELCA charged FESILVEN, Moreover,
FESILVEN is the only company to
receive this rate. Therefore, we
determine that the GOV, through
EDELCA, is providing electricity to a
specific enterprise at preferential rates.

To calculate the benefit, we first
multiplied FESILVEN's total electricity
consumption during the POI by the
adjusted electricity rate derived from
the 1992 tariff schedule. From that, we
subtracted the amount FESILVEN was
charged for electricity during the POL
The difference was divided by
FESILVEN's total sales.

During verification we also learned
that the terms on which FESILVEN pays
its electricity bills provide a separate
benefit. This issue is not discussed in
this notice due its proprietary nature;
however, a complete analysis of this
issue is included in the proprietary
concurrence memorandum dated April
29, 1993, which is part of the official
record for this investigation.

Taking into account both the
preferential rate received by FESILVEN
and the beneficial payment terms, we
calculated an astimated bounty or grant
of 22.08 percent ad valorem.

B. Export Bond Program

This program was designed to provide
partial compensation for the
requirement that exporters convert
foreign currency export earnings to
bolivars at an official rate significantly
lower than the free market rate. The
value of the export bond is based on a
percentage of the FOB value of the
product exported.

Consistent with prior investigations
(ses, e.g., Final Affirmative
Countervailing Duty Determination:
Certain Electrical Conductor Aluminum
Redraw Rod from Venezuela, 53 FR
24763 (June 30, 1988)), we determine
that the export bond program is
countervailable. Because the onl
information on the record relate
program was gathered from the
company'’s financial statements, to
calculate the benefit for the POI, we
divided the bolivar amount of bonds
shown on FESILVEN's 1991 financial
statements by the company’s total
export sales. On this basis, we
calculated estimated net bounty or grant
to be 1.69 percent ad valorem.

We verified that the export bond
program was amended as of June 15,
1991, to cover only agricultural
products. Therefore, consistent with our
policy of taking into account any
measurable program-wide changes that
occur hefore the preliminary
determination, we are adjusting the duty
deposit rate to reflect that exports of the
subject merchandisa have ceased to
benefit from this program. (See, e.g.,
Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination and Countervailing Duty
Order: Circular Welded Non-Alloy Steel
Pipe from Venezuela, 57 FR 42,964
(September 7, 1992); § 355.50 of the
Department’s Proposed Regulations.)
Therefore, the duty deposit rate for this
program is zero for all manufacturers,
producers, and exporters in Venezuela
of ferrosilicon.

II. Program Determined Not To-Be
Countervailable

GOV's Restructure of Debt

The petitioners alleged that the GOV
assumed a portion of FESILVEN's debt
in 1986, and the remaining portion in
1990.

After several devaluations of the
Bolivar during the 1980’s, several
companies experienced difficulties in
meeting their foreign financial
obligations. Thus, the GOV decided to
consolidate and restructure the foreign
loans of all of these companies, During
the restructuring process, the GOV (1)
renegotiated the repayment terms of the
foreign debt, (2) made payments on
behalf of the affected companies, and (3)

to this

informed the companies that they
would have to repay the GOV.

We verified that the GOV rather than
assuming FESILVEN's foreign debt,
simply restructured it. The company's
financial records reflect that FESILVEN
continues to carry the debt, Further, at
verification, we examined the debt
restructuring of a number of companies
across a broad array of industries (e.g.,
banking, tourism, telecommunications,
aluminum, electricity, transportation,
etc.) and confirmed that each company’s
debt was restructured on identical
terms.

Accordingly, because the GOV action
was not specific to a group of industries,
we determine the program to be not
countervailable.

III. Programs Determined Not To Be
Used

A. Sales Tax Exemption

We verified that, during the POI,
FESILVEN made its sales tax payments
in accordance with requirements of the
local municipality.

B. Prefergntial Short-Term Financing—
FINEXPO

We verified that FESILVEN had no
outstanding FINEXPO loans during the
POL

C. GOV Graats

We verified that FESILVEN did not
receive any grants,

Comments

All written comments submitted by
the interested parties in this
investigation which have not been
previously addressed in this notice are
addressed below.

Comment 1

Petitioners argue that the Department
did not use the proper benchmark to
calculate the power rate subsidy
received by FESILVEN in the
preliminary determination and that,
consequently, the Department
understated the magnitude of the
subsidy received by FESILVEN.
Petitioners contend that the benchmark
rate used by the Department in the
preliminary determination based on
EDELCA's rates is inappropriate because
EDELCA's rates are significantly lower
than the rates charged similar industrial
customers by other Venezuelan
electricity companies. .

Respondents argue that electricity
rates charged by electricity companies
outside Ciudad Guayana are not
appropriate benchmarks because they
reflect transmission and distribution
costs which are not included in the rates
EDELCA charges the customers located
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in Ciudad Guayane, Further,
respondents argue that these rates
should not be used because they are set
by government mandate and do not
reflect the interaction between supply
and demand.

DOC Position: We de not agree with
petitioners that lower electricity rates in
Ciudad Guayana, the area serviced by
EDELCA, necessarily mean that those
rates are preferential. Instead, as
explained in section LA. of this notice,
we have looked first to determine
whether EDELCA's rate to FESILVEN is
taken from a rate schedule or otherwise
set in accordance with'a generally
applied policy for setting rates. It is only
because: (1) EDELCA's rates are not set
in this manner, and (2) the GOV owns
EDELCA and sets rates for other utilities
in Venezuela, that we considered rates
outside of Ciudad Guayana.

With respect to respondents’
argument, differing transmission costs
may affect the rates charged in different
areas of Venezuela. However, no
specific information was provided to
demonstrate that the different rates
resulted from transmission costs. Thus,
we had no basis to reject the rates
outside Ciudad Guayana as a possible
benchmark, nor were we able to adjust
for any differences caused by differing
transmission costs.

Regarding respondents’ claim that
prices charged outside Ciudad Guayana
are regulated, we do not agree that this
should preclude us from using those
prices. Under the Department’s practice
as set forth in § 355.44(f) of the
Department’s Proposed Regulations (54
FR 23366, 23380 (May 31, 1989)), the
preferred benchmark for measuring
preference will normally be the
nonselective price the government
charges to the same or other users of the
good or service within the same
political jurisdiction.

Comment 2

Respondents state that because
EDELCA's rates arse being adjusted to
reflect its fong-term marginal costs and,
therefore, have increased substantially,
the Department should consider the
13‘32 rate increase as a program-wide
change.

Petitioners state that a program-wide
change cannot be limited to individual
lirms, and further that individually
negotiated power rate increases do not
constitute a program-wide change.

DOC Position: While FESIL did
pay a higher rate for electricity in 1992,
we agree with petitioners that a rate
increase for an individual company or
individually negotiated increases with a
number of companies does not represent
& program-wide change. Moreaover,

without any statutory or regulatory
requirements for rate increases, the
changes may only be temporary.

Comment 3

Petitioners argue that EDELCA
provides electricity free of charge to
FESILVEN by repeatedly relieving
FESILVEN from its obligation to pay its
electricity bills. In support of this claim,
petitioners submit that according to
EDELCA’s 1386 Annual Report,
EDELCA “charged off'” receivables in
1885 in connection with FESILVEN's
accumulated energy bills. In addition,
petitioners claim that EDELCA canceled
FESILVEN’s unpaid electricity bills in
return for shares in 1989 and 1991,

Respondents state that FESILVEN
pays EDELCA through direct payments
and by issuing shares in the company to
EDELCA. Furthermore, respondents
state that because FESILVEN has been
profitable in recent years, and because
it is an important customer of EDELCA,
EDELCA acted as a reasonable investor
fostering its own commercial interests.

DOC Position: We verified that
FESILVEN hes made direct payments to
EDELCA and has converted a portion of
its accounts payable to EDELCA into
equity. Where payment was in the form
of shares, we viewed the transaction as
an equity investment by the GOV in
FESILVEN. With respect to the
FESILVEN stock received by EDELCA in
1989, we have determined that
petitioners provided insufficient
evidence to support their claim that
FESILVEN was unequityworthy. See
memorandum dated June 8, 1992, which
is part of the public record for this
investigation. With respect to the 1991
transaction, FESILVEN's financial
situation was no different than it was in
1989. Therefore, we have concluded
that the 1991 equity investment was
consistent with commercial
considerations.

Comment 4

Petitioners argue that the Department
should have initiated an investigation of
what they allege to be a general interest
rate subsidy. Petitioners contend that
their allegation, based on a comparison
of FESILVEN's reported financial
expenses, FESILVEN's plant expansion
debt and the Venezuelan discount rate,
provides sufficient information for the
Department to countervail the interest
rate subsidy received by FESILVEN.

Respondents object by stating that
FESILVEN's debt cannot be estimated
by multiplying the end-of-year debt by
an interest rate because most of
FESILVEN's debt is denominated in
foreign currencies, which FESILVEN
revalues on a monthly basis to reflect

exchangs rate fluctuations,
Additionally, rather than being recorded
in the company’s income statement,
interest payments related to FESILVEN'’s
expansion plan were capitalized
because the expansion has not yat been
completed.

Position: Petitioners have
provided no information to show that
FESILVEN received subsidized loans
under any prc:gmm operated directly or
indirectly by the GOV, Moreover, during
the course of this case we did not find
anything that would lead us to believe
that the company bensfitted from such
a program. Therefore, we have nao basis
to believe that subsidized loans are
being specifically provided within the
meaning of section 771(5) of the Act
and, hence, no basis to investigata
FESILVEN's borrowing activity.

Comment 5

Petitioners argue that the Department
should have initiated an investigation of
FESILVEN's equityworthiness in 1989
and countervailed the equity infusion it
received in that year because the
infusion was made on terms
inconsistent with commercial
considerations.

Respondents argue that FESILVEN
was a consistently profitable company
in the years preceding and subsequent
to 1989, despite serious economic
turmoil in Venezuela since the late
1980's and the cyclical nature of the
ferrosilicon industry.

DOC Position: As stated in response to
comment 3, petitioners provided no
reasonable basis to believe or suspect
that FESILVEN was unequityworthy in
1989.

Comment 6

Petitioners submit that in August
1991, the Venezuelan Investment Fund
(FIV) transferred all its shares in
FESILVEN, including an allotment
which had been purchased only
nineteen months earlier, to Corporacién
Venezolana Guayana (CVG) for less than
8 percent of their par value. Petitioners
argue that the extensive relationship
between CVG and FESILVEN requires
the Department to treat them as a single
entity and view CVG'’s purchase of these
shares as a redemption by FESILVEN,
Because the shares were redeemed at a
fraction of their par value, the difference
between the par value and the
redemption value is a subsidy to
FESILVEN. In addition, petitioners
argue that the transfer of the shares to
CVG resulted in a cancellation of
FESILVEN's dividend obligation on
these shares and that the Department
should countervail this dividend
subsidy.
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Respondents argue that FESILVEN's
legal responsibilities regarding the
payment of dividends and other
shareholders rights remain in effect
regardless of who owns the shares.
Consequently, FIV's sale confers no
subsidy to FESILVEN.

DOC Position: We have continued to
treat CVG as a separate entity from
FESILVEN. While CVG does have
extensive control over FESILVEN,
FESILVEN has other shareholders.
Moreover, CVG is merely a holding
company with ownership interest in
other companies producing other
products. Therefore, we do not see an
identity of interests sufficient to warrant
treating CVG and FESILVEN as a single
company. Given this, we have not
viewed CVG's purchase of shares in
FESILVEN from FIV as a redemption of
shares.

Finally, there is no evidence on the
record to support petitioners’ argument
that this transfer canceled FESILVEN's
dividend obligation.

Comment 7

Petitioners argue that the Department
should treat the 1991 equity infusion
received by FESILVEN as a grant
because the stock issued in exchange for
the capital infusions, class “E” common
shares, was worthless, Petitioners
submit that no reasonable investor
would take on the risk associated with
the class “E"” common shares because
the stock will probably pay no
dividends, and because restrictions on
the sale of the stock further reduce the
potential for a return on investment.

Respondents submit that class “E"
shares entitle their holders to the same
dividends that the holders of common
stock receive.

DOC Position: While the class “E”
shares do not entitle their holders to the
same level of return as other shares,
holders of class E" shares have voting
rights and are eligible for dividends.
Therefore, our conclusion that the 1991
equity investments were consistent with
commercial considerations would
extend to the class “E’ shares.

Verification

In accordance with section 776(b) of
the Act, we verified the information
used in making our final determination.
We followed standard verification
procedures, including meeting with
government and coripany officials,
examination of relevant accounting
records, and examination of original
source documents. Our verification
results are outlined in detail in the
public versions of the verification
reports, which are on file in the Central

Records Unit (room B-099) of the Main
Commerce Building. !

Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with section 705(c) of
the Act, we are directing the U.S.
Customs Service to continue to suspend
liquidation of entries of ferrosilicon
from Venezuela which are entered or
withdrawn from warehouse for
consumption on or after the date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register, and require a cash deposit or
bond for the nondutiable merchandise.
In addition, this notice constitutes the
countervailing duty order on the
dutiable merchandise, in accordance
with section 706(a) of the Act.
Accordingly, we are directing the U.S.
Customs Service to require a cash
deposit for this merchandise. The
estimated countervailing duties are as
follows:

Ad valo-
Company rem rate
(percent)
FESILVEN < vaiiinsiitiroistisssmts 22.08.
Country-wide rate ........cicesssesses 22.08.
ITC Notification

In accordance with section 705(d) of
the Act we will notify the ITC of our
determination. In addition, we are
making available to the ITC all
nonprivileged and nonproprietary
information relating to this
investigation. We will allow the ITC
access to all privileged and business
proprietary information in our files
provided the ITC confirms that it will
not disclose such information, either
publicly or under an administrative
protective order, without the written
consent of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Investigations, Import
Administration.

On August 31, 1990, Venezuela
became a contracting party to the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT). Since qualification as a
“country under the Agreement” under
section 701(b)(3) requires a finding that
the GATT does not apply between the
United States and the country from
which the subject merchandise is
imported, Venezuela is no longer
eligible for treatment as a “‘country
under the Agreement’* within the
meaning of section 701(b)(3). However,
because Venezuela is a GATT
contracting party, and merchandise
within the scope of the petition which
is imported under HTSUS subheadings
7202.21.1000, 7202.21.5000,
7202.29.0010, and 7202.28.0050 is
nondutiable, the ITC is required to
determine whether, pursuant to section

303(a)(2), imports of this nondutiable
merchandise from Venezuela materially
injure, or threaten material injury to, a
U.S. industry. The remaining HTSUS
items, as described in the “Scope of
Investigation™ section of this notics, are
dutiable. Accordingly, we are issuing an
order with respect to this merchandise.
Therefore, for these items, the ITC is not
required to determine whether,
pursuant to section 303(a)(2), imports
from Venezuela of these products
materially injure, or threaten material
iniurd'1 to, a U.S. industry.

f the ITC determines that material
injury, or the threat of material injury,
does not exist for the above referenced
nondutiable merchandise, the
proceedings will be terminated with
respect to the nondutiable merchandise,
and all estimated duties deposited or
securities posted as a result of the
suspension of liquidation will be
refunded or canceled. If, however, the
ITC determines that such injury does

_exist, we will issue a countervailing

duty order, directing Customs officers to
assess countervailing duties on entries
of ferrosilicon from Venezuela entered,
or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption, as described in the
*Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice.

Return or Destruction of Preprietary
Information

This notice serves as the only
reminder to parties subject to APO of
their responsibility concerning the
return or destruction of proprietary
information disclosed under APO in
accordance with 19 CFR 355.34(d).
Failure to comply is a violation of the
APO.

This determination is published
pursuant to section 705(d) of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1671d(d)) and 19 CFR
355.20(a)(4).

Dated: May 3, 1993.

Joseph A. Spetrini,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

IFR Doc. 93-11009 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-DS—P

Scope Rulings

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration / Import
Administration, Department of
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of Scope Rulings.

SUMMARY: The International Trade
Administration (ITA) hereby publishes a
list of scope rulings completed between
January 1, and March 31, 1993. In
conjunction with this list, the ITA is
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also publishing a list of pending
requests for scope clarifications. The
ITA intends to publish future lists
within thirty days of the end of each
quarter.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 10, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Zev Primor or Sandra Yacura,
Compliance, Import Administration,
international Trade Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th
Street and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230; telephone (202)
482-4851.

Background

Sections 353.29(d)(8) and 355.29(d)(8)
of the Department’s regulations (19 CFR
353.29(d)(8) and 355,29(d)(8) (1992))
provide that on a quarterly basis the
Secretary will publish in the Federal
Register a list of scope rulings
completed within the last three months.
The lists are to include the case name,
reference number, and brief description
of the ruling. :

This notice lists scope rulings
completed between January 1, and
March 31, 1993, and pending scope
clarification requests. The ITA intends
to publish in July 1993 a notice of scope
rulings completed between April 1,
1993, and June 30, 1993, as well as
pending scope clarification requests.

The following lists provide the
country, case reference number,
requester(s), and a brief description of
either the ruling or product subject to
the request.

Scope Rulings Completed Between
January 1, 1993 and March 31, 1993

Country: Thailand

A-549-502: Certain Circular Welded
Carbon Pipes and Tubes

Intrepid, Inc.—British Standard (BS)
light pipe 1387/67, Class A-1 are
within the scope of the order—11/
12/92 (Remand)

Country: Singapore

(C-559-802: Antifriction Bearings
(Other than Tapered Roller
Bearings)

Sunstrand Aerospace—certain
cylindrical roller bearings are
within the scope of the order—02/
04/93

Country: People's Republic of China
A-570-003: Shop Towels of Cotton
Venus Textiles, Inc,—certain 18”x30
dish towels are within the scope of
the order—02/19/93

A~570-504: Petroleum Wax Candles

Simcha Candle Co.—certain “utility/
household” candles are not within
the scope of the order; tealight and
candles over six inches in height
are within the scope of the order—

02/12/93

A-570-806: Silicon Metal

Petitioners (American Alloys, Inc.;
Elkem Metals Company; Globe
Metallurgical, Inc.; Silicon
Mestaltech Inc.; SIMETCO Inc.; and
SKW Alloys, Inc.}—silicon metal,
with a high aluminum content and
a silicon content of at least 89.00
percent but less than 99.99 percent,
is within the scope of the order—
02/03/93

Country: Japan

A-588-815: Cement

Surecrete, Incorporated—"‘Nittetsu
Super Fine” cement is found not
within the scope of the order—02/
19/93

Scope Inquiries Terminated Between
January 1, 1993 and March 31, 1993

Country: Argentina

C-357-404: Certain Apparel

FBM S.R.L., Proteo S.A., Desatex S.A.,
and Four Seasons Wear Inc.—men's
knit cotton T-shirts, men's knit
cotton tank tops, boys’ knit cotton
tank tops, women’s {nit cotton tank
tops, men's knit cotton pants, boys'
knit cotton pants, men’s knit cotton
shorts, boys’ knit cotton shorts,
women's knot cotton pants, girls’
knot cotton pants, women's knit
cotton shorts, and girls’ knit cotton
shorts—terminated by request—10/
13/92

Pending Scope Clarification Requests as
of March 31, 1993

Country: Canada

A-122-601: Brass Sheet and Strip

Hussey Copper Ltd., The Miller
Company, Olin Corp. (Brass Group),
Outokumpu American Brass,
Revere Copper Products, the
International Association of
Machinists & Aerospace Workers,
the International Union, Allied
Industrial Workers of America
(AFL—-CIO), the Mechanics
Educational Society of America
(Local 56), and the United
Steelworkers of America (AFL-CIO/
CLC)—anti-circumvention inquiry
to determine whether a’producer of
brass in Canada and a U.S. importer
of brass are circumventing the
antidumping order by importing
Canadian brass plate, a product not
included within the antidumping
duty order, into the United States
where it is rolled down slightly into
brass sheet and strip—preliminary
affirmative ruling—02/01/93

Country: United Kingdom

A-412-801: Antifriction Bearings,
and Parts Thereof

Sinclair International—SAR series of

ball bearings
Country: Federal Republic of Germany
A—428-801: Antifriction Bearings
INA Walzlager Schaeffler KG and INA
Bearing Company, Inc.—Certain
series of bearings
Country: Italy
A—475-703: Granular
Polytetrafluroethylene (PTFE) Resin
E.I. DuPont de Nemours & Company,
Inc.—anti-circumvention inquiry to
determine whether imports of
granular PTFE raw polymer are
circumventing the order—
preliminary affirmative ruling—08/
31/92
Country: People’s Republic of China
A-570-504: Petroleum Wax Candles
Trade Advisory Group—certain terra
cotta candles
San Francisco Candle Company—
certain ball-shaped, holiday and/or
value-added candles
Garrett-Hewitt, International—certain
“Giorgio” candles
Primark International—certain candle
tins
A-570-803: Heavy Forged Hand
Tools
Forrest Tool Company—MAX
Multipurpose Tool
Country: Japan
A-588-014: Tuners
Alpine Electronics, Inc., Alpine
Electronics of America, Inc., and
Alpine Electronics of America, Inc.,
and Alpine Electronics
Manufacturing of America, Inc.—
certain replacement parts and
certain car radio/stereo parts
Fujitsu Ten Corporation of America—
certain electronically-tuned car
stereos
A-588-055: Acrylic Sheet
Sekisui America Corp.—ESLON DC
PLATE manufactured by Sekisui
Chemical Co., Ltd.
A-588-087: Portable Electric
Typewriters
Swintec Corporation—PET Model
numbers 4000, 4040, 7000, 7001,
7003, and 7040
A-588-405: Cellular Mobile
Telephones and Subassemblies
Matsushita Communication Industrial
Co., Ltd. and its related entities
{Matsushita}—Panasonic models
EB-3530 and EB—-3531 portable
cellular telephones, including their
accessories and their subassemblies
and/or components
Fujitsu Limited, Fujitsu America, Inc.
and Fujitsu Network Transmission
Systems, Inc.—hand-held portable
cellular telephone, model F8OP-
172, and its accessories
Sanyo North America Corporation—
hand-held portable cellular
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telephone, model CMP350 and
ANTEL brand model STR2000

Mitsubushi Electric Corporation,
Mitsubushi Electronics
Incorporated, Mitsubushi Consumer
Electronic America, Inc.—hand-
held portable cellular telephone
models MT896FORGA and
MT892FOR6GA

Meatsushita Communication Industrial
Co. of America (Matsushita)—all
parts imported for use in portable
cellular telephones

NEC America, Incorporated—P110/
P120/TalkTime 180 Series of hand-
held portable cellular telephones

A-588-804: Antifriction Bearings

Nippon Pillow Block Sales Co., Ltd.—
certain eccentric locking collars
which are part of housed bearing
units

A~588-807: Industrial Belts and
Components

Nitta Industries Corp, and Nitta
International Inc,—*‘conveyor
belts”

Tower Group International, Inc. and
Epson America, Inc.—closed loop
synthetic timing belt used in Epson
LX-800 desktop personal computer
printer

BRECOflex Corp.—anti-
circumvention inquiry to determine
whether the order is being
circumvented by the processing of
belting into belts in Mexico before
importation into the United States

A-~588~810: Mechanical Transfer
Presses

Aida Engineering, Ltd.—FMX series
cold forging

A-588-817: Flat Panel Displays

Honeywell, Inc.—certain FPDs used
in the B-777 Display Unit

Rockwell International Corporation,
Collins Air Transport Division—
certain FPDs, “AD" and "DD," used
in avionics products

International Digital Electronics—
certain FDPs used in the Graphic
Control Panel

Tektronix, Incorporated—certain
plasma-addressed liquid crystal
FPDs

A-588-818: Personal Werk Processors

Smith Corona Cerporation—allegation
of circumvention by virtue of the
importation, completion and
assembly of personal word
processor parts and components by
Brother Industries (USA}, Inc.

Interested parties'are invited to

comment on the accuracy of the list of
pending scope clarification requests.
Any comments should be submitted to
the Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, room B-099, U.S.
Department of Commercs, 14th Street

and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230.

Dated: April 30, 1993.
Holly A, Kuga,

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Compliance.

[FR Doc. 93-11008 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M

National Oceanlc and Atmospheric
Administration

Paclific Fishery Management Council;
Emergency Teleconference

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service, NOAA, Commerce.

The Pacific Fishery Management
Council will hold a telephone
conference on May 10, 1993, beginning
at 3 p.m., Pacific Standard Time. The
purpose of the telephone conference is
to modify measures for the 1993 ocean
salmon fisheries. The Council’s original
measures adopted on April 9 were
disapproved by the Secretary of
Commerce on April 29. The
Departments of Commerce and Interior
have agreed to set the 1993 Klamath
River tribal fishery at 18,500 fall
chinook salmon and the spawning
escapement goal at 38,000 naturally
spawning fish. The Council's plan
anticipated a Klamath tribal eatch of
17,400 and a spawning escapement goal
of 35,000. The Council will need to
devise additional restrictions for the
ocean fisheries to increase the ocean
escapement of Klamath River fall
chinook.

The Department of Commerce issued
an emergency rule on April 30 to
implement the Council’s May fisheries
with two exceptions: the Council’s May
1-6 troll fishery in the Fort Bragg area
will not open and the May-Jjune sport
quota in the Klamath management zone
will be reduced from 12,000 to 8,000
chinook.

Members of the public that wish to
participate in this conference may do so
at the following locations:

NMFS, Northwest Region, 7600 Sand Point
Way, NE., Bldg. 1, Seattle, WA 98115-6300

NMFS, Southwest Region, 501 West Ocean
Blvd., Suite 4200, Long Beach, CA 90802—
4213

California Department of Fish & Game, 1416
Ninth Street, Room 1205, Sacramento, CA
95814-5560

Pacific Fishery, Management Council, 2000
SW. First Avenue, Suite 420, Portland, OR
97201

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, 2501
SW. First Avenue, Portland, OR 97201

Humboldt Fishermen's, Marketing
Association, 216 H Street, Eureka, CA
95501

Coos County Extension Office, Courthouse
Annex, Extension Conference Room, 290
N. Central Avenue, Charleston, OR 97423

Port of Brookings, Administration Office,
Brookings, OR 97415
For more information contact Lawrence D

Six, Executive Director, Pacific Fishery

Management Council, Metro Center, suite

420, 2000 SW. First Avenue, Portland, OR

97201; telephone: (503) 326-6352.

Dated: May 4, 1993.

David S. Crestin,

Acting Director, Office of Fisheries

Conservation and Management, National

Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 83-11017 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]|

BILLING CODE 3510-22-M

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

Speculative Position Limits—
Exemptions From Commission Rule
1.61 for COMEX Copper; Proposed
Amendments to COMEX Rules 4.47
and 4.48

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of proposed exchange
rule changes; request for comments.

SUMMARY: The Commeodity Exchange,
Inc. (“COMEX"), by letter dated April
21, 1993, submitted for the
Commission’s approval, under section
5a(a)(12) of the Commodity Exchange
Act and Commission Rule 1.41(b),
proposed amendments to its speculative
position limit rules for copper. COMEX
is proposing to replace speculative
position limits in the non-spot months
with a position accountability standard
for copper futures and options on
copper futures.

The Director of the Division of
Economic Analysis (Division) of the
Commission is of the view that
obtaining public comment on these
proposed rule amendments is in the
public interest and will aid the
Commission in considering the views ol
interested persons. Accordingly, the
Division, pursuant to the authority
delegated by Commission Rule 140.96,
is hereby providing notice of, and
requesting public comment on, these
proposed exchange rule amendments.
DATES: Comments must be received by
June 9, 1993.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be sent to
the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, 2033 K Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20581, attention: Office
of the Secretariat. Reference should be
made to proposed speculative position
limit exemptions for COMEX copper.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:




Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Notices

Blake Imel, Deputy Director, or Paul M,
Architzel, Chief Counsel, Division of
Economic Analysis, Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, 2033 K. St. NW.,
Washington, DC 20581, (202) 254-3201.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: With
respect to the replacement of
speculative position limits with position
accountability standards, the
Commission previously stated that
exchanges could substitute for
speculative position limits a position
accountability rule meeting specified
criteria for the non-spot months of
futures and option contracts on certain
metals and energy products consistent
with the exemption in Rule 1.61(e) (see
the Federal Register notice of June 30,
1992, 57 FR 29064). In particular, the
standards for this category of
exemptions require the exchange to
include a reporting requirement at a
specified triggering level and the
authority to order a trader whose
position exceeds the triggering level to
halt further increases in the position.
The Commission further stated that, for
physical commodities, this exemption
from position limits would be
appropriate only for the deferred trading
months. Accordingly, the spot-month
limit would continue to be applicable to
such commodities and would continue
to be set under the criteria of
Commission Rule 1.61 based upon the
deliverable supply underlying the
contract.?

Consistent with the policies discussed
in the above Federal Register notice, the
Commission, on August 28, 1992,
approved the deletion of non-spot-
month speculative position limits and
the adoption of pesition accountability
standards for the COMEX'’s gold and
silver futures and futures option
contracts.? The COMEX now is

' The Commission further noted that an
exemption under this category must include
ippropriate plans for the continued surveillance
nd exchange supervision of trading in the
applicable contracts. In this regard, the Commission
noted that any exemptions which it grants will be
closely monitored and the operation of the
“xemplion will be reviewed by the Commission
Alter an appropriate, initial period.

“The COMEX's position accountability rules
currently applicable only to these contracts provide
lor a reporting requirement at a specified triggering
‘vl of 6,000 contracts in all months combined.

(» nxlnys.also provide that the owner or controller
'* @ position which reaches or exceeds this level
fust agree to promptly supply to the Exchange
such information as the Exchange may request
pertaining to the nature and size of the posilion,
and the position owner's or controller's hedging
requirements, provided however, that if the
;w{snmn owner or controller fails to provide such
‘nlormation as and when requested, the President
o his designee may request, and the Board or, upon
dolegation, the Control Committee may order the
reduction of such positions.” The rules further
Provide that a trader whose position exceeds 6,000

proposing that its existing position
accountability standards also be applied
to its copper futures and option
contracts, the first industrial metal
proposed to be subject to position
accountability standards under this
exemption. The triggering level for
copper would be the same as that
currently applicable to gold and silver,
6,000 contracts in the non-spot months.
The existing 2,500-contract spot-month
speculative position limit for the copper
futures contract would not be modified
under the proposal.

The Division is requesting public
comment on the proposbd rule
amendments to assist it in its review of
the current COMEX proposal.

Issued in Washington, DC, on May 5th,
1993.

Gerald D. Gay,

Director.

[FR Doc. 93-10972 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Navy
CNO Executive Panel; Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5
U.S.C. app. 2), notice is hereby given
that the Chief of Naval Operations
(CNO) Executive Panel Domestics Issues
Task Force will meet June 2-3, 1993,
from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. in Alexandria,
Virginia,

The purpose of this meeting is to
continue efforts to forecast emerging
demographic and sociological trends
and their effect on the Navy of the
future. The agenda of the meeting will
consist of discussions to begin
preparations of the initial draft report ta
the CNO, as well as continuing briefings
and evaluations of managing diversity
in the future Naval force.

For further information concerning
this meeting, contact: J. Kevin Mattonen,
Executive Secretary to the CNO
Executive Panel, 4401 Ford Avenue,
room 601, Alexandria, VA 22302-0268,
Telephone: (703) 756-1205.

contracts must agree, upon request by the COMEX
Board or the Control Committee, not to increase the
position owned or controlled as of the time the
request was received and “agree to comply with any
prospective limit prescribed by the Board. . . .
Finally, the rules maintain the previously existing
spot-month speculative position limits for the gold
and silver futures contracts.

Dated: April 30, 1993.
Michael P, Rummel
LCDR, JAGC, USN, Federal Register Liaison
Officer.
[FR Doc. 93-10919 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3810-AE-F

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Noncompetitive Financlal Assistance
Award

AGENCY: Department of Energy (DOE)
Albuquerque Operations Office (AL).

ACTION: Notice of noncompetitive
financial assistance award to the
Southern States Energy Board (SSEB).

SUMMARY: The DOE-AL in accordance
with 10 CFR 600.7(b)(2), gives notice of
its plan to award a Cooperative
Agreement, No. DE-FC04-93AL82966,
concerning the safe interstate
transportation of transuranic (TRU)
waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
(WIPP), to the SSEB, Atlanta, Georgia,
on a noncompetitive basis.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
objective of this award is to provide
funding to the SSEB to implement the
recommendations included in a
September 1990 report entitled, ""TRU
Waste Transporation: States’ Interests
and Needs Assessment.” The report
summarizes the concerns of the
southern and midwestern states and
provided recommendations in
developing safety programs to be used
in the interstate transportation of TRU
waste from temporary storage sites in
southern and midwesten states to a
permanent repository. The Catalog of
Federal Domestic Assistance Number is
81.106, Transport of Transuranic Wastes
to the WIPP: States and Tribal Concerns
and Proposed Solutions.

Safety issues to be addressed and
coordinated between the southern
states, midwestern states, and DOE will
include, but will not be limited to: (1)
accident prevention through driver and
carrier compliance with regulations and
contract requirements; (2) development
of uniform inspection standards
necessary for a truck to cross the 13
southern and midwestern states; (3) safe
parking requirements; (4) procedures for
avoding bad weather; (5) emergency
preparedness/response plans and
procedures; (6) state ans federal public
information system; and (7) other issues
identified in the report of states’
interests and needs. This activity
reflects the “new culture” of openness
and cooperation, and recognizes that
safe transportation is shared national
responsibility, as well as the importance
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of states' input into the DOE decision-
meking process.

The DOE has determined that
restriction to the SSEB is appropriate
based on the following information:

¢ A discretionary award will be made
on a noncompetitive basis pursuant to
10 code Federal Regulation (CFR)
600.6(a)(5). A general evaluation and a
Determination of Noncompetitive
Financial Assistance has been prepared
pursuant to 10 CFR 600.7(b)(2)(i) and
(ii). The proposed award satisfies
criteria (C), identified in 10 CFR
600.7(b){(2)(i).

» The previously identified report
was prepared at the request of the DOE.
The report, entitled “TRU Waste
Transportation: States” Interests and
Needs Assessment: A Summary of
Concerns of Southern and Selected
Midwestern TRU Waste Shipment
Corridor States,” contains information
on states’ preliminary concerns about
TRU waste shipments through their
states, anticipated TRU waste shipments
along southern and midwestern routes,
and a list of state radiological health,
emergency management and state police
officials who serve on the TRU Waste
Transportation Working Group, a
committee formed by the SSEB to
discuss state concerns in this area.

» The southern governors authorized
the SSEB to act as their agent to
negotiate and administer a cooperative
agreement between the DOE and the 13
southern and midwestern state
governments.

» The proposed effort is inappropriate
for a competitive solicitation because
the SSEB is the only organization
authorized and capable of fulfilling the

uirements of this effort as set forth in
Public Law 87-563, Sothern Interstate
Nuclear Impact. The SSEB is an
organization representing the southern
and midwestern states on various
political, environmental, educational,
and social affairs, The SSEB has in the
past supported the WIPP Project Site
Office in organizing and coordinating
meetings with the southern and
midwaestern states to discuss issues
revolving eround the transportation of
TRU waste. The use of the SSEB is
performing this effort is appropriate
because of its unique expertise, its
relationship with the southern and
midwestern states, and its sensitivity to
issues dealing with TRU waste
transportation.

The total estimated cost of this project
for the first year is $160,000. It is
anticipated that the agreement will be
funded annually for a total project
period of five years. No cost sharing is
anticipated. The distribution and

availability of funds is subject to budget
limitations.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
M. Laurene Dubugque, Department of
Energy, Albuquerque Operations Office,
Contracts and Procurement Division,
P.O. Box 5400, Albuquerque, New
Mexico 87185-5400, Telephone: (505)
845-4301.

Issued in Albuguerque, New Mexico on
April 28, 1993,
Richard A. Marquez,
Assistant Manager for Management and
Administration.
[FR Doc. 93-11001 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 8450-01-M

DOE Response to Recommendation
93-1 of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board Concerning Standards
Utllization in Defense Nuclear Facilities

AGENCY: Department of Energy. '
ACTION: Notice and request for public
comment.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 315(b) of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. 2286d(b), the
Department of Energy (DOE) hereby
publishes notice of a response of the
Secretary of Energy (Secretary] to
Recommendation 83-1 of the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board,
published in the Federal Register on
January 28, 1993, (58 FR 6389)
concerning standards utilization in
defense nuclear facilities.

DATES: Comments, data, views, or
arguments concerning the Secretary’s
response are due on or before June 9,
1993.

ADDRESSES: Send comments, data,
views, or arguments concerning the
Secretary’s response to: Defense Nuclear
Safety Board, 625 Indiana Avenue, NW.,
suite 700, Washington, DC 20004.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Donald F. Knuth, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Operations, Defense
Programs, Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue SW., Washington
DC 20585,

Issued in Washington, DC, on May 4, 1993,
Mark B. Whitaker,

Acting Departmental Representative to the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.
The Honorable John T. Conway
Chairman, Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board, 625 Indiana Avenue, NW., Suite
700, Washington, DC 20004
Dear Mr. Conway: Your letter of January
21, 1993, forwarded the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 93—
1 regarding Standards Utilization in Defense
Nuclear Facilities.
The Department accepts the Board's
Recommendation. We will conduct an

analysis of operations and facilities at sites
where we assemble, disassemble, and test
nuclear weapons. The Department will: (1)
Review its Nuclear Safety Orders and
Directives to determine applicability to those
facilities and sites; (2) ide a clear
explanation of the attributes of the
Départment’s Nuclear Safety Orders and
Nuclear Explosive Safety Orders and how
they are applied by identifying those critical
safety elements of operations and how those
elements are addressed by each order and
directive; (3) identify the areas of
inconsistency or discontinuity botween the
sets of Nuclear Safety Orders and Nuclear
Explosive Safety Orders, if any; (4) where
appropriate, identify areas whaere the orders
and directives can and should be
strengthened; and (5) expedite its Order
Compliance Review at the Pantex Plant.

The Acting Assistant Secretary for Defense
Programs will develop the Department's
Implementation Plan for this
Recommendation by July 20, 1993. The
Implementation Plan will provide specific
milestones and dates for accomplishing the
commitments' described in the preceding
paragraph.

Sincerely,

Hazel R. O'Leary
[FR Doc. 93-11004 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45am]

BILLING CODE 8450-01-M

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. QF86-398-002]

Pomona Cogeneration Limited
Partnership; Petition for Temporary
Walver of Qualifying Cogeneration
Facility Efficiency Standard

April 30, 1993.

On April 21, 1993, Pomona
Cogeneration Limited Partnership
(Applicant), file a petition with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
for a temporary waiver of the efficiency
standard for the period between August
17, 1987 and May 23, 1990 pursuant to
§ 292.205(c) of the Commission's
Regulations. No determination has been
made that the submittal constitutes a
complete filing.

According to the applicant, the 4.1
MW combined-cycle cogeneration
facility which is located in Pomona,
California consists of a combustion
turbine generator, a heat recovery boiler
and an extraction/condensing steam
turbine generator. Steam recovered from
the facility is used for the
manufacturing of printed circuit boards.
and for space heating and cooling. The
primary energy source is natural gas.
The facility was placed in service in
October, 1987. Applicant filed notices of
self-centifications in Docket QF86-396—
000 and QF86-398-001.

Applicant states that the temporary
waiver is requested due to (1) erratic
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steam use by a host resulting in a boiler
rupture, {2) the shutdown, rebuilding
and testing of the facility following the
boiler failure, {3) permitting delays and
engineering problems experienced by
another host, and (4) loss of a host.

Any person desiring to be heard or
objecting to the granting of the petition
for tempaorary weiver of qualifying
cogeneration efficiency standard should
file a motion to intervene or protest with
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426, in
accordance with rules 211 and 214 of
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure. All such motions or protests
must be filed within 30 days after the
date of publication of this notice in the
Federal Register and must be served on
the applicant. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a petition to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commissicn and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10892 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUING CODE 6T17-01-M

[Project Nos. 2366-D00 & 2367-000, Maine]

Maine Public Service Co.; Avallabllity
of Environmental Assessment

May 4, 1993,

In accordance with the National
Envirenmental Policy Act of 1969 and
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission's (Commission’s)
regulations, 18 CFR part 380 {Order No.
486, 52 FR 47897), the Office of
Hydropower Licensing has reviewed the
application for minor license for the
proposed Aroostook River Hydroelectric
Project located on the Aroostook River
in Piscataquis County and Aroostook
County near the City of Caribou, Maine,
and has prepared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the project. In the
EA, the Commission’s staff analyzed the
environmental impacts of the project
and concluded that approval of the
project, with appropriate mitigative
measures, would not constitute a major
Federal action significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment.

Copies of the EA are available for
review in the Public Reference Branch,
room 3308, of the Commission's offices

at 941 North Capitol Street, NE.,
Washington, DC 20426.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 83-10902 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE $717-01-M

[Project No. 2373-001 lllinois]

South Beloit Water, Gas, and Electric
Co.; Availability of Environmental
Assessment

May 4, 1993.

In accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission's (Commission's)
regulations, 18 CFR part 380 (Order No.
486, 52 FR 47897), the Office of
Hydropower Licensing has reviewed the
application for a new minor license for
the existing Rockton Hydroelectric
Project, located on the Rock River in
Winnebage County, Illinois, in the city
of Rockton, and has prepared an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
project. In the EA, the Commission’s
staff has analyzed the existing arid
potential future environmental effects of
the project and concludes that approval
of the project would not be a major
federal action significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment.

Copies of the EA are available for
review in the Public Reference Branch,
room 3104, of the Commission’s offices
at 941 North Capitol Street, NE.,
Washington, DC 20426.

Leis D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10901 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE §717-01-M

[Docket No. EG33-49-000, et al.]

Clarke Generating Company, L.P.,, et
al.; Applications for Determination of
Exempt Wholesale Generator Status

April 30, 1993.
Take notice that the following filings
have been made with the Commission:

1. Clarke Generating Company, L.P.

[Docket No. EG93-49-000]

On April 23, 1993, Clarke Generating
Company, L.P. (*‘Clarke’"), a Delaware
limited partnership with its principal
place of business at 7475 Wisconsin
Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland 20814-
3422, filed with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission an application
for determination of exempt wholesale
generator status pursuant to part 365 of
the Commission’s regulations.

Clarke intends to own a natural gas-
fired electric generating facility with a

maximum net power production
capacity of between approximately 327
MW and 338 MW. All of the facility’s
electric power net of the facility’s
operating electric power will be
p at wholesale by one or more
public utilities.

Comment date: May 14, 1993, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph W
at the end of this notice.

2. Haralson Generating Company, L.P.

[Docket No. EG93—48-000]

On April 23, 1993, Haralson
Generating Company, L.P. (“‘Haralson"),
a Delaware limited partnership with its
principal place of business at 7475
Wisconsin Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland
20814-3422 filed with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission an
application for determination of exempt
wholesale generator status pursuant to
part 365 of the Commission’s
regulations.

Haralson intends to own a natural gas-
fired electric generating facility with a
maximum net power production
capacity of between approximately 320
MW and 332 MW. All of the facility’s
electric power net of the facility's
operating electric power will be
purchased at wholesale by one or more
public utilities.

Comment date: May 14, 1993, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph W
at the end of this notice.

3. Muscogee Generating Company, L.P.

[Docket No. EG93-47-000]

On April 23, 1993, Muscogee
Generating Company, L.P.
(““Muscogee”), a Delaware limited
partnership with its principal place of
business at 7475 Wisconsin Avenue,
Bethesda, Maryland 208143422 filed
with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission an application for
determination of exempt wholesale
generator status pursuant to part 365 of
the Commission’s regulations.

Muscogee intends to own a natural
gas-fired electric generating facility with
a maximum net power production
capacity of between approximately 224
MW and 226 MW. All of the facility’s
electric power net of the facility’s
operating electric power will be
purchased at wholesale by one or mora
public utilities.

Comment date: May 14, 1993, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph W
at the end of this notice.

4. Richmond Generating Company, L.P.

[Docket No. EG93—46-000)

On April 23, 1993, Richmond
Generating Company, L.P.
(“Richmond"), a Delaware limited
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partnership with its principal place of
business at 7475 Wisconsin Avenue,
Bethesda, Maryland, 20814-3422, filed
with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission an application for
determination of exempt wholesale
generator status pursuant to part 365 of
the Commission’s regulations.

Richmond intends to own a natural
gas-fired electric generating facility with
a maximum net power production
capacity of between approximately 330
MW and 342 MW. All of the facility's
electric power net of the facility's
operating electric power will be
purchased at wholesale by one or more
public utilities.

Comment date: May 14, 1993, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph W
at the end of this notice.

Standard Paragraphs

W. Any person desiring to be heard
concerning the application for exempt
wholesale generator status should file a
motion to intervene or comments with
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426, in
accordance with 385.211 and 383.214 of
the Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure. The Commission will limit
its consideration of comments to those
that concern the adequacy or accuracy
of the application. Any person wishing
to become a party must file a motion to
intervene. Copies of this filing are on
file with the Commission and are
available for public inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary,

[FR Doc. 9310891 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6715-01-M

[Project Nos. 5264-054, et al.]

Hydroelectric Applications [Pacific
Oregon Corporation, et al.];
Applications

Take notice that the following
hydroelectric applications have been
filed with the Commission and are
available for public inspection:

1 a. Type of Application: Transfer of
License.

b. Project No.: 5264-054.

c. Date filed: April 15, 1993.

d. Applicant: Pacific Oregon
Corporation.

e. Name of Project: Stone Creek
Project.

f. Location: On Shellrock Creek in
Clackamas County, Oregon.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C, 791(a)-825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Martin W,
Thompson, Vice President, suite 310,

19515 North Creek Parkway, Bothell,
WA 98011, (206) 788-1372.

i. FERC Contact: Hank Ecton (202)
219-2678.

j. Comment Date: June 16, 1993.

k. Description of Proposed Action:
Pacific Oregon Corporation proposes to
transfer the license for the project to The
City of Eugene Water & Electric Board.
The propose is for the Board to assume
ownership and operation of the project
in conjunction with its other facilities.

). This notice also consists of the
Jollowing standard paragraphs: B, G,
and D2.

2 a. Type of Application: Minor
License.

b. Project No.: 10873-002.

c. Date filed: January 17, 1992,

d. Applicant: Michael P. O'Brien and
Robert A. Davis, 11

e. Name of Project: Cullasaja River
Project.

f. Location: On the Cullasaja River,
Macon County, North Carolina.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act 16 U.S.C. 791(a)-825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Mr. Michael P.
QO'Brien, 390 Timber Laurel Lane,
Lawrenceville, GA 30243; (404) 995-
0891,

i. FERC Contact: Mary Golato (202)
219-2804.

j- Deadline Date: See Paragraph D10.
(June 28, 1993).

K. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This application is ready for
environmental analysis at this time—see
attached paragraph D10.

1. Description of Project: The proposed
project facilities would consist of; (1)
An existing concrete arch dam which
has an overall length of 208 feet and a
maximum height of 23 feet; (2) a
reservoir which has a surface area of
about 67 acres and a volume of 462 acre-
feet at a normal water surface elevation
of 3,606 feet mean sea level; (3) an
intake facility with trashracks at the
right abutment of the dam; (4) a
proposed 3.0-foot-diameter penstock
2,045 feet long; (5) an existing stone
masonry powerhouse containing one
900-kilowatt generating unit; (6) a 2.3-
kilovolt transmission line about 150 feet
long; and (7) appurtenant equipment
and facilities.

m. Purpose of Project: All project
energy generated would be utilized by
the applicant for sale to its customers.

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D10.

o. Available Locations of Application:
A copy of the application is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at

941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC 20426, or by
calling (202) 219-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Mr, Michael P. O'Brien
or Robert A. Davis, III, 380 Timber
Laurel Lane, Lawrenceville, GA 30243
(404) 895-0891,

3 a. Type of Application: Minor
License.

b. Project No.: 11351-000.

c. Date filed: October 7, 1992.

d. Applicant: Old Columbia Dam
Electric Facility.

e. Name of Project: Old Columbia
Dam Project.

f. Location: On the Duck River,
Columbia Township, Maury County,
Tennessee.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act 16 U.S.C. 791 (a)—825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Debra
Whitehead, 841 McCord Hollow Road,
Hohenwald, TN 38462, (615) 796—4139.

i. FERC Contact: Mary C. Golato (202)
219-2804.

j. Deadline Date: July 7, 1993.

k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This application has been accepted for
filing but is not ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
paragraph D8.

I. Description of Project: The proposed
project consists of the following
features: (1) An existing dam 22 feet
high and 572 feet long; (2) an existing
reservoir with a surface area of 80 acres;
(3) an existing powerhouse containing
two turbine-generating units at a total
rated capacity of 800 kilowatts; (4) an
existing 0.1-mile, 46-kilavolt
transmission line; and (5) appurtenant
facilities. The applicant estimates that
the total average annual generation

_ would be 4 megawatthours. The dam is

owned by the City of Columbia Water
and Power Department.

m. Purpose of the Project; All project
energy generated would be utilized by
the applicant for sale.

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A2, A9,
B1, and D8.

0. Available Locations of Application
A copy of the application is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission's Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC 20426, or by
calling (202) 219-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Ms. Debra Whitehead,
841 McCord Hollow Road, Hohenwald.
TN 38462 (615) 796—4139.

4 a. Type of Application: Minor
License.

b. Project No.: 11313-000.
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c. Date filed: july 30, 1992.

d. Applicant: Edward M. Clark, dba
White Mountain Hydroelectric Power
Company,

. Name of Project: Apthorp Dam
Project.

f. Location: On the Ammonoosuc
River, near Littleton, Grafton County,
New Hampshire. ;

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act 16 U.S.C. 791 (a)—825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: William K. Fay,
P.E., P.O. Box 581, Balyston,

on whether the data and results from the

entrainment studies completed for the
Rothschild Project No. 2212, Centralia
Project No. 2255, and Wisconsin River
Division Project No. 2590 can be
extrapolated to an environmental
analysis of this project. However,
comments are welcome on the
extrapolation of results from the above

three entrainment studies to this project.

1. Description of Project: The project
structures consist of earth dikes, a
powerhouse, and a Taintor gate

h. Applicant Contact: Mr. Richard J,
Grund, Nekoosa Papers Inc., 100
Wisconsin River Drive, Port Edwards,
WI 54469, (715) 887-5481.

i. FERC Contact: Michael Dees {202}
219-2807.

j. Deadline Date: See paragraph D9.
(June 28, 1993).

k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This application has been accepted for
filing and is ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
standard paragraph D9.

spillway. Earth dikes on each side of the
concrete powerhouse/spillway
structure, constructed of poorly graded
sands and gravelly sands, are up to 30
feet high and have a total length of 1,190

Massachusetts 01505, (508) 869-6091.
i. FERC Contact: Mary C. Golato [202)
219-2804.
j. Comment Dale: See Paragraph D4.
(June 28, 1993).

1. Description of Project: The project
as licensed consists of the following: {1)
A 1,325.5-foot-long dam containing (a) a
340-foot-long cast-in-place gated
spillway containing 13 steel Taintor

k. Status of Environmenial Analysis:
This application is accepted for filing
and is ready for environmental analysis
at this time—see attached D4,

|. Description of Project: The proposed

project consists of the following
features: {1) An existing dam 20 feet
high and 180 feet long; (2) an existing
reservoir with a surfacs area of 20 acres
and an estimated gross storage of 210

scre-feet; (3) an existing penstock; (4) an

existing powerhouse containing one

425-kilowatt turbine-generating unit and

a new 175-kW unit; [5) a short
transmission line; and (6) appurtenant
f.l(ii“lies.

m. Purpose of the Project; All project

feet. The 190.6 foot wide powerhouse/
spillway structure includes three 20-
foot-wide by 15-foot-high Taintor gates
and four 22.5-foot-wide intake bays.
Three of the intakes are equipped with
twin horizontal turbines (two are
connected to 800-kW generators). The

fourth intake is :guipped with a vertical

turbine connected to a 300-kW
generator. The applicant proposes to
add an 800-kW generator to the third
twin horizontal turbine. At the normal
project headwater elevation of 1,458.4
feet, the reservoir surface area is 1,420
acres and the storage velume is 18,200
acre feet. Normal head on the turbines
is 23 feet.

The existing project would also be

gates: 3 gates, 16 feet wide by 11 feet 9
inches high and 10 gates, 18 feet wide
by 11 feet 8 inches high; (b) a 530-foot-
long emergency overflow spillway with
collapsible wooden flashboards
approximately 3.5 feet high; (2) a
reservoir with a surface area of 250
acres; [3) a 216 feet-3 inches wide and
78 feel-7 inches tall powerhouse; (4) a
3,200 kilowatt Allis Chalmers generator-
turbine set; (5) an existing 2.4/14.4-
kilovolt (kV) step-up transformer and a
2.5 mile 14.4-kV three phase over-head
transmission line connecting to Port
Edwards Mill Substation which ties to
Wisconsin Power & Light Company's
transmission line; and [6) appurtenant
facilities.

energy generated would be utilized by
the applicant for sale to its customers.

n. This notice also consists of the
.fu”Ongg standard paragraphs: A3, A9,
B1, and Da.

5. a. Type of Application: New
License.

b. Project No.: 2239-004.

c. Date Filed: July 31, 1891.

d. Applicant: Tomahawk Power &

'ulp Company.

e. Name of Project: Kings Dam Project.

f. Location: On the Wisconsin River,
Lincoln County, Wisconsin.

8. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791(a}-825(r).

h. Applicant Contract: Mr. John L.
Laughlin, Tomahawk Power & Pulp
Company, 610 Jackson Street, Wausau,
WI54401, (715) 453-5376.

i. FERC Contact: Michael Dees (202)
219-2807.

i Deadline Date: See paragraph D9.
(June 28, 1993).

k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
TH is application has been accepted for
filing and is ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
standard paragraph D9. Except that
comments, recommendations, terms and
conditions, or prescriptions pertaining
!0 entrainment are not being solicited
because a decision has not been made

subject to Federal takeaver under
Sections 14 end 15 of the Federal Power
Act.

m. Purpese of Project: The purpose of
the project is to generate electric power
for sale to Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation. ;

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D9

The Applicant is not proposing any
changes to the existing project works as
licensed. The Applicant estimates the
average annual generation would be
25.2 GWh and owns all existing projsct
facilities.

The existing project would also be
subject to Federal takeover under
Sections 14 and 15 of the Federal Power
Act.

m. Purpose of Project: The purpose of
the project is to generate electric power
for industrial use by the applicant.

n. This notice nlso consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D9

o. Available Location of Application:
A copy of the application, as amended
and supplemented, is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC 20426, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Tomahawk Power &
Pulp Company, 610 Jackson Street,
Wausau, WI 54401, (715) 453-5376.

6 a. Type of Application: New Major
License.

b. Project No.: 2255-003.

g. IZat}eﬂFi}ed:ﬁll 29, 1391. :

. lcant: oosa Pa nc.

e. Ngme of Project: Oemraﬂ?;.s

f. Location: On the Wisconsin River,
Wood County, Wisconsin.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791(a)-825(r).

o |

o. Available Location of Application:
A copy of the application, as amended
and supplemented, is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC 20428, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Nekoosa Papers Inc.,
100 Wisconsin River Drive, Port
Edwards, W1 54469, [715) 887-5481,

7 a, Type of Application: New Major
License (> 5MW).

b. Project No.: 2256-001.
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c. Date Filed: July 26, 1991. 4,680 kilowatts (kW), a combined Wisconsin River Drive, Port Edwards,

d. Applicant: Consolidated Water maximum hydraulic capacity of 2,200 WI 54469, (715) 887-5481.
Power Company. { ¥ . cubic feet per second (cfs), and a net i. FERC Contact: Michael Dees (202)

e. Name of Project: Wisconsin Rapids. head of 30 feet; (4) a second powerhouse 219-2807.

f. Location: On the Wisconsin River.  Jocated on the lower floor of  grinder j. Deadline Date: See paragraph D9,
wﬁi&“mﬁ Iﬁi,sf?:‘;“aeml Pea building, which is integral with a (June 28, 1993).
Acgt. 16 U.S.C 791(3)—'822(1-) : masonry wall section of the dam and k. Status of Environmental Analysis:

L Appl-ic.a & THMR=DaN) A has dimensions of 184 feet by 57 feet, This application has been accepted for
Knapp, Consolidated Water Power and which is equipped with eight filing and is ready for environmental
Com pa'ny 231 First Avenue North. P.O horizontal Francis turbines, which have  analysis at this time—see attached
Box 8050, Wisconsin Rapids, WI 54495, o0 aggregate hydraulic capacity of 2,400  standard paragraph D8. Except that
(715) 422-3073. 1 " cfs and a head of 30 feet, and which are  comments, recommendations, terms and

i. FERC Contact: Michael Dees (202) connected to synchronous motors which  conditions, or prescriptions pertaining
219-2807. have a total rated capacity of 4,430 kW:  to entrainment are not being solicited

j. Deadline Date: See paragraph D9.  (5) @ 220-foot-wide tailrace channel because a decision has not been made
(June 28, 1993). which is located immediately on whether the data and results from the

k. Status of Environmental Analysis: downstream of the powerhouse and entrainment studies completed for the
This application has been accepted for  grinder building; (6) a substation; and Rothschild Project No. 2212, Centralia
filing and is ready for environmental (7) appurtentant facilities. Project No. 2255, and Wisconsin River
analysis at this time—see attached The Applicant is not proposing any  Division Project No. 2590 can be
standard paragraph D9. Except that changes to the existing project works as  extrapolated to an environmental
comments, recommendations, terms and licensed. However, the Applicant is analysis of this project. However,
conditions, or prescriptions pertaining ~ Proposing to include the eight comments are welcome on the
to entrainment are not being solicited synchronous motors, Wh"{h are extrapolation of results from the above
because a decision has not been made connected to the eight horizontal three entrainment studies to this project.
on whether the data and results from the turbines, as a part of the project. The 1. Description of Project: The project
entrainment studies completed for the ~ APplicant estimates the average annual 45 Jicensed consists of the following: (1)
Rothschild Project No. 2212, Centralia generation \.No_uld be 53.6 GWh and An existing.dam with a total length of
Project No. 2255, and Wisconsin River ~ ©Wns all existing project facilities. 1,215 feet which is comprised of (a) an
Division Project No. 2590 can be The existing project would also be uncontrolled overflow timber crib
extrapolated to an environmental subject to Federal takeover under spillway which has a length of 524.6
analysis of this project. However, Sections 14 and 15 of the Federal Power o1 3 height of about 16 feet, crest
comments are welcome on the Act. Based on the license expiration of gjoyations of 960.06 and 960.49 feet
extrapolation of results from the above July 31, 1993, the Applicant’s estimated 11,041, sea Jevel (msl), and which is

three entrainment studies to this project, Net investment in the project would surmounted by 3.3 foot-high

1. Description of Project: The project ~ 8mount to $1,123,000. | sass flashboards; (b) a gated spillway section
as licensed consists of the following: (1) ™ Purpose of P ro;ecl:!. A p.'l‘?’e‘g b which has a length of 190 feet, and
A dam which has a total length of about ©nersy generated would be uti |ze_l Y which contains three 17.5-foot-high by
6,136 foet and is comprised of (a) an ‘if“”!“.’“?ed Papers, Inc., prg:jnan .51'1‘" 30-foot-wide and two 14-foot-high by
earth dike which has a length of 3,000 the adjoining Wisconsin Rapids mill. 20-feet-wide Taintor gates which have

n. This notice also consistsho[ the d sill elevations of 947.7 feet and 950.74
{S)gllowmg standard paragraphts: A% an feet msl, respectively; (c) an emergency
: ; . . . timber crib spillway capped with
A 263;%’{?&2‘;‘;?&‘:? og] :SP frﬁgggg{;. concrete which has a total length of :
énd tonlitentidnts ava'ilable for 238.7 feet and crest elevations of 963.83
PP 2 feet and 963.97 feet msl; (d) a timber

inspection and reproduction at the crib Z : ¢
gard g : guard lock section with a length of
SN § Lt e nd 184 feet located at the entrance of the

g;lf S;\Ih::t‘l;“(?:;i?gle SB:;::: hﬁ{{m ?‘t)(:)(:nm forebay channel; and (e) nonoverflow
3104, Washington, DC 2.0426' or by abutment sections;‘(z) a reservoir thhl
callir;g (202) 208-1371. A cop'y iaies normal pool elevation of 963.3 feet msl,
available for inspectior; ahd a surface area qf 150 acres, and a ]engh‘;
reproduction at Consolidated Water of about one mile; (3) a forebay channe!
Power Company, 231 First Avenue that extends approxnmal'ely e mljle'
North. P.O. Box 8050, Wisconsin from the guard lock section c.)f t.he am
: 2 to the powerhouse; (4) an existing 166-

¢ : Rapids, WI 54495, (715) 422-3073.
12.5-foot-high Taintor gates; and (e) a S : foot by 129-foot powerhouse located at
powerhouse with a length of 76 feet; (2) Licﬂé:;:'ype e T A i the end of the forebay channel and

a reservoir with a surface area of about b. Project No.: 2291001 discharging into the Wisconsin River,
455 acres, a storage capacity of about c. Date Filed: July 29, 1991. and which contains eight flumes and
4,660 acre-feet (AF), and a normal d. Applicant: Nai’oos'a Papers Inc. five turbine/generator units—four are
maximum water surface elevation of e. Name of Project: Port Edwards. harizontal “‘camel-back" turbines and
1,011.3 feet mean sea level (msl); (3) a f. Location: On the Wisconsin River, one is a vertical Francis unit—with a
main powerhouse constructed of brick Wood County, Wisconsin. combined nameplate rating of 3,592
and stesl with dimensions of 76.0 feet g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power kilowatts (kW), an average head of 17.5
by 59.8 feet, equipped with two vertical Act, 16 U.S.C. 791(a)-825(r). feet, and a total hydraulic capacity of
shaft Francis turbine-generator units h. Applicant Contact: Mr. Richard J. 3,124 cubic feet per second (cfs); and (5)
which have a total rated capacity of Grund, Nekoosa Papers Inc., 100 appurtenant facifieies.

feet and a height of about 9 feet; (b)
three sections of masonry gravity wall
which have lengths of 1,024 feet, 138
feet, and 386 feet and a meximum
height of about 20 feet; (c) three sections
of concrete gravity wall which have
lengths of 105 feet, 220 feet, and 450
feet and heights ranging from 22 to
about 40 feet; (d) three gated spillways,
one which has a length of 355 feet and
contains ten 30-foot-wide by 15-foot-
high Taintor gates, one which has a
length of 252 feet and contains six 34-
foot-wide by 13.75-foot-high Taintor
gates, and one which has a length of 130
feet and contains three 30-foot-wide by
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The project would have no
switchyard, switchgear, or transmission
line included in the project facilities.
Additionally, the adjoining paper mill
would not be a part of the project
licensed facilities.

The Applicant is not proposing any
changes to the existing project works as
licensed, The Applicant estimates the
average annual generation would be
19.7 GWh and owns all existing project
facilities.

The existing project would also be
subject to Federal takeover under
sections 14 and 15 of the Federal Power
Act.

m. Purpose of Project: The purpose of
the project is to generate electric power
for industrial use by the applicant.

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D9,

o. Available Location of Application:
A copy of the application, as amended
and supplemented, is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission's Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., Room
3104, Washington, DC 20426, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Nekoosa Papers Inc.,
100 Wisconsin River Drive, Port
Edwards, WI 54469, (715) 887-5481.

9 a. Type of Application: New Major
License.

b. Project No.: 2292-001.

c. Date Filed: July 29, 1991,

d. Applicant: Nekoosa Papers Inc,

e. Name of Project: Nekoosa.

f. Location: On the Wisconsin River,
Wood County, Wisconsin.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791(a)—825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Mr. Richard J.
Grund; Nekoosa Papers Inc., 100
Wisconsin River Drive, Port Edwards,
W1 54469, (715) 887-5481.

i. FERC Contact: Michael Dees (202)
219-2807.

j. Deadline Date: See paragraph D9.
{June 28, 1993),

__k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
;‘_?..xs application has been accepted for
iiling and is ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
standard paragraph D9. Except that
tomments, recommendations, terms and
x,«alld{tions or prescriptions pertaining to
éntrainment are not being solicited
because a decision has not been made
on whether the data and results from the
entrainment studies completed for the
Rmhschild Project No, 2212, Centralia
Project No. 2255, and Wisconsin River
Division Project No. 2590 can be
extrapolated to an environmental

analysis of this project. However,
comments are welcome on the
extrapolation of results from the above

three entrainment studies to this project.

1. Description of Project: The project
as licensed consists of the following: (1)
An existing dam with a total length of
1,075 fest which is comprised of (a) an
uncontrolled overflow timber crib
spillway which has a length of 638.2
feet, a height of about 21 feet, crest
elevations of 942.01 and 942.41 feet
mean sea level (msl), and which is
surmounted by 4.1 foot-high
flashboards; (b) a 12-foot-long
nonoverflow section between the timber
crib spillway and the gated spillway; (c)
a gated spillway section which has a
length of 110 feet and contains three
17.5-foot-high by 30-foot-wide Taintor
gates with a sill elevation of 930.11 feet
msl; (d) a nonoverflow reinforced
concrete/sheet pile wall section about
30 feet long located between the gated
spillway and the powerhouse; (e) a 146-
foot-long powerhouse; (f) a water-
retaining wall or bulkhead located
upstream of the paper mill which has a
length of about 40 feet; and (g)
nonoverflow abutment sections; (2) a
reservoir with a normal pool elevation
of 946.3 feet msl, a surface area of 400
acres, and a length of about 3 miles; (3)
a 146-foot-long by 97.7-foot-wide
powerhouse which contains seven
flumes and five turbine/generating
units—three are vertical Francis
turbines and two are horizontal “‘camel-
back"' units—with a combined
nameplate rating of 3,780 kilowatts
(kW), an average head of 21.9 feet, and
a total hydraulic capacity of 3,225 cubic
feet per second (cfs); and (4)
apgurtenant facilities.

he project would have no
switchyard, switchgear, or transmission
line included in the project facilities.
Additionally, the adjoining paper mill
would not be a part of the project
licensed facilities.

The Applicant is not propesing any
changes to the existing project works as
licensed. The Applicant estimates the
average annual generation would be
27.3 GWh and owns all existing project
facilities.

The existing project would also be
subject to Federal takeover under
sections 14 and 15 of the Federal Power
Act.

m, Purpose of Project: The purpose of
the project is to generate electric power
for industrial use by the applicant,

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D9,

o. Available location of Application:
A copy of the application, as amended
and supplemented, is available for

inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC, 20428, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Nekoosa Papers Inc.,
100 Wisconsin River Drive, Port
Edwards, WI, 54469, (715) 887-5481.

10. a. Type of Application:
Subsequent License.

b. Project No.: 2476-001.

c. Date Filed: December 19, 1991.

d. Applicant: Wisconsin Public
Service Corporation.

e. Name of Project: Jersey Hydro
Project.

f. Location: On the Tomahawk River
in Lincoln County, Wisconsin.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791(a)-825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Mr, Richard A.
Krueger, Senior Vice President,
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation,
700 North Adams, P.O, Box 18002,
Green Bay, WI 54307, (414) 433-1598.

i. FERC Contact: Mike Dees (202)
219-2807.

j. Deadline Date: See paragraph D10.
(June 28, 1993).

k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This application has been accepted for
filing and is ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
standard paragraph D10. Except that
commaents, recommendations, terms and
conditions, or prescriptions pertaining
to entrainment are not being solicited
because a decision has not been made
on whether the data and results from the
entrainment studies completed for the
Rothschild Project No. 2212, Centralia
Project No. 2255, and Wisconsin River
Division Project No. 2590 can be
extrapolated to an environmental
analysis of this project. However,
comments are welcome on the
extrapolation of results from the above
three entrainment studies to this project.

1. Description of Project: The project
as licensed consists of the following: (1)
Two existing earthen dikes, 330 feet
long and 261 feet long; (2) an existing
concrete sluiceway and Taintor gate
section about 34 feet high and 148 feet
long, containing (a) a 9 foot by 5.5 foot
sluice gate, and (b) four steel Taintor
gates, 30 feet by 12 feet; (3) an existing
reservoir with a surface area of 709 acres
and a total volume of 1,794 acre-feet at
the normal maximum surface elevation
of 1,450.00 NGVD; (4) an existing
concrete powerhouse, 62 feet long, 26
feet wide and 16 feet high, containing
(a) three vertical Francis turbines with
a combined hydraulic capacity of 568
cfs, manufactured by S. Morgan Smith
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and rated at 180 hp, 250 hp and 262 hp,
and (b) three generators rated at 120 kW,
192 kW and 200 kW for a total of 512
kW; (5) and existing appurtenant
facilities. No changes are being
proposed for this subsequent license.
The applicant estimates the average
annual generation for this project would
be 2,868 MWh. The dam and existing
project facilities are owned by the
epplicant.

m. Purpose of Project: Project power
would be utilized by the applicant for
sale to its customers.

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D10,

o. Available Location of Application:
A copy of the spplication, as amended
and supplemented, is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., Room
3104, Washington, DC, 20426, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
avai for inspection end
reproduction at Wisconsin Public
Service Corporation, 700 North Adams,
Green Bay, Wi or calling (414) 433~
1268,

11 a. Type of Application: New Major
License.

b. Project No.: 2590-001.

c. Dote Filed: June 286, 1991.

d. Applicant: Consolidated Water
Power Company.

e. Name of Project: Wisconsin River
Division,

f. Location: On the Wisconsin River,
Portage County, Wisconsin.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federsal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791(a)-825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Mr. Kenneth K.
Knapp, Consolidated Water Power
Company, 231 First Avenue North, P.O.
Box 8050, Wisconsin Rapids, WI 54495,
(715) 4223073,

i. FERC Contact: Michael Dees (202)
219-2807,

j- Deadline Date: Sea parsgraph D9.
(June 28, 1893).

“k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This applieation has been sccepted for
filing and is ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
standard paragraph D9.

1. Description of Project: The project
as licensed consists of the following: (1)
An existing dam which is comprised of
(a) an earthfill dam with a length of 345
feet and a maximum height of ebout 20
feet, and (b) an earthen dike with a
length of 550 feet and & maximum
height of about 8 feet; (2) a spillway
which is comprised of (a) a gated
section 484 feet long containing 20
radial gates, each 17 feet high by 20 feet

wide with a sill elevation of 1,053 feet
National Geodetic Vertical Datum
(NGVD), and (b} an uncontrolled :
overflow section with a length of 108
feet and a crest elevation of 1,069 feet
NGVD;, (3) a reservoir with a normal
maximum water surface elevation of
1,069 feet NGVD, a surface area of 240
acres, and a total volume of about 1,120
acre-feet; (4) @ powerhouse with
maximum width of 24 feet and an
approximate length of 70 feet which
contains one horizontal-shaft
hydroelectric turbine/generating unit
with nameplate rating of 1,800 kilowatts
(kW) and a hydraulic capacity of 1,265
cubic feet per second (cfs); (5) a grinder
building with a width of 255 feet and a
length of 49 feet, which is adjecent to
the poewerhouse and which contains
nine operating horizontal-shaft
hydromechanical turbines that have a
combined equivalent capacity of 4,600
kW and a total hydraulic capacity of
3,885 cfs; and (8) appurtenant facilities.
The project would have a total installed
capacity of 6,400 kW. The project would
have no switchyard, switchgear, or
transmission line included in the
project facilities. Additionally, the
grinders and motors attached to the
hydromechanical turbines are not part
of the project facilities.

The Applicant is not proposing any
changes to the existing project works as
licensed. The Applicant estimates the
average annual tion would be
32.2 GWh and owns all existing project
facilities.

The existing project would also be
subject to Federal takeover under
Sections 14 and 15 of the Federal Power
Act. Based on the license expiration of
June 30, 1993, the Applicant’s estimated
net investment in the project would
amount to ﬁ?:iopl:g. aY:
energy generated would be utilized by
the adjoining paper mill owned by
Consolidated Papers, Inc.

n. This notice also consists of the
following siandard paragraphs: A4 and
D9

o. Available Location of Application:
A copy of the application, as amended
and supplemented, is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC., 20428, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction st Consolidated Water
Power Company; 231 First Avenus
North, P.O. Box 8050, Wisconsin
Rapids, WS 54495, (715) 422-3073.

12 a. Type of Application; New Major
License.

b. Project No.: 2212-001.

. Date Filed: July 29, 1991,

d. Applicant: Weyerhaeuser
Company.

e. Name of Project: Rothschild Hydro
Project.

f. Location: On the Wisconsin River in
Marathon County, Wisconsin,

g. Filed Pursuant fo: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791{a)-825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Mr. William V.
Dohr, Weyerhaeuser Company, 200
Grand Avenus, Rothschild, WI 54475,
(715) 3586-3101.

i. FERC Contact: Michael Dees (202)
219-2807.

j. Deadline Date: See paragraph D9,
(June 29, 1993).

k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This application has been accepted for
filing and is ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
standard paragraph D9.

L D:sg\iftion of Praject: The preject
as lic consists of the following: (1)
A 631-foot-long concrate and timber crib
dam having, from west to east, fa) s 276-
foot-long timber crib dam with 17
stoplog bays, timber crib apron located
immediately downstream, and a
concrete retaining wall extending 180
feet downstream, which adjoins a short
segment of an earth embankment
section tied into the natural ground; (b)
a 100-foot-long concrete overflow
spillway section with concrete and
timber crib aprons located immediately
downstream; (c) a 255-foot-long
concrete sluice section with ten 20-foot-
wide bays controlled by 13.75-foot-high
taintor gates, and concrete and timber
crib aprons located immediately
downstream; (d) a 32-foot-wide fish
ladder and trash sluice section, where
the fish ladder is sealed with concrete;
(e) a 6-foot-wide section of a retaining
wall, training wall, piling cells and
timber crib wall, which separates the
fish ladder and trash shuice section from
the powerhouse and from the tailrace,
extends about 650 feet downstream; (2)
a 167-foot-long powerhouse, located
contiguous to the east bank of the river,
with seven flumes equipped with rack
bars and head gates, which houses
seven turbine-generators with total
installed capacity of 4,660 kW; and (3)
appurtenant facilities.

The Applicant is not proposing any
changes to the existing project works o=
licensed. The Applicant estimates the
average annual generation would be
24.4 GWh and owns all existing project
facilities.

The existing project would glso be
subject to Federa! takeover under
sections 14 and 15 of the Pederal Power
Act.
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m. Purpose of Project: All project
energy generated would be utilized by
the Aﬁ?licant for sale to its customers.

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D9.

o. Available Locations of Application:
A copy of the application, as amended
and supplemented, is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Cepitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC 20426, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Weyerhaeuser
Company, 200 Grand Avenue,
Rothschild, WI 54475, (715) 359-3101.

13 a. Type of Application: Major
License,

b. Project No.: 10805-001.

c. Date /iled: September 25, 1992.

d. Applicant: Midwest Hydraulic
Company.

e. Name of Project: Hatfield Hydro
Project. y

f. Location: On the Black River, in
Jackson and Clark Counties, Wisconsin.

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act 16 U.S.C. 791(a)--825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Peter H. Bruno,
RR. #2, Box 345, Edgerton, WI 53534,
(608) 884-9416.

i. FERC Contact: Mary C. Golato (202)
219-2804,

'L. Deadline Date: July 22, 1993,

. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This application has been accepted for
filing but is not ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
paragraph D8,

1. Description of Project: The proposed
project consists of the following: (1) An
existing diversion dam 3,100 feet long
and 48 feet high; (2) an existing
reservoir with a surface area of 845 acres
with a gross storage capacity of 10,800
acre-feet; (3) an gxisting penstock
approximately 140 feet long by 100 feet
wide; (4) an existing powerhouse
containing two existing turbine-
generator units at a total capacity of
6,000 kilowatts (kW) and two proposed
low flow units at a total rated capacity
of 532 kW; and (5) appurtenant
facilities. The applicant estimates that
the total average annual generation
would be 20,000,000 kilowatthours. The
dam is owned by Hatfield Hydro
Partnership.

m. Purpose of the Project: All project
energy generated would be utilized by
the applicant for sale. _

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A2, AS,
B1, and D8.

0. Available Locations of Application:
A copy of the application is available for

inspection and reproduction at the
Commission's Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC 20426, or by
calling (202) 219-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Mr. Peter H. Bruno, R.R.
#2, Box 345, Edgerton, WI (608) 884—
94186.

14 a. Type of Application: New Major
License.

b. Project No.: 2390-002.

c. Date filed: December 16, 1991.

d. Applicant: Northern States Power
Company-Wisconsir.

6. Name of Project: Big Falls.

f. Location: On the Flambeau River
near Big Falls in Rusk County,
Wisconsin,

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power
Act, 16 U.S.C, 791(a)-825(r).

h. Applicant Contact: Mr. Anthony G.
Schuster, 100 North Barstow Street, P.O.
Box 8, Eau Claire, WI 54702, (715) 839—
2621, 3

i. FERC Contact: Ms. Julie Bernt, (202)
219-2814,

j. Deadline Date: See paragraph D9.
(July 2, 1993).

k. Status of Environmental Analysis:
This application has been accepted for
filing and is ready for environmental
analysis at this time—see attached
standard paragraph D9. Except that
comments, recommendations, terms and
conditions, or prescriptions pertaining
to instream flows are not being solicited
because additional information
concerning an instream flow study is
still outstanding. Comments will be
solicited on the instream flows after the
additional information is filed.

1. Description of Project: The licensed
project would consist of the following
existing facilities: (1) A 22-foot-high
earth embankment dam: (2) a 320-foot
concrete spillway; (3) a reservoir with a
surface area of 370 acres at surface
elevation 1,234 feet m.s.1. and a storage
area of 6,500 acre-feet; (4) a powerhouse
containing three generating units with a
total rated capacity of 7.78MW; and,
appurtenant facilities. The applicant is
proposing no changes to the project. The
average annual net energy generation is
37,318,036 kWh. The applicant owns all
the existing project facilities.

The existing project would also be
subject to Federal takeover under
section 14 and 15 of the Federal Power
Act.

m. Purpose of Project: Project power
would be utilized by the applicant for
sale to its customers.

n. This notice also consists of the
following standard paragraphs: A4 and
D9.

o. Available Location of Application:
A copy of the application is available for
inspection and reproduction at the
Commission’s Public Reference and
Files Maintenance Branch, located at
941 North Capitol Street, NE., room
3104, Washington, DC 20426, or by
calling (202) 208-1371. A copy is also
available for inspection and
reproduction at Northern States Power
Company-Wisconsin, 100 Barstow
Street Eau Claire, WI 54702, or by
calling (715) 839-2621.

Standard Paragraphs

A2. Development Application—Any
qualified applicant desiring to file a
competing application must submit to
the Commission, on or before the
specified deadline date for the
particular application, a competing
development application, or a notice of
intent to file such an application,
Submission of a timely notice of intent
allows an interested person to file the
competing development application no
later than 120 days after the specified
deadline date for the particular
application. Applications for
preliminary permits will not be
accepted in response io this notice.

A3. Development Application—Any
qualified development applicant
desiring to file a competing application
must submit to the Commission, on or
before the specified comment date for
the particular application, a compsting
development application, or a notice of
intent to file such an application,
Submission of a timely notice of intent
allows an interested person to file the
competing development application no
later than 120 days after the specified
comment date for the particular
application. Applications for
preliminary permits will not be
accepied in response to this notice.

A4, Development Application—
Public notice of the filing of the initial
development application, which has
already been given, established the due
date for filing competing applications or
notices of intent, Under the
Commission’s regulations, any
competing development application
must be filed in response to and in
compliance with public notice of the
initial development application. No
competing applications or notices of
intent may be filed in response to this
notice.

A9. Notice of intent—A notice of
intent must specify the exact name,
business address, and telephone number
of the prospective applicant, and must
include an unequivocal statement of
intent to submit, if such an application
may be filed, either a preliminary
permit application or a development
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application (specify which type of
application). A notice of intent must be
served on the applicant(s) named in this
public notice.

B. Comments, Protests, or Motions to
Intervene—Anyone may submit
comments, a protast, or a motion to
intervene in accordance with the
requirements of the Rules of Practice
and Procedure, 18 CFR 385.210, .211,
.214. In determining the appropriate
action to take, the Commission will
consider all protests or other comments
filed, but only those who file a motion
to intervene in accordance with the
Commission’s Rules may become a
party to the proceeding. Any comments,

rotests, or motions to intervene must
received on or before the specified
comment date for the particu
apSlication.

1. Protests or Motions to Intervene—
Anyone may submit a protest or a
motion to intervene in accordance with
the requirements of Rules of Practice
and Procedure, 18 CFR 385.210,
385.211, and 385.214. In determining
the appropriate action to take, the
Commission will consider all protests
filed, but only those who file a motion
to intervene in accordance with the
Commission’s Rules may become a
party to the preceeding. Any protests or
motions to intervene must be received
on or before the specified deadline date

for the Pamcular application.
i

C. Filing and Service of Responsive
Documents—Any filings must bear in
all capital letters the title
“COMMENTS", "NOTICE OF INTENT
TO FILE COMPETING APPLICATION",
“COMPETING APPLICATION",
“PROTEST", "MOTION TO
INTERVENE", as applicable, and the
Project Number of the particular
application to which the filing refers.
Any of the above-named documents
must be filed by providing the original
and the number of copies provided by
the Commission’s regulations to: The
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washingtlon, DC 20426. An
additional copy must sent to Director,
Division ef Project Review, Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, Room
1027, at the above-mentioned address. A
copy of any notice of intent, competing
application or motion te intervens must
also be served upon each representative
of the Applicant specified in the
particular application.

D2. Agency Comments—Federal,
state, and local agencies are invited to
file comments on the described
application. A copy of the application
may be obtained by cies directly
from the Apphum.m agency does
not file comments within the time

specified for filing comments, it will be
presumed to have no comments. One
copy of an agency’s comments must also
be sent to the Applicant’s
represantatives.

. Filing and Service of Responsive
Documents—The application is ready
for environmental analysis at this time,
and the Commission is requesting
comments, reply comments,
recommendations, terms and
conditions, and prescriptions.

The Commission directs, pursuant to
section 4.34(b) of the regulations (see
Order No. 533 issued May 8, 1991, 56
FR 23108, May 20, 1991) that all
comments, recommendations, terins and
conditions and prescriptions concerning
the application be filed with the
Commission within 60 days from the
issuance date of this notice. (June 28,
1993 for Project No. 11313-000). All
reply comments must be filed with the
Commission within 105 days from the
date of this notice. (August 11, 1993 for
Project No. 11313-000).

Anyone may obtain an extension of
time for these deadlines from the
Commission only upon a showing of
good cause or extraordinary
circumstances in accordance with 18
CFR 385.2008.

Al filings must (1) bear in all capital
letters the title “PROTEST”, “MOTION
TO INTERVENE", “NOTICE OF
INTENT TO FILE COMPETING
APPLICATION,"” "COMPETING
APPLICATION," “COMMENTS,"
“REPLY COMMENTS,"
"“"RECOMMENDATIONS,"” “TERMS
AND CONDITIONS," or
“PRESCRIPTIONS;" (2) set forth in the
heading the name of the applicant and
the project number of the application to
which the filing responds; (3) furnish
the name, address, and telephone
number of the person protesting or
intervening; and (4) otherwise comply
with the requirements of 18 CFR
385.2001 through 385.2005. All
comments, recommendations, terms and
conditions or prescriptions must set -
forth their evidentiary basis and
otherwise comply with the requirements
of 18 CFR 4.34(b). Agencies may obtain
copies of the application directly from
the applicant. Any of these documents
must be filed by providing the eriginal
and the number of copies required by
the Commission's regulations to: The
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capito! Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426, An
additional copy must be sent to
Director, Division of Project Review,
Office of Hydropower Licensing,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
room 1027, at the above address. A copy
of any protest or motion to intervene

must be served upen each
representative of the applicant specified
in the particular application. A copy of
all other filings in reference to this
application must be accompanied by
proof of service on all persens listed in
the service list prepared by the
Commission in this proceeding, in
accordance with 18 CFR 4.34(b) and
385.2010..

D8. Filing and Service of Responsive
Documents—The application is not

-ready for environmental analysis at this

time; therefore, the Commissien is not
now requesting comments,
recommendations, terms and
conditions, or prescriptions.

When the application is ready for
environmental analysis, the
Commission will issue a public notice
requesting comments,
recommendations, terms and
conditions, or prescriptions.

All filings must (1} bear in all capital
letters the title “PROTEST" or
"MOTION TO INTERVENE," “"NOTICE
OF INTENT TO FILE COMPETING
APPLICATION,"” or “COMPETING
APPLICATION;"” (2) set forth in the
heading the name of the applicant and
the project number of the application to
which the filing responds; (3} furnish
the name, address, and telephons
number of the person protesting or
intervening; and (4) otherwise comply
with the requirements of 18 CFR
385.2001 through 385.2005. Agencies
may obtain copies of the application
directly from the applicant. Any of these
documents must be filed by providing
the original and the number of copies
required by the Commission’s
regulations to: The Secretary, Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426. An additional copy must be
sent to Director, Division of Project
Review, Office of Hydropower
Licensing, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commissian, room 1027, at the above
address. A copy of any protest or motion
to intervene must be served upon each
representative of the applicant specified
in the particular application.

D9. Filing and Service of Responsive
Documents—The application is ready
for environmental analysis at this tims,
and the Commission is requesting
comments, reply comments,
recommendations, terms and
conditions, and prescriptions.

The Commission directs, pursuant to
section 4.34(b) of the regulations (See
Order No. 533 issued May 8, 1991, 58
FR 23108, May 20, 1991) that all
comments, recommendations, terms and
conditions and prescriptions concerning
the application be filed with the
Commission within 60 days from the
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issuance date of this notice. (June 28,
1993 for Project Nos. 2234004, 2255-
003, 2256-001, 2291001, 2292-001,
and 2590-001; June 29, 1993 for Project
No. 2212-001; and July 2, 1993 for
Project No. 2390-002). All reply
comments must be filed with the
Commission within 105 days from the
date of this notice. (August 12, 1993 for
Project Nos. 2234004, 2255-003, 2256—
001, 2281001, 2292-001, and 2590—
001; August 13, 1993 for Project No.
2212-001; and August 16, 1993 for
Project No. 2390-002).

Anyone may obtain an extension of
time for these deadlines from the
Commission only upon a showing of
good cause or extraordinary
circumstances in accordance with 18
CFR 385.2208.

All filings must (1) bear in all capital
letters the title “COMMENTS"”, “REPLY
COMMENTS",
“RECOMMENDATIONS," “TERMS
AND CONDITIONS,"” or
"PRESCRIPTIONS;" (2) set forth in the
heading the name of the applicant and
the project number of the application to
which the filing responds; (3) furnish
the name, address, and telephone
number of the person submitting the
filing; and {4) otherwise comply with
the requirements of 18 CFR 385.2001
through 385.2005. All comments,
recommendations, terms and conditions
or prescriptions must set forth their
evidentiary basis and otherwise comply
with the requirements of 18 CFR 4.34(b).
Any of these documents must be filed
by providing the original and the
number of copies required by the
Commissien’s regulations to: The
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426. An
additional copy must be sent to
Director, Division of Project Review,
Office of Hydropower Licensing,

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
Room 1027, &t the above address. Each
filing must be sccompanied by proof of
service on all persons listed on the
service list prepared by the Commission
in this proceeding, in accordance with
18 CFR 4.34(b), and 385.2010.

\ D10. Filing and Service of Responsive
Documents—The application is ready
for environmental analysis at this time,
and the Commission is requesting
comments, reply comments,
recommendations, terms and

conditions, and prescriptions.

The Commission directs, pursuant to
section 4.34(b) of the regulations (see
()‘:dar No. 533 issued May 8, 1991, 56
FR 23108, May 20, 1991) that all
comments, recommendations, terms and
conditions and prescriptions concerning
the application be filed with the

Commission within 60 days from the
issuance date of this notice. (June 28,
1963 for Project Nos. 10873-002 and
2476-001). All reply comments must be
filed with the Commission within 105
days from the date of this notice.
(August 11, 1993 for Project No. 10873-
002 and August 12, 1993 for Project No.
2476-001).

Anyone may obtain an extension of
time for these deadlines from the
Commission only upon a showing of
good cause or extraordinary
circumstances in accordance with 18
CER 385.2008.

All filings must (1) bear in all capital
letters the title “COMMENTS"”, “REPLY
COMMENTS",
“RECOMMENDATIONS,” “TERMS

' AND CONDITIONS," or

“PRESCRIPTIONS;” (2) set forth in the
heading the name of the applicant and
the project number of the application to
which the filing responds; (3) furnish
the name, address, and telephone
number of the person submitting the
filing; and (4) otherwise comply with
the requirements of 18 CFR 385.2001
through 385.2005. All comments,
recommendations, terms and conditions
or prescriptions must set forth their
evidentiary basis and otherwise comply

with the requirements of 18 CFR 4.34(b).

Agencies may obtain copies of the
application directly from the applicant.
Any of these documents must be filed
by providing the original and the
number of copies required by the
Commission’s regulations to: The
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426. An
additional copy must be sent to
Director, Division of Project Review,
Office of Hydropower Licensing,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
room 1027, at the above address. Each
filing must be accompanied by proof of
service on all persons listed on the
service list prepared by the Commission
in this proceeding, in accordance with
18 CFR 4.34(b), and 385.2010.

Dated: May 5, 1993.
Lois D. Cashell,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10954 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-3

[Docket No. JD93-07629T, Louisiana-22]

State of Louisiana; NGPA Notice of
Determination by Jurisdictional
Agency Designating Tight Formation

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that on April 29, 1993,
the Office of Conservation of the
Department of Natural Resources for the

State of Louisiana (Louisiana) submitted
the above-referenced notice of
determination pursuant to
§271.703(c)(3) of the Commission's
regulations, that the Haynesville
Formation, underlying a portion of the
East Haynesville Field in Claiborne
Parish, Louisiana, qualifies as a tight
formation under section 107(b) of the
Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978, The
recommended area covers the NW/4 of
Section 26, N/2 of Sections 27 and 28,
and NE/4 of Section 29, gll in Township
23 North, Range 7 West.

The notice of determination also
contains Louisiana’s findings that the
referenced part of the Haynesville
Formation meets the requirements of the
Commission’s regulations set forth in 18
CFR part 271.

The application for determination is
available for inspection, except for
material which is confidential under 18
CFR 275.206, at the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 825 North
Capitol Street, NE., Washington, DC
20426. Persons objecting to the
determination may file a protest, in
accordance with 18 CFR 275.203 and
275.204, within 20 days after the date
this notice is issued by the Commission.
Lois D, Cashell,

Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10903 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. TM93-13-20-000]

Algonquin Gas Transmission Co;
Proposed Changes Iin FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that Algonquin Gas
Transmission Company (“Algonguin”’)
on April 30, 1993, tendered for filing
proposed changes in its FERC Gas
Tariff, Third Revised Volume No. 1, as
set forth in the revised tariff sheets:

Proposed To Be Effective April 1, 1993

2 Rev 12 Rev Shest No. 41
2 Rev 12 Rev Sheet No. 42

Algonquin states that the revised teriff
sheets flow through rate changes in
Texas Eastern Transmission
Corporation’s (“Texas Eastern’s'’) Rate
Schedules SS-2 and S5-3, which
underlie Algonquin’s Rate Schedules
STB and SS-II, respectively. Pursuant
to Section 10 of Rate Schedule STB and
Section 9 of Rate Schedule SS-1II in
Algonquin’s FERC Gas Tariff, Third
Revised Volume No. 1, Algonquin is
hereby filing the above sheets to track
the latest changes filed by Texas Eastern
on April 12, 1993 (“April 12 filing™).

Algonquin further states that Texas
Eastern made its April 12 filing to flow
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through a change in CNG Transmission
Corporation’s (“CNG") Rate Schedule
GSS rate which underlies the rates for
Texas Eastern's Rate Schedules SS-2
and SS-3. The Texas Eastern filing
reduces the SS-2 and SS-3 Demand
rates.

Algonquin requests that the
Commission approve the tariff sheets to
become effective on April 1, 1993.

Algonquin notes that copies of this
filing were servgd upon each affected
party and interested state commissions.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with
§§385.214 and 385.211 of the
Commission’s Rules and Regulations.
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection in the Public Reference
Room.

Lois D. Cashell,
Secretary.
[FR Doc, 93-10915 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. CP93-261-000]

Algonquin Gas Transmission Co.; Site
Visit

May 4, 1993.

On May 12 and 13, 1993, the staff of
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission will conduct a site visit of:

e The proposed pipeline
replacements near Mahwah, New Jersey
and Southeast, New York;

» The proposed pipeline looping in
Brockton, Massachusetts; and

¢ The site of the proposed compressor
station upgrade at the Cromwell
Compressor Station in Cromwell,
Connecticut,

For further information, contact Mr.
Howard Wheeler at (202) 208-1237.
Lois D. Cashell,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10909 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. RP93-113-000]

Algonquin Gas Transmission Co.;
Proposed Changes in FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that Algonquin Gas
Transmission Company (**Algonquin")
on April 30, 1993 tendered for filing as
part of its FERC Gas Tariff, Third
Revised Volume No. 1, six copies of the
following tariff sheet, with proposed
effective of June 1, 1993.

Third Revised Volume No. 1:
Original Sheet No. 95

Algonquin states that the purpose of
this filing is to establish the balance and
the allocation of transition costs to be
paid by Algonquin to Texas Eastern
Transmission Corporation (“Texas
Eastern"’) pursuant to Texas Eastern's
initial direct bill of Account No. 191
purchased gas costs filed on April 30,
1993, contemporaneously with
Algonquin’s filing. Algonquin requests
that the Commission waive § 154.22 of
the Commission'’s regulations to the
extent necessary in order to permit this
application to take effect on the same
date as the effective date of Texas
Eastern's direct bill of its Account No.
191 expense,

Algonquin states that copies of this
tariff filing were mailed to all customers
of Algonquin and interested state
commissions shown on Algonquin's
system.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with
§§385.214 and 385.211 of the
Commission’s Rules and Regulations.
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

{FR Doc. 93-10916 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. TM93-6-48-000]

ANR Pipeline Co.; Proposed Changes
In FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that ANR Pipeline
Company (“ANR"), on April 30, 1993,
tendered for filing as part of its FERC
Gas Tariff, six copies of the following
tariff sheets which ANR proposes to be
effective May 1, 1993:

First Revised Volume No. 1
Fifth Revised Sheet No. 6

First Revised Volume No. 1-A
Fifth Revised Sheet No. 4

Original Volume No. 2.

2nd Revised Twentieth Revised Sheet No. 16

2nd Revised Twentieth Revised Sheet No. 17

2nd Revised Twentieth Revised Sheet No. 18

2nd Revised Twentieth Revised Sheet No. 19

2nd Revised Twenty-second Revised Sheet
No. 20

2nd Revised Twenty-First Revised Sheet No
21

2nd Revised Nineteenth Revised Sheet No
22

Original Volume No. 3
Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 5

ANR states that the referenced tariff
sheets are being submitted as required
in Sections 17.7 of ANR's FERC Gas
Tariff First Revised Volume No. 1 to
adjust the Volumetric Buyout Buydown
Surcharge and Upstream Pipeline
Surcharge, commencing May 1, 1993.

ANR states that each of its Volume
Nos. 1, 1-A, 2 and 3 customers and
interested State Commissions has been
apprised of this filing via U.S. Mail.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426 by May 11,
1993 in accordance with Rules 211 and
214 of the Commission’s rules of
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR
385.211, 385.214). Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this application are on file with the
Commission and are available for publi
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10913 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M
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[pocket Nos. RPS3-88-002 and RP91-49-
007]

May 4, 1993.
Arkla Energy Resources Co.; Filing

Take notice that on April 30, 1993,
Arkla Energy Resources Company
("AER") tendered for filing six copies of
the following revised tariff sheets to
become effective June 1, 1993:

Second Revised Volume No. 1,
Nineteenth Revised Sheet No. 11

Second Revised Volume No. 1,
Nineteenth Revised Sheet No, 16

First Revised Volume No. 1-A,
Seventh Revised Sheet No. 5

These revised tariff sheets are filed in
compliance with the Stipulation and
Agreement (“Stipulation”) approved by
Commission order in Docket No. RP81-
49-000 on March 31, 1992, 58 FERC
161,359 (1992).

Pursuant to the Stipulation, the
proposed tariff sheets reflect the
elimination of the CSC Rate Credit.

Any person desiring to protest said
filing should file a protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Street, NE,,
Washington, DC 20426, in accordance
with Rule 211 of the Commission’s
Rules of Practice and Procedure 18 CFR
385.211. All such protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Copies of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D, Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc, 93-10897 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 8717-01-M

[Docket No. RP33-110-000)

Carnegle Natural Gas Co.; Request for
VWalvers of Regulations and Tariff, and
for Expedited Action ;

May 4, 1993,

Teke notice that on April 30, 1993,
C_firnegie Natural Gas Company
(“Carnegie™) filed a request for waiver of
§154.305(i) of the Commission’s
regulations and the relevant provisions
of Carnegie's FERG gas tariff to permit
Larnegie (1) to temporarily withhold
rom three of its four jurisdictional firm
sdles customers (UGI Utilities, Inc.,
Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., and
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc.) their
cllocable shares of the February 28,

1993 balance of the demand refund
subaccount of Carnegie’s Account No.
191, and (2) to clear the February 28,
1993 balance of the commodity refund
subaccount of Carnegie’s Account No.
191 by offsetting it against the current
amortizing subaccount balance.

Carnegie requests that the
Commission grant the requested waiver
to withhold refunds from the three
above customers until the date the
Commission issues a final order
approving implementation of Carnegie’s
restructured services pursuant to Order
Nos. 636 and 636-A in Docket No.
RS82-30-000, Carnegie states that its
request for waiver to withhold the
balance of its demand refund
subaccount is in accordance with an
Agreement in Principle concerning the
disposition of Carnegie’s Account No.
191 costs, and does not apply to its
fourth jurisdictional sales customer,
New Jersey Natural Gas Company,
which is not a signatory.

Carnegie states that copies of its filing
were served on all jurisdictional
customers and interested state
commissions.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with 18 CFR
385.214 and 385.211 of the
Commission’s Rules and Regulations,
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene, Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection in the public reference room.
Lois D. Cashell, .
Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10912 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No, TQS3-5-21-000]

Columbia Gas Transmission Corp.;
Proposed Changes in FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that Columbia Gas
Transmission Corporation (Columbia)
on April 30, 1993, tendered for filing the
following proposed changes to its FERC
Gas Tariff, First Revised Volume No. 1,
to be effective:

May 1, 1983

Thirty-sixth Revised Sheet No. 26
Twenty-ninth Revised Sheet No. 26.1

Thirty-fourth Revised Sheet No. 26A
Twenty-ninth Revised Sheet No. 26A.1
Twenty-fourth Revised Shest No. 26B.1
Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 26C.1
Twenty-fifth Revised Sheet No. 26D
Thirty-second Revised Sheet No. 163

Columbia states the sales rates set
forth on Twenty-ninth Revised Sheet
No. 26.1 reflect an overall increase of
37.96¢ per Dth in the April 1, 1993 CDS
commodity rate. In addition, the
transportation rates set forth on
Eighteenth Revised Sheet No. 26C.1 and
Twenty-fifth Revised Sheet No. 26D
reflect an increase in the Fuel Charge
component of 0.89¢ per Dth.

Columbia states that copies of the
filing are being mailed to all
jurisdictional customers and affected
state regulatory commissions.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, Union
Center Plaza Building, 825 North
Capitol Street, NE., Washington, DC
20426, in accordance with Rules 211
and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure. All such
motions or protests should be filed on
or before May 11, 1993. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of Columbia’s filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10898 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. RP93-108-000)

E! Paso Natural Gas Co.; Tariff Filing

May 4, 1993,

Take notice that on April 30, 1993, El
Paso Natural Gas Company (“El Paso"’),
tendered for filing, pursuant to part 154
of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (“Commission”’)
Regulations Under the Natural Gas Act
and in accordance with Sections 22 and
21, Take-or-Pay Buyout and Buydown
Cost Recovery, of El Paso’s First Revised
Volume No. 1-A and Second Revised
Volume No. 1 FERC Gas Tariffs,
respectively, certain tariff sheets to
become effective June 1, 1993. The
tendered tariff sheets reflect a revision
to the Monthly Direct Charge and
Throughput Surcharge based on
additional buyout and buydown costs
associated with contracts that were in
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litigation or arbitration as of March 31,  [Docket No. RP93-16-001] filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
1989. El Paso states that these costs have will be considered by the Commission
not been included in any of El Paso's El Paso Natural Gas Co.; Motion To in determining the appropriate action to
previous filings to recover certain Place Tariff Sheets Into Effect be taken, but will not serve to make
buyout and buydown costs. K. May 4, 1993. protestants parties to the proceeding.

El Paso states that it has proposed to Take notice that on April 30, 1993, EI Copies of'this filing are on file with the
amortize the direct bill portion (25%) of Paso Natural Gas Company (“El Paso") Commission and are available for public
such additional amount included in its  tendered for filing, pursuant to Rule 212  inspection.
filing over a twelve (12) month of the Federal Energy Regulatory Lois D. Cashell,
amortization period extending through  Commission’s (“Commission”) Rules of  Secretary.

May 31, 1994. El Paso proposed that the  Practice and Procedure, 18 CFR 385.212, [FR Doc. 93-10904 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 an|

Throughput Surcharge attributable to a motion to place into effect on May 1,  BiLLNG CODE 6717-01-M

g’: m‘::’ier):j“ the am(x)'iuol:it in the filing 1993 certain tariff sheets to its FERC Gas
amortized over a period commencing Tariff, First Revised Volume No. 1-A

lulr:_e 1. 1663 ﬂ'“tou%h “-f;’g}’ 31,199 and Third Revised Volume No. 2, which (O RO RS e

which is consistent wi asa’s establish procedures to protect the .

authorization at Docket No. RP92-115— opemtinggmegrity of Ell;"aso‘s pipeline 2rarl\'l‘t::t?;:te SemTImaonen, inc.

000 to consolidate the amortization system in the event of a supply PP

periods for the volumetric surcharge underperformance. May 4, 1993.

from each previous take-or-pay filing El Paso states that on October 30, Take notice that on May 3, 1993,

into a single amortization period 1992 at Docket No. RP93-16-000, it Granite State Gas Transmission, Inc.

terminating March 31, 1996. El Paso filed with the Commission tariff sheets  (Granite State), 300 Friberg Parkway,

states that the Throughput Surcharge which establish certain terms and Westborough, Massachusetts 01581,

has increased $0.0007 per dth, from conditions in El Paso’s FERC Gas Tariff, filed in Docket No. CP93-325-000 an

$0.0415 per dth to $0.0422 per dth. First Revised Volume No. 1-A and application pursuant to sections 7(b)

Pursuant to section 21.6 of El Paso’s ~ Third Revised Volume No. 2, to protect  and 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act for
Volume No. 1 Tariff, El Paso is required the operating integrity of El Paso’s authorization to abandon a direct firm
to file with the Commission certain pipeline system in the event of a supply sale of natural gas to the United States
information supporting the buyout and/ underperformance. El Paso states that Air Force at Pease Air Force Base
or buydown amounts paid. Accordingly, on November 30, 1992 the Commission  (Pease) and to reallocate equivalent
El Paso states that it is submitting issued its order in this proceeding . volumes of gas to its distribution
concurrently, under separate cover accepting and suspending those tariff affiliate, Northern Utilities, Inc.
letter, the schedules reflecting such sheets filed by El Paso to become (Northern Utilities), all as more fully set
information for which El Paso has effective on the earlier of the forth in the application which is on file
requested confidential treatment, Commission’s action as a result of a with the Commission and open to

El Paso requested that the scheduled technical conference on May  public inspection.

Commission accept the tendered tariff 1,1993. El Paso states that the order also Specifically, Granite State proposes to
sheets to become effective June 1, 1993,  directed ‘;hat ; locl}x‘mcal( ;:g)néemnce be ?jbzn&on'the t;l’rm; dir;;ct sale o; 1.2‘48

i convened within thirty ays, ekatherms of natural gas per day to
wf,;i:i::r;f;:g‘,]c&g:(::t‘;{;};;l;&% followed by a Staff report to the Pease in Portsmouth, New Hampshire.
system transportation and sales Commission within ninety (90) days. Granite State states that the %
customers of El Paso and interested state .~ E} Paso states that on January 28, 1993 decommissioning of Pease began in
regulatory commissions. a technical conference was convened to 1990 and that Pease has not taken any

Aie bl dastAra b e haird o ts address certain issues raised by El firm natural gas since May 1992. Granite

T POInOn ¢ 8 > Paso’s filing. El Paso states that State further states that Pease will
protast said filing should filo a motion inasmuch as the Commission has taken  discontinue taking interruptible natural
%0 intervene or protest with the Federal no further action since the technical gas later in 1993. ¥ i
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 conference, El Paso is moving to place Granite State further proposes to
North Capitol Street, NE, Washington, th dered vt VIRgo.p I h d kp hp £
DC 20426, in accordance with Sections e tendere tanffshgets intoeffecton  reallocate the 1,248 dekatherms of '
385.214 and 385.211 of the May 1, 1993, as permitted by ordering natural gas per day to Northern Utilities
Catimisalon's Fillas ind Bevnlatons paragraph (A) of the Commission’s for service to the Pease Development
Al sath oo Mans oF mtes?s.gshould e November 30, 1992 order. Authority which. is devel_oping Pease for
Blaidoa Gt balare Ma;; 11. 1993. Protests El Paso states that copies of the commercial use in the private sector.
will be considered by the'Comr;xission document were served upon all . Granite State asserts that it is
in determining the appropriate action to interstate pipeline system transportation experiencing a revenue loss of
hataVent: Vit \%ill no‘t)p P et customers of El Paso, each person approximately $50,000 per month due

solcalunits harftae to ti\a:vero?:emgi: designated on the official service list to unrecovered costs that were allocated
Rn e npwishi t bep a%t compiled by the Secretary in Docket No, to the non-jurisdictional sale. Therefore,
s u)s, tpﬁle?a motionntgo i(;ne:vt:::: acg ; e); RP93-16-000, and all interested state Granite State also proposes to revise its
of this Blingarean fila with the P regulatory commissions. Purchased Gas Cost Adjustment and
Commissiorg1 R PR o Y ety o o Any person desiring to protest said Transportation Cost Adjustment,
inspection to tha Public Rafemncep filing should file a protest with the Sections 19 and 20 of its FERC Gas
R P Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Tariff, Second Revised Volume No. 1, 0
P 825 North Capitol Street, NE., reflect the proposed amendment and
Lois D. Cashell, : Washington, DC 20426, in accordance reallocation of capacity.
Secretary. with Rule 211 of the Commission's Any person desiring to be heard or (o
[FR Doc. 9310900 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am) Rules of Practice and Procedure 18 CFR  make any protests with reference to said
BILLING CODE 6717-01- 385.211. All such protests should be application should on or before May 19,
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1993, file with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, Washington,

DC 20426, & motion to intervene or a
protest in accordance with the
requirements of the Commission’s Rules
of Practice and Procedure (18 CFR
385.214 or 385.211) and the Regulations
under the Natural Gas Act (18 CFR
157.10). All protests filed with the
Commission will be considered by it in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken but will not serve to make the
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
to a proceeding or to participate as a
party in any hearing therein must file a
motion to intervene in accordance with
the Commission’s Rules.

Take further notice that, pursuant to
the authority contained in and subject to
the jurisdiction conferred upon the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
by sections 7 and 15 of the Natural Gas
Act and the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure, a hearing will
be held without further notice before the
Commission or its designee on this
application if no motion to intervene is
filed within the time required herein, if
the Commission on its own review of
the matter finds that a grant of the
certificate and permission and approval
for the proposed abandonment are
required by the public convenience and
necessity. If a motion for leave to
intervene is timely filed, or if the
Commission on its own motion believes
that a formal hearing is required, further
notice of such hearing will be duly
given,.

Under the procedure herein provided
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be
unnecessary for Granite State to appear
or be represented at the hearing.

Lois D. Cashell,

S»':'rrf.'ary.

[FR Doc. 93-10908 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILUNG CODE $717-01-M

[Docket No. TQ83-2-53-000]

KN Energy, Inc.; Proposed Changes in
FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993,

_Take notice that K N Energy, Inc. (“K
N") on April 30, 1993 tendered for filing
proposed changes in its FERC Gas Tariff
10 adjust the rates charged to its
Jurisdictional customers pursuant to the
Purchased Gas Adjustment provision
[Secuon 19) of the General Terms and
Conditions of K N's FERC Gas Tariff,
First Revised Volume No. 1-B to reflect
c_}'l.n.nges in the Current Adjustment. The
ling proposes increases (decreases) to

KN's rates per Mcf as set forth in the
table below:

Zone 1 Zone 2

CD, SF and WPS Com-
i $0.0692
0.0007
0.0154
0.0014
0.0853

$0.0692
0.0010
0.0169
0.0020
0.0871

K N states that the filing reflects
revision to its base tariff rates to reflect
projected weighted average gas costs for
the quarter ending August 31, 1993. The
proposed effective date for the rate
changes is June 1, 1993.

K N states that copies of the filing
were served upon K N's jurisdictional
customers and interested public bodies.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
make any protest with reference to this
filing should, on or before May 11, 1993,
file with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426, a petition
to intervene or a protest in accordance
with Rules 211 and 214 of the
Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 385.214).
All protests filed with the Commission
will be considered by it in determining
the appropriate action to be taken, but
will not serve to make the protestants
parties to the proceeding. Any person
wishing to become a party to a
proceeding or to participate as a party
in any hearing therein must file a
petition to intervene in accordance with
the Commission’s Rules. Copies of this
filing are on file with the Commission
and are available for public inspection.
Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10918 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. TQ93-3-15-000]

Mid Louisiana Gas Co.; Proposed
Change of Rates

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that Mid Louisiana Gas
Company (“Mid Louisiana’) on April
29, 1993, tendered for filing a part of
First Revised Volume No. 1 of its FERC
Gas Tariff the Tariff Sheet and proposed
effective date as set forth below:

Ninety-sixth revised sheet Sheet No. 3a
superseding: Ninety-fifth revised Sheet No.
3a, May 1, 1993,

May 1, 1993

Mid Louisiana states that the purpose
of the filing of Ninety-Sixth Revise
Sheet No. 3a is to reflect current gas
costs for the month beginning May 1,
1993, in compliance with the
Commissions Regulations issued in
Order Nos, 483 and 483-A.

Mid Louisiana states that Ninety-
Sixth Revision Sheet No. 3a is to reflect
an increase of $0.7379 in Mid
Louisiana’s current cost of gas,
exclusive of surcharge.

Mid Louisiana states that the tariff
sheet was filed as an out-of-cycle PGA
to reflect the latest estimated gas cost to
Mid Louisiana from its various
suppliers. Mid Louisiana states that the
majority of these suppliers have
contracts with Mid Louisiana which
contain pricing provisions which are
tied to the spot market price of gas.

Mid Louisiana states that copies of
this filing have been mailed to each of
its jurisdictional customers and
interested State Commissions,

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with 18 CFR
385.214 and 385.211 of the
Commission’s Rules and Regulations.
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection in the public reference room.
Lois D, Cashell,

Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10894 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket TQ93-4-15-000]

Mid Louisiana Gas Co.; Proposed
Changes of Rates

May 4, 1993,

Take notice that Mid Louisiana Gas
Company (Mid Louisiana) on April 30,
1993, tendered for filing as part of its
FERC Gas Tariff, First Revised Volume
No. 1, Ninety-Seventh Revised Sheet
No. 3a, with a proposed effective date of
June 1, 1993.

Mid Louisiana states that the purpose
of the filing of Ninety-Seventh Revised
Sheet No. 3a is to reflect a $0.0393 per
Mcf increase in its current cost of gas.

Mid Louisiana states that copies of the
filing were served upon all of Mid
Louisiana's jurisdictional customers and
interested state commissions.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
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DC 20426, in accordance with 18 CFR
385.214 and 385.211 of the
Commission’s Rules end Regulations.
All such motions ar protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate sction to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties ta the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file @ mation to intervens. Copiass
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection in the public reference room.
Lois D. Cashell,

Seeretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10906 Piled 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE €717-01-M

[Dockst Mo. TQA3-10-25-000 TMO3-6-25-
000]

Misslssippl River Transmission Corp.;
Rate Change Filing

May 4, 1993,

Take notice that en April 30, 1993,
Mississippi River Transmission
Corporation (MRT) tendered for filing
First Revised Eighty-Fifth Revised Sheet
No. 4 and First Revised Forty-Fourth
Revised Sheet No. 4.1 to its FERC Gas
Tariff, Second Revised Volume Na. 1 to
be effective May 1, 1893. MRT states
that the purpose of the instant filing is
to reflect an out-of-cycle purchase gas
cost adjustment (PCA).

MRT states that First Revised Eighty-
Fifth Revised Sheet No. 4 and First
Revised Forty-Fourth Revised Shest No.
4.1 reflect an increase of 75.45 cents per
MMBtu in the commodity cost of
purchased gas from PGA rates contained
in the out-of-cycle filing to be effective
April 1, 1893 in Docket No. TQ93-9—
25-000. MRT also states that since the
March 30, 1993 filing date, MRT has
experienced changes in purchase and
t ortation costs for its system
supply that could not have been
reflected in that filing under current
Commission tions.

MRT states that a copy of this filing
has been served on all of MRT's
jurisdictional sales customers and to the
State Commissions of Arkansas, Illinois
and Missouri.

Any persaon desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene ar protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
Naorth Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordanca with
§§385.211 and 385.214 of the
Commissian's Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 385.214).
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests

will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding,
Any person wishing to becoms a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lais D, Cashell,

Secretasy.

[FR Dec. 93-10805 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 0717-01-M

[Docket No. TRQI3-11-25-000]

Mississippi River Transmission Corp.;
Proposed Changes in FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that on April 30, 1993
Mississippi River Transmission
Corporation (MRT) tendered for filing
First Revised Eighty-Sixth Ravised
Sheet No. 4 and First Revised Forty-
Filth Revised Sheet No. 4.1 to its FERC
Gas Tariff, Second Revised Volume No.
1, to be effective June 1, 1993:

MRT states that the instant filing
suspends the commodity
adjustment by 18 CFR
154.305(d) paragraph 17.31 of
MRT's FERC Gas Tariff, Second Revised
Volume No. 1. MRT requests the
necessary waivers of the Commission’s
regulations end MRT's FERC Gas Tariff
so that the sheets filed may become
effective June 1, 1993. MRT states that
this surcharge suspension is fully
consistent with those approved in
recent Commission orders in Texas
Eastern Transmission Carporation, 62
FERC 161,177 (1993) and CNG
Transmission Corporation, 63 FERC
161,049 (1993).

MRT states that a copy of the revised
tariff sheets is being mailed to each of
MRT'’s jurisdictional sales customers
and to the State Commissions of
Arkansas, Missouri, and Illinois.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Sections
385.211 and 385.214 of the
Commission"s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 385.214).
All such motions or protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the procesding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. ies
of this filing are on file with the

Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois . Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Daoc. 93-10896 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. ER93-114-000]
Montana Power Co.; Filing

April 30, 1993.

Take notice that on April 27, 1993,
The Montana Power Company
(Montana) tendered for filing with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
a supplement to its original filing of a
Transmissien Agreement executed by
the United Su;!es of America.b
Department of Energy, acting by and
thrﬁugh the Bonneville Power
Administration and Montana Intertie
Users.

Any persen desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 211
and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211
and 18 CFR 385.214). All such mations
or protests should be filed on or before
May 14, 1993. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in :
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10893 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M :

[Docket No. RP89-137-011]

Northwest Pipeline Corp.; Proposed
Change In FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993,

Take notice that on April 30, 1993,
Northwest Pipeline Corporation
(Northwest) tendered for filing and
acceptance the following tariff sheets:

First Revised Volume No. 2

Second Sub First Amended Fifty-Seventh
Reovised Sheet No. 10

Sub Sixtieth Revised Sheet No. 10

Sub Sixty-First Revised Shest No. 10

Sub Sixty-Second Revised Sheet No. 10

Sub Sixty-Third Revised Sheet No. 10

First Revised Sixty-Fourth Revised Sheet N0
10




¥

Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Notices

27561

Second Sub Sixty-Fourth Revised Sheet No.

10

Sub Sixty-Sixth Revised Sheet No. 10

First Revised Sixty-Seventh Revised Sheet
No. 10

Second Sub Sixty-Seventh Revised Sheet No.

10

First Revised Sixty-Eighth Revised Sheet No.
10

Second Sub Sixty-Eighth Revised Sheet No.

10
Sub Sixty-Ninth Revised Sheet No. 10
Sub Seventieth Revised Sheet No. 10
Sub Seventy-First Revised Sheet No. 10
Sub First Revised Shest No. 10.1
First Revised Second Revised Sheet No. 10.1
Second Sub Second Revised Sheet No. 10.1
Sub Third Revised Sheet No. 10.1
Sub Fourth Revised Sheet No, 10.1

The purpose of this filing is to reverse
the 13.95¢ per MMBtu negative
Supplier Settlement Payment (*‘SSP"’)
surcharge adjustment, that applied to
Northwest’s sales rates between
November 1, 1989 and October 31, 1990.
Upon approval of this filing, Northwest
shall invoice all affected sales customers
an amount that is computed by
multiplying 13.95¢ per MMBtu by each
customer’s purchase volumes during the
aforementioned collection period. Such
billings shall also include interest
calculated from each invoice payment
date, during the under-collection
period, through the invoice mailing date
associated with the 13.95¢ reversal.

This filing has been served upon
Northwest's jurisdictional customers
and state regulatory commissions in
Northwest's market area.

Any person desiring to protest said
filing should file a protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North.Capitol Street, NE,
Washington, DC 20426, in accordance
with Rule 211 of the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure 18 CFR
385.211. All such protests should be
filed on or before May 11, 1993, Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Copies of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D, Cashell,

Srzcrercly.

[FR Doc. 8310899 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. RP93-107-000]

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co.;
Filing in Compliance with §18.9 of
Panhandle’s Tariff

May 3, 1993.
\ Take notice that on April 29, 1993,
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company

(Panhandle) filed in compliance with
the provisions of § 18.9 of the General
Terms and Conditions of Original
Volume No. 1 of its FERC Gas Tariff to
recover from the City of Hazelton,
Kansas (Hazelton) its proportional share
of the total unrecovered amounts
remaining in Panhandle’s Account 191
at the time Section 18 through 18.8 of
Panhandle’s General Terms and
Conditions became inapplicable to
Hazelton. Panhandle requests
immediate authority to direct bill the
amount included in Appendix A of its
filing, without further notice, notice of
the applicability of this tariff provision
having already been provided.

Panhandle states that it has
previously filed for and received
authority to abandon sales service to
Hazelton and thus, the provisions of
Section 18.9 of its tariff are applicable
to Hazelton. Panhandle has included in
its filing workpapers setting forth the
calculation of Hazelton's direct bill
responsibility to Panhandle. Panhandle
states that its filing is without prejudice
to its rights to the full recovery of the
costs encompassed by Section 18.9 of
the General Terms and Conditions in
the event of changes in Commission
orders.

Panhandle states that a copy of the
filing was mailed to Hazelton and the
affected state commission.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a petition
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, Union
Center Plaza Building, 825 North
Capitol Street, NE., Washington, DC
20426, in accordance with Rules 211
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211
and 385.214). All such petitions or
protests should be filed on or before
May 10, 1993. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a petition to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public

inspection in the Public Reference

Room.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10911 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE §717-01-M

[Docket No. TM93~1-8-000]

South Georgia Natural Gas Co.;
Proposed Changes In FERC Gas Tarlif

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that on April 30, 1993,
South Georgia Natural Gas Compan
(South Georgia) tendered for filing the
following revised sheet to its FERC Gas
Tariff, First Revised Volume No. 1:

Tenth Revised Sheet No. 4C

South Georgia states that the proposed
tariff sheet is being filed with a
proposed effective date of June 1, 1993.
The aforesaid tariff sheet reflects
changes in South Georgia’s fixed take-
or-pay surcharge to reflect the prevailing
interest rates approved by the
Commission. The referenced tariff sheet
reflects revised monthly take-or-pay
charges which apply to customers
electing to amortize their obligation over
monthly payments.

South Georgia states that copies of the
filing were served upon South Georgia's
jurisdictional purchasers and interested
state commissions.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a petition
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 214
and 211 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (§§ 385.214,
385.211). All such motions or protests
should be filed on or before May 11,
1993. Protests will be considered by the
Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken but will
not make protestants parties to the
proceeding. Any person wishing to
become a party must file a petition to
intervene. Copies of this filing are on
file with the Commission and are
available for public inspection.

Lois D, Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10907 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. TQ93-3-7-000]

Southern Natural Gas Co.; Proposed
Changes in FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that on April 30, 1993,
Southern Natural Gas Company
(Southern) tendered for filing the
following revised sheets to its FERC Gas
Tariff, Sixth Revised Volume No. 1:

One Hundred Twenty-Eighth Revised Sheet
No. 4A

Forty-First Revised Sheet No, 4B

Forty-Seventh Revised Sheet No. 4]
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Southern states that the propesed
tariff sheets and supporting information
are being filed with e proposed effective
date of June 1, 1993, pursuant to the
Purchased Gas Adjustment clauss of its
FERC Gas Tariff. This filing represents
an out-of-cycle PGA adjustment, which
Southern has submitted to reflect the
unanticipated increases in its purchased
gas costs as a result of the recent risa in
gas prices. Southern has stated that the
projections made in its most recent
annual PGA filing of February 1, 1993
in Docket No. TA93-1-7-000, which
the Commission accepted effective April
1, 1993, are below current prices.

Southern has requested such waivers
of the Commission’s Regulations as are
necessary to allow such out-of-cycle
PGA adjustment to become effective
June 1, 1843,

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a patition
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 214
and 211 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure 18 CFR 385.214
and 385.211. All such petitions and
protests should be on or hefore
May 11, 1993. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the preceedings.
Any person wishing to become a pasty
must file a petition ta intervene. Capies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 83-10914 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6717-01-4

[Docket No. RP93-112-000]

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp.;
Proposed Changes in FERC Gas Tariff

May 4, 1993.

Take notice that Texas Eastern
Transmission Corporation (Texas
Eastern) on April 30, 1993 tendered for
filing as part of its FERC Gas Tariff,
Sixth Revised Volume No. 1, six copies
of the following tariff sheets:

Original Sheet No. 156

Original Sheet No, 157
Original Sheet No. 158

The proposed effective date of these
tariff sheets is June 1, 1993.

Texas Eastern states that the above
tariff sheets are filed pursuant to
§15.2(B) of the General Terms and
Conditions of Texas Eastern's FERC Gas
Tariff, Sixth Revised Velume No. 1, and

as a limited application pursuant ta
section 4 of the Natural Gas Act, 15
U.S.C. section 717c (1988}, Order Nos.
636, et seq. issued in Docket No. RM31—
11, the orders accepting Texas Eastern's
Order No. 636 compliance filing, subject
to conditions, issued January 13, 1993,
and April 22, 1993, in Texas Eastern
Transmission Corp., Docket Nos. RS92—
11-000, RS92-11-003, RS92-11-004,
RP88-67-000, et al. (Phase 1/Rates), and
the Rules and Regulations of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission
(“Commission”).

In the April 22 Order, the
Commission accepted Texas Eastern’s
Sixth Revised Volume No. 1, subject to
conditions, and permitted Texas Eastern
to implement its restructured services in
compliance with Order No. 6386 effective
June 1, 1993. Texas Eastern states that
the filing constitutes its initial filing ta
recover its Account 192 Costs,
attributable to gas purchases made prior
to June 1, 1993, that were ineurred as a
consequence of Texas Eastern providing
a bundled merchant function.

Texas Eastern states that copies of its
filing have been served on all
Authorized Purchasers of Natural Gas
from Texas Eastern and applicable state
regulatory agencies.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Regulatory Commission, 825 North
Capitol Street, NE., Washington, DC
20426, in accordance with §§385.214
and 385.211 of the Commission’s Rules
and Regulations. All such mations or
protests should be filed on or before
May 11, 1993. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action ta be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on a file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection in the Public Reference
Room.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10917 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket Nos. RP89--160-015, RP92-165—
014, and RP89-114-001]

Trunkline Gas Co.; Compliance Tariff
Filing

May 4, 1993,

Take notice that on April 30, 1993,
Trunkline Gas Company (Trunkline)
tendered for filing revised pro forma
tariff sheets applicable to its sales and

transportation services contained in
Appendix A to its filing, in conformity
with Ordering Paragraph (C] of the
Commission’s March 2, 1993 Order
Affirming in Part and Modifying in Part
Initial Decision, 62 FERC 61,198
(1993). Trunkline states that the pro
forma tariff sheets are to become
effective upon their approval by the
Commission, after the issuance of a
“final order" in Docket Nos. RP89-160-
000, et al.

Trunkline further states that in
addition to the pro forma tariff sheets
contained in Appendix A, its
com ?liance filing alsa includes revised
tariff sheets in the appendices described
below:

Appendix B consists of revised tariff
sheets to be effective November 1, 1992,
December 1, 1992 and January T, 1993,
which reflect the approvad settlement
rates set forth in the Docket No. RPg2-
165-000 Settlement; and,

Appendix C consists of revised tariff
sheets to be effective November 1, 1989,
December 1, 1989, January 1, 1990,
March 1, 1990, June 1, 1990, September
1, 1990, October 1, 1990, November 1,
1990, December 1, 1990, January 1,
1991, March 1, 1991, June 1, 1991,
September 1, 1991, October 1, 1991, and
November 1, 1991, which reflect the
approved settlement rates set forth in
the Docket No, RP§9-160~000
Settlement, adjusted to reflect PGA, GRI
and ACA filings, as permitted by
Section 3 of Article IIl of that
Settlement.

Trunkline also states that these
Appendices B and C tariff sheets are
submitted for historical purpeses—since
all have since been superseded—to
assist in the calculation of refunds to be
provided in accordance with the
Settlement Agreements filed in each of

‘Docket No. RP89-160-000, et al. and

Dacket No. RP22-165-000.

Trunkline states that it has served a
copy of the filing on its jurisdictional
customers, interested state commissions
and parties to the proceeding in the
above-referenced docket numbers.

Any person desiring to protest said
filing should file a protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Street, NE.,
Washington, DC 20426, in accordance
with Rule 211 of the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure 18 CFR
385.211, All such protests should be
filed on ar before May 11, 1993. Protests
will be considered by the Commission
in determining the appropriate action to
be taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Copies of this filing are on file with the
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Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10905 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BLUNG CODE 6717-01-M

Cffice of Fossll Energy

[FE Docket No. 93-36-NG]

Pawtucket Power Assoclates Limited
Partnership; Order Granting Blanket

Authorization To Import Natural Gas
From Canada

AGency: Office of Fossil Energy, DOE.
ACTION: Notice of order.

substitutes TransCanada for Great Lakes
and vacates Order No. 425.

The order is evaileble for inspection
end copying in the Office of Fuels of
Fuels Programs Docket Room,.3F-0586,
Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence
Avenue, SW,, Washington, DC 20585,
(202) 586-9478. The docket room is
open between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.

Issued in Washington, DC, April 30, 1993.
Clifford P. Tomaszewski,

Director, Office of Natural Gas, Office of Fuels
Programs, Office of Fossil Energy.

[FR Doc. 93-11002 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE $450-01-4

summARY: The Office of Fossil Energy of
the Department of Energy gives notice
that it ﬁas issued an order on May 3,
1993, granting Pawtucket Power
Associates Limited Partnership
authorization to import up to 10.584 Bcf
of natural gas from Canada over a two-
ﬁear term, beginning on the date of first
elivery.

This order is available for inspection
and copying in the Office of Fuels
Programs decket room, 3F-056, Forrestal
Building, 100 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, D.C. 20585, (202)
586-9478. The docket room is open
between the hours of 8 a.m. and 4:30
p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

Issued in Washington, DC, May 4, 1993.
Clifford B. Tomaszewski,
Director, Office of Natural Gas, Office of Fuels
Programs, Office of Fossil Energy.
[FR Doc. 93-11003 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILUNG CODE 8450-01-3

[FE Docket No. 83-34-NG]

TransCanada Plpeilnes Limited and
Great Lakes Gas Transmission Limited
Parinership; Order Granting
Authorization to Import and Export
Natural Gas From and to Canada

AGENCY: Office of Fossil Energy, DOE.
ACTION: Notice of arder.

SUMMARY: The Office of Fossil Energy of
the Department of Energy gives notice

that it has issued an order granting

‘ransCanada Pipelines Limited
suthorization to import and export
1,405,000 Mef per day of natural gas
over a period beginning the date of this
order and extending through November
1, 2005, Since the import and export
volumes were previously authorized to
Creat Lakes Gas Transmission Limited
Part‘n(}srship (Great Lakes) in DOE/FE
Decision and Order No. 425, this order

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[_FRL 4654-1]
Clean Air Act; Acid Rain Provisions;

1993 EPA SO, Allowance Auctions
Results

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Notice,

SUMMARY: Pursuant to title IV of the
Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 73, the
EPA is responsible for implementing a
program to reduce emissions of sulfur
dioxide (SO2), a precursor of acid rain.
The centerpiece of the SO; control
program is the allocation of transferable
allowances, or authorizations to emit
SO;, which are distributed in limited
quantities to existing utility units and
which eventually must be held by
virtually all utility units to cover their
SO, emissions. These allowances may
be transferred among polluting sources
and others, so that market forces may
govern their ultimate use and
distribution, resulting in the most cost-
effective sharing of the emissions
control burden.

EPA is directed under Section 416 of
the Act to conduct annual sales and
auctions of a small portion of
allowances (2.8%) withheld from the
total allowances allocated to utilities
each year. Sales and auctions are
expected to stimulate and support the
allowance market and to provide a
public source of allowances,
particularly to new units for which no
allowances ere allocated. In the Fall of
1992, EPA delegated the administration
of the EPA allowance auctions and sales
to the Chicago Board of Trade (CBOT).
Today, the Acid Rain Division is giving
notice of the results of the first annual
SO, allowance auctions that were
conducted by CBOT on March 29, 1993.

For rules governing the conduct of the
auctions and sales see 40 CFR part 73,

subpart E.
I. Offers

A. Total Allowances for Sale

In the spot auction (year 1995
allowances sold), a total of 145,010
allowances were offered for sale: 50,000
that were withheld from the utilities
and an additional 95,010 that were
voluntarily contributed from utilities. In
the advance auction (year 2000
allowances sold), a total of 130,500
allowances wers offered for sale:
100,000 that were withheld from the
utilities and an additional 30,500 that
were contributed. The minimum prices
that utilities would accept for
allowances are listed in Table 1.

TABLE 1.—OFFER DATA FOR THE
1993 AUCTIONS

Spot auction

Minimum

price

$10.00
210.00
210.00
225.00
230.00
235.00
240.00
245.00
250.00
255.00
361.00
375.00
400.00
600.00
1,900.00
1,900.00

offe

Il. Bids

A. Spot Auction Results

CBOT received 106 bids requesting
321,354 year 1995 allowances. 36 bids
were successful and 50,010 allowances
were sold (see Table 2). Of the 50,010
that were sold 10 allowances were
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contributed from a utility that offered 10
allowances at a8 minimum price of $10
per allowancs. These 10 allowances
were sold to American Electric Power
Service for $131 per allowance after the
EPA withheld allowances sold out. Spot
auction proceeds totaled $7,831,684.

TABLE 2.—SPOT AUCTION BID AND PURCHASE DATA
[1995 Allowances]

Cumulative
FirmVindividual bidding total bid of
quantities

Ecotech Intemational
P. Eric Ralston
National Healthy Air License Exchn. ......
Energy Planning Tools, Inc.
World Charitable Trust
Babcock & Wilcox
Victor Niemeyer
Energy Planning Tools, Inc. .
Kentucky Utilities Company .
Hoosier Energy REC, Inc. ........

Fieldston Co. ....... <

William Brady, Il

Van Hom Consulting

Kentucky Utilities Company .

llinois Power

FIBIASION CO5 . s ckismvesagmrsrvvivssaivronse

Savannah Electric and Power Co. ..

Carolina Power & Light Company ...

Cantor Fitzgerald .
Carolina Power & Light Company ...........c.eue.e..
Energy Planning Tools, Inc.
Carolina Power & Light Company
Gulf Power Company

Carolina Power & Light Company ...
Jamison Investment Co., Inc. ..........
American Electric Power Service .
Kentucky Utilities Company

PSI Energy, Inc.
Savannah Electric and Power Co.

Hoosier Energy REC, INC. ....c.cccoivuirvniecniensens
Fieldston Co.
Carolina Power & Light Company
Jemison Investment Co., Inc. ....
Mississippi Power Company
Carolina Power & Light Company
Amaerican Electric Power Service .
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TABLE 2.—SPOT AUCTION BID AND PURCHASE DATA—Continued
[1995 Altowarices)

Cumulative
Quantity bid FimV/individual bidding m of
es

851 | .. - 159,832
158,852
160,352
160,357
162,857
165,357
167,857
170,357
172,857
175,357
176,357
176,491
176,594
176,598
177,908
178,008
180,683
183,348
186,013
188,678
191,343
194,008
184,088
194,221
219,221
230,971
235,971
239,971
241,971
241,972
242,072
242,122
242,132
242232
244 504
245,504
246,504
247,504
297,504
297,804
297,804
298,104
303,104
310,104
320,104
320,354
321,354

"Awarded a partial fill of 488 out of 3,800; 478 EPA reserve allowances and 10 offered allowances.

B. Advance Auction Results were successful and 100,000 allowances

CBOT received 65 bids requesting were sold (see Table 3). Advance
283,406 year 2000 allowances. 30 bids auction proceeds totaled $13,618,630.

TABLE 3.—ADVANCE AUCTION BID AND PURCHASE DATA
[2000 Allowances]

Bid/allowance Quantity bid Firmvindividual bidding

C/O Resources For The Future
Fioldston CO. ........ierveiemvinsnmsanee
Charles Kolstad

Emissions Exchange Company
United Engineers & Constructors
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TABLE 3.—ADVANCE AUCTION BID AND PUﬁCHASE DATA—Continued
[2000 Allowances]

Cumulative
Quantity bid Fimvindividual bidding total of bid
quantities

Natural Resources Defense Council 5 105
Fieldston Co. ..... : 106
William Herrington 5 130
Carolina Power & Light Company 1,339
William on ... e 1,369
Carolina Power & Light Company 3,923
William Herrington % 3 : 3,960
Carolina Power & Light Company ; 9,232
William Herrington 9,277
Carolina Power & Light Company .... : Y 17,447
Paul Wedel o o 17,747
17,801
42,801
e 42 865
Carolina Power & Light Company = 48,695
Gulf Power Company ! 49 404
William Herrington 49,479
William Herrington 49,566
Carolina Power & Light Company .... 52,701
William Herrington 52,801
Tha Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co. 54,035
William Herrington 54,149
Victor Niemeyer : 54,150
Carolina Power & Light Company 55,846
111,262

111,303
111,803
114,303
116,585
116,643
116,648
126,648
131,648
136,648
136,776
143,776
143,876
145,876
145,878
145,888
153,888
154,005
4 179,005
5,000 | ... 184,005
138 | ... 184,143

50 | .. 184,193

o I 1P 184,194
22700 x 186,466
100 | ... 186,566
1,000 | ... 187,566
830 | ... 188,396
75,000 | ... 263,39
1,000 | ... 264,396
500 | ... 264,896
5,000 | ... 269,896
1,010 | ... 270,906
7,000 | ... 277,906
250 | ... 278,156
250 | ... 278,406
5,000 283,406

* Awarded a partial fill of 44,154 out of 55,416.

C. Who Bid in the Auctions

The affiliations of bidders and
purchasers are summarized below.
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Bidders (In percentages)

Purchasers (In percent-

Spot

ages)

Advance Spot Advance

Utilities

Brokerage Firms

Public Interest Groups

Private Investors

Other

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Linda Reidt Critchfield, EPA/OAP/Acid

Rain Division (6204]), 401 M St., SW.

Washington, DC 20460, (202) 233-9087.
Dated: April 29, 1993.

Brian J. McLean,

Director, Acid Rain Division.

[FR Doc. 93-10987 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]

BILLNG CODE 8560-50-P

[FRL-4653-6]

Pre-Solicitation Alert for
Environmental Education Grants;
Important Pre-Application Scheduling
Information

To accommodate the schedule of
many environmental educators, EPA
plans to solicit and award
environmental education grants earlier
in 1994 that in previous years. In Mid-
July, EPA intends to publish in the
Federal Register a solicitation for the
third year of this annual program. Grant
pre-applications must be submitted by
mid-October 1993. Subject to the
availability of funds, the target date for
the award of Environmental education
grants is April 1, 1994. Although
deadlines and priorities will differ from
those of the 1993 program, general
information about the program will be
similar and can be found in last year’s
solicitation notice published in the
Federal Register on October 16, 1992.

How can I receive information on the
Fiscal Year 1994 Environmental
Education Grants Program?

After the Fiscal Year 1993 Solicitation
was published, EPA started a new
max_ling list for the Fiscal Year 1994
Sohc'itation. If you did not submit a pre-
application or have not mailed in your
address this year and you wish to
receive information on the 1994
Environmental Education Grants
Program, you must mail your request
along with your name, organization,
address, and phone number to:
Environmental Education Grants—1994
(A~107), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M. Street, SW.,

Washington, DC 20460.

Information about the 1994 grants

Program will not be available until after

the solicitation has been published in
mid-July. Contact: George Walker at
202-260-3335; or Michael Baker at 202—
260—4958.

Bradley F. Smith,

Director, Office of Environmental Education.
[FR Doc. 93-10986 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M .

[FRL-4653-4]

Sclence Advisory Board,
Environmental Engineering
Committee; Global Climate Change
Engineering Research Subcommittee
Open Meeting

May 26-27, 1993.

Pursuant to the Federal Advisory
Committee Act, Public Law 92-463,
notice is hereby given that the Science
Advisory Board's (SAB’s) Global
Climate Change Engineering Research
Subcommittee (GCCERS) of the
Environmental Engineering Committee
(EEC), will meet on Wednesday, May
26, and Thursday, May 27, 1993. The
meeting will be at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), Air and Energy Engineering
Research Laboratory (AEERL) at
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711. The meeting will begin at 8 am
on Wednesday, May 26th and 8:30 am
on Thursday, May 27th and will adjourn
no later than 4 pm on May 27th.

At this meeting, the GCCERS will
receive briefings from Agency staff, and
comment on the draft report on the
Agency’s Global Climate Change
Engineering Research Program, which
was prepared by the Agency's Office of
Research and Development (ORD) staff.
Copies of this draft report on the
Agency'’s Global Climate Change
Engineering Research Program may be
obtained by contacting Ms. Lynn
Pendergraft, Secretary to the Global
Warming Control Branch of the Global
Emissions Control Division (Mail Drop
63) at the U.S. EPA's Air and Energy
Engineering Research Laboratory
(AEERL), Research Triangle Park, North

. Carolina 27711 at (919) 541-2578.

The proposed charge to the SAB's
GCCERS from the Agency’s ORD is to
address the overall global climate

change engineering research program, to
evaluate research-in-progress, and to
examine strategic directions issues for
the research p m. The following
areas will be addressed in the review:
(1) Greenhouse gas emissions
characterization and data base
management, and (2) methane
mitigation research (includes waste
methane energy recovery using fuel
cells, as well as coal mine methane
mitigation), and (3) biomass utilization
research for fossil fuel displacement.
The AEERL staff will also present its
strategy for a more comprehensive
future program, assuming that
significantly greater resources will
become available for engineering
research. The following questions are
being asked of the SAB/GCCERS: (1) Is
the EPA/ORD/AEERL approach to
global climate change engineering
research, with its focus on the above
topical areas, a rational and
scientifically sound approach? (2) Is the
EPA/ORD/AEERL approach to global
climate change engineering research
sufficiently rigorous and appropriately
practical? (3) Are the current AEERL
projects reasonable and scientifically
sound? (4) Is the AEERL proposed
expanded program and strategic
direction reasonable and scientifically
sound? (5) If successful, will the AEERL
program make a significant contribution
to global climate change research? and
(6) Is there any aspect of AEERL’s
proposed strategic directions for the
global climate change engineering
research program that should be
‘reevaluated?

The meeting is open to the public and
seating will be on a first come basis.
Any member of the public wishing
further information, such as a proposed
agenda on the meeting should contact
Dr. K. Jack Kooyoomjian, Designated
Federal Official, or Mrs. Dorothy M.
Clark, Secretary to the Global Climate
Change Engineering Research
Subcommittee, Science Advisory Board
(A101F), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Washington, DC 20460, at (202)
260-6552 or FAX (202) 260-7118.
Written comments received by May 12,
1993 will be mailed to the SAB/
GCCERS; comments received after that
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date will be provided to the GCCERS at  determinations will be made based on Boise, ID 83706, Attn: Ms. Jolene

the meeting, Written comments of any the statutory authorities and Carroll, (208) 334-5860; U.S. EPA
length (at least 35 copies) may be requirements. In addition, States/Tribes Region 10 Library, 1200 Sixth Avenue,

provided to the Subcommittee up until  may use the draft STIR as an aid in Seattle, WA, (206) 553—1289. Written

the meeting. interpreting these requirements. The comments should be seat ta Paula

Members of the public who wish to Agency believes that early approvals vanHaagen, U.S. EPA, HW-107, 1200

make a brief oral Erasemanon should have an important benefit. Approved Sixth Avenue, Seattle, WA 98101.

contact Dr. K. Jack Kooyoomjian no later  State/Tribe permit programs provide for FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

than May 19, 1992 in order to have time interaction between the State/Tribe and  Paula vanHaagen, U.S, EPA, HW-107,

reserved on the agenda. The Science the owner/operator regarding site- 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, WA 98101,

Advisory Board expects that public specific permit conditions. Only those  telephone (206) 553—-1847.

statements presented at its meetings will owners/operators located in State/Tribes

not be repetitive of previously with approved permit programs can use SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

submitted oral or written statements. In  the site-specific flexibility provided by  A. Background

gena.ral, each individual or g:o.ur part 2.58 to the extent the State/’l:ri_bt_al On October 9, 1991, EPA promulgated
making an oral presentation will be permit program allows such flexibility. : e

limited to a tota) time of § tnu EPA e | £ th revised Criteria for MSWLFs (40 CFR
imitedito.n fa =00 B9 TUNe. noles that regardless of the part 258). Subtitle D of RCRA, as

Dated: April 26, 1993, approval status of a State/Tribe and the ¢ o4 4 by the Hazardous and Solid
A. Robert Flask, fo s Oy f;cr:};{ét:ﬁ federal  \yaste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA),
Acting Staff Director, Science Advisory Board ; : requires States to develop permitting
(A101F), permitted and unpermitted MSWLF programs to ensure that MSWLFs

N S facilities. 1 . Fed 1 iteria under
IER. Do, 9310060 Filed §~7-4; Riégani) Idaho applied for a determination of Complyite tbe SEATELS SHSFE L do
BILLING CODE 8560-50-P d 3 g f RCRA part 258. Subtitle D also requires in
acequacy uncer section 4005 of RCRA. 5501700 4005 that EPA. determine the

EPA reviewed Idaho’s MSWLF o 3 .
i : adequacy of State municipal solid waste
[FRL-4653-3] application and made a tentative landfill permit programs to ensure that

determination that all portions of syer ? ;
Kiaho: adequacy Determination of  Idaho's MSWLF parmit program are  pjor (e by o  (h

gtate Municipal Solid Waste Permit adequate to assure compliance with the roqirament the Aganiy ik draftod
o revised MSWLF Criteria. Idaho’s and is in the process of proposing a

AGENCY: Environmental Protection applica.tion. for.progr.am adequacy . State/Tribal Implementation Rule
Agency. determination is available for public (STIR). The rule will specify the

: i d comment. : : h
ACTION: Notice of tentative Qebigrida - requirements which State/Tribal A
Although RCRA does not require EPA programs must satisfy to be determined

for full program adequacy Bt adequate. _
determination, public hearing and g??m&%%?}o approve any State/ A intends to approve State/Tribal

, the Region has : :
bli od. - ROBFIER: K0 : MSWLF permit programs prior to the
public.cotiment pert tentatively schec}:xlod a public hearing promulgation of STIR. EPA interprets

SUMMARY: Section 4005(c)(1)(B) of the on this determination. If a .sufﬁcxegt the requirements for States or Tribes (o
Resource Conservation and Recovery number of people express interest in develop "“adequate” programs for

Act (RCRA), as amended by the participating in a hearing by writing the permits or other forms of prior approval
Hazardous and Solid Weste Region or calling the contact given to impose several minimum
Amendments (HSWA) of 1984, requires  below within 30 days of the date of requirements. First, each State/Tribe
States to develop and implement permit pgbhcatlon of this notice, the Region must have enforceable standards for
programs to ensure that municipal solid Wil bold a hearing on the date given new and existing MSWLFs that are
waste landfills (MSWLFs) which may ~ below in the DATES section. The Region technically comparable to EPA’s revised
receive hazardous household wasteor ~ Will notify all persons who submit MSWLF criteria. Next, the State/Tribe
smell quantity generator waste will comments on this notice if it decides to ||\ <+ bave the authority to issue a
comply with the revised Federal hold th.a hearing. In addition, anyone permit or other notice of prior approval
MSWLF Criteria (40 CFR part 258). who wishes ta leam whether the to all new and existing MSWLFs in its
RCRA section 4005(c)(1)(C) requires the hearing will be held may call the person jurisdiction. Thae State/Tribe also must
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) listed in the CONTACTS section below. provide for public participation in

to determine whether States have DATES: All comments on Idaho’s permit issuance and enforcement as
adequate "permit” programs for application for a determination of required in section 7004(b) of RCRA.
MSWLFs, but does not mandate adequacy must be received by U.S. EPA  Finally, EPA believes that the State/
issuance of a rule for such Region 10 by the close of business on Tribe must show that it has sufficient
determinations, EPA has drafted and is  June 30, 1993. If a public hearing is compliance monitoring and

in the process of proposing a State/ held, it will be scheduled for june 30, enforcement authorities to take specific
Tribal Implementation Rule (STIR) that  1993. Idaho will participate in the action against any owner or operator
will provide procedures by which EPA  public hearing held by EPA on this that fails to comply with an approved
will approve, or partially approve, subject. : MSWLF program.

State/Tribal landfill permit programs. ADDRESSES: Copies of Idaho's EPA Regions will determine whether
The Agency intends to approve application for adequacy determination  a State/Tribe has submitted an
adequate State/Tribal MSWLF permit are available during 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 *Adequate’” program based on the
programs as applications are submitted.  p.m. during normal working days at the  interpretation outlined abave. EPA ‘
Thus, these approvals are not dependent following addresses for inspection and  plans to provide more specific criteria
on final promulgation of the STIR. Prior  copying: Idaho Division of for this evaluation when it proposes the
to promulgation of STIR, adequacy Environmental Quality, 1420 N. Hilton,  State/Tribal Implementation Rule. EPA

determination on application of Idaho to hold a public hearing on a
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expects States/Tribes to meet all of these
requirements for all elements of a
MSWLF program before it gives full
approval to 8 MSWLF program.

B.Idaho

On April 5, 1993, Idaho submitted an
application for adequacy determination.
EPA reviewed Idaho's application and
tentatively determined that all portions
of the State/Tribe's Subtitle D program
will ensure compliance with the revised
Federal Criteria. Idaho’s program is not
enforceable on Indian lands.

The public may submit written
comments on EPA's tentative
determination until June 30, 1993.
Copies of Idaho's application are
available for inspection and copying at
the location indicated in the ADDRESSES
section of this notice. If there is
sufficient public interest, the Agency
will hold a public hearing on its
tentative decision on June 30, 1993,
from 10:30 a.m. to 1 p.m. at the Idaho
Division of Environmental Quality in
Boise, Idaho.

EPA will consider all public
comments on its tentative determination
received during the public comment
period and during any public hearing
held. Issues raised by those comments
may be the basis for a determination of
inadequacy for Idaho's program. EPA
will meke a final decision on whether
or not to approve Idaho’s program by
August 30, 1993, and will give notice of
it in the Federal Register. The notice
will include a summary of the reasons
for the final determination and,a
response to all major comments.

Section 4005(a) of RCRA provides that
citizens may use the citizen suit
provisions of section 7002 of RCRA to
enforce the Federal MSWLF criteria in
40 CFR part 258 independent of any
State/Tribal enforcement program. As
EPA explained in the preamble to the
final MSWLF criteria, EPA expects that
any owner or operator complying with
provisions in a State/Tribal program
approved by EPA should be considered
to be in compliance with the Federal
Criteria. See 56 FR 50978, 50995
(October 9, 1991).

Compliance With Executive Order
12291

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this notice from the

requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12291,

Certification Under the Regulatory
Flexibility Act

_ Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C.
605(b), I hereby certify that this
approval will not have a significant
économic impact on a substantial

number of small entities. It does not
impose any new burdens on small
entities. This notice, therefore, does not
require a regulatory flexibility analysis.
Authority: This notice is issued under the

authority of section 4005 of the Solid Waste
Disposal Act as amended; 42 U.S.C. 6946.

Dana A. Rasmussen,

Regional Administrator.

[FR Doc. 93-10988 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8560-50-P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

Public Information Collection
Requirements Submitted to Office of
Management and Budget for Review

April 30, 1993,

The Federal Communications
Commission has submitted the
following information collection
requirements to OMB for review and
clearance under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 3507).

Copies of these submissions may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy
contractor, International Transcription
Service, Inc., 2100 M Street, suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037, (202) 857-3800.
For further information on these
submissions contact Judy Boley, Federal
Communications Commission, (202)
632-0276. Persons wishing to comment
on these information collections should
contact Jonas Neihardt, Office of
Management and Budget, room 3235
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503, (202)
395-4814.

OMB Number: 3060-0243.

Title: Section 74.551, Equipment
changes.

Action: Extension of a currently

“approved collection.

Respondents: Businesses or other for-
profit (including small businesses).

Frequency of Response: On occasion
reporting.

Estimated Annual Burden: 50
responses; 1 hour average burden per
response; 50 hours total annual
burden.

Needs and Uses: Section 74.551(b)
requires licensees of aural broadcast
studio transmitter links (STL) or
intercity relay stations to notify the
Commission in writing of minor
equipment changes that can be made
without prior Commission
authaorization upon completion of
such changes. The data is used by
FCC staff to assure that the changes
made comply with the rules and
regulations.

OMB Number: 3060-0245.

Title: Section 74.537, Temporary
authorizations.

Action: Extension of a currently
approved collection.

Respondents: Businesses or other for-
profit (including small businesses).

Frequency of Response: On occasion
reporting.

Estimated Annual Burden: 200
responses; 2 hours average burden per
response; 400 hours total annual
burden.

Needs and Uses: Section 74.537 requires
licensees of aural broadcast studio
transmitter link (STL) or intercity
relay station to file an informal
request for special temporary
authorization for operations of a
temporary nature. The data is used by
FCC staff to insure that the temporary
operation of an STL or intercity relay
station will not cause interference to
existing stations.

Federal Communications Commission.

Donna R. Searcy,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10874 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

[DA 93-508]

Deadline to File Pioneer's Preference
Requests For Satellite Digital Audio
Radio Service GEN Docket No. 90-357
(Ref: RM-7400)

May 3, 1993.

The Chief Engineer announced that
June 2, 1993 will be the final day for
filing pioneer’s preference requests with
regard to a petition to allocate the 2310-
2360 MHz band for delivery of digital
audio radio by means of satellites. Any
party filing a pioneer’s preference
request must reference GEN Docket No.
90-357 and RM-7400 on the cover page
of its request, Parties should note that
this Public Notice does not apply to
delivery of digital audio radio by
terrestrial means.

This action is taken pursuant to the
Commission’s rules, which state that by
public notice a date will be announced
after which pioneer’s preference
requests relating to a specific new
spectrum-based service or technology
will be accepted. 47 CFR 1.402(c)
(1992). The rules also state that a
tentative preference will not be awarded
an applicant that has not submitted a
demonstration of technical feasibility or
commenced an experiment and reported
at least preliminary results. 47 CFR
5.207 (1992). Therefore, June 2, 1993
also will be the final day for a pioneer's
preference applicant to submit the
demonstration of technical feasibility or
experimental results required to be
filed.
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For further information, contact
Damon C. Ladson, Office of Engineering
and Technology, (202) 653-8108.
Federal Communications Commission.
Donna R. Searcy,

Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93—-10875 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILUNG CODE 6712-0%-M

Travel Relmbursement Program;
January 1, 1993—March 31, 1993

Summary Report
Total Number of Sponsoring
Events
Total Number of Sponsoring
Organizations ...
Total Number of Differont
Commissioners/Employess
Attending
Total Amount of Reimburse-
ment Expected:
Transportation
Subsistence
Other Expenses ...

Sponsoring Organization: Association of
American Railroads, Operations &
Maintenance Dept., Communications
and Signal Division, 50 F Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20001

Date of the Event: January 27-31, 1993

Description of the Event: Meeting of the
Communications Liaison
Subcommittes, Salt Lake City, Utah

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Attending: Ralph A.
Haller, Chief, Private Radio Bureau

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation
Subsistence

Sponsoring Organization: LXE Inc., 303
Research Drive, P.O. Box 926000,
Norcross, Georgia 30092.

Date of the Event: February 24-25, 1993

Description of the Event: Automatic
Identification Manufacturers (AIM)
Meeting, Dallas, Texas

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Attending: David R.
Siddall, Chief, Frequency Allocation
Branch, Office of Engineering &
Technology

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistence

Sponsoring Organization: American
Mobile Telecommunications Assoc.,

1835 K Street, NW., Suite 203,
Washington, DC 20006
Date of the Event: January 25-26, 1993
Description of the Event: AMTEX 93,
New Orleans, Louisiana
Commissioners Attending: None
Other Employees Attending: Ralph
Haller, Chief, Private Radio Bureau
Amount of Reimbursement:
Transportation ... S §Presesassn
Subsistence
Other Expenses ...

T OARE s coriorsatrbincir s b s

$315.00
161.50
39.00

515.50

Sponsoring Organization: Wertheim
Schroder & Company, Equitable
Center, 787 Seventh Avenue, New
York, New York 10019.

Date of the Event: March 23, 1993
Description of the Event: The Business
of Entertainment: The Big Picture,

New York, New York

Commissioners Attending: James H.
Quello

Other Employees Attending: None

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistence

Other Expenses

$133.00

Sponsoring Organization: Cardiff
Publishing Company, 214
Massachuetts Avenue NE., Suite 360,
Washington, DC 20002,

‘Date of the Event: March 23-25, 1993

Description of the Event: International
Mobile Communications Expo,
Anaheim, California

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Attending: Beverly
Baker, Deputy Chief, Private Radio
Bureau

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistence

Other Expenses

Sponsoring Organization:
Communications Fraud Control
Association, 1990 M Street, NW.,
Suite 508, Washington, DC 20036.

Date of the Event: March 24, 26, 1993

Description of the Event: Conference on
PBX and Voice Mail Fraud, San
Francisco, California

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Attending: Gerald
Vaughan, Deputy Chief, Common
Carrier Bureau

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistence

Other Expenses

Sponsoring Organization: COMPTEL,
1140 Connecticut Avenue, NW., Suite
220, Washington, DC 20036.

Date of the Event: March 2, 1993
Description of the Event: 1993 Annual
Convention & Exposition, Boston,

Massachusetts

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Attending: Brian F.
Fontes, Chief of Staff, for the
Chairman

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transporta

Subsistence

Other Expenses

Sponsoring Organization: Keller &
Heckman, Law Offices, Suita 500,
Washington, DC 20001.

Date of the Event: March 21-24, 1993

Description of the Event: ENTELEC '93,
New Orleans, Louisiana

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Attending: Thomas P.
Stanley, Chief Engineer, Office of
Engineering & Technology

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation ........cee e

Subsistence

Other Expenses

$418.00
52.55

Sponsoring Organization: George
Washington University, School of
Engineering and Applied Science,
Washington, DC 20052

Date of the Event: January 25-28, 1993

Description of the Event: Workshop on
Policy Questions Related to Computer
Networks, Jacksonville, Florida

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Attending: Charla
Rath, Special Advisor To The
Chairman

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation ... -

Subsistence

Other Expenses ..

Sponsoring Organization: Institute for
International Research, 437 Madison
Avenue, 23rd Floor, New York, New
York 10022.

Date of the Event: February 1-2, 1993

Description of the Event: ‘Personal
Communications Services (PCS):
Position Your Company For The
Coming Revolution,” Dallas, Texas

Commissioners Attending: Andrew C.
Barrett

Other Employees Attending: None

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistence




Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Notices

27571

0

Sponsoring Orgenization: Independent
Television, INTV Association of
Independent Television Stations Inc.,
1200 Eighteenth Street, NW., Suite
502, Washingten, DC 20036,

Date of the Event: Januvary 23—-28 1993

Description of the Bvent: NATPE/INTV
Conference, San Francisco, California

Commissioners Attending:

James H. Quetllo, Chairman; Andrew
C. Barrett, Commissioner;, Ervin 5.
Duggan, Commissioner; Sherrie P.
Marshall, Commissioner

Other Employees Attending:

Robert Corn-Revere, Senior Advisor to
the Chairman James H. Quello; John
C. Hollar, Senior Legal Adviser to
Cominissioner Ervin S. Duggan,
Charles W. Kelley, Chief,
Enforcement Division, Mass Meadia
Bureaw; Elaine C. Lorentz,
Confidential Assistant to Chairman
Alfred C. Sikes; Byron F. Marchant,
Legal Advisor to Commissioner
Andrew €. Barret; Robert M.

Pepper, Chief, Office of Plans and
Policy; Peter D. Ross, Legal Advisor
to Commissioner Sherrie P.
Marshall; Thomas Stanley, Chief
Engineer, Office of Engineering &
Technology; Roy J. Stewart, Chief,
Mass Media Bureau

\mount of Reimbursement:

rANSPOTEBHION +evuseeissrsnsrrreessss g

SubSiStEIICE | et it erriianss

Other EXpPBNISES wooseesraosiassismmsin -

$6,616.00
6,000.55
1,196.81

Tolab St iatig

13,813.36

ponsoring Organization: Minnesota
Broadcastars Assoeiation, 3517
laleigh Avenue, P.O. Box 16030, St.
ouis, Minnesata 55416
te of the Event: February 7-9, 1993
ccription of the Event: Midwest
Broadcasters, Conference,
Minneapolis, Minnesota
/mmissioners Attending: None
her Em ployees Attending: Arlan K.
van Doorn, Deputy Chief, Field
Uperations Bureaw
Amount of Reimbursement:
insportation
DSISTENES vy sevessnoon
ther expenses. |

Total S s

vonsoring Organization: NATPE
‘ilernational, 2425 West Olympic
‘u\:-.‘:i.. suite S50E, Santa Monica,

! fa}ifpmia 90404

Unte of the Event: January 25-27, 1983

I’f'ff?nptian of the Event: 1993 Programy
Conference, San Prancisco, California

Commissioners Attending: None
Other Employees Attending: Barbara
Kreisman, Chief, Video Services

Division, Mass Media Bureau

Sponsoring Organization: Satellite
Broadcasting & Communication
Association, 225 Reinekers Lane,
Suite 600, Alexandria, Virginia 22314.

Date of the Event: January 12-16, 1993

Description of the Event: Satellite Trade
Show, San Diego, California

Commissioners Attending: Nane

Other Employees Attending: Jonathan D.
Levy, Industry Economist, Office of
Plans & Policy

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation wureessssesmeass

Subsistence

Other Expaenses

Sponsoring Organization: Toy
Manufacturers of America, 200 Fifth
Avenue, New York, New York 10010

Date of the Event: February 10-11, 1993

Description of the Event: American
International Toy Fair, New Yeork,
New Yark

Commissianers Attending: Nane

Other Employees Attending: Barbara
Kreisman, Chief, Videa Services
Division, Mass Media Bureau

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistenee .........

Other Bxpenses ... veeeeenenese

Sponsaring Orgenization: U.S. West,
Inc., 1020 Nineteenth Street, NW.,
Suite 700, Washington, DC 20036

Date of the Event: March 10-12, 1993

Description of the Event: Public Policy
Leadership Conference, Denver,
Colorado

Commissioners Attending: None

Other Employees Aitending: Linda
Oliver, Legal Advisor to
Commissioner Duggan

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation ...

Subsistence ..

Other Expenses ..

191.60
149.60

Yy 3 I TR e ey 680.20

Sponsoring Organization: United States
Telephone Association, 900 19th
Strest, NW., Suite 800, Washington,
DC 20006

Date of the Event: March 8-10, 1983
Description of the Event: Three-Way
Depreciation Meetings With FCC,
State Staff, & New England
Telephone, Boston, Massachusetts
Commissioners Attending: None
Other Employees Attending: Fatina
Franklin, Chief, Depreciation Rates
Section, Commen Carrier Bureau
Amount of Refmbursement:
Transportation
Subsistence

Sponsaring Organization: United States
Telephone Association, 900 19th
Street, NW., Suite 800, Washington,
DC 20006

Date of the Event: February 21—24, 1993

Description of the Event: Three-Way
Depreciation Meetings With FCC,
State Staff & Southwest Telephone
Company, San Antonio, Texas

Commissioners Atlending: None

Other Employees Attending: Fatina
Franklin, Chief, Depreciation Rates
Section Common Carrier Bureau

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistence

Other Expenses ...

Sponsoring Organization: Virginia
Association of Broadcast Educators,
Marilou M. Johnson, Assistant
Professor, Department of Mass
Communication, James Madison
University, Harrisonburg, Virginia

Date of Event: March 26, 1993

Description of the Event: Spring Meeting
of Virginia Association of Broadeast
Educators, Harrisonburg, Virginia

Commissioners Attending: Nene

Other Employees Attending: William H.
Hassinger, Assistant Chief,
Engineering Mass Media Bureeu

Amount of Reimbursement:

Transportation

Subsistence

Other EXPenses w.c.oosssiinions =

Sponsoring Organizotion: West Virginie
Broadcasters Association, Marilyn
Fletcher, Executive Director, 2120
Weberwood Drive, So. Charlestom,
Woest Virginia 25303

ate of the Event: January 31-February
1, 1993

Description of the Event: West Virginia
Broadcasters Association’s Winter
Conference, So. Charleston, West
Virginia

Comumissioners Attending: None
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Other Employees Attending: Roy
Stewart, Chief, Mass Media Bureau
Amount of Reimbursement:
Transportation
Subsistence ...........
Other Expenses

$318.00
84.50
32.00

434.50

.........................

Federal Communications Commission.
Donna R. Searcy,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 93-10878 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 8712-01-M

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

Information Collection Submitted to
OMB for Review

AGENCY: Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation.

ACTION: Notice of information collection
submitted to OMB for review and
approval under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980.

SUMMARY: In accordance with
requirements of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C.
chapter 35), the FDIC hereby gives
notice that it has submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget a request for
OMB review for the information
collection system identified below.

Type of Review: Extension of
axpiration date without any change in
substance or method of collection,

Title: Notices required of government
securities dealers or brokers (insured
state nonmember banks.)

Form Number: G-FIN, G-FINW, G-
FIN—4, G-FIN-5.

OMB Number: 3064-0083.

Expiration Date of Current OMB
Clearance: July 31, 1993,

Frequency of Response: On occasion,

Respondents: Insured State
nonmember banks acting as government
securities brokers or dealers.

Number of Respondents: 254.

Number of Responses per
Respondent: 1.

Total Annual Responses: 254.

Average Number of Hours Per
Response: 1. ;
otal Annual Burden Hours: 254.

OMB Reviewer: Gary Waxman, (202)
395-7340, Office of Management and
Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project
3064-0093, Washington, DC 20503.

FDIC Contact: Steven F. Hanft, (202)
898-3907, Office of the Exacutive
Secretary, room F—400, Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, 550 17th Street
NW., Washington, DC 20429.

Comments: Comments on this
collection of information are welcome

and should be submitted on or before
July 9, 1993,

ADDRESSES: A copy of the submission
may be obtained by calling or writing
the FDIC contact listed. Comments
regarding the submission should be
addressed to both the OMB reviewer
and the FDIC contact listed above.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Government Securities Act of 1986
requires all financial institutions that
act as government securities brokers or
dealers to notify their designated federal
regulatory agencies of their broker-
dealer activities, unless exempted from
the notice requirement by Treasury
Department regulation (17 CFR part
401). Forms G-FIN, G-FINW, G-FIN-4
and G-FIN-5 have been developed to
meet the reporting requirements of the
Act.

Dated: May 3, 1993.
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.
Robert E. Feldman,
Deputy Executive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10887 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILUNG CODE 6714-01-M

Information Collection Submitted to
OMB for Review

AGENCY: Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation.

ACTION: Notice of information collection
submitted to OMB for review and
approval under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980.

SUMMARY: In accordance with
requirements of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C.
chapter 35), the FDIC hereby gives
notice that it has submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget a request for
OMB review for the information
collection system identified below.
Type of Review: Extension of expiration
date without any change in substance
or method of collection,
Title: Notification of Rapid Growth.
Form Number: None.
OMB Number: 3064-0074.
Expiration Date of Current OMB
Clearance: July 31, 1993.

Frequency of Response: On occasion.
Respondents: Insured banks planning to
increase assets by more than seven

and one-half percent during any three
consecutive months.

Number of Respondents: 650.

Number of Responses Per Respondent:

1.
Total Annual Responses: 650.

Average Number of Hours Per Response:

2.5.
Total Annual Burden Hours: 1,625.
OMB Reviewer: Gary Waxman, (202)
395-7340, Office of Management and

Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project
3064-0074, Washington, DC 20503,

FDIC Contact: Steven F. Hanft, (202)
898-3907, Office of the Executive
Secretary, room F—400, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, 550
17th Street NW., Washington, DC
20429,

Comments: Comments on this collection
of information are welcome and
should be submitted on or before July
9, 1993.

ADDRESSES: A copy of the submission

may be obtained by calling or writing

the FDIC contact listed. Comments
regarding the submission should be
addressed to both the OMB reviewer
and the FDIC contact listed above.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Insured

banks must give the FDIC thirty days’

advance notice before increasing assets
by more than seven and one-half
percent during any three consecutive
months. The FDIC will use prompt
notice to deter and perhaps forestall
imprudent loans and investments.

Dated: May 4, 1993.
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.
Robert E. Feldman,
Deputy Executive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10926 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6714-01-M

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Agreement(s) Filed; FMG/CSAV/NAV
Cooperative Working Agreement

The Federal Maritime Commission
hereby gives notice of the filing of the
following agreement(s) pursuant to
section 5 of the Shipping Act of 1984.

Interested parties may inspect and
obtain a copy of each agreement at the
Washington, DC Office of the Federal
Maritime Commission, 800 North
Capitol Street, NW., 9th Floor.
Interested parties may submit comments
on each agreement to the Secretary,
Federa! Maritime Commission,
Washington, DC 20573, within 10 days
after the date of the Federal Register in
which this notice appears. The ,
requirements for comments are found in
§ 572.603 of title 46 of the Code of
Federal Regulations. Interested persons
should consult this section before
communicating with the Commission
regarding a pending agreement.
Agreement No.: 203-011298-002.

Title: FMG/CSAV/NAYV Cooperative
Working Agreement. _
Parties: Flota Mercante Grancolombiana

Compania Sud Americana de Vapores

Naviera Interamericana Navicana S.A-
Synopsis: The proposed amendment

adds a new provision to the
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Agreement allowing the parties to file
a singla tariff, except where a party to
the Agreement does not wish to
adhere to such rates, charges or
conditions. The nonparticipating
party will file its own tariff for such
rates, charges or conditions.
Dated: May 4, 19983.
By Order of the FPederal Maritime
Commissiomn.
Joseph €. Polking,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 93-10939 Filed 5-7-93, 8:45 am]
BLUNG CODE 6730-01-M

FEDERAL BESERVE SYSTEM

Aspen Bancshares, Inc.; Acquisition of
Company Engaged In Permissible
Nonbanking Activities

The organization listed in this notice
has applied under § 225.23(a)(2) or (f)
of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR
225.23(a)(2) or (f)) for the Board's -
approval under section 4(c)(8) of the
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C.
1843(c}(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to acquire or
control voting securities or assets of a
company engaged in a nonbanking
aclivity that is listed in § 225.25 of
Regulation Y as closely related to
banking and permissible for bank
holding companies. Unless otherwise
noted, such activities will be conducted
throughout the United States.

The application is availa
immediate inspection at the Féderal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has beeni for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Beard of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views im writing on the
question whether consummation of the
proposal cam “reasonably be expected to
produce benefits to the public, such as
grealer convenienee, increased
competition, or gains in efficiency, that
outweigh possible adverse effects, sueh
&s undue coneentration of resources,
decreased or unfair competition,
con f‘1 cts of interests, or unsound
banking practices.” Any request for a
hearing on this question must be
iccompanied by a statement of the
reasons a written presentation would
not suffice in lew of a hearing,
identifying specifically any questions of
fect that are in dispute, summarizing the
;f‘fldfsnca that would be presented at a
hearing, and indicating hew the party
tommenting would be aggrieved by
approval of the proposal.

Lomments regarding the application
must be received at the Reserve Bank

indicated or the offices of the Board of
Governors nol later than June 1, 1993,

A. Federal Reserve Bauk of Kansas
City (John E. Yorke, Senior Vice
President) 925 Grand Avenus, Kansas
City, Missouri 64198:

1. Aspen Baneshares, Inc., Aspen,
Colorado; to acquire Centennial Savings
Bank, F.S.B., Durango, Colorado, and
engage in operating a savings
association pursuent to § 225.25(b)(9) of
the Board’s Regulation Y.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, May 3, 1993,

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 93-18953 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6270-01—F

City Holding Company, et al.;
Formations of; Acquisitions by; and
Mergers of Bank Hoiding Companies

The companies listed in this notice
have applied for the Board's approval
under section 3 of the Bank Holding
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842) and §
225.14 of the Board”s Regulation ¥ (12
CFR 225.14) te become a bank holding
company or to gcquire a bank er bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on the applications
are set forth ia section 3(c) of the Act
(12 U.S.C. 1842(c)).

Each application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governers. Interested persons may
express their views in writing to the
Reserve Bank or to the offices of the
Board of Governors, Any comment on
an application that requests a hearing
must include a statement of why a
written presentation would not suffice
in lieu of a hearing, identifying
specifically any questions of fact that
are in dispute and summarizing the
evidence that would be presented at a
hearing.

Unless atherwise noted, comments
regarding each of these applications
must be received not later than June 1,
1993,

A. Federal Reserve Bank of
Richmond (LIoyd W. Bostian, Jr., Senior
Vice President] 701 East Byrd Street,
Richmond, Virginia 23261:

1. City Holding Company, Charleston,
Waest Virginia; to acquire 67 perceat of
the voting shares of First National Bank,
Beckley, West Virginia.

2. UBC Holding Company, Iuc.,
Charleston, West Virginia; to become a
bank holding company by acquiring 100
percent of the voting shares of United

National Bank, Parkersburg, West

Virginia.

3. United Bankshares, Inc.,
Charleston, West Virginia; to merge with
Financial Future Corporation, Ceredo,
West Virginia, and thereby indirectly
acquire First Bank of Ceredo, Ceredo,
Woest Virginia.

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas
City (John E. Yorke, Senior Vice
President) 825 €rand Avenue, Kansas
City, Missourt 64168:

1. Castle Rock Bank Holding
Company, Castle Rock, Colorado; to
become a bank holding company by
acquiring 100 percent of the voting
shares of Castle Rock Bank, Castle Rock,
Colorado.

2. Rice Insurance Agency, Inc.,
Strashurg, Colorade; parent of First
National Bank of Strasburg, Strasburg,
Colorado, to acquire The Byers State
Bank, Byers, Colorado.

C. Faderal Reserve Bank of Dallas
(W. Arthur Tribble, Vice President] 400
South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas
75222:

1. Central Texas Bankshare Holdings,
Inc., Columbus, Texas; to become a bank
holding company by acquiring 100
percent of the voting shares of
Columbus State Bank, Columbus, Texas.

2. Chico Bancorp, Inc., Chico, Texas;
to become a bank holding company by
acquiring 100 percent of the voting
shares of The First State Bank of Chico,
Chico, Texas.

Board of Govemars of the Pederal Reserve
System, May 3, 1993,

Jennifer}. Johnsaon,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doe. 93-10958 Filed 5-7-383; 8:45 am{
BILLING CODE 6210-071-F

Theodore G. and Ann C. Robinson;
Change in Bank Control Notice

Acquisition of Shares of Banks or
Bank Holding Companies

The notificant listed belew has
applied under the Changs in Bank
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817{j}l and §
225.41 of the Board's Regulation Y {12
CFR 225.41) to acquire a baak or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on notices are set
forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12
U.S.C. 1817()(7)).

The notice is available for immediate
inspection at the Federal Reserve Bank
indicated. Once the notice has been
accepled for processing, it will alsa be
available for inspection at the offices of
the Board of Gevernors. Interested
persons may express their yiews in
writing to the Reserve Bank indicated
for the notice or to the offices of tha
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Board of Governors. Comments must be
received not later than May 27, 1993.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas
City (John E. Yorke, Senior Vice
President) 925 Grand Avenue, Kansas
City, Missouri 64198:

1. Theodore G. and Ann C. Robinson,
Maryville, Missouri; to retain an
additional 1.78 percent of the voting
shares of Nodaway Valley Bancshares,
Inc., Maryville, Missouri, for a total of
25.58 percent, and thereby indirectly
acquire Nodaway Valley Bank,
Maryville, Missouri.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, May 3, 1993.

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 83-10957 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)
BILUNG CODE 6210-01-F

George E. Scharpf, et al.; Change In
Bank Control Notices; Acquisitions of
Shares of Banks or Bank Holding
Companles

The notificants listed below have
applied under the Change in Bank
Control Act (12U.S.C. 1817(j)) and §
225.41 of the Board's Regulation Y (12
CFR 225.41) to acquire a bank or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on the notices are
set forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12
U.S.C. 1817(j)(7)).

The notices are available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
notices have been accepted for
processing, they will also be available
for inspection at the offices of the Board
of Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing to the
Reserve Bank indicated for that notice
or to the offices of the Board of
Governors. Comments must be received
not later than June 1, 1993.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of New
York (William L, Rutledge, Vice
President) 33 Liberty Street, New York,
New York 10045:

1. George E. Scharpf, Colts Neck,
New Jersey, and Ernest Scharpf, Old
Bridge, New Jersey; to acquire 13.05
percent of the voting shares of Amboy
Bancorporation, Inc., Old Bridge, New
Jersey.

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta
(Zane R. Kelley, Vice President) 104
Marietta Street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia
30303:

1. Charles Francis Hebert, Cameron,
Louisiana; to retain 10.31 percent of the
voting shares of Cameron Bancshares,
Inc., Cameron, Louisiana, and thereby
indirectly retain shares of Cameron
State Bank, Cameron, Louisiana.

C. Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco (Kenneth R. Binning,
Director, Bank Holding Company) 101
Market Street, San Francisco, California
94105:

1. Linden D. Beckstead, Preston,
Idaho, to retain 26.0 percent; Newell G.
Daines, Jr., Logan, Utah, to retain 27.77
percent; and N. George Daines, Logan,
Utah, to retain 26.0 percent, of the
voting shares of Cacie Valley Bank,
Logan, Utah.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, May 4, 1993.

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 93-10941 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE §210-01-F

Signet Banking Corporation; Notice of
Application to Engage de novo in
Permissible Nonbanking Activities

The company listed in this notice has
filed an application under § 225.23(a)(1)
of the Board's Regulation Y (12 CFR
225.23(a)(1)) for the Board's approval
under section 4(c)(8) of the Bank
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C.
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to commence or to
engage de novo, either directly or
through a subsidiary, in a8 nonbanking
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of
Regulation Y as closely related to
banking and permissible for bank
holding companies. Unless otherwise
noted, such activities will be conducted
throughout the United States.

The application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing on the
question whether 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 interests, or unsound
banking practices.” Any request for a
hearing on this question must be
accompanied by a statement of the
reasons a written presentation would
not suffice in lieu of a hearing,
identifying specifically any questions of
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the
evidence that would be presented at a
hearing, and indicating how the party
commenting would be aggrieved by
approval of the proposal.

Comments regarding the application
must be received at the Reserve Bank
indicated or the offices of the Board of
Governors not later than May 27, 1993,

A. Federal Reserve Bank of
Richmond (Lloyd W. Bostian, Jr., Senior
Vice President) 701 East Byrd Street,
Richmond, Virginia 23261:

1. Signet Banking Corporation,
Richmond, Virginia; to engage de novo
through its subsidiary, Signet Strategic
Capital Corporation, Richmond,
Virginia, in providing investment advice
as a commodity trading advisor with
respect to certain futures contracts and
options on futures contracts pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(19) of the Board’s
Regulation Y and The Hong Kong and
Shanghai Banking Corporation, 76
Federal Reserve Bulletin 770 (1990) and
The Long-Term Credit Bank of Japan,
Limited, 79 Federal Reserve Bulletin
347.

Board of Governors of the Federzal Reserve
System, May 3, 1993.

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 93-10955 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|
BILUNG CODE 6210-01-F

Susquehanna Bancshares, Inc.;
Formation of, Acquisition by, or
Merger of Bank Holding Companies;
and Acquisition of Nonbanking
Company

This notice corrects a previous notice
(FR Doc. 3p060) published at page
25989 of the issue for Thursday, April
29, 1993,

Under the Federal Reserve Bank of
Philadelphia heading, the entry for
Susquehanna Bancshares, Inc. is revised
to read as follows:

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas
City (John E. Yorke, Senior Vice
President) 925 Grand Avenue, Kansas
City, Missouri 64198:

1. Susquehanna Bancshares, Inc.,
Lititz, Pennsylvania; to merge with
Central Financial Corporation,
Columbia, Pennsylvania, and thereby
indirectly acquire Farmers First Savings
Bank, Columbia, Pennsylvania, formerly
known as Central Savings and Loan
Association,

In connection with this application,
Central Financial Corporation has
applied to become a bank holding
company by acquiring Farmers First
Savings Bank.

Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, May 3, 1993.

Jennifer J. Johnson,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc, 93-10954 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 86210-01-F




Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 88 / Monday, May 10, 1993 / Notices

27575

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

centers for Disease Control and
prevention (CDC)

[Program Announcement 402]

Fiscal Year 1994 Grants for
Unintentional Injury Prevention and
Control Research Amendment

A notice announcing the availability
of Fiscal Year 1994 funds for grants to
support Grants for Unintentional Injury
Prevention and Control Research was
published in the Federal Register on
April 21, 1993, [58 FR 21466]. The
notice is amended as follows:

On page 21468, second column, in the
information under the heading, ‘“Where
to Obtain Additional Information,” the
first sentence should be removed and
the following added in its place: To
receive additional written information
call (404) 332—4561. You will be asked
to leave your name, address, and phone
number and will need to refer to

receive a complete

information on application procedures,

and application forms.

same.

Dated: May 4, 1993.
Robert L. Foster,

and Prevention (CDC).

BILLING CODE 4180-18-P

Announcement Number 402. You will

All other information and
requirements in the notice remain the

Acting Associate Director for Management
and Operations, Centers for Disease Control

[FR Doc. 93-10947 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]

SUMMARY: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is withdrawing
approval of 26 abbreviated new drug
applications (ANDA's). The holders of
the ANDA's notified the agency in
writing that the drug products were no
longer marketed and requested that the
approval of the applications be
withdrawn.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 9, 1993.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Lola
E. Batson, Center for Drug Evaluation
and Research (HFD-360), Food and
Drug Administration, 7500 Standish Pl.,

description,

[Docket No. 93N-0162]

Drug Applications

HHS.
ACTION: Notice.

Food and Drug Administration

Fujisawa USA, Inc., et al.; Withdrawal
of Approval of 26 Abbreviated New

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration,

Rockville, MD 20855, 301-295-8038.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
holders of the ANDA's listed in the table
in this document have informed FDA
that these drug products are no longer
marketed and have requested that FDA
withdraw approval of the applications.
The applicants have also, by their
request, waived their opportunity for a
hearing.

ANDA no.

Drug

Applicant

18-549 ...

70-293 ...
80-390 ....

80-883 ...
83075 ...
83-995 ...
84-100 ....
84~726 ....
85-056 ....

85-381 ...

Dopamine Hydrochloride Injection, U.S.P., 40 milligrams (mg)/
milliliter (mL).

Metoclopramide Hydrochloride Injection, 5 mg/mL, 2 mL vial

Lidocaine Hydrochloride Injection, U.S.P., 10 mg/mL and 20 mg/

mi.
Alphalin (vitamin A) Gelseal

Cyanocobalamin Injection, U.S.P., 1,000 micrograms/mL, 10 and
30 mL

Lidocaine Hydrochioride, Ampoule
Crystodigin (digitoxin)
THEOPHYL®-225 anhydrous theophylline tablets

TYLENOL® with Codeine tablets {(acetaminophen and codeine

phosphate tablets) (325 mg).
Buticaps (butabarbital sodium) Capsules, 15 and 30 mg

Colonaid (diphenoxylate hydrochloride and atropine sulfate) Lig-
uid.
Co!onald (diphenoxylate hydrochloride and atropine sulfate) Tab-

THEOPHYL@ SR anhydrous theophylline capsules, 250 mg
THEOPHYL® SR anhydrous theophyliine capsules, 125 mg
THEOPHYL® anhydrous theophylline elixir
THEOPHYL® anhydrous theophylline chewable tablets
Dexamethasone Sodium Phosphate Injection, USP, 4 mg/mL
Diphenhydramine Hydrochloride Injection, USP, 10 mg/mL

Methylprednisolone Tablets, 4 mg

TYLENOL® with Codeine capsules No. 4 (acetaminophen and
codeine phosphate capsules).

TYLENOL® with Codeine capsules No. 3 (acetaminophen and
codeine phosphate capsules).

Aminophylline Injection, U.S.P., 25 mg/mL

TYLOX®-325

Hydrochlorothiazide™ Intensol, 100 mg/mL
Hydrocortisone Lotion USP, 1 percent

TYCOLET™ (hydrocodone bitartrate, 5 mg and acetaminophen,
500 mg) Caplets.

Fujisawa U.S.A., Inc., 2045 North Comelf Ave., Melrose Park, IL
60160-1002.

Do.

Do.

Lilly Research Laboratories, Lilly Corporate Center, Indianapolis,
IN 46285.
Fujisawa U.S.A., Inc.

Lilly Research Laboratories.

Lilly Research Laboratories.

The R.W. Johnson Pharmacseutical Research Institute, Welish
and McKean Rds., Spring House, PA 18477-0776.

Do.

Wallace Laboratories, 301B College Rd. East, Princeton, NJ
08540.
Do.

Do.

The R.W. Johnson Pharmaceutical Research Institute.
Do.

Do.

Do.

Fujisawa.

Do

Eon Labs Manufacturing, Inc., 227-15 North Conduit Ave.,
Laursiton, NY 11413,
The R.W. Johnson Phammaceutical Rasearch Institute.

Do.

Fujisawa.

The R.W. Johnson Pharmaceutical Ressarch Institute.

Roxane Laboratories, Inc., P.O. Box 16532, Columbus, OH
43216-6532. :

Thames Pharmacal Co., Inc., 2100 Fifth Ave., Ronkonkoma, NY
11779.

The R.W. Johnson Pharmaceutical Research institute.
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Therefore, under section 505(e) of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
(21 U.S.C. 355(¢)), and under authority
delegated to the Director of the Center
for Drug Evaluation and Research (21
CFR 5.82), approval of the ANDA’s
listed above, and all amendments and
supplements thereto, is hereby
withdrawn, effective June 9, 1993.

Dated: April 19, 1993,
Carl C. Peck,

Director, Center for Drug Evaluation and
Research.

[FR Doc. 93-10886 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4180-01-F

National Institutes of Health

National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases; Meeting: AIDS
Research Advisory Committee, NIAID

Pursuant to Public Law 92463,
notice is hereby given of the meeting of
the AIDS Research Advisory Committee,
National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases, on June 18, 1993, in
the Congressional I & II Ballrooms of the
Bethesda Marriott Hotel, 5151 Pooks
Hill Road, Bethesda, Maryland 20814.

The entire meeting will be open to the
public from 8 a.m, until adjournment.
The AIDS Research Advisory Committee
(ARAC) advises and makes
recommendations to the Director,
National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases, on all aspects of
research on HIV and AIDS related to the
mission of the Division of AIDS
(DAIDS).

The Committee will provide advice
on scientific priorities, policy, and
program balance at the Division level.
The Committee will review the progress
and productivity of ongoing efforts,
identify critical gaps/obstacles to
progress, and provide concept clearance
for proposed research initiatives.
Attendance by the public will be limited
to space available.

Ms. Jean S. Noe, Executive Secretary,
AIDS Research Advisory Committee,
DAIDS, NIAID, NIH, Solar Building,
room 2A22, telephone (301) 496-0545,
will provide a summary of the meeting
and a roster of committee members
upon request. Individuals who plan to
attend and need special assistance, such
as sign language interpretation or other
reasonable accommodations, should
contact Ms. Noe in advance of the
meeting.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Nos. 83.855, Inmunology, Allergic
and Immunologic Diseases Reseatch; 93.856,
Microbiology and Infectious Diseases
Research, National Institutes of Health),

Dated: May 4, 1993.
Susan K. Feldman,
Committee Management Officer, NIH.
[FR Doc. 93-11000 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

National Institute of Child Health and
Human Deveiopment; Meetings

Pursuant to Public Law 92453,
notice is hereby given of meetings of the
review committees of the National
Institute of Child Health and Human
Development for June 1993.

These meetings will be open to the
public to discuss items relative to
committee activities including
announcements by the Director, NICHD,
and scientific review administrators, for
approximately one hour at the
beginning of the first session of the first
day of the meeting unless otherwise
listed. Attendance by the public will be
limited to space available.

These meetings will be closed to the
public as indicated below in accordance
with the provisions set forth in secs.
552b(c)(4) and 552(c)(6), title 5, U.S.C.
and sec. 10(d) of Public Law 92-463, for
the review, discussion and evaluation of
individual grant applications. These
applications and the discussions could
reveal confidential trade secrets or
commercial property such as patentable
material, antr personal information
concerning individuals associated with
the applications, the disclosure of
whicg would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy.

Ms. Mary Plummer, Committee
Management Officer, NICHD, 6100
Executive Boulevard, room SE03,
National Institute of Health, Bethesda,
Maryland, Area Code 301, 496-1485,
will provide a summary of the meetings
and rosters of committee members.
Individuals whe plan to attend the open
session and need special assistance,
such as sign language interpretation or
other reasonable accommodations,
should contact Mr. Plummer in advance
of the meeting,

Other information pertaining to the
meetings may be obtained from the
Scientific Review Administrator
indicated.

Name of Committee: Population Research
Committee.

Scientific Review Administrator: Dr, A.T.
Gregoire, 6100 Executive Boulevard—rm.
SE03, Telephone: 301-496-1696.

Date of Meeting: June 17-18, 1993.

Place of Meeting: Crowne Plaza Hotel, 1750
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland.

Open: June 17, 1993, 8 a.m.~9:30 a.m.

Closed: June 17, 1993, 9:30 a.m.-5 p.m.;
June 18, 1993, 8 a.m.-adjournment.

Name of Committee: Maternal and Chief
Health Research Committee.

Scientific Review Administrator: Dr. Gopal
Bhatnagar, 6100 Executive Boulevard—rm.
5E03, Telephone: 301-496-1485.

Date of Meeting: June 22-23, 1993,

Place of Meeting: Woodfin Suites Hotel,
1380 Piccard Drive, Rockville, Maryland.

Open: June 22, 1993, 8:30 a.m.-49:30 a.m

Closed: June 22, 1993, 9:30 a.m.—5 p.m.;
June 23, 1993, 8 a.m.-adjournment.

Name of Committee: Mental Retardation
Research Committee.

Scientific Review Administrator: Dr.
Norman Chang, 6100 Executive Boulevard—
rm. 5E03, Telephone: 301-496-1485.

Date of Meeting: June 23-24, 1993.

Place of Mesting: Hyatt Regency Hotel, One
Bethesda Metro Center, Bethesda, Maryland
Open: June 23, 1993, 8:30 a.m-9:30 a.m.
Closed: June 23, 1993, 9:30 a.m.~5 p.m.;

June 24, 1993, 8 a.m.~adjournment.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 93.864, Population Research
and No. 93.865, Research for Mothers and
Children, National Institutes of Health.)

Dated: May 3, 1593,
Susan K. Feldman,
Committee Management Officer, NIH.
[FR Doc. 93-10997 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development; Meeting of the
Board of Scientific Counselors

Pursuant to Public Law 92—463,
notice is hereby given of the meeting of
the Board of Scientific Counselors,
National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development, June 4, 1993, in
Building 31, room 2A52.

This meeting will be open to the
public from 9 a.m. to 12 noon on June
4 for the review of the Intramural
Research Program and scientific
presentations. Attendance by the public
will be limited to space available.

In accordance with the provisions set
forth in sec. 552b(c])(6), title 5, U.S.C.
and sec. 10(d) of Public Law 92-463, the
meeting will be closed to the public on
June 4 from 1 p.m. to adjournment for
the review, discussion, and evaluation
of individual programs and projects
conducted by the National Institutes of
Health, including consideration of
personnel qualifications and
performance, the competence of
individual investigators, and similar
items, the disclosure of which would
constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy.

Ms. Mary Plummer, Committee
Management Officer, NICHD, 6100
Executive Boulevard, room 5E03,
National Institutes of Health, Bethesds.
Maryland, Area Code (301) 496-1485,
will provide a summary of the meeting
and a roster of Board members, and
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substantive program information upon

request. Individuals who plan to attend

the open session and need special

gssistance, such as sign language

interpretation or other reasonable

accommodations, should contact Ms.

Plummer in advance of the meeting.
Dated: May 3, 1993.

Susan K. Feldman,

Committee Management Officer, NIH.

[FR Doc. 93-10996 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

National Institute of Diabetes and
Digestive and Kidney Diseases;
Meeting of the National Diabetes and
Digestive and Kidney Diseases
Advisory Councll and Its
Subcommittees

Pursuant to Public Law 92-463,
notice is hereby given of a meeting of
the National Diabetes and Digestive and
Kidney Diseases Advisory Council and
its subcommittees, National Institute of
Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney
Diseases, on June 2-3, 1993, Conference
Room 10, Building 31, National
Institutes of Health, Bethesda,
Maryland. The meeting will be open to
the public June 2, from 8:30 a.m. to 12
noon and again on June 3, from 10 a.m.
to 12 p.m. to discuss administrative
details relating to Council business and
special reports, Attendance by the

public will be limited to space available.

In accordance with the provisions set
forth in secs. 552b(c)(4) and 552b(c)(6),
title 5, U.S.C. and sec. 10(d) of Public
Law 92-463, the subcommittee and full
Council meeting will be closed to the
public for the review, discussion and
evaluation of individual grant
applications. The following
subcommittees will be closed to the
public on June 2, from 1 p.m. to 5 p.m.:
Diabetes, Endocrine and Metabolic
Diseases; Digestive Diseases and
Nutrition; and Kidney, Urologic and
Hematologic Diseases. The full Council
meeting will be closed on June 3, from
8:30 a.m. to 10 a.m.

These deliberations could reveal
confidential trade secrets or commercial
property, such as patentable materials,
and personal information concerning
individuals associated with the
applications, disclosure of which would
Constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy.

_ For any further information, and for
individuals who plan to attend and

need special assistance such as sign
language interpretation or other
reasonable accommodations, please
ontact Dr. Walter Stolz, Executive
Secretary, National Diabetes and
Digestive and Kidney Diseases Advisory

Council, NIDDK, Westwood Building,
room 657, Bethesda, Maryland 20892,
(301) 594-7527, at least two week prior
to the meeting.

In addition, upon request, a summary
of the meeting and roster of the
members may be obtained from the
Committee Management Office, NIDDK,
Building 31, room 9A19, National
Institutes of Health, Bethesda, Maryland
20892, (301) 496-6917.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

No. 93,847-849, Diabetes, Endocrine
and Metabolic Diseases; Digestive Diseases
and Nutrition; and Kidney Diseases, Urology
and Hematology Research, National Institutes
of Health)

Dated: April 23, 1993.
Susan K. Feldman,
Committee Management Officer, NIH.
[FR Doc. 93-10998 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

reasonable accommodations, should
contact Ms. Herrell in advance of the
meeting.

Dr. Anne Sassaman, Director, Division
of Extramural Research and Training,
NIEHS, P.O. Box 12233, Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina 27709,
(919) 541-7723, FTS 629-7723, will
furnish substantive program
information.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Nos. 93.113, Biological Response to

Environmental Agents; 93.114, Applied

Toxicological Research and Testing; 93,115,

Biometry and Risk Estimation; 93.894,

Resource and Manpower Development,

National Institutes of Health)

Dated: April 23, 1993.

Susan K. Feldman,

Committee Management Officer, NIH.

[FR Doc. 93-10999 Filed 5-7-93; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

Natlonal Institute of Environmental
Health Sciences; Meeting of National
Advisory Environmental Health
Sclences Councll

Pursuant to Public Law 92463, .
notice is hereby given of the meeting of
the National Advisory Environmental
Health Sciences Council, May 24-25,
1993, in Building 31C, Conference
Room 9, National Institutes of Health,
Bethesda, Maryland 20892.

This meeting will open to the public
on May 24 from 9 a.m. to approximately
5 p.m. for the report of the Director,
NIEHS, and for discussion of the NIEHS
budget, program policies and issues,
recent legislation, and other items of
interest. Attendance by the public will
be limited to space available.

In accordance with the provisions set
forth in secs. 552b(c)(4) and 552b(c)(86),
title 5, U.S.C. and sec. 10(d) of Public
Law 92463, the meeting will be closed
to the public on May 25, from
approximately 8:30 a.m. to adjournment
on May 25, for the review, discussion
and evaluation of individual grant
applications. These applications and the
discussions could reveal confidential
trade secrets or commercial property
such as patentable material, and
personal information concerning
individuals associated with the
applications, the disclosure of which
would constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy.

Winona Herrell, Committee
Management Officer, NIEHS, Bldg. 31,
rm. 2B55, NIH, Bethesda, Md. 20892
(301) 496-3511, will provid