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Federal Aviation Administration RTCA,
Inc.; Technical Management
Committee

Pursuant to section 10(a)(2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (P.L.
92-463, 5 U.S.C., Appendix 2), notice is
hereby given for the RTCA Technical
Management Committee meeting to be
held August 21, 1995, starting at 9:00
a.m. The meeting will be held at RTCA,
Inc., 1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.,
Suite 1020, Washington, DC, 20036.

The agenda will include: (1)
Chairman’s Remarks; (2) Review and
Approval of Summary of the Previous
Meeting; (3) Action on Open Items from
Previous Meetings: Report of Ad Hoc
Group for Systems Issues; Plan for
Better Coordination in the Aviation
Community Among RTCA, ICAO,
EUROCAE, and Other Activities;
Recommendations to Resolve Data Link
Air Traffic Services Communication
(ATSC) Recording Requirements Issues;
Ohio University Letter Regarding
Certification of GPS-Based Systems; (4)
Other Business; and (5) Date and Place
of Next Meeting.

Attendance is open to the interested
public but limited to space availability.
With the approval of the chairman,
members of the public may present oral
statements at the meeting. Persons
wishing to present statements or obtain
information should contact the RTCA
Secretariat, 1140 Connecticut Avenue
NW., Suite 1020, Washington, D.C.
20036; (202) 833—-9339 (phone) or (202)
833-9434 (fax). Members of the public
may present a written statement to the
committee at any time.

Issued in Washington, D.C., on July 27,
1995.

Janice L. Peters,

Designated Official.

[FR Doc. 95-18913 Filed 8-1-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Maritime Administration
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Internal Revenue Service

Applicable Rate of Interest on
Nonqualified Withdrawals From a
Capital Construction Fund

Under the authority in Section
607(h)(4)(B) of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended (the Act, 46

U.S.C. 1177(h)(4)(B)), we hereby
determine and announce that the
applicable rate of interest on the amount
of additional tax attributable to any
nonqualified withdrawals from a Capital
Construction Fund established under
Section 607 of the Act shall be 7.18
percent, with respect to nonqualified
withdrawals made in the taxable year
beginning in 1995. The determination of
the applicable rate of interest with
respect to nonqualified withdrawals was
computed, according to the joint
regulations issued under the Act (46
CFR 391.7(e)(2)(ii)), by multiplying
eight percent by the ratio which (a) the
average yield on 5-year Treasury
securities for the calendar year
immediately preceding the beginning of
such taxable year bears to (b) the
average yield on 5-year Treasury
securities for the calendar year 1970.
The applicable rate so determined was
computed to the nearest one-hundredth
of one percent.

So Ordered By: Maritime
Administrator, Maritime
Administration; Administrator, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration; Assistant Secretary for
Tax Policy, Department of the Treasury.

Dated: July 27, 1995.

A.J. Herberger,

Maritime Administrator.

D. James Baker,

Administrator, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration.

Leslie Samuals,

Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy.

[FR Doc. 95-19026 Filed 8-1-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-81-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

Petition for Exemption From the
Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard;
Nissan

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation (DOT).
ACTION: Grant of petition for exemption.

SUMMARY: This notice grants in full the
petition of Nissan North America, Inc.,
(Nissan) for an exemption of a high-theft
line (whose nameplate is confidential)
from the parts-marking requirements of
the vehicle theft prevention standard.
This petition is granted because the
agency has determined that the antitheft
device to be placed on the line as
standard equipment is likely to be as
effective in reducing and deterring
motor vehicle theft as compliance with
the parts-marking requirements.

DATES: The exemption granted by this
notice is effective beginning with the
(confidential) model year.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms
Barbara Gray, Office of Market
Incentives, NHTSA, 400 Seventh Street,
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20590. Ms
Gray’s telephone number is (202) 366—
1740. Her fax number is (202) 493-2739.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In a letter
dated April 28, 1995, Nissan North
America, Inc., an American subsidiary
of Nissan Motor Company, Ltd., a
Japanese corporation, requested
exemption from the parts-marking
requirements of the theft prevention
standard for a motor vehicle line. The
nameplate of the line and the model
year of introduction are confidential.
The letter requested an exemption from
parts-marking pursuant to 49 CFR Part
543, Exemption from Vehicle Theft
Prevention Standard, based on the
installation of an antitheft device as
standard equipment for the entire line.
In a May 8, 1995, telephone
conversation with NHTSA officials,
Nissan clarified the scope of its petition.

Nissan’s April 28 letter and
information provided in the May 8
telephone conversation, together
constitute a complete petition, as
required by 49 CFR Part 543.7, in that
it met the general requirements
contained in §543.5 and the specific
content requirements of §543.6. In a
letter dated May 24, 1995, to Nissan, the
agency granted the petitioner’s request
for confidential treatment of most
aspects of its petition, including the
nameplate of the line and the model
year of its introduction.

In its petition, Nissan provided a
detailed description and diagrams of the
identity, design, and location of the
components of the antitheft device for
the new line. This antitheft device
includes an engine starter interrupt
function and an alarm function. The
antitheft device is activated by removing
the ignition key and locking the doors
with it. The alarm monitors the doors,
hood, battery terminals and circuitry,
and engine starter circuit.

In order to ensure the reliability and
durability of the device, Nissan stated
that it conducted tests, based on its own
specified standards. Nissan provided a
detailed list of the tests conducted.
Nissan stated its belief that the device
is reliable and durable since the device
complied with Nissan’s specified
requirements for each test.

Nissan compared the device proposed
for its new line with devices which
NHTSA has determined to be as
effective in reducing and deterring
motor vehicle theft as would
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compliance with the parts-marking
requirements.

Nissan has concluded that the
antitheft device proposed for its new
line is no less effective than those
devices in the lines for which NHTSA
has already granted exemptions from
the parts-marking requirements. Nissan
bases its belief on reduced theft rates of
the 300ZX, Maxima, and Infiniti Q45 car
lines. Nissan stated that the 300ZX has
been equipped with an antitheft device
since the model designation was
changed from 280ZX in July 1983. The
company asserts that the thefts of the
3002X has dropped significantly for that
line, resulting in a 51 percent decrease
for the MY 1984 theft rates and a 42
percent drop for the MY 1985 rates as
compared to the MY 1983 rates (thefts
per 1,000 produced). Nissan believes
that the reduction of theft rates for the
300zX are primarily attributable to the
antitheft systems installed. Since the
vehicle line that is the subject of this
petition will be equipped with a similar
system as the 300ZX, Nissan expects
that the antitheft system of the vehicle
line for which it now seeks an
exemption will also be as effective in
reducing and deterring theft.

Additionally, Nissan provided theft
experience for the Maxima and Q45
vehicle lines. The 1985 through 1994
MY Nissan Maxima has been equipped
with a device similar to that which is
planned for the line that is the subject
of this petition. The antitheft device has
been installed on the Maxima since it
was revised from the Model 810 Sedan
in October 1984. Nissan’s petition
indicated that a 47% decrease in theft
occurred for the 1985 Maxima as
compared to the MY 1984 Model 810
Sedan. Nissan also stated that the
Infiniti Model Q45 theft rates indicates
that the system’s design is effective.
Based on the 1990-91 MY theft data, the
Infiniti Model Q45 theft rate is 2.1522
per 1,000 vehicles, which Nissan asserts
is significantly below the median rate
for those calendar years.

Based on the evidence submitted by
Nissan, the agency believes that the
antitheft device for the new Nissan line
is likely to be as effective in reducing
and deterring motor vehicle theft as
compliance with the parts-marking
requirements of the theft prevention
standards (49 CFR Part 541).

The agency believes that the device
will provide the types of performance
listed in 49 CFR Part 543.6(a)(3):
Promoting activation; attracting
attention to unauthorized entries;
preventing defeat or circumvention of
the device by unauthorized persons;
preventing operation of the vehicle by

unauthorized entrants; and ensuring the
reliability and durability of the device.

As required by 49 U.S.C. 33106 and
49 CFR Part 543.6 (a)(4) and (5), the
agency finds that Nissan has provided
adequate reasons for its belief that the
antitheft device will reduce and deter
theft. This conclusion is based on the
information Nissan provided about its
device, much of which is confidential.
This confidential information included
a description of reliability and
functional tests conducted by Nissan for
the antitheft device and its components.

For the foregoing reasons, the agency
hereby grants in full Nissan’s petition
for exemption for the line from the
parts-marking requirements of 49 CFR
Part 541.

If Nissan decides not to use the
exemption for this line, it should
formally notify the agency. If such a
decision is made, the line must be fully
marked according to the requirements
under 49 CFR parts 541.5 and 541.6
(marking of major component parts and
replacement parts).

NHTSA notes that if Nissan wishes in
the future to modify the device on
which this exemption is based, the
company may have to submit a petition
to modify the exemption. Part 543.7(d)
states that a part 543 exemption applies
only to vehicles that belong to a line
exempted under this part and equipped
with the antitheft device on which the
line’s exemption is based. Further,
§543.9(c)(2) provides for the submission
of petitions “to modify an exemption to
permit the use of an antitheft device
similar to but differing from the one
specified in that exemption.” The
agency wishes to minimize the
administrative burden which
§543.9(c)(2) could place on exempted
vehicle manufacturers and itself.

The agency did not intend in drafting
Part 543 to require the submission of a
modification petition for every change
to the components or design of an
antitheft device. The significance of
many such changes could be de
minimis. Therefore, NHTSA suggests
that if the manufacturer contemplates
making any changes the effects of which
might be characterized as de minimis, it
should consult the agency before
preparing and submitting a petition to
modify.

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 33106; delegation of
authority at 49 CFR 1.50

Issued on: July 22, 1995.

Barry Felrice,

Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standards.

[FR Doc. 95-19023 Filed 8-1-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

[Docket No. 95-44; Notice 2]

Decision That Nonconforming 1989
Honda Civic DX Hatchback Passenger
Cars Are Eligible for Importation

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of decision by NHTSA
that nonconforming 1989 Honda Civic
DX Hatchback passenger cars are
eligible for importation.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
decision by NHTSA that 1989 Honda
Civic DX Hatchback passenger cars not
originally manufactured to comply with
all applicable Federal motor vehicle
safety standards are eligible for
importation into the United States
because they are substantially similar to
a vehicle originally manufactured for
importation into and sale in the United
States and certified by its manufacturer
as complying with the safety standards
(the U.S.-certified version of the 1989
Honda Civic DX Hatchback), and they
are capable of being readily altered to
conform to the standards.

DATE: This decision is effective as of the
date of its publication in the Federal
Register.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
George Entwistle, Office of Vehicle
Safety Compliance, NHTSA (202-366—
5306).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

Under 49 U.S.C. 30141(a)(1)(A)
(formerly section 108(c)(3)(A)(i) of the
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle
Safety Act (the Act)), a motor vehicle
that was not originally manufactured to
conform to all applicable Federal motor
vehicle safety standards shall be refused
admission into the United States unless
NHTSA has decided that the motor
vehicle is substantially similar to a
motor vehicle originally manufactured
for importation into and sale in the
United States, certified under 49 U.S.C.
30115 (formerly section 114 of the Act),
and of the same model year as the
model of the motor vehicle to be
compared, and is capable of being
readily altered to conform to all
applicable Federal motor vehicle safety
standards.

Petitions for eligibility decisions may
be submitted by either manufacturers or
importers who have registered with
NHTSA pursuant to 49 CFR part 592. As
specified in 49 CFR 593.7, NHTSA
publishes notice in the Federal Register
of each petition that it receives, and
affords interested persons an
opportunity to comment on the petition.
At the close of the comment period,
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