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FMVSS paragraph

Required owner’s manual wording

CNG truck owner’s manual wording

1997
Manual

1998
Manual

S5.4 ..................

SERVICE PRESSURE 24820 kPa (3600 psig) ...

This system operates at pressures up to 3600
PSI (24.8 MPa). (p. iv).
The CNG fuel system is designed to use a fill
pressure of 3,600 psi (24.8 Mpa).at 70° F
(21°C) (P. 6–3).
13.2 gallons (equivalent) (50 L) at 3600 psi (24.8
Mpa) and 70°F (21°C) (page 6–6).
13 GGE (Gasoline Gallon Equivalent) (49 L) at
3600 psi (24.8 Mpa) and 70° F (21°C). (page
6–6).
3600 PSI SYSTEM PRESSURE (page 7–7) .......
A trained technician must remove the tank cover
and perfrom a CNG fuel tank and mounting
bracket inspection every three years or 36,000
miles (60,000 km) whichever comes first.
(Page 7–6).
The CNG fuel tank has a service life of 15 years.
After the tank expiration date, the tank must be
replaced by an authorized GM dealer. (Page
7–7).
This (expiration) date is listed on the fuel tank
and the fuel tank cover label. (Page 7–7).
This (expiration) date is listed on the fuel tank
and the fuel tank, the fuel fill door label and
the underhood bi-fuel information label. (Page
7–7).
CNG Fuel Tank Inspection Record (page 7–8) ....

X

X

................

X

X

................

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

................

................

X

X

X

XS5.4 ................

SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON FUEL CONTAINER
FOR INSPECTION AND SERVICE LIFE.

IMPCO stated the following:
IMPCO believes that the labels and owner’s
manual supplement information provided
with these vehicles are responsive and
consistent with the rationale and intent of the
requirements, even though the exact words
required by the standard are not used. The
actual labels and the owner’s manual
supplement provide equivalent information
required by FMVSS 303, S5.3 and S5.4. The
CNG refueling valve label clearly states the
operating pressure and refers the user to the
owner’s manual for information about tank
service life. Both the refueling valve and the
underhood labels include the service
expiration date and the owners manual
indicates the service life, inspection
information, and provide a form to record the
expiration date.
Virtually all CNG refueling stations
incorporate an overfill protection system.
Granted, a few CNG fill stations exist that are
capable of providing a fill greater than 3,000
psi, however, the vehicle fill valve is
designed to be incompatible with fill stations
that have a fill pressure greater than the
vehicle’s rated service pressure. For example,
a vehicle with a fill valve rated at 3,600 psi
would be capable of filling at a 3,600, 3,000
or 2,400 psi fill station. However, it would
be incapable of filling at a 5,000 psi fill
station.
Also, the subject vehicles are equipped
with a CNG container validated up to 200
percent of the service pressure without
leakage as required by FMVSS 304, S7.2.2 for
such containers. Thus, even in the unlikely
event of an overfill, the CNG containers are
designed to provide adequate protection.
IMPCO has not received any reports of
injuries or property damage associated with
overfilling of these vehicles and believes it is
extremely remote that these deviations from

FMVSS 303 label and owner’s manual
requirements could contribute to an injury or
property damage incident.
For all of these reasons, IMPCO believes
that this noncompliance is inconsequential to
motor vehicle safety. Accordingly, IMPCO
petitions that it be exempted from the
remedy and recall provisions of the Motor
Vehicle Safety Act in this case.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written data, views, and
arguments on the application of
described above. Comments should refer
to the docket number and be submitted
to: U.S. Department of Transportation
Docket Management, Room PL–401, 400
Seventh Street, SW, Washington, DC
20590. It is requested, but not required,
that two copies be submitted.
All comments received before the
close of business on the closing date
indicated below will be considered. The
application and supporting materials,
and all comments received after the
closing date, will also be filed and will
be considered to the extent possible.
When the application is granted or
denied, notice will be published in the
Federal Register pursuant to the
authority indicated below.
Comment closing date: November 8,
1999.
(49 U.S.C. 30118 and 30120; delegations of
authority at 49 CFR 1.50 and 501.8)

Issued on: October 4, 1999.
Stephen R. Kratzke,
Acting Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standards.
[FR Doc. 99–26149 Filed 10–6–99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–59–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration
[Docket No. NHTSA–99–6271; Notice 1]

Safeline Corporation; Receipt of
Applications for Decision of
Inconsequential Noncompliance
Safeline Corporation, of Denver,
Colorado, has determined that a number
of child restraint systems fail to comply
with sections of 49 CFR 571.213,
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
(FMVSS) No. 213, ‘‘Child Restraint
Systems,’’ and has filed appropriate
reports pursuant to 49 CFR Part 573,
‘‘Defects and Noncompliance Reports.’’
Safeline has also applied to be
exempted from the notification and
remedy requirements of 49 U.S.C.
Chapter 301—‘‘Motor Vehicle Safety’’
on the basis that the noncompliances
are inconsequential to safety.
Safeline has identified two
noncompliant conditions, and has filed
separate applications for each of these
conditions. This notice addresses each
of these applications. This notice is
published under 49 U.S.C. 30118 and
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30120, and does not represent any
agency decision or other exercise of
judgement concerning the merits of the
application.
Omission of Air Bag Warning Label.
FMVSS No. 213 has required rear-facing
child restraints to be labeled with an air
bag warning since August 1994 (59 FR
7643). Beginning on August 15, 1994,
S5.5.2(k) of FMVSS No. 213 required all
rear-facing child restraint systems to
have a label warning the consumer not
to place the rear-facing child restraint
system in the front seat of a vehicle that
has a passenger side air bag, and a
statement describing the consequences
of not following the warning. These
statements were required to be on a red,
orange, or yellow contrasting
background, and placed on the side of
the restraint designed to be adjacent to
the front passenger door of a vehicle,
visible to a person installing the rearfacing child restraint system in the front
passenger seat.
This labeling requirement was revised
in 1996 (61 FR 60206) to require an
enhanced and much more prominent
warning on a distinct label. In the case
of each child restraint system that can
be used in a rear-facing position and is
manufactured on or after May 27, 1997,
S5.5.2(k)(4) of FMVSS No. 213 requires
this label to be permanently affixed to
the outer surface of the cushion or
padding in or adjacent to the area where
a child’s head would rest, so that the
label is plainly visible and readable. The
text portion of this label consists of a
heading reading ‘‘WARNING’’, with the
following messages under that heading:
DO NOT place rear-facing child seat
on front seat with air bag.
DEATH OR SERIOUS INJURY can
occur.
The back seat is the safest place for
children 12 and under.
Opposite the text, the warning label
has a pictogram showing an inflating air
bag striking a rear-facing child seat,
surrounded by a red circle with a slash
across it. The label must also conform
to size and color requirements specified
in S5.5.2(k)(4)(i) through
S5.5.2(k)(4)(iii).
Safeline has notified us that between
June 14, 1997 and September 15, 1997,
it sold between 750 and 900 Sit’n’Stroll
Child Restraints, Model 3240, that do
not have the revised air bag warning
label required by S5.5.2(k)(4) of FMVSS
No. 213. The noncompliance occurred
because the seat cover assemblies for the
affected units were manufactured prior
to May 27, 1997, consistent with
Safeline’s normal production cycle and
prior to the effective date of the new
requirement. These work in progress
seat cover assemblies were then used in

final assembly subsequent to May 27,
1997.
Safeline supports its application for
inconsequential noncompliance with
the following:
Because of the significant lapse in time
since the noncompliance, the products are no
longer being used in the rear facing seating
configuration. The purpose of the air bag
warning statement is to prevent children
from being placed rear facing in the front seat
of a vehicle equipped with a passenger side
air bag. Since it is recommended children
remain rear facing for at least 12 months, and
it has been 24 months since the products
have been sold, it is likely these units are no
longer being used in the rear facing position.
Seat cover subassemblies were
manufactured prior to May 27, 1997.
Quantity of units not complying with
amended rule is small. Between 750 and 900
units were sold that do not comply with the
requirements.
Because existing warning statements are
found on the labels of the product and in the
instruction manual. While Safeline
Corporation strongly concurs the new air bag
warning statement is an effective
enhancement in the proper usage of child
restraint systems, the previously existing
warnings clearly state the hazards of placing
a rear facing child restraint in a seating
position with an air bag. Additionally, the
exposure provided by the widespread
national media campaign has been effective
in educating parents of the dangers regarding
the placement of rear facing child restraint
systems in vehicles with air bags.
The probability of a second hand owner
receiving information through a recall
notification is unlikely. Thus, the likelihood
is small that a second hand owner, using the
product in the rear facing position, would
actually receive the recall notification.

Certification of Child Restraint to 25
Pounds in Rear-Facing Position. S7.1(c)
of FMVSS No. 213 states that:
A child restraint that is recommended by
its manufacturer in accordance with S5.5 for
use either by children in a specified mass
range that includes any children having a
mass greater than 10 kg (20 lbs) but not
greater than 18 kg (40 lbs), or by children in
a specified height range that includes any
children whose height is greater than 850
mm but not greater than 1100 mm, is tested
with a 9-month-old test dummy conforming
to part 572 subpart J, and a 3-year-old test
dummy conforming to part 572 subpart C and
S7.2, provided, however, that the 9-monthold test dummy is not used to test a booster
seat.

In October 1998, we requested that
Safeline identify the dummy that was
utilized to evaluate the Sit’n’Stroll child
restraint, and provide a copy of each test
report and any engineering analysis that
formed the basis of Safeline’s
certification of the Sit’n’Stroll child
restraint system to the performance
requirements of FMVSS No. 213 for
recommended usage greater than 22

pounds in the rear-facing seating
configuration. In response, Safeline
submitted test data from Calspan
Corporation and the University of
Michigan which reflected failures of
seat back angle requirements and/or
structural integrity requirements with a
3-year-old dummy positioned in the
rear-facing position. However, passing
test results were achieved for these
requirements with a 20-pound TNO
dummy weighted to 25 pounds and
positioned in the rear-facing position.
Safeline concluded that the Sit’n’Stroll
child restraint model ‘‘could safely be
used in the rear-facing position at a
weight not to exceed 25 pounds.’’
In June 1999, we notified Safeline that
the Sit’n’Stroll child restraint does not
appear to meet the applicable
requirements of FMVSS No. 213 with
the 3-year-old dummy in the rear-facing
position. Safeline’s determination that
the Sit’n’Stroll child restraint model
complies with FMVSS No. 213 based on
test results with the 20-pound TNO
dummy weighted to 25 pounds in the
rear-facing position is invalid because
this dummy is not specified by FMVSS
No. 213. All Sit’n’Stroll child restraints,
model 3240, manufactured by Safeline
between November 1996 and June 1999
have been recommended for use for up
to 25 pounds in the rear-facing position.
A total of 21,759 units are affected by
this noncompliance.
Safeline supports its application for
inconsequential noncompliance with
the following:
The Sit’n’Stroll meets all rear facing testing
criteria using a 20-pound TNO dummy
weighted to 25 pounds. Our testing has
shown that an infant dummy weighted to 25
pounds had minimal additional affects on the
seat back rotation angle results relative to the
dummy specified in FMVSS No. 213. The
maximum seat back rotation angle we have
experienced in dynamic testing is
significantly less than the allowable 70degree maximum. These results provided the
confidence to previously recommend the
usage of the Sit’n’Stroll for children weighing
no more than 25 pounds in the rear facing
seating position.
Safeline Corporation is aware of no
incidents, claims, reports, injuries, fatalities
or warranty issues of children 22 to 25
pounds being injured or harmed in any way
by the extended use of the Sit’n’Stroll.
The large surface area of the base of the
Sit’n’Stroll reduces the protrusion of the
child restraint into the automobile’s seat. The
Sit’n’Stroll’s unique design—the wide,
uninterrupted base surface area—relative to
other convertible child restraints, produces
seat back rotation angle results well below
the maximum allowable criteria by more
effectively distributing the dynamic forces.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written data, views, and
arguments on the applications of
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Safeline described above. Comments
should refer to the docket number and
be submitted to: U.S. Department of
Transportation Docket Management,
Room PL–401, 400 Seventh Street, SW,
Washington, DC 20590. It is requested,
but not required, that two copies be
submitted.
All comments received before the
close of business on the closing date
indicated below will be considered. The
application and supporting materials,
and all comments received after the
closing date, will also be filed and will
be considered to the extent possible.
When the application is granted or
denied, the notice will be published in
the Federal Register pursuant to the
authority indicated below.
Comment closing date: November 8,
1999.
(49 U.S.C. 30118 and 30120; delegations of
authority at 49 CFR 1.50 and 501.8)
Issued on: October 4, 1999.
Stephen R. Kratzke,
Acting Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standards.
[FR Doc. 99–26151 Filed 10–6–99; 8:45 am]

call in the Office of the Administrator,
room 5424, 400 7th Street, SW,
Washington, DC. The agenda for this
meeting will be as follows: Opening
Remarks; Consideration of Minutes of
Past Meeting; Review of Programs; New
Business; and Closing Remarks.
Attendance at meeting is open to the
interested public but limited to the
space available. With the approval of
the Administrator, members of the
public may present oral statements at
the meeting. Persons wishing further
information should contact not later
than October 12, 1999, Marc C. Owen,
Advisory Board Liaison, Saint Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation, 400
Seventh Street, SW, Washington, DC
20590; 202–366–6823.
Any member of the public may
present a written statement to the
Advisory Board at any time.
Issued at Washington, DC on October 4,
1999.
Marc C. Owen,
Advisory Board Liaison.
[FR Doc. 99–26270 Filed 10–6–99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–61–P

BILLING CODE 4910–59–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation
Advisory Board; Notice of Meeting
Pursuant to Section 10(a)(2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Public
Law 92–463; 5 U.S.C. App. I) notice is
hereby given of a meeting of the
Advisory Board of the Saint Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation
(SLSDC), to be held at 10:00 a.m. on
Friday, October 15, 1999, by conference

Surface Transportation Board
Indexing the Annual Operating
Revenues of Railroads
This Notice sets forth the annual
inflation adjusting index numbers
which are used to adjust gross annual
operating revenues of railroads for
classification purposes. This indexing
methodology will insure that regulated
carriers are classified based on real
business expansion and not from the
effects of inflation. Classification is

important because it determines the
extent of reporting for each carrier.
The railroad’s inflation factors are
based on the annual average Railroad’s
Freight Price Index. This index is
developed by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS). This index will be used
to deflate revenues for comparison with
established revenue thresholds.
The base year for railroads is 1991.
The inflation index factors are presented
as follows:
Railroad Freight Index
Index
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998

..............
..............
..............
..............
..............
..............
..............
..............

Deflator
percent

409.5
411.8
415.5
418.8
418.17
417.46
419.67
424.54

1100.00

99.45
98.55
97.70
97.85
98.02
97.50
96.38

1 Ex Parte No. 492, Montana Rail Link, Inc.,
and Wisconsin Central Ltd., Joint Petition For
Rulemaking With Respect To 49 CFR 1201, 8
I.C.C. 2d 625 (1992), raised the revenue classification level for Class I railroads from $50
million to $250 million (1991 dollars), effective
for the reporting year beginning January 1,
1992. The Class II threshold was also revised
to reflect a rebasing from $10 million (1978
dollars) to $20 million (1991 dollars).

EFFECTIVE DATE:

January 1, 1998.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Scott Decker (202) 565–1531. (TDD for
the hearing impaired: (202) 565–1695).

By the Board, Vernon A. Williams,
Secretary.
Vernon A. Williams,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 99–26203 Filed 10–6–99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4915–00–P

