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Federal Motor Vehicles Safety Standard
No. 218, Motorcycle Helmets, which
establishes minimum performance
requirements for helmets designed for
use by motorcyclists and other motor
vehicle users. Standard No. 218 requires
that each helmet shall be labeled
permanently and legibly (S5.6), in a
manner such that the label(s) can be
read easily without removing padding
or any other permanent part.

Description of the Need for the
Information and Proposed Use of the
information—NHTSA requires labeling
information to ensure that helmet
owners have important safety
information. The information currently
provided on the helmet from the labels
includes that manufacturer’s name or
identification, model, size, month and
year of manufacture, shell and liner
construction of the helmet. The owners
will also receive important information
on caring for the helmet from the labels.
Finally, the DOT symbol signifies the
manufacturer’s certification that the
helmet meets all the requirements in the
standard. Labeling is necessary for
NHTSA to identify the helmet,
particularly, if the helmet failed the
compliance tests.

Description of the Likely Respondents
(Including Estimated Number, and
Proposed Frequency of Response to the
Collection of Information)—NHTSA
estimates that 32 manufacturers of
motorcycle helmets offer their products
for sale in the United States. The
frequency of response to the collection
of information depends on the number
of helmets that each manufacturer sells.

Estimate of the Total Annual
Reporting and Recordkeeping Burden
Resulting from the Collection of
Information—Currently, 32
manufacturers produce, on the average,
a total of approximately 1,600,000
motorcycle helmets a year. NHTSA
estimates that the total annual
information collection burden on all
manufactures is 5,333 hours. NHTSA
estimates that “annualized costs on all
manufacturers is $640,000.”

Authority: 44 U.S.C. 3506(c); delegation of
authority at 49 CFR 1.50.

Issued: January 17, 2001.
Stephen R. Kratzke,

Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standards.

[FR Doc. 01-1852 Filed 1-19-01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA 2000-8591; Notice 1]

Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc., Receipt of
Application for Decision of
Inconsequential Noncompliance

Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc., has
determined that approximately 33,000
P235/75R15 Widetrack Wintertrax tires
produced in the Sao Paulo, Brazil plant
and 1,400 P235/75R15 Lemans A/T tires
produced in the Decatur, lllinois plant
do not meet the labeling requirements
mandated by Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standard (FMVSS) No. 109,
“New Pneumatic Tires.”

Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 30118(d) and
30120(h), Bridgestone/Firestone has
petitioned for a determination that the
noncompliance is inconsequential to
motor vehicle safety and has filed an
appropriate report pursuant to 49 CFR
part 573, “Defect and Noncompliance
Reports.”

This notice of receipt of an
application is published under 49
U.S.C. 30118 and 30120 and does not
represent any agency decision or other
exercise of judgment concerning the
merits of the application.

The noncompliance with Section
4.2.1(c) relates to maximum load rating
for a particular tire size. The Sao Paulo
plant produced 33,000 P235/75R15
Widetrack Wintertrax tires from April
2000 through October 2000. The
affected tires had the maximum load
mismarked. The actual marking was:
Max Load 650 Kg (1433 lbs.) @ 300 Kpa
(44 psi). The correct marking should
have been: Max Load 920 Kg (2029 lbs.)
@ 300 Kpa (44 psi).

The affected P235/75R15 Widetrack
Wintertrax tires meet all requirements of
FMVSS No. 109 except the markings
pertaining to maximum load rating.

The noncompliance with Section
4.3.4(a) relates to the maximum
inflation pressure of the tire. The
Decatur plant produced 1,400 P235/
75R15 Lemans A/T tires during DOT
weeks 36, 37 and 38 of the year 2000.
The affected tires had the inflation
pressure (English units only) mismarked
on the sidewall opposite the DOT serial
number. The actual marking was: Max
Load 990 Kg (2183 1bs.) @ 340 Kpa (41
psi). The correct marking should have
been: Max Load 990 Kg (2183 1bs.) @
340 Kpa (50 psi). Bridgestone/Firestone
states that this was a single mold issue
and the markings in that mold have
been corrected.

The affected P235/75R15 Lemans A/T
tires meet all requirements of FMVSS

No. 109. They have the correct inflation
in metric units, and the recommended
operation inflation pressure is defined
by the placard on the vehicle door or
within the owner manual.

Bridgestone/Firestone, Inc., submits
that the noncompliance is
inconsequential as it relates to motor
vehicle safety.

Interested persons are invited to
submit written data, views, and
arguments on the application 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 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: (February 21, 2001).

(49 U.S.C. 301118, 301120; delegations of

authority at 49 CFR 1.50 and 501.8)
Issued on: January 17, 2001.

Stephen R. Kratzke,

Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standards.

[FR Doc. 01-1851 Filed 1-19-01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA-2000-8133; Notice 2]

Panoz Auto Development Company;
Grant of Application for Temporary
Exemption From Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standard No. 208

This notice grants the application by
Panoz Auto Development Company of
Hoschton, Georgia, for a temporary
exemption from paragraph S4.1.4 of
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard
No. 208 Occupant Crash Protection. The
basis of the application is that
compliance will cause substantial
economic hardship to a manufacturer
that has tried to comply with the
standard in good faith.

Notice of receipt of the application
was published on October 25, 2000, and
an opportunity afforded for comment
(65 FR 63913).

Panoz received NHTSA Exemption
No. 93-5 from S4.1.4 of Standard No.
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208, an exemption for two years which
was initially scheduled to expire August
1, 1995 (58 FR 43007). It applied for,
and received, two two-year renewals of
this exemption (61 FR 2866; 63 FR
16856), the last of which expired March
1, 2000. Panoz now seeks a new
exemption from S4.1.4 on hardship
grounds, that would expire March 31,
2003. This exemption would apply to
the Panoz Roadster but not to the
company’s other product, the Panoz
Esperante, which, during the term of the
last exemption, has been designed to
comply with S4.1.4.

Panoz’s original exemption was
granted pursuant to the representation
that its Roadster would be equipped
with a Ford-supplied driver and
passenger airbag system, and would
comply with Standard No. 208 by April
5, 1995, after estimated expenditures of
$472,000. As of the time of its
application, April 1993, the company
had expended 750 man hours and
$15,000 on the project.

According to its 1995 application for
renewal,

Panoz has continued the process of
researching and developing the installation
of a driver and passenger side airbag system
on the Roadster since the original exemption
petition was submitted to NHTSA on April
5, 1993. To date, an estimated 1680 man-
hours and approximately $50,400 have been
spent on this project.

At that time, Panoz used a 5.0L Ford
Mustang GT engine and five speed
manual transmission in its car. Because
“the 1995 model year and associated
emission components were revised by
Ford,” this caused

a delay in the implementation of the airbag
system on the Roadster due to further
research and development time requirements
and expenditure of additional monies to
evaluate the effects of these changes on the
airbag adaptation program.

Shortly before filing its application for
first renewal in 1995, Panoz learned that
Ford was replacing the 5.0L engine and
emission control system on the 1996
Mustang and other passenger cars with
a modular 4.6L engine and associated
emission components. The 1995 system
did not meet 1996 On-Board Diagnostic
emission control requirements, and
Panoz was faced with using the 1996
engine and emission control system as
a substitute. The majority of the money
and man hours at that time had been
spent on adapting an airbag system to
the 5.0L engine car, and the applicant
had to concentrate on adapting it to a
4.6L engine car. Panoz listed eight types
of modifications and testing necessary
for compliance that would cost it
$337,000 if compliance were required at

the end of a one-year period. It asked for
and received a two-year renewal of its
exemption.

However, between 1995 and 1997,
Panoz found integration of the 4.6L
engine into its existing chassis more
difficult than anticipated, primarily
because the 4.6L was 10 inches wider
than the engine it replaced. This
required a total redesign of the chassis,
requiring expenditure of “‘a significant
amount of resources.” Simultaneously,
Panoz designed the vehicle to allow for
the integration of the Ford Mustang
driver-side and passenger-side airbag
systems. Panoz described these steps in
some detail and estimates that between
May 1995 and August 1997 it spent
2200 man-hours and $66,000 on these
efforts. In the same time period, it spent
$47,000 in static and dynamic crash
testing of a 4.6L car related to airbag
system development. Panoz concluded
by describing the additional
modifications and testing required to
adapt the Ford system to its car. These
costs totaled $358,000. In 1997, the
company argued that a two-year renewal
of its exemption would provide time to
generate sufficient income
(approximately $15,000 a month
through sales of vehicles and private
funding) to fund the modifications and
testing. After August 1997, Panoz spent
an additional 1779 man hours and
$87,375 in airbag development for the
Roadster, a large portion of which was
to adapt the 1997-98 Ford Mustang
mechanical system. In September 1998,
NHTSA issued its Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM) on advanced
airbags which would have required
Panoz to begin the phase-in of the new
system as of September 1, 2002. Panoz
decided that the mechanical airbag
system it was developing could not
comply with the proposed advanced
system. It also lacked the resources to
develop two systems simultaneously, so
it turned its development efforts
towards the advanced system, which
will be in its new model, Esperante. In
November 1999, NHTSA issued a
Supplemental NPRM under which
implementation of the advanced airbag
rule would be delayed for small
manufacturers until September 1, 2005
(subsequently adopted in the final rule
of May 2000). This resulted in Panoz’s
resumption of efforts to adapt the Ford
Mustang airbag system to its Roadster.
However, with its 1999 models, Ford
had replaced the mechanical airbag
system with an electronic one, “which
dictated that Panoz would have to
conduct further crash testing in order to
properly calibrate the [Restraint Control
Module] for application on the AIV

Roadster.” Panoz intends to have the
electronic system adapted by the end of
the exemption it has requested. The
foregoing is a summary of Panoz’s
compliance efforts which are set forth in
detail in its application.

In sum, Panoz has been exempted
from compliance with the airbag
requirements for all passenger cars that
it manufactured between August 1,
1993, and March 1, 2000, approximately
67/ years. These, however, total only
178 units.

At the time of its original petition,
Panoz’s cumulative net losses since
incorporation in 1989 were $1,265,176.
It lost an additional $249,478 in 1993,
$169,713 in 1994, $721,282 in 1995, and
$1,349,241 in 1996. Its losses continued
in 1997, 1998, and 1999, respectively
$3,253,111, $4,264,689, and $2,996,903.
Thus, Panoz’s losses for the years that
the exemption was in effect, 1993-99,
total $13,004,417.

The applicant reiterated its original
arguments that an exemption would be
in the public interest and consistent
with the objectives of traffic safety.
Specifically, The Roadster is built in the
United States and uses 100 percent U.S.
components, bought from Ford and
approximately 95 other companies (“at
least 250 employees” of which “remain
involved in the Panoz project”). Panoz
provides employment for 47 full time
and three part time employees. The
company now has 33 U.S. dealers. The
Roadster is said to provide the public
with a classic alternative to current
production vehicles. It is the only
vehicle that incorporates ‘“molded
aluminum body panels for the entire
car,” a process which continues to be
evaluated by other manufacturers and
which “results in the reduction of
overall vehicle weight, improved fuel
efficiency, shortened tooling lead times,
and increased body strength.” With the
exception of S4.1.4 of Standard No. 208,
the Roadster meets all other Federal
motor vehicle safety standards.

No comments were received on the
application.

In spite of its previous exemptions,
Panoz has accumulated more than
$13,000,000 in net losses during the
exemption periods, over half of that
occurring in 1998 and 1999 when its
latest extension was in effect. After
NHTSA had granted the previous
extension on April 6, 1998 (63 FR
16856), the agency issued its advanced
airbag NPRM, in September 1998, and
Panoz turned its limited resources
towards an attempt to develop an
advanced airbag system in compliance
with the proposal, and anticipated that
it would have to comply as of
September 1, 2002. Fourteen months
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later, in November 1999, NHTSA issued
a supplemental NPRM under which
compliance would be deferred until
September 1, 2005 for small
manufacturers such as Panoz. At this
point, Panoz resumed its efforts to
modify the Ford mechanical airbag
system only to find that Ford had
changed to an electronic system with its
1999 models. Panoz could not adopt the
system without additional crash testing,
and it now anticipates that it will be in
compliance at the end of the two-year
extension it has requested. Although
this is the fourth time that Panoz has
applied to NHTSA for an exemption
from the automatic restraint
requirements of Standard No. 208, the
statute imposes no limit on the number
of times that a manufacturer may apply,
and a further exemption may be granted
upon appropriate findings of hardship
and good faith efforts to comply.

We have concurred before with
Panoz’s arguments that an exemption
would be in the public interest and
consistent with the objectives of motor
vehicle safety. The Roadster is built in
the United States and 100% of its
components are bought from Ford and
from other domestic suppliers. With the
exception of Standard No. 208, the
Roadster is said to meet all other
applicable Federal motor vehicle safety
standards.

In consideration of the foregoing, we
hereby find that Panoz has met its
burden of persuasion that, to require
compliance with S4.1.4. of Federal
Motor Vehicle Safety Standard No. 208
would cause substantial economic
hardship to a manufacturer that has
tried in good faith to comply with the
standard. We further find that a
temporary exemption is in the public
interest and consistent with the
objectives of motor vehicle safety.
Accordingly, Panoz Auto Development
Company is hereby granted NHTSA
Temporary Exemption No. EX2001-1
from S4.1.4 of 49 CFR 571.208 Motor
Vehicle Safety Standard No. 208
Occupant Crash Protection. This
exemption applies only to the Panoz
Roadster and will expire on January 1,
2003.

(49 U.S.C. 30113; delegations of authority at
49 CFR 1.50. and 501.8)

Issued on January 11, 2001.
Rosalyn G. Millman,
Deputy Administrator.
[FR Doc. 01-1691 Filed 1-19-01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA-2001-8681]

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standards; Occupant Crash
Protection; Review: Fatality Reduction
by Safety Belts; Evaluation Report

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation.
ACTION: Request for comments on
technical report.

SUMMARY: This notice announces
NHTSA'’s publication of a Technical
Report reviewing and evaluating its
existing Safety Standard 208, Occupant
Crash Protection. The report’s title is
Fatality Reduction by Safety Belts for
Front-Seat Occupants of Cars and Light
Trucks: Updated and Expanded
Estimates Based on 1986—99 FARS Data.

DATES: Comments must be received no
later than May 22, 2001.

ADDRESSES:

Report: You may obtain a copy of the
report free of charge by sending a self-
addressed mailing label to Publications
Ordering and Distribution Services
(NAD-51), National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, 400 Seventh
Street, SW, Washington, DC 20590. A
summary of the report is available on
the Internet for viewing on line at
www.nhtsa.dot.gov/cars/rules/regrev/
evaluate/809199.html. The full report is
available on the Internet in PDF format
at www.nhtsa.dot.gov/cars/rules/regrev/
evaluate/pdf/809199.pdf.

Comments: All comments should
refer to the Docket number of this notice
(NHTSA-2001-8681). You may submit
your comments in writing to: U.S.
Department of Transportation Docket
Management, Room PL—401, 400
Seventh Street, SW, Washington, DG
20590. You may also submit your
comments electronically by logging onto
the Dockets Management System
website at http://dms.dot.gov. Click on
“Help & Information” or “Help/Info” to
obtain instructions for filing the
document electronically.

You may call Docket Management at
202-366—9324 and visit the Docket from
10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Charles J. Kahane, Chief, Evaluation
Division, NPP-22, Plans and Policy,
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, Room 5208, 400
Seventh Street, SW, Washington, DC
20590. Telephone: 202—-366—2560. FAX:

202-366—-2559. E-mail:
ckahane@nhtsa.dot.gov.

For information about NHTSA’s
evaluations of the effectiveness of
existing regulations and programs: Visit
the NHTSA web site at http://
www.nhtsa.dot.gov and click
“Regulations & Standards’” underneath
“Car Safety” on the home page; then
click “Regulatory Evaluation” on the
“Regulations & Standards’ page.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NHTSA
estimated in 1984 that manual 3-point
safety belts reduce the fatality risk of
front-seat occupants of passenger cars
by 45 percent relative to the
unrestrained occupant. This critically
important safety technology should be
re-evaluated periodically to see if
effectiveness estimates are still current
and accurate. However, after 1985, the
prime analysis technique for Fatality
Analysis Reporting System (FARS) data,
double-pair comparison, began
producing inflated, unreliable results.
The technical report develops an
empirical tool to adjust double-pair
comparison analyses of 1986—99 FARS
data. It validates the adjustments by
comparing the belt use of fatally injured
people in certain types of crashes to belt
use observed on the road in State and
national surveys. These methods
reconfirm the agency’s earlier estimates
of fatality reduction by manual 3-point
belts: 45 percent in passenger cars and
60 percent in light trucks. Furthermore,
they open the abundant 1986—99 FARS
data to additional analyses, permitting
point-estimation of belt effectiveness by
crash type, occupant age and gender,
belt type, vehicle type, etc.

How Can I Influence NHTSA’s
Thinking on This Evaluation?

NHTSA welcomes public review of
the technical report and invites
reviewers to submit comments about the
data and the statistical methods used in
the analyses. NHTSA will submit to the
Docket a response to the comments and,
if appropriate, additional analyses that
supplement or revise the technical
report.

How Do I Prepare and Submit
Comments?

Your comments must be written and
in English. To ensure that your
comments are correctly filed in the
Docket, please include the Docket
number of this document (NHTSA-
2001-8681) in your comments.

Your primary comments must not be
more than 15 pages long (49 CFR
553.21). However, you may attach
additional documents to your primary
comments. There is no limit on the
length of the attachments.
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