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not impact hard points on the vehicle
such as the frame, suspension, and
engine. Many of the ‘‘underride’’
crashes that ODI reviewed fall into this
‘‘soft’’ impact category, and air bag
deployment was not appropriate under
the circumstances.
For the foregoing reasons, and in view
of the need to allocate and prioritize
NHTSA’s limited resources to best
accomplish the agency’s safety mission,
the petition for a defect investigation is
denied.
Authority: 49 U.S.C. 30162(d); delegations
of authority at CFR 1.50 and 501.8.
Issued on: October 25, 2001.
Kenneth N. Weinstein,
Associate Administrator for Safety
Assurance.
[FR Doc. 01–27405 Filed 10–31–01; 8:45 am]
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA)
Denial of Motor Vehicle Defect Petition
AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation.
ACTION: Denial of motor vehicle defect
petition.
SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the
reasons for the denial of a petition
submitted to NHTSA under 49 U.S.C.
30162 by William A. Schroeder,
requesting that the agency commence a
proceeding to determine the existence of
a defect related to motor vehicle safety
in the ignition distributor in certain
Honda vehicles. After a review of the
petition and other information, NHTSA
has concluded that further expenditure
of the agency’s investigative resources
on the issues raised by the petition does
not appear to be warranted. The agency
accordingly has denied the petition.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Jonathan White, Chief, Defect and Recall
Information Analysis Division, Office of
Defects Investigation (ODI), NHTSA,
400 7th Street, SW., Washington, DC
20590. Telephone (202) 366–5226.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
October 18, 2000, Mr. William
Schroeder submitted a petition
requesting that the agency investigate
‘‘Distributor Units on Honda cars.’’ Mr.
Schroeder experienced a distributor
bearing failure in October 2000 on his
model year (MY) 1992 Honda Civic. The
petition alleges that ignition distributor
bearings may fail suddenly, which
would cause the engine to stall. It also
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alleges that an engine compartment fire
may occur.
The ignition distributor (distributor)
is a engine component that distributes
high voltage current to the spark plugs.
It has a center shaft that is driven by the
engine camshaft, and it supports a
distributor cap and rotor. The high
voltage surges are directed, one at a
time, to each outer terminal of the
distributor cap by the rotor, which is
rotated by the distributor shaft. Spark
plug wires are connected from these
outer terminals to each engine spark
plug. The distributor shaft is supported
at the camshaft end by a bearing, which
is the subject of this petition. If this
bearing seizes, the distributor shaft will
not rotate and distribute voltage to the
spark plugs, causing the engine to stall
or fail to start.
In December 1995, after experiencing
high warranty claims and owner failure
reports, American Honda Motor
Company, Inc. (Honda) issued
Technical Service Bulletin (TSB) 95–
049 and initiated a Product Update
Campaign to replace distributors in all
MY 1992 and certain MY 1993 Honda
Accords registered in a portion of the
southeastern United States. This area of
the country was targeted because Honda
concluded that high heat and humidity
conditions were major causes of these
distributor bearing failures. Also, at that
time, Honda extended the warranty for
the distributor on MY 1992–93 Accords
registered in the remainder of the
United States to six years/75,000 miles.
Honda’s position was that the
distributor bearing may develop
excessive clearance and cause an engine
no-start condition, but that this was not
a safety problem. Honda did not extend
this Product Update Campaign or
warranty to MY 1992 Civics because the
distributor bearing failure rate in those
vehicles was low.
To date, ODI has received nine
complaints alleging distributor bearing
failures on MY 1992 Honda Civics, and
10 complaints alleging non-specific
distributor failures on those vehicles, at
an average mileage of 98,400 miles.
Seven of the ODI reports allege engine
stalling, and one fire was allegedly
caused by a seized distributor in 1995.
Only two of the 19 incidents occurred
during the past two years.
In response to an ODI inquiry, Honda
submitted 1,175 owner and field reports
of distributor bearing failures, and 1,628
warranty claims relating to all types of
distributor failures, including 19 reports
of engine stalling, in MY 1992 Honda
Civics. Honda also submitted one report
of a fire allegedly caused by a defective
distributor, but Honda contends that
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this had no connection with a
distributor bearing failure.
There have been no reports of crashes,
injuries or fatalities relating to
distributor bearing and/or distributor
failures in 1992 Honda Civic vehicles—
a vehicle population of 190,000.
Information obtained during ODI’s
review of the petition indicates that the
distributor bearing failure on these
vehicles is almost always progressive,
and that warnings such as significant
bearing noise, poor engine performance,
and starting difficulty are clearly
evident to the operator long before the
bearing seizes and causes the engine to
stop running. Further, the risk of engine
compartment fires caused by distributor
bearing failures is extremely low.
For the foregoing reasons, further
expenditure of the agency’s
investigative resources on the issues
raised by the petition does not appear to
be warranted. Therefore, the petition is
denied.
Authority: 49 U.S.C. 30162(d); delegations
of authority at CFR 1.50 and 501.8.
Issued on: October 25, 2001.
Kenneth N. Weinstein,
Associate Administrator for Safety
Assurance.
[FR Doc. 01–27406 Filed 10–31–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–59–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration
[Docket No. NHTSA–2001–10531]

John Chevedden; Denial of Petition for
Rulemaking
Mr. John Chevedden of Redondo
Beach, California, petitioned for
rulemaking to establish a new Federal
Motor Vehicle Safety Standard requiring
a non-glossy finish on the aerodynamic
spoiler wings optionally installed on the
rear of passenger vehicles.
Mr. Chevedden supported his request
by stating that the surface of such
spoilers is glossy because they are
painted with the same glossy material as
a vehicle. He observed that the spoilers
reflect light into the rear view mirror
causing glare and that this glare can
temporarily impair the vision of drivers.
He suggested these spoilers be required
to have similar low reflectance
performance as is required for
windshield wiper arms in an existing
Federal motor vehicle safety standard.
He stated that the very reason that
windshield wiper arms are prohibited
from having glossy surfaces is the same
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as why the rear spoiler wings should be
required to have non-glossy surfaces.
Previously Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standard No. 107, Reflective
Surfaces, was enacted to address the
reduction of glare from windshield
wiper arms, horn rings and etc.
However, this standard was rescinded
on May 2, 1996 at 61 FR 11587, because
it was determined that there was no
longer a need for it. Standard No. 107
had specified reflectance requirements
that apply to specified metallic
components in the driver’s forward field
of view: the windshield wiper arms and
blades, the inside windshield moldings,
the horn ring and hub of the steering
wheel assembly, and the inside rearview
mirror frame and mounting bracket. The
standard had required that the specular
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gloss of the surface of these components
not exceed 40 units when tested.
‘‘Specular gloss’’ refers to the amount of
light reflected from a test specimen. The
purpose of the standard was to reduce
the likelihood that glare from the
regulated components would distract
drivers or interfere with their direct
vision.
Mr. Chevedden’s concern is about
indirect vision, not direct vision. While
glare in any form may be annoying, Mr.
Chevedden has provided no evidence of
any crashes caused by the problem that
he has described. Further, we have
reviewed consumer complaints
regarding glare. To date, the agency has
not received any complaints related to
indirect glare produced by sunlight on
rear spoiler wings. Thus, we are not
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aware of any evidence showing this to
be a safety problem or a source of
concern to motorists.
In consideration of the foregoing,
NHTSA has decided that there is no
reason at this time to pursue a new
motor vehicle safety regulation in this
area. Accordingly, Mr. Chevedden’s
petition is hereby denied.
(49 U.S.C. 30118(d) and 30120(h);
delegations of authority at 49 CFR 1.50 and
501.8)
Issued on October 29, 2001.
Stephen R. Kratzke,
Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standards.
[FR Doc. 01–27476 Filed 10–31–01; 8:45 am]
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