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Replacement 

(f) Within 18 months after the effective 
date of this AD, replace existing fluorescent 

light lamp holders manufactured by Page 
Aerospace Limited, with improved parts 
manufactured by Bruce Industries 

Incorporated, as specified in Table 1 of this 
AD.

TABLE 1.—REPLACEMENT OF LAMP HOLDERS 

Replace lamp holders in these locations— In accordance with this service information— 
Which refers to this service information as an 
additional source of replacement instruc-
tions— 

(1) Ceiling panels and life raft ceiling support 
housings.

Boeing Alert Service Bulletin MD90–33A012, 
Revision 3, dated January 14, 2004.

C & D Aerospace Alert Service Bulletin 
59406XX–25A01; currently at Revision 4, 
dated July 31, 2003. 

(2) Sidewall behind the overhead stowage com-
partments in the main cabin.

Boeing Alert Service Bulletin MD90–33A013, 
dated November 29, 2001.

C & D Aerospace Alert Service Bulletin C & D 
Aerospace Alert Service Bulletin 51310XX–
25A01; currently at Revision 5, dated March 
30, 2004. 

Parts Installation 
(g) As of the effective date of this AD, no 

person may install a fluorescent light lamp 
holder manufactured by Page Aerospace 
Limited, in the locations specified in this AD, 
on any airplane. 

Replacements Accomplished Per Previous 
Issues of Service Bulletin 

(h) Replacements accomplished before the 
effective date of this AD per the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Boeing Alert 
Service Bulletin MD90–33A012, dated March 
28, 2001; Revision 01, dated September 17, 
2001; or Revision 02, dated January 17, 2002; 
are considered acceptable for compliance 
with paragraph (f) of this AD. 

Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs) 

(i) The Manager, Los Angeles Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), FAA, has the 
authority to approve AMOCs for this AD, if 
requested in accordance with the procedures 
found in 14 CFR 39.19.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on October 
18, 2004. 
Kalene C. Yanamura, 
Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 04–23930 Filed 10–25–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–P

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

17 CFR Parts 228, 229, 232, 240, 249 
and 270 

[Release Nos. 33–8496A, 34–50453A, 35–
27894A, 39–2428A, IC–26622A; File Number 
S7–35–04] 

RIN 3235–AJ32 

XBRL Voluntary Financial Reporting 
Program on the Edgar System

AGENCY: Securities and Exchange 
Commission.
ACTION: Correction to proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document contains a 
correction to the proposed rule, which 

was published Friday, October 1, 2004 
(69 FR 59093). The ‘‘39’’ release number 
should read 39–2428.

Dated: October 20, 2004. 
Jill M. Peterson, 
Assistant Secretary.
[FR Doc. 04–23898 Filed 10–25–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration 

23 CFR Part 658 

[FHWA Docket No. FHWA–2003–16164] 

RIN 2125–AE99 

Commercial Vehicle Width Exclusive 
Devices

AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Withdrawal of proposed 
rulemaking and closing of public 
docket. 

SUMMARY: This document withdraws a 
proposed rulemaking to amend the 
Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) regulations to increase by one-
inch the distance that width exclusive 
devices could extend beyond the sides 
of commercial motor vehicles. The 
intent of the one-inch increase was to 
harmonize the United States’ width 
exclusion limits for certain devices with 
those of Canada and Mexico, as 
recommended in a draft report of the 
Land Transportation Standards 
Subcommittee, created as a result of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA). The FHWA is unable to 
determine at this time that there is a 
need for an increase in the existing 
width exclusion applicable to safety and 
energy conservation devices. In 
addition, there is no evidence that the 
lack of harmonization is adversely 
affecting NAFTA implementation or 

that harmonization in this area is 
otherwise necessary. Therefore, the 
FHWA is withdrawing the proposed 
rulemaking and closing the public 
docket.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Phillip Forjan, Office of Freight 
Management and Operations (202) 366–
6817, or Mr. Raymond Cuprill, Office of 
the Chief Counsel (202) 366–1377, 
Federal Highway Administration, 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC 
20590. Office hours are from 7:45 a.m. 
to 4:15 p.m., e.t., Monday through 
Friday, except Federal holidays.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

In October 1999, the Land 
Transportation Standards Subcommittee 
(LTSS), created by the NAFTA Working 
Group 2, issued a draft discussion 
paper. The draft paper, ‘‘Highway Safety 
Performance Criteria in Support of 
Vehicle Weight and Dimension 
Regulations’’ (a copy of which is 
included in this docket), contained 
candidate vehicle performance criteria 
and recommended threshold values. 
The primary objective of Working Group 
2 was to seek areas within the broad 
range of vehicle weights and 
dimensions that could be harmonized 
among the participating countries 
(Mexico, Canada, and the United 
States). 

The working group’s draft discussion 
paper included the definition of 
‘‘overall width’’ and proposed a 
standard for use by the three countries. 
This definition described width 
exclusive devices or appurtenances at 
the sides of a truck, tractor, semitrailer, 
or trailer whose function is related to 
the safe operation of the vehicle. Such 
devices may extend no more than 10 
centimeters beyond the side of the 
vehicle. (Using accepted conversion 
factors, 10 centimeters equates to 3.937 
inches.) 
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In a final rule published March 29, 
2002 (67 FR 15102), the FHWA said it 
was preparing to issue a notice of 
proposed rulemaking (NPRM) to 
consider an extension from three inches 
(the current U.S. exclusion standard) to 
four inches in the distance that non-
property carrying devices could 
protrude from the sides of commercial 
motor vehicles. The NPRM was 
eventually published under FHWA 
Docket No. 2001–10370 on July 29, 2002 
(67 FR 48994). 

Because of concerns raised by several 
respondents to this NPRM, in particular 
the absence of research on the effects of 
such an increase, the FHWA determined 
it appropriate to issue a supplemental 
notice of proposed rulemaking 
(SNPRM). On March 12, 2004, the 
FHWA published an SNPRM requesting 
further public comment on the proposal 
under Docket No. FHWA–2003–16164 
(65 FR 11997). By issuing the SNPRM, 
the FHWA sought to obtain information 
that would document the experience of 
others in undertaking similar changes to 
vehicle width exclusion standards or 
monitoring and evaluating vehicle 
crashes caused by contact with width 
exclusive devices. Our goal was to 
ascertain whether there might be any 
known operating or safety repercussions 
that could result from the one-inch 
increase. 

The FHWA received 3 comments in 
response to the SNPRM. None of these 
provided any more definitive 
information to make the required 
determination that the proposed 
expansion of the width exclusion is 
needed to promote commercial motor 
vehicle safety and efficiency. We 
received comments from an individual, 
the Truck Manufacturers Association 
(TMA), and the Advocates for Highway 
and Automobile Safety (AHAS). 

Discussion of Comments 
The individual commented that a 

Federal rule requiring all States to allow 
an extra inch on each side of 
commercial motor vehicles (CMVs) for 
non-cargo carrying devices on the 
National Network (NN) and reasonable 
access routes would be more efficient 
than each State issuing its own 
overwidth permits. Nevertheless, she 
opposed such a rule because issuing a 
special permit would be different than 
allowing a whole class of ‘‘humongous’’ 
vehicles. It appears that her objection 
was not so much directed at an extra 
inch for safety or energy conserving 
devices, but at the overall size of trucks, 
which is beyond the scope of this 
rulemaking action.

The TMA stated that the FHWA 
would be unable to find answers 

concerning possible effects of allowing 
the additional inch for excluded 
devices. It noted that this situation was 
not surprising, given the ‘‘obscure and 
essentially unresearchable nature of the 
underlying question—namely, will one 
inch of additional width of a vehicle, all 
things else being equal, cause more 
crashes?’’ It noted that the proposed 
change would not increase the width 
dimensions of the vehicle per se, but 
only the attached, excludable non-cargo 
carrying devices. The TMA stated that 
the change in ‘‘encroachments’’ of these 
devices would be ‘‘extremely small,’’ 
would make ‘‘researching the crash 
cause and effect relationship’’ very 
difficult, and would ‘‘not [be] readily 
identifiable in crash data bases.’’ The 
TMA concluded that, ‘‘given the de 
minimus nature’’ of the change, and the 
benefits to NAFTA harmonization 
efforts, it would support the one-inch 
increase proposed in the NPRM and 
SNPRM. 

Repeating its earlier objections to the 
NPRM, the AHAS again opposed the 
proposal for the one-inch change in the 
exclusion provisions. Referring to the 
FHWA’s request for information in the 
SNPRM, it concluded that ‘‘the FHWA 
has acknowledged [in the SNPRM] the 
need to make a specific safety finding 
on the safety consequences of allowing 
an additional inch of width on each side 
of a commercial motor vehicle.’’ The 
AHAS also challenged the FHWA’s 
reliance upon sources claiming no 
knowledge about the ‘‘precise safety 
effects of vehicle width increases’’ as an 
‘‘application of agency expertise.’’ The 
AHAS indicated that such reliance 
would not allow the FHWA to ‘‘draw 
well-crafted and strongly supported 
conclusions from the facts entered into 
the record.’’ 

It further noted that the references 
cited in the SNPRM are no substitute for 
making ‘‘specific safety findings about 
the consequences of change in policy,’’ 
and demanded that the agency employ 
‘‘empirical’’ research, rather than rely 
upon sources that can offer no insight 
into the safety consequences of the 
suggested change. The AHAS reminded 
the FHWA that the requirement for such 
empirical research grows out of a 
‘‘statutory obligation to measure the 
safety impact of such changes’’ that 
cannot be satisfied merely by 
‘‘expressions of ignorance or a priori 
argument.’’ 

The AHAS further stated that adding 
an extra inch in the width of excluded 
devices is not a de minimus change in 
the current limitation. It also noted that 
there are many highways on the NN 
with less than 12-foot wide lanes where 

the one-inch increase could have safety 
implications. 

Conclusion 

The FHWA is unable to determine at 
this time that there is a need for an 
increase in the existing width exclusion 
applicable to safety and energy 
conservation devices. The 
administrative record of this rulemaking 
action has failed to identify any specific 
devices that would need the proposed 
expansion of the width exclusion in 
order to promote commercial motor 
vehicle safety and efficiency. In 
addition, there is no evidence that the 
lack of harmonization is adversely 
affecting NAFTA implementation or 
that harmonization in this area is 
otherwise necessary. Therefore, the 
FHWA is withdrawing this rulemaking 
and closing the docket.

Authority: 23 U.S.C. 127 and 315; 49 
U.S.C. 31111 through 31115; 49 CFR 
1.48(b)(19) and (c)(19).

Issued on: October 20, 2004. 
Mary E. Peters, 
Federal Highway Administrator.
[FR Doc. 04–23966 Filed 10–25–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–22–P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 

Coast Guard 

33 CFR Part 165 

[CGD01–04–133] 

RIN 1625–AA11 

Navigation and Waterways 
Management Improvements, Buzzards 
Bay, MA

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking; notice of public meetings. 

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard is 
considering amending the existing 
Regulated Navigation Area for navigable 
waters within the First Coast Guard 
District, to require additional navigation 
safety measures within Buzzards Bay, 
including tug escorts and use of 
Recommended Routes. This advance 
notice of proposed rulemaking seeks 
public comment on the merits, 
advantages, and disadvantages of any 
amendment to the currently-existing 
RNA that would require tug escort of 
tank barges transiting Buzzards Bay, 
Massachusetts. In addition, the Coast 
Guard seeks comments on the merits of 
formally designating the existing 
Recommended Route in Buzzard’s Bay.
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