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Sound Transit or others. These
improvements may be eligible for
federal funding and could be part of the
transit project or constructed together
with it as part of a joint effort with
agency partners, thereby meriting joint
environmental analysis. This could
include access improvements around
station areas and over waterway
crossings. Sound Transit would identify
these improvements and could include
them as it works with partner agencies.
Possible Adverse Effects. Consistent
with NEPA, FTA and Sound Transit
will evaluate, with input from the
public, tribes, and agencies, the
potential impacts of the alternatives on
the natural, built, and social
environments. Likely areas of
investigation include, transportation
(including navigable waterways), land
use and consistency with applicable
plans, land acquisition and
displacements, socioeconomic impacts,
park and recreation resources, historic
and cultural resources, environmental
justice, visual and aesthetic qualities, air
quality, noise and vibration, energy use,
safety and security, and ecosystems,
including threatened and endangered
species and marine mammals. The EIS
will evaluate short-term construction
impacts and long-term operational
impacts. It will also consider indirect,
secondary and cumulative impacts. The
EIS will also propose measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate significant
adverse impacts.
In accordance with FTA policy and
regulations, FTA and Sound Transit will
comply with all Federal environmental
laws, regulations, and executive orders
applicable to the proposed project
during the environmental review
process.
Roles of Agencies and the Public.
NEPA, and FTA’s regulations for
implementing NEPA, call for public
involvement in the EIS process. FTA
and Sound Transit therefore invite
Federal and non-Federal agencies to
participate in the NEPA process as
‘‘cooperating’’ or ‘‘participating’’
agencies. FTA will also initiate
government-to-government consultation
with Indian tribes and will invite them
to participate in the process.
Any agency or tribe interested in the
project that does not receive such an
invitation should promptly notify the
Sound Transit Corridor Environmental
Manager identified above under
ADDRESSES.
FTA and Sound Transit will prepare
a draft Coordination Plan for agency
involvement. Interested parties will be
able to review the draft Coordination
Plan on the project website. The draft
Coordination Plan will identify the
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project’s coordination approach and
structure, will provide details on the
major schedule milestones for agency
and public involvement, and will
include an initial list of interested
agencies and organizations.
Combined FEIS and Record of
Decision. Under 23 U.S.C. 139, FTA
should combine the Final EIS and
Record of Decision if it is practicable.
The EIS will be a joint document under
NEPA and SEPA; therefore, FTA and
Sound Transit have determined that this
is not practicable to combine the Final
EIS and Record of Decision.
Paperwork Reduction. The Paperwork
Reduction Act seeks, in part, to
minimize the cost to the taxpayer of the
creation, collection, maintenance, use,
dissemination, and disposition of
information. Consistent with this goal
and with principles of economy and
efficiency in government, FTA limits as
much as possible the distribution of
complete sets of printed environmental
documents. Accordingly, unless a
specific request for a complete printed
set of environmental documents is
received before the document is printed,
FTA and Sound Transit will distribute
only the executive summary of the
environmental document that will
include a compact disc of the complete
environmental document and a link to
the project website where it can be
accessed online. A complete printed set
of the environmental document will be
available for review at the Sound
Transit’s offices and local libraries; an
electronic copy of the complete
environmental document will also be
available on Sound Transit’s project
website.
Linda M. Gehrke,
Regional Administrator.
[FR Doc. 2019–01949 Filed 2–11–19; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE P

Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS) No.
108, Lamps, Reflective Devices, and
Associated Equipment. Gillig filed a
noncompliance report dated February
24, 2017. Gillig also petitioned NHTSA
on March 24, 2017, and supplemented
its petition on May 10, 2017, for a
decision that the subject noncompliance
is inconsequential as it relates to motor
vehicle safety.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Leroy Angeles, Office of Vehicle
Safety Compliance, NHTSA, telephone
(202) 366–5304, facsimile (202) 366–
3081.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Overview
Gillig LLC (Gillig) has determined that
certain model year (MY) 1997–2016
Gillig Low Floor buses do not fully
comply with paragraph S7.1.1.13.1 of
FMVSS No. 108, Lamps, Reflective
Devices, and Associated Equipment (49
CFR 571.108). Gillig filed a
noncompliance report dated February
24, 2017, pursuant to 49 CFR part 573,
Defect and Noncompliance
Responsibility and Reports. As stated in
the noncompliance report, turn signal
lights that do not meet the requirements
of the standard may not be sufficiently
visible to other drivers or pedestrians,
potentially increasing the risk of a crash.
Gillig also petitioned NHTSA on March
24, 2017, and supplemented its petition
on May 10, 2017, for an exemption from
the notification and remedy
requirements of 49 U.S.C. Chapter 301
on the basis that this noncompliance is
inconsequential as it relates to motor
vehicle safety, pursuant to 49 U.S.C.
30118(d) and 30120(h) and 49 CFR part
556.
Notice of receipt of the petition was
published with a 30-day public
comment period, on October 4, 2017, in
the Federal Register (82 FR 46346). No
comments were received.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

II. Buses Involved

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

Approximately 17,138 MY 1997–2016
Gillig Low Floor buses, manufactured
between December 31, 1997, and
February 3, 2017, are potentially
involved.

[Docket No. NHTSA–2017–0021; Notice 2]

Gillig, LLC, Denial of Petition for
Decision of Inconsequential
Noncompliance
National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA),
Department of Transportation (DOT).
ACTION: Denial of petition.
AGENCY:

Gillig LLC (Gillig) has
determined that certain model year
(MY) 1997–2016 Gillig Low Floor buses
do not fully comply with Federal Motor

SUMMARY:
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III. Noncompliance
Gillig stated that it installed six
different generations of turn signal
assemblies in the subject buses;
however, after receiving two complaints
that their Generation 7 turn signal
assemblies were not sufficiently visible,
Gillig and the turn signal manufacturer
went back and tested the previous
generations to see if they met the
requirements of FMVSS No. 108. Test
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results for generations 1 through 6 of the
turn signal assemblies showed that they
do not meet all the minimum
photometry requirements of paragraph
S7.1.1.13.1 of FMVSS No. 108.
IV. Rule Text
Paragraph S7.1.1.13.1 of FMVSS No.
108 includes the requirements relevant
to this petition:
• When tested according to the procedure
of S14.2.1, each front turn signal lamp must
be designed to conform to the base
photometry requirements plus any applicable
multipliers as shown in Tables VI-a and VIb for the number of lamp compartments or
individual lamps and the type of vehicle it
is installed on.

V. Summary of Gillig’s Petition
Gillig described the subject
noncompliance and stated its belief that
the noncompliance is inconsequential
as it relates to motor vehicle safety.
In support of its petition, Gillig
submitted the following arguments:
1. Analysis: For front turn signals, the
FMVSS No. 108 photometry
requirements provide that ‘‘when tested
according to the procedure of S14.2.1,
each front turn signal lamp must be
designed to conform to the base
photometry requirements plus any
applicable multipliers 1 for the number
of lamp compartments or individual
lamps and the type of vehicle it is
installed on.’’ See FMVSS No. 108,
S7.1.1.13.1.
A front turn signal lamp meets the
photometry requirements of FMVSS No.
108 if it: (1) Meets the minimum
photometric intensity (PI) requirement
in each of the five test groups, (2) none
of the values for the individual test
points are less than 60% of its own
minimum PI value, and (3) the
minimum PI value between test points
is not less than the lower specified
minimum value of the two closest
adjacent test points on a horizontal or
vertical line. Stated another way, an
individual test point may be up to 40%
below its minimum PI value as long as
the group in which it is contained
achieves the overall group minimum PI
value. Based on this approach, even if
the turn signal did not meet the
minimum photometry requirements at
multiple individual test points, the
assembly complies with the standard as
long as the overall light intensity of all
the test points included within the
group does not fall below the required
1 All of the designs of the turn signal assemblies
employ a reflector. Since the spacing from the
geometric centroid of the turn signal to the lighted
edge of the lower beam of the headlamp is greater
than 100 mm, a multiplier is not applicable.
(FMVSS No. 108, S7.1.1.10.3, S7.1.1.10.4(a)).
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minimum value of the group. (See 61 FR
1663; January 23, 1996) (‘‘The
photometric requirements for turn
signal lamps may be met at zones or
groups of test points, instead of at
individual test points.’’)
Gillig, in concert with Hamsar
Diversco (Hamsar), its lighting supplier,
conducted a series of compliance testing
for Generations 1 to 6. In order to
accurately execute the tests, Hamsar
used CAD drawings of the Gillig Low
Floor bus to construct an aluminum test
stand fixture. The test stand precisely
matched the orientation and angle at
which the turn signal would have been
installed on a Gillig Low Floor bus.
Hamsar then conducted a series of tests
measuring the PI output using samples
of each of the available generations of
turn signals. A summary of test data
shows:
(a) For Generations 1 and 2 (the oldest
generations), the assemblies meet the
minimum photometric intensity (PI)
requirements for 3 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 13 of
19 individual test points. The turn
signal’s overall PI output of 1271
candelas is approximately 25% below
the combined minimum requirements
for all 5 groups (1710 candelas).
(b) For turn signals in Generation 3,
the assemblies meet the minimum PI
requirements for 3 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 13 of
19 individual test points. However, the
overall PI output for Generation 3 turn
signals of 2506 candelas is 47% greater
than the combined minimum
requirements for all 5 groups (1710
candelas).2
(c) For turn signals in Generation 4,
the assemblies meet the minimum PI
requirements for 3 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 15 of
19 individual test points. However, the
overall PI output for Generation 4 turn
signals of 2120 candelas is 24% greater
than the combined minimum
requirements for all 5 groups (1710
candelas).
(d) For turn signals in Generation 5,
the assemblies meet the minimum PI
requirements for 2 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 8 of
19 individual test points. However, the
overall PI output for Generation 5 turn
signals of 1403 candelas is only 18%
below the combined minimum
requirements for all 5 groups (1710
candelas).
(e) For turn signal assemblies in
Generation 6, the assemblies also meet
the minimum photometric intensity for
2 In addition, the integrated side markers for
Generation 3 turn signals were tested and meet all
photometric requirements.
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3 of 5 test groups and allowable 60% of
minimum photometric intensity at 12 of
19 individual test points. The overall
photometric intensity output for
Generation 6 turn signals of 4201
candelas is 146% greater than the
combined minimum requirements for
all 5 groups (1710 candelas).
Gillig states that for the test groups in
each generation that meet the PI
requirements, the values for those
groups well exceed the minimum values
for the group. The PI output for groups
exceeding the minimum values in
Generations 1 and 2 achieve 119%–
242% of minimum values. The PI
output for Generation 3 turn signals
achieve 105%–575% of minimum
values. The PI output for Generation 4
turn signals achieve 109%–386% of
minimum values. The PI output for
Generation 5 turn signals achieve
224%–267% of minimum values.
Finally, the PI output for Generation 6
turn signals achieve 114%–1022% of
minimum values.
Gillig further contends that the turn
signals are sufficiently bright and visible
overall and there is little if any
perceptible difference in light output
when compared with a compliant turn
signal. The comparisons also illustrate
how visually similar the performance of
the earlier generations of the assemblies
are to the FMVSS No. 108 standard, and
why their noncompliance garnered no
attention, by Gillig or its customers, in
over twenty years of production.
2. NHTSA has Previously Granted
Petitions Where Lighting Equipment Did
Not Meet the Photometry Requirements:
Gillig contends that from its inception,
the Safety Act has included a provision
recognizing that some noncompliances
pose little or no safety risk. In applying
this recognition to particular fact
situations, Gillig asserts that the agency
considers whether the noncompliance
gives rise to ‘‘a significantly greater risk
than . . . in a compliant vehicle.’’ See
69 FR 19897–19900 (April 14, 2000).
Relying on this same principle, Gillig
contends that despite the technical
noncompliance with the PI
requirements, the light output in
Generation 1–6 turn signals is
sufficiently bright and does not create a
greater risk than turn signal assemblies
that fully meet the photometric
parameters. Gillig states that NHTSA
has considered deviations from these
photometric parameters on numerous
occasions, frequently finding that there
is no need for a recall remedy campaign
when there are other factors
contributing to the overall brightness of
the equipment.
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For example, the agency granted a
petition by General Motors 3 where its
turn signals met the photometry
requirements in 3 of 4 test groups and
produced, on average, 90% of the
required PI output. For the three
complying groups of turn signals, the
assemblies exceeded the light intensity
requirements by at least 20%.
Gillig further states that the agency
granted similar petitions for
inconsequential noncompliance where
the product did not meet the
photometric intensity requirements.4
Here, Gillig asserts that because the PI
output of the compliant test groups
within Generations 3, 4 and 6 exceeds
the candela requirements by a
substantial margin, a range of 24%–
146% above, the additional candela
offsets the overall performance of the
turn signals.5
Gillig observes that in some instances,
involving reduced photometric output,
NHTSA has denied the petition on the
basis that the condition created a
measurable impact on the driver’s
ability to see objects on or above the
road.6 In contrast, according to Gillig,
the only indication of such an impact
involves the Generation 7 assemblies for
which Gillig is in the process of
conducting a recall remedy campaign.
Gillig states that there is no indication
that the deviation in performance for
Generations 1–6 has led to any difficulty
in seeing and responding to the turn
signals, and as supported by the field
history, the turn signal assemblies have
operated successfully for years and in
some cases decades.
Gillig states that the agency has long
considered changes in light output in
the range presented here as being
visually imperceptible to vehicle
occupants or other drivers.7 Gillig also
states that the agency has noted that
turn signals, unlike headlamps, do not
affect road illumination so that a
reduced amount of light output would
not, by itself, create an increased risk to
the public.8
Finally, according to Gillig, the
environment in which the Gillig turn
signals are used diminishes any
potential risk to safety. Gillig explains
that because the buses in which the
subject turn signals are installed are
predominantly public transit buses, they
are managed by fleet operators and
3 61

FR 1663–1664 (January 22, 1996).
FR 46000 (July 30, 2013); 55 FR 37602
(September 12, 1990); 61 FR 1663 (January 22,
1996).
5 63 FR 70179 (December 18, 1998); 61 FR 1663–
1664 (January 22, 1996).
6 66 FR 38340 (July 23, 2001).
7 59 FR 65428 (December 19, 1994).
8 66 FR 38341 (July 23, 2001).
4 78
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undergo regular maintenance and
reviews by skilled technicians.9 Part of
that process includes a pre-trip
inspection. That protocol requires a
review of the bus’s operating systems,
including a review of the turn signals.
Consequently, according to Gillig, if the
photometric intensity of the Generations
1–6 lights were inadequate, trained
professional service personnel and
drivers would have identified this over
the years, and in some cases, decades of
pre-trip inspections.10 Gillig states it has
never received a complaint, notice or
report related to visibility concerns with
the Generation 1–6 turn signals,
underscoring the overall visibility of the
turn signals.
Gillig concludes by stating that the
subject noncompliance is
inconsequential as it relates to motor
vehicle safety, and that its petition to be
exempted from providing notification of
the noncompliance, as required by 49
U.S.C. 30118, and a remedy for the
noncompliance, as required by 49
U.S.C. 30120, should be granted.
3. Supplemental Petition: In April
2017, and as part of its ongoing quality
review process, Gillig contracted with
an independent lighting certification
laboratory (Calcoast-ITL) to conduct a
series of additional compliance tests for
the turn signals included in Generations
1–6. In order to accurately execute the
testing, CAD drawings of the front of the
Gillig Low Floor bus were used to
construct an aluminum test stand
fixture. The test stand precisely
matched the orientation and angles at
which the right and left front turn
signals would have been installed on
the bus. The laboratory then conducted
a series of tests measuring the PI output
using samples of each of the available
generations of turn signals. The testing
was certified to have been conducted in
accordance with the FMVSS 108 Test
Procedure (TP–108–13). A summary of
the test data provides:
(a) For Generations 1 and 2 (the oldest
generations), the assemblies meet the
minimum photometric intensity (PI)
requirements for 3 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 13 of
19 individual test points. The turn
signal’s overall PI output of 1364
candelas is approximately 20% below
the combined minimum requirements
for all 5 groups (1710 candelas).
9 According to Gillig, the typical life cycle for a
public transit bus is either 12 years or 500,000
miles, meaning that the majority of the vehicles
with Generation 1–6 turn signals may no longer be
in service. However, arguments that only a small
number of vehicles or items of motor vehicle
equipment are affected by a noncompliance do not
justify granting an inconsequentiality petition.
10 64 FR 44575 (August 16, 1999).
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(b) For turn signals in Generation 3,
the assemblies meet the minimum PI
requirements for 3 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 15 of
19 individual test points. However, the
overall PI output for Generation 3 turn
signals of 2387 candelas is 40% greater
than the combined minimum
requirements for all 5 groups (1710
candelas).11
(c) For turn signals in Generation 4,
the assemblies meet the minimum PI
requirements for 4 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 15 of
19 individual test points. However, the
overall PI output for Generation 4 turn
signals of 3307 candelas is 93% greater
than the combined minimum
requirements for all 5 groups (1710
candelas).
(d) For turn signals in Generation 5,
the assemblies meet the minimum PI
requirements for 2 of 5 test groups and
allowable 60% of minimum PI at 12 of
19 individual test points. However, the
overall PI output for Generation 5 turn
signals of 2385 candelas is only 39%
below the combined minimum
requirements for all 5 groups (1710
candelas).
(e) For turn signal assemblies in
Generation 6, the assemblies also meet
the minimum photometric intensity for
4 of 5 test groups and allowable 60% of
minimum photometric intensity at 17 of
19 individual test points. The overall
photometric intensity output for
Generation 6 turn signals of 5655
candelas is 231% greater than the
combined minimum requirements for
all 5 groups (1710 candelas).
Thus, the new PI output for groups
that exceed the minimum values are:
• Generations 1 and 2 achieve 122%–
267% of minimum values.
• Generation 3 achieves 192%–428%
of minimum values.
• Generation 4 achieves 125%–598%
of minimum values.
• Generation 5 achieves 367%–445%
of minimum values.
• Generation 6 achieves 143%–
1185% of minimum values.
As a result, according to Gillig, the
groups that exceed the minimum values
in each lamp compensate for the groups
that are below the minimums to the
extent that the overall PI outputs of the
most recent four generation of lights
(Generations 3–6) significantly exceed
the overall PI output required for a front
turn signal lamp (1710 candelas).
As part of Gillig’s supplemental
petition, it included a video which
shows a side-by-side comparison of
11 In addition, the integrated side markers for
Generation 3 turn signals were tested and meet all
photometric requirements.

E:\FR\FM\12FEN1.SGM

12FEN1

Federal Register / Vol. 84, No. 29 / Tuesday, February 12, 2019 / Notices
Generation 1–6 turn signal assemblies
with a newer generation of turn signal
that exceeds all FMVSS No. 108
minimum requirements for photometry.
Gillig says that the comparisons were
performed with the lights in their
various generations installed on the
same bus as it was driven through a
turning maneuver (filmed indoors to
control ambient lighting throughout the
comparisons). Gillig believes that it is
evident from the multiple angles in the
video that the lights from Generation 1–
6 are so bright and large that they are
virtually indistinguishable from the
newer version.
Gillig’s complete petition and all
supporting documents are available by
logging onto the Federal Docket
Management System (FDMS) website at:
https://www.regulations.gov and
following the online search instructions
to locate the docket number listed in the
heading of this notice.
VI. NHTSA Analysis
As part of Gillig’s petition, Gillig
submitted third-party compliance test
reports which indicated that the turn
signal lamps failed to meet the turn
signal lamp photometry requirements in
Table VI of FMVSS No. 108 as outlined
below:
• Generation 1 and 2 turn signal
lamps—
Æ Two out of the five groups failed to
meet the group minimum photometric
intensity.
Æ Six out of the nineteen test points
fell below 60% of the minimum
requirement (the values ranged from
32% to 49% of the minimum
requirement).
• Generation 3 turn signal lamps—
Æ Two out of the five groups failed to
meet the group minimum photometric
intensity.
Æ Four out of the nineteen test points
fell below 60% of the minimum
requirement (the values ranged from
40% to 53% of the minimum
requirement).
• Generation 4 turn signal lamps—
Æ Two out of the five groups failed to
meet the group minimum photometric
intensity.
Æ Four out of the nineteen test points
fell below 60% of the minimum
requirement (the values ranged from
41% to 50% of the minimum
requirement).
• Generation 5 turn signal lamps—
Æ Three out of the five groups failed
to meet the group minimum
photometric intensity.
Æ Seven out of the nineteen test
points fell below 60% of the minimum
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requirement (the values ranged from
14% to 55% of the minimum
requirement).
• Generation 6 turn signal lamps—
Æ Two out of the five groups failed to
meet the minimum photometric
intensity.
Æ Two out of the nineteen test points
fell below 60% of the minimum
requirement (the values ranged from
30% to 50% of the minimum
requirement).
The above summary indicates that the
turn signal lamps in these vehicles are
noncompliant.
According to Gillig, the assemblies
were certified as compliant using an
axis of reference that did not correspond
to the actual orientation of the lighting
as installed on the bus. Gillig’s petition
concerns the ability of the lamps to meet
FMVSS No. 108 for certain test points
when tested at their final installation
angle.
NHTSA does not find Gillig’s
arguments persuasive that the
noncompliant light output from the
installed lamps is inconsequential to
safety, as explained below:
Consistent with what was previously
stated in 63 FR 1663 (January 23, 1996),
NHTSA herein reiterates that the
photometric requirements for turn
signal lamps may be met at zones or
groups of test points, instead of at
individual test points as long as each
individual test point is at least 60% of
the minimum requirement. However,
Gillig attempted to justify the
noncompliance by pointing to the sum
of all group minimums. Overall
photometric intensity output, as
described in Gillig’s petition, is not
defined by FMVSS No. 108 as the
cumulative value of group minimums.
Rather, FMVSS No. 108 per Table VI–
a footnote 1 permits a test point in a
group to be less than the minimum
required value, if and only if it is also
not less than 60% of the minimum and
the group minimum can be still met
when adjacent test points within the
group make up the difference. A group
failing to meet the group minimum
requirements is a noncompliance. In
addition, it should also be noted that if
a test point in a group has a value that
is less than 60% of the minimum
required value, then it is also noncompliant. The lamps as installed in
Gillig’s buses do not meet minimums
and therefore will provide insufficient
output to signal appropriately to
motorists and pedestrians. The need for
safety for this requirement is to have a
vehicle’s turn signal be clearly visible at
all zones/groups.
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Furthermore, based on NHTSA’s
review of the submitted test reports, it
appears that the turn signal lamps
subject to the petition were not tested
for visibility in their installed position.
Having insufficient visibility would
create a potentially unsafe condition if
other motorists or pedestrians could not
see the turn signal as intended by the
standard.
NHTSA reviewed Gillig’s referenced
inconsequential non-compliance
petitions used to support its petition
and found them to be unpersuasive. 61
FR 1663–1664 (January 22, 1996)
showed failed photometric values of
10% below the minimum and 78 FR
46000 (July 30, 2013) showed
photometric values of 4% below the
lower limit, both of which are supported
by 55 FR 37602 (September 12, 1990)
and ‘‘Driver Perception of Just
Noticeable Differences of Automotive
Signal Lamp Intensities’’ (DOT HS 808
209, September 1994) where a reduction
of 25% of luminous intensity is required
before the human eye can detect the
difference between two lamps. 55 FR
37602 (September 12, 1990) and ‘‘Driver
Perception of Just Noticeable
Differences of Automotive Signal Lamp
Intensities’’ (DOT HS 808 209,
September 1994) does not apply to
Gillig’s petition since each generation
contained a failing group ranging from
41% to 77% below the required group
minimum. 63 FR 70179 (December 18,
1998) is unpersuasive as this pertains to
stop lamps which have different
activation requirements than turn signal
lamps and more than one light source
will always be illuminated, as opposed
to turn signal lamps. 66 FR 38341 (July
23, 2001) is irrelevant because the term
‘‘less critical’’ does not necessarily mean
it does not impact safety. 64 FR 44575
(August 16, 1999) is irrelevant because
replacement of a turn signal bulb will
restore optimal performance to the turn
signal assembly and a more rigorous
maintenance schedule is intended to
compensate for an improper turn signal
bulb outage indicator.
VII. NHTSA’s Decision
In consideration of the foregoing,
NHTSA finds that Gillig has not met its
burden of persuasion that the FMVSS
No. 108 noncompliance is
inconsequential as it relates to motor
vehicle safety. Accordingly, Gillig’s
petition is hereby denied and Gillig is
obligated to provide notification of, and
a remedy for, that noncompliance under
49 U.S.C. 30118 through 30120.
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Authority: (49 U.S.C. 30118, 30120:
delegations of authority at 49 CFR 1.95 and
501.8)
Jeffrey Mark Giuseppe,
Associate Administrator for Enforcement.

Monday, March 18, 2019. Any member
of the public may present a written
statement to the Advisory Board at any
time.
Carrie Lavigne,
Approving Official, Chief Counsel, Saint
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation.

[FR Doc. 2019–01920 Filed 2–11–19; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–59–P

[FR Doc. 2019–01975 Filed 2–11–19; 8:45 am]

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation Advisory Board; Notice of
Public Meetings

BILLING CODE P

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Internal Revenue Service
Proposed Collection; Comment
Request for Regulation Project

AGENCY:

Saint Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation (SLSDC),
DOT.
ACTION: Notice of public meeting.

AGENCY:

This notice announces the
public meeting via conference call of the
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation Advisory Board.
DATES: The public meeting will be held
on (all times Eastern):
• Monday, March 25, 2019 from
3:00p.m.–5:00p.m. EST
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held
via conference call at the SLSDC’s
Headquarters, 55 M Street SE, Suite 930,
Washington, DC 20003.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Wayne Williams, Chief of Staff, Saint
Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation, 1200 New Jersey Avenue
SE, Washington, DC 20590; 202–366–
0091.

The Internal Revenue Service,
as part of its continuing effort to reduce
paperwork and respondent burden,
invites the general public and other
Federal agencies to take this
opportunity to comment on continuing
information collections, as required by
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995.
The IRS is soliciting comments
concerning changes in corporate control
and capital structure.
DATES: Written comments should be
received on or before April 15, 2019 to
be assured of consideration.
ADDRESSES: Direct all written comments
to Laurie Brimmer, Internal Revenue
Service, Room 6529, 1111 Constitution
Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20224.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Requests for additional information or
copies of the form should be directed to
Kerry Dennis, at (202) 317–5751 or
Internal Revenue Service, Room 6529,
1111 Constitution Avenue NW,
Washington DC 20224, or through the
internet, at Kerry.Dennis@irs.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Title: Changes in Corporate Control
and Capital Structure.
OMB Number: 1545–1814.
Form Number: 1099–CAP.
Abstract: Any corporation that
undergoes reorganization under
Regulation section 1.6043–4T with
stock, cash, and other property over
$100 million must file Form 1099–CAP
with IRS shareholders.
Current Actions: There are no changes
being made to the collection tool at this
time. However, the agency is updating
the estimated number of responses
based on the most recent filing data.
Type of Review: Revision of a
currently approved collection.
Affected Public: Business or other forprofit organizations, and individuals.

Internal Revenue Service (IRS),
Treasury.
ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.

SUMMARY:

Pursuant
to Section 10(a)(2) of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92–
463; 5 U.S.C. App. 2), notice is hereby
given of a meeting of the Advisory
Board of the Saint Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation (SLSDC). The
agenda for this meeting will be as
follows:

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

March 25, 2019 from 3:00 p.m.–5:00 p.m.
EST
1. Opening Remarks
2. Consideration of Minutes of Past Meeting
3. Quarterly Report
4. Old and New Business
5. Closing Discussion
6. Adjournment

Public Participation
Attendance at the meeting is open to
the interested public. With the approval
of the Administrator, members of the
public may present oral statements at
the meeting. Persons wishing further
information should contact the person
listed under the heading, FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT, not later than

VerDate Sep<11>2014

18:30 Feb 11, 2019

Jkt 247001

SUMMARY:

PO 00000

Frm 00138

Fmt 4703

Sfmt 4703

Estimated Number of Respondents:
600.
Estimated Time per Respondent: 11
minutes.
Estimated Total Annual Burden
Hours: 108 hours.
The following paragraph applies to all
of the collections of information covered
by this notice.
An agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to, a collection of information
unless the collection of information
displays a valid OMB control number.
Books or records relating to a collection
of information must be retained as long
as their contents may become material
in the administration of any internal
revenue law. Generally, tax returns and
tax return information are confidential,
as required by 26 U.S.C. 6103.
Request for Comments: Comments
submitted in response to this notice will
be summarized and/or included in the
request for OMB approval. All
comments will become a matter of
public record. Comments are invited on:
(a) Whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information shall have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the agency’s estimate
of the burden of the collection of
information; (c) ways to enhance the
quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; (d) ways to
minimize the burden of the collection of
information on respondents, including
through the use of automated collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology; and (e) estimates of capital
or start-up costs and costs of operation,
maintenance, and purchase of services
to provide information.
Approved: February 4, 2019.
Laurie Brimmer,
Senior Tax Analyst.
[FR Doc. 2019–01936 Filed 2–11–19; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4830–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Internal Revenue Service
Proposed Collection; Comment
Request for Regulation Project
Internal Revenue Service (IRS),
Treasury.
ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.
AGENCY:

The Internal Revenue Service,
as part of its continuing effort to reduce
paperwork and respondent burden,
invites the general public and other
Federal agencies to take this

SUMMARY:
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