September 30, 1988

Friday

) s wViv ¥, vil

.

i _________“____ L'y _5____, | -= ______m YT " __ _._=_=”“““ 1

_______.

No. 190
Pages 38281-38686

9-30-88

Vol. 53




Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988

FEDERAL REGISTER Published daily, Monday through Friday,
(not published on Saturdays, Sundays, or on official holidays),
by the Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and
Records Administration, Washington, DC 20408, under the
Federal Register Act (49 Stat. 500, as amended; 44 U.S.C. Ch.
15) and the regulations of the Administrative Commitlee of the
Federal Register (1 CFR Ch. I). Distribution is made only by the
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC 20402,

The Federal Register provides a uniform system for making
available to the public regulations and legal notices issued by
Federal agencies. These include Presidential proclamations and
Executive Orders and Federal agency documents having general
applicability and legal effect, documents required to be
published by act of Congress and other Federal agency
documents of public interest, Documents are on file for public
inspection in the Office of the Federal Register the day before
they are published, unless earlier filing is requested by the
issuing agency.

The Federal Register will be furnished by mail to subscribers
for $340.00 per year, or $170.00 for 6 months in paper form, or
$188.00 per year, or $94.00 for six months in microfiche form,
payable in advance. The charge for individual copies is $1.50
for each issue, or $1.50 for each group of pages as actually
bound. Remit check or money order, made payable to the
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC 20402, or charge to your GPO Deposit Account
or VISA or Mastercard.

There are no restrictions on the republication of material
appearing in the Federal Register.

How To Cite This Publication: Use the volume number and the
page number. Example: 53 FR 12345.

SUBSCRIPTIONS AND COPIES

PUBLIC
Subscriplions:
Paper or fiche
Magnetic tapes
Probiems with public subscriptions

Single copies/back copies:
Paper or fiche
Magnetic tapes ’
Problems with public single copies*

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Subscriptions:
Paper or fiche 523-5240
Magnetic tapes 275-3328
Problems with Federal agency subscriptions 523-5240

For other lelephone numbers, see the Reader Aids section
at the end of this issue.




Contents

Federal Register
Vol. 53, No. 190

Friday, September 30, 1988

Agency for International Development
RULES
Procurement transactions; AID financing eligibility
conditions, 38287
NOTICES
Meetings:
Research Advisory Committee, 38364

Agricultural Marketing Service
RULES
Milk marketing orders:
Oregon-Washington, 38283
Spearmint oil produced in Far West, 38261
PROPOSED RULES
Milk marketing orders:
Paducah KY, 38296
Oranges and grapefruit grown in Texas, 38295

Agriculture Department
See also Agricultural Marketing Service; Commodity Credit
Corporation
NOTICES
Import quotas and fees:
Sugar—
Market stabilization price determination, 38310

Army Department
NOTICES
Meetings:
Science Board, 38319, 38320
(2 documents)

Arts and Humanities, National Foundation
See National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities

Blind and Other Severely Handicapped, Committee for
Purchase From

See Committee for Purchase From the Blind and Other
Severely Handicapped

Centers for Disease Control

NOTICES

Occupational injuries among line mechanics (linemen]);
NIOSH meeting, 38347

Civil Rights Commission

NOTICES

Meetings; State advisory committees:
California, 38313
South Dakota, 38314

Coast Guard
NOTICES
Meetings:
Chemical Transportation Advisory Committee, 38402
New York Harbor Traffic Management Advisory
Committee, 38402

Commerce Department

See Foreign-Trade Zones Board; International Trade
Administration; National Institute of Standards and
Technology; National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration; Travel and Tourism Administraticn

Committee for Purchase From the Blind and Other
Severely Handicapped
NOTICES
Procurement list, 1988:
Additions and deletions, 38318
(2 documents)

Commodity Credit Corporation
NOTICES
Loan and purchase programs:
Price support levels—
Soybeans, 38310
Sugar beets and sugarcane, 38311

Commodity Futures Trading Commission
NOTICES
Meetings; Sunshine Act, 38409

(5 documents)

Customs Service
RULES
Merchandise, special classes:
UNESCO Convention on Cultural Property; list of
countries; update, 38287

Defense Department
See also Army Department
PROPOSED RULES
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR):
Contractor prepaid commercial bills of lading, 38656
NOTICES
Agency information collection activities under OMB review,
38319
(2 documents)
DOD annual index; availability, etc.
(change 2), 38319

Drug Enforcement Administration

NOTICES

Applications, hearings, determinations, etc.:
Du Pont Pharmaceuticals, 38366
Eli Lilly & Co., 38366
Eli Lilly Industries, Inc., 38366

Eccnaomic Regulatory Administration

NOTICES

Natural gas exportation and importation:
Great Lakes Gas Transmission Co., 38322

Education Department
PROPOSED RULES
Postsecondary education:
Robert C. Byrd honors scholarship program, 38660
NOTICES
Grants; availability, etc.:
Bilingual education—
Transitional programs, 38320
Indian education program—
Educational personnel development, 38320
(2 documents)
Upward Bound program, 38321




 3,F SIS __Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 180./ Friday. September 30, 1988 / Contents

Employment Standards Administration

NOTICES

Minimum wages for Federal and federally-assisted
construction; general wage determination decisions,
38367

Energy Department
See also Economic Regulatory Administration; Energy
Research Office; Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission
NOTICES
Atomic energy agreements; subsequent arrangements, 38322
Grants and cooperative agreements; availabilty, etc.:
Least-cost utilities program; Northeast energy utilities or
service providers serving rural areas, 38321
Meetings:
International Energy Agency Industry Supply Advisory
Group, 38322

Energy Research Office
NOTICES
Grants; availability, etc.:
University research instrumentation program, 38334

Environmental Protection Agency
RULES
Acquisition regulations, 38292
Air programs; approval and promulgation; State plans for
designated facilities and pollutants:
Georgia, 38299
Air quality implementation plans; approval and
promulgation; various States:
Colorado, 38289
Hazardous waste:
Identification and listing—
Exclusions, 38291
Toxic substances:
Health and safety data reporting—
Period terminations, 38642
PROPOSED RULES
Toxic substances:
Significant new uses—
Benzenamine, 4-chloro-2-methyl-, etc.; correction, 38411
NOTICES
Chesapeake Bay program; 1987 agreement; reports
availability, 38336
Environmental statements; availability, etc.:
Agency statements—
Comment availability, 38337
Weekly receipts, 38336
Grants; debarments, suspensions, and voluntary exclusions
under EPA assistance programs, 38339
Water pollution control; sole source aquifer designations:
Arizona, 38337

Federal Aviation Administration
RULES
Airworthiness directives:
Hamilton Standard, 36284
PROPOSED RULES
Airworthiness directives:
British Aerospace, 38297, 38299
(2 documents)
Cessna, 38301
Control zones; correction, 38411
NOTICES
Exemption petitions; summary and disposition, 38402

Federal Communications Commission
PROPOSED RULES
Radio stations; table of assignments:
Alabama, 38305, 38307
(2 documents)
Arizona, 38306
California, 38306
Missouri, 38307
Saipan, 38307
Television broadcasting:
“Term of affiliation” or “two-year rule", 38308
NOTICES
Applications, hearings, determinations, etc.:
Country Roads Broadcasting Corp. et al., 38342
Grand Coconino Broadcasting et al., 38343
Yauco Television Broadcasting et al., 38343

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
NOTICES
Meetings; Sunshine Act, 38409, 38410

(2 documents)

Federal Election Commission
NOTICES
Meetings; Sunshine Act, 38410

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

NOTICES

Electric rate, small power production, and interlocking
directorate filings, etc.:

Metropolitan Edison Co. et al., 38324

Emergency natural gas sale, transportation, and exchange
transactions; filings, new docket prefix, 38325
Environmental statements; availability, etc.
Halecrest Co., 38325
Natural gas certificate filings:
Sea Robin Pipeline Co. et al., 38327
Natural gas companies:

Certificates of public convenience and necessity;
applications, abandonment of service and petitions to
amend, 38331

Natural gas pipeline rate filings:
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co. et al., 38325
Applications, hearings. determinations, etc.:

Brooklyn Interstate Natural Gas Corp., 38330

Eastern Shore Natural Gas Co., 38331

Inter-City Minnesota Pipelines Ltd., Inc., 38333

Kentucky West Virginia Gas Co., 38331

Questar Pipeline Co., 38333

Sea Robin Pipeline Co., 38333

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp. et al., 38334

Federal Highway Administration
RULES
Motor carrier safety regulations:
Driver's record of duty status; on-board recording
devices, 38666

Federal Maritime Commission
NOTICES

Agreements filed, etc., 38344
Meetings; Sunshine Act, 38410

Federal Reserve System

NOTICES

Applications, hearings, determinations, etc.:
Abdullah Saleh Abdullah Kamel, 38344
CapitalBanc Corp. et al., 38344




Federal Register / Vol 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Contents

Cenvest, Inc., et al., 38345 e
106 ath
N aennlsy

Fish and Wildlife Service
RULES
Endangered and threatened species:
Bradshaw's lomatium, 38448
Chisos Mountain hedgehog cactus, 38453
Mexican long-nosed bat etc., 38456
Mountain sweet pitcher plant, 38470
Nile crocodile, 38451
Shasta (placid) crayfish, 38460
Stephen’s kangaroo rat, 38465
PROPOSED RULES
Endangered and threatened species:
Clover Valley and Independence Valley speckled dace,
38309
NOTICES
Comprehensive conservation plan/environmental
statements; availability, etc.:
Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge, AK, 38362
Becharof National Wildlife Refuge, AK, 38363

Food and Drug Administration
NOTICES
Committees; establishment, renewal, termination, ete.:
Ophthalmic Devices Panel, 38348
GRAS or prior-sanctioned ingredients:
Fuji Oil Co., Ltd., 38347
Human drugs:
Export applications—
PTS Cough Syrup; correction, 38411

Foreign-Trade Zones Board
NOTICES
Applications, hearings, determinations, etc.:
New York
Ontario Knife Co., 38314

General Services Administration
PROPOSED RULES
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR):
Contractor prepaid commercial bills of lading, 38656

Health and Human Services Department

See also Centers for Disease Control; Food and Drug
Administration; Health Care Financing Administration;
National Institutes of Health; Social Security
Administration

NOTICES

Agency information collection activities under OMB review,
38345, 38346 :
{2 documents)

Health Care Financing Administration
RULES
Medicare:
Inpatient hospital prospective payment system and 1989

FY rates, 38476
NOTICES

Medicare:
Actuarial rates, monthly, and Part B premium rates (1989),
38348
Inpatient hospital deductible (1989), 38357

Housing and Urban Development Department

NOTICES

Debenture recall of certain General Insurance Fund
deventures, 38359

Interior Department
See Fish and Wildlife Service; Land Management Bureau;
Minerals Management Service; National Park Service

International Development Cooperation Agency
See Agency for International Development

Iinternational Trade Administration
NOTICES
Antidumping and countervailing duties:
Administrative review requests, 38314
Countervailing duties:
Bricks from Mexico, 38314

Interstate Commerce Commission
NOTICES
Railroad operation, acquisition, construction, etc.:
Huron & Eastern Railway Co., Inc., 38365
Railroad services abandonment:
Southern Railway Co., 38366

Justice Department
See Drug Enforcement Administration

Labor Department
See Employment Standards Administration

Land Management Bureau
NOTICES
Recreation management restrictions, etc.:
Moab District, UT; camping stay limits, 38360
Resource management plans, etc.:
Bishop Resource Area, CA, 38359
Green River Resource Area, WY, 38360
Judith, Valley, and Phillips Resource Areas, MT, 38362

Maritime Administration
NOTICES
Applications, hearings, determinations, etc.:
Uni Mutual & General Insurance Co. et al., 38403

Minerals Management Service
NOTICES
Outer Continental Shelf; development operations
coordination:
Brooklyn Union Exploration Co., Inc., 38363
Central Gulf of Mexico—
Lease sale, 38364
Outer Continental Shelf operations:
Eastern Gulf of Mexico—
Lease sale, 38674
Leasing systems, 38685

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
RULES
Acquisition regulations, 38656
Grant and cooperative agreement handbook, 38285
PROPOSED RULES
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR):

Contractor prepaid commercial bills of lading, 38414

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
NOTICES
Agency information collection activities under OMB review,
38368
Meetings:
Theater Advisory Panel, 38368




Vi Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 180 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Contents

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
NOTICES
Meetings:
Motor Vehicle Safety Research Advisory Committee,
38403

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
See Centers for Disease Control

National Institute of Standards and Technology
NOTICES
Voluntary product standards:

Glass bottles for carbonated soft drinks, 38317

National Institutes of Health
NOTICES
Meetings:
National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases,
38358
National Institute of Neurological and Communicative
Disorders and Stroke, 38358
National Library of Medicine, 38359

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
RULES
Fishery conservation and management:
Technical amendement, 38293
NOTICES
Coastal zone management programs and estuarine
sanctuaries:
Consistency appeals—
Poole, Jay C., 38317

National Park Service
NOTICES
Environmental statements; availability, etc.:
Cape Krusenstern National Monument, AK, 38364

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
PROPOSED RULES
Radioactive material; packaging and transportation:
International Atomic Energy Agency compatibility, 38297
NOTICES
Environmental statements; availability, etc.:
Arizona Public Service Co. et al., 38368
Arkansas Power & Light Co., 38369
Cleveland Electric Hluminating Co. et al., 38370
Commonwealth Edison Co., 38371-38375
(6 documents)
Gulf States Utilities, 38377
Houston Lighting & Power Co., 38377
Illinois Power Co, et al., 38376
Iowa Electric Light & Power Co. et al., 38378
Louisiana Power & Light Co., 38379, 38380
(2 documents)
Nebraska Public Power District, 38381
Omaha Public Power District, 38382
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 38382
Portland General Electric Co., 38383
Public Service Co. of Colorado, 38384
Sacramento Municipal Utility District, 38385
Southern California Edison Co. et al., 38386
Tennessee Valley Authority, 38387
(2 documents)
Toledo Edison Co. et al., 38388
Union Electric Co., 38389
Washington Public Power Supply System, 38390
Wisconsin Electric Power Co., 38391

Wisconsin Public'8érvice Corp. et al., 38392
Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corp., 38392
Meetings:
Nuclear Waste Advisory Committee, 38393
Reports; availability, etc.:
Postclosure seals in unsaturated medium; draft technical
position, 38393

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation
RULES
Multiemployer plans:
Withdrawal liability; notice and collection; interest rates,
38288
NOTICES
Agency information collection activities under OMB review,
38394

Physician Payment Review Commission
NOTICES
Meetings, 38395

Public Health Service
See Centers for Disease Control; Food and Drug
Administration; National Institutes of Health

Securities and Exchange Commission
NOTICES
Self-regulatory organizations; propesed rule changes:
Chicago Board Options Exchange, Inc., 38395
Midwest Stock Exchange, Inc., 38396
National Association of Securities Dealers, Inc., 38397
Applications, hearings, determinations, etc.:
Financial Horizons Investment Trust et al., 38398

Small Business Administration
NOTICES
Meetings; regional advisory councils:
South Dakota, 38399
Applications, hearings, determinations, etc.:
Southern Ventures, Inc., 38399
Unicorn Ventures II, L.P., 38400
Unicorn Ventures, Ltd, 38400
Western Venture Capital Corp., 38401

Social Security Administration
PROPOSED RULES
Organization and procedures:

Social security number cards, 38302

Transportation Department

See also Coast Guard; Federal Aviation Administration;
Federal Highway Administration; Maritime
Administration; National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

NOTICES

Aviation proceedings:

Certificates of public convenience and necessity and
foreign air carrier permits; weekly applications, 38401

Travel and Tourism Administration
NOTICES
Meetings:
Travel and Tourism Advisory Board, 38317

Treasury Department

See also Customs Service

NOTICES

Agency information collection activities under OMB review,
38404



Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Contents

VII

Notes, Treasury:
AF-1990 series, 38404
P-1992 series, 38405

United States Information Agency

NOTICES

Agency information collection activities under OMB review,
38407

Veterans Administration

NOTICES

Meetings:
Environmental Hazards Advisory Committee, 38407
Women Veterans Advisory Committee, 38408

Separate Parts In This Issue

Part Il
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 38414

Part Ill
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 38448

Part IV
Department of Health and Human Services, Health Care
Financing Administration, 38476

Part V
Environmental Protection Agency, 38642

Part VI
Department of Defense; General Services Administration:
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 38656

Part VII
Education Department, 38660

Part Vil
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration, 38666

Part IX

Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service,
38674

Reader Aids

Additional information, including a list of public
laws, telephone numbers, and finding aids, appears
in the Reader Aids section at the end of this issue.




VIII Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Contents

CFR PARTS AFFECTED IN THIS ISSUE

A cumulative list of the parts affected this month can be found in
the Reader Aids section at the end of this issue.

7 CFR 50 CFR
e TR LR s B 38281 17 (7 documents),.......... 38448-
24N A Lt 38283 38470
Proposed Rules: 38293
DOB i i, 38295 -38293
008, i 38296 -38293
.. 38293
10 CFR ....38293
...38293
38293
38293
38309
Proposed Rules:
39 (3 documents)........... 38298~
38301
[ R A e 38411
19 CFR
RS Ry S A P e A 38287
20 CFR
Proposed Rules:
422 38302
22 CFR
4 B O R AR 38287
29 CFR
RO s reisssdiiishetyedins 38288
34 CFR
Proposed Rules:
o R D 38660
40 CFR
2 e A AR RSN 38289
62 38290
Vg | PO R ey 38291
T S e T A 38642
Proposed Rules:
T2 Y iiccsarrs cxssnsesonsiddaresiasoosie 38411

Proposed Rules:
73 (7 documents)........... 38305~
38308

48 CFR

1801...
1804...
1805...
1807...
1814...
1815...




38281

Rules and Regulations

Federal Register
Vol. 53, No. 190

Friday, Seplember 30, 1988

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
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the Code of Federal Regulations, which is
published under 50 titles pursuant to 44
U.S.C. 1510.
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by the Superintendent of Documents.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Agricultural Marketing Service

7 CFR Part 985
[FV-88-129]

Spearmint Ol Produced in the Far
West; Revision of the Salable
Quantities and Allotment Pe

for “Class 1" (Scotch) and “Class 3"
(Native) Spearmint Oils for the 1988-89
Marketing Year -

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Interim final rule with request
for comments.

SUMMARY: This interim final rule invites
comments on increasing the quantities
of “Class 1" (Scotch) and “Class 3"
(Native) spearmint oils produced in the
Far West that may be purchased from,
or handled for, producers by handlers
during the 1988-89 marketing year which
began June 1, 1988, This action is taken
under the marketing order for spearmint
oil produced in the Far West to promote
orderly marketing conditions and was
recommended by the Spearmint Oil
Administrative Committee which is the
agency responsible for local
administration of the order.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Interim final rule
effective June 1, 1988, through May 31,
1989. Comments which are received by
October 31, 1988, will be considered
prior to any finalization of this interim
final rule,

ADDRESS: Interested persons are invited
to submit written comments concerning
this action. Comments must be sent in
triplicate to the Docket Clerk, Fruit and
Vegetable Division, AMS, USDA, Room
2085, South Building, P.O. Box 964586,
Washington, DC 20090-8456. Comments
should reference the date and page
number of this issue of the Federal
Register and will be available for public

inspection in the Office of the Docket
Clerk during regular business hours.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jacquelyn R. Schlatter, Marketing
Specialist, F&V, AMS, USDA, Room
2522-5, P.O. Box 96456, Washington, DC
20090-6456; telephone: (202) 475-5120.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
interim final rule is issued under
Marketing Order No. 985 (7 CFR Part
985), as amended, regulating the
handling of spearmint oil produced in
the Far West. This order is effective
under the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7
U.S.C. 601-674), hereinafter referred to
as the Act.

This interim final rule has been
reviewed under Executive Order 12291
and Departmental Regulation 1512-1
and has been determined to be a “non-
major” rule under criteria contained
therein.

Pursuant to requirements set forth in
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), the
Administrator of the Agricultural
Marketing Service (AMS) has
considered the economic impact of this
final action on small entities.

The purpose of the RFA is to fit
regulatory actions to the scale of
business subject to such actions in order
that small businesses will not be unduly
or disproportionately burdened.
Marketing orders issued pursuant to the
Act, and rules issued thereunder, are
unique in that they are brought about
through group action of essentially small
entities acting on their own behalf. Thus
both statutes have small entity
orientation and compatibility.

There are approximately nine
handlers of Far West spearmint oil
subject to regulation under the
spearmint oil marketing order, and
approximately 253 spearmint oil
producers in the regulated area. Of the
253 producers, 170 producers hold
“Class 1" oil (Scotch) allotment base
and 143 producers hold “Class 3" oil
(Native) allotment base. Small
agricultural producers have been
defined by the Small Business
Administration (13 CFR 121.2) as those
having gross annual revenues for the
last three years of less than $500,000,
and small agricultural service firms are
defined as those whose gross annual
receipts are less than $3,500,000. The
majority of handlers and producers of
Far West spearmint oil may be
classified as small entities,

The Spearmint Oil Administrative
Committee (Committee), at its August
10, 1988, meeting, unanimously
recommended that the salable quantities
and allotment percentages for Scotch
and Native spearmint oils for the 1988~
89 marketing year be increased. The
1988-89 salable quantities and allotment
percentages for those classes of oil were
first published in the March 1, 1988,
issue of the Federal Register (53 FR
6129). Subsequently, an interim final rule
increasing the salable quantity and
allotment percentage for Scotch
spearmint oil for the 1988-89 marketing
year was published in the August 18,
1988, issue of the Federal Register (53 FR
31281). Comments were to be received
by September 19, 1988. That interim final
rule increased the 1988-89 salable
quantity for Scotch spearmint oil from
650,131 to 766,387 pounds and the
allotment percentage from 39 to 46
percent,

This new interim final rule modifies
the August 18, 1988, interim final rule by
increasing the salable quantity of Scotch
spearmint oil from 766,387 to 883,011
pounds and increasing the allotment
percentage from 46 to 53 percent. In
addition, this interim final rule increases
the salable quantity of Native spearmint
oil from 701,077 to 793,143 pounds and
increases the allotment percentage from
38 to 43 percent. These revisions are
issued pursuant to § 985.51(b) of the
spearmint oil marketing order.

The salable quantity is the total
quantity of a class of oil which handlers
may purchase from or handle on behalf
of producers during a marketing year.
Each producer is allotted a share of the
salable quantity by applying the
allotment percentage (which is the
salable quantity multiplied by 100
divided by the total of all allotment
bases) to the producer’s allotment base
for that class of oil.

At its August 12, 1987, meeting, the
Committee estimated trade demand for
Scotch spearmint oil for the 1988-89
marketing year to be 761,063 pounds. A
desirable carry-out figure of 0 pounds
was adopted and, when added to the
trade demand, resulted in a total supply
needed of 761,063 pounds. The
Committee estimated that 15,703 pounds
would be carried-in on June 1, 1988. This
amount was deducted from the total
supply needed leaving 745,360 pounds as
the salable quantity needed. This figure
was further reduced by 100,000 pounds
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which was the amount of Far West
Scotch sales estimated to be filled by
production from outside the production
area (South Dakota). This left a salable
quantity needed of 645,360 pounds. This
quantity, divided by the total of all
allotment bases of 1,667,002 pounds,
resulted in 38.7 percent which was the
computed allotment percentage. This
figure was adjusted to 39 percent and
established as the 1988-89 Scotch
allotment percentage which resulted in a
1988-89 salable quantity of 650,131
pounds,

At the time of the July 6, 1988,
Committee meeting, the 1988-89 salable
percentage of 39 percent, when applied
to the then current total allotment base
of 1,666,059 pounds, gave a 1988-89
salable quantity of 649,763, Since all
growers either produced their individual
salable guantity or filled any
deficiencies with reserve pool oil, the
total salable quantity which was
available, when this figure was
combined with the actual carry-in on
June 1, 1988, was 683,644 pounds, and
was the total supply available for the
1968-89 marketing year. Carry-in on
June 1, 1988, was 33,881 pounds of
Scotch oil, higher than the Committee
had estimated.

The Committee, at its July 6, 1988,
meeting, recommended increasing the
salable percentage by 7 percent, from 39
to 46 percent, thus making an additional
116,624 pounds available to the market.
The basis for this recommendation was
that when these additional pounds are
added to the total supply available of
683.644 pounds, the resulting 800,268
pounds is between the five-year average
sales of 758,682 pounds and the highest
year of sales of 868,242 pounds. The
Committee decided that this figure could
meet immediate needs while assuring
growers that a burdensome supply
would not be put on the market. The
Committee therefore recommended that
the 1988-89 Scotch salable percentage be
increased form 39 to 46 percent resulting
in an increase in the salable quantity
from 650,101 to 766,387 pounds. This
figure added to the June 1, 1988, carry-in
of 33,881 resulted in a total available
supply of 800,268 pounds. An interim
final rule was published in the August
18, 1988, issue of the Federal Register (53
FR 31281) which increased the salable
quantity for Scotch spearmint oil from
650,101 to 766,387 pounds and increased
the allotment percentage from 39 to 46
percent.

Current estimates indicate that a
maximum of 50 percent of a normal crop
will be harvested in the Midwest this
year. The Committee expects the
demand for Far West Scotch oil to

increase as buyers of Midwest Scotch
oil will substitute Far West oil for
Midwest oil. This year, although it is
early in the marketing year, a
considerable amount of contracting of
the 1988-89 crop, including the
additional quantity of Scotch oil
recommended at the July 6, 1988,
meeting, has occurred. In order to meet
the anticipated increase in trade
demand, a higher salable quantity and
allotment percentage for Scotch oil are
required. y

At their August 10, 1988, meeting, the
Committee unanimously voted to make
more Scotch spearmnt oil available to
the market by increasing the salable
quantity and allotment percentage. The
Committee therefore recommended that
the 1988-89 Scotch salable percentage
be increased from 46 to 53 percent
resulting in an increase in the salable
quantity from 766,387 to 883,011 pounds.
This figure added to the June 1, 1988,
carry-in of 33,881 pounds results in a
total available supply of 916,892 pounds.
The following table summarizes the
computations used in arriving at the
Committee's recommendations.

Recom- Recom- Recom-
mendation mgngagon m:ndﬁgton
August uly 6, Ui
12, 1987 1988 10.%968
Pounds
(1) Carry-in ....... 15,703 33,881 33,881
(2) Quantity
available........ 665,834 800,268 916,892
(3) Desirable
carryout......... 0 0 0
(4) Salabie
quantity ' ......| 645360 766,387 883,011
(5) Total
Aliotment
bases for
Scotch oil ..... 1,667,002 | 1,666,059 | 1,666,059
(6) Allotment
percentage
(% x 100) ..... 39 46 53
(7) Adjusted
salable
quantity ......... 650,101 766,387 883,011

! Salable quantity equals trade demand minus
carry-in and minus an additional 100,000 pounds of
Scotch oil expected to be available from South
Dakota, which is outside the production area.

Thus, the Department has determined
an allotment percentage of 53 percent
should be established for Scotch
spearmint oil for the 1988-89 marketing
year. This percentage will make
available 816,892 pounds of Far West
Scotch spearmint oil to handlers of Far
West spearmint oil.

At its August 12, 1987, meeting, the
Committee estimated trade demand for
Native spearmint oil for the 1988-89
marketing year to be 750,000 pounds. A
desirable carry-out figure of 0 pounds
was adopted and, when added to the
trade demand, resulted in a total supply

needed of 750,000 pounds. The
Committee estimated that 50,000 pounds
would be carried-in on June 1, 1988. This
amount was deducted from the total
supply needed leaving 700,000 pounds as
the salable quantity needed. This
quantity, divided by the total of all
allotment bases of 1,844,840 pounds,
resulted in 37.9 percent which was the
computed allotment percentage. This
figure was adjusted to 38 percent and
established as the 1988-89 Native
allotment percentage which resulted in a
1988-89 salable quantity of 701,077
pounds based on the estimated total
base of 1,844,940 pounds.

The 1988-89 salable percentage of 38
percent, when applied to the revised
total allotment base of 1,841,330 pounds,
gives of 1988-89 salable quantity of
699,705 pounds. Since all growers will
either produce their individual salable
quantity or fill any deficiencies with
reserve pool oil, the total salable
quantity which will be available, when
this figure is combined with the actual
carry-in on June 1, 1988, is 703,107
pounds, and is the total supply available
for the 1988-89 marketing year. Carry-in
on June 1, 1988, was 3,402 pounds of
Native oil, which was lower than the
Committee had estimated.

This year, although it is early in the
marketing year, a considerable amount
of contracting of the 1988-89 crop has
occurred due to the drought in the
Midwest. Extensive surveys of growers
and buyers lead the Committee to an
estimate of 610,479 pounds as the
amount of the 1988-89 total available
supply that is committed to the market.
This is the highest amount that has been
sold or committed to be sold this time of
the year. When the estimated amount
that is committed to the market of
610,479 pounds is deducted from the
total supply available of 703,107 pounds,
the result of 92,628 pounds is the amount
that is currently available to the market.
This is considered by the Committee to
be less than is desirable for this early in
the marketing year. In order to meet the
anticipated increase in trade demand, a
higher salable quantity and allotment
percentage for Native oil are required.
The Committee recommended
increasing the salable percentage by 5
percent, from 38 to 43 percent, thus
making an additional 92,067 pounds
(0.05 x 1,841,330 pounds which is the
current total allotment bases for Native
oil) available to the market. The
Committee decided that this figure could
meet immediate needs while assuring
growers that a burdensome supply
would not be put on the market. The
Committee therefore recommended that
the 1988-89 Native salable percentage
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be increased from 38 to 43 percent
resulting in an increase in the salable
quantity from 699,705 ta 791,772 pounds.
This figure added to the June 1, 1988,
carry-in of 3,402 pounds resulted in a
total available supply of 795,174 pounds.
The following table summarizes the
computations used in arriving at the
Committee’s recommendations.

Recom- Recom-
Auguslhlog August 10,
1987 | joss
Pounds

(1) Camy-in....o.eecrceeresseceinns 50,000 3,402

(2) Quantity available. 750,000 795,174

(3) Degirable 0 0

(4) Salable quantity | 701,077 791,772
(5) Total Allotment bases

for Native oil................. - 1,844,940 | 1,841,330
(6) Allotment percentage

(4/5 x 100)....... 38 43

Thus, the Department has determined
an allotment percentage of 43 percent
should be established for Native
spearmint oil for the 1988-89 marketing
year. This percentage will make
available 795,174 pounds of Far West
Native spearmint oil in handlers of Far
West spearmint oil.

Based on available information, the
Administrator of the AMS has
determined that the issuance of this
interim final rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

After consideration of all relevant
matter presented, including that
contained in the final rule published in
the March 1, 1988, issue of the Federal
Register (53 FR 6129) and the interim
final rule published in the August 18,
1988, issue of the Federal Register (53 FR
31281), in connection with the initial
establishment of the salable quantities
and allotment percentages for Scotch
and Native spearmint oils, the
Committee's recommendation and other
information, it is found that to amend
§ 985.208 (53 FR 6129) s0 as to change
the salable quantities and allotment
percentages for Scotch and Native
spearmint oils, as set forth below, will
tend to effectuate the declared policy of
the Act.

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 553, it is also
found and determined that it is
impracticable, unnecessary, and
contrary to the public interest to give
preliminary notice prior to putting this
rule into effect, and that good cause
exists for not postponing the effective
date of this action until 30 days after
publication in the Federal Register
because: (1) This action relieves
restrictions on handlers by increasing

the quantities of Scotch and Native
spearmint oils that may be marketed
immediately; and (2) it should be
effective as soon as possible to enable
handlers to satisfy current market needs
for Scotch and Native spearmint oils.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 885

Far West, Marketing agreements and
orders, Spearmint oil.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, 7 CFR Part 985 is amended as
follows:

PART 985—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR
Part 985 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as
amended; 7 U.S.C. 801-874.

2. Section 985.208 is amended by
revising paragraphs (a) and (b) to read
as follows:

Note: The following sections will not
appear in the Code of Federal Regulations.

§985.208 Salable quantities and allotment
percentages—1988-89 marketing year.

The salable quantity and allotment
percentages for each class of spearmint
oil during the marketing year which
begins June 1, 1988, shall be as follows:

(a) “Class 1" Oil—a salable quantity
of 883,011 pounds and an allotment
percentage of 53 percent.

(b) "Class 3" Oil—a salable quantity
of 791,772 pounds and an allotment
percentage of 43 percent.

- - - - -

September 26, 1988.

Robert C. Keeney,

Acting Director, Fruit and Vegetable Division.
[FR Doc. 88-22466 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M

7 CFR Part 1124
[DA-88-120]

Milk in the Oregon-Washington
Marketing Area; Order Suspending
Certain Provisions

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Suspension of rule.

SUMMARY: This action suspends for the
months of September through November
1988 the requirement that at least 40
percent of a supply plant's receipts be
delivered to pool distributing plants or
be disposed of as fluid milk products on
routes in the marketing area in order to
qualify the supply plant for pooling
under the Oregon-Washington order.
The action was requested by a

cooperative association that represents
producers who supply a significant
amount of milk for the market. The
suspension is necessary to assure that
the association's member dairy farmers
who have regularly supplied the
market's fluid needs will continue to
share in the market's fluid milk sales.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1988,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Constance M. Brenner, Marketing
Specialist, USDA/AMS/Dairy Division,
Order Formulation Branch, Room 2968,
South Building, P.O. Box 96456,
Washington, DC 200906456, (202) 447-
7183.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Prior
document in this proceeding:

Notice of Proposed Suspension: Issued
August 25, 1988; published September 1,
1988 (53 FR 33823),

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (5
U.S.C. 601-612) requires the Agency to
examine the impact of a proposed rule
on small entities. Pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
605(b), the Administrator of the
Agricultural Marketing Service has
certified that this action would not have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities,
This action lessens the regulatory
impact of the order on certain milk
handlers and tends to ensure that diary
farmers will continue to have their milk
priced under the order and thereby
receive the benefits that accrue from
such pricing.

This rule has been reviewed under
Executive Order 12291 and
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and has
been determined to be a “non-major”
rule under the criteria contained therein.

This order of suspension is issued
pursuant to the provisions of the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674),
and of the order regulating the handling
of milk in the Oregon-Washington
marketing area.

Notice of proposed rulemaking was
published in the Federal Register on
September 1, 1988 (53 FR 33823)
concerning a proposed suspension of
certain provisions of the order.
Interested persons were afforded
opportunity to file written data, views
and arguments thereon. One comment
opposing the proposed suspension and
one comment supporting it were
received.

After consideration of all relevant
material, including the proposal in the
notice, the comments received, and
other available information, it is hereby
found and determined that for the
months of September through November
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1988 the following provisions of the
order do not tend to effectuate the
declared policy of the Act:

In § 1124.9(b), the words “not less
than 40 percent in any month of
Se;;ltember through November and" and
“other."”

Statement of Consideration

This action removes for the months of
September through November 1988 the
requirement that at least 40 percent of a
supply plant's receipts be delivered to
pool distributing plants or disposed of as
fluid milk products on routes in the
marketing area in order to qualify the
supply plant for pooling. The suspension
was requested by Tillamook County
Creamery Association (TCCA), a
cooperative association that represents
a large number of the market's
producers.

The cooperative stated that
conversion of a significant number of
TCCA's manufacturing grade producers
to Grade A on July 1, 1988, increased the
cooperative's Grade A milk supply
without a comparable increase in milk
sales. TCCA stated that as a result of
this increase it will be impossible for the
cooperative to meet the 40-percent
delivery requirement during the months
of September through November 1988
without inefficient, costly, and quality-
reducing milk transfers to fluid milk
plants in the market. The cooperative
stated that without the suspension it
would be forced to move milk in an
uneconomic and inefficient manner
during the months of September through
November 1988 solely to maintain the
pool status of its producers who
historically have supplied the fluid
needs of the Oregon-Washington
marketing area.

Curly's Dairy of Salem, Oregon,
opposed the suspension, but stated no
basis for its opposition. Comments
supporting the suspension were filed on
behalf of Northwest Dairymen's
Association (NDA), a cooperative
association representing a substantial
proportion of the producers whose milk
is pooled under the Oregon-Washington
milk order. NDA anticipated that its
member milk pooled on the market
would not be affected by the proposed
suspension, but otherwise gave no
reason for supporting the suspension
action.

Although both milk production and
Class I sales in the Oregon-Washington
market increased during the first 8
months of 1988 over 1987 levels; it
appears that the increase in milk
production was slightly greater than the
increase in Class I sales. Since the
provisions to be suspended were also
suspended for the months of October

and November 1987 with no indication
of ill effect on the ability of distributing
plants to attract an adequate supply of
milk, there is no reason to expect any
such difficulty during the period of
suspension.

It is hereby found and determined that
30 days' notice of the effective date
hereof is impractical, unnecessary and
contrary to the public interest in that:

(a) The suspension is necessary to
reflect current marketing conditions and
to assure orderly marketing in the
marketing area in that without extensive
unnecessary and expensive hauling and
handling, substantial quantities of milk
from producers who regularly supply the
market would be excluded from the
marketwide pool, thereby causing a
disruption in the orderly marketing of
milk;

(b) This suspension does not require
of persons affected substantial or
extensive preparation prior to the
effective date; and

(c) Notice of proposed rulemaking was
given interested parties and they were
afforded opportunity to file written data,
views or arguments concerning this
suspension.

Therefore, good cause exists for
marking this order effective upon
publication in the Federal Register.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1124

Milk marketing orders, Milk, Dairy
products.

It is therefore ordered, That the
following provisions in § 1124.9(b) of the
Oregon-Washington order are hereby
suspended for the months of September
through November 1988:

PART 1124—MILK IN THE OREGON-
WASHINGTON MARKETING AREA

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR
Part 1124 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as
amended; 7 U.S.C. 801-674.

§11249 [Amended]

2.In § 1124.9(b), the words “not less
than 40 percent in any month of
September through November and"” and
“other” are suspended.

Signed at Washington, DC, on September
26, 1988.
Kenneth A. Gilles,

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Marketing
and Inspection Services.

[FR Doc. 88-22560 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration
14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 87-ANE-13; Amdt. 39-6009]

Airworthiness Directives; Hamilton
Standard 14SF-5 and 14SF-7
Propeliers

August 26, 1988,

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment supersedes
an existing airworthiness directive (AD)
and requires inspections for cracks and
replacement of the plastic “Rynite”
blade retaining rings on Hamilton
Standard 14SF-5 and 14SF-7 propellers.
The AD is needed to prevent failure of
the blade retaining rings, which could
result in loss of the ring and severe
damage to the blade retention system,
with possible propeller unbalance. This
AD retains the inspections of AD 87-10-
05, Amendment 39-5609 (52 FR 17551;
May 11, 1987), until required
replacement of the plastic “Rynite" rings
with aluminum rings is accomplished.
This amendment will eliminate the need
for repetitive inspections of the plastic
rings.

DATES: Effective: October 31, 1988.

Compliance: As required in the body
of the AD.

Incorporation by Reference:
Approved by the Director of the Federal
Register as of October 31, 1988.
ADDRESSES: The applicable alert service
bulletins (ASB's) may be obtained from
Hamilton Standard Division of United
Technologies Corporation, Windsor
Locks, Connecticut 06096

Copies of the ASB's are contained in
the Rules Docket, Docket Number 87-
ANE-13, in the Office of the Assistant
Chief Counsel, Federal Aviation
Administration, New England Region, 12
New England Executive Park,
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803, and
may be examined between the hours of
8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except federal holidays,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Francis X. Walsh, Systems and
Propulsion Branch, Boston Aircraft
Certification Office, Engine and
Propeller Directorate, Aircraft
Certification Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 12 New England
Executive Park, Burlington,
Massachusetts 01803; telephone (617)
273-7066.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR) to include
an AD which requires inspections for

> e T s ¥ N NS
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cracks, and replacement of the “Rynite”
plastic rings by July 31, 1989, on certain
Hamilton Standard 14SF-5 and 14SF-7
propellers, was published in the Federal
Register on April 26, 1988 (53 FR 14813).

This amendment supersedes AD 87—
10-05, Amendment 39-5609 (52 FR 17551;
May 11, 1987), which requires an initial
and repetitive visual inspections for
cracks, and replacement when needed,
of the plastic "Rynite" blade retaining
rings on Hamilton Standard 14SF-5 and
14SF-7 propellers.

The FAA has determined that
replacement of the plastic “Rynite”
blade retaining rings with aluminum
retaining rings would eliminate the need
for repetitive visual inspections of the
plastic “Rynite” rings for cracks.
Consequently, this AD supersedes AD
87-10-05 to require replacement of the
plastic “Rynite” blade retaining rings.

The proposal was prompted by
reports of at least 21 cracked or broken
retaining rings, which can result in loss
of the retaining ring and possible
damage to the blade retention system
leading to severe vibration.

Interested persons have been afforded
an opportunity to participate in the
making of this amendment. One
comment was received and no
objections were proposed, therefore, the
proposal is hereby adopted without
change.

The regulations set forth in this
amendment are promulgated pursuant to
the authority in the Federal Aviation Act
of 1958, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1301, et
seq.), which statute is construed to
preempt state law regulating the same
subject. Thus, in accordance with
Executive Order 12612, it is determined
that such regulations do not have
federalism implications warranting the
preparation of a Federalism
Assessment.

Conclusion

The FAA has determined that this
regulation involves approximately 80
aircraft, and will have negligible cost to
the operators. Therefore, I certify that
this action (1) is not a "“major rule”
under Executive Order 12291; (2) is not a
“significant rule” under DOT Regulatory
Policies and Procedures (44 FR 11034;
February 286, 1979); and (3) will not have
a significant economic impact, positive
or negative, on a substantial number of
small entities under the criteria of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act. A copy of the
final evaluation prepared for this action
is contained in the regulatory docket. A
copy of it may be obtained by contacting
the person identified under the caption
“FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT",

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Propellers, Air transportation,
Aircraft, Aviation safety, Incorporation
by reference.

Adoption of the Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me, the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) amends Part 39 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR)
as follows:

PART 39—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421, and 1423;
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449,
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. By adding to § 39.13 The following
new airworthiness directive (AD) which
supersedes AD 87-10-05, Amendment
39-5609 (52 FR 17551; May 11, 1987), as
follows:

Hamilton Standard: Applies to Hamilton
Standard Model 14SF-5 and 14SF-7
propellers equipped with plastic “Rynite"
retaining rings, P/N 785540, installed on, but
not limited to, DeHavilland Dash 8 and
Aerospatiale/ Aeritalia ATR-42 aircraft.

Compliance is required as indicated, unless
already accomplished.

To prevent loss of the plastic "Rynite”
blade retaining rings, P/N 785540, and severe
damage to the blade retention system with
resultant propeller unbalance, accomplish the
following:

(a) Within the next 50 hours time in service
after May 21, 1987, and thereafter at intervals
not to exceed 200 hours time in service, until
accomplishment of paragraph (c), inspect the
plastic “Rynite” blade retaining rings, P/N
785540, on all four blades in accordance with
Hamilton Standard Alert Service Bulletin
(ASB) 14SF-61-A21, Revision 2, dated March
27,1987,

(b) If any evidence of cracks is discovered
as a result of an inspection required by
paragraph (a), prior to further flight remove
from service both halves of blade retaining
rings and replace with new or serviceable
retaining ring halves in accordance with
Hamilton Standard ASB 14SF-61-A21,
Revision, 2, dated March 27, 1987, or
accomplish paragraph (c) below prior to
further flight.

(c) Replace, not later than July 31, 1989, the
plastic “Rynite" blade retaining rings, P/N
785540, with aluminum blade retaining rings,
P/N 794345, on all four blades in accordance
with Hamilton Standard Service Bulletin
14SF-61-17, Revision, 1, dated October 1,
1987.

(d) Aircraft may be ferried in accordance
with the provisions of FAR 21.197 and 21.199
to a base where the AD can be accomplished.

(e) Upon request, an equivalent means of
compliance with the requirements of this AD
may be approved by the Manager, Boston
Aircraft Certification Office, Engine and
Propeller Directorate, Aircraft Certification

Service, Federal Aviation Administration, 12
New England Executive Park, Burlington,
Massachusetts 01803,

(f) Upon submission of substantiating data
by an owner or operator through an FAA
Airworthiness Inspector, the Manager,
Boston Aircraft Certification Office, may
adjust the compliance lime specified in this
AD.
Hamilton Standard ASB 14SF-61-A21,
Revision 2, dated March 27, 1987, and ASB
14ST-61-17, Revision 1, dated October 1,
1987, identified and described in this
document, are incorporated herein and made
a part hereof pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(a)(1).
All persons affected by this directive who
have not already received these documents
from the manufacturer may obtain copies
upon request to Hamilton Standard Division
of United Technologies Corporation, Windsor
Locks, Connecticut 06096. These documents
may also be examined at the Office of the
Assistant Chief Counsel, Federal Aviation
Administration, New England Region, 12 New
England Executive Park, Burlington,
Massachusetts 01803, Room 311, Docket 87-
ANE-13, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. except
Federal holidays. This amendment
supersedes AD 87-10-05, Amendment 39-
5609, (52 FR 17551; May 11, 1987).

This amendment becomes effective on
October 31, 1988.

Issued in Washington, DC, on Augus! 22,
1988.

Thomas E. McSweeny,

Acting Director, Office of Airworthiness.
[FR Doc. 88-22421 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION

14 CFR Part 1260

Changes to NASA Grant and
Cooperative Agreement Handbook

AGENCY: National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA).

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Grant and Cooperative
Agreement Handbook is amended to (1)
establish criteria for grant officer
appointments, (2) maintain consistency
with the Federal Acquisition Regulation
(FAR) and NASA FAR Supplement
(NFS) unsolicited proposal regulations
and, (3) incorporate the new
governmentwide suspension and
debarment regulations.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 1, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
W.A. Greene, Chief, Regulations
Development Branch, Procurement
Policy Division (Code HP), Office of
Procurement, NASA, Washington, DC
20546, Telephone: (202) 453-8923.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

This rule was published in a notice of
proposed rulemaking in the Federal
Register of August 9, 1988 (53 FR 29913).
No public comment was received;
therefore, this final rule is published as
proposed. It will also be included in the
next modification to the NASA Grant
and Cooperative Agreement Handbook
(NHB 5800.1). The Handbook is
available to the public by subscription
from the Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC 20402. It is not
available in whole or in part directly
from NASA.

Impact

This rule has been reviewed by the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) under the provisions of Executive
Order 12291. NASA certifies that these
changes will not have a significant
economic affect on a substantial number
of small entities under the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). This
rule does not impose any reporting or
recordkeeping requirements subject to
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 1260

Grants.
L.E. Hopkins,

Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Procurement.

PART 1260—| AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for 14 CFR
Part 1260 continues to read as follows:

Authority; Pub. L. 97-258, 31 U.S.C. 6301 et
seq.

Subpart 1—General
§1260.107 [Amended]

2. In §1260.107, paragraph (f) is revised
to read as follows:

- - * - -

(f) Grants officer. A qualified NASA
employee who has been delegated the
authority to award and administer
grants and coeperative agreements.

. » - . .

3. Section 1260.110 is added to read as
follows:

§1260.110 Grants officer qualifications.

Procurement officers shall (1)
establish installation requirements for
experience, education, and training of

grants officers and (2) develop
procedures to ensure that only
individuals meeting these requirements
are designated as grants officers.

Subpart 2—Basic Policies

§1260.202 [Amended]

4. Section 1260.202 is amended by
revising paragraphs (b)(1) through (4)
and (c) to read as follows:

* * * * -

(b) Unsolicited proposals—{1)
Applicable regulations. FAR, 48 CFR
15.5 and the NFS, 48 CFR 1815.5, apply
to unsolicited proposals which result in
grants and cooperative agreements,
unless otherwise noted in this Paragraph
1260.202(b).

(2) Preliminary discussions. In
accordance with FAR, 48 CFR 15.504,
contact with agency technical personnel
prior to proposal submission is
permissible and is encouraged to
determine if preparation of a formal
submission is warranted. Such
discussions, confined to the limited
objectives of conveying to the potential
offeror an understanding of the agency
mission and needs relative to the type of
effort contemplated, do not jeopardize
the unsolicited status of any
subsequently submitted proposal.

(3) Proposal validity. If an invalid
proposal is received for funding action,
the grants officer should give the
insfitution an opportunity to provide the
missing information and should notify
the sponsoring technical office of any
resultant substantive changes. In the
event excessive delay or possible
cancellation of the action is
contemplated, the sponsoring office
should be notified. In determining
proposal validity, note that a broad
agency announcement shall not be
considered to be an “acquisition
requirement” as the term is used for
FAR, 48 CFR 15.507(a)(2).

(4) Renewal proposals. NFS, 48 CFR
1815.505-70 does not apply. Proposals
for renewal of ongoing projects
generally emphasize changes since the
original award was made and may be
simpler than proposals for new efforts.
For renewal purposes, solicited
proposals received in response to NASA
Research Announcements (NRA) may
be used to fulfill the unsolicited proposal
requirement (see section 1260.402 and
NFS, 48 CFR 1835.016-70).

* - * * -

(c) Solicited proposals. As a result of
the instrument section criteria specified
by Pub. L. 97-258 and NASA's
implementation in section 1260.203, the

award of a grant or cooperative
agreement based on a solicited proposal
may be appropriate. Grants and
cooperative agreements based on
solicited proposals are most likely to
resull from proposals submitted in
response to broad agency
announcements, such as NRAs or
“*Announcements of Opportunity” (see
NFS, 48 CFR 1870.103).

5. Section 1260.210 is added to read as
follows:

§1260.210 Debarment and suspension.

Grant officers will follow the
procedures in NMI 5101.30, Delegation
of Authority—Nonprocurement
Debarment and Suspension Under
Grants, Cooperative Agreements and
other Nonprocurement Transactions, in
implementation of 14 CFR 1265. Before
making an award, the grants officer
shall ensure that the participant's status
has been verified (14 CFR 1265.505 (d)
and (e)) and the certification
requirement at 14 CFR 1265.510 has been
met. If the required certification has not
been submitted with the proposal, the
grants officer shall obtain the
certification before proceeding.

Subpart 4—Research Grant and
Cooperative Agreement Provisions

§1260.420 [Amended]

6. Section 1260.420 is amended as set
forth below:

a. In paragraph (d), the phrase “(b).
above, shall" is revised to read “(b), {e).
and (f) of this section shall”.

b. Paragraph (g) is added to read as
follows:

* * - * .

(g) Effective October 1, 1988, the
following provision shall be appended,
as a special condition, to all grants and
cooperative agreements entered into
after that date (pending its inclusion in
NASA Form 1463A, Provisions for
Research Grants and Cooperative
Agreements):

Debarment and Suspension (Oct 1988)

NASA grants and cooperative agreements,
except for those to foreign institutions, are
subject to the provisions of 14 CFR Part 1265,
Governmentwide Debarment and Suspension
(Nonprocurement). The certification required
by that regulation must also accompany
extension proposals.

[FR Doc. 8822439 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7510-01-M
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Customs Service

19 CFR Part 12

[T.D 88-59]

List of Countries Included as Parties to
the UNESCO Convention on Cultural
Property; Bangladesh, et al.

AGENCY: U.S. Customs Service,
Treasury.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule amends § 12.104b of
the Customs Regulations (19 CFR
12.104b), by adding Bangladesh, Burkina
Faso, Byelorussian SSR, Mali, Ukrainian
SSR, and Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics to the list of countries
identified as signatories to the UNESCO
Convention on Cultural Property. As a
party to the Convention, the United
States actively participates in efforts to
eliminate illicit traffic in cultural
property, that is items of importance for
archaeology, prehistory, history,
literature, art or science. Countries
become eligible for inclusion in the list
by ratifying, accepting, or acceding to
the 1970 UNESCO Convention. Upon
receipt of notification that a country has
so ratified, accepted, or acceded to the
Convention, Customs accords that
country all rights and privileges under
the Convention, and adds its name to
the list of signatory countries in order to
provide the public notification of this
fact.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Legal Aspects: Samuel Orandle,
Commercial Rulings Division (202-566~
5765); Operational Aspects: Louis
Alfano, Trade Operations (202-566—
8651); U.S. Customs Service, 1301
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC 20229.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

Beginning in the late 1960's, the U.S.
began participating, with other nations,
in negotiations sponsored by the United
Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO),
addressing the problem of illicit
international trade in cultural property.
Cultural property was defined as
property which, on religious or secular
grounds, is specifically designated by a
country as being important in the
archaeology, prehistory, history,
literature, art, or science of that country.

These negotiations resulted in the
1970 UNESCO Convention on the Means
~f Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit
Imports, Export and Transfer of .=
Ownership of Cultural Property (823

U.N.T.S. 231 (1972)). U.S. acceptance of
the 1970 UNESCO Convention was
codified into U.S. law as the
"Convention on Cultural Property
Implementation Act” (Pub. L. 97-446, 96
Stat. 2329 at 2350).

In order to effectively implement the
provisions of this Act, the Customs
Service amended Part 12, Code of
Federal Regulations, by adding a new
title, "Cultural Property”, which was
designated §§ 12.104-12.104i. Section
12.104b of that title listed the State
Parties to the Convention, and indicated
that it would be amended from time to
time as additional States either became
parties to the Convention or withdrew
from it.

Additional State Parties

The Cultural Heritage Division of
UNESCO in Paris has advised that
several additional countries have
become state parties to the 1970
UNESCO Convention on Cultural
Property. Accordingly, we are amending
the regulations to reflect these
additional countries, and the date of
entry into force for each of those State
Parties.

Inapplicability of Public Notice and
Delayed Effective Date Requirements

Because this amendment merely
implements a statutory requirement and
involves a matter in which the majority
of the public is not particularly
interested, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
553(b)(B), notice and public procedure
thereon are unnecessary. Further, for the
same reasons, good cause exists for
dispensing with a delayed effective date
under 5 U.S.C. 553(d).

The Regulatory Flexibility Act

This document is not subject to the
provisions of the Regulatory Flexibility
Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). That Act does
not apply to any regulation such as this
for which a notice of proposed
rulemaking is not required by the
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C.
551 et seq.), or nay other statute.

Executive Order 12291

This amendment does not meet the
criteria for a major regulation as defined
in section 1 (b) of E.O. 12291,
Accordingly, a regulatory impact
analysis is not required.

Drafting Information

The principal author of this document
was Peter T. Lynch, Regulations and
Disclosure Law Branch, Office of
Regulations and Rulings, U.S. Customs
Service. However, personnel from other

Customs offices participated in its
development.

List of Subjects in 19 CFR Part 12

Customs inspection and duties,
Imports, Exports.

PART 12—SPECIAL CLASSES OF
MERCHANDISE

1. The authority citation for Part 12
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301; 19 U.S.C. 66, 1202
(Gen. Hdnote. 11, Tariff Schedules of the
United States), 1624. * * * § 12.104 et seq.,
also issued under 19 U.S.C. 2612.

2. Section 12.104b, Customs
Regulations (19 CFR 12.104b), is
amended by inserting, in appropriate
alphabetical order, the following State
Parties, and the date of entry into force
for each State Party:

§ 12.104b State Parties to the Convention

State party Date of entry

into force
2 s SRR e e L Mar. 9, 1988,
Burkina Faso.........c..eo.... .. July 7, 1987.
Byelorussian SSR ..........c.ccoouvercares July 28, 1988.
Mali July 6, 1987,
Ukraintan SSR.......ccoemmonsessssascons July 28, 1988.
Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- Do.

lics.

William von Raab,

Commissioner of Customs.

Approved: September 13, 1988.
Salvatore R. Martoche,
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury.
[FR Doc. 88-22559 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4820-02-M

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COOPERATION AGENCY

Agency for International Development
22 CFR Part 201
[AID Reg. 1]

Conditions Governing Eligibility of
Procurement Transactions for AID
Financing

AGENCY: Agency for International
Development.

ACTION: Final rule.

SuMMARY: AID Regulation 1 concerning
eligibility of procurement transactions
for AID financing (53 FR 31318) is being
amended to correct an editorial error,
reinstating two subparagraphs
inadvertently omitted in the last
amendment of Regulation 1.
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EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathleen ]. O'Hara, M/SER/PPE, Room
16001, SA-14, Agency for International
Development, Washington, DC 20523.
Telephone (703) 875-1534.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Agency has determined that this rule
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
organizational units and small
government jurisdictions. This rule is
not a major rule for purposes of
Executive Order 12291 and has been
submilted to OMB in accordance with
the Executive Order.

List of Subjects in 22 CFR 201

Commodity procurement, Foreign aid,
Grant programs—foreign relations, Loan
programs—foreign relations.

PART 201—RULES AND PROCEDURES
APPLICABLE TO COMMODITY
TRANSACTIONS FINANCED BY A.LD.

1. The authority citation in Part 201
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 22 U.S.C. 2381.

Subpart B—Conditions Governing the
Eligibility of Procurement Transactions
for A.LD. Financing

2. Paragraph (b)(2)(iii) of § 201.13 is
amended by adding paragraphs
(b)(2)(iii) (b) and (¢) to read as follows:

§201.13 Eligibility of delivery services.

- * - .

[b) * o+ ok

[2) * 4%

(iii) LI Y

(b) When service by eligible flag air
carriers is unavailable, any code 935 flag
air carrier may be used.

(¢) In the event the supplier selects an
air carrier other than an eligible flag
carrier for international air
transportation, it must include a
certification on invoices which include
such transportation costs as follows:
Certification of Unavailability of Eligible Flag
air Carriers

I hereby certify that transportation service
by eligible flag air carriers was unavailable
for the following reason(s): (state reason(s)).
- » * * *

Date: August 29, 1988.

John F. Owens,

Associate Assistant to the Administrator for
Management.

[FR Doc. 88-22276 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6116-01-M

PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY
CORPORATION

29 CFR Part 2644

Notice and Collection of Withdrawal
Liability; Adoption of New Interest
Rate

AGENCY: Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation.

ACTION: Final rule.

SumMMARY: This is an amendment to the
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation’s
regulation on Notice and Collection of
Withdrawal Liability. That regulation
incorporates certain interest rates
published by another Federal agency.
The effect of this amendment is to add
to the appendix of that regulation a new
interest rate to be effective from
October 1, 1988, to December 31, 1988,

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 1, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John Foster, Attorney, Office of the
General Counsel (22500), Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 2020 K
Street NW., Washington, DC 20006;
telephone 202-778-8850 (202-778-8859 or
TTY and TDD). These are not toll-free
numbers.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under
section 4219(c) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974,
as amended (“ERISA"), the Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation (“the
PBGC") promulgated a final regulation
on Notice and Collection of Withdrawal
Liability. That regulation, codified at 29
CFR Part 2644, deals with the rate of
interest to be charged by multiemployer
pension plans on withdrawal liability
payments that are overdue or in default,
or to credited by plans on overpayments
of withdrawal liability. The regulation
allows plans to set rates, subject to
certain restrictions. Where a plan does
not set the inlerest rate, §2644.3(b) of the
regulation provides that the rate to be
charged or credited for any calendar
quarter is the average quoted prime rate
on short-term commercial loans for the
fifteenth day (or the next business day if
the fifteenth day is not a business day)
of the month preceding the beginning of
the quarter, as reported by the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System in Statistical Release H.15
("Selected Interest Rates").

Because the regulation incorporates
interest rates published in Statistical
Release H.15, that release is the
authoritative source for the rates that
are to be applied under the regulation.
As a convenience to persons using the
regulation, however, the PBGC collects
the applicable rates and republishes
them in an appendix to Part 2644. This

amendment adds to this appendix the
interest rate of 10 percent, which will be
effective from October 1, 1988, through
December 31, 1988. This rate represents
an increase of 1 percent from the rate in
effect for the third quarter of 1988. See
53 FR 24933 (July 1, 1988). This rate is
based on the prime rate in effect on
September 15. 1988.

The appendix to 29 CFR Part 2644
does not prescribe interest rates under
the regulation; the rates prescribed in
the regulation are those published in
Statistical Release H.15. The appendix
merely collects and republishes the
rates in a convenient place. Thus, the
interest rates in the appendix are
informational only. Accordingly, the
PBGC finds that notice of and public
comment on this amendment would be
unnecessary and contrary to the public
interest. For the above reasons, the
PBGC also believes that good cause
exists for making this amendment
effective immediately.

The PBGC has determined that this
amendment is not a “major rule” within
the meaning of Executive Order 12291,
because it will not have an annual effect
on the economy of $100 million or more;
nor create a major increase in costs or
prices for consumers, individual
industries, or geographic regions, nor
have significant adverse effects on
competition, employment, investment,
innovation or the ability of United
States-based enterprises to compete
with foreign-based enterprises in
domestic or export markets.

Because no general notice of proposed
rulemaking is required for this
amendment, the Regulatory Flexibility
Act of 1980 does not apply. See 5 U.S.C.
601(2).

List of Subjects in 29 CFR Part 2644

Employee benefit plans, Pensions.

In consideration of the foregoing, Part
2644 of Subchapter F of Chapter XXVI of
Title 29, Code of Federal Regulations, is
amended as follows:

PART 2644—NOTICE AND
COLLECTION OF WITHDRAWAL
LIABILITY

1. The authority citation for Part 2644
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 29 U.S.C. 1302(h)(3} and
1399(c)(8).
Appendix A to Part 2644—[Amended]

2. Appendix A is amended by adding
to the end of the table therein a new
entry as follows:
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Rate

Date of
To (percent)

From tation

10/01/88.......c.... 12/31/88  9/15/88

Issued at Washington, DC, on this
26th day of September 1988.

Kathleen P. Utgoff,
Executive Director.

[FR Doe. 88-22465 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7708-01-M
B

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52
[FRL-3451-9]

Approval and Promulgation of State
Implementation Plans; Colorado;
Revisions to Regulation No. 1

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This notice approves a
revision to the Colorado Air Quality
Control Commission Regulation No. 1 (a
regulation to control smokes,
particulates and sulfur dioxides) which
was submitted by the Governor on May
8, 1986. EPA proposed to approve this
regulation on April 8, 1987, (52 FR
11287). No comments were received.
This revision requires that all major
sources emitting 1,000 tons per year or
more of carbon monoxide (CO) in
nonattainment areas, or any source
which can be expected to emit 1,000
tons or more of CO during any future 12—
month period, use Reasonably Available
Control Technology (RACT) to reduce
emissins of CO to 0.050 or less percent
by volume of gas. This measure is aimed
at major sources in and around the
Denver Metropolitan Area, and an EPA
approval allows for federal enforcement
of the measure.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1988.

ADDRESSES:

Copies of the documents relevant to
this action are available for public
inspection between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00
p-m. Monday through Friday at the
following offices:

Environmental Protection Agency.
Region VIII, Air Programs Branch,
Denver Place, Suite 500, 999 18th
Street, Denver, Colorado 80202-2405.

Environmental Protection Agency, ,
Public Information Reference Unit,
Waterside Mall, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Dale Wells, Air Programs Branch,
Environmental Protection Agency,
Denver Place, Suite 500, 999 18th Street,

1000 | Denver, Colorado, 80202-2405, (303) 293~

1773 FTS 564-1773.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A
revision to Colorado Regulation No. 1
was submitted pursuant to Section
172(b)(3) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.
7502(b)(3), which requires that the SIP
for a nonattainment area require such
reduction in emissions from existing
sources as may be obtained through the
adoption of RACT. EPA's policy
implementing section 172 requires that
in nonattainment areas for CO, RACT
be applied to all sources with the
potential to emit more than 1,000 tons
per year of CO. (See 46FR7182, January
22,1981.)

The only sources of CO greater than
1,000 tons per year in nonattainment
areas in Colorado are fluidized-bed
catalytic cracking units (FCC]) at two
petroleum refineries. The Colorada
Regulation mandates compliance by the
sources as to reduce CO emissions to
0.05% or less of the volume of gas by
January 30, 1987. The effect of this
action is to ensure federal enforceability
of the regulation.

The revised Colorado regulation
applies to any source which has emitted
or “can reasonably be expected to emit"
1,000 or more tons of CO per year. EPA
understands the latter phrase to refer to
sources with “potential emissions” of
1,000 tons or more per year as the term
is used in EPA's January 22, 1981, policy
statement, i.e., sources that could emit
1,000 tons or more per year when
operating at full capacity without
emission control measures. EPA has
received a letter dated July 14, 1988,
from the State of Colorado Air Pollution
Control Division which clarifies that
they interpret the phrase “can
reasonably be expected to emit” as
potential to emit.

The regulation allows for a
demonstration by the source of an
appropriate method that will allow
monitoring for compliance. This
demonstration must follow New Source
Performance Standards guidelines for
FCC units centained in 40 CFR Part 60,
Appendix B, Performance Specification
4. This regulation requires a compliance
test to determine whether or not
continuous emission monitoring (CEM)
is applicable. If the CO emissions are
250 ppm or less, CEM will not be
mandatory. Otherwise, the source must
install, calibrate, certify, and maintain a
CEM system for CO.

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean
Air Act (CAA), petitions for judicial

review of this action must be filed in the
United States Court of Appeals for the
appropriate circuit by November 29,
1988. This action may not be challenged
later in proceedings to enforce its
requirements (See CAA section
307(b)(2)).

The Office of Management and Budget
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Air pollution control, Carbon
monoxide, and Incorporation by
reference.

Note: Incorporation by reference of the
State Implementation Plan for the State of
Colorado was approved by the Director of the
Federal Register on July 1, 1982.

Date: September 16, 1988,
Lee Thomas,
Administrator.

Part 52 Chapter I, Title 40 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows:

PART 52—[AMENDED]

Subpart G—Colorado

1. The authority citation for Part 52
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C, 7401-7642.

2. Section 52.320 is amended by
adding paragraph (c)(42) to read as
follows:

§ 52.320 Identification of plan.

* * - - »

(c] - - -

(42) Revisions to Air Pollution Control
Regulation No, 1, requiring reasonably
available control technology RACT for
carbon monoxide control on petroleum
refinery catalytic eracking units were
submitted by the Governor on May 8,
1988.

(i) Incorparation by reference.

(A) Revisions to Section IV.,
paragraphs IV.A,, IV.D.2. and IV.E., and
Section VIL, Regulation No. 1, emission
control regulations for particulates,
smokes, carbon monoxide, and sulfur
oxides for the State of Colorado
requiring CEM and RACT on petroleum
refinery catalytic cracking units in the
metro Denver area effective on April 30,
1986.

[FR Doc. 88-21770 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE $560-50-M




38290

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Rules and Regulations

40 CFR Part 62
[FRL-3457-1]

Approval and Promulgation of State
Plans for Designated Facilities and
Pollutants in Georgia; Total Reduced
Sulfur (TRS) From Kraft Pulp Mills

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This notice approves the
compliance schedule portion of
Georgia's 111(d) plan for the control of
total reduced sulfur [TRS) emissions
from kraft pulp mills. This portion of the
plan was submitted on June 3, 1988, by
the Georgia Environmental Protection
Division (EPD), and stipulates that the
compliance schedules shall go into
effect on September 1, 1988, or when the
rule is approved by EPA, whichever is
later, and provides for final compliance
within 46 months of the start date.
Today's approval covers the only part of
the original plan which was not
approved on November 10, 1982 (47 FR
50868).

DATE: This action will be effective
November 29, 1988, unless notice is
received by October 31, 1988, that
adverse or critical comments will be
submitted.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the materials
submitted by the State may be
examined during normal business hours
at the following locations:

Environmental Protection Agency, Air
Programs Branch, Region IV, 345
Courtland Street, NE., Atlanta,
Georgia 30365

Georgia Department of Natural
Resources, Environmental Protection
Division, Floyd Towers East, Room
1162, 205 Butler Street SE., Atlanta,
Georgia 30334

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Gregg Worley of the Air Programs
Branch of EPA Region IV at the above
address and telephone number (404)
347-2864 or FI'S 257-2864.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May
22,1979 (44 FR 29828), EPA announced
the availability of a final guideline
document for the control of TRS from
existing kraft pulp mills. The notice
initiated the requirement that states
submit plans for the control of this
pollutant on or before February 22, 1980,
and on April 14, 1880, the Environmental
Protection Division (EPD) of the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources
submitted such a plan. However, on
February 17, 1981, EPD requested EPA to
return their plan for reevaluation and on
March 24, 1981, EPA returned the plan.

EPD submitted a revised plan on
January 8, 1982, which modified the
compliance schedule submitted with the
April 14, 1980, plan. The revised plan
differed from EPA's guideline in several
respects, but the only unapprovable
difference lay in the compliance
schedules.

The EPD rule did not require sources
to begin on compliance schedules until
after notification by the Director. This
notification was to take place *“* * *
when ten (10) states have U.S. EPA
approved TRS Plans covering at least
25% of the applicable kraft mills in the
country and the Director has determined
that their implementation schedule is
consistent with Georgia’s
implementation schedule."”

EPA felt that the vagueness in the
notification date made the compliance
schedule portion of the 111(d) plan
unapprovable, After proposing action on
Georgia’s TRS plan (47 FR 26169) and
considering public comment, EPA
approved the 111(d) plan on November
10, 1982 (47 FR 50869) except for the
procedure for starting compliance
schedules. EPA committed to take action
on this portion of the plan when EPD
adopted specific dates for compliance
schedules.

On June 3, 1988, the Georgia EPD
submitted to EPA Region IV a revised
compliance schedule with "* * *
starting dates to commence on
September 1, 1988, or on the date which
EPA grants final approval of the TRS
compliance schedule, whichever is
later.” Also included in this submittal
was an emission inventory for the
affected kraft pulp mills in the State.

The compliance schedule submitted
by EPD differs in its format from the
compliance schedules suggested in
EPA's guideline document. While the
guideline document specifies design,
approval, and installation dates on a
unit-specific basis, the Georgia plan
specifies an overall timeframe for
compliance for each plant as a whole.
The Georgia timeframe sets increments
of progress for planning and application
for permits, contracts or purchase
orders, on-site construction, and final
compliance with requirements as
specified in 40 CFR 60.24(e)(1). The
deadline for final compliance is set at 46
months. This deadline, however, does
not mean that all affected plants will
take 46 months to come into compliance.
Only the amount of time that is
reasonably needed for a particular type
of equipment installation will be granted
in permits issued by EPD. Consequently,
the time to reach compliance may be
shorter than the maximum 46 months.

The Georgia EPD also provides that a
source may request that an alternate

schedule for compliance be
implemented, provided that the
alternate schedule is approved by both
the Georgia EPD and EPA. An alternate
schedule may result in an actual
compliance timeframe that extends
beyond the maximum 46 months
stipulated in the Georgia regulations.

Final Action

Based on the foregoing, EPA hereby
approves Georgia's 111(d) plan for TRS
from Kraft Pulp Mills, specifically the
previously unapproved procedure for
starting compliance schedules and the
timeframe set for final compliance.

EPA is publishing this action without
prior proposal because the Agency
views this as a noncontroversial
amendment and anticipates no adverse
comments. This action will be effective
November 29, 1988, unless, within 30
day of its publication, notice is received
that adverse or critical comments will
be submitted.

If such notice is received, this action
will be withdrawn before the effective
date by publishing two subsequent
notices. One notice will withdraw the
final action and another will begin a
new rulemaking by announcing a
proposal of the action and establishing a
comment period. If no such comments
are received, the public is advised that
this action will be effective November
29, 1988.

Under 5 U.S.C. section 605(b), I certify
that this revision will not have
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
(See 46 FR 8709.)

The Office of Management and Budge!
has exempted this rule from the
requirements of section 3 of Executive
Order 12291.

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act,
petitions for judicial review of this
action must be filed in the United States
Court of Appeals for the appropriate
circuit by November 29, 1988. This
action may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirements.
(See section 307(b)(2).)

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 62:

Administrative practice and
procedure, Air pollution control, Paper
and paper products industry, Fluoride,
Intergovernmental relations, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements, Sulfur.

Dated: September 26, 1988.
Lee M. Thomas,
Administrator.

Part 62 of Chapter I, Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, is amended as
follows:

1 e

"
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PART 62—[AMENDED]
Supbart L—Georgia

1. The autherity citation for Part 62
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642.

2. Section 62.2600 is amended by
adding paragraph (b)(3) to read as
follows:

§62.2600 Identification of plan.
- - - * -

(b) SEIWAS

(3) A compliance schedule for sources
subject to the plan for the control of
total reduced sulfur emissions from
existing kraft pulp mills and a starting
date for such rule, submitted on June 3,
1988.

. - * Ld

§62.2604 [Removed and reserved]

3. Section 62.2604, Compliance
schedules, is removed and reserved.

|FR Doc. 88-22491 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Part 261
[SW-FRL-3455-9]

Hazardous Waste Management
System; identification and Listing of
Hazardous Waste

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
AcTiON: Withdrawal of Final Rules.

sumMaRry: On July 29, 1988, a panel of
the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit
remanded two final rules of the
Environmental Protection Agency.
These rules denied petitions for
exclusion of hazardous wastes
(“delisting petitions') under section
3001(f) of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C.
6921(f), submitted by LTV Steel
Company and Bethlehem Steel
Corporation. Following the Court of
Appeals’ decision in McLouth Steel
Products Corp. v. Thomas, 838 F.2d 1317
(D.C. Cir. 1988), the Agency and
Bethlehem Steel petitioned the Court to
remand these rules. This notice
withdraws the Agency's final rules
appearing at 51 FR 41317 (November 14,
1986) and 51 FR 41620 (Novembher 18,
1986) regarding the petitions received
from LTV Steel and Bethlehem Steel for
exclusion of wastes under 40 CFR.

$§ 260.20 and 260.22.

EFFECTIVE DATE: These withdrawals are
effective as of September 30, 1988,

ADDRESSES: The RCRA regulatory
docket for this notice is located at the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street SW., (sub-basement),
Washington, DC 20460, and is available
for viewing from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, excluding
Federal holidays. Call (202) 475-9327 for
appointments. The docket for this notice
contains all materials included in the
original dockets compiled for the
Agency’s previously published proposed
and final rules regarding Bethlehem
Steel and LTV Steel. The reference
number for the Bethlehem Steel docket
is "F-86-BSDF-FFFFF”". The reference
number for the LTV docket is “'F-86-
LVDF-FFFF". The public may copy
material from any regulatory docket at a
cost of $0.15 per page.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
For general information, contact the
RCRA /[Superfund Hotline, toll free at
(800) 424-9346, or at (202) 382-3000. For
information concerning the remand of
the Agency's final decisions, contact
Josh Sarnoff, Office of General Counsel
(LE-132S), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, DC 204860, (202) 382-7706.
For technical information concerning the
Agency's review of Bethlehem's and
LTV's delisting petitions, contact Scott
Maid, Office of Solid Waste (0S-343),
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street SW., Washington, DC
20460, (202) 382—4783.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Withdrawal of Final Rules

On November 14 and 18, 1986, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA
or Agency) denied final exclusions,
pursuant to the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) section
3001(f), 42 U.S.C. 6921(f), and to 40 CFR
260.20 and 260.22, to LTV Steel
Company and Bethlehem Steel Corp.,
respectively, for their wastewater
treatment sludges generated from
electroplating operations (currently
listed as EPA Hazardous Waste No.
F006). LTV Steel's waste is generated at
its facility in East Chicago, Indiana. See
51 FR 41317 (November 14, 1986).
Bethlehem Steel's waste is generated at
its Chesterton, Indiana facility. See 51
FR 41620 (November 18, 1986). In
reaching these decisions, EPA applied a
mathematical Vertical and Horizontal
Spread (VHS) model to predict the
concentrations of hazardous
constituents that might escape from
these wastes into ground water. On
February 12, 1987, LTV Steel and
Bethlehem Steel filed separate petitions
for review of these rulemakings,
numbers 87-1074 and 87-1075

respectively, with the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit challenging the
Agency's actions on numerous grounds.

On February 5, 1988, a unanimous
panel of the Courl of Appeals reached a
decision on a similar challenge to EPA’s
use of the VHS model. The Court held in
McLouth Steel Products Corp. v.
Thomas, 838 F.2d 1317, 1319 (D.C. Cir.
1988), that the Agency had given “the
effect of a rule to its ‘VHS model" * * *
without having exposed the madel to the
comment opportunities required for
rules by the Administrative Procedure
Act, 5 U.S.C. 553 (1982).” Thus, the Court
of Appeals remanded to EPA the rule
denying McLouth Steel's delisting
petition.

In light of the decision in McLouth
Steel Products Corp., on March 18, 1988,
Bethlehem moved to the Court of
Appeals to remand and to vacate EPA's
determination to deny Bethlehem Steel's
delisting petition. EPA did not oppose
Bethlehem Steel's motion to remand bul
did oppose the motion to vacate. On
March 28, 1988, EPA voluntarily moved
the Court of Appeals to remand its
determination to deny LTV Steel's
delisting petition. LTV Steel did not
respond to EPA’s motion. On July 29.
1988, the Court of Appeals granted
EPA's unopposed motion in LTV Sieel,
denied Bethlehem Steel's motion to
vacale, and granted in part Bethlehem
Steel's motion to remand “for further
administrative proceedings consistent
with [the] decision in McLouth Steel
Products Corp. v. Thomas * * *."

The Agency is today withdrawing its
final decisions to deny LTV Steel's and
Bethlehem Steel's petitions for
exclusion. The Agency will re-evaluate
these delisting petitions in a manner
consistent with the court’s decision in
MecLouth Steel Products Corp., as
discussed in a previous notice published
on June 9, 1988. See 53 FR 21639. LTV
Steel and Bethlehem Steel must continue
to treat their FO06 wastes as hazardous
until such time as they may, in the
future, be granted an exclusion by the
Agency for these wastes.

I1. Effective Date

This rule is effective immediately.
Withdrawal of the improperly
promulgated final rules of November 14
and 18, 1986 is consistent with the
decisions of the D.C. Circuit in LTV
Steel and Bethlehem Steel. Therefore,
immediately effective withdrawal of the
November 14 and 18, 1986 rules meets
the requirements of RCRA 3010[b)(3}. 42
U.S.C. 6930(b)(3), and of the
Administrative Procedures Act, 5 U.S.C.
553(d). Moreover, because this
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withdrawal will not affect LTV Steel's
or Bethlehem Steel's existing obligations
to manage their wastes as hazardous,
the regulated community will not need
six months to come into compliance. See
RCRA section 3010(b)(1), 42 U.S.C.
6930(b)(1).

I1I. Regulatory Impact

Under Executive Order 12291, EPA
must judge whether a regulation is
"major"” and therefore subject to the
requirement of a Regulatory Impact
Analysis. The withdrawal of two
previously published final denial
decisions will not impose an economic
burden on these facilities since the
withdrawal does not affect the manner
in which the petitioned wastes must be
handled. Despite the withdrawal of the
denial decisions, these facilities are to
continue managing their wastes as
hazardous. There is no additional
economic impact, therefore, due to
today's rule. This notice is not a major
regulation, thus, no Regulatory Impact
Analysis is required.

IV. Regulatory Flexibility Act

Pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility
Act, 5 US.C. §§ 601-612, whenever an
Agency is required to publish a general
notice of rulemaking for any proposed or
final rule, it must prepare and make
available for public comment a
regulatory flexibility analysis which
describes the impact of the rule on small
entities (7.e., small businesses, small
organizations, and small governmental
jurisdictions). The Administrator may
certify, however, that the rule will not
have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.

This notice will not have an adverse
economic impact on small entities. The
facilities included in this notice may be
considered small entities, however, this
rule only affects two facilities in one
industrial sector and does not change
existing requirements for the
management of their wastes. The overall
economic impact, therefore, on small
entities would be minimal. Accordingly,
I hereby certify that this notice will not
have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
This notice, therefore, does not require a
regulatory flexibility analysis.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 261

Hazardous materials, Waste
treatment and disposal, Recycling.

Authority: Sec. 3001 RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 6921.

Dated: September 21, 1988.
Joseph Cannon,

Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of
Solid Waste and Emergency Response.

[FR Doc. 88-22184 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

48 CFR Part 1515
[FRL-3456-3]
Acquisition Regulation

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule permits the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
to release proposals outside the
Government for evaluation. The Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) gives EPA,
as well as other executive agencies, the
authority to use alternate procedures to
release proposals outside the
Government for evaluation. However,
the authority must be in agency
regulations that implement the FAR. The
intended effect of this action is to
amend the EPA Acquisition Regulation
(EPAAR) to permit the use of the
alternate procedures in the FAR, These
alternate procedures will allow EPA to
obtain the opinion of outside experts in
evaluating proposals submitted under
EPA's Small Business Innovative
Research Program and other types of
proposals requiring a high level of
detailed expertise, especially in areas of
complex and constantly changing
technology.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Joseph Nemargut, Environmental
Protection Agency, Procurement and
Contracts Management Division (PM-
214F), 401 M Street SW., Washington,
DC 20460, Telephone: (202) 475-9790.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
A. Background

Federal Acquisition Regulation
15.413-1 provides that after receipt of
proposals, none of the information
contained in them shall be made
available to the public. FAR 15.413-2
provides that Agency regulations may
provide for the alternate procedures in
FAR 15.413-2 instead of the procedures
in FAR 15.413-1.

This rule adopts the alternate
procedures in FAR 15.413-2 for EPA.
FAR 15.413-2 permits disclosure of
proposals outside the Government only
to the extent authorized by, and in
accordance with the procedures in FAR
15.413-2(f). This rule also retains the
restrictions relating to release of

proposal information in FAR 15.413-1,
paragraphs (a) and (b), notwithstanding
adoption of the procedure in FAR
15.413-2,

The EPA is adopting these alternate
procedures in order to obtain the
opinion of outside experts in evaluating
proposals submitted under EPA's Small
Business Innovative Research Program.
The EPA may also rely on the technical
expertise of non-Federal employees in
evaluating other types of proposals
requiring a high level of detailed
expertise, especially in areas of complex
and constantly changing technology.

B. Executive Order 12291

OMB Bulletin No. 85-7, dated
December 14, 1984, establishes the
requirements for Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) review of agency
procurement regulations. This regulation
does not fall within any of the categories
cited in the Bulletin requiring Office of
Management and Budget review.

C. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act does
not apply because this rule does not
contain information collection
requirements that require the approval
of OMB under 44 U.S.C. 3501, et seq.

D. Regulatory Flexibility Act
The EPA certifies that this rule does

not exert a significant economic impact

on a substantial number of small
entities. The rule permits EPA to
exercise its authority under the FAR to
release proposals outside the
Government for evaluation. The rule has
no impact on the EPA Source Selection
Procedures in 48 CFR Subpart 1515.6.

E. Public Comments

The EPA published a notice of
proposed rulemaking detailing these
changes in the Federal Register on May
18, 1988. No comments were received.
Therefore, the rule is being finalized
without change.

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Part 1515

Government Procurement, Contracting
by Negotiation.

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, Part 1515 of Title 48 Code of
Federal Regulations, is amended as
follows:

PART 1515—[AMENDED]
1. The authority citation for Part 1515

continues to read as follows:

Authority: Sec. 205(c), 63 Stat. 390, as
amended, 40 U.S.C. 486(c).

2. Section 1515.413 is added to read as
follows:
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1515.413 Disclosure and use of
information before award.

(a) Contracting Officers shall follow
the Alternate II proposal evaluation
procedures in FAR 15.413-2.

(b) After receipt of proposals, none of
the information contained in them or
concerning the number or identity of
offerors shall be made available to the
public or to anyone in the Government
not having a legitimate interest. In the
event an outside evaluation is to be
obtained, information in proposals or
information concerning the number or
identity of offerors shall be disclosed
only to the extent authorized by and in
accordance with the procedures of FAR
15.413-2(f) and these regulations,
1515.413.

(c) During the preaward or
preacceptance period of a negotiated
acquisition, only the contracting officer,
the contracting officer's superiors having
contractual authority, and others
specifically authorized shall transmit
technical or other information and
conduct discussions with prospective
contractors. Information shall not be
furnished to a prospective contractor if,
alone or together with other information,
it may afford the prospective contractor
an advantage over others (see FAR
15,610, Written or oral discussion).
However, general information that is not
prejudicial to others may be furnished
upon request,

(d) The Chief of the Contracting Office
(CCO] is the designated official to make
the decision as provided by FAR 15.413-
2(f)(2).

(e) The Contracting Officer shall
submit a written determination to the
CCO whenever the use of FAR 15.413-
2(f) procedures is contemplated.
Following CCO approval, proposals may
be released to non-Government
employees for review and evaluation
consistent with the provisions of FAR
15.413-2(f)(2)~(5).

(f) The following written certification
and agreement shall be obtained from
the non-Government evaluator prior to
the release of any proposal to that
evaluator:

"CERTIFICATION ON THE USE AND
DISCLOSURE OF PROPOSALS"
RFP#

Offeror

1. 1 hereby certify that to the best of my
knowledge and belief, no conflict of interest
exists that may diminish my capacity to
perform an impartial, technically sound,
objective review of this proposal(s) or
otherwise result in a biased opinion or unfair
competitive advantage,

2.1 agree to use any proposal information
only for evaluation purposes. I agree not to
copy any information from the proposal(s), to
use my best effort to safeguard such

information physically, and not to disclose
the contents of nor release any information
relating to the proposal(s) to anyone outside
of the Source Evaluation Board assembled for
this acquisition or individuals designated by
the Contracting Officer.

3. I agree to return to the Government all
copies of proposals, as well as any abstracts,
upon completion of the evaluation.

(Name and Organization)

{Date of Execution)
(End of Certificate)

(g) The Contracting Officer shall place
the Government Notice for Handling
Proposals (FAR 15.413-2(e)) on the cover
pages of all proposals upon their receipt.

3. Section 1515.604-70(a) is amended
by adding a sentence to read as follows:

1515.604-70 Personal conflicts of interest
(a) * * * In the event an outside
evaluation is to be obtained, non-
Government employees may participate
only if the procedures in FAR 15.413-2(f)
and 1515.413 are followed.
* * - * *
Date: September 19, 1988,
John C. Chamberlin,
Director, Office of Administration.
[ER Doc. 88-22482 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

—— - -

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Parts 638, 640, 641, 642, 646,
653, 654, and 658
[Docket No. 80992-8192]

Fishery Conservation and
Management

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), NOAA, Commerce.

ACTION: Final rule; technical
amendment.

SUMMARY: NOAA issues this final rule
to implement a technical amendment to
the regulations for the fishery
management plans applicable to
fisheries off the South Atlantic States
and in the Gulf of Mexico. This is a
housekeeping rule which changes the
title of the Director, Southeast Fisheries
Center, NMFS, from “Center Director" to
“Science and Research Director.” The
intent is to clarify the regulations and
conform them to current usage.
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1988.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: W.
Perry Allen (Regulatory Coordinator),
813-893-3722.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The eight
parts of Title 50 CFR that are amended
by this rule implement regulations under
the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act. Each of the eight parts
defines the title “Center Director." In
two of the parts, that title is no longer
used in the regulations and the
definition is removed. In the other six
parts, “Center Director” is replaced with
“Science and Research Director” and
the definition is standardized. The
change of title is in accordance with a
recent Department of Commerce
Organization Order. The regulations for
the Atlantic swordfish fishery (50 CFR
Part 630) are not amended by this rule.
The change of title to *'Science and
Research Director” will be part of a
separate regulatory amendment of
broader scope applicable to the
swordfish fishery.

Other Matiters

This final rule, technical amendment,
is issued under 50 CFR Parts 638, 640,
641, 642, 646, 653, 654, and 658 and
complies with E.O. 12291, Because this
rule only makes minor, non-substantive
corrections, the Assistant Administrator
for Fisheries, NOAA, finds that it is
unnecessary under 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B) to
provide for prior public comment and
that there is good cause under 5 U.S.C.
553(d) not to delay for 30 days its
effective date. Additionally, the prior
public comment and delay of effective
date requirements of 5 U.S.C. 553 are
inapplicable under paragraph (a)(2) of
that section because the corrections
reflect an agency management directive.

Because this rule is being issued
without prior comment, a regulatory
flexibility analysis is not required under
the Regulatory Flexibility Act and none
has been prepared.

This rule is minor and technical in
nature and therefore is not a major rule
under E.O. 12291. There is no change in
the regulatory impacts previously
reviewed and analyzed.

This rule does not contain policies
with federalism implications sufficient
to warrant preparation of a federalism
assessment under E.O. 12612,

This rule does not contain a
collection-cf-information requirement
for purpose of the Paperwork Reduction
Act.

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Parts 638, 640,
641, 642, 646, 653, 654, and 658

Fisheries, Fishing, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements,
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Dated: September 28, 1988,
William Matuszeski,
Executive Director, National Marine
Fisheries Service.

For reasons set forth in the preamble,
50 CFR Parts 638, 640, 841, 642, 646, 653,
654, and 858 are amended as follows:

PARTS 638, 640, 641, 642, 646, 653,
654, AND 658—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citations for Parts 638,
640, 641, 642, 6486, 653, 654, and 658
continue to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.

2.In §§ 638.2, 641.2, 642.2, 646.2, 653.2,
and 658.2, the definition for Center
Director is removed and a new
definition for Science and Research
Director is added in alphabetical order
to read as follows:

§638.2, § 641.2, §642.2, § 646.2, § 653.2, and
§658.2 Definitions.

- * » - .

Science and Research Director means
the Science and Research Director,
Southeast Fisheries Center, NMFS, 75
Virginia Beach Drive, Miami, FL 33149,
telephone 305-361-5761, or a designee.

. * * * *

§§ 640.2 and 654.2 [Amended]

3.In §§ 640.2(a) and 654.2, the
definition for Center Director is
removed,

§§ 638.7, 641.5, 642.5, 646.2, 646.4, 653.5,
653.24 and 658.5 [Amended]

4, In addition to the amendments set
forth above—

A. The phrases "Center Director"” or
"“Center Director or his designee” are
removed wherever they appear and the
phrase “Science and Research Director”

is added in their place in the following
places: § 638.7; § 641.5(a), (b)
introductory text, (c) introductory text,
(d) introductory text, (g) introductory

text, (g)(5), (h) introductory text, and (i);

§ 642.5(a) introductory text, (a}(3), (b)
introductory text, (c) introductory text,
and (e); § 646.2 in paragraph (a) of the
definition for Authorized statistical
reporting agent; § 646.4; § 653.5(a)
introductory text and (b); § 653.24(a)
introductory text; and § 658.5(a)
introductory text, (a)(4), and (b)
introductory text.

§§ 641.5 and 653.24 [Amended]
B. The phrase "Center Director's” is

removed and the phrase “Science and
Research Director's” is added in its

place in the following places: § 641.5(a);

and § 653.24(b).
[FR Doc. 88-22585 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices to the public of the
proposed issuance of rules and
regulations. The purpose of these notices
is to give interested persons an
opportunity to participate in the rule
making pricr to the adoption of the final
rules.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Agricultural Marketing Service

7 CFR Part 906

[Docket No. FV-88-121]

Oranges and Grapefruit Grown in the
Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas;
Proposed Tighter Minimum Size
Requirements

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

suMMARY: This proposed rule would
tighten the minimum size requirements
currently in effect for fresh Texas
grapefruit shipments. Under the
proposal, the minimum size
requirements for grapefruit would be
tightened by prohibiting the shipment of
size 112 grapefruit grading at least U.S.
No. 1 during the period November 16
through January 31 each season. The
proposed change is needed by the Texas
grapefruit industry to help it more
successfully market its crop. The change
is expected to provide more desirable
sizes with more acceptable maturity and
flavor during the peak demand period of
the shipping season,

DATE: Comments must be received by
October 17, 1988.

ADDRESS: Interested persons are invited
to submit wrilten comments concerning
this rule to: Docket Clerk, Fruit and
Vegetable Division, AMS, USDA, P.O.
Box 96456, Room 2085-S, Washington,
D.C. 20090-6456. Three copies of all
written material shall be submitted, and
they will be made available for public
inspection in the office of the Docket
Clerk during regular business hours. All
comments should reference the date and
page number of this issue of the Federal
Register.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gary D. Rasmussen, Marketing -
Specialist, Marketing Order
Administration Branch, Fruit and
Vegetable Division, AMS USDA, P.O.

Box 96456, Room 2525-S, Washington,
DC 20090-6456; telephone: (202) 475~
3918..

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

This proposed rule is issued under the
Marketing Agreement and Marketing
Order No. 906, as amended [7 CFR Part
906}, regulating the handling of oranges
and grapefruit grown in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley in Texas. The agreement
and order are effective under the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act
0f 1937, as amended [7 U.S.C. 601-674],
hereinafter referred to as the Act.

This rule has been reviewed under
Executive Order 12291 and
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and has
been determined to be a *non-major”
rule under criteria contained therein.

Pursuant to requirements set forth in
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), the
Administrator of the Agricultural
Marketing Service (AMS) has
considered the economic impact of this
action on small entities.

The purpose of the RFA is to fit
regulatory actions to the scale of
business subject to such actions in order
that small businesses will not be unduly
or disproportionately burdened.
Marketing orders issued pursuant to the
Act, and rules issued thereunder, are
unique in that they are brought about
through group action of essentially small
entities acting on their own behalf.
Thus, both statutes have small entity
orientation and compatibility.

There are approximately 22 handlers
of Texas oranges and grapefruit subject
to regulation under the Texas citrus
marketing order, and approximately
3,000 orange and grapefruit producers in
Texas. Small agricultural producers
have been defined by the Small
Business Administration [13 CFR 121.2)
as those having annual gross revenues
for the last three years of less than
$500,000, and small agricultural service
firms are defined as those whose gross
annual receipts are less than $3,500,000.
The majority of these handlers and
producers may be classified as small
entities.

Grade and size requirements for
Texas grapefruit are currently specified
in § 906.365 Texas orange and grapefruit
regulation 34. The Texas Valley Citrus
Committee, which administers the
marketing order, unanimously
recommended at its meeting on June 29,
1988, that the minimum size
requirements currently in effect for

Texas grapefruit be tightened. The
current regulation provides that
grapefruit in fresh shipments be at least
pack size 96 (3-9/16) inches in
diameter), except that grapefruit grading
at least U.S. No. 1 may be shipped if
they are at least pack size 112 (3-5/16
inches in diameter).

The Texas grapefruit shipping season
extends from late September through
May. This action would prohibit the
shipment of size 112's (3-5/16 inches in
diameter) grading at least U.S. No. 1
during the November 16 through January
31 period each season. This is intended
to provide more desirable sizes with
more acceptable maturity and flavor
during the period of peak demand during
the season. According to the committee,
this would enable it to effectively
compete with grapefruit from Florida
during this period. Moreover, it
indicated that more than enough larger-
sized fruit would be available during
this period of the season to meet market
needs. The committee also indicated
that this action will provide growers
with an incentive to hold the smaller-
sized fruit on the trees longer to gain
size, maturity; and flavor, thus providing
the trade with a more acceptable
product later in the season when the
available supplies are winding down.

Delaying the implementation of the
size increase until mid-November would
lessen the chances of grower hardships
by allowing the shipment of size 112's
until the juice plants open. There is no
viable economic outlet for small-sized
and cull citrus in the production area
other than that for juice. Reinstituting
the shipment of size 112's after January
31 when the grapefruit has gained an
acceptable level of maturity and flavor
would ensure that there are adequate
supplies of flavorful fruit available for
fresh market needs for the remainder of
the season.

In addition, miscellaneous changes to
§ 906.364 are proposed to remove
obsolete language and update references
to U.S. Standards.

Section 906.365 was issued on a
continuing basis subject to modification,
suspension, or termination by the
Secretary. The committee meets prior to
and during each season to consider
recommendations for modification,
suspension, or termination of the
regulatory requirements for Texas
grapefruit. Committee meelings are open
to the public and interested persons may
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express their views at these meetings.
The Department reviews committee
recommendations and information
submitted by the committee and other
available information, and determines
whether modification, suspension, or
termination of the regulatory
requirements would tend to effectuate
the declared policy of the Act.

Texas grapefruit shipments to markets
in the United States, Canada, and
Mexico are regulated under this
marketing order. Certain shipments are
exempt from the handling requirements
effective under the marketing order.
Handlers may ship grapefruit within the
production area (the counties of
Cameron, Hidalgo, and Willacy) exempt
from all marketing order requirements.
Grapefruit shipped in gift packages of
not more than 500 pounds which are
individually addressed and not for
resale are exempt from handling
requirements. Also, grapefruit shipped
under the minimum quantity exemption
provisions, and for relief, charity, and
home use are exempt under certain
conditions. In addition, grapefruit
shipped to approved processors for
conversion into canned or frozen
products are not subject to the handling
requirements.

The proposed tighter minimun size
requirements for Texas grapefruit reflect
the committee's and the Department's
appraisal of the need to consider the
changes and issue the proposed rule.
This proposed rule recognizes current
and prospective supply and demand for
grapefruit and the committee's views of
what is needed to strengthen the
marketing position of Texas grapefruit
growers and handlers.

Therefore, the Department's view is
that the impact of this proposed action
would be beneficial to producers and
handlers because it would enable
handlers to provide grapefruit consistent
with buyer requirements. The
application of minimun size
requirements to Texas grapefruit over
the past several years has resulted in
fruit of acceptable sizes being shipped to
fresh markets.

Based on the above, the Administrator
of AMS has determined that this action
would not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities.

It is found and determined that a
comment period of less than 30 days is
appropriate because this action needs to
become effective for the 1988-89
shipping season, which is expected to
begin in late September. A comment
period longer than provided could delay
the effective date beyond November 16,
1988, the desired implementation date

during the 1988-89 and subsequent
seasons.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 806

Marketing agreements and orders,
Texas grapefruit, Oranges.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, it is proposed that 7 CFR Part
906 be amended as follows:

PART 906—ORANGES AND
GRAPEFRUIT GROWN IN THE LOWER
RIO GRANDE VALLEY IN TEXAS

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR
Part 908 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as
amended; 7 U.S.C. 601-674.

2. Section 906.365 is amended by
revising the introductory text of
paragraph (a) and paragraphs (a}(2),
(a)(4), and (b), and by removing
paragraph (c) to read as follows:

§ 906.365 Texas orange and grapefruit
grade and size regulations.

(a) No handler shall handle any
variety of oranges or grapefruit grown in
the production area unless:

* * * * -

(2) Such oranges are at least pack size
288, except that the minimum diameter
limit for pack size 288 oranges in any lot
shall be 2%sinches;

- L * - -

(4) Such grapefruit are at least pack
size 96, except that the minimum
diameter limit for pack size 96 grapefruit
in any lot shall be 3%s inches: Provided,
That any handler may handle grapefruit,
except during the period November 16
through January 31 each season, which
are smaller than pack size 96, if such
grapefruit grade at least U.S. No. 1 and
they are at least pack size 112, except
that the minimum diameter limit for
pack size 112 grapefruit in any lot shall
be 3%s inches;

- - b - .

(b) Terms relating to grade, pack size,
and diameter shall mean the same as in
the U.S. Standards for Grades of
Oranges (Texas and States other than
Florida, California, and Arizona) [17
CFR 51.680 through 51.714] or in the U.S.
Standards for Grades of Grapefruit
(Texas and States other than Florida,
California and Arizona) [17 CFR 51.620
through 51.653).

Dated: September 26, 1968,
Robert C. Keeney,
Acting Director, Fruit and Vegetable Division.
[FR Doc. 88-22561 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-02-m

7 CFR Part 1099

[DA-88-122]

Milk in the Paducah, KY, Marketing
Area; Notice of Proposed Suspension
of Certain Provisions of the Order

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service,
USDA.

ACTION: Proposed suspension of rule.

suMmMARY: This notice invites written
comments on a proposal that would
suspend portions of the producer milk
definition of the Paducah, Kentucky milk
order for an indefinite period. The
suspension would increase the amount
of milk that may be shipped directly
from the farm to nonpool plants and still
be priced under the order. Also, the
suspension would remove the restriction
that prohibits a cooperative association
from marketing the milk of producer
members of another cooperative
association. The suspension was
requested by Dairymen, Inc. (DI), a
cooperative association that represents
producers who supply the market. DI
contends that the suspension is
necessary because of changed
marketing conditions and to permit the
efficient marketing of milk of dairy
farmers who have historically supplied
the market.

DATE: Comments are due on or before
October 7, 1988.

ADDRESS: Comments (two copies)
should be filed with the USDA/AMS/
Dairy Division, Order Formulation
Branch, Room 2968, South Building, P.O.
Box 96456, Washington, DC 20090-6456.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John F. Borovies, Marketing Specialist,
USDA/AMS/Dairy Division, Order
Formulation Branch, Room 2968, South
Building, P.O. Box 96456, Washington,
DC 20090-6456, (202) 447-2089.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601-
612) requires the Agency to examine the
impact of a proposed rule on small
entities. Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the
Administrator of the Agricultural
Marketing Service has certified that this
proposed action would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
Such action would lessen the regulatory
impact of the order on certain milk
handlers and would tend to ensure that
dairy farmers would continue to have
their milk priced under the order and
thereby receive the benefits that accrue
from such pricing.

This proposed rule has been reviewed
under Executive Order 12291 and
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and has

P - B s e i T N S N
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been determined to be a “non-major"
rule under the criteria contained therein.

Notice is hereby given that, pursuant
to the provisions of the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674), the
suspension of the following provisions
of the order regulating the handling of
milk in the Paducah, Kentucky
marketing area is being considered for
an indefinite period:

1.In § 1089.12, paragraph (c)(2).

2.In § 1099.13(c)(3), the words, “in his
capacity as the operator of a pool
plant,”, “milk of a", “who is not a
member of a cooperative association
diverting"”, “pursuant to paragraph (c)(2)
of this section,”, “at such plant", “such
nonmember", “in any of the months of
April through August and December and
25 percent in other months" and
“nonmember”.

All persons who want to send written
data, views or arguments about the
proposed suspension should send two
copies of them to the USDA/AMS/Dairy
Division, Order Formulation Branch,
Room 2968, South Building, P.O. Box
96456, Washington, DC 20090-6456, by
the 7th day after publication of this
notice in the Federal Register. The
period for filing comments is limited to 7
days to permit completion of the
required procedures to make the action
effective as soon as possible, if this is
found necessary.

The comments that are sent will be
made available for public inspection in
the Dairy Division during normal
business hours (7 CFR 1.27(b)).

Statement of Consideration

The proposal would suspend portions
of the producer milk definition of the
Paducah, Kentucky milk order for an
indefinite period. The proposal would
allow more milk to be shipped directly
from farms to nonpool plants and still be
priced and pooled under the order. Also,
the suspension would allow a
cooperative association to divert the
milk of another cooperative association
to nonpool plants.

The order provides that a cooperative
association may divert up to 33 percent
of the milk of its member producers that
is received at pool plants during April
through August and December and 25
percent in other months. The same
diversion limits apply to a handler who
operates a pool plant. A suspension
would remove the restriction that limits
diversions by cooperative associations
to member milk and would allow up to
33 percent of milk received to be
diverted during all months.

The suspension was requested by
Dairymen, Inc. (DI), a cooperative
association that represents producers

who supply the market. DI requested
that the suspension begin on September
1, 1988, and continue until such time that
a hearing can be held to consider
amendments to the order. DI contends
that the suspension is necessary to
reflect changes in the marketing of
producer milk under the order. DI
indicates that its sales to fluid milk
plants have declined in recent months
and, therefore, additional quantities of
milk that has historically been
associated with the market will have to
be diverted to nonpool plants. In
addition, DI indicates that, effective
September 1, 1988, another cooperative
association will be the marketing agent
for DI member milk that is pooled under
the order. Consequently, DI contends
that the suspension is necessary to
accommodate the efficient marketing of
milk under the new marketing practices
and conditions.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1099

Milk marketing orders, Milk, Dairy
products.

The authority citation for 7 CFR Part
1099 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat, 31, as
amended; 7 U.S.C. 601-674.

Signed at Washington, DC, on September
27,1988,

L.P. Massaro,

Acting Administrator.

[FR Doc. 88-22562 Filed 9-20-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 71

Transportation Regulations;
Compatibility with the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA):
Extension of Comment Period

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule: extension of
comment period.

SUMMARY: On June 8, 1988 (53 FR 21550),
the NRC published for public comment a
proposed rule to make its transpertation
regulations in 10 CFR Part 71 compatible
with those of the International Atomic
Energy Agency contained in its Safety
Series No. 6, Regulations for the Safe
Transport of Radioactive Material, 1985
Edition. This rulemaking action,
combined with a parallel action by the
Department of Transportation (DOT),
would make United States regulations
for the safe transportation of radioactive
material internationally compatible.
Because it is important that the public

have the opportunity to review and
comment on the DOT and NRC
proposed rules concurrently, NRC set its
public comment period to expire on
October 6, 1988, expecting the DOT rule
to be available for publication by the
end of June, 1988. Availability of the
DOT proposed rule has now been
delayed to early October, 1988. To
achieve its goal of having some portion
of the public comment period common
for both rules, the NRC has decided to
extend the comment period for an
additional two months, to December 6,
1988.

DATES: The comment period has been
extended and now expires December 6.
1988. Comments received after this date
will be considered if it is practical to do
s0, but the Commission is able to assure
consideration only for comments
received before this date.

ADDRESSES: Send written comments or
suggestions to the Secretary of the
Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
Attention: Docketing and Service
Branch. Hand deliver comments to 11555
Rockville Pike, Rockville, MD, between
7:30 a.m. and 4:45 p.m. Examine
comments received at the NRC Public
Document Room, 2120 L Street, NW.,
lower level, Washington, DC 20555.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Donald R. Hopkins, Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555, Telephone (301-492-3784).

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September, 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Victor Stello, Jr.
Executive Director for Operations.
|[FR Doc. 88-22499 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7950-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 88-NM-111-AD]

Airworthiness Directives; British
Aerospace Model BAC 1-11 Series
Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: This notice proposes to
supersede two existing airworthiness
directives (AD), applicable to British
Aerospace Model BAC 1-11 200 and 400
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series airplanes, which currently require
repetitive inspection procedures and
repair, if necessary, of the main landing
gear (MLG) support structure, and a one-
time inspection and repair, if necessary,
of a component in the nose landing gear
(NLG). These actions were prompted by
reports of cracks in the MLG rear pintle
support beam and the collapse of an
NLG. This proposal would add
additional model series to the AD
applicability and require additional
inspections and maintenance
procedures for the MLG support
structure. This action is prompted by a
structural re-evaluation, which
identified the need for additional
inspection procedures for some
variations of the airplane to adequately
detect cracking. This condition, if not
corrected, could lead to collapse of the
MLG and NLG.

DATE: Comments must be received no
later than November 23, 1988.

ADDRESSES: Send comments on the
proposal in duplicate to Federal
Aviation Administration, Northwest
Mountain Region, Office of the Regional
Counsel (Attn: ANM-103), Attention:
Airworthiness Rules Docket No. 88-NM-
111-AD, 17900 Pacific Highway South,
C-68966, Seattle, Washington 98168. The
applicable service information may be
obtained from British Aerospace Inc.,
Librarian for Service Bulletins, P.O. Box
17414, Dulles International Airport,
Washington, DC 20041. This information
may be examined at the FAA,
Northwest Mountain Region, 17900
Pacific Highway South, Seattle,
Washington, or Seattle Transport
Airplane Office, 9010 East Marginal
Way South, Seattle, Washington.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. William Schroeder, Standardization
Branch, ANM-113; telephone (206) 431
1565. Mailing address: FAA, Northwest
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington,
98168,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to
participate in the making of the
proposed rule by submitting such
written data, views, or arguments as
they may desire. Communications
should identify the regulatory docket
number and be submitted in duplicate to
the address specified above. All
communications received on or before
the closing date for comments specified
above will be considered by the
Administrator before taking action on
the proposed rule. The proposals
contained in this Notice may be changed
in light of the comments received. All

comments submitted will be available,
both before and after the closing date
for comments, in the Rules Docket for
examination by interested persons. A
report summarizing each FAA /public
contact concerned with the substance of
this proposal will be filed in the Rules
Docket.

Availability of NPRM

Any person may obtain a copy of this
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM)
by submitting a request to the FAA,
Northwest Montain Region, Office of the
Regional Counsel (Attn: ANM-103),
Attention: Airworthiness Rules Docket
No. 88-NM-111-AD, 17900 Pacific
Highway South, C-68966, Seattle,
Washington 98168.

Discussion

On January 30, 1986, FAA issued AD
86-04-07, Amendment 39-5235 (51 FR
4588; February 6, 1986), to require
repetitive inspections for cracks or
damage, and repair or replacement, if
necessary, of certain components of the
nose and main landing gear (MLG). That
action was prompted by reports of
cracks in the main landing gear rear
pintle support beam, and of the collapse
of a nose landing gear. The required
repetitive inspection of the MLG
addressed only the Model BAC 1-11 400
series airplanes. That AD also required
a one-time inspection of certain
components of the nose landing gear
(NLCG) on BAC 1-11 Model 200 and 400
series airplanes.

On March 7, 1988, FAA issued AD 88~
07-01, Amendment 39-5878 (53 FR 8869;
March 18, 1988) to require repetitive
inspections of the MLG support
structure and repair, if necessary. That
action was prompted by reports of
cracks in the MLG rear pintle support
beam. That AD addressed only the
Model BAC 1-11 200 series airplanes.

Since issuance of those AD’s, the
United Kingdom Civil Airworthiness
Authority (CAA) and British Aerospace
have notified FAA that a structural re-
evaluation of the Model BAC 1-11 200
and 400 series airplanes has identified
the need for additional inspection
procedures for some variations of these
models to adequately detect cracking in
the MLG support structure. Such
cracking, if not detected and corrected,
could lead to collapse of the main
landing gear.

British Aerospace has issued Alert
Service Bulletin 57-A-PM5896, Issue No.
4, dated February 17, 1988, which
describes procedures for certain
variations of the airplanes to inspect the
MLG for cracks in the rear pintle
support beam, reduces the total landing
threshold for certain variations of the

airplanes, and revises the repair
procedures for the Model 400 series
airplanes if cracks are found. The
United Kindgom CAA has classified this
service bulletin as mandatory.

This airplane model is manufactured
in the United Kingdom and type
certificated in the United States under
the provisions of § 21.29 of the Federal
Aviation Administration and the
applicable bilateral airworthiness
agreement.

Since this condition is likely to exist
or develop on other airplanes of this
same type design registered in the
United States, an AD is proposed which
would supersede AD 86-04-07,
Amendment 39-5235, and AD 88-07-01,
Amendment 39-5878, to require
additional inspections for cracks in the
rear pintle support beam and repair, if
necessary; and a one-time inspection of
the nose landing gear and repair, if
necessary, in accordance with the
service bulletin previously mentioned.
This supersedure action would clarify
and combine in one AD the inspection
requirements for the Models 200 and 400
series airplanes that are currently
reflected in two separate AD's.

It should be noted that the
requirement for the nose landing gear
inspection set forth in paragraph B., of
AD 86-04-07 would not be changed by
this action. Previous accomplishment of
that inspection in accordance with
British Aerospace BAC 1-11 Alert
Service Bulletin 32-A-PM5872, dated
July 25, 1983, would satisfy the
requirements of paragraph E. of this
proposed AD.

It is estimated that 70 airplanes of U.S.
registry would be affected by this AD,
that it would take approximately 3

manhours per airplane to accomplish the

required actions, and that the average
labor cost would be $400 per manhour.
Based on these figures, the total cost
impact of the AD on U.S. operators is
estimated to be $8,400.

The regulations proposed herein
would not have substantial direct effects
on the states, on the relationship
between the national government and
the states, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government. Therefore,
in accordance with Executive Order
12612, it is determined that this proposal
would not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment.

For these reasons, the FAA has
determined that this document (1)
involves a proposed regulation which is
not major under Executive Order 12291
and (2) is not a significant rule pursuant
to the Department of Transportation

pa
la;

[ps
PA

to



Federal Register / Vol.

53, No. 190 / F‘.N'da.y. Seﬁtember 30, 1988 | Proposed Rules

38299

Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and it is
further certified under the criteria of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act that this
proposed rule, if promulgated, will not
have a significant economic impact,
positive or negative, on a substantial
number of small entities because of the
minimal cost of compliance per airplane
($120). A copy of a draft regulatory
evaluation prepared for this action is
contained in the regulatory docket.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39
Aviation safety, Aircraft.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Aviation Administration
proposes to amend § 39.13 of Part 39 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations (14
CFR 39.13) as follows:

1. The authority citation for Part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423;
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449,
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. By superseding AD 86-04-07,
Amendment 39-5235 (51 FR 4588;
February 6, 1986) and AD 88-07-01,
Amendment 39-5878; March 18, 1988),
with the following new AD:

British Aerospace: Applies to Model BAC 1-
11 200 and 400 series airplanes,
certificated in any category. Compliance
is required as indicated, unless
previously accomplished.

To prevent a hazardous landing condition,
accomplish the following:

A. For Model BAC 1-11 200 series airplanes
(pre-modification PM3070; modification PM
3070 with Main Support Beams Part No.
ED03-1001/2; or Modification PM5928), prior
to the accumulation of 50,000 landings or
within the next 1,500 landings after April 25,
1988 (which is the effective date of AD 88-07-
01, Amendment 39-5878), whichever occurs
later, perform an eddy current or dye
penetrant inspection for cracks in the rear
pintle support beam, in accordance with
paragraph 2.1.1 of the accomplishment
instructions of British Aerospace BAC 1-11
Alert Service Bulletin 57-A-PM5896, Issue
Number 4, date February 17, 1988. Thereafter,
repeat the inspection at intervals not to
exceed 3,200 landings.

Note: Airplanes that complied with
paragraph A. of AD 88-07-01, Amendment
39-5678, are considered to have met the
initial inspection requirements of this
paragraph, and the inspection is to be
repeated at intervals not to exceed 3,200
landing.

B. For Model BAC 1-11 400 series airplanes
[pre-modification PM3070; modification
PM3070 with Main Support Beams Part No.
ED03-1001/2; or modification PM5928], prior
{0 the accumulation of 15,000 landings, or

within 1,500 landings after March 17. 1986
(which is the effective date of AD 86-04-07,
Amendment 39-5235), whichever occurs later,
perform an eddy current or dye penetrant
inspection for cracks in the rear pintle
support beam in accordance with paragraph
2.1.1 of the accomplishment instructions of
British Aerospace BAC 1-11 Alert Service
Bulletin 57-A-PM5896, Issue Number 4. dated
February 17, 1988, Thereafter, repeat the
inspection at intervals not to exceed 3,200
landings.

Note: Airplanes that complied with
paragraph A. of AD 88-04-07, Amendment
39-5235, are considered to have met the
initial inspection requirements of this
paragraph, and the inspection is to be
repeated at intervals not to exceed 3,200
landings.

C. For Model BAC 1-11 200 and 400 series
airplanes [modification PM3070 with Main
Support Beam Part No. EN03-1259/60], prior
to the accumulation of 7,500 landings or
within 90 days after the effective date of this
AD, whichever occurs later, perform an eddy
current or dye penetrant inspection for cracks
in the rear pintle support beam in accordance
with paragraph 2.1.1 of the accomplishment
instruction of British Aerospace BAC 1-11
Alert Service Bulletin 57-A-PM5896, Issue
Number 4, dated February 17, 1988.
Thereafter, repeat the inspection at intervals
not to exceed 3,200 landings.

Note: Model BAC 1-11 200 series airplanes
that complied with paragraph A. of AD 88—
07-01, Amendment 39-5878; and Model BAC
1-11 400 series airplanes that complied with
paragraph A. of AD 86-04-07, Amendment
39-5235; are considered to have met the
initial inspection requirements of this
paragraph, and the inspection is to be
repeated at intervals not to exceed 3,200
landings.

D. If cracks are discovered during the
inspections required by paragraph A, B. and
C., above, accomplish the following:

1. If cracks are less than 0.6 inch on pre-
modification PM3070 airplanes, or less than
0.2 inch on post-modification PM3070
airplanes, repair or replace the cracked part
prior to further flight, in accordance with
paragraph 2.5.1 of the Accomplishment
Instructions of British Aerospace BAC 1-11
Alert Service Bulletin 57-A-PM5896, Issue
Number 4, dated February 17, 1988, If cracks
are repaired in accordance with the service
bulletin, continue to perform eddy current or
dye penetrant inspections at intervals not to
exceed 800 landings, providing that, in the
case of pre-modification PM3070 airplanes, if
cracks are present in the aft half beam,
cracked parts must be replaced prior to
further flight.

2. If cracks are equal to or more than 0.6
inch on pre-modification PM3070 airplanes,
or equal to or more than 0.2 inch on post-
modification PM3070 airplanes, replace the
cracked part with an airworthy part prior to
further flight.

E. Prior to June 17, 1986 (which is 90 days
after the effective date of AD 86-04-07,
Amendment 39-5235), inspect for damage of
the toggle links' special bolt assembly, part
number AB44A1275, in accordance with the
accomplishment instructions of British
Aerospace BAC 1-11 Alert Service Bulletin

32-A-PM5872, dated July 25, 1983. If the
special bolt assembly is found damaged,
replace with a serviceable part before further
flight.

Note: Airplanes that have complied with
paragraph B. of AD 86-04-07, Amendment 39~
5235, are considered to have met the
requirements of this paragraph.

F. An alternate means of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time, which
provides an acceptable level of safety, may
be used when approved by the Manager,
Standardization Branch, ANM-113, FAA,
Northwest Mountain Region.

Note: The request should be forwarded
through an FAA Principal Maintenance
Inspector (PMI1), who may add any comments
and then send it to the Manager,
Standardization Branch, ANM-113.

G. Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to
operate airplanes to a base for the
accomplishment of the modifications required
by this AD.

All persons affected by this directive
who have not already received the
appropriate service documents from the
manufacturer may obtain copies upon
request to British Aerospace, Inc.,
Librarian for Service Bulletins, P.O. Box
17414, Dulles International Airport,
Washington, DC 20041. These
documents may be examined at the
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 17900
Pacific Highway South, Seattle,
Washington, or Seattle Aircraft
Certification Office, 9010 East Marginal
Way South, Seattle, Washington.

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on
September 22, 1988,

Steven B. Wallace,

Acting Manager, Transport Aicplane
Direclorate, Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 88-22422 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910~13-M

14 CFR Part 39
[Docket No. 88-CE-30-AD]

Airworthiness Directives; British
Aerospace PLC Model HP137 Mk1,
Jetstream Model 200 and Jetstream
Model 3101 (Includes Model 3100)
Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

AcCTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(NPRM).

summARY: This Notice proposes to
adopt a new Airworthiness Directive
(AD), applicable to British Aerospace
(BAe), PLC Model HP137 Mk1, Jetstream
Model 200, and Jetstream Model 3101
(includes Model 3100) airplanes, which
would require initial and repetitive
inspections of the wing spar fuselage
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attachment fitting shear angles for
cracks, and repair thereof when
detected. Cracks have been found in the
shear angles necessitating a reduction in
the previous inspection threshold
specified by the manufacturer. The
inspections and repair proposed in this
AD would preclude structural failure of
the wing.

DATE: Comments must be received on or
before November 21, 1988.

ADDRESSES: BAe Alert Service Bulletin
(ASB) Jetstream 57-A-JA880144, dated
June 14, 1988, applicable to this AD may
be obtained from British Aerospace PLC,
Manager, Product Support, Civil Aircraft
Division, Prestwick Airport, Ayrshire,
KA9 2RW, Scotland; telephone 44 292
79888; or British Aerospace, Inc.,
Librarian, Box 17414, Dulles
International Airport, Washington, DC
20041; telephone (703) 435-9100. This
information also may be examined at
the Rules Docket at the address below.
Send comments on the proposal in
triplicate to Federal Aviation
Administration, Central Region, Office
of the Assistant Chief Counsel,
Attention: Rules Docket No. 88-CE-30~
AD, Room 1558, 601 East 12th Street,
Kansas City, Missouri 64106. Comments
may be inspected at this location
between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday
through Friday, holidays excepted.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Ted Ebina, Aircraft Certification
Office, AEU-100, Europe, Africa, and
Middle East Office, FAA, c/o American
Embassay, B-1000 Brussels, Belgium;
telephone (322) 513.38.30; or Mr. John P.
Dow, Sr, FAA, ACE-109, 601 East 12th
Street, Kansas City, Missouri 64106;
telephone (816) 426-6932.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to
participate in the making of the
proposed rule by submitting such
written data, views or arguments as
they may desire. Communications
should identify the regulatory docket or
notice number and be submitted in
triplicate to the address specified above.
All communications received on or
before the closing date for comments
specified above will be considered
before taking action on the proposed
rule. The proposals contained in this
notice may be changed in the light of
comments received. Comments are
specifically invited on the overall
regulatory, economic, environmental
and energy aspects of the proposed rule.
All comments submitted will be
available both before and after the
closing date for comments in the Rules
Docket for examination by interested

persons. A report summarizing each
FAA public contact concerned with the
substance of this proposal will be filed
in the Rules Docket,

Availability of NPRMs

Any person may obtain a copy of this
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM)
by submitting a request to the Federal
Aviation Administration, Central
Region, Office of the Assistant Chief
Counsel, Attention: Rules Docket No.
88-CE-30-AD, Room 1558, 601 East 12th
Street, Kansas City, Missouri 64106.

Discussion

During routine maintenance of a BAe
Jetstream series airplane, a crack was
detected on the shear angle of the left
and right hand wing to fuselage main
wing spar attachment fitting. The
manufacturer had previously determined
an inspection interval of the shere angle
based upon fatigue testing. However,
because of this filed report British
Aerospace (BAe) PLC has issued Alert
Service Bulletin (ASB) Jetstream 57-A-
JA880144, dated June 14, 1988, which
reduces the inspection threshold. This
bulletin describes initial and recurring
visual or dye penetrant inspections, as
required, of the shear angle of the left
and right hand main wing to fuselage
attachment, fitting remedial measures in
the event cracks are found, and
corrective measures to prevent such
cracks. These actions will preclude
structural failure of the wing. The Civil
Aviation Authority (CAA), which has
responsibility and authority to maintain
the continuing airworthiness of these
airplanes in the United Kingdom (UK),
has clssified this Alert Service Bulletin
and the actions recommended therein by
the manufacturer as mandatory to
assure the continued airworthiness of
the affected airplanes. On airplanes
operated under UK registration, this
action has the same effect as an AD on
airplanes certificated for operation in
the United States. The FAA relies upon
the certification of CAA-UK combined
with FAA review of pertinent
documentation if finding compliance of
the design of these airplanes with the
applicable United States airworthiness
requirements and the airworthiness
conformity of products of this type
design certificated for operation in the
United States. The FAA has examined
the available information related to the
issuance of ASB Jetstream 57-A-
JA880144, dated June 14, 1988, and the
mandatory classification of this Alert
Service Bulletin by the CAA-UK. Based
on the foregoing, the FAA has
determined that the condition addressed
by ASB Jetstream 57-A-JA880144, dated
June 14, 1988, is an unsafe condition that

may exist on other products of this type
design certificated for operation in the
United States. Consequently, the
proposed AD would required initial and
recurring visual or dye penetrant
inspections, as required, of the shear
angle of the left and right hand main
wing to fuselage attachment fitting and
remedial measures in the event such
cracks are found.

The FAA has determined there are
approximately 140 airplanes affected by
the proposed AD. The cost of inspecting
the main wing spar for cracked shear
angles in accordance with the proposed
AD is estimated to be an annual cost of
$93 per airplane. The total annual cost is
estimated to be $13,000 to the private
sector. The cost of compliance with the
proposed AD is so small that the
expense of compliance will not be a
significant financial impact on any small
entities operating these airplanes.

The regulations proposed herein
would not have substantial direct effects
on the states, on the relationship
between the national government and
the states, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government. Therefore,
in accordance with Executive Order
12612, it is determined that this proposal
would not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assisment.

Therefore, I certify that this action (1)
is not a "major rule" under the
provisions of Executive Order 12991; (2)
is not a “significant rule" under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3) if
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact, positive or negative,
on a substantial number of small entities
under the criteria of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act. A copy of the draft
regulatory evaluation prepared for this
action has been placed in the public
docket. A copy of it may be obtained by
contacting the Rules Docket at the
location provided under the caption
“ADDRESSES".

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Administration proposes (o
amend § 39.13 of Part 39 of the FAR as
follows:

PART 39—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 39
continues to read as follows:
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Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(u), 1421 und 1423;
49 U.5.C. 106(g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449,
January 12, 1983); 14 CFR 11.89. .

§39.13 [Amended]

2. By adding the following new AD:

British Aerospace, (BAe) PLC: Applies to
Model HP 137 MkI, Jetstream Model 200,
and Jetstream Model 3101 (includes
Model 3100) (all serial numbers)
airplanes certificated in any calegory.

Compliance: Required us indicated in the
body of the AD aller the effective date of this
AD, unless already accomplished.

To prevent reduction of strength of the
main wing spar altachment structure,
accomplish the following:

(a) Upon the accumulation of 4,000 landings
or within the next 400 landings, whichever
occurs later and thereafler at intervals of
2000 landings, visually or dye penetrant
inspecl, as required, the Part Number (P/N)
1307899 and P/N 1307B100 shear angles for
cracks as described in BAe Alert Service
Bulletin (ASB) Jetstream 57-A-]A880144,
dated June 14, 1988, Section 2,
Accomplishment Instructions.

(1) If a crack is detected that is 1% inch (37
mm) in total length, or 1 inch (25 mm)
vertically or longer, prior to further flight,
modify the airplane in accordance with BAe
Modification JM5303, dated June 14, 1988, by
replacing the shear angles with P/N
13707B125 and P/N 13707B126 shear angles.

{2) If & crack is detecled that is less than 1
inch vertically or 1% inch total length, re-
inspect the shear angles thereafter at
intervals not to exceed 100 landings, prior to
an ddditional 400 landings modify the
airplane in accordance with BAe
Modification JM5303, dated June 14, 1988.

(b) If no record of landings is available, 1
hour lime-in-service equals 2 landings may be
used in determining the compliance times in
this AD,

(c) The inspections described in paragraph
(#) above are not required when the airplanes
left and right shear angles have been
madified by BAe Madification ]M5303, dated
June 14, 1988,

(d) Airplanes may be flown in accordance
with FAR 21.197 10 a location where this AD
may be accomplished.

(e] An equivalent means of compliance
with this AD may be used if approved by the
Manager, Aircraft Certification Office, AEU-
100, Europe, Alrica, and Middle East Office,
FAA, ¢/o American Embassy, B-1000
Brussels, Belgium.

All persons affected by this directive
may oblain copies of the documents
referred to herein upon request to British
Aerospace PLC, Manager, Product
Support, Civil Aircraft Divisions,
Prestwick Airport, Ayrshire, KA9 2RW,
Scolland; or British Aerospace, Inc.,
Librarian, Box 17414, Dulles
International Airport, Washington, DC
20041. These documents may also be
examined al the FAA, Office of the
Assistant Chief Counsel, Room 1558, 601

East 12th Street, Kansas City, Missouri
64108,

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on
September 21, 1988,

Barry D. Clements,

Manager, Small Airplane Directorate Aircroft
Certificalion Service.

|FR Doc. B8-22423 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14 CFR Part 39
[Docket No. 88-NM-133-AD|

Airworthiness Directives: Cessna
Model S550 Series Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(NPRM).

SUMMARY: This notice proposes to revise
an existing airworthiness directive (AD),
applicable to Cessna Model S550 Series
airplanes, which currently requires
repetitive checks of the main landing
gear (MLG) torque link assemblies to
verify that the torque link cotter pins are
not broken or missing; and retorquing of
the nut and replacement of the cotter
pin, if necessary. This action would
provide for an optional modification of
the MLG torque link assemblies which,
if accomplished, would eliminate the
need for the repetitive checks. This
action would also limit the applicability
of the AD only to airplanes, Serial
Numbers S550-0001 through $550-0158.

DATE: Comments must be received no
later than November 23, 1988.

ADDRESSES: Send comments on the
proposal in duplicate to Federal
Aviation Administration, Northwest
Mountain Region, Office of the Regional
Counse! (Attn: ANM-103), Attention:
Airworthiness Rules Docket No. 88-NM-
133-AD, 17900 Pacific Highway South,
C-68966, Seattle, Washington 98168. The
applicable service information may be
obtained from Cessna Aircraft
Company, Citation Marketing Division,
P.O. Box 7706, Wichita, Kansas 67277.
This information may be examined at
the FAA, Northwest Mountain Region,
17900 Pacific Highway South, Seattle,
Washington, or FAA, Central Region,
Wichita Aircraft Certification Office,
1801 Airport Road, Room 100, Mid-
Continent Airport, Wichita, Kansas.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Douglas W. Haig, Aerospace
Engineer, Wichita Aircraft Certification
Office, FAA, Central Region, 1801
Airport Road, Room 100, Mid-Continent
Airport, Wichita, Kansas 67209;
telephone (316) 946-4409.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to
participate in the making of the
proposed rule by submitting such
written data, views, or arguments as
they may desire. Communicalions
should identify the regulatory docket
number and be submitted in duplicate to
the address specified above. All
communications received on or before
the closing date for comments specified
above will be considered by the
Administrator before taking action on
the proposed rule. The proposals
contained in this Notice may be changed
in light of the comments received. All
comments submitted will be available,
both before and after the closing date
for comments, in the Rules Dockel for
examination by interested persons, A
report summarizing each FAA/public
contact concerned with the substance of
this proposal will be filed in the Rules
Dockel.

Availability of NPRM

Any person may obtain a copy of this
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM)
by submitted a request to the FAA,
Northwest Mountain Region, Office of
the Regional Counsel (Attn: ANM-103),
Altention: Airworthiness Rules Docket
No. 88-NM-133-AD, 17900 Pacific
Highway South, C-68966, Seattle
Washington 98168.

Discussion

On May 25, 1988, FAA issued AD 88-
13-03, Amendment 39-5946 (53 FR 20826;
June 7, 1988), applicable to all Cessna
Model S550 series airplanes, to require
an addition to the FAA-approved
Airplane Flight Manual (AFM) that
requires a check of the main landing
gear (MLG) torque link assembly, prior
to the first flight of the day, to verify that
the cotter pins are not missing or do not
indicate evidence of being cut or
sheared by the attaching nut; and to
require retorquing of the nut and
replacement of the cotter pin, if
necessary. That action was prompted by
reports of broken cotter pins that secure
the MLG torque link connections. This
condition, if not corrected, could result
in loosening of the attaching nut and
bolt, which would lead to loss of control
of the airplance during takéoff or
landing.

Since issuance of that AD, the
manufacturer has developed a
modification to the MLG torque link
assemblies which, if installed,
eliminates the need for the repetitive
checks required by AD 88-13-03.

The FAA has reviewed and approved
Cessna Service Bulletin SBS550-32-5,
dated August 26, 1988, which provides
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instructions for modifying the MLG
torque links by removing them and
reinstalling each torque link oriented 180
degress from the existing position. In
addition, the MLG squat switches will
be required to be repositioned and the
squat switch rod replaced.

Since this condition is likely to exist
or develop on other airplanes of this
same type design, an AD, is proposed
which would revise AD 83-13-03 to
provide for an optional terminating
action for the required repetitive checks
by modifying the MLG torque link
assemblies in accordance with the
service bulletin previously mentioned.
Additionally, this proposal would limit
the applicability of the existing AD to
only those airplanes with Serial
Numbers $550-0001 through S550-0158.
Beginning with Serial Number S550-
0159, a modification of the MLG torque
link assemblies was made in production,
which eliminates the unsafe condition
addressed in this AD action.

It is estimated that 157 airplanes of
U.S. registry would be affected by this
AD, that it would take approximately
10.5 manhours per airplane to
accomplish the optional terminating
action, and that the average labor cost
would be $40 per-manhour. The cost of
parts, is estimated to be $125 per
airplane. Based on these figures, the
total cost impact of the AD on U.S.
operators who elect to install the
optional modification is estimated to be
$545 per airplane,

The regulations proposed herein
would not have substantial direct effects
on the states, on the relationship
between the national government and
the states, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government. Therefore,
in accordance with Executive Order
12612, it is determined that this proposal
would not have sufficient federalism
implications to warrant the preparation
of a Federalism Assessment.

For these reasons, the FAA has
determined that this document (1)
involves a proposed regulation which is
not major under Executive Order 12291
and (2] is not a significant rule pursuant
to the Department of Transportation
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and it is
further certified under the criteria of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act that this
proposed rule, if promulgated, will not
have a significant economic impact,
positive or negative, on a substantial
number of small entities because this
action does not impose a requirement
but provides an optional means of
compliance with an existing regulation.
A copy of a draft regulatory evaluation

prepared for this action is contained in
the regulatory docket.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39
Aviation safety, Aircraft.
The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority
delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Aviation Administration
proposes to amend §39.13 of Part 39 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations (14
CFR 39.13) as follows:

PART 39—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 39
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423;
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449,
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89.

§39.13 [Amended]

2. By revising AD 88-13-03,
Amendment 39-5946 (53 FR 20826; June
7,1988), by revising the applicability
statement, redesignating paragraph C. as
D., and adding a new paragraph C,, as
follows:

Cessna: Applies to Model S550 series
airplanes, Serial Numbers S550-0001
through $550-0158, certificated in any
category. Compliance required as
indicated, unless previously
accomplished.

To prevent loss of control of the airplane
during landing or takeoff due to failure of the
cotter pins securing the main landing gear
torque link connections, accomplish the
following:

A. Within 48 hours after the effective date
of this AD, incorporate the following into the
Limitations Section of the FAA-approved
Airplane Flight Manual (AFM). This may be
accomplished by including a copy of this AD
in the AFM:

Prior to the first flight of each day, verify
that the cotter pins securing the left and right
main landing gear torque link connections are
installed. If either cotter pin is broken,
missing, or exhibits any evidence of being cut
or sheared by the nut, prior to further flight,
accomplish paragraph B. of this AD,

B. If either cotter pin is broken, missing, or
exhibits any evidence of being cut or sheared
by the nut, the nut must be retorqued to 630
inch-pounds, then lightened to align the cotter
pin(s) hole, up to a maximum torque of 810
inch-pounds, and a new cotter pin(s}), P/N
MS24665-287, installed. This must be
accomplished in accordance with Cessna
5550 Maintenance Manual Section 32-11-01,
pages 403, 404, and 405.

C. Modification of the main landing gear
torque link assemblies in accordance with
Cessna Service Bulletin SBS550-32-5, dated
August 26, 1988, constitutes terminating
action for the requirements of paragraphs A.
and B., above.

D. An alternate means of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time, which
provides an acceptable level of safety, may
be used when approved by the Manager,

Wichita Aircraft Certification Office, FAA,
Central Region.

All persons affected by this directive
who have not already received the
appropriate service documents from the
manufacturer may obtain copies upon
request to Cessna Aircraft Company,
Citation Marketing Division, P.O. Box
7706, Wichita, Kansas 67277. These
documents may be examined at the
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 17900
Pacific Highway South, Seattle,
Washington, or FAA, Central Region,
Wichita Aircraft Certification Office,
1801 Airport Road, Room 100, Mid-
Continent Airport, Wichita, Kansas.

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on
September 22, 1988,

Steven B. Wallace,

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.,

[FR Doc. 88-22424 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Social Security Administration
20 CFR Part 422

Social Security Number Cards

AGENCY: Social Security Administration,
HHS.
ACTION: Proposed rules,

SUMMARY: In these proposed
regulations, we are amending our rules
on issuing social security number cards.
The proposed changes which affect
aliens are prompted by the Immigration
Reform and Control Act of 1986 (Pub. L.
99-603). They reflect the role of the
Immigration and Naturalization Service
in accepting applications for social
security number cards from certain
aliens. We are also clarifying and
updating our rules on the evidence
applicants, including U.S. citizens, must
submit in support of an application for a
social security number card.
Additionally, we explain the role of the
States in accepting applications for a
social security number card from
persons applying for or receiving
welfare benefits.

DATE: Your comments will be
considered if we receive them no later
than November 29, 1988.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
submitted in writing to the
Commissioner of Social Security,
Department of Health and Human
Services, P.O. Box 1585, Baltimore, MD
21235, or delivered to 3-B—4 Operations
Building, 8401 Security Boulevard,
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Baltimore, MD 21235 between 8:00 a.m.
and 4:30 p.m. on regular business days.
Comments received may be inspected
during these same hours by making
arrangements with the contact person
shown below.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jack Schanberger, Legal Assistant,
Office of Regulations, Social Security
Administration, 3-B—4 Operations
Building, 6401 Security Boulevard,
Baltimore, MD 21235, (301) 965-8471,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under
section 205(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 405(c)(2)(B)(i)),
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services is required to assure that social
security account numbers are assigned
to aliens at the time of their lawful
admission to the United States either for
permanent residence, or under other
authority permitting them to work, and
to other aliens at such time as their
status is changed to make it lawful for
them to work. We propose to amend our
current rules (20 CFR 422.106)
concerning when an alien may apply for
a social security number card at offices
of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service.

The proposed rules update our
procedures for issuing social security
number cards and explain new
procedures prompted by the
Immigration Reform and Control Act of
1986 (Pub. L. 99-603). Among other
things, this Act establishes a program
whereby an alien who can show
continuous residence in the U.S. since
January 1, 1982, or who meets the
requirements for special agricultural
workers, may legalize his or her status.
The Immigration and Naturalization
Service will grant legalization applicants
temporary authority to work as part of
the legalization process. Pursuant to
section 205(c)(2)(B)(iii) of the Social
Security Act, the Social Security
Administration has entered into an
agreement with the Immigration and
Naturalization Service to facilitate the
assignment of social security numbers to
the large number of aliens who are
applying to legalize their status and to
assure that legalization applicants will
be assigned social security numbers at
the time their status is changed to make
it lawful for them to work. Under the
agreement, Immigration and
Naturalization Service employees will
accept applications for social security
number cards in the course of
interviewing legalization applicants. We
are, therefore, proposing to revise
§ 422,106 to reflect the role of the
Immigration and Naturalization Service
in obtaining social security number

applications in connection with the
legalization process.

We are also proposing to revise our
rules in § 422.107 on annotating our
individual records of aliens. In the past,
we have annotated records of aliens in
order to report work activity to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service
when earnings were reported to a social
security number which had been issued
for a nonwork purpose. We may now
also annotate records of aliens in order
to report work activity to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service
in cases where the social security
number card had been originally issued
for work purposes, but the work
authority granted by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service has been
terminated by that agency.

We are proposing to revise § 422.103
to explain that individuals outside the
United States may apply for a social
security number card not only at the
Veterans Administration regional office
in Manila, but also at any U.S. foreign
service post or at any U.S. military post
outside the U.S.

We are also proposing to add a
provision to § 422.106 to indicate that,
pursuant to section 205(c)(2)(B)(iii) of the
Social Security Act, the Social Security
Administration has entered into an
agreement with some States under
which State employees may accept
applications for a social security number
card from persons applying for or
receiving welfare benefits under a State-
administered Federal program. The
State employees are also authorized to
certify the application to show that they
have reviewed the required supporting
evidence. This provision will codify a
practice we have developed with
individual States for the mutual benefit
of applicants, the Social Security
Administration, and the States.

Additionally, we are proposing to
make minor changes to revise and
clarify our rules on the evidence that
must be provided by applicants,
including U.S. citizens, in support of a
social security number card application,
and to update the explanation of how
we process applications.

Regulatory Procedures

Executive Order 12291

The Secretary has determined that
this is not a major rule under Executive
Order 12291 because the regulations do
not meet any of the threshold criteria for
a major rule, These changes are
expected to save the Federal
Government $5.9 million for fiscal year
1988 and $6.3 million for subsequent
years. Therefore, a regulatory impact
analysis is not required.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

We certify that these regulations wili
not, if promulgated, have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities because they
affect only the issuing of social security
numbers to individuals. Therefore, a
regulatory flexibility analysis as
provided in Pub. L. 96-354, the
Regulatory Flexibility Act, is not
needed.

Paperwork Reduction Act

These proposed rules contain
reporting requirements in §§ 422.107 and
422.110. However, the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB)
approval of these requirements has
already been obtained. The OMB
approval number is 0960-0066.

(Cagalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Nos. 13.802 Social Security—
Disability Insurance; 13.803 Social Security—
Retirement Insurance; 19.805 Social
Security—Survivors Insurance)

List of Subjects in 20 CFR Part 422

Administrative practice and
procedure, Freedom of information,
Organization and functions
(Government agencies), Social Security.

Dated: May 11, 1988.
Dorcas R. Hardy,
Commissioner of Social Security.

Approved: August 10, 1988.
Otis R. Bowen,
Secretary of Health and Human Services,

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, Subpart B of Part 422 of 20
CFR Chapter Il is proposed to be
amended as follows:

PART 422—ORGANIZATICN AND
PROCEDURES

1. An authority citation for Subpart B
is added to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 205 and 1102, Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 405 and 1302).

2. Section 422.103 is revised to read as
follows:

§422.103 Social security numbers.

(a) General. The Social Security
Administration (SSA) maintains a
record of the earnings reported for each
individual assigned a social security
number. The individual's name and
social security number identify the
record so that the wages or self-
employment income reported for or by
the individual can be properly posted to
the individual's record. Additional
procedures concerning social security
numbers may be found in Internal
Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury regulation 26 CFR 31.6011(b)-2.
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(b) Applying for a number. Every
individual needing a social security
number may apply for one by filing a
signed Form SS-5, “Application for A
Social Security Number Card,” at any
social security office and submitting the
required evidence. Upon request, the
social security office may distribute a
quantity of application Form SS-5 to
labor unions, employers, or other
representative organizations. An
individual outside the United States may
apply for a social security number card
at the Veterans Administration regional
office, Manila, Philippines, at any U.S.
foreign service post, or at a U.S. military
post outside the U.S. (See § 422.106 for
special procedures for filing applications
with other government agencies.) Form
SS8-5 may be obtained at:

(1) Any local social security office;

(2) The Social Security
Administration, 300 N. Greene Street,
Baltimore, MD 21201;

(3) Offices of District Directors of
Internal Revenue;

(4) U.S. Postal Service offices (except
the main office in cities having a social
security office);

(5) U.S. Employment Service offices in
cities which do not have a social
security office;

(8) The Veterans' Administration
Regional Office, Manila, Philippines;

(7) Any U.S. foreign service post; and

(8) U.S. military posts outside the U.S.

(c) How numbers are assigned. Social
security numbers are assigned by SSA's
central office in Baltimore, Maryland.
Upon receipt of a completed Form SS-5,
the social security office, the Veterans'
Administration regional office, Manila,
Philippines, the U.S. foreign service post,
or the U.S. military post outside the U.S.
will require the applicant to furnish
documentary evidence, as necessary, to
assist SSA in establishing age, U.S.
citizenship or alien status, true identity,
and previously assigned social security
number(s), if any. A personal interview
may be required of the applicant. (See
§ 422.107 for evidence requirements.)
After review of the documentary
evidence, the completed Form SS-5 is
forwarded (or data from the SS-5 is
transmitted) to SSA's central office
where the data is electronically
screened against SSA's files. If the
applicant requests evidence to show
that he or she has filed an application
for a social security number card, a
receipt or equivalent document may be
furnished. If the electronic screening or
other investigation does not disclose a
previously assigned number, SSA's
central office assigns a number and
issues a social security number card. If
investigation discloses a previously
assigned number for the applicant, a

duplicate social security number card is
issued.

(d) Sqcial security number cards. A
person who is assigned a social security
number will receive a social security
number card from SSA within a
reasonable time after the number has
been assigned. (See § 422.104 regarding
the assignment of social security number
cards to aliens.) Social security number
cards are the property of SSA and must
be returned upon request.

(e) Replacement of social security
number card. In case of loss of or
damage to the social security number
card, a duplicate card bearing the same
number may be issued. (See § 422.107
for evidence requirements.)

§422.105 [Amended]

3. Section 422,105 is amended by
changing the cross-reference from "22
CFR 41.12" to "8 CFR 109.1".

4. Section 422,108 is revised to read as
follows:

§ 422.106 Filing applications with other
government agencies.

(a) Agreements. In carrying out its
responsibilities to assign social security
numbers, SSA enters into agreements
with the United States Attorney General
and other Federal officials, and with
State and local welfare agencies and
school authorities. Examples of these
agreements are discussed in paragraphs
(b) and (c) of this section.

(b) Immigration and Naturalization
Service. In connection with the
legalization procedures established
pursuant to the Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986, the Immigration and
Naturalization Service may accept an
application for a social security number
card from an alien. Immigration and
Naturalization Service employees who
accept such applications are authorized
to certify that they have reviewed the
evidence required to be submitted in
support of the application. The
employees will verify age, identity, alien
status and work authorization of the
applicants, and obtain evidence to assist
SSA in determining the existence of any
previously assigned social security
number. The Immigration and
Naturalization Service will then send
the application to SSA for the issuance
of a social security number card.

(c) States. SSA and a State may enter
into an agreement that aurhorizes
employees of a State or one of its
subdivisions to accept social security
number card applications from
individuals who apply for or are
receiving welfare benefits under a State-
administered Federal program, Under
such an agreement, a State employee is
also authorized to certify the application

to show that he or she has reviewed the
required evidence of the applicant's age,
identity, and U.S. citizenship or alien
status. The employee is also authorized
to obtain evidence to assist SSA in
determining whether the applicant has
previously been assigned a number. The
employee will then send the application
to SSA which will issue a social security
number card.

5. Section 422.107 is revised to read as
follows:

§ 422.107 Evidence requirements.

(a) General. An applicant for an
original social security number card
must submit documentary evidence
which the Secretary of Health and
Human Services regards as convincing
evidence of age, U.S. citizenship or alien
status, and true identity. An applicant
for a duplicate or corrected social
security number card must submit
convincing documentary evidence of
identity and alien status and may also
be required to submit convincing
documentary evidence of age and U.S.
citizenship. An applicant for an original,
duplicate, or corrected social security
number card is also required to submit
evidence to assist the SSA in
determining the existence and identity
of any previously assigned number(s). A
social security number will not be
assigned, or an original, duplicate, or
corrected card issued, unless all of the
evidence requirements are met. An in-
person, interview is required of all
applicants age 18 or older who apply for
an original social security number. An
in-person interview may also be
required of other applicants. All
documents submitted as evidence must
be originals or certified copies of the
original documents and are subject to
verification with the custodians of the
original records.

(b) Evidence of age. An applicant for
an original social security number is
required to submit convincing evidence
of age. An applicant for a duplicate or
corrected social security number card
may also be required to submit evidence
of age. Examples of the types of
evidence which may be submitted are a
birth certificate, a religious record
showing age or date of birth, a hospital
record of birth, or a passport.

(c) Evidence of identity. An applican!
for an original social security number or
a duplicate or corrected social security
number card is required to submit
convincing doumentary evidence of
identity. Documentary evidence of
identity may consist of a driver's
license, identity card, school record,
medical record, marriage record,
passport, or other similar document
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serving to identify the individual. It is

preferable that the document contain the
applicant’s signature for comparison
with his or her signature on the
application for a social security number.
A birth certificate alone is not sufficient
evidence to establish identity except
where the applicant is a child under 7
vears of age, there is no other
documentary evidence of identity
available and there is no reason to
doubt the validity of the birth certificate,
the social security number application,
or the existence of the individual.

(d) Evidence of U.S. citizenship.
Generally, an applicant for an original,
duplicate, or corrected social security
number card may prove that he or she is
a U.S. citizen by birth by submitting a
birth certificate or other evidence of age
or identity, as described in paragraphs
(b) and (c) of this section, that shows a
U.S. place of birth. Where a foreign-born
applicant claims U.S. citizenship, the
applicant for a social security number or
a duplicate or corrected social security
number card is required to present
documentary evidence of U.S.
citizenship. If required evidence is not
available, a social security number card
will not be issued until satisfactory
evidence of U.S. citizenship is furnished.
Any of the following is acceptable
evidence of U.S. citizenship for a
foreign-born applicant:

(1) Certificate of naturalization;

(2) Certificate of citizenship;

(3) U.S. passport;

(4) U.S. citizen identification card
issued by INS:

(5) Consular report of birth (State
Department Form FS-240 or FS-545); or

(68) Other verification from the
Immigration and Naturalization Service,
U.S. Department of State, or Federal or
State court records confirming
citizenship.

(e) Evidence of alien status. An
applicant for a social security number or
a duplicate or corrected social security
number card who is not a U.S. citizen is
required to submit, as evidence of alien
status, a current document issued by the
Immigration and Naturalization Service
in accordance with that agency's
regulations. The document must show
that the applicant has been lawfully
admitted to the United States either for
permanent residence or under authority
of law permitting him or her to work in
the United States, or that the applicant's
alien status has changed so that it is
lawful for him or her to work. If the
applicant fails to submit such a
document, a social security number card
will not be issued. If the applicant °
submits an unexpired Immigration and
Naturalization Service document(s)
which shows current authorization to

work, a social security number will be
assigned or verified and a card which
can be used for work will be issued. If
the authorization of the applicant to
work is temporary or subject to
termination by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, the SSA records
may be so annotated. If the document(s)
does not provide authorization to work
and the applicant wants a social
security number for a work purpose, no
social security number will be assigned.
If the applicant requests the number for
a nonwork purpose, e.g., an Internal
Revenue Service purpose, the number
may be assigned and the card issued
will be marked with a nonwork legend.
The SSA record will be annotated to
show that a number has been assigned
and a card issued for a nonwork
purpose. In that case, if earnings are
later reported to SSA, the Immigration
and Naturalization Service will be
notified of the report. SSA may also
notify that agency if earnings are
reported for a social security number
that was valid for work when assigned
but for which work authorization was
later terminated by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service. SSA may also
annotate the record with other remarks,
if appropriate.

(f) Failure to submit evidence. If the
applicant does not comply with a
request for the required evidence or
other information within a reasonable
time, SSA will attempt another contract
with the applicant. If there is still no
response, a social security number card
will not be issued.

(8) Invalid or expired documents, SSA
will not issue an original, duplicate, or
corrected social security number card
when an applicant presents invalid or
expired documents. Invalid documents
are either forged documents that
supposedly were issued by the
custodian of the record or properly
issued documents that were improperly
changed after they were issued. An
expired document is one that was good
for only a limited time and that time has
passed.

6. Section 422.110 is revised to read as
follows:

§422.110 Individual's request for change
in record.

Form SS-5 should be completed and
signed by any person who wishes to
change the name or other personal
identifying information previously
submitted in connection with an
application for a social security number
card. The person must prove his or her
identity and may be required to provide
other evidence. (See § 422.107 for
evidence requirements.) Form $S-5 may
be obtained from any local social

security office or from one of the sources
noted in § 422.103(b). The completed
request for change in records may be
submitted to any SSA office, or, if the
individual is outside the U.S., to the
Veterans Administration Regional
Office, Manila, Philippines, or to any
U.S. Foreign service post or U.S. military
post. If the request is for a change in
name, a new social security number
card bearing the same number
previously assigned will be issued to the
person making the request.

§422.112 [Amended]

7. Section 422.112 is amended in
paragraph (a) by changing “Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare" to
"SSA",

§§422.112, 422.115, and 422.120
[Amended]

8. In addition to the amendments and
revisions set forth above, remove the
words “Bureau of Data Processing and
Accounts” and add in their place the
words “Office of Central Records
Operations” in the following places:

(a) Section 422.112(a);

(b) Section 422.115; and

(c) Section 422.120.

[FR Doc. 88-22460 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4190-11-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 88-455, RM-6397]

Radio Broadcasting Services; Dora, AL

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition for rule making
filed on behalf of Randolph M. Howes,
proposing the allotment of FM Channel
254A to Dora, Alabama, as that
community's first local FM service.
Reference coordinates used for
proposed Channel 254A at Dora are 33—
43-42 and 87-05-24.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 17, 1988, and reply
comments on or before December 2,
1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554.

In addition to filing comments with
the FCC, interested parties should serve
the petitioner's counsel, as follows:
Timothy K. Brady, Esq., P.O. Box 986,
Brentwood, TN 37024-0986.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy Joyner, Mass Media Bureau (202)
634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
88-455, adopted August 30, 1988, and
released September 26, 1988. The full
text of this Commission decision is
available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding,.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1204(b) for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.

Steve Kaminer,

Deputy Chief, Policy and Rules Division,
Mass Media Bureau.

{FR Doc. 88-22446 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE €712-01-M

14 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 88-449, RM-6329]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Seligman, AZ

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Rick L.
Murphy seeking the allotment of FM
Channel 251A to Seligman, Arizona, as
its first local broadcast service.
However, the proponent is requested to
provide additional information in an
effort to establish that Seligman is a
bona fide "community” for allotment
purposes. Reference coordinates utilized
for this proposal are 35-19-36 and 112-
52-30.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 17, 1988, and replay

comments on or before December 2,
1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554.

In addition to filing comiments with
the FCC, interested parties should serve
the petitioner's counsel, as follows:
Robert L. Olender, Esq., Baraff, Koerner,
Olender & Hochberg, P.C., 2033 M Street
NW., Suite 302, Washington, DC 20036.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy Joyner, Mass Media Bureau (202)
634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
88-449, adopted August 23, 1988, and
released September 26, 1988. The full
text of this Commission decision is
available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1918 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1204(b) for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.

Steve Kaminer,

Deputy Chief, Policy and Rules Division,

Mass Media Bureau.

|FR Doc. 88-22447 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 88-451, RM-6352]

Radio Broadcasting Services; Ludiow,
CA

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.
ACTION: Proposed rule,

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition by Rick L.

Murphy seeking the allotment of FM
Channel 289A to Ludlow, California, as
its first local broadcast service,
However, the proponent is requested to
provide additional information in an
effort to establish that Ludlow is a bona
fide “community" for allotment
purposes. Reference coordinates utilized
for this proposal are 3¢—43-24 and 116-
09-54.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 17, 1988, and reply
comments on or before December 2,
1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554. In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioner's counsel, as follows: Robert
L. Olender, Esq., Baraff, Koerner,
Olender & Hochberg, P.C., 2033 M Street
NW., Suite 302, Washington, DC 20036.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy Joyner, Mass Media Bureau (202)
634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
88-451, adopted August 23, 1988, and
released September 26, 1988. The full
text of this Commission decision is
available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International
Transportation Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1204(b) for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73

Radio broadscasting.

Federal Communications Commission.
Steve Kaminer,

Depuly Chief, Policy and Rules Division,
Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 88-22448 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

EUs g d Sa g S o e pa
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47 CFR Part 73

[MM Docket No. 88-452, RM-6312]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Garapan, Saipan

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document proposes to
substitute Channel 280C2 for Channel
230A at Garapan, Saipan, and to modify
the construction permit for Station
KZMI(FM) accordingly, in response to a
petition filed by the permittee, Inter-
Island Communications, Inc.
Coordinates for Channel 280C2 are
North Latitude 15-12-26 and East
Longitude 145-43-20.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 17, 1988, and reply
comments on or before December 2,
1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20544,

In addition to filing comments with
the FCC, interested parties should serve
the petitioners or their counsel or
consultant, as follows: Peter Gutmann,
Pepper & Corazzini, 200 Montgomery
Building, 1776 K Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20006 (Attorney for
petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy J. Walls, Mass Media Bureau
(202) 834-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
88-452, adopted August 23, 1988, and
released September 26, 1988. The full
text of this Commission decision is
available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1204(b) for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.

Steve Kaminer,

Deputy Chief, Policy and Rules Division,
Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 88-22449 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 88-450, RM-6403]

Radio Broadcasting Services; Moulton,
AL

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition for rule making
filed on behalf of Moulton Broadcasting
Company, Inc., proposing the allotment
of FM Channel 276A to Moulton,
Alabama, as that community's first local
FM service. Reference coordinates used
for proposed Channel 276A at Moulton
are 34-31-10 and 87-15-48.

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 17, 1988, and reply
comments on or before December 2,
1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554.

In addition to filing comments with
the FCC, interested parties should serve
the petitioner's consultant, as follows:
Larry G. Fuss, Contemporary
Communications, P.O. Box 4010,
Opelika, AL 36803.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy Joyner, Mass Media Bureau {202)
634-6530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No,
88-450, adopted August 23, 1988, and
released September 26, 1988. The full
text of this Commission decision is
available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission's
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street NW., Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037,

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR 1.1204(b) for rules governing
permissible ex parte contact.

For inforamtion regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission,

Steve Kaminer,

Deputy Chief, Palicy and Rules Division,
Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 88-22450 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73
[MM Docket No. 88-448, RM-6404]

Radio Broadcasting Services;
Mountain View, MO

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This document requests
comments on a petition filed by James
M. Hunt, permittee on Channel 244A at
Mountain View, Missouri, proposing the
substitution of Channel 245C2 for
Channel 244A, and modification of his
permit to specify operation on Channel
245C2. The coordinates used for
Channel 245C2 at Mountain View are
36-59-29 and 91-47-41,

DATES: Comments must be filed on or
before November 17, 1988, and reply
comments on or before December 2,
1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC 20554, In
addition to filing comments with the
FCC, interested parties should serve the
petitioner, or its counsel or consultant,
as follows: John R. Wilner, Bryan, Cave,
McPheeters, & McRoberts, 1015 Fifteenth
Street NW., Washington, DC 20005,
(Counsel for the petitioner).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kathleen Scheuerle, Mass Media Bureau
(202) 634-8530.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rule Making, MM Docket No.
88-448, adopted August 18, 1988, and
released September 26, 1988. The full
text of this Commission decision is
available for inspection and copying
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during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW.,, Washington, DC. The
complete text of this decision may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractors, International
Transcription Service, (202) 857-3800,
2100 M Street, NW,, Suite 140,
Washington, DC 20037.

Provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980 do not apply to
this proceeding.

Members of the public should note
that from the time a Notice of Proposed
Rule Making is issued until the matter is
no longer subject to Commission
consideration or court review, all ex
parte contacts are prohibited in
Commission proceedings, such as this
one, which involve channel allotments.
See 47 CFR Section 1.1204(b) for rules
governing permissible ex parte contacts.
For information regarding proper filing
procedures for comments, See 47 CFR
1.415 and 1.420.

List of subjects in 47 CFR Part 73
Radio broadcasting.
Federal Communications Commission.

Steve Kaminer,

Deputy Chief, Policy and Rules Division Mass
Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 88-22451 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

47 CFR Part 73

[MM Docket No. 88-396; FCC 88-272]

Broadcast Services; Term of Affiliation
or Two-Year Rule

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission,

ACTION: Proposed rule,

SUMMARY: This action proposes the
modification or elimination of the *term
of affiliation” of “two-year rule,” 47 CFR
73.658(c), as it pertains to broadcast
television stations. This rule has been in
effect, without modification, since 1945,
and a reevaluation is appropriate to
determine its continued validity in
today's marketplace. This action
recommends modification or repeal of
the “term of affiliation" or “two-year
rule” based on the Commission's belief
that the rule may no longer assist in the
development of new networks and may
actually inhibit the ability of existing
networks and broadcast stations to
withstand competition from new
delivery systems.

DATES: Comments in this proceeding are

due November 14, 1988; reply comments
are due November 29, 1988.

ADDRESS: Federal Communications
Commission, Washington, DC., 20554.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Linda Blair, Mass Media Bureau, Policy
and Rules Division.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission's Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (Notice), MM
Docket No. 88-396, adopted August 4,
1988, and released September 23, 1988.
The full text of this Commission
decision is available for inspection and
copying during normal business hours in
the FCC Docket Room Branch (Room
230), 1919 M Street NW., Washington,
DC. The complete text of this decision
may also be purchased from the
Commission's copy contractor,
International Transcription Services,
(202) 857-3800, 2100 M Street NW., Suite
140, Washington, DC 20037.

Summary of Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking

1. This proceeding is initiated to
reexamine 47 CFR 73.658(c), the “term of
affiliation” or “two-year rule,"” as it
pertains to television broadcast stations.
This rule limits the term of affiliation
agreements between networks and
stations to a maximum of two years.
Originally promulgated for radio
networks in 1941, the rule was applied
to television in 1945 to ensure that
potential competitors to the existing
television networks had an opportunity
to negotiate for affiliation with stations.
The Commission abolished the rule for
radio in 1977 as being obsolete.
However it remains in effect for
television. The purpose of this review is
to determine whether the two-year rule
is still valid for today's television
industry,

2. This action proposes modification
or repeal of the “two-year rule” based
on changed market conditions.
Specifically, the Commission believes
that the increased number of broadcast
outlets and the proliferation of
alternative video delivery systems
provide attractive means for
entrepreneurs to develop competing
“networks" without relying on
aggregating a group of affiliated
broadcast stations. Thus the rule may
not longer be necessary to promote the
entry of new television networks into
the marketplace. Furthermore, we
believe deletion of the rule may
facilitate extended financial planning by
both networks and stations, thus
promoting the economic health and
growth of networks and affiliates. We
seek comment on the relevance of the
rule as it now exists, on whether
modification of the rule is called for, and
if so, what modifications are
appropriate. Most importantly, we seek

comment on whether the public interest
would best be served by elimination of
the “two-year rule.” We emphasize that
our purpose in initiating this proceeding
is not to undertake a sweeping review of
our network television rules, but rather
to examine one specific rule that may no
longer be justifiable from a public
interest perspective.

Ex Parte Information

3. This is a non-restricted notice and
comment rule making proceeding. See
§ 1.1229 of the Commission's Rules 47
CFR 1.1229, for rules governing
permissible ex parte contacts.

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Statement

4. Pursuant to the Regulatory
Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C. 605, it is
certified that the proposed modification
would have a positive impact on a
substantial number of small entities
because it would relieve television
broadcasters of the restraints imposed
by the “two-year rule.” Public comment
is requested on the initial regulatory
flexibility analysis set out in full in the
Commission's complete decision.

5. The Secretary shall cause a copy of
this Report and Order, including the
Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, to
be sent to the Chief Counsel for
Advocacy of the Small Business
Administration, in accordance with
Paragraph 603(a) of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. No. 96-354, 94
Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601 et seq., (1981)).

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

6. The proposal contained herein has
been analyzed with respect to the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 and
found to decrease the information
collection requirement on the public.
This reduction in information burden is
subject to approval by the Office of
Management and Budget, as prescribed
by the Act.

Comment Information

7. Pursuant to applicable procedures
sel forth in §§1.415 and 1.419 of the
Commission's Rules, 47 CFR 1.415 and
1.419, interested parties may file
comments on or before November 14,
1988, and reply comments on or before
November 29, 1988. All relevant and
timely comments will be considered by
the Commission before final action is
taken in this proceeding.

Authority Citation

8. Authority for this proposed
rulemaking is contained in sections 4(i)
and (j), and 303 of the Communications
Act of 1934, as amended.
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List of Subjects
47 CFR Part 73

Television broadcasting.

Federal Communications Commission.

H. Walker Feaster, I1I,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22445 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8712-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildiife Service
50 CFR Part 17

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Reopening of Comment
Period on the Proposed Endangered
Status for the Clover Valley Speckled
Dace and Independence Valley
Speckled Dace

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Proposed rule; notice of
reopening of comment period.

SUMMARY: The U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) gives notice that the
comment period is again reopened on
the proposal to determine endangered
status for the Clover Valley speckled
dace (Rhinichthys osculus oligoporus)
and Independence Valley speckled dace
(Rhinichthys osculus lethoporus). The
Service believes that the comment
period should be reopened to ensure the
accuracy of any final decision
concerning the appropriateness of listing
the two subspecies. It is recognized that

this is an unusual procedure, but it is the
Service's goal to base its final decision
on the best scientific information
available.

DATE: The comment period on this
proposal is reopened until October 31,
1988. Comments received after the
closing date may not be considered in
the final decision on this proposal.

ADDRESSES: Written comments and
materials concerning this proposal
should be sent to the Fish and Wildlife
Administrator, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Great Basin Complex-Reno,
4600 Kietzke Lane, Building C, Reno,
Nevada 89502. Comments and materials
received will be available for public
inspection during normal business
hours, by appointment at the above
address.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dr. Randy McKnatt, at the above
address (702/784-5227 or FTS 470-5227).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The Independence Valley and Clover
Valley speckled daces are very limited
in distribution in northeastern Nevada.
Both are in jeopardy because of their
extremely limited distrubution, the
vulnerability of their habitats to
perturbation by human irrigation
practices, and the introduction of non-
native aquatic species.

A proposal of endangered status for
both fish was published in the Federal
Register (52 FR 35282) on September 18,
1987. The comment period on the
proposal originally closed on November

17, 1987. A notice extending the
comment period to February 1, 1988,
was published on December 3, 1987 (52
FR 45976). An additional 60-day
extension of the comment period to
April 25, 1988, was published in the
Federal Register on February 24, 1988
(53 FR 5434). The Service is reopening
the comment period to obtain additional
information on the status of the species
with regard to available conservation
measures. Written comments may now
be submitted until October 31, 1988, to
the Service office in the Addresses
section,

Author

The primary author of this notice is
Dr. Kathleen E. Franzreb, Endangered
Species Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, 2800 Cottage Way, E-1823,
Sacramento, California 95825 (916/978-
4866 or FTS 460-4866).

Authority: The authority for this action is
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.; Pub, L. 93-205, 87 Stat. 884; Pub.
L. 94-359, 90 Stat 911; Pub. L. 95-632, 92 Stat.
3751; Pub. L. 96-159, 93 Stat. 1225; Pub. L. 97—
304, 96 Stat. 1411; Pub. L. 99-625, 100 Stat.
3500 (1986}, unless otherwise noted).

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17
Endangered and threatened wildlife,
Fish, Marine mammals, Plant
(agriculture).
Dated: September 22, 1988,
Susan Recce,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and
Wildlife and Parks.

[FR Doc. 88-22426 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-55-M
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Notices

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains documents other than rules or
proposed rules that are applicable to the
public. Notices of hearings and
investigations, committee meetings, agency
decisions and rulings, delegations of
authority, filing of petitions and
applications and agency statements of
organization and functions are examples
of documents appearing in this section.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Office of the Secretary

Determination of the Market
Stabilization Price for Sugar for Fiscal
Year 1889

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary, USDA.
AcTiON: Notice.

suMMARY: This notice sets forth the
market stabilization price for sugar for
the period October 1, 1988-September
30, 1989 as 21.80 cents per pound, raw
value. The market stabilization price is
needed to determine bond requirements
and maximum liabilities under certain
programs authorized by Presidential
Proclamation No. 5002 of November 30,
1982 (47 FR 54269).

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 1, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
John Nuttall, Foreign Agricultural
Service, Department of Agriculture,
Washington, DC 20250, Telephone: (202)
447-2916.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
market stabilization price is used to
determine bond requirements and
maximum liabilities under certain
programs authorized by Presidential
Praclamation No. 5002 of November 30,
1982 (47 FR 54269). The calculation of
the market stabilization price is
provided for in 7 CFR 6.300-6.302 and is
the sum of (1) The price support level for
the applicable fiscal year, expressed in
cents per pound of raw cane sugar; (2)
adjusted average transportation costs;
(3) interest costs, if applicable; and (4)
0.2 cent per pound. The adjusted
average transportation costs are the
weighted average costs of handling and
transporting domestically produced raw
cane sugar from Hawaii to Gulf and
Atlantic Coast points, as determined by
the Secretary. Interest costs are the
amount of interest, as determined and
estimated by the Secretary, that would
be required to be paid by a recipient of a

price support loan for raw cane sugar
upon repayment of the loan at full
maturity, Interest costs shall only be
applicable where, as under the current
sugar price support program, a price
support lean recipient is not required to
pay interest upon forfeiture of the loan
collateral.

The Secretary of Agriculture has
announced that the applicable loan rate
under the price support program for
sugar, expressed in cents per pound for
raw cane sugar, will be 18.00 cents per
pound for loans disbursed during the
period October 1, 1988-September 30,
1989.

Accordingly, after appropriate review,
it has been determined that the market
stabilization price for fiscal year 1989
shall be 21.80 cents per pound. This
consists of the 18.00 cents per pound
loan rate; adjusted average
transportation costs of 2.97 cents per
pound; an interest cost of .63 cent per
pound; and 0.2 cent per pound. The
transportation factor represents costs
for 1988 projected forward to 1989 by
applying a projected increase in the
Producer Price index for finished goods
over this time. The interest factor is
based on an estimated average interest
rate of 7 percent over the year, and a six
month loan maturity period.

Notice is hereby given that, in
conformity with the provisions of 7 CFR
8.300(a), the market stabilization price
for sugar for fiscal year 1989 has been
determined to be 21.80 cents per pound.

Signed at Washington, DC, on September
28, 1988,

Peter C. Myers,

Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

[FR Doc. 88-22690 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3410-10-M

Commodity Credit Corporation

1988 Crop Soybeans
AGENCY: Commodity Credit Corporation,
USDA.

ACTION: Notice of determinations with
respect to 1988 Crop Soybeans.

SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is
to affirm the preliminary announcement
that the level of price support for the
1988 soybean crop is $4.77 per bushel.
This preliminary announcement is made
pursuant to section 210(i) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended

Federal Register
Vol. 53, No. 190

Friday, September 30, 1968

(the 1849 Act"). In accordance with
section 1009 of the Food Security Act of
1985, as amended, any determinations
with respect to implementation of cost
reduction options will be made at a later
date.

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 12, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Orville 1. Overboe, Agricultural
Economist, Commodity Analysis
Division, ASCS-USDA, P.O. Box 2415,
Washington, DC 20013, Telephone (202)
447-4417, A preliminary impact analysis
has been prepared and is available from
the above named individual.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
notice has been reviewed under
Department of Agriculture procedures
established in accordance with
Executive Order 12291 and
Departmental Regulation No. 1512-1 and
has been designated as "major”. It has
been determined that these program
provisions will result in an annual effect
on the economy of $100 million or more.

The title and number of the federal
assistance program to which this notice
applies are: Title—Commodity Loans
and Purchases; Number—10.051 as
found in the Catalog of Federal
Domestic Assistance.

It has been determined by an
environmental evaluation that this
action will have no significant impact on
the quality of the human environment.
Therefore, neither an environmental
assessment nor an environmental
impact statement is needed.

This program is not subject to the
provisions of Executive Order 12372
which requires intergovernmental
consultation with State and local
officials. See the notice related to 7 CFR
Part 3015, Subpart V, published at 48 FR
29115 (June 24, 1983).

Section 1017 of the Food Security Act
of 1985 provides that the Secretary of
Agriculture shall determine the rate of
loans, payments and purchases under a
program established under the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (the 1949 Act")
for any of the 1986 through 1990 crops
without regard to the requirements for
notice and public participation.
Accordingly, public comments are not
requested with respect to the level of
loans and purchases under the price
support program for the 1988 crops of
soybeans.

It has been determined that the
Regulatory Flexibility Act is not

Bl (oulin dhn" Smnd Pt Siah et ' bt bams
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applicable to this notice since the
Commodity Credit Corporation is not
required by 5 U.S.C. 553 or any other
provision of law to publish a notice of
proposed rulemaking with respect to the
subject matter of this notice.

Section 201(i)(1)(A) of the 1949 Act
provides that the price of soybeans for
each of the 1986 through 1990 marketing
years shall be supported through loans
and purchases. Section 201(i)(1)(B)
provides that the support price for the
1986 and 1987 crops of soybeans shall be
$5.02 per bushel. Section 201(i)(1)(C)
provides that the support price for each
of the 1988 through 1990 crops shall be
established at a level equal to 75 percent
of the simple average price received by
producers for soybeans in the preceding
5 marketing years excluding the years
with highest and lowest prices, except
that the level of support may not be
reduced by more than 5 percent in any
year and in no event below $4.50 per
bushel. Calculating 75 percent of the
simple average market price received by
producers for soybeans for the 5
marketing years preceding the 1988
marketing year, excluding the years with
the highest and lowest prices, results in
a price of $4.31 per bushel. Since this
price is more than 5 percent below the
level of price support established for the
preceding crop of soybeans (i.e. $5.02
per bushel), prior to any adjustments,
the level of support for the 1988 crop of
soybeans using this formula is $4.77.

If the Secretary of Agriculture
determines in accordance with section
201(i)(2) that the price support level for
soybeans determined for a marketing
year would discourage the exportation
of soybeans and cause excessive stocks
of soybeans in the United States, the
Secretary may reduce the price support
level for soybeans by the amount the
Secretary determines necessary to
maintain domestic and export markets
for soybeans, except that the price
support level cannot be reduced by more
than 5 percent in any year nor below
$4.50 per bushel. Any reduction made in
accordance with section 210(i)(2) in the
price support level for soybeans shall
not be considered in determining the
price support level for soybeans for
subsequent years.

Section 201(i)(5) of the 1949 Act
provides that the Secretary shall make a
preliminary announcement of the level
of price support for a crop of soybeans
not earlier than 30 days prior to
September 1, the beginning of the
soybean marketing year, based upon the
latest information and statistics then
available. The Secretary must make a
final announcement of such level as
soon as full informtion and statistics are

available. The final level of price
support must be announced no later
than October 1 of the marketing year to
which the announcement is applicable.
The final level of support cannot be less
than that of the preliminary
announcement.

Section 201(i)(3) of the 1949 Act
provides that, if the Secretary
determines that such action will assist
in maintaining the competitive
relationship of soybeans in domestic
and export markets after taking into
consideration the cost of producing
soybeans, supply and demand
conditions, and world prices for
soybeans, the Secretary may permit a
producer to repay a loan for a corp at a
level that is the lesser of (1) the
announced loan level for such crop or
(2) the prevailing world market price for
soybeans, as determined by the
Secretary. If the Secretary permits a
producer to repay a loan as described
above, the Secretary shall prescribe by
regulation (1) a formula to define the
prevailing world market price for
soybeans and (2) a mechanism by which
the Secretary shall announce
periodically the prevailing world market
price for soybeans.

Section 1009(a) of the Food Security
Act of 1985 provides that, whenever the
Secretary determines that an action
authorized by section 1009 (c), (d) or (e)
will reduce the total of the direct and
indirect costs to the Federal
Government of a commodity program
administered by the Secretary without
adversely affecting income to small and
medium sized producers participating in
such programs, the Secretary shall take
such action with respect to that
commodity program. These actions
include: (1) The commercial purchases
of commodities by the Secretary; (2) the
settlement of nonrecourse loans at an
amount less than the total of the
principal loan amount and accumulated
interest, but not less than the principal
amount, if such action will result in: (A)
Receipt of a portion rather than none of
the accumulated interest, (B) avoidance
of default of the loan, and (C)
elimination of storage, handling and
carrying charges on the forfeited loan
collateral; and (3) the reopening of a
production control or loan program
established for a crop at any time prior
to harvest of such crop for the purpose
of accepting bids from producers for the
conversion of acreage planted to a
program crop to diverted acreage in
return for in-kind payments if the
Secretary has determined that: (1)
Changes in domestic or world supply or
demand conditions have subtantially
changed after announcement of the

program for that crop and (2) without
action to further adjust production, the
Federal Government and producers will
be faced with a burdensome and costly
surplus. Such payments are not subject
to the maximum payment limitation
provision of section 1001 of the Food
Security Act of 1985 but are limited to
$20,000 per year per producer for any
one commodity.

A press release was issued on August
12, 1988, which made a preliminary
announcement of the loan and purchase
level for the 1988 crop of soybeans of
$4.77 per bushel. The purpose of this
notice is to affirm that determination.

Determinations
A. Loan and Purchase Level

The preliminary announcement with
respect to the price support level for the
1988 crop of soybeans is that it shall be
$4.77 per bushel.

B. Cost Reduction Options

The decision to implement any cost
reduction will be made at a later date.
Section 210 of the Agricultural Act of
1949, as amended, 63 Stat. 1052, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1446(i)).
Signed at Washington, DC, on September
16, 1988.
Peter C. Myers,
Acting Secretary.
[FR Doc. 88-22489 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3410-05-M

1988 Crop Sugar Beets and Sugarcane
Price Support Loan Rates

AGENCY: Commodity Credit Corporation,
USDA.

ACTION: Notice of determination.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
national price support loan rates
established by the Secretary of
Agriculture with respect to the 1988 crop
of domestically grown sugar beets and
sugarcane. The national (weighted
average) loan rate for raw cane sugar
will be 18.00 cents per pound. The
national (weighted average) loan rate
for refined beet sugar will be 21.37 cents
per pound. Both of these rates will be
further adjusted to reflect the processing
location of the sugar offered as
collateral for a price support loan (i.e.,
location differentials). This notice also
sets forth the minimum price support
levels to be paid sugarcane and sugar
beet producers. Both the differentials
and the minimum price support levels
have been reduced by 1.4 percent in
order to reduce program outlays as
mandated by the Agricultural Act of
1949.
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EFFECTIVE DATE: October 1, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lynda Flament, Price Support Branch,
Cotton, Grain and Rice Price Support
Division, ASCS, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, P.O. Box 2415, Washington,
DC 20013. Phone: (202) 447-4229. Copies
of the Regulatory Impact Analysis are
available from Jane K. Phillips,
Commodity Analysis Division, ASCS,
U.S. Depariment of Agriculture, P.O. Box
2415, Washington, DC 20013.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Rulemaking Matters

This notice has been reviewed under
USDA procedures established in
accordance with the provisions of
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and
Executive Order 12291 and has been
classified as "major"” since this action
may have an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more.

It has been determined that the
Regulatory Flexibility Act is not
applicable to this notice of
determination since the Commodity
Credit Corporation (CCC) is not required
by 5 U.S.C. 553 or any other provision of
law to publish a notice of proposed
rulemaking with respect to the subject
matter of this notice.

An Environmental Evaluation with
respect to the price support loan
program has been completed. It has
been determined that this action will not
adversely affect environmental factors
such as wildlife habitat, water quality,
air quality, land use, and appearance.
Accordingly, neither an Environmental
Assessment nor an Environmental
Impact Statement is needed.

This program is not subject to the
provisions of Executive Order 12372
which requires intergovernmental
consultation with State and local
officials.

The title and number of the Federal
Assislance Program to which this notice
applies are: Title—Commodity Loans
and Purchases, Number 10.051, as found
in the Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance.

This notice sets forth determinations
with respect to the following issues
which are briefly described:

1. Loan Rates

Section 201(j) of the Agricultural Act
of 1949, as amended by the Food
Security Act of 1985, provides that the
Secretary of Agriculture is required to
support the price of the 1986 through
1990 crops of sugar beets and sugarcane
through nonrecourse loans. Section
201(j) further provides that the"Secretary
shall support the price of domestically
grown sugarcane at such level as the

Secretary delermines appropriate, but
not less than 18.00 cents per pound, raw
value, and the price of domestically
grown sugar beets at such level as the
Secretary determines is fair and
reasonable in relation to the loan level
for sugarcane.

2. Location Differentials

The application of location
differentials to loan rates is common to
most price support programs
administered by CCC. The loan rates for
sugar processed in specific regions will
be based upon the transportation costs
associated with moving sugar to the
markets that are normal for those
regions.

3. Minimum Price Support Levels

The minimum price support levels are
the minimum amounts that must be paid
to producers by a processor
participating in the price support loan
program. The minimum price support
levels are set forth by regions. In
general, these support levels would be
reflected in contracts between
individual processors and producers for
the 1988 crop of sugar beets and
sugarcane,

4. Determination of Average Quality or
Recovery of Sugar Per Net/Gross Ton

The minimum price support levels
may be adjusted for sugarcane or sugar
beets of non-average quality.
Accordingly, “average quality" is
defined.

5. Cost Reduction Options

Section 1009(a) of the Food Security
Act of 1985 provides that whenever the
Secretary determines that an action
authorized by that section will reduce
the total of the direct and indirect costs
to the Federal Government of a
commodity program administered by the
Secretary without adversely affecting
income to small- and medium-sized
producers participating in such program,
the Secretary shall take such action with
respect to that commodity program. For
the purposes of the sugar price support
program, these actions include: (1) The
commercial purchases of commodities
by the Secretary; and (2) the settlement
of nonrecourse loans at an amount less
than the total of the principal loan
amount and accumulated interest, but
not less than the principal amount, if
such action will result in: (A) receipt of a
portion rather than none of the
accumulated interest, (B) avoidance of
default of the loan, or (C) elimination of
storage, handling, and carrying charges
on the forfeited loan collateral.

These determinations are required to
be made in accordance with the

provisions of section 201(j) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 and section
1009 of the Food Security Act of 1985.
Section 1017(b} of the Food Security Act
of 1985 provides thal the Secretary shall
determine the rate of loans and price
support levels for any of the 1986
through 1980 crops of commodities
covered under the Agricultural Act of
1949 without regard to the requirements
for notice and public participation in
rulemaking prescribed in section 553 of
title 5, United States Code, or in any
directive of the Secretary.

Determination
1. Loan Rates

The national (weighted average) loan
rate for the 1988 crop (as defined in 7
CFR 1435.302(k), the 1988 crop generally
consists of sugar beets and sugarcane
processed during the period July 1, 1988
through June 30, 1989) shall be 21.37
cents per pound for refined beet sugar
and 18.00 cents per pound for cane
sugar, raw value, including the cane
sugar, raw value, contained in refined
cane sugar, sugarcane syrup, and edible
molasses. This is the minimum statutory
loan rate for cane sugar. It has been
determined that the loan rate
established for sugar beets is fair and
reasonable in relation to the loan level
for sugarcane. In the case of refined or
spetialty sugar made from raw cane
sugar, the rate shall be the appropriate
regional rate applied to the quantity of
the refined or specialty sugar converted
to an equivalent quantity of cane sugar,
raw value.

The 1988 loan rate for refined beet
sugar reflects the value of the sugar
based on the relationship between the
weighled average of grower returns for
sugar beets and the weighted average of
grower returns for sugarcane, expressed
on a cents per pound basis for refined
beet sugar and raw cane sugar, for the
immediately preceding 10-year period.
After adjustment to reflect the proper
price relationship, the estimated 1988
sugar beet crop fixed marketing costs
(which are incurred by beet processors
regardless of the disposition of the
sugar) are added to make up the basic
loan rate for refined beet sugar. This is
the same method that was used for the
1987 crop.

2. Location Differentials

The loan rates determined for both
raw cane sugar and refined beet sugar
have been adjusted to reflect the
processing location of the sugar offered
as collateral for a price support loan.
These adjustments (i.e., location
differentials) have been calculated in
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the same manner as they have been in
previous years. In addition, they have
been reduced by 1.4 percent persuant to
the requirements of section 201(j)(7) of
the Agricultural Act of 1949. The loan
rates for sugar processed in specific
regions have been based upon the
transportation costs associated with
moving that sugar to the markets that
are normal for those regions.

The processing regions and applicable
1988 crop regional loan rates for refined
beet sugar shall be as listed below:

1. Michigan and Ohio.

2. Minnesota and the eastern half of N.
Dakota

3. Northeastern quarter of Colorado; Ne-
braska; and the southeastem quarter of
Wyoming

4. Texas

5. Montana and the northwestern quarter of
Wyoming and western half of N. Dakota ...

6. That part of ldaho east of the eastemn
boundary of Owyhee County and of such
boundary extended northward.......................]

7. That part of Idaho west of the eastern
boundary of Owyhee County and of such
boundary extended northward; Oregion

8. California

20.90

20.55

20.55
21.34

NoTE: Fixed marketing expenses are considered
in computation to insure equality with support prices
for sugarcane.

The processing regions and applicable
1988 regional crop loan rates for cane
sugar, raw value, shall be as listed
below except that, for such sugar
processed in Hawaii or Puerto Rico but
placed under loan on the mainland of
the United States, the applicable loan
rate shall be 18.00 cents per pound:

Cents

per

pound,
raw
vale

Florida..
Loulsiana
Texas,
Hawaii
Puerto Rico

Eors; Molasses is a by-product of sugar
;;9 lt-‘snothdudedhmecammonof
an rate.

3. Minimum Price Support Levels

Based on the established regional loan
I":a!es. the minimum price support levels
‘or sugar beets and sugarcane of
average quality processed in the
indicated regions are as follows:

For 1988 crop sugar beets:

Region (same as in previous beet sugar
table)

NSO AWN -

For 1988 crop sugarcane in Florida
$24.71 per net ton.

For 1988 crop sugarcane in Louisiana
$20.38 per gross ton.

For 1988 crop sugarcane in Texas
$16.89 per gross ton.

For 1988 crop sugarcane in Hawaii
$22.17 per net ton.

For 1988 crop sugarcane in Puerto
Rico $16.52 per gross ton.

The prices indicated above must be
adjusted for sugar beets or sugarcane of
nonaverage quality if the producer and
processor have agreed upon a method
for such adjustment in the terms and
conditions of their marketing contract.

4. Average Quality Sugar Beets and
Sugarcane

For 1988 crop sugar beets, “average
quality” means sugar beets containing
15.57 percent sucrose.

For 1988 crop sugarcane processed in
Florida, “average quality" means
sugarcane containing 14.26 percent
sucrose in normal juice.

For 1988 crop sugarcane processed in
Louisiana, “average quality" means
sugarcane which 179.1 pounds of raw
sugar per gross ton.

For 1988 crop sugarcane processed in
Texas, “average quality” means
sugarcane which yields 147.8 pounds of
raw sugar per gross ton.

For 1988 crop sugarcane processed in
Hawaii, “average quality” means
sugarcane which yields 242.2 pounds of
raw sugar per net ton.

For 1988 crop sugarcane processed in
Puerto Rico, “average quality” means
sugarcane which yields 140.2 pounds of
raw sugar per gross ton.

5. Cost Reduction Options

The decision not to implement any
cost reduction options as outlined in the
Supplementary Information above has
been made.

The Secretary reserves the right to
initiate at a later date any action not
previously included but authorized by
section 1009 of the Food Security Act of
1985.

Signed at Washington, DC, on September
16, 1988,

Peter C. Myers,

Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

[FR Doc. 88-22468 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3410-05-M

COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

California Advisory Committee;
Agenda And Notice of Public Meeting

Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the
provisions of the Rules and Regulations
of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
that the California Advisory Committee
to the Commission will convene at 6:00
p.m. and adjourn at 10:00 p.m. on
October 5, 1988, at the Airport Marriott,
5855 West Century Boulevard, Los
Angeles, California 90045. The purpose
of the meeting is to plan activities and
discuss the upcoming forum on higher
education.

Persons desiring additional
information, or planning a presentation
to the Committee, should contact
Committee Chairperson, Deborah Hesse
or Philip Montez, Director of the
Regional Division (213) 894-3437, (TDD
213/894/0508). Hearing impaired
persons who will attend the meeting and
require the services of a sign language
interpreter, should contact the Regional
Division office at least five (5) working
days before the scheduled date of the
meeting.

The meeting will be conducted
pursuant to the provisions of the rules
and regulations of the Commission.

Dated at Washington, DC, September 28,
1988.

Melvin Jenkins,

Acting Staff Director.

[FR Doc. 88-22418 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6335-01-M
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South Dakota Advisory Committee;
Agenda and Notice of Public Meeting

Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the
provisions of the Rules and Regulations
of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
that the South Dakota Advisory
Committee to the Commission will
convene at 3:30 p.m. and adjourn at 6:00
p-m. on October 6, 1988, at the
University of South Dakota School of
Law, State Bar Conference Room, 100
West 8th Street, Vermillion, South
Dakota 57069. The purpose of the
meeting is to plan project activities for
the new charter period and to discuss
civil rights issues affecting the State of
South Dakota.

Persons desiring additional
information, or planning a presentation
to the Committee, should contact
Committee Chairperson, Francis
Whitebird or Philip Montez, Director of
the Regional Division (213) 894-3437,
(TDD 213/894/0508). Hearing impaired
persons who will attend the meeting and
require the services of a sign language
interpreter, should contact the Regional
Division office at least five (5) working
days before the scheduled date of the
meeting.

The meeting will be conducted
pursuant to the provisions of the rules
and regulations of the Commission.

Dated at Washington, DC, September 26,
1988,

Melvin Jenkins,

Acting Staff Director.

[FR Doc. 88-22419 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6335-01-M

Foreign-Trade Zones Board
|Docket 35-84)

Foreign-Trade Zone 23, Buffalo, NY;
Withdrawal of Application for
Proposed Subzone at the Ontario
Knife Co.

Notice is hereby given of the
withdrawal of the application submitted
by the County of Erie, New York,
grantee of Foreign-Trade Zone 23, for a
subzone at the Onlario Knife Company
plant in Franklinville, Cattaraugus
County, New York. The application was
filed on August 22, 1984 (49 FR 34380, 8/
30/84). It was opposed by the domestic
steel industry.

The case has been withdrawn without
prejudice and FTZ Board Docket 35-84
is closed.

Dated: September 26, 1988.
John J. Da Ponte, Jr.,
Execulive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 88-22557 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration

Antidumping or Countervailing Duty
Order, Finding, or Suspended
Investigation; Opportunity to Request
Administrative Review

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration,
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of opportunity to request
administrative review of antidumping or
countervailing duty order, finding, or
suspended investigation.

Background: Each year during the
anniversary month of the publication of
an antidumping or countervailing duty
order, finding, or suspension of
investigation, an interested party as
defined in section 771(9) of the Tariff
Act of 1930 may request, in accordance
with section 353.53a or 355.10 of the
Commerce Regulations, that the
Department of Commerce (*“the
Department”) conduct an administrative
review of that antidumping or
countervailing duty order, finding, or
suspended investigation.

Opportunity To Request a Review:
Not later than October 31, 1988,
interested parties may request
administrative review of the following
orders, findings, or suspended
investigations, with anniversary dates in
October for the following periods:

Period
Antidumping Duty Proceeding:
Italy: Pressure Sensitive
Plastic Tape (A-475-059)...| 10/01/87-09/30/88

Japan: Steel Wire Rope (A-
T 1 T O k. SRS 10/01/87-09/30/88
Japan: Tapered Roller Bear-
ings, and Parts Thereof,
Finished or Unfinished (A~
588-604) ..........coooorrerereraerenns 03/27/87-09/30/688
People’s Republic of China:
Barium Chloride (A-570-
D0 e g ittt 10/01/87-09/30/88
People's Republic of China:
Cotton Shop Towels (A-
74 Dt ¢ PR e Sl R 10/01/87-09/30/88
Countervailing Duty Proceed-
ing:
Brazil: Centain Agricultural
Tillage Tools (C-351-406)..
India: Certain Iron-Metal
Castings (C-533-063)......... 01/01/87-12/31/87
Iran: Roasted In-Shell Pis-
tachios (C-507-601)............ 01/01/87-12/31/87
New Zealand: Certain Steel
Wire Nails (C-614-701) ...... 07/21/87-12/31/87
Sweden: Certain Carbon
Steel Products (C-401-

01/701/87-12/31/87

401) 01/01/87-12/31/87
Thailand: Certain Steel Wire
Nails (C-549-701) .........ccon. 07/21/87-12/31/87

Seven copies of the request should be
submitted to the Assistant Secretary for
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, Room B-099, U.S.

Department of Commerce, Washington,
DC 20230.

The Department will publish in the
Federal Register a notice of “Initiation
of Antidumping (Countervailing) Duty
Administrative Review," for requests
received by October 31, 1988.

If the Department does not receive by
October 31, 1988 a request for review of
entries covered by an order or finding
listed in this notice and for the period
identified above, the Department will
instruct the Customs Service to assess
antidumping or countervailing duties on
those entries at a rate equal to the cash
deposit of (or bond for) estimated
antidumping or countervailing duties
required on those entries at the time of
entry, or withdrawal from warehouse,
for consumption and to continue to
collect the cash deposit previously
ordered.

This notice is not required by statute,
but is published as a service to the
international trading community.

Date: September 23, 1988.

Joseph A. Spelrini,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Compliance.
[ER Doc. 88-22556 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M

[C-201-017]

Bricks From Mexico; Final Results of
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Review

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration,
Department of Commerce.

AcTioN: Notice of final results of
countervailing duty administrative
review,

SUMMARY: On April 28, 1988, the
Department of Commerce published the
preliminary results of its administrative
review of the countervailing duty order
on bricks from Mexico. We have now
completed that review and determine
the total bounty or grant to be zero or de
minimis for 25 companies, 21.71 percent
ad valorem for Ceramica Exy, 13.50
percent ad valorem for Ladrillera
Mecanizada, and 3.32 percent ad
valorem for all other companies during
the period July 1, 1984 through December
31, 1984. We determine the total bounty
or grant to be zero or de minimis for 26
companies, 43.76 percent ad valorem for
Ceramica Exy, 33.72 percent ad valorem
for Ladrillera Mecanizada, and 4.21
percent ad valorem for all other
companies during the period January 1,
1985 through December 31, 1985.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 30, 1988.



Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Notices

38315

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jean M. Carroll or Bernard Carreau,
Office of Compliance, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, Washington, DC 20230;
telephone: (202) 377-2786.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

On April 28, 1988, the Department of
Commerce (“the Department")
published in the Federal Register (53 FR
15264) the preliminary results of its
administrative review of the
countervailing duty order on bricks from
Mexico. The Department has now
completed that administrative review in
accordance with section 751 of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (“the Tariff Act”).

Scope of Review

Imports covered by the review are
shipments of Mexican bricks. Such
merchandise is currently classifiable
under item numbers 532.1120 and
532.1140 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States Annotated. These
products are currently classifiable under
Harmonized System item 6904.10,00—0.
The review covers the period July 1,
1984 through December 31, 1985 and the
following programs: (1) FOMEX; (2)
FOGAIN; (3) FONEL; (4) CEPROFT; (5)
Article 15 or 94 loans; (8) CEDI; (7) NDP
discounts; {8) Delay of payments on
loans; (9) Delay of payments to PEMEX
of fuel charges; (10) Import duty
reductions and exemptions; (11) State
;ux incentives; and (12) Bancomext
oans.

Analysis of Comments Received

We gave interested parties an
opportunity to comment on the
preliminary results. On May 31, 1988, we
received comments from one .
respondent, Productos de Barro
Industrializados, S.A.

Comment 1: Productos points out that
the Department made a clerical error in
using an incorrect average peso-to-
dollar exchange rate for 1985.

Department’s Position: We agree and
have revised our calculations
accordingly. We also corrected an error
in the weight-averaging of the benefits
for the period July 1, 1984 through
December 31, 1984. In addition, we
found that two companies, Ceramica
Exy and Ladrillera Mecanizada, have
significantly different benefits and
should receive company-specific rates.

Adjusting for these corrections, we
determine the “all other” benefit from
FOMEX to be 2.61 percent ad valorem,
from FOGAIN to be 0.44 percent ad
valorem, from CEPROFI to be 0.11
percent ad valorem, and from FONEI to
be 0.16 percent ad valorem, resulting in

a total “all other" benefit of 3,32 percent
ad valorem for the period July 1, 1984
through December 31, 1984. We
determine the “all other” benefit from
FOMEX to be 3.64 percent ad valorem,
from FOGAIN to be 0.36 percent ad
valorem, from CEPROFI to be zero, and
from FONEI to be 0.21 percent ad
valorem, resulting in a total “all other"
benefit of 4.21 percent ad valorem for
the period January 1, 1985 through
December 31, 1985. We determine the
total bounty or grant to be 21.71 percent
ad valorem for Ceramica Exy and 13.50
percent ad valorem for Ladrillera
Mecanizada during the period July 1,
1984 through December 31, 1984. We
determine the total bounty or grant to be
43.76 percent ad valorem for Ceramica
Exy and 33.72 percent ad valorem for
Ladrillera Mecanizada during the period
January 1, 1985 through December 31,
1985,

For duty deposit purposes, the benefit
from FOMEX is zero or de minimis for
26 companies, zero for Ceramica Exy,
1.91 percent ad valorem for Ladrillera
Mecanizada and 1.02 percent ad
valorem for all other companies. The
decrease in the FOMEX rate results in
the following rates for duty deposit
purposes: zero for 26 companies, 43.76
percent ad valorem for Ceramica Exy,
29.17 percent ad valorem for Ladrillera
Mecanizada, and 1.60 percent ad
valorem for all other companies.

Comment 2: Productos argues that,
because it is subject to the “all other”
assessment and duty deposit rates, it
requires access to the proprietary
information from other respondent
companies whose company-specific
benefits are used in calculating the “all
other"” rate, Productos needs the
information in order to check the
accuracy of the Department's
calculations. Productos applied for
access to this information under
administrative protective order (APO) in
a timely manner, but the Department did
not respond to the application until after
the comments on the preliminary results
were due. When the Department did
respond, it only granted information
from companies that did not object to
releasing their proprietary data. The
Department denied Productos access to
information from those companies that
gbjected to releasing their proprietary

ata.

The Department'’s denial is
unjustified. According to the
countervailing duty law and its
legislative history, maximum
availability of information to all
interested parties is given a high
priority. See S. Rep. No. 249, 96th
Congress, 1st Session 100 (1979); H.R.
Report No. 317, 86th Congress, 1st

Session 77 (1979). The Department
routinely grants access under APO to
counsel for petitioners over the
objections of respondents. The
Department's apparent distinction
between petitioners and respondents
regarding access to information under
APO is not consistent with either the
statute or the Department’s regulations.

Department’s Position: We considered
Productos’ request when the request
was made during the review. We denied
the request for the reasons stated in the
decision memorandum attached to the
APO (June 29, 1988). We will not
address this issue again because there is
no longer any relief that we can grant. If
Productos did not agree with our
determination to deny access to certain
information, the proper remedy was to
appeal the determination to the Court of
International Trade while this review
was in progress. 19 U.S.C. 1677(f)(c){2).

Comment 3: Productos contends that
the Department must revoke the
countervailing duty order on bricks from
Mexico. Effective April 23, 1985, the date
of the Understanding between the
United States and Mexico Regarding
Subsidies and Countervailing Duties
(“the Understanding”), the United States
Trade Representative designated
Mexico “a country under the
Agreement” as defined in section 701 of
the Tariff Act of 1930. Since Mexico is
now a "country under the agreement,”
section 701, rather than section 303,
applies to all Mexican cases. Section 701
entitles Mexico to a determination by
the International Trade Commission
(“ITC”) that the subject merchandise
materially injures or threatens material
injury to a United States industry
producing a like product. Pursuant to
section 701, the Department cannot
impose countervailing duties on any
merchandise from Mexico without an
affirmative ITC injury determination.
Since the ITC has indicated that it does
not have the authority to conduct an
injury investigation on merchandise
already subject to an outstanding order,
the Department should revoke this
order,

Department’s Position: As we have
explained in numerous final results
notices, we believe that we lack the
authority to revoke any countervailing
duty order on Mexican products on the
basis of the Understanding. We
confirmed with the principal U.S.
negotiators that the intent of Article 5 of
the Understanding was to exclude from
the application of the Understanding
and hence the application of “country
under the Agreement” status, order
existing before April 23, 1985. See, e.g.,
Portland Hydraulic Cement and Cement
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Clinker from Mexico; Final Results of
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Review, (51 FR 44501, December 10,
1986), Certain Iron Metal Construction
Castings from Mexico; Final Results of
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Review (51 FR 9698, March 20, 1986),
and Portland Hydraulic Cement and
Cement Clinker; Final Results of
Administrative Review (52 FR 18325,
May 23, 1988).

Comment 4: Productos maintains that
the Department's contention that the
injury provision of the Understanding
affects only countervailing duty orders
issued after April 23, 1985 is in error. In
a recent Court of International Trade
(CIT) decision, Cementos Anahuac del
Golfo, S.A. v. United States, 12 CIT __,
Slip Op. 88-58 (May 12, 1988), the court
determined that after the effective date
of the Understanding, countervailing
duties could only be imposed on
Mexican merchandise following an
affirmative ITC injury determination,
regardless of whether the countervailing
duty order was issued before or after the
effective date of the Understanding. The
court remanded the review, instructing
the Department to follow section 701
rather than section 303. The Department
should do the same in this case.

Department’s Position: The CIT's
decision in Cementos Anahuac del
Golfo, S.A. v. United States (“Anahuac
I"") applies only to the Portland
Hydraulic Cement and Cement Clinker
from Mexico; Final Results of
Administrative Review covering the
period July 1, 1983 through December 31,
1983. Moreover, we are appealing the
Anahuac I decision.

The respondent ignores an even more
recent decision in the cement
proceeding, Cementos Anahuac del
Golfo, S.A. v. United States, Slip Op. 88-
75, (June 9, 1988), (*Anahuac II"), which
supports our position that the
Understanding does not require an
affirmative injury determination for
Mexican countervailing duty orders
issued before April 23, 1985.

Comment 5: Productos contends that,
even if the Department continues to
believe that section 303 applies to this
case, the Department still cannot impose
countervailing duties on entries covered
by this review because section 303(a)(2)
requires an affirmative injury
determination for duty-free products
from a country with which the United
States has an international obligation.
Although the Department has
interpreted the phase “international
obligation" to refer only to the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), the court found in Anachuac I,
and Productos agrees, that the
Understanding also constitutes such an

international obligation. Because the
subject merchandise enters free of duty,
section 303(a)(2) rather than section
303(a)(1) applies to this case. Under
similar circumstances in three previous
countervailing duty proceedings, Certain
Fasteners from India (47 FR 44129),
Carbon Steel Wire Rod from Trinidad
and Tobago (50 FR 19511), and Certain
Scissors and Shears from Brazil (50 FR
11927), the Department determined, or
preliminarily determined, that it did not
have the authority to impose
countervailing duties without an
affirmative ITC injury determination.
The same reasoning applies to this case.

Department’s Position: As explained
in our response |s cemment 4, we are
appealing the Anahuac I decision.
Additionally, the court's decision in
Anahuac II support our position. In the
three cases cited by the respondent, the
exporting countries were GATT
members and the merchandise was
duty-free during the potential
assessment period. None of these cases
is analogous to the present case because
Mexico was not a member of the GATT
at the time the duty-free bricks covered
by this review were imported. See also,
Portland Hydraulic Cement and Cement
Clinker from Mexico; Final Results of
Countervailing Administrative Review,
(53 FR 18325, May 23, 1988).

Comment 6: Productos argues that the
Department lacks the statutory authority
to impose countervailing duties on all
merchandise covered by this review
because such imposition would take
place well after April 23, 1985, the
effective date of the Understanding. In
Anahuac I, the court agreed with the
plaintiffs' assertion that the
Department's assessement and
collection of countervailing duties after
the effective date of the Understanding
would violate section 701, even if the
entries were made before the effective
date of the Understanding.

Department’s Position: We disagree.
We discussed this issue at length in
Portland Hydraulic Cement and Cement
Clinker from Mexico; Final Results of
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Review, (53 FR 18325, May 23, 1988).
Furthermore, we are appealing the
Anahuac I decision, and once again,
Productos ignores the court's decisions
in Anahuac Il and Cementos
Guadalajara, S.A. et al v. United States,
Slip Op. 8848, (April 27, 1988), which
support our view that the importers’
liability for countervailing duties is
established at the time the merchandise
is entered, even though the actual
amount of duty is determined and
assessed at a later date.

Firms Not Receiving Benefits

We determine that the following firms
received zero or de minimis benefits
during the period July 1, 1984 through
December 31, 1984:

(1) Arturo Cavazos Jacques

(2) Blanca Salvidar Gonzalez

(3) Bloquera Rio Bravo

(4) Bloques, Ladrillos y Materiales de

Piedras Negras
(5) Elias Martines Ledezma
(6) Ferretera y Maderera La Popular
(7) Fidel Contreras Varela
(8) Hipolito Martinez Martinez
(9) Jose Adrian Risoul
(10) Ladrillera Cantu
(11) Ladrillera El Jaboncillo
(12) Ladrillera Guadalupana
(13) Ladrillera Industrial, S.A. de C.V.
(14) Ladrillera La Azteca
(15) Ladrillera La Joya, S.A. de C.V.
(16) Ladrillera Reynosa
(17) Ladrillera San Juan
(18) Ladrillera Santa Fe
(19) Ladrillos Reynosa
(20) Lucio Garza Lucero
(21) Luis de Hoyos Villareal
(22) Materiales Salinas, S.A.

(23) Mosaicos El Aguila, S.A.
(24) Productos de Barro La Zacatosa
(25) Ricardo Francisco Garza Vela

For the period January 1, 1985 through
December 31, 1985, we determine that 26
firms (the 25 firms listed above and
Ladrillera Monterrey) received zero or
de minimis benefits.

Final Results of Review

After reviewing all of the comments
received, we determine the total bounty
or grant to be zero or de minimis for 25
companies, 21.71 percent ad valorem for
Ceramica Exy, 13.50 percent ad valorem
for Ladrillera Mecanizada and 3.32
percent ad valorem for all other
companies during the period July 1, 1984
through December 31, 1984.

We determine the total bounty or
grant to be zero or de minimis for 26
companies, 43.76 percent ad valorem for
Ceramica Exy, 33.72 percent ad valorem
for Ladrillera Mecanizada, and 4.21
percent ad valorem for all other
companies during the period January 1,
1985 through December 31, 1985.

The Department will therefore instruct
the Customs Service to liquidate,
without regard to countervailing duties,
shipments of this merchandise from the
the 25 firms listed above and to assess
countervailing duties of 21.71 percent of
the f.0.b. invoice price on shipments of
this merchandise from Ceramica Exy,
13.50 percent of the f.0.b. invoice price
on shipments of this merchandise from
Ladrillera Mecanizada, and 3.32 percent
of the f.o.b. invoice price on shipments
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from all other firms exported on or after
July 1, 1984 and on or before December
31, 1984. We will also instruct the
Customs Service to liquidate, without
regard to countervailing duties,
shipments of this merchandise from the
25 firms listed above and Ladrillera
Monterrey, and to assess countervailing
duties of 43.76 percent of the f.0.b.
invoice price on shipments of this
merchandise from Ceramica Exy, 33.72
percent of the f.o.b. invoice price on
shipments of this merchandise from
Ladrillera Mecanizada, and 4.21 percent
of the f.0.b. invoice price on shipments
from all other firms exported on or after
January 1, 1985 and on or before
December 31, 1985.

The Department will also instruct the
Customs Service to waive cash deposits
of estimated countervailing duties, as
provided by section 751(a)(1) of the
Tariff Act, on any shipments of
merchandise from the 25 firms listed
above and Ladrillera Monterrey, and to
collect a cash deposit of estimated
countervailing duties of 43.76 percent of
the f.0.b. invoice price on shipments
from Ceramica Exy, and, due to the
change in FOMEX interest rates, to
collect a cash deposit of estimated
countervailing duties of 29.17 percent of
the f.0,b. invoice price on shipments
from Ladrillera Mecanizada and 1,60
percent of the f.o.b. invoice price on
shipments from all other firms entered,
or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after the date of
publication of this notice. This deposit
requirement and waiver shall remain in
effect until publication of the final
results of the next administrative
review.

This administrative review and notice
are in accordance with section 751(a)(1)
of the Tariff Act (18 U.S.C. 1675(a)(1))
and 19 CFR 355.10.

Jan W. Mares,

Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

Date: September 23, 1988.

[FR Doc. 88-22555 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M

National Institute of Standards and
Technology

[Docket No. 80870-8170]

Proposed Voluntary Product Standard
TS233; Glass Bottles for Carbonated
Soft Drinks

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards
and Technology, Commerce.

ACTION: Notice: Public review of
proposed voluntary product standard.

The National Institute of Standards
and Technology is giving public notice
that it is distributing proposed
Voluntary Product Standard TS233
“Glass Bottles for Carbonated Soft
Drinks" to determine its acceptability.
This distribution is being made in
accordance with the provisions of 10.6
of the Department of Commerce
"Procedures for the Development of
Voluntary Product Standards” (15 CFR
Part 10, as amended; 51 FR 22496 dated
June 20, 1986).

This Voluntary Product Standard was
developed in response to a request from
the Glass Packaging Institute (GPI),
which is its sponsor, and is intended to
improve and maintain safety
performance of glass bottles used as
containers for carbonated soft drinks.
Manufacturing requirements and
inspection and testing procedures are
included that are necessary to establish
conformance of bottles to the standard,
and terminology is used that is intended
to provide a basis for common
understanding among producers,
distributors, users, and other interested
parties of the characteristics of these
products.

A Standing Committee, composed of
representatives of soft-drink bottle
manufacturers (GPI), soft drink bottlers
(National Soft Drink Association),
consumers, and others with an interest
in this subject, developed this standard
as a replacement for Voluntary Product
Standard PS73-77 on "Carbonated Soft
Drink Bottles.”

Copies of this proposed standard may
be obtained from the Office of
Standards Management, A625, Building
101, National Institute of Standards and
Technology, Gaithersburg, MD 20899,
telephone: 301-975-4023. Written
comments concerning the standard
should be submitted to the Office of
Standards Management on or before
November 30, 1988.

Ernest Ambler,

Director.

Dated: September 23, 1988,

[FR Doc. 88-22469 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-13-M

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND
ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

Coastal Zone Management: Federal
Consistency Appeal by Jay C. Poole
From an Objection by the South
Carolina Coastal Council

AGENCY: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration.

ACTION: Dismissal of appeal.

On July 20, 1987, Jay C. Poole
(Appellant) filed a notice of appeal with
the Secretary of Commerce under
section 307(c)(3)(A) of the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972, as amended,
16 U.S.C. 1456(c)(3)(A), in response to an
objection by the South Carolina Coastal
Council (SCCC) to Appellant's
consistency certification for U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Permit Application
No. 86-2C~-367, under section 10 of the
River and Harbor Act of 1899 and
section 404 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act. Appellant's
project involves excavation of a boat
slip and construction of a bulkhead,
with associated backfill, in wetlands on
the Black River in Georgetown County,
South Carolina.

Appellant has failed to submit his
brief and supporing data by the due date
set by the Department of Commerce.
Because he has so failed, the Under
Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere
of the Department has dismissed the
appeal for good cause pursuant to 15
CFR 930.128. Appeallant is barred from
filing another appeal from the SCCC's
objection to his consistency
certification.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONTACT:
Stephanie S. Campbell, Attorney/
Adviser, Office of the Assistant Geneal
Counsel for Ocean Services, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 1825 Connecticut Avenue
NW.,, Suite 603, Washington, DC 20235,
(202) 673-5200.
(Federal Domestic Assistant Catalog No.
11.419 Coastal Zone Management Program
Assistance)

Date: September 23, 1988.
Melvin N.A. Peterson,
Acting Under Secretary for Oceans and
Atmosphere.
[FR Doc. 88-22458 Filed —88; 8:45 am|)
BILLING CODE —M

Travel and Tourism Administration

Travel and Tourism Advisory Board;
Meeting

Pursuant to section 10(a)(2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5
U.S.C. (App. 1976) notice is hereby given
that the Travel and Tourism Advisory
Board of the U.S. Department of
Commerce will meet on October 17, 1988
at 9:00 a.m. at the Greenbrier Resort,
West Virginia.

Established March 19, 1982, the Travel
and Tourism Advisory Board consists of
15 members, representing the major
segments of the travel and tourism
industry and state tourism interests, and
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includes one member of a travel labor
organization, a consumer advocate, an
academician and a financial expert.
Members advise the Secretary of
Commerce on matters pertinent to the
Department's responsibilities to
accomplish the purpose of the National
Tourism Policy Act (Pub. L. 97-63), and
provide guidance to the Assistant
Secretary for Tourism Marketing in the
preparation of annual marketing plans.
Agenda items are as follows:

1. Call to Order

II. Appraval of the Minutes

I USTTA Strategic Plan

1V. Status Report on Bilateral Negotiations
V. Other Business

A. Establish Next Meeting Date

V1. Adjournment

A very limited number of seats will be
available to observers from the public
and the press. To assure adequate
sealing, individuals intending to attend
should notify the Commitiee Control
Officer in advance. The public will be
permitted to file written statements with
the Committee before or after the
meeling. To the extent time is available,
the presentation of oral statements is
allowed.

M.J. Rodgers, Committee Control
Officer, United States Travel and
Tourism Administration, Room 1865,
U.S. Department of Commerce,
Washington, DC 20230 (telephone: 202~
377-0136) will respond to public
requests for information about the
meeting.

Charles E. Cobb, Jr.,

Under Secretary for Travel and Tourism, U.S.
Department of Commerce.

|FR Doc. 88-22553 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-11-M

COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM
THE BLIND AND OTHER SEVERELY
HANDICAPPED

Procurement List 1988; Addition

AGENCY: Committee for Purchase from
the Blind and Other Severely
Handicapped.

ACTION: Addition to procurement list.

suMMARY: This action adds to
Procurement List 1988 a service to be
provided by workshops for the blind or
other severely handicapped.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 31, 1988.
ADDRESS: Committee for Purchase from
the Blind and Other Severely
Handicapped, Crystal Square 5, Suite
1107, 1755 Jefferson Davis Highway,
Arlington, Virginia 22202-3509.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
E.R. Alley, Jr. (703) 557-1145.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

On August 5, 1988, the Committee for
Purchase from the Blind and Other
Severely Handicapped published a
notice (53 FR 29511) of proposed
addition to Procurement List 1988,
December 10, 1987 (52 FR 46926).

Comments were received from the
current contractor for the distribution of
forms and publications for the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Landover,
Maryland. That contractor questioned
the decision by the Department of
Agriculture to use its own employees to
perform a portion of the service, given a
previous decision to contract for the
service as a result of a cost comparison
under the provisions of Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-76.
Objections to the conversion by the
Department of Agriculture of a portion
of this service for provision by
Government employees should be raised
with that agency. That decision is not
germane to this action and, therefore,
was not considered by the Committee in
deciding whether to add the service to
the Procurement List,

The commenter also stated that the
addition of this service to the
Procurement List would resull in loss of
jobs for current workers. The Committee
recognizes that a loss of business may
require a firm to lay off or reassign the
employees who were formerly providing
the service involved. However, the
primary purpose of the Committee’s
program is to create job opportunities
for blind and severely handicapped
individuals who are unable because of
their disabilities to obtain competitive
employment and to assist in the
rehabilitation of these individuals
through work (House Report 92-228,
May 25, 1971). This action will create
employment for severely handicapped
individuals in fulfillment of that
purpose.

Finally, the commenter indicated that
this addition to the Procurement List
would adversely affect his firm. The
value of the contract represents about
8.4% of the annual sales of the
commenter's firm. This is not considered
to be a serious adverse impact.

After consideration of the relevant
comments, the Committee has
determined that the service listed below
is suitable for procurement by the
Federal Government under 41 U.S.C. 46~
48c and 41 CFR 51-2.6.

I certify that the following action will
not have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities. The
major factors considered were:

a. The action will not result in any
additional reporting, recordkeeping or
other compliance requirements.

b. The action will not have a serious
economic impact on any contractors for
the service listed.

c. The action will result in authorizing
small entities to provide the service
procured by the Government.

Accordingly, the following service is
hereby added to Procurement List 1988:
Forms/Publication Distribution, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Landover,
Maryland.

E.R. Alley,

Deputy Executive Director,

[FR Doc. 88-22545 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6820-33-M

Procurement List 1988; Additions

AGENCY: Committee for Purchase from
the Blind and Other Severely
Handicapped.

ACTION: Additions to procurement list.

suMMARY: This action adds to
Procurement List 1988 services to be
provided by workshops for the blind or
other severely handicapped.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 31, 1988.

ADDRESS: Committee for Purchase from
the Blind and Other Severely
Handicapped, Crystal Square 5, Suite
1107, 1755 Jefferson Davis Highway,
Arlington, Virginia 22202-3509.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
E.R. Alley, Jr., (703) 557-1145.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATIOM:

On July 29 and August 12, 1988, the
Committee for Purchase from the Blind
and Other Severely Handicapped
published notices (53 FR 28681 and
30459) of proposed additions to
Procurement List 1988, December 10,
1987 (52 FR 46926).

After consideration of the relevant
matter presented, the Committee has
determined tha! the services listed
below are suitable for procurement by
the Federal Government under 41 U.S.C.
46-48c and 41 CFR 51-2.6.

I certify that the following actions will
not have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities. The
major factors considered were:

a. The actions will not result in any
additional reporting, recordkeeping or
other compliance requirements.

b. The actions will not have a serious
economic impact on any contractors for
the services listed.

¢. The actions will result in
authorizing small entities to provide the
services procured by the Government.

Accordingly, the following services
are hereby added to Procurement Lis!
1988.
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Janitorial/Custodial, U.S. Post Office,
Courthouse and Social Security
Administration, District Office, Hot
Springs, Arkansas.

Janitorial/Custodial, U.S. Army Reserve
Center, Lock Haven, Pennsylvania,

E.R. Alley,

Deputy Executive Director.

[FR Doc. 88-22546 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|)

BILLING CODE 6820-33-M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Public Information Collection
Requirement Submitted to OMB for
Review

ACTION: Notice.

The Department of Defense has
submitted to OMB for clearance the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35).

Title, Applicable Form, and Applicable OMB
Control Number:

DOD FAR Supplement Part 8,
Required Sources of Supplies and
Services and Part 52.208; No Form; and
OMB Control Number 0704-0205.

Type of Request: Revision.

Average Burden Hours/Minutes Per
Response: 30 minutes,

Frequency of Response: On occasion.

Number of Respondents: 20,400.

Annual Burden Hours: 439,383.

Annual Responses: 100,425.

Needs and Uses: Defense
requirements for vaious components
used in various items are restricted to
U.S. manufacturing sources in order to
assure an adequate domestic production
base. Recordkeeping is necessary to
assure compliance with these
requirements.

Affected Public: Businesses or other
for-profit; Non-profit institutions; and
Small businesses or organizations.

Respondent's Obligation: Mandatory.

OMB Desk Officer: Ms. Eyvette R.
Flynn.

Written comments and
recommendations on the proposed
information collection should be sent to
Ms. Eyvette R. Flynn at Office of
Management and Budget, Desk Officer,
Room 3235, New Executive Office
Building, Washington, DC 20503.

DOD Clearance Officer: Ms. Pearl
Rascoe-Harrison. -

A copy of the information collection
proposal may be obtained from, Ms.
Rascoe-Harrison, WHS/DIOR, 1215
Jelferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204,

Arlington, Virginia 22202-4302,
telephone (202) 746-0933.

L.M. Bynum,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.
September 27, 1988,

[FR Doc. 88-22543 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M a

Public Information Collection
Requirement Submitted to OMB for
Review

ACTION: Notice.

The Department of Defense has
submitted to OMB for clearance the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35).

Title, Applicable Form, and
Applicable OMB Control Number:

DoD Survey of Recruit Socioeconomic
Status; Questionnaire; and No OMB
Control Number.

Type of Request: New Collection.

Average Burden Hours/Minutes Per
Response: 166 hours.

Frequency of Response: On occasion
and during sample days each year.

Number of Respondents: 19,000.

Annual Burden Hours: 3,167.

Annual Responses: 19,000.

Needs and Uses: This survey collects
socioeconomic background information
from a representative sample of new
recruits to the active-duty military. It
will provide annual data with which to
describe the socioeconomic whole. The
data will be included in an annual
report to Congress on population
representation in the U.S. military. The
data will be used by members of
Congress and DoD policy makers in the
debate over the relative merits of
voluntary accession and alternative
means of recruitments.

Affected Public: Individuals or
households.

Respondents Obligation: Voluntary.

OMB Desk Officer: Dr. ]. Timothy
Sprehe.

Written comments and
recommendations on the proposed
information collection should be sent to
Dr. ]. Timothy Sprehe at Office of
Management and Budget, Desk Officer,
Room 3235, New Executive Office
Building, Washington, DC 20503.

DOD Clearance Officer: Ms. Pearl
Rascoe-Harrison.

A copy of the information collection
proposal may be obtained from Ms.
Rascoe-Harrison, WHS/DIOR, 1215
Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204,

Arlington, Virginia 22202-4302,
telephone (202) 746-0933.
L.M. Bynum,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

September 27, 1988,
[FR Doc. 88-22544 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M

Office of the Secretary

Availability of Change 2 to DoD
5025.1-1, “DoD Directives System
Annual Index”

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice is to inform the
public and U.S. Government Agencies
other than the Department of Defense of
the availability of Change 2 to DoD
5025.1-1, January 1988 edition. The
Change may be purchased from the
following organizations:

National Technical Information (NTIS),
5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield,
Virginia 22161, Telephone number
(703) 487-4600

OR

U.S. Naval Publications and Forms
Center (NPFC), 5801 Tabor Avenue,
Attention: Code 1062, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania 19120-5099, Telephone
number (215) 697-3321.

The NTIS accession number for
Change 2 is PB89 100705; NPFC
identifies it as Change 2 to DoD 5025.1-1.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Linda Bynum, Correspondence and
Directives Directorate, Directives
Division, Room 2A286, the Pentagon,
Washington, DC 20301-1155, telephone
number (202) 697-4111.

L.M, Bynum,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Defense.

September 27, 1988.
[FR Doc. 88-22542 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3810-01-M

Department of the Army
Army Science Board; Closed Meeting

In accordance with section 10a(a)(2)
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made
of the following Committee Meating:

Name of the Committee: Army
Science Board (ASB),

Dates of Meeting: 19-20 October 1988.

Time: 0800-1700 hours each day.

Place: Pentagon, Washington, DC.
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Agenda: The Army Science Board Ad
Hoc Subgroup on Ballistic.

Missile Defense (Follow-On) will meet
for classified briefings and discussions
reviewing matters that are an integral
part of or related to the issue of the
study effort. The subgroup is tasked
with a comprehensive review of BMD
requirements, technology, and specific
issues. These meetings will be closed to
the public in accordance with section
552b(c) of Title 5, U.S.C., specifically
subparagraph (1) thereof, and Title 5,
U.S.C., Appendix 2, subsection 10(d).
The classified and unclassified matters
and proprietary information to be
discussed are so inextricably
intertwined so as to preclude opening
any portion of the meeting. The ASB
Administrative Officer, Sally Warner,
may be contacted for further
information at (202) 695-3039/7046.
Sally A. Warner,

Administrative Officer, Army Science Board.
|FR Dogc. 88-22476 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710-08-M

Army Science Board; Closed Meeting

In accordance with section 10a{a)(2)
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Pub. L. 92-463), announcement is made
of the following Committee Meeting:

Name of The Comumittee: Army
Science Board (ASB).

Dates of Meeting: 11-14 October 1988.

Time: 0900-1700 hours each day.

Place: United States Army, Europe
Headquarters.

Agenda

The Army Science Board Ad Hoc
Subgroup on Close Combat Training
Strategy for the 1990's will meet for
discussions with Division and Corps
Commanders in the USAREUR theater.
These meetings will be closed to the
public in accordance with section
552b(c) of Title 5, U.S.C., specifically
subparagraph (1) thereof, and Title 5,
U.S.C., Appendix 2, subsection 10{d).
The classified and unclassified matters
and proprietary information to be
discussed are so inextricably
intertwined so as to preclude opening
any portion of the meeting. The ASB
Administrative Officer, Sally Warner,
may be contacted for further
information at (202) 695-3039/7046.
Sally A. Warner,

Administrative Officer. Army Science Board.
|FR Doc. 88-22595 Filed 9-28-88; 11:56 am|
BILLING CODE 3710-08-M

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[CFDA No. 84.061F]

Inviting Appiications for New Awards
for Fiscal Year 1989 Under the Indian
Education Act of 1988, Subpart 2,
Section 5321(d) (Formerly Part B,
Section 1005(d)—Educational
Personnel Development

Purpose: Provides grants to
institutions of higher education, local or
State educational agencies in
combination with institutions of higher
education to: (1) Prepare persons to
serve Indian students as educational
personnel or ancillary educational
personnel; (2) improve the qualifications
of persons serving Indian students in
these capacities; or (3) provide in-
service training to persons serving
Indian students in these capacities.

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: December 9, 1988.

Applications Available: October 21,
1988.

Available Funds: $1,169,000.

Estimated Range of Awards: $97,000-
$213,000.

Estimated Average Size of Awards:
$146,100.

Estimated Number of Awards: 8.

Estimated Amounts for Stipends: For
projects that involve the payment of
stipends to participants, the estimated
maximum stipend in fiscal year 1989 will
be $600 per month for graduate students
and $375 per month for undergraduate
students. An estimated maximum
allowance of $90 per month will be paid
for each dependent.

Project Period: 12, 24, or 36 months.

Applicable Regulations: (a) The
Indian Education Program Regulations.
34 CFR Parts 250 and 256, and (b) the
Education Department General
Administrative Regulations, 34 CFR
Parts 74, 75, 77, 78, and 80.

For Applications or Information
Contact: Elsie Janifer, U.S. Department
of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue,
SW., Room 2166, Washington, DC 20202.
Telephone: (202) 732-1918.

Program Authaority: 25 U.S.C. 2621(d).
Dated: September 23, 1988.
Beryl Dorsett,

Assistant Secretary for Elementary and
Secondary Education.

[FR Doc. 88-22592 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M

[CFDA No. 84.061F]

Inviting Applications for New Awards
for Fiscal Year 1989 Under the Indian
Education Act of 1988, Subpart 2,
Section 5322 (Formerly Part B, Section
422)—Educational Personnel
Development

Purpose: Provides grants to
institutions of higher education, Indian
tribes and Indian organizations to (1)
prepare persons to serve Indian students
as educational personnel or ancillary
educational personnel; (2) improve the
qualifications of persons serving Indian
students in these capacities: or (3)
provide in-gervice training to persons
serving Indian students in these
capacities.

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: December 9, 1988.

Applications Available: October 21,
1988.

Available Funds: $1,093,000.

Estimated Range of Awards: $93,000-
$222,000.

Estimated Average Size of Awards:
$137,000.

Estimated Number of Awards: 8.

Estimated Amounts for Stipends: For
projects that involve the payment of
stipends to participants, the estimated
maximum stipend in fiscal year 1989 will
be $600 per month for graduate students
and $375 per month for undergraduate
students. An estimated maximum
allowance of $90 per month will be paid
for each dependent.

Project Period: 12, 24, or 36 months.

Applicable Regulations: (a) The
Indian Education Program Regulations,
34 CFR Parts 250 and 256, and (b) the
Education Department General
Administrative Regulations, 34 CFR
Parts 74, 75, 77, 78, and 80.

For Applications or Information
Contact: Elsie Janifer, U.S. Department
of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue,
SW., Room 2166, Washington, DC 20202.
Telephone (202) 732-1918.

Program Authority: 25 U.S.C. 2622,

Dated: September 23, 1988.

Beryl Dorsett,

Assistant Secretary for Elementary and
Secondary Education.

[FR Doe. 88-22593 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M

[CFDA No. 84.003]

Office of Bilingual Education and
Minority Languages Affairs
AGENCY: Department of Education.

ACTION: Notice extending the closing
date for new awards for certain
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Bilingual Education Programs for Fiscal
Year 1988.

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Education
extends the closing date for applications
for new awards under the Program of
Transitional Bilingual Education, Special
Alternative Instructional Program,

Special Populations Program, Training
Development and Improvement Program
and Short-Term Training Program.

On August 19, 1988, five different
notices were published that established
the closing dates for transmittal of
applications for fiscal year 1989
competitions under the programs as

listed in the chart below (53 FR 31736—
31738). Detailed information concerning
the programs is included in those
Notices. The purpose of this Notice is to
extend the closing date for transmittal of
applications in order to allow applicants
time to respond to those Notices.

Title of program and CFDA No.

Original closing

Extended
deadline for
imtergovernmen-
tal review

Extended closing
date for

date for
transmittal of
applications

transmittal of
applications

Transitional Bilingual Education: 84 003A

Special Allernative: 84.003€

Jan. 3, 1989,

Special Populations: 84.003L.

Short-Term Training: 84.003V

Training Development and Improvement: 84.003S

FOR APPLICATIONS OR INFORMATION
CONTACT: For further information
contact the Office of Bilingual Education
and Minority Languages Affairs, U.S.
Department of Education, 400 Maryland
Avenue, S.W. [Room 5628, Mary E.
Switzer Building), Washington, DC
20202-6641. Telephone: (202) 732-1843.
Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 3281 et seq.
Dated: September 23, 1988.
Alicia Coro,
Director, Office of Bilingual Education and
Minority Languages Affairs.
[FR Doc. 88-22456 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 4600-01-M

[CFDA No.: 84.047]

Notice Inviting Applications for New
Awards Under the Upward Bound
Program for Fiscal Year 1989

Purpose of Program: To provide grant
awards lo carry out projects designed to
generate in student participants the
skills and motivation necessary for
success in education beyond high
school,

Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: November 18, 1988.

Applications Available: October 7,
1988,

Funds Available: The Congress has
not appropriated funds for Fiscal Year
1589 for the Special Programs for the
Disadvantaged. The estimates in this
notice are based on the FY 1988
appropriation level. However, the actual
level of funding is contingent upon final
congressional action.

Estimated Range of Awards: $110,000-
$475,000.

Estimated Average Size of Awards:
5$180,000. :

Estimated Number of Awards: 420.

The Department is not bound by any
estimates in this notice.

Project Period: 36 months.

Applicable Regulations: Regulations
applicable to the Upward Bound
Program are: (a) the Education
Department General Administrative
Regulations (EDGAR]) in 34 CFR Parts
74,75, 77, and 78, and (b) regulations
governing Upward Bound in 34 CFR Part
645.

Application Preparation Workshops:
The Division of Student Services,
Education Outreach Branch will conduct
a pre-application workshop to be
transmitted via satellite by the Office of
Satellite Communications, Howard
University, Washington, DC from 2:30-
5:00 p.m,, October 17, 1988. Showings
will be held at various sites across the
United States and all interested
applicants are invited to attend.
Institutions or agencies that would like
to host a showing may do so for a $25.00
fee. Please call the Satellite Network at
1-800-634-5337 to make arrangements.
Interested potential viewers should call
1-800-634-5337 for the locaticn of the
nearest showing.

For Applications or Information
Contact: Mrs. Goldia Hodgdon, Chief,
Education Outreach Branch, Division of
Student Services, U.S. Department of
Education (Room 3060, Regional Office
Building 3), 400 Maryland Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20202-5334.

Telephone Number: {202) 732—4804.

Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 10704,
1070d-1a.

Dated: September 22, 1968.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Number: 84.047—Upward Bound Program)
Kenneth D. Whitehead,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary
Education.

[FR Doc. 88-22455 Filed 8-29-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Intention To Issue a Restricted
Solicitation for the Conduct of
Demand-Based Conservation
Demonstrations to Northeast Utilities
or Energy Service Providers Serving
Rural Areas

AGENCY: Department of Energy (DOE]).

ACTiON: The U.S. DOE announces that
pursuant to 10 CFR 600.7{b)(1) it is
restricting eligibility for award of grants
under solicitation number DE-PSO1-
89CE27493 to applications received from
Northeast energy utilities or energy
service providers serving rural areas.

summany: The U.S. DOE Office of
Building Services, is planning to issue a
restricted solicitation inviting
applications to be submitted for
conducting demonstrations that can be
utilized in carrying out Least-Cost Utility
Program (LCUP) planning to support the
efforts of utilities, regulators and the
public to understand the contributions
that demand side programs can make to
the supply of efficient, reliable and low
cost energy services. The program
focuses on four research areas:
technology assessment; market
penetration analysis; integrated utility
planning and technelogy transfer to
utilities; and regulators and the public. It
is the intent of the Department to award
up to 10 grants with FY '89
appropriations, Award(s) totaling not
more than $700,000 with mandatory cost
sharing of $350,000 are subject to the
availability of funds.

Eligibility: Applications for award are
restricted for demonstration to the
Northeast rural areas.

Northeast is defined as the nine states
comprising the Northeast Census Region
as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau:
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Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode
Island, New York, Pennsylvania, and
New Jersey. The DOE solicitation
defines eligibility restriction in the
broadest fashion possible. Any
Northeast utility or energy service
provider may apply, including public
utility districts, investor-owned utilities,
municipal utilities and rural electric
cooperatives, provided that the
demonstration is conducted in a rural
area as defined by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture in 7 CFR Part 1980-E
81980.402f. This definition is: “A rural
area includes all territory of a state that
is not within the outer boundary of any
city having a population of fifty
thousand or more and its immediately
adjacent urbanized and urbanizing area
with a population density of more than
one hundred persons per square mile, as
determined by the Secretary of
Agriculture according to the latest
decennial census of the United States."

A solicitation will be available on or
about October 14, 1988. Requests for a
copy of the solicitation must be in
writing to: U.S. Department of Energy,
Office of Procurement Operations, Attn:
Document Control Specialist, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585.

Applications will be due: December
16, 1988.

A pre-application conference will be
held on November 18, 1988, at the John
F. Kennedy Federal Building at Federal
Center, Room E-226, Boston,
Massachusetts at 11:00 a.m. Technical
and contracting personnel will be
available for discussions. The point of
contact is: Shari Sterling (202) 586-6191.
Thomas S. Keefe,

Director, Contract Operations Division “B"
Office of Procurement Operations.

[FR Doc. 88-22575 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

Voluntary Agreement and Plan of
Action To Implement the International
Energy Program; Meeting

In accordance with section
252(c)(1)(A)(i) of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. § 6272), the
following meeting notice is provided:

A meeting of the Industry Supply
Advisory Group (ISAG) to the
International Energy Agency (IEA) is
scheduled to be held at the offices of the
1EA, 2 rue Andre Pascal, Paris, France,
beginning at 9:00 a.m. on October 11.
The purpose of this meeting is the
conduct of the IEA's Sixth Allocation
Systems Test (AST-6), and that test is
the agenda for the meeting. The meeting
is expected to end upon completion of

AST-6 as determined by the IEA
Secretariat, on or about November 19,
1988.

As provided in section 252(c)(1)(A)(ii)
of the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act, the ISAG meeting is open only to
representatives of members of the ISAG,
their counsel, employees of the IEA,
employees of the Departments of
Energy, Justice, and State, the Federal
Trade Commission, and the General
Accounting Office, representatives of
committees of Congress, representatives
of the Commission of the European
Communities, and invitees of the IEA.

Issued in Washington, DC, September 27,
1988.
Eric J. Fygi,
Acting General Counsel.
[FR Doc. 88-22574 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

Assistant Secretary for International
Affairs and Energy Emergencies

Proposed Subsequent Arrangement

Pursuant to section 131 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42
U.S.C. 2160) notice is hereby given of a
proposed ‘“‘subsequent arrangement”
under the Agreement for Cooperation
between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government
of the Republic of Korea Concerning
Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, as
amended.

The subsequent arrangement to be
carried out under the above-mentioned
agreement involves the joint
determination that safeguards may be
effectively applied to the Post-
Irradiation Examination Facility of the
Korea Advanced Energy Research
Institute and the approval of the United
States to the alteration in form or
content of irradiated fuel elements from
the KORI-1 reactor at that facility. The
aforementioned determination will be
made, and the approval of the United
States for the post-irradiation
examination of irradiated fuel elements
from the KORI-1 reactor will be for the
period ending December 31, 19986.

In accordance with section 131 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
it has been determined that this
subsequent arrangement will not be
inimical to the common defense and
security.

This subsequent arrangement will
take effect no sooner than fifteen days
after the date of publication of this
notice.

For the Department of Energy.

Date: September 27, 1988.
Richard H. Williamson,

Acting Assistant Secretary for International
Affairs and Energy Emergencies.

[FR Doc. 88-22573 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

Economic Regulatory Administration
[ERA Docket No. 88-56-NG]

Great Lakes Gas Transmission Co.;
Application To Amend Authorization
To Import and Export Natural Gas
from Canada

AGENCY: Economic Regulatory
Administration, Department of Energy.
AcTiON: Notice of application to amend
authorization to import and export
natural gas from Canada.

SUMMARY: The Economic Regulatory
Administration (ERA) of the Department
of Energy (DOE) gives notice of receipt
on September 14, 1988, of an application
filed by Great Lakes Gas Transmission
Company (Great Lakes) requesting an
amendment to its natural gas import/
export authorization granted by the ERA
in Opinion and Order No. 264 issued
August 9, 1988. The amendment for
which Great Lakes seeks approval
would permit it to increase the
maximum daily volumes of natural gas it
is presently authorized to import and
export under a transportation service
agreement with TransCanada PipeLines
Limited (TransCanada) from 925,000 Mcf
to 987,500 Mcf over a term ending
November 1, 2005.

Further, Great Lakes requests that the
ERA grant an emergency authorization
allowing deliveries of the additional
daily volumes to commence by
November 1, 1988, and to continue until
a final determination is made on its
application, to meet the peak-day and
seasonal requirements of
TransCanada's customers in eastern
Canada, especially during the 1988-89
winter heating season months,

The application is filed with the ERA
pursuant to Section 3 of the Natural Gas
Act and DOE Delegation Order No.
0204-111. Protests, motions to intervene,
notices of intervention and written
comments are invited.

To provide all interested persons the
opportunity to submit comments in
response to the application, the ERA is
establishing a 30-day comment period.
In light of Great Lakes' request that the
ERA issue a temporary emergency
authorization to be effective November
1, 1988, we are also establishing an
intermediate 15-day period for the filing
of comments on that request. The
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shortened period will allow the ERA
sufficient time to evaluate the comments
prior to reaching a decision on whether
or not to grant interim import and export
authority.

DATE: Protests, motions to intervene or
notices of intervention, as applicable,
requests for additional procedures and
written comments are to be filed no later
than October 31, 1988. Notwithstanding,
all comments on the applicant's request
for an interim emergency authorization
are to be filed no later than October 17,
1968.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

P.J. Fleming, Natural Gas Division,

Economic Regulatory Administration,

U.S. Department of Energy, Forrestal

Building, Room 3F-087, 1000

Independence Avenue, SW.,

Washington, DC 20585 (202) 586-4819.
Diane Stubbs, Natural Gas and Mineral

Leasing, Office of General Counsel,

U.S. Department of Energy, Forrestal

Building, Room 6E-042, 1000

Independence Avenue, SW.,

Washington, DC 20585 (202) 586-6667.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Great
Lakes is a Delaware corporation, jointly
owned by TransCanada and The
Coastal Corporation. Great Lakes
currently transports up to 925,000 Mcf
per day of natural gas for the account of
TransCanada under a contract dated
September 12, 1867, as amended. The
gas is received from TransCanada at the
international boundary near Emerson,
Manitoba, where their facilities
interconnect and it is redelivered to
TransCanada’s facilities at the
international boundary near Sault Ste.
Marie and St. Clair, Michigan. Great
Lakes also purchases gas from
TransCanada at Emerson for resale in
the U.S. They have entered into an
August 8, 1988 amendment to their
transportation agreement which
provides for the additional 62,500 Mcf
per day of firm service. None of the gas
imported from and exported to
TransCanada by Great Lakes under the
transportation arrangement is sold or
marketed in the United States.

Great Lakes does not possess
sufficient pipeline capacity to provide
firm transportation for the increased
quantities. To render the expanded firm
service, Great Lakes proposes to
tonstruct approximately 91 miles of 36-
inch outside diameter pipeline loops
parallel to its existing main line in
Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan.
Great Lakes also proposes to replace
five aerodynamic assembly units at
tompressor stations along the pipeline.
Construction is planned to begin in the
fall of 1989. Great Lakes has an
application pending with the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission filed
under Section 7 of the NGA for a
certificate of public convenience and
necessity authorizing it to construct and
operate the proposed facilities and to
transport this increase in deliveries.

To the extent that there is pipeline
capacity available above Great Lakes'
firm obligations to all its customers, the
additional gas supply to be imported for
redelivery to TransCanada would be
transported through Great Lakes’
existing facilities on an interruptible
basis while the loops are being installed
and the compressor stations modified.
The amended agreement provides that
during the interim period before
construction of the new facilities
required to accommodate the increased
firm service is completed, the additional
volumes delivered by Great Lakes on
any day may fluctuate from the contract
quantity of 62,500 Mcf. Any
underdeliveries during the interim
period are expected to be offset by
overruns so that, on an annual basis, the
volume to be transported is 22.8 Bef
(62,500 Mcf x 365 days). If, due to
capacity limitations on its system, Great
Lakes is unable to transport 22.8 Bcf of
gas during the interim period,
TransCanada would receive credit
against the monthly demand charges.

Great Lakes asserts that TransCanada
needs the increased volumes to avoid
peak-day and seasonal deficiencies on
its system in eastern Canada, especially
during the coming winter heating season
months. A substantial portion of this gas
would be used to supply Consumers Gas
Company Limited (Consumers), the
largest natural gas distribution utility in
Canada. Consequently, to insure that
TransCanada has sufficient gas supplies
for winter peaking needs and to prevent
curtailment of some firm service by
Consumers, particularly to industrial
customers, Great Lakes is asking the
ERA to authorize the temporary
importation of the additional gas,
effective November 1, 1988, pending the
ERA'’s issuance of a final decision on the
application.

The decision on the application for
import authority will be made consistent
with the DOE's gas import policy
guidelines, under which the
competitiveness of an import
arrangement in the markets served is the
primary consideration in determining
whether it is in the public interest (45 FR
6684, February 22, 1984). In reviewing
natural gas export applications, the ERA
considers the domestic need for the gas
to be exported, and any other issue
determined by the Administrator to be
appropriate in a particular case. Parties
that may oppose this application should
comment in their responses on the issue

of competitiveness as set forth in the
policy guidelines for the import
authority and on the domestic need for
the gas in their responses on the
requested export authority. The
applicant asserts that this import and
export arrangement will be in the public
interest because the increase in

* transportation volumes for which import

and export authorization is being
requested is needed to meet
TransCanada's system supply
requirements in eastern Canada. Parties
opposing the arrangement bear the
burden of overcoming this assertioin.

Public Comment Procedures

In response to this notice, any person
may file a protest, motion to intervene
or notice of intervention, as applicable,
and written comments. Any person
wishing to become a party to the
proceeding and to have the writien
comments considered as the basis for
any decision on the application must,
however, file a motion to intervene or
notice of intervention, as applicable.
The filing of a protest with respect to
this application will not serve to make
the protestant a party to the proceeding,
although protests and coments received
from persons who are not parties will be
considered in determining the
appropriate action to be taken on the
application. All protests, motions to
intervene, notices of intervention, and
written comments must meet the
requirements that are specified by the
regulations in 10 CFR Part 590. Protests,
motions to intervene, notices of
intervention, requests for additional
procedures, and written comments
should be filed with the Natural Gas
Division, Office of Fuels Programs,
Economic Regulatory Administration,
Room 3F-056, RG-23, Forrestal Building,
1000 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586-9478.
They must be filed no later than 4:30
p-m. e.d.t., October 31, 1988.
Notwithstanding, comments on the
applicant’s request for interim
emergency authorization must be filed
no later than 4:30 p.m. e.d.t., October 17,
1988.

The Administrator intends to develop
a decisional record on the application
through responses to this notice by
parties, including the parties’ written
comments and replies thereto.
Additional procedures will be used as
necessary to achieve a complete
understanding of the facts and issues. A
party seeking intervention may request
that additional procedures be provided,
such as additional written comments, an
oral presentation, a conference, or trial-
type hearing. Any request to file
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additional written comments should
explain why they are necessary. Any
request for an oral presentation should
identify the substantial question of fact,
law, or policy at issue, show that it is
material and relevant to a decision in
the proceeding, and demonstrate why an
oral presentation is needed. Any request
for a conference should demonstrate
why the conference would materially
advance the proceeding. Any request for
a trial-type hearing must show that there
are factual issues genuinely in dispute
that are relevant and material to a
decision and that a trial-type hearing is
necessary for a full and true disclosure
of the facts.

If an additional procedure is
scheduled, the ERA will provide notice
to all parties. If no party requests
additional procedures, a final opinion
and order may be issued based on the
official record, including the application
and responses filed by parties pursuant
to this notice, in accordance with 10
CFR 590.316.

A copy of Great Lakes' application is
available for inspection and copying in
the Natural Gas Division Docket Room,
3F-056 at the above address. The docket
room is open between the hours of 8:00
a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except Federal holidays.

Issued in Washington, DC, September 26,
1988,

Constance L. Buckley,

Acting Director, Office of Fuels Programs,
Economic Regulatory Administration.

|FR Doc. 88-22576 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket Nos. ER87-34-001 et al.]

Metropolitan Edison Co. et al.; Electric
rate, Small power production, and
Interlocking Directorate filings

September 27, 1988.

Take notice that the following filings
have been made with the Commission:

1. Metropolitan Edison Company
|[ER87-34-001]

Take notice that on August 30, 1988,
Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed)
tendered for filing pursuant to Opinion
and Order No. 304 issued July 13, 1988,
revised tariff sheets and a refund report.

Comment date: October 11, 1988, in

accordance with Standard Paragraph E
at the end of this notice.

2. Minnesota Power & Light Company

[Docket No. ER88-607-000]

Take notice that on September 14,
1988, Minnesota Power & Light Company
(Minnesota Power) tendered for filing a
revised wheeling rate applicable to
United Power Association (UPA). The
proposed revision will reduce the rate
by 0.11 mills per kwh and will reduce
revenues from UPA by $27,720 for the
12-month period ending June 30, 1989.
The revised wheeling rate is proposed to
take effect on July 1, 1988.

Copies of the proposed rate reduction
and contract revisions and statements
comparing the sales and revenues
therefrom were served on UPA. Copies
were also served on the Minnesota
Public Utilities Commission.

Comment date: October 11, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph E
at the end of this notice.

3. Mississippi Power & Light Company

[Docket No. ER88-602-000]

Take notice that on September 9, 1988,
Mississippi Power & Light Company
(MP&L) tendered for filing an extension
of a letter agreement for sale of
transmission service to Cajun Electric
Power Cooperative, Inc.

MP&L requests an effective date of
August 31, 1988 for the letter agreement.
MP&L requests waiver of the
Commission’s notice requirements under
§ 35.11 of the Commission's Regulations.

Comment date: October 11, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph E
at the end of this notice.

4. Public Service Company of New
Mexico

[Docket No. ER88-543-000]

Take notice that on September 16,
1988, El Paso Electric Company (EPE)
tendered for filing a letter supplementing
the contract filed by Public Service
Company of New Mexico (PNM) in this
docket. EPE explains in the letter that
Article 1(d) of the contract filed in this
dockel contains a provision which
enables EPE to obtain transmission
service from PNM under an arrangement
where PNM makes transmission
available by curtailing its own
generation or through economy sales to
third parties and EPE sells PNM energy
at a price of $18.50 per megawatt hour.
The letter states that after discussions
with the Commission’s staff EPE has
agreed with the staff not to sell any such
energy without making an additional
filing under section 205 of the Federal
Power Act providing for such a sale. The
letter is intended to supplement the
contract with PNM to provide that EPE
will not request service from PNM under
Article 1(d) and that PNM shall not be

required to provide the service set forth
in Article 1(d) until such time as EPE has
made such a filing providing for such
service and the filing has been accepted
by the Commission. The letter also
states that PNM gives its consent to
having the contract supplemented in this
manner.

Comment date: October 11, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph E
at the end of this notice.

5. El Paso Electric Company

[Docket Nos. ER86-368-000, ER86-638-001
and ER86-709-001)

Take notice that on September 13,
1988, El Paso Electric Company tendered
for filing a refund report of amounts
refunded to Texas New Mexico Power
Company. The report shows that the
refunds were made through credits to El
Paso Electric Company'’s bills for service
in the months of January through April
1988.

Comment date: October 11, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph E
at the end of this notice.

6. New England Power Company

[Docket No. ER85-646-003 and ER85-647-008|

Take notice that on September 186,
1988, New England Power Company
(NEP) tendered for filing a Compliance
Refund Report and supporting
documentation in accordance with
Commission Opinion Nos. 205 and 295-
A that required NEP to amortize its
Seabrook Unit 2 investment over a ten
year period rather than a five year
period that had been included in NEP's
wholesale rate.

NEP states that appropriate refunds,
including interest, were made on August
31, 1988, and that copies of the Report
were served on all customers,
appropriate State Commissions and the
service list in the noted Dockets.

Comment date: October 11, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph E
at the end of this notice.

Standard Paragraphs:

E. Any person desiring to be heard or
to protest said filing should file a motion
to intervene or protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 211
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211
and 385.214). All such motions or
protests should be filed on or before the
comment date. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
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must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22568 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

Notice of New Docket Prefix Under
Order No. 449

September 26, 1688,

Notice is hereby given that, effective
October 1, 1988, a new docket prefix has
been established for filings made in
connection with the Commission's
emergency natural gas sale,
transportation, and exchange
transactions Order No. 449.

On March 12, 1986, the Commission
issued a final rule (Order No. 449). The
rule added § 284.262(a) to the
regulations to provide self-implementing
authority for eligible participants, which
include interstate pipelines, intrastate
pipelines, and local distribution
companies, to sell and/or transport
natural gas to other eligible participants
in emergency situations.

The Order specified that except for
pipelines providing other transportation
subject to volumetric rate conditions,
transporters will not become subject to
the conditions of Order No. 436,
including the non-discriminatory access
and contract demand reduction/
conversion conditions, by reason of
qualifying emergency transportation
under the revised emergency
regulations. In order to identifying for
compliance purposes filings made under
these regulations and assess
Commission resources needed to
process such filings, it is necessary to
establish a new docket prefix, to be
designated EM.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22534 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Project No. 9401-000]

The Halecrest Co,; Intent to Prepare an
Environmental impact Statement, and
Notice of Scoping Session and Public
Hearings

September 27, 1988,

The staff of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission has determined
that issuance of a license for the
construction and operation of the
proposed Mount Hope Pumped Storage
Hydroelectric Project No. 9401, located

on Meunt Hope Lake, near the Town of
Rockaway in Morris County, New
Jersey, would constitute a major federal
action significantly affecting the quality
of the human environment. Therefore,
the staff intends to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS)
on the proposed project in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy
Act. The staff's EIS will consider
environmental impacts and reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action.

Scoping Session

Interested persons and agencies are
invited to participate in a scoping
meeting to discuss the environmental
impact issues associated with the
proposed Mount Hope Project. The
scoping session will be held on
Thursday, November 3, 1988,
commencing at 10:00 a.m. in the council
chanbers of the Rockaway Town Hall,
65 Mount Hope Road, Rockaway, NJ.
Scoping sessions are utilized by the
Commission's staff to: (1) Present
environmental issues, preliminarily
identified for coverage in the EIS, to the
public and experts familiar with the
Mount Hope Project; (2) receive input
from the public and experts on the
issues presented; (3) clarify the
significance of issues; (4) identify
additional issues for EIS treatment; and
(5) identify issues that do not merit EIS
treatment. Agencies and individuals
with environmental expertise and
concerns are encouraged to attend the
meetings and assist FERC staff in
determining the issues to be addressed
in the EIS. A preliminary EIS scoping
document will be prepared and
distributed to interested parties.

Public Hearings

Interested officals and members of the
public are invited to express their views
about the project in public hearings. The
public hearings will be held on
Wednesday, November 2, 1988,
commencing at 8:00 p.m. in the
auditorium at the Jefferson Township
High School on Weldon Road, Lake
Hopatcong, NJ, and on Thursday,
November 3, 1988, commencing at 7:00
p.m. at the Copeland Middle School,
Lakeshore Drive, Rockaway, NJ. The
public hearings will be conducted by the
Commission staff.

At the public hearings persons may
give their statements orally or in writing.
The hearings will be recorded by a
stenographer, and all statements (oral
and written) will become part of the
public meeting record. In addition,
written comments may be filed with the
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, 825 North Capitol Street,
NE., Washington, DC 20426 until

November 4, 1988, Written comments
should clearly show the following
caption on the first page: Mount Hope
Pumped Storage Project, Docket No. P-
9401-000.

For further information please contact Paul
Carrier at (202) 376-9213.
Lois D. Cashell,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 88-22536 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket Nos. MT88-36~000, et al.]

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
Company, et al.; Natural Gas Pipeline
Rate Filings

Take notice that the following filings
have been made with the Commission:

1. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
Company

[Docket No. MT88-36-000)
September 26, 1968,

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
Company tendered the following tariff
sheets for filing in the captioned docket
pursuant to Order No. 497 and section
250.16 of the Commission's Regulations
as part of its FERC Gas Tariff, Original
Volume No. 1:

First Revised Sheet No. 32-AM
First Revised Sheet No. 32-AN
Second Substitute First Revised Sheet

No. 32-A0
First Revised Sheet No. 32-AQ
Original Sheet No. 32-BQ
Original Sheet No. 32-BR
Second Substitute Original Sheet No.

32-BS
Original Sheet No. 32-BU

Comment date: October 4, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

2. Questar Pipeline Company

[Docket No. MT88-2-001]
September 26, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Questar Pipeline Company
tendered the following tariff sheets for
filing in the captioned docket pursuant
to Order No. 497 and § 250.16 of the
Commission's Regulations as part of its
FERC Gas Tariff, Original Volume No.
1-A:

Substitute First Revised Sheet No. 101
Substitute First Revised Sheet No. 102
Substitute Original Sheet No. 112
Substitute Original Sheet No. 113
Substitute Original Sheet No. 114

Comment date: October 4, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.
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3. Williams Natural Gas Company

[Docket No. MT88-14-001)
September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Williams Natural Gas Company
tendered the following tariff sheets for
filing in the captioned docket pursuant
to Order No. 497 and § 250.18 of the
Commission's Regulations as part of its
FERC Gas Tariff, Original Volume No. 1:
Revised Fourth Revised Sheet No. 2
Revised Third Revised Sheet Nos. 95

and 96
Revised First Revised Sheet Nos. 97-105
Revised Original Sheet Nos. 106-109

Comment date: Oclober 4, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

4. K N Energy, Inc.

[Docket No. MT88-18-001]
September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, K N Energy Company tendered the
following tariff sheets for filing in the
captioned docket pursuant to Order No.
497 and § 250.16 of the Commission’s
Regulations as part of its FERC Gas
Tariff, Third Revised Volume No. 1:
Substitute Original Sheet No. 27G
Substitute Original Sheet No. 27H

Comment date: October 4, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

5, Northwest Pipeline Corporation

[Docket No. MT88-11-001]
September 27, 1988,

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Northwest Pipeline Corporation
tendered the following tariff sheets for
filing in the captioned docket pursuant
to Order No. 497 and § 250.16 of the
Commission's Regulations as part of its
FERC Gas Tariff, Original Volume No.
1-A:

Third Revised Sheet No. 400

Substitute Original Sheet No. 423
Substitute Original Sheet No. 428
Substitute Original Sheet No. 429

Comment date: October 4, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

6. Valero Interstate Transmission

[Dacket No, MT88-28-001])
September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Valero Interstate Transmission
Company tendered the following tariff
sheets for filing in the captioned docket
pursuant to Order No. 497 and § 250.16
of the Commission's Regulations as part
of its FERC Gas Tariff, Original Volumes
No. 1:

18! Revised Sheet No. 29.2

Original Sheet No. 29.2a
1st Revised Sheet No. 29.5
Original Sheet No. 29.5a
Comment date: October 4, 1988, in

accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

7. Kentucky West Virginia Gas
Company

|Docket No. MT88-13-001]
September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Kentucky West Virginia Gas
Company tendered the following tariff
sheets for filing in the captioned docket
pursuant to Order No. 497 and § 250.16
of the Commission's Regulations as part
of its FERC Gas Tariff, Second Revised
Volume No. 1:

Substitute First Revised Sheet No. 50
Substitute Original Sheet No. 50A
Substitute Original Sheet No. 52A
Substitute First Revised Sheet No. 53
Substitute Original Sheet No. 54H
Substitute Original Sheet No. 541
Substitute Original Sheet No. 54]
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72A
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72B
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72C
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72D
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72E
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72G
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72]
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72K
Substitute Original Sheet No. 72L
Comment date: October 4, 1988, in

accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

8. Equitrans, Inc.
[Docket No. MT88-8-000)
September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Equitrans, Inc. tendered the
following tariff sheets for filing in the
captioned docket pursuant to Order No.
497 and § 250.16 of the Commission's
Regulations as part of its FERC Gas
Tariff, Original Volume No. 3:

First Revised Sheet No. 21
Original Sheet No. 21A

Original Sheet No. 21B

Original Sheet No. 23A

First Revised Sheet No. 25
Original Sheet No. 25A

Original Sheet No. 25B

First Revised Sheet No. 27
Original Sheet No. 27A

Original Sheet Nos. 40 through 68

Comment date: October 4, 1988, in

accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

9. Phillips Gas Pipeline Company

[Docket No. MT88-5-001)
September 27, 1988,

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Phillips Gas Pipeline Company
tendered the following tariff sheets for
filing in the captioned docket pursuant
to Order No. 497 and section 250.16 of
the Commission's Regulations as part of
its FERC Gas Tariff, Original Volume
No. 1

First Revised Sheet No. 3
First Revised Sheet No. 4A
First Revised Sheet No. 4B
Original Sheet No. 4C
Original Sheet No. 4D
Original Sheet No. 4E
First Revised Sheet No. 38
Original Sheet No. 38A
Original Sheet No. 38B
Original Sheet No. 38C
First Revised Sheet No. 39

Comment date: October 4, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph K
at the end of this notice.

10. Sabine Pipe Line Company

[Docket No. MT88-7-000]
September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Sabine Pipe Line Company
tendered the following tariff sheets for
filing in the captioned docket pursuant
to Order No. 497 and § 250.16 of the
Commission's Regulations as part of its
FERC Gas Tariff, First Revised Volume
No. 1:

First Revised Sheet No. 200
Original Sheet No. 200A
Second Revised Sheet No. 204
Second Revised Sheet No. 205
Original Sheet No. 205A
Original Sheet No. 205B
Original Sheet No. 205C
Original Sheet No. 205D
Original Sheet No. 205E
Second Revised Sheet No. 208
Second Revised Sheet No. 207
Second Revised Sheet No. 208
First Revised Sheet No. 229
Original Sheet No. 230
Original Sheet No. 231
Original Sheet No. 232

Standard Paragraphs

K. Any person desiring to be heard or
to protest the subject filing should file a
motion to intervene or protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Street NE.,
Washington, DC 20426, in accordance
with 18 CFR §§ 385.214 and 385.211.
Protests will be considered by the
Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will
not serve to make the protestanis
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parties to the proceeding. Any person
wishing to become a party must file a
motion with the Commission and are

available for public inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22540 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket Nos. CP88-824-000, et al.]

Sea Robin Pipeline Co., et al.; Natural
Gas Certificate Filings; Sea Robin
Pipeline Co. et al.

Take notice that the following filings
have been made with the Commission:

Sea Robin Company

September 23, 1988,
[Dacket No. CPB8-824-000|
September 23, 1988.

Take notice that on September 20,
1988, Sea Robin Pipeline Company (Sea
Robin), Post Office Box 1478, Houston,
Texas 77251-1478, filed in Docket No.
CP88-824-000 an application pursuant to
section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act and
§ 284.221 of the Commission's
Regulations (18 CFR 2684.221) for a
blanket certificate of public convenience
and necessity authorizing it to perform
transportation service on behalf of other
interstate pipeline and on behalf of
shippers other than interstate pipelines,
all as more fully set forth in the
application which is on file with the
Commission and open to public
inspection.

Sea Robin states that it is requesting
blanket certificate authority under
section 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act and
§ 284.221 of the Commission's
Regulations, to provide both firm and
interruptible transportation services on
a self-implementing basis on behalf of
both interstate pipelines and shippers
other than interstate pipelines, pursuant
to § 284.222 and 284.223 of the
Commission Regulations, under an
“open access” transportation program
consistent with Order Nos. 436 and 436-
A, as modified by Order No. 500. Sea
Robin further states that following the
issuance of certificate authorization,
such service would be provided
pursuant to the term of the ITS and FTS
Rate Schedules which are currently
being filed. It is averred that these
lransportation rate schedules
incorporates the Commission's "open
access” transportation provisions and
comply with the Rules and Regulations
which govern such transportation,
jointly and individually that necessitate
this application. It is states that Sea
Robin would comply with the conditions

set forth in Subpart A of Part 284 of the
Commission's Regulations.

COMMENT DATE: October 14, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph F
at the end of his notice.

2. Trunkline Gas Company

[Docket No. CP88-830-000]
September 26, 1988.

Take notice that on September 23,
1988, Trunkline Gas Company
(Trunkline), P.O. Box 1642 Houston,
Texas 77251-1642 filed in Docket No.
CP88-830-000 a request pursuant to
§ 157.205 and 284.223 of the
Commission's Regulations under the
Natural Gas Act for authorization to
transport natural gas under its blanket
certificate issued in Docket No. CP86-
586-000 pursuant to section 7 of the
Natural Gas Act for Citizens Gas Supply
Corporation (Citizens), all as more fully
set forth in the request on file with the
Commission and open to public
inspection.

Trunkline proposes to transport
natural gas for Citizens, a marketer,
pursuant to a transportation agreement
dated July 14, 1988. Trunkline explains
that service commenced July 16, 1988,
under § 284.223(a) of the Commission's
Regulations, as reported in Docket No.
5T88-5354. Trunkline further explains
that the peak day quantity would be
120,000 dekatherms, the average daily
quantity would be 60,000 dekatherms,
and that the annual quantity would be
21,900,000 dekatherms. Trunkline
explains that it would receive natural
gas for Citizens account at 207 points of
receipt in lllinois, Louisiana, Tennessee,
Texas and offshore Louisiana. Trunkline
states that it would redeliver natural gas
for Citizen's account at 5 Louisiana
points: (1) Patterson, St. Mary Parish to
ANR Pipeline Company, (2) Centerville,
St. Mary Parish to Columbia Gulf
Transmission Corporation, (3) the
Conoco Egan Plant, Acadia Parish, (4)
Shadyside, St. Mary Parish to Southern
Natural Gas Company, and (5) Gillis,
Beauregard Parish to Texas Eastern
Transmission Corporation. Trunkline
indicates that the natural gas to be
transported is for the ultimate
consumption by 55 specified local
distribution companies and endusers.

COMMENT DATE: November 10, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

3. Northern Natural Gas Company
Division of Enron Corp.

[Docket No. CP88-814-000)
September 26, 1988,
Take notice that on September 15,

1988, Northern Natural Gas Company,
Division of Enron Corp., (Northern), 1400

Smith Street, P.O. Box 1188, Houston,
Texas 77251-1188, filed in Docket No.
CP88-814-000 a request pursuant to
§157.205 of the Commission's
Regulations to provide transportation
service on behalf of Damon Gas
Processing Corp., (Damson), under
Northern's blanket certificate issued in
Docket No. CP86-435-000, pursuant to
section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, all as
more fully set forth in the application
which is on file with the Commission
and open to public inspection.

Northern requests authorization to
transport, on an interruptible basis, up
to a maximum of 300 MMBtu of natural
gas per day for Damson, a producer of
natural gas. It is stated that Northern
will receive the gas in Carson County,
Texas, and then redeliver the gas to
Damson, also in Carson County, Texas.
Northern anticipates transporting
109,500 MMBtu annually.

Northern states that the
transportation of natural gas for Damson
commenced August 1, 1988, as reported
in Docket No. ST88-5279, for a 120-day
period pursuant to § 284.223(a) of the
Commission’s Regulations and the
blanket certificate issued to Northern in
Docket No. CP86-435-000.

Comment date: November 10, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

4. Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company

[Docket No. CP88-801-000]
September 26, 1988,

Take notice that on September 13,
1988, Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
(Tennessee), P.O. Box 2511, Houston,
Texas 77252, filed in Docket No. CP88-
801-000 a request pursuant to §§ 157.205
and 284.223 of the Commission’s
Regulations under the Natural Gas Act
for authorization to transport natural
gas under its blanket certificate issued
in Docket No. CP86-115-000 pursuant to
section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, all as
more set forth in the request on file with
the Commission and open to public
inspection.

Tennessee proposed to transport
natural gas for Louisiana Land and
Exploration Company (Louisiana Land),
a producer. Tennessee explains that
service commenced August 2, 1988,
under § 284.223(a) of the Commission’s
Regulations, as reported in Docket No.
5T88-5535. Tennessee further explains
that the peak day quantity would be
50,000 dekatherms, the average daily
quantity would be 1,579 dekatherms,
and that the annual quantity would be
576,335 dekatherms. Tennessee explains
that it would receive natural gas for
Louisiana Land's account in the States
of Louisiana, Texas, and offshore




38328

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Notices

Louisiana. Tennessee further explains
that, it would redeliver natural gas for
the account of Louisiana Land in the
State of Louisiana. It is indicated that
the gas will ultimately be consumed in
the States of New York and New Jersey.

Comment date: November 10, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

4. Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company

[Docket No. CP88-819-000]
September 26, 1988.

Take notice that on September 16,
1988, Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
(Applicant), P.O. Box 2511, Houston,
Texas 77252, filed in Docket No. CP88-
819-000 a request pursuant to § 284.223
of the Commission's Regulations, for
authorization to provide a
transportation service for Tejas Power
Corporation (Tejas) under Applicant's
blanket certificate issued in Docket No.
CP87-115-000 on June 18, 1987, pursuant
to section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, all
as more fully set forth in the request on
file with the Commission and open to
public inspection.

Applicant states that pursuant to a
transportation agreement dated August
19, 1988, it proposed to transport natural
gas for Tejas, a marketer, from points of
receipt located in the States of Texas,
Louisiana, Mississippi, offshore Texas,
and offshore Louisiana, to (1) an
interconnection with Transcontinental
Gas Pipe Line Corporation located at
Crowley, Acadia Parish, Louisiana, (2)
an interconnection with Texas Eastern
Transmission Corporation located at
Old Lady Lake, Terrebonne Parish,
Louisiana, and (3) the Blue Water Plant
located in Acadia Parish, Louisiana.

The Applicant further states that the
maximum daily quantity is 30,000
dekatherms under the contract. Service
under § 284.223(a) commenced August
25, 1988, as reported in Docket No.
ST88-5639 (filed September 9, 1988).

Comment date: November 10, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice,

6. Texas Eastern Transmission
Corporation

[Docket No, CP88-808-000]
September 26, 1988.

Take notice that on September 14,
1988, Texas Eastern Transmission
Corporation (Applicant), P.O. Box 2521,
Houston, Texas 77252, filed in Docket
No. CP88-808-000 a request pursuant to
§ 157.205 of the Commission’s
Regulations under the Natural Gas Act
(18 CFR 157.205) for authorization to add
a new delivery point to three existing
service agreements with Philadelphia
Electric Company (PECO) under the

blanket certificate issued in Docket No.
CP82-535-000, all as more fully set forth
in the request which is on file with the
Commission and open to public
inspection.

Applicant proposes to add a new
delivery point, M&R Station No. 2636, to
the service agreements with PECO
under Rate Schedules SS-1I, SS-I1I and
FTS-II of Applicant's FERC Gas Tariff,
Fifth revised Volume No. 1. Applicant
states that M&R Station No. 2636 would
be a new metering facility constructed
and owned by PECO in Montgomery
County, Pennsylvania, and that
Applicant and PECO would execute
individual superseding service
agreements under Applicant's Rate
Schedules SS-1I, SS-1II and FTS-IL. It is
indicated that the superseding service
agreements would establish a Maximum
Daily Delivery Obligation (MDDO) for
the new delivery point as follows: 14,000
dt per day for Rate Schedule SS-1I,
10.000 dt per day (less applicable
shrinkage) for Rate Schedule SS-1I1, and
13,486 dt per day (less applicable
shrinkage) for Rate Schedule FTS-II.
Applicant states that there would be no
change in MDDO at other existing
delivery points nor any increase in the
total contract quantities or peak day or
annual deliveries. It is asserted that the
natural gas quantities delivered to PECO
would be utilized as general system
supply by PECO.

Comment date: November 10, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

7. Great Lakes Gas Transmission
Company

[Docket No. CP88-805-000]
September 26, 1968,

Take notice that on September 14,
1988, Great Lakes Gas Transmission
Company [Great Lakes), 2100 Buhl
Building, Detroit Michigan 48228, filed in
Docket No. CP88-805-000, an
application pursuant to section 7(c) of
the Natural Gas Act, for an amendment
to existing certificates of public
convenience and necessity authorizing
Great Lakes to provide additional firm
gas transportation service of 62,500 Mcf
per day for TransCanada PipeLines
Limited (TransCanada), and to construct
and operate facilities required to
provide such service, all as more fully
set forth in the application which is on
file with the Commission and open to
public inspection.

Great Lakes states that the
TransCanada-Great Lakes gas
transportation contract dated September
12, 1967, as amended, currently provides
for firm transportation by Great Lakes of
up to a maximum of 925,000 Mcf per day

of volumes from a point of
interconnection between the facilities of
Great Lakes and TransCanada on the
international boundary at Emerson,
Manitoba, to points on the international
boundary located at Sault Ste. Marie
and St. Clair, Michigan (Sault Ste. Marie
and St. Clair Interconnections). Great
Lakes further states that TransCanada
has requested the transportation of an
additional 62,500 Mcf per day to be
delivered at the St. Clair
Interconnection, which would be
necessary to enable TransCanada to
meet the needs of distribution
companies in Eastern Canada who have
requested additional service. To provide
this service, Great Lakes indicates that
an amendatory agreement dated August
9, 1988, has been executed by the
parties, which provides for an increase
in the firm transportation volumes by
62,500 Mcf per day. to a total of 987,500
Mcf per day.

Great Lakes states there is an interim
period to the proposed service, during
which Great Lakes would provide an
annual service to TransCanada, prior to
completion of the facilities required by
Great Lakes to provide the increase in
transportation of firm daily contract
quantity. Great Lakes further states that
the interim period would commence on
the first day of the month following the
receipt of all regulatory approvals, and
terminate when the facilities required to
provide the firm daily service are
available,

Great Lakes indicates that during the
interim period, while the contract
quantity would be increased by 62,500
Mcf per day, TransCanada would be
able to accept a varying pattern of
deliveries from Great Lakes for these
additional volumes. Also, it is stated, on
some days, due to operational
constraints on its system, Great Lakes
may not be able to Transport the full
increase in contract quantity. Therefore,
during the interim period, Great Lakes
states that it shall have the right to
tender service to TransCanada on a
daily basis which may be at variance
with the increase in daily contract
quantity. Great Lakes indicates that if,
on an annual basis, due to capacity
limitations on its system, it is unable to
transport the additional volumes,
TransCanada would receive a credit
against its monthly demand charges.

In order to provide the proposed
transportation services, Great Lakes
proposes to construct and/or install (1)
eleven loops totalling 90.8 miles of 38-
inch diameter pipe and (2) five
aerodynamic assemblies at various
Great Lakes’ compressor stations.
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Great Lakes states that the rate for the
transportation of the additional volumes
would be the rate effective from time to
time under Rate Schedule T-4 of
Volumes 2 of Great Lakes' FERC Gas
Tariff, applicable for deliveries at the St
Clair Interconnection.

Comment date: October 17, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph F
at the end of this notice.

8. Texas Eastern Transmission
Corporation

[Docket No. CP88-807-000)
September 26, 1988.

Take notice that on September 14,
1988, Texas Eastern Transmission
Corporation (Texas Eastern), Post Office
Box 2521, Houston, Texas 77252, filed in
Docket No. CP88-807-000 a request
pursuant to § 157.205 of the
Commission’s Regulations under the
Natural Gas Act (18 CFR 157.205) for
authorization to construct and operate a
new sales delivery point to an’existing
resale customer, Southern Indiana Gas
and Electric Company (Southern
Indiana), under Texas Eastern's blanket
certificate issued in Docket No. CP82-
535-000 pursuant to section 7(c) of the
Natural Gas Act, all as more fully set
forth in the request which is on file with
the Commission and open for public
inspection.

Texas Eastern proposes to construct
and operate a sales tap, M&R Station
No. 2648, in Posey County, Indiana
approximately 17 miles upstream of
Texas Eastern's existing delivery point,
M&R Station Ne. 539, to Southern
Indiana in Gibson County, Indiana.
Southern Indiana would reimburse
Texas Eastern for the cost of the
facilities and would construct and
operate the related facilities, it is stated,

Texas Eastern states that the
Maximum Daily Delivery Obligation at
the proposed delivery point would be
1000 dekatherms and that there would
be no increase in the total contract
quantities. Texas Eastern proposes to
deliver this gas under its Rate Schedules
SGS-C and I-C.

Texas Eastern asserts that its existing
tariff does not prohibit the addition of
the proposed sales tap and that there
should be no detriment or disadvantage
to its other customers.

Comment date: November 10, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

9. Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
[Docket No. CP88-797-000]
September 27, 1988,

Take notice that on September 12,

1988, Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
(Tennessee), P.O, Box 2511, Houston,

Texas 77252, filed in Docket No. CP88-
797-000 a request pursuant to § 157.205
of the Commission’s Regulations under
the Natural Act (18 CFR 157.205 and
284.223) for authorization to provide a
transportation service for Intercon Gas,
Inc. under the certificate issued in
Docket No. CP87-115-000 pursuant to
section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, all as
more fully set forth in the request on file
with the Commission and open to public
inspection.

Tennessee states that pursuant to a
transportation agreement dated August
15, 1988, it proposes to transport natural
gas for Intercon Gas, Inc., a marketer,
from points of receipt located in the
state of Texas. The points of delivery
are located in the various states.

Tennessee further states that the
maximum daily quantity is 120,000 dt
with an average day of 4,533 dt, and an
annual basis of 1,654,545, Service under
§ 284.223(a) commenced August 18, 1988,
as reported in Docket No. ST88-5566
(filed September 6, 1988).

Comment date: November 14, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

10. Northwest Pipeline Corporation

[Dacket No. CP88-822-000]
September 27, 1988

Take notice that on September 19,
1988, Northwest Pipeline Corporation
(Northwest), 265 Chipeta Way, Salt Lake
City, Utah 84108, filed in Docket No.
CP88-822-000, a request, pursuant to
§ 157.205 and 284.223 of the
Commission’s Regulations under the
Natural Gas Act (18 CFR 157.205 and
284.223), for authorization to provide a
transportation service for Inland Empire
Paper Company (Inland), an end user of
natural gas, under Northwest's blanket
certificate issued in Docket No. CP86-
578-000 pursuant to section 7 of the
Natural Gas Act, all as more fully set
forth in the request that is on file with
the Commission and open to public
inspection.

Northwest states that pursuant to an
Agreement dated July 14, 1988 under
Rate Schedule TI-1, it proposes to
transport up to 1,500 MMBtu per day of
natural gas for Inland for a term expiring
August 1, 1998. Northwest states that the
transportation will be from the Green
River Gathering Company interconnect
in Sweetwater County, Wyoming, the
Ignacio Plant in La Plata County,
Colorado, the Cpal Plant in Lincoln
County, Wyoming and the Sumas
interconnect with Westcoast Energy Inc.
in Whatcom County, Washington to the
Spokane Mead Meter Station located at
an interconnect with The Washington

Water Power Company in Spokane
County, Washington.

Northwest also states that no
construction of new facilities will be
required to provide this transportation
service.

Northwest further states that the
maximum day, average day, and annual
gas delivered volumes would be
approximately 1,500 MMBtu, 1,400
MMBtu and 500,000 MMBtu,
respectively.

Northwest advises that service under
§ 284.223(a) commenced August 1, 1988,
as reported in Docket No. ST88-5638—
000 (filed September 9, 1988).

Comment date: November 14, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

11. Northwest Pipeline Corporation

[Docket Nos. CP88-784-000 ! CP88-785-000,
CP88-786-000, CP38-787-000, CP88-788-000,
CP88-789-000, CP88-790-000]

September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 9 and
September 12, 1988, Northwest Pipeline
Corporation (Northwest), P.O. Box 8900,
Salt Lake City, Utah 84108-0900, filed in
the above referenced dockets as
supplemented September 19, 1988,
requests pursuant to § 157.205 and
284.223 of the Commission’s Regulations
under the Natural Gas Act (18 CFR
157.205 and 284.223) for authorization to
provide interruptible transportation
service for various shippers under
Northwest's blanket certificate issued in
Docket No. CP86-578-000, pursuant to
section 7 of the Natural Gas Act, all as
more fully set forth in the requests
which are on file with the Commission
and open to public inspection.

Northwest indicates that it would
provide the service for each shipper as
provided by an executed transportation
agreement. In each case Northwest
indicates that no new facilities would be
required to implement the service. In
addition, Northwest states that in each
case it would charge rates and abide by
the terms and conditions provided by its
Rate Schedule TI-1. Northwest has
provided other information applicable to
each transaction, including the identity
of the shipper, the proposed term, the
peak day, average day, and annual
volumes, and the respective docket
numbers and termination dates related
to the 120-day transactions initiated
under § 284.223 of the Commission's
Regulations, which is attached as an
appendix.

Comment date: November 14, 1988, in
accordance with Standard Paragraph G
at the end of this notice.

! These applications are not consolidated.
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Docket No. Prooosed term

Shipper

Volumes Expiration
(MMBtu): Peak date, 120-
Day, Average

Day, Annual

Related ST
Docket No. day
transaction

CP88-784-000............... Month to Month until March 1, 1990........... Amoco Production COmMPany ...

CP88-785-000............... Month to Month.

CP88-786-000............... Month to Month

CP88-787-000

CP88-788-000 Month to Month.

Month to Month ...

...................... Blackwood & Nichols Co., Ltd...........cccccin.

Meridian Oil, Inc

CP88-789-000........c00..0 Month to Month

Washakie Gathering COmPany ..........ccoormesemmeisin

First Zone Production, INC......cuimimsern

30,000
700
250,000
30,000
1,400
500,000
1,000
15
6,000
20,000
445
165,000
2,000

88-5484-000 10-30-88

88-5482-000 11-2-88
88-5507-000 10-31-88
88-5505-000 10-30-88

88-5506-000 11-01-88

CP88-790-000............... Month to Month

Union Oil Company of California,.................

Dugan Production COMpPany ..o

55
20,000
1,500
3,000
1,000,000
1,550

185
70,000

88-5403-000 11-26-88

88-5486-000 11-18-88

Standard Paragraphs:

F. Any person desiring to be heard or
make any protest with reference to said
filing should on or before the comment
date file with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, 825 North
Capitol Street, NE., Washington, DC
20426, a motion to intervene or a protest
in accordance with the requirements of
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 and 385.214)
and the Regulations under the Natural
Gas Act (18 CFR 157.10). All protests
filed with the Commission will be
considered by it in determining the
appropriate action to be taken but will
not serve to make the protestants
parties to the proceeding. Any person
wishing to become a party to a
proceeding or to participate as a party in
any hearing therein must file a motion to
intervene in accordance with the
Commission's Rules.

Take further notice that, pursuant to
the authority contained in and subject to
jurisdiction conferred upon the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission by
sections 7 and 15 of the Natural Gas Act
and the Commission’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure, a hearing will be held
without further notice before the
Commission or its designee on this filing
if no motion to intervene is filed within
the time required herein, if the
Commission on its own review of the
matter finds that a grant of the
certificate is required by the public
convenience and necessity. If a motion
for leave to intervene is timely filed, or if
the Commission on its own motion
believes that a formal hearing is

required, further notice of such hearing
will be duly given.

Under the procedure herein provided
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be
unnecessary for the applicant to appear
or be represented at the hearing.

G. Any person or the Commission's
staff may, within 45 days after the
issuance of the instant notice by the
Commission, file pursuant to Rule 214 of
the Commission’s Procedural Rules (18
CFR 385.214) a motion to intervene or
notice of intervention and pursuant to
§ 157.205 of the Regulations under the
Natural Gas Act (18 CFR 157.205) a
protest to the request. If no protest is
filed within the time allowed therefor,
the proposed activity shall be deemed to
be authorized effective the day after the
time allowed for filing a protest. If a
protest is filed and not withdrawn
within 30 days after the time allowed for
filing a protest, the instant request shall
be treated as an application for
authorization pursuant to section 7 of
the Natural Gas Act.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22571 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. C187-349-001)

Brooklyn Interstate Natural Gas Corp.;
Application for Extension of a Blanket
Limited-Term Certificate With
Pregranted Abandonment

September 27, 1988,

Take notice that on September 20,
1988, Brooklyn Interstate Natural Gas
Corporation (BRING]) of 1221 Lamar,

Suite 1045, Houston, Texas 77010, filed
an application pursuant to section 7 of
the Natural Gas Act and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission's
(Commission) regulations thereunder for
amendment of its blanket limited-term
certificate with pregranted
abandonment previously issued by the
Commission for a term which expired
March 31, 1988, to extend such
authorization for an unlimited term, as
more fully set forth in the application
which is on file with the Commission
and open for public inspection.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
make any protest with reference to said
application should on or before October
12, 1988, file with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20428, a petition to intervene or a
protest in accordance with the
requirements of the Commission's Rules
of Practice and Procedure (18 CFR
385.211, .214). All protests filed with the
Commission will be considered by it in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken but will not serve to make the
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
in any proceeding herein must file a
petition to intervene in accordance with
the Commission's rules.

Under the procedure herein provided
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be
unnecessary for BRING to appear or to
be represented at the hearing.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

|FR Doc. 88-22570 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M
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[Docket No. TC88-12-000]

Eastern Shore Natural Gas Co.; Tariff
Filing
September 27, 1988,

Take notice that Eastern Shore
Natural Gas Company (Eastern Shore)
filed on September 19, 1988, Tenth
Revised Sheet No. 424 to its FERC Gas
Tariff, Original Volume No. 1 to be
effective November 1, 1988, Such filing is
made pursuant to § 281.204(b) of the
Commission’s Regulations, which
requires interstate pipelines to update
their respective index of entitlements
annually to reflect changes in priority 2
entitlements (Essential Agriculture
Users).

Any person desiring to be heard or to
make any protest with reference to said
tariff sheet filing should on-or before
October 7, 1988, file with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20426, a motion to
intervene or protest in accordance with
the requirements of the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure (18 CFR
385.211, .214 or 385.211). All protests
filed with the Commission will be
considered by it in determining the
appropriate action to be taken but will
not serve to make the protestants
parties to the proceeding. Any party
wishing to become party to proceeding
or lo participate as a party in any
hearing therein must file a motion to
intervene in accordance with the
Commission’s rules.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secrelary.

[FR Doc, 88-22537 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. TC88-8-001]

Kentucky West Virginia Gas Co.;
Amended Curtailment Plan

Seprember 27, 1988,

Take notice that on September 16,
1988,' Kentucky West Virginia Gas
Company (Kentucky West), P.O. Box

1388, Ashland, Kentucky 41105, filed in
Docket No. TC88-8-001, the following
revised tariff sheets to its FERC Gas
Tariff, Second Revised Volume No. 1
Third Revised Sheet No. 54

Second Revised Sheet No. 54A
Second Revised Sheet No. 54B
Second Revised Sheet No. 54C
Second Revised Sheet No. 54D
Second Revised Sheet No, 54E
Second Revised Sheet No. 54F
Second Revised Sheet No. 54G

Kentucky West states that the
foregoing tariff sheets amend the gas
supply curtailment plan previously
proposed in this docket and is its
response to certain concerns and
suggestions made by the parties
previously in this proceeding. The
proposed modifications include
provision to: (1) Hold the index of
entitlement constant during curtailment
periods; (2) revise calculation of index of
entitlement quantities from a two-year
to a one-year rolling base period; (3)
provide for demand charge adjustments
during curtailment periods; revise
parameters for the granting of relief
from overrun penalties, and (4) revised
the proposed methodology for
disbursement of overrun penalties.

Kentucky West states the revised
tariff sheets do not include an index of
entitlement. Such index is proposed to
be filed at a later date. Kentucky West
requests that the subject tariff sheets
become effective November 1, 1988.

Kentucky West states that copies of
this filing were served upon the
company's jurisdictional customers and
interested state Commissions.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion to
intervene or a protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20426, in accordance
with Rules 211 and 214 of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure. All such motions or protesis
should be filed on or before October 7,
1988. Protests will be considered by the
Commission in determining the
appropriated action to be taken, but will
not serve to make protestants parties to

the proceeding. Any person not
previously granted intervention in this
proceeding and wishing to become a
party must file a motion Commisison
and are available for public inspection.
Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22538 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. G-4579-055, et al.]

Oxy USA Inc., et al.; Applications for
Certificates, Abandonment of Service
and Amendment of Certificate!

September 28, 1988.

Take notice that each of the
Applicants listed herein has filed an
application pursuant to section 7 of the
Natural Gas Act for authorization to sell
natural gas in interstate commerce, to
abandon service or to amend certificates
as described herein, all as more fully
described in the respective applications
which are on file with the Commission
and open to public inspection.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
make a protest with reference to said
applications should on or before
October 13, 1988, file with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20426, a petition to
interevene or a protest in accordance
with the requirements of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, .214). All
protests filed with the Commission will
be considered by it in determining the
appropriate action to be taken but will
not serve to make protestants parties to
the proceeding. Any person wishing to
become a party in any proceeding herein
must file a petition to intervene in
accordance with the Commission's
rules.

Under the procedure herein provided
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be
necessary for Applicants to appear or to
be represented at the hearing.

Lois D. Cashell,
Secretary.

[Filing code; A—tnifial Service; B—Abandonment; C—Amendment to add acreage; D—Amendment to delete acreage; E—Total Succession; F—Partial Succession]

Docket No. and Date Filed

Applicant

Purchaser and Location Descriétion

G-4578-055, D, 9-6-88

G-6342-014, D, 9-12-88

——
" The application was tendered for filing on
Seplember 8, 1986; however, the fee required by
£381.207 of the Commission’s Rules (18 CFR

OXY USA Inc,, Box 300, Tulsa,
OK 74012.

Conoco Inc, P.O. Box 2197,
Houston, TX 77252.

381.207) was not paid until September 186, 1988.
Section 381.103 of the Commission’s Rules provides

El Paso Natural Gas Company, W.H. King #1, ("
SW/4 Section 6-235-37E, Lea County, New
Mexico.

El Pas Natural Gas Company, Monument Area, (?)
Lea County, New Mexico.

that the filing date is the date on which the fee is
paid.

! This notice does nol provide for consolidalion
for hearing of the several matters covered herein.




38332

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Notices

[Filing code: A—Initial Service; B—Abandonment; C—Amendment to add acreage; D—Amendment to delete acreage; E—Total Succession; F—Partial Succession]

Docket No. and Date Filed

Purchaser and Location

Description

G-18916-000, D, 9-8-88..........

Cl63-489-001, D, 9-12-88
Cl64-1019-000, D, 9-12-88

Applicant
Tenneco Oil Comnpany, P.O.
Box 2511, Houston, TX
77252,

-.| Tenneco Oil Company..................

Tenneco Oil Company..................

Cl88-562-000, E, 9-1-88 ..........

Mesa Operating Limited Part-

nership, P.O. Box 2009,
Amarillo, TX 79189-2009.

C188-581-000, E, 8-22-88

CI88-601-000 (CI61-1429), B, 8-29-88......

Pelto Oil Company, One Allen

Center, Suite 1800, 500
Dallas Street, Houston, TX
77002,

Sun Exploration and Production

C188-606-000 (G-18235), D, 9-2-88

Company, P.O. Box 2880,
Dallas, TX 75221-2880.
OSY USA Inc

ANR  Pipeline Company, Mocane-Laverne
Field, Harper County, Oklahoma.

ANR Pipeline company, Various Fields, Wood-
ward, Woods, et al., Counties, Oklahoma.

Texas Gas Transmission Corporation, Sugar
Creek Field, Claiborne, Parish, Louisiana.

El Paso Natural Gas Company, San Juan,
Mesa Verde and Dakota Fields, San Juan
and Rio Arriba Counties, New Mexico.

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, South Pass
Block 42, Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana.

Texas Easten Transmission Corporation, Han-
kamer Field, Liberty County, Texas.

C188-608-000 (ClB0-162), D, 9-7-88

Tenneco Oil Company operator

for G.L.M. Oil & Gas Compa-
ny.

CI88-609-000 (CI86-622-000), D, 9-8-88.....

C188-610-000 (Ci86-119-000), D, 9-8-88

ENSTAR Corporation, P.O. Box
2120, Houston, TX 77252~
2120.

.| ENSTAR Corporation ..........c.....

C188-611-000 (C186-95-000), D, 9-8-88

Cl88-612-000 (CI186-116-000), D, 9-8-88

ENSTAR Corporation ...

ENSTAR Corporation ..............cc..

Ci88-613-000 (C186-106-000), 9-8-88

ENSTAR Corporation

C188-614-000 (C186-102-000), D, 9-8-88......

Cl88-615-000 (C186-96-000), D, 9-8-88

ENSTAR Corporation ............cc.....

ENSTAR Corporation ...................

Ci88-616-000 (C186-122-000), D, 9-8-88

Cl88-617-000 (CI86-114-000), D, 9-8-88...

CI88-618-000 (CI86-111-000), D, 9-8-88

Cl88-619-000 (Cl86-117-000), D, 9-8-88

Cl88-620-000 (CI79-657), B, 9-9-88...

Ci88-621-000, E C, 9-14-88

Cl88-622-000 (CI64-998), D, 9-14-88

Mesa Operating Limited Part-
nership,

Tenneco Oil Company..................|

Tran n Pipeline Company Parsell Ranch,
Roberts and Hemphill Counties, Texas.

Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline Company,
Lone Butte Field, Richland County, Montana.

Northern Natural Gas Company, Division of
Enron Corp., Emperor Field, Winkler County,
Texas.

Northern Natural Gas Company, Division of
Enron Corp., Ozona Field, Crockett County,
Texas.

Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation,
Tatum and Carthage Fields, Panola County,
Texas.

El Paso Natural Gas Company, Toro Field,
Reeves County, Texas,

Transwestern Pipeline Company, Hamon Field,
Reeves County, Texas.

Northern Natural Gas Company, Division of
Enron Corp., N.E. Oates Field, Pecos
County, Texas.

Arkla Energy Resources, a division of Arkla,
Inc., North Ruston Field, Lincoln Parish, Lou-
isiana.

Northern Natural Gas Company, Division of
Enron Corp, N.E. Gomez Field, Pecos
County, Texas.

El Paso Natural Gas Company, Pembrook Unit,
Upton County, Texas.

West Texas Gathering Company, Emperor
Field, Winkler County, Texas.

El Paso Natural Gas Company, South Andrews
Field, Andrews County, Texas,

ANR Pipeline Company, Vermilion Block 242,
Offshore Louisiana.

ANR Pipeline Company, McAtee #1-31 well,
Mocane-Laverne Field, Harper County, Okla-
homa.

Lone Star Gas Company, Katie Field, Garvin
County, Okiahoma.

('*)

! Effective September 1, 1987, Applicant

wellbore and production therefrom to 4,000 Oee‘:.s?c?Vei
* Effective March 1, 1988, Applicant assigned certain acreage subject to
By assignments dated May 23, 1986, effective Januai
the Blanchard #1-13 well to Kaiser-
and #2-7 welis to Mesa Operating Limited Partnership and the Earl McAt
effective August 20, 1968, Ashland Oil & Refining Company, Applicant's

Applicant assi

Oil Industries, Inc.

* Effective Aggusl 6, 1982, and December 1

December 31, 19

Compn:ry and to Vanguard Oil & Gas, Inc. Effective Jani
certain interests to Maple Properties Corporati

assigl

rs Production Compan

Francis Oil Company,

its % interest in the SW/4 Section 6-23S-37E, excluding rights below 4,000 feet, and to the W. H. King #1

. Applicant assigned certain interests to Prentice, Napier & Green, Inc. Effective 5
uary 1, 1987, Applicant assigned certain interests to Unit
on.

y.

Applicant's FERC Gas Rate Schedule No. 85, to R. R. Rice. ‘ -
ry 1, 1986, and dated January 9 and 15, 1987, and December 2, 1986, all effective December 1, 1986,
the Gebhardt-Zollinger #1-10 and #3-10 to Foran Oil Company, the Highland Unit #1-7
ee Unit #1 to PNG Operating Company. By assignment executed Novermber 17, 1968,
predecessor-in-interest, assigned the gas rights only in the Tonkawa formation, to Southwes!

» 1986, Applicant assigned certain interests to Kaiser-Francis Oil Company. Effective November 1, 1986, and
for ive December 1, 1986, Applwa%asscgned certain interests to Vita Oil
Corporation. Effective December 1, 1987, Applicant

® Effective December 1, 1961, Applicant assigned certain interests to Oil Payments, Inc. Effective June 1, 1971, Applicant assigned certain interests to M.F

McCain.

© Effective October 1, 1987, Applicant acquired certain interests from Beta Development

? Effective February 10, 1988, Applicant acquired certtain interests fri

® All leases have expired.

? By assignments executed July 31, 1987, effective August 1, 1987, Cities Service Oil and Gas Co

righst in Sections 147 and 153, Block 42, H&TC RR Co. Survey, Roberts County, Texas, to OTC Petroleum Corporation. Other leases revert

to May 31, 1978.

Company.
om S. Parish Oil Company, Inc., which had acquired the interests from Shell Offshore Inc

ation, predecessor o Applicant, assigned all of its remaining

to the landowner priof

10 Effective February 14, 1984, Applicant conveyed to Energy Methods tion certain interests which are dedicated to Williston under a November 19, 1974,
&

contract on file as G.L.M. Oil & Gas Company FERC Gas Rate

hedule No. 1.

'1 Effective October 1, 1987, Applicant assigned certain interests to Memorial Exploration Company.
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'*The Oil and Gas Lease covering Vermilion Block 242 terminated September 2, 1988. Applicant has no remaining acreage subject to its FERC Gas Rate

Schedule No. 462.

'3 Applicant seeks authorization to continue sales under its certificate in Docket No. CI84-295-000 and related FERC Gas Rate Schedule No. 189 from certain

interests acquired from Prentice, Na?iev & Green, Inc.
licant assigned the Carrle Butler Lease, from the surface down to and including, but not below, the base of the Layton Sand
icant also states that it has not retained rights in the deeper depths below the base of the Layton Sand formation.

14 Effective May 1, 1963, A
formation, to S.L. Reeves. Apgr

[FR Doc. 88-22539 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. RP88-257-000]

Sea Robin Pipeline Co.; Tariff Filing
September 26, 1988,

Take notice that on September 20,
1988, Sea Robin Pipeline Company (Sea
Robin) filed certain substitute tariff
sheets to Original Volume No. 1 to its
FERC Gas Tariff.

Sea Robin states that the tariff sheets
are filed to enable it to provide
continued and new firm and
interruptible transportation services
pursuant to Order No. 436, as modified
by Order No. 500. Sea Robin states that
pursuant to a Commission order issued
September 16, 1986 in Docket No. RP86~
94-005, Sea Robin has been authorized
to provide firm and interruptible
transportation service pursuant to Part
284 of the Commission's Regulations.
According to Sea Robin, the tariff sheets
which are filed here are intended to
reflect Commission pronouncements
regarding open access transportation
which have been made subsequent to
the September 16, 1986 order, including
the modifications to Order No, 436
resulting from Order No. 500. Sea Robin
further states that the proposed
substitute tariff sheets are intended to
clarify certain transportation terms and
conditions previously identified by the
Staff of the Commission as requiring
clarification or which have been set for
hearing in Docket Nos. RP86-94-005,
RP86-94-006 and RP88-181-000.

Sea Robin further states that upon
acceptance of the proposed substitute
tariff sheets, it will be able to provide
continued and new firm and
interruptible transportation service
pursuant to section 311 of the Natural
Gas Policy Act of 1978 and § 284.102 of
the Commission's Regulations. Also, Sea
Robin states that it will be able to
provide self implementing
transportation service for interstate
pipelines and other shippers pursuant to
§ 284.222 and 284,223 of the Regulations.

Concurrent with its filing here, Sea
Robin tendered for filing a request for
blanket certificate authority to provide
iransportation pursuant to section 7 of
the Natural Gas Act and § 284.221 of the
Regulations.

Sea Robin has requested that the
Commission permit the proposed

substitute tariff sheets to be placed into
effect as of November 1, 1988. Sea Robin
has therefore requested waiver of the
Regulations as may be required to
permit such effective date.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should file a motion to
intervene or a protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 214
and 211 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.214,
385.211 (1988)). All such motions or
protests should be filed on or before
October 3, 1988. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene, Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection,

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22535 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. TA89-1-45-000]

Inter-City Minnesota Pipelines Ltd.,
Inc.; Tariff Filing

September 26, 1988.

Take notice that on September 16,
1988, Inter-City Minnesota Pipelines
Ltd., Inc. (“Inter-City"), 245 Yorkland
Boulevard, North York, Ontario, Canada
M]2 1R1, tendered for filing a revised
tariff sheet to Original Volume No. 1 of
its FERC Gas Tariff to be effective
November 1, 1988:

Original Volume No. 1
Thirty-First Revised Sheet No. 4

Inter-City states that this revised tariff
sheet is filed as Inter-City’s annual PGA
pursuant to Order Nos, 483 and 483-A.
The revised tariff sheet reflects a rate of
$1.46 per MMBtu in Inter-City's Eastern
Zone and a rate of $2.79 per MMBtu in
Inter-City's Western Zone. Also
attached to the filing is a statement
outlining the purchasing policies that
gave rise to Inter-City's annual and
quarterly projections and a statement
responding to the underlying basis for
the annual purchases reflected in the
PGA filing.

Inter-City states that copies of the
filing have been mailed to all of its
customers and affected state regulatory
commissions. Any persons desiring to be
heard or to protest said filing should file
a motion to intervene or protest with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Street, Washington,
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 208
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure. All such
motions or protests should be filed on or
before October 17, 1988. Protests will be
considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be
taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceeding.
Any person wishing to become a party
must file a motion to intervene;
provided, however, that any person who
had previously filed a motion to
intervene in this proceeding is not
required to file a further petition. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22441 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

{Docket Nos. RP88-93-005 and RP88-40-
005]

Questar Pipeline Co.; Compliance
Filing

September 27, 1988.

Take notice that on September 9, 1988,
Questar Pipeline Company submitted a
compliance filing in response to the
letter order issued on July 18, 1988, by
the Director of Pipeline and Producer
Regulation in consolidated Docket Nos.
RP88-93-000 and RP88-40-000. In its
filing Questar Pipeline submitted the
following tariff sheets:

First Revised Volume No. 1

Seventeenth Revised Sheet No. 12

Second Substitute Original Sheet No.
12-A

Second Substitute Second Revised Sheet
No. 15

Second Substitute Second Revised Sheet
No. 15-A

Second Substitute First Revised Sheet
No. 16

Second Substitute First Revised Sheet
No. 17

Substitute Original Sheet No. 18
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Second Substitute Original Sheet No.
39-A

Substitute First Revised Sheet No. 71

Substitute Original Sheet No. 80

Substitute Original Sheet No. 81

Original Volume No. 1-A
Seventh Revised Sheet No. 5
Original Volume No. 3

Tenth Revised Sheet No. 8

Second Substitute Original Sheet No.
10-B

It also requested that the following tariff

sheets, filed on March 31, 1988, in these

proceedings be withdrawn:

Original Volume No. 1-A
Original Sheet No. 5-A
Original Volume No, 3

Original Sheet No. 8-A

Questar Pipeline states on March 31,
1988, it filed a request for an increase in
its rates for jurisdictional services
pursuant to section 4(e) of the Natural
Gas Act. On April 28, 1988, the
Commission issued an order rejecting
certain tariff sheets and accepting others
subject to specified conditions. 43 FERC
{161,172, On June 186, 1988, in response to
the April 28 order, Questar Pipeline
made a compliance filing by providing
various schedules, statements,
workpapers and tariff sheets.

Questar Pipeline states that tariff
sheets filed on June 16 were rejected by
the Director's July 18, 1988 letter order,
and Questar Pipeline claims that the
instant filing complies with that letter
order and the Commission’s April 28
order.

Questar Pipeline asserts that its filing
has (a) incorporated appropriate
reconciliation of information concerning
its Clay Basin storage field operations,
(b) included statements and schedules
that incorporate the costs and revenues
related to its gathering function, (c)
included a derivation of the charge for
standby sales service, and (d)
eliminated the effects of “discounted
volumes" under its NGPA section 311
program for purposes of deriving rates.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest this filing should file a motion to
intervene or a protest with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825
North Capitol Street NE., Washington,
DG, 20426, in accordance with Rules 211
and 214 of the Commission's rules of
practice and procedures (18 CFR 385.211,
385.214). All such motions or protests
should be filed on or before October 4,
1988. Protests will be considered by the
Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will
not serve to make protestants parties to
the proceeding. Any person wishing to

become a party must file a motion to
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file
with the Commission and are available
for public inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22442 Filed 8-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

[Docket No. RP74-41-044 et al.]

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., et

al; Filing of Pipeline Refund Reports
And Refund Plans

September 27, 1988.

Take notice that the pipelines listed in
the Appendix hereto have submitted to
the Commission for filing proposed
refund reports. The date of filing and
docket number are also shown on the
Appendix.

Any person wishing to do so may
submit comments in writing conce
the subject refund reports. All such
comments should be filed with the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
825 North Capitol Street NE.,
Washington, DC 20428, on or before
October 18, 1988. Copies of the
respective filings are on file with the
Commission and available for public
inspection.

Lois D. Cashell,

Secretary.

Appendix
Filing Date Company Docket No.
6/27/88....... Texas Eastern RP74-41-044.

Transmission Corp..
8/4/88......... North Penn Gas Co....| RP85-193-

007.
9/1/88........| Transcontinental Gas | RP87-7-039.
Pipe Line Corp..
9/2/88...... RP87-78-035.

[FR Doc. 88-22443 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M

Office of Energy Research

University Research Instrumentation
Program
AGENCY: Department of Energy.

ACTION: Program solicitation
announcement,

SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is
to announce the availability of the
University Research Instrumentation
(URI) program solicitation, and to inform
potential applicants of the closing date
and location for transmittal of
applications for awards under this

program. For more detailed background
information about the URI solicitation,
please refer to the following related
documents: (1) DOE request for public
comment on the URI program, June 7,
1983 (48 FR 26328-26331); (2) October 18
1983, DOE changes to the program (48
FR 48277-48281}); and (3) December 15,
1983, DOE program solicitation
announcement (48 FR §5774-55775).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
All communications or questions
regarding this program solicitation
should be directed to: Ms. Susan G.
Hiser, Procurement and Contracts
Division, Oak Ridge Operations Office,
Department of Energy, P.O. Box 2001,
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8758, Telephone
Number: (615) 576-0792.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The purpose of the University
Research Instrumentation program is to
assist university and college scientists in
strengthening their capabilities to
conduct long-range research in specific
energy research and development areas
of direct interest to DOE through the
acquisition of specialized research
instrumentation. This program is
consistent with, and part of, a
government-wide effort to increase the
availability of advanced research
instrumentation in universities and
colleges. For FY 1989, the Congressional
appropriation for this program is $5.0
million. DOE invites all qualified
universities to write for a copy of its
University Research Instrumentation
program solicitation, DOE-ER-0184/4,
Notice of Program Announcement
Number DE-PS01-88ER75461. Selection
for award under this solicitation is
subject to the availability of funds.

Principal Research Areas

While all areas of energy research are
eligible, in FY 1989 the URI program'’s
funds will be concerned primarily with
capital equipment (costing $100,000 or
more] needed for on-campus research in
one of five specific energy areas (listed
below in alphabetical order). In order to
indicate the potential breadth of the
research in each area, a number of
examples of related research topics are
given. Within each topic area no
preference is given to any of the
examples.

1. Biomedical and Environmental
Research

a. Nuclear Medicine: (1) Research on
the applications of radiation,
radioisotopes and stable isotopes in the
diagnosis and treatment of human
diseases; (2) production of
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radionuclides, new
radiopharmaceuticals, automated
chemical synthesis systems, studies of
biodistribution and pharmacokinetics of
radiolabeled compounds; (3)
improvement of biomedical imaging
techniques (SPECT, PET, and NMR
spectroscopy, etc.) for physiologic and
metabolic studies; (4) development of
boronated compounds with higher
selectivity for tumor tissue to ascertain
clinical merit of boron neutron capture
therapy.

b. Life Science Studies: (1) DNA
damage and repair processes; (2)
mapping and sequencing the human
genome; (3) characterizing the structure
and function of biological
macromolecules; (4) health and
environmental effects of radon
exposure; (5) computer applications for
analyzing biological data.

c. Environmental Processes and
Effects: (1) Subsurface microbiology,
contaminant transport, and factors
affecting mobilization and
immobilization of mixed waste regimes
in systems, including new technologies
to characterize microbes and the ground
water systems within which they grow;
(2) determination of the movement and
fate of energy related materials
introduced along the ocean margins; (3)
development of integrated ecological
studies focusing on water relations in
arid and semi-arid lands and large scale
ecosystem experiments that will
contribute to global research activities.

2. Combustion, Conversion and Coal
Science Chemistry

a. Combustion: (1) Combustion
mechanics and dynamics, modeling of
combustion processes; (2) pyralysis; (3)
fluidized bed combustion; (4) solid and
gaseous combustion byproducts: (5)
properties of reactive and short-lived
chemical species; (6) characterization of
fossil derived contaminants from
combustors and gasifiers,

b. Conversion: (1) Kinetics and
mechanisms of coal conversion,
modeling of coal gasification and
liguefaction reactions; (2) the use of
catalysts to control/enhance reactions:
and (3) biological technigues to achieve
conversion of coal to liquids and gases.

c. Coal Science: (1) Structure,
characteristics and reactivity of coal
and coal-derived materials; (2) surface
properties of coal and related matter.

3. Energy Engineering Research

a. Multiphase and Turbulent Flow: (1)
Fluid-fluid systems; (2) properties of
fluids; (3) concentration and size
distribution of the disperse phase in a
two-phase fluid; (4) shear, vorticity and
higher order moments; (5) interface

mechanics; (6) wind turbulence related
to rotating wind turbine blades.

b. Heat Transfer: (1) Heat transfer in
concentrated solar systems; (2) heat
transfer in OTEC systems.

c. Tribology: Friction and wear
research,

d. Process Control: Sensors,
instrumentation and real time systems.

4. Materials Research and Electro-
Optical Materials

Synthesis and processing of advanced
materals: ceramics, composites,
metallurgical and polymeric materials,
semiconductors, superconductors,
photovoltaics.

a. Thin films, doped and ion implanted
compositions, electro responsive
polymers, coatings, superconductors,
photovoltaics, electrochromic and
thermochromic optical films.

b. Characterization by ex situ and in
situ methods to establish structures,
compositions/stabilities, and defect
analysis.

c. Magnetic and electronic properties,
mechanical properties, transport, phase
transformatins, superconductivity.

d. Dense ceramics and brittle
materials.

5. Nuclear Physics

Understanding the interactions,
properties, and structure of atomic
nuclei using probes of light ions, heavy
ions, electrons, and other nuclear
particles for research in:

a. Nuclear collision dynamics via
detection of nuclear reaction products;

b. Polarization effects in the collision
of nuclear systems;

c. Nuclear structure and nuclear
spectroscopy;

d. Giant resonances and other
mechanisms of gamma-ray emission;

e. Probing fundamental symmetries
and interactions;

f. Neutron scattering physics;

g Radiative capture reactions; and

h. Properties of hot nuclear matter.

While the equipment requested will
be equally suitable and may be used for
research on other energy-related topics,
the need for the instrument(s) must be
justified (and the application will be
reviewed) in terms of its value and
ability to enhance the institution's
capabilities in the principal designated
energy-related research area specified
on the cover sheet. The instrument’s
utility in advancing other areas of
scientific or technical research is of
peripheral interest during the
application's review procedure.

Eligibility and Limitations

Participation in the URI program is
limited to U.S. universities and colleges

that currently have active, ongoing DOE-
funded research support (including
subcontracts) totalling at least $150,000
in value in the specific area for which
the equipment is requested during the
past two fiscal years (October 1, 1986, to
September 30, 1988).

DOE is establishing this limitation to
ensure that the instrumentation acquired
with these grants will significantly
expand the research capability of
institutions which have already
demonstrated the capability to perform
long-range energy research. The Office
of Energy Research believes that
restricting eligibility to institutions
which have performed $150,000 of DOE
supported research over a two-year
period will limit eligibility in this grant
program to those institutions which,
because of their existing commitment to
energy research, are best able to
incorporate advanced instrumentation
into their research programs. Special
consideration will be given to
Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCU's) which meet the
institutional eligibility criteria, and have
significant research capabilities in the
selected research area.

DOE will consider only requests for
larger instruments, costing $100,000 or
more, which are required to advance
research in the designated area. Smaller
research instruments (less than $100,000
each) will not be eligible for
consideration in this program. General
purpose computing equipment is also
not eligible under this program.
However, laboratory computers and
associated peripherals dedicated for use
directly with the instrument(s) requested
(or for use with existing research
instrument(s) in the selected area may
be considered. Computing equipment for
theoretical research, while eligible, will
be given secondary consideration.
Instrumentation for experimental
research purposes will be given primary
consideration.

Application Forms

Program solicitations are expected to
be ready for mailing by October 1, 1988.
Applications must be prepared and
submitted in accordance with the
instructions and forms included in the
program solicitation. Capies may be
obtained by writing to: Division of
University and Industry Programs,
Office of Field Operations Management,
Office of Energy Research, Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585; Telephone
Number: (202) 586-8910,
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Closing Date for Transmittal of
Applications

To be eligible, applications must be
received by the Oak Ridge Operations
Office by 4:30 p.m., December 2, 1988.

Authority for the University Research
Instrumentation Program is contained in
section 31 (a) and (b) of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2051) and
section 209 of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7139).
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.
81.077, University Research Instrumentation
Program)

Antionette Grayson Joseph,

Director, Office of Field Operations
Management, Office of Energy Research.
[FR Doc. 88-22572 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[FRL-3455-3]

Chesapeake Bay Program; 1987
Chesapeake Bay Agreement;
Proposals for Review

The 1987 Chesapeake Bay Agreement
signed by the Governors of Maryland,
Virginia and Pennsylvania, the Mayor of
the District of Columbia, the Chairman
of the Chesapeake Bay Commission and
the Administrator of the US
Environmental Protection Agency for
the Federal Government, requires that
commitments concerning wetlands and
migratory fish passage be met by
December 1988. The draft reports,
Chesapeake Bay Wetlands Policy and
Removing Impediments to Migratory
Fishes in the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed, will be available in libraries
for public review for a 30-day review
period beginning October 1. The Living
Resources Subcommittee’s October 18,
10:00 a.m. meeting at the Chesapeake
Bay Liaison Office is open to the public.
Citizens attending the meeting are
encouraged to bring written comments,
which may also be submitted by mail
until October 31 to the EPA Chesapeake
Bay Liaison Office, 410 Severn Avenue,
Annapolis, Maryland 21403. For more
information, including locations of
libraries which will have the documents,
contact The Alliance for Chesapeake
Bay: (301) 377-6270.

Charles S, Spooner,

Director, Chesapeake Bay Liaison Office.
[FR Doc. 88-22486 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

[ER-FRL-3456-6]

Environmental Impact Statements and
Regulations; Availability of EPA
Comments

Availability of EPA comments
prepared September 12, 1988 through
September 186, 1988 pursuant to the
Environmental Review Process (ERP),
under section 309 of the Clean Air Act
and section 102(2)(c) of the National
Environmental Policy Act as amended.
Requests for copies of EPA comments
can be directed to the Office of Federal
Activities al (202) 382-5074.

An explanation of the ratings assigned
to draft environmental impact
statements (EISs) was published in FR
dated April 22, 1988 (53 FR 13318).

Draft EISs

ERP No. D-BLM-K61197-NV, Rating
EC2, Nevada Contiguous Lands
Wilderness Recommendations,
Designation or Nondesignation, Clark,
Lincoln, White Pine and Humboldt
Counties, NV.

Summary: EPA expressed
environmental concerns because this
document did not specify how
wilderness study areas were
recommended for wilderness versus
nonwilderness status, and did not show
how state and Federal standards to
protect air and water quality would be
met,

ERP No. DS-FHW-}40030-UT, Rating
EC2, US 189 Construction
Improvements, Utah Valley to Heber
Valley Project, US 189 Widening and
Realignment, UT-52 to US 40, Funding
and 404 Permit, Utah and Wasatch
Counties, UT.

Summary: EPA has concerns with the
adequacy of information related to
potential water quality and wetland
impacts. The analysis presented is
incomplete in that the model does not
quantify potential increases in heavy
metals, sediments, and nutrients. To
avoid possible design and construction
delays and to develop the best
practicable project mitigation measures,
EPA recommends continued
coordination with regulatory and
resource agencies regarding impact
avoidance and acceptable mitigation for
impacts to aquatic resources.

ERP No. D-USA-K85059-HI, Rating
EC2, Helemano Military Reservation,
Family Housing Construction Project,
Implementation, City and County of
Honoluly, Island of Oahu, HL

Summary: EPA expressed
environmental concerns on the proposed
project’s compliance with the
requirements of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation

and Liability Act regarding the
investigation and cleanup of hazardous
substances; and the proposed project’s
wastewater treatment needs in light of
Clean Water Act compliance problems
at the Schofield Army Barracks
Wastewater Treatment Plant.

Final EISs

ERP No. FS-AFS-161141-00, Pacific
Northwestern Regional Guide, Northern
Spotted Owl Habitat Management
Standards and Guidelines, Updated and
Additional Research, OR, WA and CA.

Summary: EPA continues to have
environmental concerns with this
document's preferred alternative. EPA
feels this document has not addressed
the secondary effects on forest
resources (water quality and fish
habitat) from increased harvest and has
also failed to clarify whether using
Alternative A as the baseline for
economics analyses represents the
socieconomic effects of any of the
alternatives.

ERP No. F-FHW-E40699-NC, US 311
Bypass Improvement, US 311 North of
High Point to US 311 South of Archdale,
High Point East Belt, Funding and 404
Permit, Guilford and Randolph Counties.
NC.

Summary: EPA feels this document
generally addresses concerns on
protection surface water from runoff
contamination and replacement of los!
wetland. EPA believes that these
measures should be further refined
during design to ensure successful
implementation. Borrow areas should be
designed to create shallow water areas
which offset project losses. In addition,
further consideration should be given to
reduce residential noise impacts.

ERP No. F-NOA-B90009-NH, New
Hampshire Coastal Program, Ocean,
Harbor, and Great Bay Areas, Approval,
Funding.

Summary; EPA believes the New
Hampshire Coastal Program will not
cause significant adverse impacts on the
environment.

ERP No. F-NPS-L61169-AK, Bering
Land Bridge National Preserve,
Wilderness Recommendations,
Designation or Nondesignation, AK.

Summary: Review of the Final EIS has
been completed and the project found to
be satisfactory. No formal comments
were sent to the agency.

ERP No. F-NPS-L61174-AK,
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and
Preserve Wilderness Recommendations,
Designation or Nondesignation, AK.

Summary: Review of the final EIS has
been completed and the project found to
be satisfactory. No formal comments
were gsent to the agency.
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ERP No. F-USA-L11009-ID, Orchard
Training Area Facilites Development
Project, Construction and Improvements,
Implementation, Ada County, ID.

Summary: EPA has no objections to
the project as described in the final EIS.

Dated: September 27, 1988.

Richard E. Sanderson,

Director, Office of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 88-22588 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8560-50-M

[ER-FRL-3456-5]

Environmental Impact Statements;
Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
382-5076 or (202) 382-5075. Availability
of Environmental Impact Statements
Filed September 19, 1988 Through
September 23, 1988 Pursuant to 40 CFR
1506.9,

EIS No. 880310, Final, BLM, UT, Pony
Express Resource Management Plan,
Implementation, Salt Lake District,
Utah, Tooele and Salt Lake Counties,
UT, Due: October 31, 1988, Contact:
Dennis Qaks (801) 524-6767.

EIS No. 880311, Draft, IBR, WY,
Westside Irrigation Project, Water
Resource Development and Land
Transfer of Public Land,
Implementation, Big Horn and
Washakie Counties, WY, Due:
December 20, 1988, Contact: Derwood
Mercer (406) 657-6139.

E1S No. 880312, Draft, AFS, CA, Mono
Basin National Forest Scenic Area,
Comprehensive Management Plan,
Implementation, Inyo National Forest,
Mono County, CA, Due: December 20,
1988, Contact: John Ruopp (619) 873~
5814

EIS No. 880313, DSuppl, AFS, OR,
Deschutes National Forest, Land and
Resource Management Plan,
Additional Alternative and Specific
Management Requirements Analysis,
Implementation, Klamath, Deschutes,
Jefferson and Lake Counties, OR, Due:
January 8, 1989, Contact: Norm
Arseneault (503) 388-2715.

EIS No. 880314, Draft, EPA, TX, Corpus
Christi Ocean Dredged Material
Disposal Site Designation for Material
Dredged from the Corpus Christi
Entrance Channel; TX, Due:
November 14, 1988, Contact: Norm
Thomas (214) 655-2260.

EIS No. 880315, Final. BLM, WY, Cody
Resource Area Land Management
Plan, Implementation, Big Horn and
Park Counties, WY, Due: October 31,
1988, Contact: Thomas E. Enright (307)
587-2218.

EIS No. 8803186, Draft, FHW, FL,
Roosevelt Bridge Replacement

carrying US 1/FL-5 across the St.
Lucie River, South of FL-76 to North
of Wright Boulevard, Funding, Coast
Guard Permit and COE Section 404
Permit, City of Stuart, Martin County,
FL, Due: November 14, 1988, Contact:
Harold Kerr (305) 524-8621.

EIS No. 880317, Final, SCS, 1A, Soap
Creek Watershed Protection and
Flood Reduction Plan, Funding and
Implementation, Des Moines River,
Appanoose, Davis, Monroe and
Wapello Counties, IA, Due: October
31, 1988, Contact: . Michael Nethery
(515) 284-4260.

EIS No. 880318, Final, NPS, AK,
Aniakchak National Monument and
Preserve, Wilderness
Recommendations, Designation or
Nondesignation, AK, Due: October 31,
1988, Contact: Linda Nebel (907) 257~
2654.

EIS No. 880319, Final, NPS, AK, Noatak
National Preserve, Wilderness
Recommendation, Designation or
Nondesignation, AK, Due: October 31,
1988, Contact: Linda Nebel (907) 257~
2654,

EIS No. 880320, Final, NPS, AK, Kobuk
Valley National Park, Wilderness
Recommendations, Designation or
Nondesignation, AK, Due: October 31,
1988, Contact: Linda Nebel (907) 257-
2654.

EIS No, 880321, DSuppl, AFS, WA,
Olympic National Forest, Land and
Resource Management Plan,
Additional Information Concerning
Management Requirements in the
Current Direction Alternative and all
Forest Plan Alternatives,
Implementation, Clallam, Grays
Harbor, Jefferson and Madison
Counties, WA, Due: December 29,
1988, Contact: Ted C. Stubblefield
(206) 753-9519.

EIS No. 880322, FSuppl, SFW, AK,
Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife
Refuge Management Plan, Wilderness
Recommendations, Designation or
Nondesignation, AK, Due: October 31,
1988, Contact: William Knauer (907)
788-3399.

EIS No. 880323, FSuppl, SFW, AK,
Becharof National Wildlife Refuge
Management Plan, Wilderness
Recommendations, Designation or
Nondesignation, AK, Due: October 31,
1988, Contact: William Knauer, (807)
786-3399.

Dated: September 27, 1988.

Richard E. Sanderson,

Director, Office of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 88-22589 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

[FRL-3456-2]

Bisbee-Naco Aquifer in the Cochise
County AZ; Sole Source Aquifer
Determination

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Final determination.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 1424(e) of
the Safe Drinking Water Act, the
Regional Administrator in Region IX of
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has determined that the
Bisbee-Naco Aquifer is the sole or
principal source of drinking water for
the population of Bisbee, Naco area;
and, this aquifer, if contaminated, would
create a significant hazard to public
health. As a result of this action, Federal
financially assisted projects constructed
anywhere in the Bisbee-Naco area
within the delineated boundary will be
subject to EPA review to ensure that
these projects are designed and
constructed so that they do not create a
significant hazard to public health.

ADDRESSES: The data on which these
findings are based are available to the
public and may be inspected during
normal business hours at the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX, Water Management Division,
Fifth Floor, 215 Fremont Street, San
Francisco, CA 94105.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Hannibal Joma, Office of Groundwater
Protection, Water Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 9, at (415) 974-8589.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice is
hereby given that pursuant to section
1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act
(42 U.S.C. 300-3(e). Pub. L. 93-523) the
Regional Administrator of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
has determined that the Southern
portion of the delineated area located in
Sonora, Mexico is part of the associated
recharge zone. Pursuant to section
1424(e), Federal financially assisted
projects, constructed anywhere in the
area mentioned above, will be subject to
EPA review.

I. Background

Section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking
Water Act states:

If the Administrator determines, on
his own initiative or upon petition, that
an area has an aquifer which is the sole
or principal drinking water source for
the area and which, if contaminated,
would create a significant hazard to
public health, he shall publish notice of
that determination in the Federal
Register. After the publication of any




38338

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Notices

such notice, no commitment for Federal
financial assistance (through a grant,
contract, loan guarantee, or otherwise)
may be entered into for any project
which the Administrator determines
may contaminate such aquifer through a
recharge zone so as to create a
significant hazard to public health, but a
commitment for Federal financial
assistance may, if authorized under
another provision of the law, be entered
into plan or design the project to assure
that it will not so contaminate the
aquifer.

In October 1983, Charles Walker of
Peoria, Arizona petitioned the EPA to
designate groundwater resources of the
Bisbee-Naco area as a sole source of
drinking water. In response to this
petition, EPA published a notice in the
Federal Register on May 10, 1984
announcing receipt of the petition and
requesting public comment. In
November 1983, EPA determined that a
hydrogeologic report and water
resources investigation was necessary
in order to make a determination on the
petition. In January 1984, the EPA
contracted with the U.S. Geologic
Survey (USGS) to prepare a report
summarizing and interpreting existing
data. The USGS report was received by
EPA in June 1987. EPA prepared a draft
technical document summarizing
available information and proposing a
sole or principal source aquifer
designation. A public comment period,
including a hearing on the proposed
designation, was public noticed in the
Bisbee Daily Review and Sierra Vista
Herald on May 9, 1988. The public
hearing was conducted on June 9, 1988,
and public was allowed to submit
comments until June 16, 1988.

1. Basis for Determination

Among the factors to be considered
by the Regional Administrator in
connection with the designation of an
area under section 1424(e) are: (1)
Whether the aquifer is the area’s sole or
principal source of drinking water, and
(2) whether contamination of the aquifer
would create a significant hazard to
public health.

On the basis of information available
to this Agency, the Regional
Administrator has made the following
findings, which are the basis for the
determination noted above:

1. The Bisbee-Naco Aquifer currently
serves as the “sole source” of drinking
water for approximately 8,765
permanent residents within the Bisbee-
Naco area.

2. There is no economically feasible
alternative drinking water source, or
combination of sources near the
designated area.

3. Although the water quality over
most of the study area is satisfactory for
domestic use, widespread potential
exists for degradation. The main threats
to the quality of the aquifer include
leachates from minng tailings ponds,
recharge from irrigation and pesticide
application (in Sonora, Mexico);
recharge from unlined waste water
treatement ponds; poorly situated
cesspools and septic tanks; and, urban
run-off.

III. Description of the Bisbee-Naco
Aquifer

Ground water occurs in the alluvial
basin {ill, the underlying consolidated
sedimentary rocks and the basement
rocks. The principal aquifer is the
alluvial basin, which provides 95% of all
water for domestic purposes. The
alluvial basin yields from 400 to 1400
Gal/min., The deeper consolidated
sedimentary rocks, generally yield
considerably less than the basin fill (<2
to 180 Gal/min.). The basement rocks
contain little space for the storage of
water except where they are highly
fractured or faulted.

1V. Information Utilized in
Determination

The information utilized in this
determination includes the petition from
Charles Walker of Peoria, Arizona, the
USGS report, "Ground Water Resources
of the Bisbee-Naco Area, Cochise
County, Arizona," by G.R. Littin, and
written and verbal comments submitted
by the public. This data is available to
the public, and may be inspected during
normal business hours at the
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region IX, 215 Fremont Street, San
Francisco, CA 94105.

V. Project Review

EPA Region IX will work with the
Federal agencies that may in the future
provide financial assistance to projects
in the area of concern. Interagency
procedures will be developed in which
EPA will be notified of proposed
commitments by federal agencies for
projects which could contaminate the
aquifer. EPA will evaluate such project
and, where necessary, conduct an in-
depth review, including soliciting public
comments where appropriate. Should
the Regional Administrator determine
thal a project may contaminate the
aquifer through its recharge zone so as
to create a significant hazard to public
health, there can be no commitment of
Federal financial assistance. However, a
commitment for Federal assistance may,
if authorized under another provision of
law, be entered into to plan or design

the project to assure that it will not
contaminate the aquifer.

Although the project review process
cannot be delegated, the U.S. EPA will
rely upon , to the maximum extent
possible, any existing or future state and
local control mechanisms in protecting
the ground water quality of the aquifer.
Included in the review of any Federal
financially assisted project will be the
coordination with the state and local
agencies. Their comments will be given
full consideration and the federal review
process will attempt to complement and
support state and local ground water
mechanisms.

V1. Summary and Discussion of Public
Comments

Overall, commentaries at the public
hearing favored the designation. EPA
received several comments regarding
the delineated boundary and the
rationale for EPA's decision on
expanding the boundary beyond what
was delineated in the petition and the
USGS report. EPA responded by
referring to the technical document
which defines the recharge zone through
which water discharges into the aquifer
and that they should be included within
the delineated boundary.

EPA received several comments
concerning the accuracy of the
population data. It was pointed out that
the population may be less than
originally reported. EPA revised the
technical documents reflecting these
population corrections.

EPA received one comment
concerning the coverage of the
agricultural land in Bisbee-Naco area
within the United States border. EPA
solicited additional information
regarding this matter and it was
concluded that almost all the
agricultural land is located in the
Mexican portion of the delineated area.
However, the fact that pesticide
application is a potential source of
contamination of the aquifer, either in
the American or Mexican portion of the
delineated boundary, is reflected in the
technical document.

EPA received comments questioning
the reliability and applicability of the
pesticide Drastic numerical ranking
system for classifying the aquifer as a
Class I ground water. EPA evaluated the
pesticide Drastic application further and
concluded that more accurate data is
required to apply the model effectively
for classification of the aquifer.
Therefore, EPA will not classify the
aquifer al this time, however, upon the
availability of more accurate
hydrogeologic, water budget, and soil
data an area wide Drastic modeling and
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mapping could be performed to re-
evaluate lhe classification of the aquifer.

EPA received one comment
concerning the expansion of the
designated sole source aquifer
boundaries to include the San Pedro
River Valley aquifer as part of the
designation. EPA responded by
recognizing the fact that the San Pedro
aquifer is downgradient from and
hydraulically connected to the Bisbee-
Naco aquifer, However, EPA's position
is that the San Pedro River Valley
aquifer, being downgradient, does not
discharge into the Bisbee-Naco aquifer,
therefore, it does not provide drinking
water for the petitioned area. EPA has
not included this basin in the
designation.

VIL Ecenomic and Regulatory Impact

Pursuant to provisions of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), 5
U.S.C. 805(b), I hereby certify that the
attached rule will not have a significant
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. For purposes of this
certification, the term “small entity”
shall have the same meaning as given in
Section 601 of the RFA. This action is
only applicable to the Bisbee-Naco area.
The only affected entities will be those
businesses, organizations, or
governmental jurisdictions that request
Federal financial assistance for projects
which have the potential for
contaminating the aquifer so as to create
a significant hazard to public health,
EPA does not expect to be reviewing
small isolated commitments of financial
assistance aquifer is anticipated;
accordingly, the number of affected
small entities will be minimal.

For those small entities which are
subject to review, the impact of today's
action will not be significant, Most
projects subject to this review will be
preceded by a ground water impact
assessment required pursuant to other
federal laws, such as the National
Environmental Policy Act, as amended
(NEPAY}, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.
Integration of those related review
procedures with sole source aquifer
review will allow EPA and other federal
agencies to avoid delay or duplication of
effort in approving financial assistance,
thus minimizing any adverse effect on
those small entities which are affected.
Finally, today’s action does not prevent
grants of Federal financial assistance

which may be available to any affected
small entity in order to pay for the
redesign of the project to assure
protection of the aquifer.

Under Executive Order 12291, EPA
must judge whether a regulation is
"major” and therefore subject to the
requirement of a Regulatory Impact
Analysis. This regulation is not major
because it will not have an annual effect
of $100 million or more on the economy,
will not cause any major increase in
costs or prices, and will not have
significant adverse effects on
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or the ability of
United States enterprises to compete in
domestic or export markets. Today's
action only affects the Bisbee-Naco
area. It provides additional reviews of
groundwater protection measures,
whenever possible, for only those
projects which request Federal financial
assistance. This regulation was
submitted to OMB for review under EO
12291.

Dated: September 21, 1988.
Daniel M. McGovern,
Regional Administrator.
[FR Doc. 88-22485 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

[AAA-FRL-3456-4]

EPA Master List of Debarred,
Suspended or Voluntarily Excluded
Persons

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: EPA Master List of Debarred,
Suspended, or Voluntarily Excluded
Persons.

SUMMARY: 40 CFR 32.400 requires the
Director, Grants Administration
Division, to publish in the Federal
Register each calendar quarter the
names of, and other information
concerning, those parties debarred,
suspended, or voluntarily excluded from
participation in EPA assisted programs
by EPA action under Part 32. Assistance
(grant and cooperative agreement)
recipients and contractors under EPA
assistance awards may not initiate new
business with these firms or individuals
on any EPA funded activity during the
period of suspension, debarment, or
voluntary exclusion.

This short list contains the names of
those persons who have been listed as a
result of EPA actions only. It is provided
for general informational purposes only
and is not to be relied on in determining
a person's current eligibility status. A
comprehensive list, updated weekly, is
available in each Regional Office.
Inquiries concerning the status of any
individual, organization, or firm should
be directed to EPA’s Regional or
Headquarters office for grants
administration that normally serves you.

On February 18, 1988, President
Reagan signed Executive Order 12549,
under which OMB was directed to
establish a uniform governmentwide
program for nonprocurement (including
assistance) suspension and debarment.
On May 26, 1988, OMB and twenty-
seven agencies, including EPA,
published a final common rule to
implement the Order. The rule becomes
effective Octaber 1, 1988. Because the
new rule provides for a governmentwide
list, beginning October 1, 1988, EPA's
Master List of Debarred, Suspended and
Voluntarily Excluded Persons will cease
to exist. All names remaining on the
Master List at that time and all new
listings will be consolidated into a
General Services Administration (GSA)
publication entitled “Lists of Parties
Excluded from Federal Procurement or
Nonprocurement Programs.”

The new list will be compiled and
distributed by GSA's Office of
Acquisition Policy. Initially it will be
available in monthly hardcover format
only. Weekly supplements to the new
list will be available on GSA's
Information Resources Services Center
electronic bulletin board.

To order your subscription to the new
list, contact the Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC 20402 or call
(202) 783-3238. The current subscription
price is $40.00 annually.
DATE: This short lsit is current as of
September 23, 1988,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Frank Dawkins, Compliance Branch,
Grants Administration Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, at
(202) 475-8025.

Dated: September 21, 1988.
Harvey G. Pippen, Jr.,

Director, Grants Administration Division
(PM-216).

EPA MASTER LIST OF DEBARRED, SUSPENDED AND VOLUNTARILY EXCLUDED PERSONS

Name and jurisdiction File No. Status * From To Grounds
Alle-Catt Asphalt, Inc. (Allegany, NY) 86-0072-02 | D 07-29-87 07-28-90 | §32.200(a)(3)
AES Engineers, Inc. (Willow Springs, IL)............ 86-0001-00 | S 12-15-87 (*) | §32.300(b)
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EPA MASTER LIST OF DEBARRED, SUSPENDED AND VOLUNTARILY EXCLUDED PERSONS—Continued

Name and jurisdiction Fite No. Status ! From To Grounds
Altman, Larry L. (Charleston, SC) 85-0063-03 | S 07-29-85 (*) | §32.300(b).
American Recovery Co., Inc. (Glen Burnie, MD) 86-0011-00 | D 08-20-86 08-19-89 | §32.200(f)().
Applied Science Distributors (Pensacola, FL) 87-0013-00 | D 02-05-87 04-02-90 | §32.200(a)(i).
Asphalt Service, Inc, (Jamestown, NY) 87-0045-00 | D 06-29-88 06-28-91 | §32.200(a).
Averlll, Emest, Jr. (Fort Myers, FL) 83-0066-06 | D 12-02-83 10-29-88 | §32.200(b).
Azzil Trucking Co., Inc. (Roslyn, NY) 85-0008-02 | D 09-11-86 09-10-89 | §32.200(a)(b)
Barnum, James Charles (Utica, Ml) 86-0010-01 | D 12-10-85 12-09-88 | §32.200(a).
Batzer Construction Co., Inc. (St. Cloud, MN) 85-0052-00 | D 03-07-86 08-05-90 | §32.200{a).
Batzer, Bruce (St. Cloud, MN) 85-0052-01 | D 03-07-86 08-05-90 | § 32.200(a).
Batzer, Robert (St. Cloud, MN) 85-0052-02 | D 03-87-86 08-05-90 | §32.200(a).
Beals, Gordon (Salt Lake City, UT) 868-0024-03 | VE 06-05-88 06-04-89 | §32.200.
Beckham, Charles (Detroit, MI) 84-0030-02 | D 02-24-86 07-30-89 | §32.200(a)(b).
BECO, Inc. (High Point, NC) 85-0017-01 | VE 12-10-85 12-09-88 | §32.200(a)(3)
Bell, Bobby (Sulphur, LA) 85-0071-01 | D 03-06-86 03-05-89 | §32.200(a)(b).
Bell, Edwin (Sulphur, LA) 85-0071-02 | D 03-06-86 03-05-89 | §32.200(a)(b).
Bezmalinovic, Kreso (Woodside, NY) 88-0028-00 | S 07-01-88 (%) | §32.300.
Bezmalinovic, Nerina B. (Woodside, NY) 88-0028-01 | S 07-01-88 (2) | §32.300.
Big Apple Wrecking Corp. (Bronx, NY) 88-0053-00 | S 08-10-88 (%) | §32.300.
Bortugno, Frank (Bronx, NY) 86-0082-30 | D 11-09-87 11-08-90 | §32.200(a).
Bortugno, Ralph (Bronx, NY) 86-0082-29 | D 11-13-87 11-12-90 | §32.200(a).
Bowers, Darralyn (Detroit, MI) 84-0030-01 | D 02-24-86 05-11-89 | §32.200(a)(b)
Bridges, William D., Jr. (Wilmington, NC) 85-0069-01 | D 04-09-86 04-08-89 | §32.200(a).
Bryan, Charles B. (Tempe, AZ) 87-0010-03 | D 07-28-87 07-27-90 | §32.200 (a)(c)().
Cannady, Nathaniel Ellis {Ashevilie, NC) 86-0047-01 | D 03-18-86 07-15-89 | §32.200 (a)(i).
Careccia, Vincent (Farmingdale, NY) 86-0082-26 | D 11-09-87 11-08-90 | § 32.200 (a).
Carl I. Schaeffer Electric Co, (St. Louis, MO) 88-0009-00 | D 05-14-88 05-13-91 | § 32.200 (a).
Carson, Charles (Grosse Point Woods, MI) 85-0066-00 | D 03-18-86 04-25-89 | §32.200 (b).
Carson, E. Eugene (St ille, NC) 85-0004-01 | D 01-06-86 01-05-89 | §32.200 (a).
Chatterjee, Samar (Willow Springs, IL) 83-0065-00 | S 12-15-87 (%) | §32.300 (b).
City Chemicals Company, Inc. (Orlando, FL) 86-0038-02 | D 10-02-86 11-23-89 | § 32.200 (a)(1).
City Environmental Services, Inc. (Orlando, FL) 86-0038-03 | D 10-02-86 11-23-89 | §32.200 (a)(1).
City Fuel Oil Company (Orlando, FL) 86-0038-05 | D 10-02-86 11-23-89 | §32.200 (a)(1).
City Industries, Inc. (Orlando, FL) 86-0038-01 | D 10-02-86 11-23-89 | §32.200 (a)(1).
Commonwealth Companies Incorporated (Lincoln, NE) 86-0100-01 | S 11-12-86 (%) | §32.200 (a)(1).
Commonwealth Electric Company, Inc. (Lincoln, NE) 86-0100-00 | S 09-09-86 (*) | §32.300 (b).
Crolich, Peter V. (Mobile, AL) 87-0017-02 | D 06-18-87 06-17-90 | § 32.200 (a)(i).
Crossgrove, Richard (Pensacola, FL) 87-0013-01 | D 02-05-87 04-02-90 | § 32.200 (a)(i).
Cryer, John P (Baton Rouge, LA) 85-0062-03 | S 07-29-85 (%) | §32.300 (b).
Cusenza, Sam (Ypsilanti, MI) 85-0024-02 | D 02-24-86 04-02-89 | §32.200 (a)(b).
Deluca, Nick (Staten Island, NY) 86-0082-25 | D 11-09-87 11-08-90 | §32.200 (a).
DiMiceli, Thomas (Brooklyn, NY) 87-0052-00 | D 05-25-88 05-24-91 | § 32.200 (a).
Domanski, Gary Henry (UHCE, MI)............eeceecmresmensommeesssassessosssaseestanmersesssresmsaes 86-0010-02 | D 12-10-85 12-09-88 | §32.200 (a).
Driscoll, John William (Dundale, MD) 86-0011-02 | D 10-15-86 10-14-89 | §32.200 (f)(i).
Duisen, Darrell A. (San Diego, CA) 86-0105-01 | D 10-16-87 10-15-80 | § 32.200 (a)(i).
Dykes, Lamar D. (Nederland, TX) 85-0071-03 | D 03-06-86 03-05-89 | § 32.200 (a)(b).
Enmanco (Utica, MI) 86-0010-00 | D 12-10-85 12-09-88 | § 32.200 (a)
Environmental Management Corporation (Utica, M!) 86-0010-00 | D 12-10-85 12-09-88 | § 32.200 (a).
Environmental Technology of America, Inc. (Wilbraham, MA) 86-0071-00 | D 02-05-87 02-04-90 | § 32.200(a).
Ewalt, G.W. Walther (Leesburg, VA) 86-0116-02 | D 07-13-88 07-12-91 | § 32.200(a).
Federal Chandros, Inc. (Brooklyn, NY) 87-0040-00 | S 07-02-87 (*) | §32.300(b).
Fields, Leroy (Pensacola, FL) 87-0013-02 | D 02-05-87 04-02-90 | § 32.200(a).
Firth, John Norman (Mobile, AL) 87-0017-01 | D 08-11-88 08-10-81 | § 32.200(a)(1).
Fox, William H. (Salt Lake City, UT) 88-0024-01 | VE 06-05-88 06-04-89 | § 32,200.
Foley, Bancroft T. (Washington, DC) 86-0004-03 | D 03-07-86 03-06-89 | § 32.200(a).
Fusaro, Robert (Philadelphia, PA) 86-0022-01 | D 06-23-88 06-22-91 | § 32.200(a)(1).
Futia, Joseph N., Jr. (Albany, NY) 88-0018-01 | D 03-11-88 06-05-89 | § 32.200(b).
Futia, Joseph N., Sr. (Albany, NY) 88-0018-02 | VE 06-07-88 06-05-89 | § 32.200.
G.B. Industries (Atlanta, GA) 87-0082-05 | D 11-02-87 (*) | §32.200.
Gametronics Corp. (Atlanta, GA) 87-0082-06 | D 11-02-87 (*) | §32.200.
Gates and Fox, Ltd. (Tempe, AZ) 87-0010-00 | VE 07-28-87 12-01-88 | § 32.200(a), (c)()
Gelb, Michael (Brooklyn, NY) 87-0040-01 | S 07-02-87 (*) | §32.300(b).
Gelb, Thomas (Brooklyn, NY) 87-0040-02 | S 07-02-87 (%) | §32.300(b).
Gesuele, Salvatore (BroOKIYN, NY) ......crmmssmssrsmsssmsssssamsssssnsssessssesssessemmsammmssasssonterereessed 86-0082-28 | D 08-25-88 08-24-91 | § 32.200(a).
Geuther, Herbert G. (Philadelphia, PA) 86-0004-04 | D 03-07-86 03-06-89 | § 32.200(a).
Goodioe, George M. (Jacksonvilie, FL) 86-0099-01 | D 08-05-87 02-04-89 | § 32.200(a), (3)()
Grant, Alan Blane (Atlanta, GA) 87-0082-05 | D 11-02-87 (%) | §32.200.
Graves, George William (Wilmington, NC) 85-0069-02 | D 03-05-86 03-04-89 | §32.200(a).
Gredig Industries Inc. (Atlanta, GA) 87-0082-04 | D 11-02-87 (*) | §32.200.
Greenberg, Harold (Bronx, NY) 88-0053-01 | S 08-10-88 (*) | §32.300.
Greer, Arthur (Maitland, FL) 86-0038-00 | D 10-02-86 11-23-89 | § 32.200.
Griggs, Joseph, lll (Roanoke, VA) 86-0111-00 | VE 08-02-88 08-01-89 | § 32.200.
Gross, William R. (Big Springs, TX) 86-0002-01 | D 10-06-86 10-05-89 | § 32.200(a).
Hansen, Leonard A. (St. Peter, MN) 85-0019-02 | D 09-26-85 09-25-88 | § 32.200(a)(3)
Hendry Corporation (Tampa, FL) ... 88-0023-00 | D 08-08-88 08-07-91 | § 32.200(a)(3).
Herbst Electric Co. (Cleveland, OH) 87-0081-00 | D 02-24-88 02-23-91 | § 32.200(a).
Hi-Way Surfacing, Inc. (Marshall, MN) 85-0053-00 | D 12-17-85 12-16-88 | § 32.200(a)(3)
Hochreiter, Herbert (Roslyn, NY) 85-0008-01 | D 09-11-86 09-01-89 | § 32.200(a)(b).
Hodges Electric Company (Wilmington, NC)........... 85-0070-00 | D 04-04-86 04-03-89 | § 32.200(a).
Howard P. Foley, Company (Washington, DC) 86-0004-00 | D 03-07-86 03-06-89 | § 32.200(a).
Hugo Schulz, Inc. (Lakefield, MN) 85-0047-00 | D 05-01-86 04-30-89 | § 32.200(a),
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EPA MASTER LIST OF DEBARRED, SUSPENDED AND VOLUNTARILY EXCLUDED PeERsons—Continued

Name and jurisdiction

File No.

Status !

From

Grounds

Hummel Engineering Corporation (Philadelphia, PA)

Ingber, Brian (S. Falisburg, NY)

J. A. LaPorte, Inc. (Arlington, VA)

James Electric Co., Inc. (Huntington, WV)

Jerlow, John A. (Lakefield, MN)

Jerpbak, Daniel R. (Owatonna, MN)

Jethani, Nandlal (Williston Park, NY)

J. N. Futia Co., Inc. (Albany, NY)
Johnson, C. Theodore (Indianapolis, IN)

Jordan, William F. (Tempe, AZ)

Knecht, Joseph A. (Woodbury, NJ)

Komatz Construction Co., Inc. (St. Peter, MN)

Komatz, Thomas P. (St. Peter, MN)

Kruse, Lloyd C. (Lakefield, MN)

Kruse, William B. (Tempe, AZ)

L&J Waste Service, Inc. (Hialeah, FL)

Law, David P. (Greenwell Springs, LA)

Law, Theresa McBeth (Greenwell Springs, LA)
Lench, Frank P. (Lafayette, CA)

Linn, Harry, Jr. (Pine Ridge, PA)

Lizza Industries, Inc. (Roslyn, NY)

Lofgren, Sven (Lincoln, NE)

Louis P. Canuso, Inc. (Jackson, MS)

Martien Electric Company (Cleveland, OH)

Martien, Harry L., Jr. (Cleveland, OH)

Mastriano, Julius (New York, NY)

McDowell Contractors, Inc. (Nashville, TN)
McMahon, D. Paul, Jr. (Woodbury, NJ)

Meyer-Rohlin, Inc. (Buffalo, MN)

Meyer, Thore P. (Buffalo, MN)

Miller, Alan S, (Bala Cynwyd, PA)

Millspaugh, Michael, J. (Mobile, AL)

Modern Electric Co. (Statesville, NC)

Moore, Gray E. (Jr.) (G yod, SC)

Moorse, Lawrence (Marshall, MN)

Morales, Rene (Bronx, NY)

Newt Solomon, Inc. (Nashville, TN)
Nucero Corporation (Philadelphia, PA)

Nucero, Leonard A., Sr. (Philadeiphia, PA)

O'Mara, Lawrence (Chicksville, NY)

Owens, Jerry B. (Southfield, MI)

P.C. & J. Contracting Co., Inc, (Woodside, NY)

Parkhill-Goodloe Co., Inc. (Jacksonville, FL)

Payne, James (Enid OK)

Peterson, L. Durand (Jamestown, NY)
Petro-Chem Services, Inc. (Mobile, AL)

Petrone, Daniel M. (Bala Cynwyd, PA)
Philadelphia Northwest Constructors and Builders, Inc. (Philadelphia, PA)
Piccinonna, Julio (Hollywood, FL)

Pinney, J.A. Bruce (Bala Cynwyd, PA)

Pipeline Renovation Service, Inc. (Tacoma, WA)

Piros, Wayne, (W

'oodbridge, NY)
Polymer Chemicals, Inc. (Atlanta, GA)

Polymer Group, Ltd. (Atlanta, GA)

Polymer Industries, Inc. (Atlanta, GA)

Profita, Gerald D. (Montgomery, AL)

Ray, Charles N. (Scotch Plains, NJ)
Resource Conservation & Recovery of America, Inc. (Orlando, FL)
Riccardelli, Eugene (Brooklyn, NY)

Riggs Distler & Company, Inc. (Battimore, MD)

Rio Grande Construction Company (Bunkie, LA)

Rogers, Joseph J. (Pittsburgh, PA)

Rol-Away Systems, Inc. (Hollywood, FL)

Roland E. McMahon, Inc., (Woodbury, NJ)

Rupp Construction Company, Inc. (Siayton, MN)

Rupp, Douglas (Slayton, MN)

S.M. Electric Company, Inc. (Rahway, NJ)
Sarandos, Constantino (Gus) (Tacoma, WA)

Sarandos, Dolores K. (Tacoma, WA)

Sarandos, George (Tacoma, WA)

Saunders, George F. (High Point, NC)

Sauseda, Roy (Bunkie, LA)

Schillizzi, Jack (Bronx, NY)

Service Scatfold, Inc. (S. Falisburg, NY)

Sheidon, Cynthia A. (Atlanta, GA)

Short, Robert W. (Montgomery AL)

Simpson, Walter W. (Baltimore, MD)

Smith, Norman F. (Wilbraham, FL)
Smith, Paul F. (Lakefield, MN)

Solomon, Newt (Nashville, TN)

86-0009-02
86-0096-01
86-0037-00
87-0046-00
85-0047-02
86-0024-01
86-0082-27
88-0018-00
84-0023-04
87-0010-02
86-0009-08
85-0019-00
85-0019-01
85-0047-01
87-0010-01
85-0079-02

87-0014-01
87-0030-00
88-0013-00
88-0013-01
87-0056-00
84-0014-00
86-0009-09
86-0081-00
86-0081-01
87-0026-02
86-0107-02
85-0004-00
86-0108-00
85-0053-01
86-0082-32
85-0058-00
86-0057-00
86-0057-01
86-0082-24
85-0065-00
86-0051-00
86-0099-00
88-0005-01
87-0045-01
87-0017-00
87-0026-01
86-0022-00
85-0079-01

OODﬁUUUUOﬁDDOOOOUUDOEOOUUOOUUUDUUUUOO[%U’OODOOUOUUOU;%O&OUOOﬁOﬁommcﬁOUUOOUUDOUOOUD

03-31-88
04-24-87
08-20-86
12-12-87
05-01-86
09-25-86
11-09-87
03-11-88
03-04-86
07-28-87
07-25-88
09-26-85
09-26-85
05-01-86
07-28-87
12-19-86
07-29-85
07-29-85
03-07-86
09-14-88
09-11-86
11-12-86
07-01-88
05-09-88
05-10-88
05-20-88
12-23-85
07-25-88
04-01-87
04-01-87
08-12-88
06-18-87
01-06-86
08-19-86
12-17-85
11-09-87
10-10-85
08-12-88
08-12-88
11-09-87
02-24-86
07-01-88
04-16-87
12-02-87
06-29-88
08-11-88
06-27-88
06-23-88
05-11-87
01-15-86
07-02-86
04-24-87
11-02-87
11-02-87
11-02-87
06-23-88
08-08-88
10-02-86
05-25-88
08-16-88
07-29-85
03-07-86
12-19-86
07-25-88
07-17-86
07-17-86
07-25-88
07-02-86
07-02-86
07-02-86
12-10-85
07-29-85
11-09-87
04-24-87
11-02-87
06-23-88
08-16-88
02-05-87
05-01-86
10-07-85

05-24-91
02-15-89
10-13-89
03-06-89
12-18-89
01-24-89
07-16-89
07-16-89
07-24-91
08-07-89
08-07-89
08-07-89
12-09-88
10-13-89
11-08-90
04-23-80

(*)
06-22-91
02-15-89
02-04-90
04-30-89
10-06-88

§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.,200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200().

§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200.

§ 32.200(a)(f).
§ 32:200(a)(c)(i)-
§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a).
§32.200.

§ 32.200(a)(i).
§ 32.300(b).

§ 32.300(b).

§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200.

§ 32.200(a)(b).
§ 32.200(i).

§ 32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a)(3).
§32.200(a)(1).
§32.200(a)(1).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200.
§32.200(a)(3).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(e)().
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a).
§32.200(b).
§32.300.
§32.200(a).
§32.200.
§32.200(a).
§32.200(a)(1).
§32.200(a)(1).
§32.200(a)(1).
§32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a)(f).
§ 32.200(c)(i).
§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200.
§32.200.
§32.200.

§ 32.200(a)(1).
§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a)(i).
§32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a)(i).
§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a)(i).
§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(c)(i).
§ 32.200(c)(i).
§ 32.200(c)(i).
§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a)(j).
§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200.

§ 32.200(a)(1).
§ 32.200(a)(3).
§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(a).

§ 32.200(e)(i).




38342

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No..190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Notices

EPA MASTER LIST OF DEBARRED, SUSPENDED AND VOLUNTARILY EXCLUDED PeERSoNsS—Continued

Name and junsdiction File No. Status ! From To Grounds
Standard Pipe and Supply Co., Inc. (Bala Cynwyd, PA) 87-0026-00 | D 06-27-88 |  06-26-91 | §32.200(a)(1).
Tow Brothers Const., Company (Fairmont, MN) 85-0054-00 | D 01-22-86 |  01-21-89 | § 32.200(a).
Tow, James (Fairmont, MN) 85-0054-01 | D 01-22-86 | 01-21-89 | § 32.200(a).
Toy, Daniel Lee (Utica, Mi) 86-0010-03 | D 12-10-85 |  12-09-88 | § 32.200(a).
Tubre Enterprises (Bunkie, LA) 85-0062-01 | S 07-29-85 (2) | §32.200(b).
Tubre Enterprises (Bunkie, LA) 85-0062-00 | S 07-29-85 (2) | §32.200(b).
Tubre, Charles (Baton Rouge, LA) 85-0062-02 | S 07-29-85 (%) | §32.200(b).
Tubre, Thomas (Bunkie, LA) 85-0063-01 | S 07-29-85 (2) | §32.200(b).
Universal Engineering & Supply Inc. (Sulphur, LA) 85-0071-00 | D 03-06-86 | 03-05-89 | § 32.200(aj(b).
Universal Engineering & Supply Inc. (Sulphur, LA) 85-0071-05 | D 03-06-86 |  03-05-89 | § 32.200(a)(b).
Universal Engineering Services, Inc. (Willow Springs, IL) 88-0002-05 | S 12-15-87 (*) | § 32.200(b).
Universal Wheels, Inc. (Sulphur, LA) 85-0071-06 | D 03-06-86 | 03-05-89 | § 32.200(a)(b).
Valentini, Joseph (Ypsilanti, MI) 85-0024-01 | D 02-24-86 |  04-02-89 | § 32.200(a)(b).
Watson Electrical Construction Co. (Wilson, NC) 86-0109-00 | D 12-19-86 |  12-18-89 | §32.200(i).
Wiltiams, G. Marvin (Asheville, NC) 86-0047-02 [ D 03-18-86 |  07-15-89 | § 32.200(j).
Williams, Leo (Salt Lake City, UT) 88-0024-02 | VE 06-05-88 | 06-04-89 | § 32.200.
Waolverine Disposal, Inc. (Ypsilanti, M1) 85-0024-00 | D 02-24-86 |  04-02-89 | § 32.200(a)(b).
X Chem, Inc, (Atlanta, GA) 87-0082-01 | D 11-02-87 (%) | §32.200.
Young, Frank Paul (Sr.) (Glen Burnie, MD) 86-0011-01 | D 08-20-86 | 08-19-89 | § 32.200(f)(i).
! D=Debarred; S=Suspended; VE =Voluntarily Excluded.
2 Open.
[FR Doc. 88-22484 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am) : MM Issue Heading and Applicant
licant, Ci "
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M PP S File No. °°~°:‘°‘ 1. (See Appendix), A
: 2. Air Hazard, C
OOt i 8GR AL 5 3. Comparative, A,B,C
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS Cloveland A 4. Ultimate, A.B.C
COMMISSION E. Saralyn B. BPH-871026MP ... Appendix and Additional Issue
Oberdorfer, ol
Applications For Consolidated Cleveland, GA. 1. To determine: (a) Pursuant to 47 CFR
X 73.1125(a) whether good cause exists for A
Hearings; Country Roads (Kaw)'s proposed location of its main studio
Broadcasting Corp. et al. A 3 aind outside the station's 3.16 mV/m contour; and
= N . sue ing and Applicant T ,
1. The Commission has before it the : 0N S ’, s (b) ‘é“’s"”"' e ?I?thm s dwlf,'cegg'f' f
< R % Comparative All Apphcants 8004 cause exists for the propose; on o
followmg groups of mutually .excluslve > Dttt AT A taut the public file outside the community to
applications for new FM stations: < ERENG, s which the station is to be licensed.
5 ; MM : MM . MM
Applicant, City and ; Applicant, City and Applicant, City and
o File No. Docket S File No. Docket o Sy File No. Docket
L . V.
A. Country Roads BPH-870904MQ..| 88-424 | A. KBOT, Inc., Cabot, | BPH-870710MM..| 88-428 | A. Tommy P. and BPH-870827NR..| B88-426
Broadcasting Corp., Arkansas. Linda S, Woolsey,
Whitiey City, KY. B. Cabot BPH-870710MU .. Kemmerer, WY.
B. Tim Lavender, BPH-870910NT.... Broadcasting B. Crecelius/ BPH-870827NW...
Whitley City, KY. Limited Partnership, Lundquist
Cabot, Arkansas. Communications
Corp., Kemmerer,
Issue Heading and Applicants
1. Financial, B Issue Heading and Applicant
2. Air Hazard, A 1. Comparative, Both applicants Issue Heading and Applicant
3. Environmental, A 2. Ultimate, Both applicants
4. Comparative, A.B 1. Comparative, Both applicants
5. Ultimate, A,B 2. Ultimate, Both appalicants
Aopﬁcasn‘tégty and File No. Drc'fa, 2. Pursuant to section 309(e) of the
Applicant, City and MM No. Communications Act of 1934, as
State File No P amended, the above applications have
w. been designated for hearing in
m A-;aw Valiey & BPH-870710ME .| 88-427 | consolidated proceedings upon the
A. Newsic, Inc., BPH-871022MA..| 88-423 Noﬂ“hd?:n“?%,w z issues listed above for each proceeding.
Cleveland, GA. KS. : The text of each of these issues has )
e i ol AR iy B. North Fort Riley | BPH-870710MV ... been standardized and is set forth in its
v pazs d,,,,§°'°° Radio, Inc. entirety under the corresponding
White County ﬁ::":;s;"kgm" headings at 51 FR 19347, May 29, 1986.
Broadcasting Co., C AnitaKay BPH-870710NE... The letter shown before each applicant's
¢ ﬁ.’e""“‘""' i Cochran, North name, above, is used to signify whether
erry Wayne BPH-871026MI..... Fort Riley, KS g ; 3 5
Barnhardt, y. KS. the issue in question applies to that
Cleveland, GA. particular applicant.
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3. Non-standardized issues in these
proceedings, are set forth in an
Appendix to this Notice. A copy of the
complete HDO's in these proceedings
are available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text may also be purchased
from the Commission's duplicating
contractor, International Transcription
Services, Inc., 2100 M Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20037. (Telephone (202)
857-3800).

W. Jan Gay,

Assistant Chief, Audio Services Division,
Mass Media Bureau.

[FR Doc. 88-22452 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

Applications for Consolidated Hearing;
Grand Coconino Broadcasting et al.

1. The Commission has before it the
following mutually exclusive
applications for a new TV station:

Applicant, City and
A File No.

A. Rana Maley Steed
d/b/a/ Grand
Coconino
Broadcasting,
Flagstaff, AZ.

BG&D
Communications,
Inc., Flagstaff, AZ.

C. Carl M. Fisher
Flagstatf, AZ.

Chuck Hibbs d/b/a/
Overview
Communications,
Ltd.,, Flagstaff, AZ.

BPCT-8612161P....

BPCT-870224KE..

BPCT-870331LC..
BPCT-8703317K..

2. Pursuant to section 309(e) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, the above applications have
been designated for hearing in a
consolidated proceeding upon the issues
whose headings are set forth below. The
text of each of these issues has been
standardized and is set forth in its
entirety under the corresponding
headings at 51 FR 19347, May 29, 1986.
The letter shown before each applicant's
name, above, is used below to signify
whether the issue in question applies to
that particular applicant.

Issue Heading and Applicant(s)
Short-Spacing, A, B

Contingent Environmental, D

Air Hazard, C

Comparative, A, B, C, D

Ultimate, A, B, C, D

(See Appendix), C, D

_ 3.1f there is any non-standardized
issue(s) in this proceeding, the full text
of the issue and the applicant(s) to

which it applies are set forth in an
Appendix to this notice, A copy of the
complete HDO in this proceeding is
available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text may also be purchased
from the Commission’s duplicating
contractor, International Transcription
Services, Inc., 2100 M Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20037 (Telephone No.
(202) 857-3800).

Roy |. Stewart,

Chief, Video Services Division, Mass Media
Bureau,

Appendix—Non-Standardized Issued

2. To determine, with respect to Carl
M. Fisher:

(a) The basis for, and the validity of,
Carl M. Fisher's estimate of costs to
build six new television stations and to
operate them without revenues for three
months.

(b) Whether Carl M. Fisher had
sufficient net liquid assets on hand or
available from committed sources to
construct and operate the six stations
for three months without revenues.

(c) Whether Carl M. Fisher falsely
certified that at the time each
application was filed, he had sufficient
net liquid assets on hand or available
from committed sources to construct and
operate the six stations for three months
without revenues.

(d) If issue (c), above, is resolved in
the affirmative, the effect thereof on
Carl M. Fisher's basic qualifications to
be a commission licensee.

(e) Whether Carl M. Fisher has
sufficient net liquid assets on hand or
available from committee sources to
construct and operate the proposed
Flagstaff station for three months
without revenues.

(f) Whether, in light of the evidence
adduced pursuant to issue (e), above,
Carl M. Fisher is financially qualified.

(8) Whether there is a reasonable
possibility that the tower height and
location proposed would constitute a
hazard to air navigation.

3. To determine, with respect to Chuck
Hibbs:

(a) Whether the applicant had
reasonable assurance that the proposed
site specified in MM Docket No. 878-83
would be available to him;

(b) Whether, in light of the evidence
adduced pursuant to the foregoing issue,
the applicant misrepresented to the
Commission the availability of his
specified site;

(c) If issue 3(b), above, is resolved in
the affirmative, the effect thereof on the
applicant's basic qualifications.

4. If a final environmental impact
statement is issued with respect to
Chuck Hibbs d/b/a/ Overview
Communications and Grand Coconino
Broadcasting which concludes that the
proposed facilities are likely to have an
adverse effect on the quality of the
environment, to determine whether the
proposal is consistent with the National
Environmental Policy Act as
implemented by § 1.1301-1.1319 of the
Commission's Rules.

[FR Doc. 88-22453 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

Applications for Consolidated Hearing;
Yauco Television Broadcasting et al.

1. The Commission has before it the
following mutually exclusive
applications for a new TV station:

MM
Docket
No.

Applicant, City and
State

File No.

A. Pedro O. Seda,
M.D. d/b/a Yauco
Television
Broadcasting,
Yauco, PR.

B. Maranatha
Christian Network,
Yauco, PR.

BPCT-870623K| ..., 88-466

BPCT-870812KF .,

2. Pursuant to section 309(e) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, the above applications have
been designated for hearing in a
consolidated proceeding upon the issues
whose headings are set forth below. The
text of each of these issues has been
standardized and is set forth in its
entirety under the corresponding
headings at 51 FR 19347, May 29, 1986.
The letter shown before each applicant's
name, above, is used below to signify
whether the issue in question applies to
that particular applicant.

Issue Heading and Applicant(s)

Air Hazard, A.B
Comparative, A,.B
Ultimate, A.B

3. If there is any non-standardized
issue(s) in this proceeding, the full text
of the issue and the applicant(s) to
which it applies are set forth in an
Appendix to this notice. A copy of the
complete HDO in this proceeding is
available for inspection and copying
during normal business hours in the FCC
Dockets Branch (Room 230), 1919 M
Street, NW., Washington, DC. The
complete text may also be purchased
from the Commission's duplicating
contractor, International Transcription
Services, Inc., 2100 M Street NW.,
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Washington, DC 20037 (Telephone No.
(202) 857-3800).

Roy J. Stewart,

Chief, Video Services Division, Mass Media
Bureau.

[FR Doc. 88-22454 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION
Notice of Agreement(s) Filed

The Federal Maritime Commission
hereby gives notice of the filing of the
following agreement(s) pursuant to
section 5 of the Shipping Act of 1984.

Interested parties may inspect and
obtain a copy of each agreement at the
Washington, DC Office of the Federal
Maritime Commission, 1100 L Street
NW., Room 10325. Interested parties
may submit comments on each
agreement to the Secretary, Federal
Maritime Commission, Washington, DC
20573, within 10 days after the date of
the Federal Register in which this notice
appears. The requirements for
comments are found in § 572.603 of Title
46 of the Code of Federal Regulations.
Interested persons should consult this
section before communicating with the
Commission regarding a pending
agreement,

Agreement No.: 224-011041-001.

Title: Port of Oakland Terminal
Agreement.

Parties: Port of Oakland and Hyundai
Australia Direct Line (HAD), a joint
venture consisting of PAD Line
Overseas S.A.; doing business as Pacific
Australia Direct Line (PAD) and
Hyundai Merchant Marine Co., Ltd.

Synopsis: The agreement provides for
the substitution of the joint service HAD
for PAD as the new user party in the
basic agreement on the condition that in
the event of termination of the HAD
joint service the individual parties in the
joint service, or whichever of the joint
service parties continues the West
Coast—Australia service covered by the
agreement, shall remain as individual
parties under the agreement in place of
HAD.

By Order of the Federal Maritime
Commission.

Dated: September 27, 1988.
|FR Doc. 88-22461 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|)
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Change in Bank Control Notice;
Acquisition of Shares of Banks or
Bank Holding Companies

The notificant listed below has
applied under the Change in Bank
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817 (j)) and
§ 225.41 of the Board's Regulation Y (12
CFR 225.41) to acquire a bank or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on notices are set

forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12 U.S.C.

1817 (j)(7)).

The notices are available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
notices have been accepted for
processing, they will also be available
for inspection at the offices of the Board
of Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing to the
Reserve Bank indicated for that notice
or to the offices of the Board of
Governors. Comments must be received
not later than October 14, 1988,

A. Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco (Harry W. Green, Vice
President) 101 Market Street, San
Francisco, California 94105:

1. Abdullah Saleh Abdullah Kamel,
Jeddah, Saudi Arabia; to acquire 100
percent of the voting shares of Wilshire

Center Bancorp, Los Angeles, California,

and thereby indirectly acquire Wilshire
Center Bank, N.A., Los Angeles,
California.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, September 26, 1988.
James McAfee,
Associate Secretary of the Board.
[FR Doc. 88-22552 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M

Capitalbanc Corp. et al., Applications
to Engage de novo in Permissible
Nonbanking Activities

The companies listed in this notice
have filed an application under
§ 225.23(a)(1) of the Board’s Regulation
Y (12 CFR 225.23(a)(1)) for the Board'’s
approval under section 4(c)(8) of the
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C.
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to commence or to
engage de novo, either directly or
through a subsidiary, in a nonbanking
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of
Regulation Y as closely related to
banking and permissible for bank
holding companies. Unless otherwise
noted, such activities will be conducted
throughout the United States.

Each application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the

application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing on the
question whether consummation of the
proposal can “reasonably be expected
to produce benefits to the public, such
as greater convenience, increased
competition, or gains in efficiency, that
outweigh possible adverse effects, such
as undue concentration of resources,
decreased or unfair competition,
conflicts of interests, or unsound
banking practices.” Any request for a
hearing on this question must be
accompanied by a statement of the
reasons a written presentation would
not suffice in lieu of a hearing,
identifying specifically any questions of
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the
evidence that would be presented at a
hearing, and indicating how the party
commenting would be aggrieved by
approval of the proposal.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding the applications must be
received at the Reserve Bank indicated
or the offices of the Board of Governors
not later than October 21, 1988.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of New York
(William L. Rutledge, Vice President) 33
Liberty Street, New York, New York
10045:

1. CapitalBanc Corporation, New
York, New York; to engage de novo
through its subsidiary, Capital
Worldwide Remittances, Inc., New
York, New York, in the issuance and
sale at retail of money orders and
similar customer-type payment
instruments having a face value of not
more than $1,000; the sale of U.S.
Savings Bonds; and the issuance and
sale of travelers checks, pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(12) of the Board's Regulation
Y. Comments on this application must
be received by October 13, 1988.

2. The Long-Term Credit Bank of
Japan, Ltd., Tokyo, Japan; to engage de
nove through one or more subsidiaries,
in advising a mortgage or real estate
investment trust pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(4)(i); personal property
appraising pursuant to § 225.25(b)(13);
data processing services pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(7); and management
consulting to depository institutions
pursuant to § 225.25(b)(11) of the Board's
Regulation Y.

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland
(John J. Wixted, Jr., Vice President) 1455
East Sixth Street, Cleveland, Ohio 44101

1. National City Corporation, and its
wholly-owned subsidiary, First
Kentucky National Corporation,
Louisville, Kentucky; to expand the data
processing activities of its present
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subsidiary, National Processing
Company, through the formation of NPC
Internacionale, S.A. de C.V., Jaurez,
Mexico pursuant to § 225.25(b)(7) of the
Board's Regulation Y and § 211.5(d)(10)
of the Regulation Y.

C. Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco (Harry W. Green, Vice
President) 101 Market Street, San
Francisco, California 94105:

1. Tokai Bank, Limited, Tokyo, Japan;
to engage de novo through its
subsidiary, Tokai Credit Corporation,
Los Angeles, California, in commercial
financing activities pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(1); and certain personal
leasing activities pursuant to
§ 225.25(b)(5) of the Board's Regulation
Y.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, September 26, 1988.
James McAfee,
Associate Secretary of the Board.
[FR Doc. 88-22413 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8210-01-M

Cenvest, Inc., et al.; Formations of,
Acquisitions by, and Mergers of Bank
Holding Companies

The companies listed in this notice
have applied for the Board's approval
under section 3 of the Bank Holding
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842) and
§ 225.14 of the Board’s Regulation Y (12
CFR 225.14) to become a bank holding
company or to acquire a bank or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on the applications
are set forth in section 3(c) of the Act (12
U.S.C. 1842(c)).

Each application is available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the
application has been accepted for
processing, it will also be available for
inspection at the offices of the Board of
Governors. Interested persons may
express their views in writing to the
Reserve Bank or to the offices of the
Board of Governors. Any comment on
an application that requests a hearing
must include a statement of why a
written presentation would not suffice in
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically
any questions of fact that are in dispute
and summarizing the evidence that
would be presented at a hearing.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding each of these applications
n;usl be received not later than October
21, 1988.

A. Federal Reserve bank of Boston
(Robert M. Brady, Vice President) 800
;)\ile;ntic Avenue, Boston, Massachusetts

2106:

1. Cenvest, Inc., Meriden, Connecticut:

'o acquire 100 percent of the voting

shares of First Central Bank, Hartford,
Connecticut, a de novo bank. Comments
on this application must be received by
October 14, 1988.

B. Federal Reserve Bank of New York
(William L. Rutledge, Vice President) 33
Liberty Street, New York, New York
10045:

1. The Bank of Bermuda Limited,
Hamilton, Bermuda, and Bermuda (U.S.)
Holdings Ltd., Dover, Delaware; to
become bank holding companies by
acquiring 100 percent of the voting
shares of Bank of Bermuda (New York)
Limited, New York, New York, a de
novo bank.

C. Federal Reserve Bank of
Philadelphia [Thomas K. Desch, Vice
President) 100 North 6th Street,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19105:

1. Atcorp, Inc., Atco, New Jersey; to
become a bank holding company by
acquiring 100 percent of the voting
shares of Atco National Bank, Atco,
New Jersey.

D. Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond
(Lloyd W. Bostian, Jr., Vice President)
701 East Byrd Street, Richmond, Virginia
23261:

1. National Bank of Commerce
Company, Charleston, West Virginia; to
acquire 100 percent of the voting shares
of The Bank of Man, Man, West
Virginia.

2. National Bank of Commerce
Company, Charleston, West Virginia; to
acquire 100 percent of the voting shares
of Guaranty Shares of West Virginia,
Inc., Huntington, West Virginia, and
thereby indirectly acquire The Guaranty
National Bank of Huntington,
Huntington, West Virginia. In
connection with this application, NBCC,
Inc., Charleston, West Virginia; has
applied to become a bank holding
company by acquiring 100 percent of the
voting shares of The Guaranty National
Bank of Huntington, Huntington, West
Virginia.

E. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President) 104
Marietta Street, N.W., Atlanta, Georgia
30303:

1. SouthTrust Corporation,
Birmingham, Alabama; to acquire 80
percent of the voting shares of Meigs
County Bancshares, Inc., Decatur
Tennessee, and thereby indirectly
acquire Meigs County Bank, Decatur,
Tennessee,

F. FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF
CHICAGO (David S. Epstein, Vice
President) 230 South LaSalle Street,
Chicago, Illinois 60690:

1. Dulaney Bancorp, Inc., Marshall,
lilinois; to become a bank holding
company by acquiring 100 percent of the
voting shares of The Dulaney National
Bank of Marshall, Marshall, Illinois.

2. First Shares, Inc., Platteville,
Wisconsin; to become a bank holding
company by acquiring 100 percent of the
voting shares of The First National Bank
of Platteville, Platteville, Wisconsin.

C. FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF ST.
Louis (Randall C. Sumner, Vice
President) 411 Locust Street, St. Louis,
Missouri 63166:

1. National City Bancshares, Inc.,
Evansville, Indiana; to acquire 100
percent of the voting shares of The
Farmers and Merchants Bank, Fort
Branch, Indiana.

H. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas
(W. Arthur Tribble, Vice President) 400
South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 75222:

1. WNB Bancshares, Inc., Odessa,
Texas, and WNB Financial Corp.,
Odessa, Texas; to become a bank
holding company by acquiring 100
percent of the voting shares of Western
National Bank, Odessa, Texas.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, September 28, 1988.

James McAfee,

Associate Secretary of the Board

[FR Doc. 88-22414 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8210-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Office of the Secretary

Agency Forms Submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget for
Clearance

Each Friday the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) publishes a
list of information collection packages it
has submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB]) for
clearance in compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35). The following are those
packages submitted to OMB since the
last list was published on September 23,
1988.

Office of the Secretary

(Call Reports Clearance Office on 202~
245-6511 for copies of package).

1. Physician Ownership of, and
Compensation from Health Care
Provider Entities To Whom They Make
Patient Referrals—NEW—The Medicare
Catastrophic Coverage Act of 1988 (P.L.
100-360) requires the Inspector General
to study and report to Congress by May
1, 1989 on physician ownership and
compensation from entities to which
they make referrals. The data collection
will contact 4,000 physicians and 720
entities to identify the nature and extent
of such relationships. Respondents:
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Businesses or other for-profit, Small
businesses or organizations; Entity
Survey (ES)-Number of Respondents:
720; Physicians Survey (PS)-Number of
Respondents: 2800; Frequency of
Response: (ES)-1; (PS)-1; Average
Burden per Response: (ES)-6; (PS)-.5;
Estimated Annual Burden: 5,720.

Family Support Administration

(Call Reports Clearance Office on 202~
245-0642 for copies of package)

1. OCSE-56 Statistical /Financial
Reporting Form—0057-0970—The
information obtained from this form will
be used to report Child Support
Enforcement (CSE) activities to the
Congress (required by law) and to
complete performance indicators
utilized in program audits. Also, assists
the Office Child Support Enforcement
(OCSE) in monitoring and evaluating
State CSE programs. Respondents: State
or local governments; Number of
Respondents: 54; Frequency of
Response: 216; Average burden per
response: 4; Estimated Annual Burden:
637.2.

2. Quarterly Report of Expenditures
and Estimates OCSE-131—NEW—
Information is needed to compute
quarterly grant awards and to estimate
incentive payments to States, for
required recordkeeping, and to prepare
appropriation request and annual
reports to Congress. Respondents: 35;
State or local governments; Number of
Respondents: 54; Frequency of
Response: 6; Average burden per
response: 3.5; Estimated Annual Burden:
1,134 hours.

3. Quarterly Report and Expenditures
and Estimates FSA-231—NEW—Data is
needed for the AFDC program to make
quarterly grant awards, review State
expenditures, prepare adjustments to
grant awards and to establish budget
estimates. These estimates serve as
requirements for a quarterly report to
Congress. Respondents: State or local
governments; Number of Respondents:
54; Frequency of Response: 6; Average
burden per response: 3.66 hours;
Estimated Annual Burden: 1,118 hours.

4. Information Collection
Requirements contained in regulations
on Medical Support Enforcement—0970-
0070 and Final Regulations. Existing
regulations (0970-0070) require State [V-
D agencies to secure medical support
information and to transmit the
information to the State Medicaid
agency for use in the third party liability
program and to require State 1V-D
agencies to establish and enforce
medical support obligation in
appropriate child support cases.
Respondents: State agencies; Number of

Respondents: 54; Frequency of
Responses: on occasion; Average
Burden per Response: .0083 hours;
Average Burden per Recordkeeper:
56.38; Estimated Annual Burden: 11,421
hours.

New regulations require State IV-D
agencies to develop written criteria for
use in identifying additional child
support cases where there is a potential
for obtaining medical support and to
require State IV-D agencies to provide
health insurance policy information to
custodial parents so that they may
submit claims for health care provided
to their dependent children.
Respondents: State agencies, individual
households; Number of Respondents:
108,000; Recordkeepers: 54; Frequency of
Response: on occasion; Average Burden
per Response: .0083 hours; Average
Burden per Recordkeeper: 40; Estimated
Annual Burden: 3,060 hours.

Health Care Financing Administration

(Call Reports Clearance Officer on 301-
594-1238 for copies of package)

1. Hospital Survey Report Form—
0938-0382—This survey form is an
instrument used by the State agency to
record data collected in order to
determine compliance with the revised
hospital conditions of participation and
report it to the Federal government.
Respondents: State agency surveyors;
Number of Respondents: 53; Frequency
of Response: Annual; Average burden
per response: 3; Estimated Annual
Burden: 4,617.

As mentioned above, copies of the
information collection clearance
packages can be obtained by calling the
Reports Clearance Officer, on one of the
following numbers:

PHS: (202) 245-2100
HCFA: (301) 966-2088
FSA: (202) 245-0652
SSA: (301) 965-4149
0S: (202) 245-6511
OHDS: (202) 4724415

Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collections should be sent
directly to the appropriate OMB Desk
Officer designated above at the
following address: OMB Reports
Management Branch, New Executive
Office Building, Room 3208, Washington,
DC 20503, ATTN: Shannah Koss-
McCallum.

Dated: September 27, 1968.
James V. Oberthaler,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Information
Resources Management.

|FR Doc. 88-22579 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4210-01-M

Agency Forms Submitted to the Office
of Management and Budget for
Clearance

Each Friday the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) publishes a
list of information collection packages it
has submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for
clearance in compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35). The following are those
packages submitted to OMB since the
last list was published on September 23,
1988.

Health Care Financing Administration

(Call Reports Clearance Officer on 301-594-
1238 for copies of package)

1. Survey of Self-Insured Plans—0938-
0389—The HCFA-475 is used to obtain
an annual update of changes within the
independent health plans, primarily
births and deaths. Respondents:
Businesses or other for-profit, Non-profit
institutions, Small businesses or
organizations; Number of Respondents:
300; Frequency of Response: 1; Average
burden per response: 7.5 minutes;
Estimated Annual Burden: 37.5 hours.

2. Hospital and Hospital Health Care
Complex Cost Report—0938-0050—
Providers of services participating in the
Medicare Program are required to
submit annual information to achieve
settlement of costs for hospital services
rendered to Medicare beneficiaries.
Respondents: State or local
governments, Federal agencies or
employees; Number of Respondents/
Recordkeepers: 7,000/7,000; Frequency
of Response: 1; Average Burden per
Response-Survey/Recordkeeping: 54/
549; Estimated Annual Burden: 4,433,560
hours.

Public Health Service

(Call Reports Clearance Officer on 202-245-
2100 for copies of package)

1. List of Ingredients Added to
Tobacco in the Manufacture of
Cigarettes—0920-0210—This data
collection is a result of the
implementation of Pub. L. 98-474. This
legislation requires cigarette
manufacturers, packagers, and
importers to submit a list of the
ingredients added to tobacco in the
manufacture of cigarettes. This list
should include each ingredient additive,
along with its common name, chemical
name, and chemical abstract number
(CAS), and be submitted to the
Secretary, DHHS. Respondents:
Businesses or other for-profit, Small
businesses or Organizations; Number of
Respondents: 20; Frequency of
Response: 1; Average burden per
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response: 2; Estimated Annual Burden:
40 hours.

2. NHIS Medical Record Evaluation
(Concept Clearance}—NEW—The
National Health Interview Survey, an
ongoing survey of the civilian, non-
institutionalized population, monitors
the nation's health. This study will
evaluate procedures for collecting
diagnostic data from household
respondents. Survey data from
household interviews will be compared
to data from medical records.
Respondents: Individuals or households.
Since this is only a concept clearance,
the following burden estimates are
provided: Number of Respondents: 1;
Frequency of Response: 1; Average
burden of response: 1 hour; Estimated
Annual Burden: 1 hour. These estimates
will be reestimated when the concept is
appraved.

Office of Human Development Services

(Call Reports Clearance Officer on 202-472-
4415 for copies of package)

1. Program Performance Standards-
Runaway and Homeless Youth Centers—
Self-Assessment Instrument—0880—
0037—The Runaway and Homeless
Youth Self-Assessment Instrument
provides a format for Runaway and
Homeless Youth Program grantees to
assess their conformance to the program
performance standards. This process
accomplishes self-evaluation for the
grantees and provides necessary data
for responsible federal oversight.
Respondents: State or local
governments, Non-profit institutions;
Number of Respondents: 317; Frequency
of Response: 1; Average burden per
response: 3; Estimated Annual Burden:
951 hours.

As mentioned above, copies of the
information collection clearance
packages can be obtained by calling the
Reports Clearance Officer, on one of the
following numbers:

PHS: (202) 245-2100
HCFA: (301) 966-2088
FSA: (202) 245-0652
SSA: (301) 965-4149
0S: (202) 245-6511
OHDS: (202) 4724415

Written comments and
recommendations for the proposed
information collections should be sent
directly to the appropriate OMB Desk
Officer designated above at the
following address: OMB Reports
Management Branch, New Executive
Office Building, Room 3208, Washington,
DC 20508, ATTN: Shannah Koss-
McCallum

Date: September 26, 1988.
James V. Oberthaler,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Information
Resources Management.

[FR Doc. 88-22473 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4410-60-M

Centers For Disease Control

National Institute For Occupational
Safety and Health; Meeting

The following meeting will be
convened by the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH), Centers for Disease Control
{CDC):

Name: Peer Review of the NIOSH
"Study of Occupational Injuries Among
Line Mechanics (Linemen)”.

Date: October 18, 1988.

Place: Division of Safety Research,
Room 1384, 944 Chestnut Ridge Road,
Morgantown, West Virginia 26505-2688.

Time: 8:30 a.m.—3:30 p.m.

Status: Open to the public, limited
only by space available.

Purpose: To convene a public meeting
to obtain comments on a draft research
protocol for a NIOSH study aimed at
identifying potential injury risk factors
and developing recommendations to
reduce the risk of injuries and fatalities
to utility line mechanics (linemen),

Additional information may be
obtained from: Jim Collins, Division of
Safety Research, NIOSH, Mail Stop
5109, 944 Chestnat Ridge Road,
Morgantown, West Virginia 265052888,
Telephone: Commercial: (304) 2014411,
FTS: 923-4411.

Dated: September 26, 1988.
Elvin Hilyer,

Associate Director for Policy Coordination,
Centers for Disease Control.

[FR Doc. 88-22470 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE 4160-19-M

Food and Drug Administration
[Docket No. 88G-0288]

Fuji Oil Co., Ltd.; Filing of Petition for
Affirmation of GRAS Status

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is announcing
that Fuji Oil Co., Ltd., has filed a petition
(GRASP 8(0343), proposing that sheanut
oil be affirmed as generally recognized
as safe (GRAS) as a direct human food
ingredient.

DATE: Comments by November 29, 1988.

ADDRESS: Written comments to the
Dockets Management Branch (HFA-
305), Food and Drug Administration, Rm.
4-62, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD
20857.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lawrence J. Lin, Center for Food Safety
and Applied Nutrition (HHF-334), Food
and Drug Administration, 200 C Street
SW., Washington, DC 20204, 202-426-
5487.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Under the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (sec. 409(bj)(5), 72 Stat.
1786 (21 U.S.C. 348(b)(5))) and the
regulations for affirmation of GRAS
status in § 170.35 (21 CFR 170.35), notice
is given that Fuji Oil Co., Ltd., 6-1,
Hachiman-cho, Minami-ku, Osaka 542,
Japan, has filed a petition (GRASP
8G0343), proposing that sheanut oil be
affirmed as GRAS for use as a direct
human food ingredient.

The petition has been placed on
display at the Dockets Management
Branch (address above).

Any petition that meets the
requirements outlined in §§ 170.30 and
170.35 (21 CFR 170.30 and 170.35) is filed
by the agency. There is no prefiling
review of the adequacy of data to
support a GRAS conclusion. Thus, the
filing of a petition for GRAS affirmation
should not be interpreted as a
preliminary indication of suitability for
GRAS affirmation.

The potential environmental impact of
this action is being reviewed. If the
agency finds that an environmental
impact statement is not required and
this petition results in a regulation, the
notice of availability of the agency’s
finding of no significant impact and the
evidence supporting that finding will be
published with the regulation in the
Federal Register in accordance with 21
CFR 25.40(c).

Interested persons may, on or before
November 29, 1988, review the petition
and/or file comments (two copies,
identified with the docket number found
in brackets in the heading of this
document) with the Dockets
Management Branch (address above).
Comments should include any available
information that would be helpful in
determining whether the substance is, or
is' not, GRAS for the proposed use. A
copy of the petition and received
comments may be seen in the Dockets
Management Branch between 9 a.m. and
4 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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Dated: September 22, 1988,
Richard ]. Ronk,

Acting Director, Center for Food Safety and
Applied Nutrition.

[FR Doc. 88-22420 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M

Request for Nominations for a
Representative of Industry Interests
on the Ophthaimic Devices Panel

AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration.
ACTION: Notice.

summARY: The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) is requesting
nominations for an industry
representative to serve on the
Ophthalmic Devices Panel. FDA has a
special interest in ensuring that women,
minority groups, the physically
handicapped, and small businesses are
adequately represented on advisory
committees and, therefore, extends
particular encouragement to
nominations for appropriately qualified
female, minority, and physically
handicapped candidates, and
nominations from small businesses that
manufacture medical devices subject to
the regulations.

DATE: Nominations should be received
by November 29, 1988.

ADDRESS: All nominations and curricula
vitae (which includes nominee's office
address and telephone number) shall be
submitted in writing to Kay Levin
(address below).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kay Levin, Center for Devices and
Radiological Health (HFZ-20), Food and
Drug Administration, 12720 Twinbrook
Parkway, Rockville, MD 20857, 301443~
4016.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Function

The functions of the Ophthalmic
Devices Panel are to: (1) Review and
evaluate available data concerning the
safety and effectiveness of ophthalmic
devices currently in use; (2) advise the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs
regarding recommended classification of
these devices into one of three
regulatory categories; (3) recommend the
assignment of a priority for the
application of regulatory requirements
for devices classified in the standards or
premarket approval category; (4) advise
on any possible risks to health
associated with the use of devices; (5)
advise on formulation of product
development protocols and review
premarket approval applications for
those devices classified in the premarket
approval category; (6) review

classification as appropriate; (7)
recommend exemption to certain
devices from the application of portions
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act (the act); (8) advise on the necessity
to ban a device; and (9) respond to
requests from the agency to review and
make recommendations on specific
issues or problems concerning the safety
and effectiveness of devices.

Industry Representation

Section 513 of the act (21 U.S.C. 360c)
provides that each medical devices
panel include as a nonvoting member
one representative of the interests of the
device manufacturing industry.

Nomination Procedure

Any organization in the medical
device manufacturing industry
(“industry interests') wishing to
participate in the selection of an
appropriate member for this panel may
nominate one or more qualified persons
to represent industry interests. Persons
who nominate themselves as industrial
representatives will not participate in
the selection process. It is, therefore,
recommended that all nominations be
made by someone with an organization
or firm who is willing to participate in
the selection process.

Nominations shall include a complete
curriculum vitae of each nominee and
shall state that the nominee is aware of
the nomination and is willing to serve as
a member. The term of office is between
three and four years, depending on the
appointment date.

Selection Procedure

A letier will be sent to each
organization that has made a
nomination and to those organizations
indicating an interest in participating in
the selection process, together with a
complete list of all such organizations
and nominees. This letter will state that
it is the responsibility of each
organization to consult with the others
in selecting a single member to
represent industry interests for the
Ophthalmic Devices Panel within 60
days after receipt of the letter.

This notice is issued under the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92-463,
86 Stat. 770-776 (5 U.S.C. App. I)) and 21
CFR Part 14, relating to advisory
committees.

Dated: September 26, 1988.
John M. Taylor,

Associate Commissioner for Regulatory
Affairs,

[FR Doc. 88-22496 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4160-01-M “”

Health Care Financing Administration

[OACT-018-N]

Medicare Program; Manthly Actuarial
Rates and Part B Premium Rates
Beginning January 1, 1989

AGENCY: Health Care Financing
Administration (HCFA), HHS.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
monthly actuarial rates for aged (age 65
or over) and disabled (under age 65)
enrollees in the Medicare supplementary
medical insurance program (Part B) for
calendar year 1989, and the monthly
Part B premium rate based on these
actuarial rates to be paid by all
enrollees during calendar year 1989. The
1989 monthly Part B premium will be
increased from $24.80 to $27.90. It also
announces the Part B premium
adjustments imposed by the Medicare
Catastrophic Coverage Act of 1988 (Pub.
L. 100-360).

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1, 1989.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Carter S. Warfield, (301) 966-6396.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1. Background

The Medicare supplementary medical
insurance (SMI) program is the
voluntary Medicare Part B program that
pays all or part of the costs for
physician services, outpatient hospital
services, home health services, services
furnished by rural health clinics,
ambulatory surgical centers, and for
comprehensive outpatient rehabilitation
facilities, and certain other medical and
health services not covered by hospital
insurance (Medicare Part A). The SMI
program is available to individuals who
are entitiled to hospital insurance and to
U.S. residents who have attained age 65
and are citizens or aliens who were
lawfully admitted for permanent
residence and have resided in the
United States for five consecutive years.
This program requires enrollment and
payment of monthly premiums as
provided in 42 CFR Part 405, Subpart B,
and Part 408, respectively. The
difference between the premiums paid
by all enrollees and total incurred costs
is met from the general revenues of the
Federal Government. (Part 408 was
published at 52 FR 48112, December 17,
1987, and redesignated regulations
formerly at Subpart I of 42 CFR Part
405.)

The Secretary of Health and Human
Services is required by section 1839 of
the Social Security Act (the Act) (42
U.S.C. 1395r) to issue annual notices
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relating to the SMI program. These
notices contain monthly actuarial rates,
the monthly SMI premium rate paid by
enrollees, and adjustments in the
premium to insure against catastrophic
expenses.

II. Monthly Actuarial Rates

One notce required by section 1839 of
the Act announces two amounts that,
according to actuarial estimates, will
equal, respectively, one-half the
expected average monthly cost of SMI
for each aged enrollee (age 65 or over)
and one-half the expected average
monthly cost of SMI for each disabled
enrollee (under age 65) during the
calendar year beginning the following
January. These amounts are called
“monthly actuarial rates.”

As required by sections 1839(a)(1) and
(4) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1395r(a) (1) and
(4)), as amended, I have determined that
the monthly actuarial rates applicable
for calendar year 1989 are $55.80 for
enrollees age 65 and over and $34.30 for
disabled enrollees under age 65. The
accompanying statement (section V.)
gives the actuarial assumptions and
bases from which these rates are
derived.

IIL. Monthly SMI Premium Rates

The second notice required by section
1839 of the Act announces the monthly
SMI premium rate to be paid by aged
and disabled enrollees for the calendar
year beginning the following January.
(Although the costs to the program per
disabled enrollee are different than for
the aged, the law provides that they pay
the same premium amount.) Beginning
with the passage of section 203 of Pub.
L. 82-603, (the Social Security
Amendments of 1972) and until the
passage of section 124 of Pub. L. 97-248
(the Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Act of 1982), the premium
rate was limited by section 1839 of the
Act to the lesser of the monthly
actuarial rate for aged enrollees, or the
current monthly premium rate increased
by the same percentage as the most
recent general increase in monthly title
I (cash payments) social security
benefits.

Section 124 of Pub. L. 97-248 changed
the premium basis to 25 percent of
program costs.

Section 606 of Pub. L. 98-21, section
2302 of Pub. L. 98-369, section 9313 of
Pub. L. 99-272 and section 4080 of Pub.
L. 100-203 amended section 1839 of the
Act to extend through 1989 the provision
that the premium be based on 25 percent
of program costs. In January 1990,
calculation of the premium rate will
revert to the method in § 1839(a) of the
Act used before the passage of these

public laws, except that it will remain
on a calendar year basis. (See section
1839(e) of the Act.)

A further provision affecting the
calculation of the SMI premium is
section 1839(f) of the Act as amended by
section 211 of the Medicare Catastrophic
Coverage Act of 1988 (Pub. L. 100-360).
Section 1839(f) now provides that is an
individual is entitled to benefits under
section 202 or 223 of the Act (the Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance Benefit
and the Disability Insurance Benefit,
respectively) and has the SMI premiums
(including the Part B catastrophic and
prescription drug premiums; see below)
deducted from these benfit payments,
the total premium increase will be
reduced to avoid causing a decrease in
the individual’s benefit payment. This
occurs if the increase in the individual's
social security benefit due to the cost of
living adjustment under section 215(i) of
the Act is less than the increase in the
premium. Specifically, the reduction in
the premium amount applies if the
individual is entitled to benefits under
section 202 or 223 of the Act for
November and December of a particular
year and the individual’s SMI premiums
for December and the following January
are deducted from the respective
month's section 202 or 223 benefits.*
(This change in effect perpetuates
former amendments that prohibited SMI
premium increases from reducing an
individual’s benefits in year the dollar
amount of the individual's cost of living
increase in benefits was not at least as
great as the dollar amount of the
individuals® SMI premium increase).

Generally, the reduced premiums for
the individual for that January and for
each of the succeeding 11 months for
which he or she is entitled to benefits
under section 202 or 223 of the Act is the
greater of the following;

(1) The monthly premium for January
reduced as necessary to make the
December monthly benefits, after the
deduction of the SMI premium for
January, at least equal to the preceding
November's monthly benefits, after the
deduction of the SMI premium for
December; or

(2) The monthly premium for that
individual for that December.

In determining the premium
limitations under section 1839(f) of the
Act, the monthly benefits to which an
individual is entitled under section 202

*Note: A check for benefits under section 202 or
223 is received in the month following the month for
which the benefits are due. The SMI premium that is
deducted from a particular check is the SM1
payment for the month in which the check is
received. Therefore, a benefit check for November is
nol received until December and has the
December's SMI premium deducted from it.

or 223 do not include retroactive
adjustments or payments and
deductions on account of work. Also,
once the monthly premium amount has
been established under section 1839(f) of
the Act, it will not be changed during the
calendar year even if there are
retroactive adjustments or payments
and deductions on account of work that
apply to the individual's monthly
benefits.

Individuals who have enrolled in the
SMI program late or have reenrolled
after the termination of a coverage
period are subject to an increased
premium under section 1839(b) of the
Act. That increase is a percentage of the
premium and would be based on the
new premium rate before any reductions
under section 1839(f) are made or any
rounding off under section 1839(g)(6) of
the Act are made (see section IV, below
of catastrophic coverage concerning
additions to premium.)

As required by section 1839(a)(3),
(e)(1) and (f) of the Act as amended (42
U.S.C. 1395r(a)(3), (e)(1) and (f)), I have
determined that the standard monthly
premium amount will be $27.90 during
calendar year 1989. However, if monthly
Social Security benefits are not
increased for 1989, the premium will not
be increased but will remain at $24.80
monthly. Also, if an individual's cost of
living increase for 1989 to his or her
monthly Social Security benefit is not as
much as his or her increase in Part B
premiums, including the catastrophic
Part B premium, the individual's Social
Security benefits will not be decreased
below his or her level of benefits for
December of 1988.

The accompanying statement in
Section V of this notice shows how the
standard premium amount was derived.

IV. Catastrophic Coverage Premium

On July 1, 1988, Congress enacted Pub.
L. 100-360, the Medicare Catastrophic
Coverage Act of 1988. It provides
protection to Medicare beneficiaries
whose Medicare expenses exceeded
certain limits. To pay for this additional
coverage for Part B the law provides for
new premiums beneficiaries will pay in
addition to the current SMI premium.
This notice addresses only the
catastrophic coverage monthly premium
for 1989. (Under Pub. L. 100-360, benefit
changes occur on a phased-in basis over
several years, beginning in 1990. Other
new premiums and changes to the Part B
premiums for subsequent years will be
discussed in subsequent notices.)

As required by section 1839(g)(1)(A) of
the Act, the catastrophic coverage
premium for calendar year 1989 is $4.00.
There are two exceptions to this
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amount, as required by section
1839(g)(4) and (5), respectively:

1. The monthly catastrophic coverage
preminm for calendar year 1989 is $1.30
for residents of Puerto Rico and $2.10 for
residents of other U.S. territories and
commonwealths; and

2. There is no catastrophic coverage
premium for 1989 for individuals
enrolled in Part B only (their new
premium begins in 1990).

V. Statement of Actuarial Assumptions,
and Bases Employed in Determining the
Monthly Actuarial Rates and the
Standard Monthly Premium Rate for the
Supplementary Medical Insurance
Program Beginning January 1989

A. Actuarial Status of the
Supslemenlary Medical Insurance Trust
Fun

Under the law, the starting point for
determining the monthly premium is the
amount that would be necessary to
finance the SMI program on an incurred
basis; i.e. the amount of income that
would be sufficient to pay for services
furnished during that year (including
associated adminstrative costs) even
though payment for some of these
services will not be made until after the
close of the year. The portion of income
required to cover benefits not paid until
after the close of the calendar yearis
added to the trust fund and used when
needed.

Because the rates are established
prospectively, they are subject to

projection error. Additionally,
legislation enacted after the financing
has been established, but effective for
the period for which the financing has
been set, may affect program costs. As a
result, the income to the program may
not equal incurred costs. Therefore, trust
fund assets should be maintained at a
level that is adequate to cover a
moderate degree of variation between
actual and projected costs in addition to
the amount of incurred but unpaid
expense. Table 1 summarizes the
estimated actuarial status of the trust
fund as of the end of the financing
period for 1987 through 1988.

TaBLE 1.—Estimated Actuarial Status of
the SMI Trust Fund as of the End of
the Financing Periods, Jan. 1, 1987 to
Dec. 31, 1988

[In millions of dollars)

Financing period | Liaby. | Assets

Dec. 31, 1967 ...
Dec. 31, 1988y

158390 $5.126

183,268
naa] 6.131

1,358

'Secbonmol'mewmmSow
modified the

Security checks when
ed day falis on a Saturday aymm
public Dedivery of

due Ji 19wooeu'mdon0ecombersl 1987.
.me_smptemiamswimdlmme

checks ( ! ) and the general revenue
ing contributions ($2,178 million) were added

to the SMI trust fund on December 31, 1987.

B. Monthly Actuarial Rate for Enrollees
Age 65 and Older

The monthly actuarial rate is one-half
of the monthly projected cost of benefits
and administrative expenses for each
enrollee age 65 and older, adjusted to
allow for interest earnings on assets in
the trust fund and a contingency margin.
The contilngency margin is an amount
appropriate to provide for a moderate
degree of variation between actual and
projected costs and to amortize
unfunded liabilities.

The monthly actuarial rate for
enrollees age 65 and older for calendar
year 1989 was determined by projecting
per-enrollee cost for the 12-month
periods ending June 30, 1989 and June 30,
1990 by type of service. Although the
actuarial rates are now applicable for
calendar years, projections of per-
enrollee costs were determined on a July
to June period, consistent with the July 1
annual fee screen update used for
benefits before the passage of section
2306(b) of Pub. L. 98-369. The values for
the 12-month period ending June 30, 1986
were established from program data.
Subsequent periods were projected
using a combination of program data
and data from external sources. The
projection factors used are shown in
Table 2. Those per-enrollee values are
then adjusted to apply to a calendar
year period. The projected values for
financing periods from January 1, 1986,
through December 31, 1989, are shown in
Table 3.

BILLING CODE #120-01-M




*weidoad [H 3y) Aq papiaoad s1 saDIAILS 9saY} JO 988JI0A0D J18Y) ‘IH 0} parua

9J8 SI3[[0JUd PI[QESIP JIS [18 20ulg *wBIB04d NS 9yl Aq papiaoad s1 S991AJSS 9S3Y3} JO 938I0A0D
3y} ‘IH 03 Pa[31IUS J0U SID[[0JUS [NS ASOY) J0) ‘doAamol *wwiSoad (IH) @ouBJnsur 1831dsoy 3JBOIPA
2y} Aq papiaouad A[aAIsnjoxs }SOW[B Ud3Q dABY SIDIAJSS Aouade yi[Bay awoy ‘1861 ‘1 AInp adulg
*S9O1AJSS 2AISUGXD dJow Jo

9SN 9A11B[3J J2)8313 pUB 93[[0JUd Jad PaAI2DAI SIDIAJAS JO JOQUINU BY) Ul ISBIIDU]

*wBJadodd sy} Jopun Juawied Joj paziudooaa sy

*99[[0Jud Jad aJ® San[sA [V

0661
6861
8861
L861
9861

:paIqesiq

0661
6861
8861
L861
9861
:pady

SODIAJIOS susid /§ SOPIAJaS S9D1AJaS /¢ 18npisay /7 S98d 0¢ aunp

Qs juswAedaid Kouoge [831dsoy Suipua
juapuadapug do13080d  yjreay sawoy  juaiyeding S9DIAJSS ;SUBIDISAYJ polaad
dnouan yjuow-zy

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 |/ Notices

(3usdJad uy)

onMZDhUZ_DmeQOmemI&ZOSTNﬁ
OVd NOLLOIrOodd—z dT1dV.L

0661-9861 40
n SHOL




9-10-0ZL¥ 3Q0D ONITTIE

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Notices

08°SS$ 09°6v$ 08°G¢$ 00°1¢€¢ 91BJ [BIIBN}OB A[YJUOp
eb'e LS°1 66 9- £1°6- }101)3p Jo snjdans ay) 9Z11JOWB 0O} pue
J04J3 uoryoafoud Joj urdasw Aduaduijuo)
89°0- £2'0- ey 0- 26°0~ 1S2Ja)ul JO an{ep
S0°pS$ 92°8v$ LL'TYS S0°LES saJnjipuadxa paJanauj
11 9¢*'1 (AR | gLl Sosuadxa aA1}BJ}SIUIWPY
v9°2S$ 06°9v$ SPIvs L°GES §}1j9uaq 1810,
09°11- reol- Lli6- L8 L- 20UBJINSUIO0)
L°C- 1,2~ 69°2- 99°2- |[qunonpaqg
:3uraByg-1s0)
96°99¢% S6°65$ 62°¢s$ A S 83DIAJDS [B10],
¥9°1 0b°1 02°1 66°0 @B juapuadapuj
¥8°¥ 96°¢ £6°C €0°2 susyd jyuswAsdald ao1ja8ad dnoan
90°0 90°0 S0°0 S0°0 sa10uade Yj[8ay awoy
9071 66°11 eZ°01 9%°8 suonnifisul Jayjo puse [eyidsoy juanjeding
9¢€°'9¥$ 244 c8°8¢$ 0L°ves $234BYD 9[qBUOSBAI SUBIDISAYY

}(PIZ1US003J [2A3] 1B) SSDIAJIS PAIBAO))

6861 AD 8861 AD L861 AD 9861 AD

SpPO1J34 oulduBUl

38352

6861 ‘1€ AALWNHOUA HDNOUILL 9861 ‘1€ UAHWHOHA DNIANH SUONNHNI ONIONVNIA
UAAO ANV 99 OV SHUTITOUNT HOT ALVU "IVIIVALOV A'THINOW JO NOLLVAIHAU — € d'T4V.L




Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30, 1988 / Notices

38353

The projected monthly rate required
to pay for one-half of the total of
benefits and administrative costs for
enrollees age 65 and over for calendar
year 1989 is $54.05. The monthly
actuarial rate of $55.80 provides an
adjustment of —$0.68 for interest
earnings and $2.43 for a contingency
margin. Based on current estimates, it
appears that with respect to enrollees
age 65 and over the assets are not
sufficient to cover the amount incurred
but unpaid expenses and to provide for
a moderate degree of variation between
actual and projected costs. Thus, a
positive contingency margin is needed to
build assets toward a more appropriate
level.

An appropriate level for assets
depends on numerous factors, The most
important of these factor are: (1) The
difference from prior years in the actual
performance of the program and
estimates made at the time financing
was established and (2) the expected
relationship between incurred and cash
expenditures. Ongoing analysis is made
of the former as the trends in the
differences vary over time.

C. Monthly Actuarial Rate for Disabled
Enrollees

Disabled enrollees are those persons
enrolled in SMI because of entitlement
(before age 65) to disability benefits for
more than 24 months or because of

entitlement to Medicare under the end-
stage renal disease program. Projected
monthly costs for disabled enrollees
(other than those suffering from end-
stage renal disease) are prepared in a
fashion exactly parallel to projection for
the aged, using appropriate actuarial
assumptions (see Table 2). Costs for the
end-stage renal disease program are
projected differently because of the
complex demographic problems
involved. The combined results for all
disabled enrollees are shown in Table 4.
BILLING CODE 4120-01-M
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The projected monthly rate required
to pay for one-half of the total of
benefits and administrative costs for
disabled enrollees for calendar years
1989 is $63.13. The monthly actuarial
rate of $34.30 provides an adjustment of
- $7.26 for interest earnings and
~$21.57 for a contingency margin.
Based on current estimates, it appears
that the disabled assets are more than
sufficient to cover the amount of
disabled incurred but unpaid expenses
and to provide for a moderate degree of
variation between actual and projected
costs. Thus, a negative contingency
margin is needed to reduce disabled
assets to more appropriate levels.

D. Sensitivity Testing

Several factors contribute to
uncertainty about future trends in
medical care costs. In view of this, it
seems appropriate to test the adequacy
of the rates announced here using
alternative assumptions. The most
unpredictable factors that contribute
significantly to future costs are
outpatient hospital costs, physician
residual (as defined in Table 2), and
increases in physician fees as
constrained by the program’s reasonable
charge screens and economic index.
Two alternative sets of assumptions and
the results of those assumptions are

shown in Table 5. One set represents
increases that are lower and is,
therefore, more optimistic than the
current estimate. The other set
represents increases that are higher and
is, therefore, more pessimistic than the
current version. The values for the
alternative assumptions were
determined from a study on the average
historical variation between actual and
projected increases in the respective
increase factors. All assumptions not
shown in Table 5 are the same as in
Table 2.

BILLING CODE 4120-01-M
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Table 5 indicates that, under the
assumptions used in preparing this
report, the monthly actuarial rates will
result in an excess of assets over
liabilities of $1,507 million by the end of
December 1989. This amounts to 3.1
percent of the estimated total incurred
expenditures for the following year.
Assumptions which are somewhat more
pessimistic (and, therefore, test the
adequacy of the assets to accommodate
projection errors) produce a deficit of
$5,565 million by the end of December
1989, which amounts to 10.2 percent of
the estimated total incurred
expenditures for the following year.
Under these more pessimistic
assumptions, assets will be insufficient
to cover outstanding liabilities.
However, the cash balances in the Trust
Fund should remain positive, allowing
claims to be paid. Under fairly
optimistic assumptions, the monthly
actuarial rates will result in a surplus of
$8,116 million by the end of December,
1989, which amounts to 18.5 percent of
the estimated total incurred
expenditures for the following year.

E. Standard Premium Rate

For calendar years 1984 through 1989,
section 1939(e) of the Act provides that
the standard monthly premium rate for
both aged and disabled enrollees shall
be 50 percent of the monthly actuarial
rate for enrollees age 65 and older.
Therefore, the standard monthly
premium rate for both aged and disabled
enrollees for calendar year 1989 is
$27.90, which is 50 percent of the
monthly actuarial rate for enrollees aged
65 and over for this period ($55.80).

VI. Regulatory Impact Statement

The standard monthly SMI premium
rate of $27.90 for all enrollees during
calendar year 1989 is 12.5 percent higher
than the $24.80 monthly premium
amount for the previous financing
period. The estimated cost of this
increase over the current premium to the
approximately 32.3 million SMI
enrollees will be about $1,201 million for
calendar year 1989. The catastrophic
coverage premium, which affects most
Part B beneficiaries, is $4.00 ($1.30 for
residents of Puerto Rico, $2.10 for
residents of other territories and
commonwealths, and $0 for Part B-only
enrollees). The estimated cost of this
increase to Medicare beneficiaries will
gmuaboul 81,503 million for calendar year

989.

This notice merely announces
amounts required by section 1839 of the
Act. This notice is not a proposed rule or
a final rule issued after a proposal, and
does not alter any regulations.

T'herefore, we have determined, and the

Secretary certifies, that no analyses are
required under Executive Order 12291,
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
601 through 612) or section 1102(b) of the
Act.

(Section 1839 of the Social Security Act; 42
U.S.C. 1395r)

{Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 13.774, Medicare—
Supplementary Medical Insurance)

Dated: September 23, 1988.
William L. Roper,
Administrator, Health Care Financing
Administration.
Approved September 26, 1988,
Otis R. Bowen,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 88-22628 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4120-01-M

[OACT-017-N]

Medicare Program; Inpatient Hospital
Deductible for 1989

AGENCY: Health Care Financing
Administration (HCFA), HHS.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice announces that
the inpatient hospital deductible for
calendar year 1989 under Medicare’s
hospital insurance program (Part A) is
$560. The Medicare statute specifies the
formula to be used to determine this
amount.

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1, 1989,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT:
Barbara S. Klees, (301) 966-6388,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L. Background

Section 1813 of the Social Security Act
(the Act) (42 U.S.C. 1395¢) provides for
an inpatient hospital deductible to be
subtracted from the amount payable by
Medicare for inpatient hospital services
furnished an individual. Section
1813(b)(2) of the Act requires the
Secretary to determine and publish by
September 15 of each year the amount of
the inpatient hospital deductible
applicable for the following calendar
year,

Computing the Deductible

Section 9301 of Pub. L. 99-509
amended section 1813(b) of the Act to
establish for years after 1987 the method
for computing the amount of the
inpatient hospital deductible, The
deductible specified for 1987 was $520
and, under the formula specified in the
law, the deductible for subsequent
calendar years is the deductible for the
preceding year mutiplied by the same
percentage increase (that is, the update

factor) used for updating the prospective
payment rates for inpatient hospital
services effective October 1 of the same
preceding year and adjusted to reflect
real case mix. The amount so
determined is rounded to the nearest
multiple of $4. The deductible for 1988
calculated in this manner is $540.

Section 1813 of the Act was further
amended by section 4002(f) of Pub. L.
100-203, as amended by section
411(b)(1)(H)(ii) of Pub. L. 100-360, to
require that, beginning January 1989, the
deductible be changed each year by the
Secretary's best estimate of the
payment-weighted average of the
applicable percentage increases used for
updating the payment rates for hospitals
(according to whether they are
prospective payment system (PPS)
hospitals in rural, large urban, or other
urban areas or are hospitals excluded
from PPS) and adjusted to reflect real
case mix. (Without this amendment, we
would have been required to assess four
different deductibles, according to the
status or location of the hospital to
which a beneficiary was admitted when
a deductible is applicable.)

Section 1886(b)(3)(B) of the Act, as
amended by section 4002 of Pub. L. 100-
203, requires the applicable percentage
increases for fiscal year 1989 for
Medicare prospective payment rates to
be the market basket percentage
increase minus 1.5 percent for rural
hospitals, minus 2.0 percent for large
urban hospitals, and minus 2.5 percent
for other urban hospitals. The market
basket percentage increase that we are
using for fiscal year 1989 is 5.4 percent.
Therefore, the percentage increases for
Medicare prospective payment rates are
3.9 percent for rural hospitals, 3.4
percent for large urban hospitals, and
2.9 percent for other urban hospitals; the
payment percentage increase for
hospitals excluded from PPS is 5.4
percent. Our best estimate of the
payment-weighted average of these
increases in the payment rates is 3.3
percent,

A case-mix index is calculated for
each hospital reflecting the relative
costliness of that hospital's mix of cases
compared to a national average mix of
cases. We computed the increase in
average case mix for hospitals paid
under PPS in fiscal year 1988 compared
to fiscal year 1987. (Hospitals excluded
from PPS were excluded from this
calculation, since their payments are
unaffected by increases in case mix.)
We used PPS bills available to us as of
the end of July 1988. This is a total of
about 6.4 million discharges for fiscal
year 1988, The increase in average case
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mix in fiscal year 1988 is computed to be
2.66 percent,

Although the case mix index has
increased by 2.66 percent in fiscal year
1988, section 1813 of the Act requires
that the inpatient hospital deductible be
increased only by that portion of the
case mix increase that is determined to
be real, The long-term trend in real case
mix increase was determined to be
approximately 0.5 percent. During the
first few years of the prospective
payment system, estimated real case
mix increases exceeded that level,
primarily because of the shift of many
lower-cost treatments out of the
inpatient hospital setting. This shift out
of the inpatient hospital setting resulted
in declining Medicare hospital
admissions. However, during 1988,
hospital admission patterns have
returned to levels consistent wtih long-
term trends. Furthermore, we have
observed that nearly 0.9 percent of the
2.66 percent case mix increase is
associated with changes in the DRG
classification and changes in the
relative DRG weights. Therefore, there
is no reason to believe that real case
mix increase has not also returned to the
long-term determining the 1989 inpatient
hospital deductible, we are estimating
the real case mix increase at 0.5 percent

Thus, the estimate of the payment-
weighted average of the applicable
percentage increases used for updating
the payment rates is 3.3 percent, and the
case-mix adjustment factor for the
deductible is 0.5 percent.

II. Inpatient Hospital Deductible For
1989

The inpatient hospital deductible for
calendar year 1989 is $540 times the
payment rate increase of 1.033 times the
increase in average real case mix of
1.005, which equals $560.61 and is
rounded to $560.

III. Costs to Beneficiaries

Section 102 of the Medicare
Catastrophic Coverage Act of 1988 (Pub.
L. 100-360) amended section 1813 of the
Act so that there is only one deductible
for hospitalization per year and there
are no longer any coinsurance amounts
for days 61 through 90 of hospitalization
or for lifetime reserve days.

The estimated cost to beneficiaries
due to the deductible increase is $150
million. That amount is, for 1989, based
on an estimaled 7.3 million beneficiaries
who will be admitted to a hospital and
be subject to the deductible. The cost is
offset by an estimated $800 million,
which represents the savings to
beneficiaries from multiple admissions
being subject only to an annual
deductible and no longer subject to a

deductible for each spell of iliness, and
from removal of the requirement for
coinsurance amounts for hospital
services.

IV. Regulatory Impact Statement

This notice merely announces an
amount required by legislation. This
notice is not a proposed rule or a final
rule issued after a proposal, and does
not alter any regulation or pelicy.
Therefore, we have determined, and the
Secretary cerifies, that no analyses are
required under Executive Order 12291,
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
601 through 612) or section 1102(b) of the
Act.
(Section 1813(b)(2) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1395¢(b)(2)).
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 13.773, Medicare—Hospital
Insurance)

Dated: September 23, 1988.
William L. Roper,
Administrator, Health Care Financing
Administration,

Approved: September 27, 1988.
Otis R. Bowen,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 86-22629 Filed 8-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4120-01-M

National Institutes of Health

National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases; Combined
Meeting of Basic Sciences |

S ee and Basic Sciences Il
Subcommittee of the Acquired
Immunodeficiency Syndrome
Research Review Committee

Pursuant to Pub. L. 82-463, notice is
hereby given of the meeting of the Basic
Sciences | Subcommittee, and the Basic
Sciences 1l Subcommittee of the
Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome
Research Review Committee, National
Institute of Allergy and Infectious
Diseases, on November 8-10, 1988, at the
Hyatt Regency Bethesda, 1 Bethesda
Metro Center, Bethesda, Maryland
20814.

The meeting will be open to the public
from 8:30 a.m. to 8 a.m. on November 8
to discuss administrative details relating
to committee business and for program
review. Attendance by the public will be
limited to space available. In
accordance with the provisions set forth
in secs. 552h(c)(4) and 552b(c)(B), Title 5,
U.S.C. and sec. 10{d) of Pub. L. 92463,
the meeting of the Basic Sciences |
Subcommittee and the Basic Sciences 11
Subcommittee will be closed to the
public for the review, discussion, and
evaluation of individual grant

applications and contract proposals
from 9 a.m. until recess on November 8,
from 8:30 a.m. until recess on November
9, and from 8:30 a.m. until adjournment
on November 10. These applications,
proposals, and discussions could reveal
confidential trade secrets or commercial
property such as patentable material
and personal information concerning
individuals associated with the
applications and proposals, the
disclosure of which would constitute a
clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy.

Ms. Patricia Randall, Office of
Research Reporting and Public
Response, National Institute of Allergy
an Infectious Diseases, Building 31,
Room 7A32, National Institutes of
Health, Bethesda, Maryland 20892,
telephone [301-496-5717), will provide a
summary of the meeting and a roster of
the committee members upon request.

Dr. Olivia T. Preble, Executive
Secretary, Acquired Immunodeficiency
Syndrome Research Review Committee,
NIAID, NIH, Westwood Building, Room
3A10, Bethesda, Maryland 20892,
telephone (301-496-8208), will provide
substantive program information.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program Nos. 13.855, Pharmacological
Sciences; 13.856, Microbiology and Infectious
Diseases Research, National Institutes of
Health.)

Dated: September 21, 1988.
Betty J. Beveridge,
Commitiee Management Officer, NIH.
|FR Doc. 88-22415 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

National Institute of Neurological and
Communicative Disorders and Stroke;
Meeting of Board of Scientific
Counselors

Pursuant to Pub. L. 92-463, notice is
hereby given of the meeting of the Board
of Scientific Counselors, National
Institute of Neurclogical and
Commumnicative Disorders and Stroke,
Division of Intramural Research on
November 24, 1988, Conference Room
5C101, Building 10, Bethesda, Maryland.

This meeting will be open to the
public from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on
November 3 to discuss program planning
and program accomplishments.
Attendance by the public will be limited
to space available.

In accordance with the provisions set
forth in section 552b(c)(6). Title 5. U.S.C.
and section 10{d) of Pub. L. 92-463, the
meeting will be closed to the public from
8 p.m. to 10 p.m. on November 2 and
from 9 a.m. until adjournment on
November 4 for the review, discussion
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and evaluation of individual programs
and projects. The programs and
discussions include consideration of
personnel qualifications and
performances, the competence of
individual investigators and similar
items, the disclosure of which would
constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy.

The Freedom of Information
Coordinator, Mr. David Mineo, Federal
Building, Room 1004, 7550 Wisconsin
Avenue, Bethesda, MD 20892, Telephone
(301) 496-9231 or the Executive
Secretary, Dr. Irwin ]. Kopin, Director,
Intramural Research Program, NINCDS,
Building 10, Room 5N214, National
Institutes of Health, Bethesda, MD
20892, telephone (301) 496-4297, will
furnish a summary of the meeting and a
roster of committee members upon
request.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

Program No. 13.853, Clinical Basis Research;
No. 13.854, Biological Basis Research)

Dated: September 21, 1988.
Betty ]. Beveridge,
Committee Management Officer, NIH.
|[FR Doc. 88-22417 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

National Library of Medicine; Meeting
of Literature Selection Technical
Review Committee

Pursuant to Pub. L. 92-463, notice is
hereby given of a meeting of the
Literature Selection Technical Review
Committee, Natioinal Library of
Medicine, on October 27-28, 1988,
convening each day at 9:00 a.m. in the
Board Room of the National Library of
Medicine, Building 38, 8600 Rockville
Pike, Bethesda, Maryland.

The meeting on October 27 will be
open to the public from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00
noon for the discussion of
administrative reports and program
developments. Attendance by the public
will be limited to space available.

In accordance with provisions set
forth in sec. 552b(c){9)(B), Title 5, U.S.C.,
Pub. L. 92463, the meeting will be
closed on October 27 from
approximately 12:00 noon to 5:00 p.m.
and on October 28 from 9:00 a.m. to
adjournment for the review and
discussion of individual journals as
potential titles to be indexed by the
National Library of Medicine. The
presence of individuals associated with
these publications could hinder fair and
open discussion and evaluation of
individual journals by the Committee
members. '

Mrs. Lois Ann Colaianni, Executive
Secretary of the Committee, and
Associate Director, Library Operations,

National Library of Medicine, 8600
Rockville Pike, Bethesda, Maryland
20894, telephone number: 301-496-6921,
will provide a summary of the meeting,
rosters of the committee members, and
other information pertaining to the
meeting.

Dated: September 21, 1988,
Betty . Beveridge,
Committee Management Officer, NIH.
[FR Doc. 88-22416 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4140-01-M

—

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Housing—Federal Housing
Commissioner

[Docket No. N-88-1872; FR-2573]

AGENCY: Office of Assistant Secretary
for Housing—Federal Housing
Commissioner, HUD.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This Notice announces a
debenture recall of certain General
Insurance Fund debentures, in
accordance with authority provided in
the National Housing Act.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Richard Keyser, Chief, Financial
Procedures and Review Branch, Office
of Financial Management, Room 9138,
Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 451 Seventh Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20410, telephone (202)
755-1591. (This is not a toll-free
number.)
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to section 207(j) of the National Housing
Act, 12 U.8.C. 1713(j), and in accordance
with HUD regulations at 24 CFR
207.259(e)(3), the Federal Housing
Commissioner, with approval of the
Secretary of the Treasury, announces
the call of all General Insurance Fund
debentures (MM series) with coupon
rates of 9 percent or higher, outstanding
as of September 30, 1988. The date of the
call is January 1, 1989. To insure timely
payment, debentures should be
presented to the Federal Reserve Bank
of Philadelphia by December 1, 1988.
The debentures will be redeemed at
par plus accrued interest. Interest will
cease to accrue on the debentures as of
the call date. Final interest on any called
debenture will be paid with the
principal at redemption. During the
period from the date of this notice to the
call date, debentures that are subject to
the call may not be used by a mortgagee
for a special redemption purchase in
payment of a mortgage insurance
premium.

No transfer or denominational
exchanges of debentures covered by the
foregoing call will be made on the books
maintained by the Treasury Department
on or after October 1, 1988. This does
not affect the right of the holder of a
debenture to sell or assign the debenture
on or after October 1, 1988, and
provision will be made for the payment
of final interest due on January 1, 1989,
with the principal thereof, to the actual
owner, as shown by the assignments
thereon.

Instructions for the presentation and
surrender of debentures for redemption
will be provided by the Department of
the Treasury.

Dated: September 22, 1988.
James E. Schoenberger,

General Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Housing, Federal Housing Commissioner.

[FR Doc. 88-22616 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4210-27-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
[CA-010-08-4410-10]

Availability of Proposed Planning
Criteria and Pre-Planning Analysis for
the Bishop Resource Management
Plan; Bakersfield District, CA

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of availability.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to 43 CFR 1610.4-2,
notice is hereby given of the availability
of proposed planning criteria and pre-
planning analysis for the Bishop
Resource Management Plan (RMP).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Bishop Resource Area (the area covered
by the plan) contains approximately
750,000 acres of BLM land in Mono and
Inyo Counties in the eastern Sierra
portion of California. The planning
effort, which will include both a draft
and final environmental impact
statement on the various alternatives
considered, in scheduled for completion
in the fall of 1990. Copies of the initial
planning criteria and the pre-planning
analysis are available upon request at
the following locations: Bakersfield
District Office, 800 Truxtun Avenue,
Room 302, Bakersfield, California 93301,
(805) 861-4206; and Bishop Resource
Area, 787 N. Main Street, Suite P,
Bishop, California 93514, (619) 872-4881.

DATE: Comments should be sent to the
Bishop Resource Area not later than
October 31, 1988.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James S. Morrison, Bishop Resource
Area Manager, at the Bishop address
listed above.

Dated: September 23, 1988,
Robert D. Rheiner, Jr.,
District Manager.
[FR Doc: 88-22558 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-40-M

[UT-060-08-4211-15-FLJH]

Moab District, UT; Company Stay
Limits

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Moab.
ACTION: Establishment of camping stay

limits for public lands administered by
the BLM in the Moab District, Utah.

SUMMARY: Notice is given that person(s)
may occupy a site or multiple sites
within a ten (10) mile radius on public
lands not closed or otherwise restricted
to camping within the Moab District for
a total period of not more than fourteen
(14) days during any twenty-eight (28)
day period. Following the fourteen (14)
day period, persons may not relocate
within a distance of ten (10) miles of the
site that was just previously occupied
until completion of the twenty-eight (28)
day period. The fourteen (14) day limit
may be reached either through a number
of separate visits or through a period of
continuous occupation of a site. Under
special circumstances and upon request,
the authorized officer may give written
permission for extension of the fourteen
(14) day limit.

Additionally, no person may leave
personal property unattended in
designated campgrounds, recreation
developments or elsewhere on public
lands within the Moab District for a
period of more than forty-eight (48)
hours without written permission from
the authorized officer.

This camping stay limit does not
apply to Long Term Visitor Use Areas
which may be so designated in the
future by the Moab District.

DATE: This camping stay limit will be
effective October 1, 1988,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
camping stay limit is being established
in order to assist the Bureau in reducing
the incidence of long-term occupancy
trespass being conducted under the
guise of camping on public lands within
the Moab District. Of equal importance
is the problem of long-term camping,
which precludes equal opportunities for
other members of the public to camp in
the same area, which creates user
conflicts.

Authority for this stay limit is
contained in CFR Title 43, Chapter 11,
Part 8360, Subpart 8364.1, Subpart 8365,
Subpart 8365.1-2, B365.1-6, and 8365.2-3.

8360.0-7 PENALTIES: Violations of

any regulations in this part by a member
of the public, except for the provisions
of 8365.1-7, are punishable by a fine not
to exceed $1,000 and/or imprisonment
not to exceed 12 months. Violations of
supplementary rules authorized by
8365.1-6 are punishable in the same
manner.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Additional
information concerning this camping
stay limit for public lands administered
by the BLM in the Moab District, Utah
may be obtained from Brad Groesbeck,
District Realty Specialist or from Russell
von Koch, District Outdoor Recreation
Planner, Moab District Office, 82 East
Dogwood, P. O. Box 970, Moab, Utah
84532, (801) 259-8111.

Date: September 22, 1988.

Kenneth V. Rhea,

Acting District Manager.

[FR Doc. 88-22475 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-DO-M

[WY-040-08-4400-90]

Intent to Prepare Resource
Management Plan for Green River

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

AcTiON: Notice of Intent to Prepare a
Resource Management Plan and Call for
Coal and Other Resource Information
for the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) Green River Resource Area, Rock
Springs District, Wyoming.

SUMMARY: The BLM Rock Springs
District is initiating development of a
resource management plan (RMP) to
guide future management actions on the
public lands within the Green River
Resource Area. The RMP is the first
such land use plan under the new BIM
planning regulations for the resource
area. Existing management framework
plans (MFPs) will continue to guide
decisions for the Green River Resource
Area until the RMP is completed.

The RMP will be a comprehensive
land use plan that will allocate and
identify allowable public land and
resource uses, levels of production that
can be attained, resource condition
management goals, land and resource/
use constraints, and general
management practices needed to
achieve RMP objectives. It will identify
lands available for consideration for
transfer from BLM administration (via

public disposition or traasfer to another
agency).

Requirements, standards, and
procedures for preparing this RMP are
contained in 43 CFR 1600-1610 and BLM
Manuals 1600-1631.

The BLM Washington Office will
provide further guidance on standards
for development of RMPs nationwide.
The BLM Wyoming State Office will
continue to develop guidance for RMP
planning for the four districts in the
State of Wyoming to guide BLM
managers in producing balanced land
use decisions that meet requirements of
law and regulation. The Rock Springs
District will develop planning criteria to
provide the public a preview of the
types of considerations that will be
made in developing the RMP decisions.

DATES: The issue identification, planning
criteria development, and inventory
phases of the RMP process begin in
September 1988. The RMP is scheduled
to be completed by the fall of 1991.
Public meetings and other public
involvement activities during the
planning process, will be announced
through the Federal Register, local news
media, and public mailings.

ADDRESS: Documentation of the RMP
process and completed documents will
be available at: Green River Resource
Area, P.O. Box 1170, Rock Springs,
Wyoming 82902-1170.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
If you wish to be placed on the RMP
mailing list, or if you wish to add to the
list of public land and resource
problems, conflicts, concerns, or issues
being considered in the RMP, contact
Bill LeBarron, Green River Resource
Area Manager, at the address above or
phone (307) 362-8422,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Green River Resource Area is located in
southwestern Wyoming.

The resource area includes
approximately 3,828,380 surface acres
and 3,856,186 acres of Federal mineral
estate administered by the BLM in
Sweetwater, Uinta, Lincoln, Sublette,
and Fremont counties. There are 12
wilderness study areas (WSAs) in the
resource area: Buffalo Hump, Sand
Dunes, Alkali Draw, Scuth Pinnacles,
Alkali Basin-East Sand Dunes, Red
Lake, Honeycomb Buttes, Oregon Buttes,
Whitehorse Creek, Devils Playground-
Twin Butles, Red Creek Badlands, and
Adobe Town. These have been
addressed in separate MFP/EIS
documents; therefore, wilderness will
not be addressed in the Green River
RMP/EIS.

There are seven designated Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern
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(ACECs) within the Green River
Resource Area (Cedar Canyon ACEC,
Greater Sand Dunes ACEC, Natural
Corrals ACEC, Oregon Buttes ACEC,
Pine Spring ACEC, Red Creek
Watershed ACEC, and White Mountain
Petroglyphs ACEC). The RMP/EIS
should not alter the designation of these
ACECs; however, management
prescriptions for these areas will be
addressed and could change. The
potential for additional ACECs will be
explored, and if any are nominated for
ACEC designation, they will be
described and analyzed in the RMP/EIS
process.

Public participation will be an
essential component of RMP
development. Several techniques for
public involvement will be used at each
phase of RMP development including:
Federal Register announcements, on-to-
one discussion with key groups and
individuals interested in the Green River
Resource Area (especially public
officials), and individual mailings to all
parties who have expressed an interest
in the process.

For those persons wishing to be
placed on this mailing list, a BLM
contact is provided elsewhere in this
notice. Public meetings will only be
called as needed or requested. At the
outset, BLM invites public identification
of the issues that should be addressed in
the RMP process. Comments may be
sent to the address listed previously.
Preliminary issues that have been
identified to date include:

Issue 1: Management of Vegetative
Resources. There are conflicting
demands for use of vegetative resources
in the Green River Resource Area. The
basic issue is providing for various types
and levels of resource values and uses
such as watershed protection, wildlife
habitat, identification and evaluation of
potential black-footed ferret habitat,
vegetation maintenance, soil
stabilization, water quality, riparian and
wetland habitat, livestock grazing, wild
horse use, timber harvest, ORV use, and
surface-disturbing activities.

Issue 2: Management of the Bureau of
Reclamation Withdrawal in Eden-
Farson. There is a proposal by the
Bureau of Reclamation to return to BLM
administration about 26,916 acres in the
Eden-Farson area. Management of both
the surface and mineral resources would
then be administered by the BLM.

Issue 3: Minerals Resource
Management and Rights-of-Way.

Special attention is needed to address
mineral development and transportation
network conflicts with other land and
resource uses and values, particularly in
areas with high mineral development
potential, Principal considerations

include: elk, moose, mule deer, antelope,
and fisheries habitat; recreation values;
forage uses; air quality; and watershed
protection.

Areas that are suitable, not suitable
(particularly No Surface Occupancy
areas), or restricted for development
activity must be identified.

Issue 4: Recreation, Paleontological,
Cultural, and Historical Resource
Management. There are certain
resources that need protection while
others need consideration for public use
and recreation. ORV use can conflict
with other resources, including wildlife
values (particularly deer, elk, and
antelope winter ranges) and watershed
values. Principal considerations include
providing suitable and sufficient
recreation use and facilities, (both
dispersed and commercial), visual
resource management direction, off-road
vehicle (ORV) designations,
management of paleontological
resources, and management of cultural
and historical resources.

Issue 5: Special Management Areas.
There are areas, values or resources in
the Green River Resource Area that
meet the criteria for protection and
management under special management
designations. There are also seven
ACECs already designated that contain
unique resources that need special
management or attention.

Issue 6: Soil, Water, and Air
Management. There is a concern over
surface-disturbing activities and
industrial development (particularly
grazing, mineral development,
recreation use and off-road vehicle use)
which may be directly or indirectly
affecting ground and surface water
quality supplies and air quality in the
Green River Resource Area. Another
concern is to minimize the introduction
of saline salts into the Colorado River
system from both point and non-peint
sources on public lands within the
Green River Resource Area.

Issue 7: Land Tenure Adjustment and
Resource Accessibility. There are some
areas in the Green River Resource Area
that are isolated and difficualt to access.
Land disposals, land acquisitions, and
easement acquisitions could provide
improved access and manageability of
public lands.

Issue 8: Fire Management. There is
concern over how fire should be
managed in the Green River Resource
Area. Areas or resources that are
adversely affected or that benefit from
wildfire and prescribed fire need to be
identified.

Members of the public are invited to
participate in the RMP process. This is
particularly important during key phases
such as issue identification,

development of planning criteria, and
draft and final RMP/EIS review, where
their comments could affect the outcome
of RMP decisions. Members of the
public who wish to be involved in
developing this RMP should contact the
Green River Resource Area office at the
previously listed address to be placed
on the RMP mailing list.

An interdisciplinary team has been
formed to develop the RMP, Disciplines
represented include geology, range
conservation, wildlife biology,
hydrology, recreation, forestry, lands,
minerals, soils, air quality, and
archeology.

The BLM is requesting the public to
help identify additional problems and
conflicts and resource management
opportunities that should also be
addressed in the planning process.

This notice includes a request for any
available resource information and data
pertaining to the Green River Resource
Area. The purposes of this request are
(1) to assure the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and subsequent RMP
cover the fullest possible range of
consideration for resource and land uses
and management alternatives and (2) to
include the Call for Coal Resource
Information required by 43 CFR 3420.1-
2. To assure the RMP/EIS covers the
fullest possible range of resource
considerations, this call is issued to
obtain any available coal resource
information, any other resource
information pertinent to applying
unsuitability criteria, and to identify any
additional areas of interest for possible
Federal coal leasing. Coal resource
information submittals will assist the
Bureau to determine, through the RMP
process, those areas with development
potential for coal. Areas with coal
resources will be screened to determine
which areas should be available for
futher consideration for leasing.

The BLM is not able to conduct
additional coal or other resource
inventories in the planning area. Parties
interested in Federal coal leasing and
development will be expected to provide
coal resource data for their areas of
interest. The planning schedule for this
RMP/EIS requires that areas of interest
and coal resource data must be
submitted by December 30, 1988 to the
address listed previously.

If coal resource data is insufficient or
unavailable for your areas of interest,
but can be obtained in 1989, the Bureau
will accept until December 30, 1988, an
estimate of the extent and location of
the coal resources and a schedule for
obtaining the data. The adequacy and
timing of the coal resource information
received will determine the extent to
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which the Federal coal resource and its
development potential may be
addressed in this RMP/EIS.

Some of the Green River Resource
Area is within the formerly designated
Green River-Hams Fork Federal Coal
Production Region. A Notice that the
coal region was decertified was
published in the Federal Register, Vol.
53, No. 77, April 21, 1988. Federal coal
leasing regulations contained in 43 CFR
3425 are now in effect and coal reserves
in the Green River Resource Area are
now open to leasing by application. This
type of coal leasing is essentially done
on a case-by-case basis rather than
through the regional leasing process
under 43 CFR 3420. (Note that the sale
and issuance of federal coal leases
under these provisions is still done
through a competitive bidding process.)

The Bureau will consider applications
for federal coal leasing in the Green
River Resource Area. Identification at
this time of definite interests in future
leasing, subslantiated with adequate
coal resource data, will allow
addressing this potential in this plan and
possibly avoid unnecessary work,
delays, or revisions to the plan.

F. William Eikenberry,

Associate State Director.

|FR Doc. 88-22471 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-22-M

[MT-060-88-4410-08]

Resource Management Planning
Activity in the Judith, Valley, and
Phillips Resource Areas, Lewistown
District, MT

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: A Resource Management
Plan (RMP) will be prepared for the
BLM-administered lands within the
Judith, Valley, and Phillips Resource
Areas, Lewistown District, Montana.
The RMP will be based upon the
existing statutory requirements and will
meet the requirements of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of
1976. The RMP and accompanying
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
will guide management decisions within
the Judith, Valley, and Phillips Resource
Areas. The RMP and EIS are scheduled
for completion by July 15, 1990.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The RMP
geographic area is in north-central
Montana and consists of BLM-
administered lands in Valley, Phillips,
Fergus, Petroleum, and Judith Basin
Counties, and the southern half of
Chouteau County.

The issues (problems, concerns) to be
addressed in this plan include:
acquisition of lands with important
resource values, access to public lands,
off-road vehicle use, identifying areas of
special management concerns, rights-of-
way, withdrawal review, forage
allocation, riparian and wetlands
management, land treatment, fire
management, oil and gas leasing and
development, coal development,
hardrock mineral exploration and
development, prairie dog management,
black-footed ferret recovery, and
wildlife expansion and reintroduction.

Four alternatives will be developed to
present a range of feasible management
actions. The “No Action Alternative" is
included in accordance with 43 CFR
1502.14(d) and represents the
continuation of current management.
The “Resource Production ‘Alternative”
favors the use and development of
public land resources over extensive
natural and cultural resource protection.
The “Resource Protection Alternative”
goes beyond legal mandates of resource
protection, allowing the protection of
natural and cultural resources to dictate
other allowable uses. Management
under the “Resource Production-
Protection” alternative would balance
use of the public land resources with
protection of valuable and/or sensitive
natural and cultural resources.

Development of this RMP will require
involvement of professionals from these
disciplines: Wildlife management,
hydrology, soil science, range
management, realty, forestry, geology,
archaeology, recreation, economics, and
sociology.

The public will be provided
opportunity to review and comment on
issues developed by BLM and to identify
new issues. A mailing list is being
developed and will be used to
communicate with and solicit comments
from all local, state and Federal
agencies, Native American Tribes, the
Lewistown BLM District Advisory
Council, the Lewistown BLM Grazing
Advisory Board, and the public at large
which may be affected by the plan. As
the planning process proceeds, these
publics will be invited to participate
through workshops, open houses, and
public meetings.

Public information and scoping
meetings for this RMP will be held at:

Glasgow, MT, Elks Club, November 14,
1968, 7 p.m.;

Malta, MT, VFW Hall, November 15, 1988,
7 p.m.;

Winifred, MT, High School, November 16,
1988, 7 p.m.;

Winnett, MT, Courthouse, November 17,
1988, 7 p.m.; and

Lewistown, MT, BLM Office, November 21
1988, 7 p.m.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Area Manager, Judith Resource Area,
Airport Road, Lewistown, Montana
59457; Area Manager, Valley Resource
Area, Route 1, Box 775, Glasgow,
Montana 59230; or Area Manager,
Phillips Resource Area, 501 S. 2nd Stree!
East, Malta, Montana 59538.
September 16, 1988.

Marvin LeNoue,

State Director.

|FR Doc. 88-21613 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-DN-M

Fish and Wildiife Service

|FES 88~35]

Availability of Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement;
Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife
Refuge

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of availability of a final
supplemental environmental impact
statement for the wilderness proposal of
the final comprehensive conservation
plan/environmental impact statement/
wilderness review for the Alaska
Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge,
Alaska.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) has prepared a Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (Final Supplemental
Statement) for the Wilderness Proposal
of the Final Comprehensive
Conservation Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement/Wilderness Review
for the Alaska Peninsula National
Wildlife Refuge, Alaska, pursuant to
section 3(d) of the Wilderness Act of
1964, section 1317 of the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation
Act of 1980 (Alaska Lands Act), and
section 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The
Final Supplemental Statement analyzes
the impacts of four alternative
wilderness proposals for the Alaska
Peninsula National Wildlife Refuge.

The preparation of this Final
Statement differs from the past
procedures of reprinting revised
versions of entire draft documents.
instead, this Final Statement includes
only those changes that are necessary in
the Draft statement and responses (o
public comments. The enclosed
document, used with the Draft
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Statement distributed to the public on
July 15, 1988, constitutes the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.
paTE: A Record of Decision will be
discussed no seoner than QOctober 31,
1988.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William Knauer, Refuges and Wildlife,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1011 E.
Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska 99503
6199; telephone (907) 786-3399.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Copies
of the Final Supplemental Statement will
e sent to all agencies, organizations,
and persons who commented on the
Draft Supplemental Statement and to all
parties on the Alaska Peninsula Refuge
planning mailing list. A limited number
of copies of the Final Statement may be
obtained by contacting Mr. Knauer.

Copies of the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement are
also available for review at the Office of
the Regional Director, address as listed
previously, as well as at the office of the
Alaska Peninsula National Wildlife
Refuge, King Salmon, Alaska, and at the
following locations:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of
Refuges, Main Interior Bldg., 18th and C
Streets NW., Washington, DC 20240;

US. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, 500 NE. Multnomah Street, Suite
1692, Pertland, OR 97232;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, 500 Gold Avenue SW.,
Albuquerque, NM 87103;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, Federal Building, Fort Snelling,
Twin Cities, MN 55111;

5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, Richard B. Russell Federal
Building, 75 Spring Street SW., Atlanta, GA
30303;

5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, One Gateway Center, Suite 700,
Newton Corner, MA 02158; and

5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, 134 Union Blvd., Lakewood, CO
80225.

Date: September 21, 1988.

Bruce Blanchard,

ﬁriv’(.‘lor. Office of Environmental Project

ieview,

FR Doc. 8622083 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

[FES 88-34]

Ava_ilablllty of Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement
Becharof National Wildiife Refuge, OK

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior,

ACTION: Notice of availability of a final
supplemental environmental impact
slatement for the wilderness proposal of
the final comprehensive conservation

plan/environmental impact statement/
wilderness review for the Becharof
National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service {Service) has prepared a Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Wilderness Proposal
of the Final Comprehensive
Conservation Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement/Wilderness Review
for the Becharof National Wildlife
Refuge, Alaska, pursuant to section 3(d)
of the Wilderness Act of 1964, section
1317 of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act of 1980 (Alaska
Lands Act), and section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969. The Final Supplemental Statement
analyzes the impacts of three alternative
wilderness proposals for the Becharof
National Wildlife Refuge.

The preparation of this Final
Statement differs from past procedures
of reprinting revised versions of entire
draft documents. Instead, this Final
Statement includes only those changes
that are necessary in the Draft
Statement and responses to public
comments. The enclosed document, used
with the Draft Statement distributed to
the public on June 29, 1988, constitutes
the Final Environmental Impact
Statement.

DATE: A Record of Decision will be
issued no sooner than October 31, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William Knauer, Refuges and Wildlife,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1011 E.
Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska 99503
6199; telephone (907) 768-3399.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Copies
of the Final Supplemental Statement will
be sent to all agencies, organizations,
and persons who commented on the
Draft Supplemental Statement and to all
parties on the Becharof Refuge planning
mailing list. A limited number of copies
of the Final Statement may be obtained
by contacting Mr. Knauer.

Copies of the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statment are also
available for review at the Office of the
Regional Director, address as listed
previously, as well as the office of the
Becharof National Wildlife Refuge, King
Salmon, Alaska, and at the following
locations:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of
Refuges, Main Interior Bldg., 18th and C
Streets NW., Washington, DC 20240;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, 500 NE. Multnomah Street,
Suite 1692, Portland, OR 97232;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, 500 Gold Avenue SW.,
Albuquerque, NM 87103;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, Federal Building, Fort Snelling,
Twin Cities, MN 55111;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, Richard B. Russell Federal
Building, 75 Spring Street SW., Atlanta,
GA 30303;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, One Gateway Center, Suite 700,
Newton Corner, MA 02158; and

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Refuges and
Wildlife, 134 Union Boulevard,
Lakewood, CO 80225.

Date: September 21, 1988.
Bruce Blanchard,

Director., Office of Environmental Project
Review.

[FR Doc. 88-22084 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

Minerals Management Service

Development Operations Coordination
Document; Brookiyn Union
Exploration Co., Inc.

AGENCY: Minerals Management Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of the Receipt of a
Proposed Development Operations
Coordination Document (DOCD).

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
Brooklyn Union Exploration Company,
Inc. has submitted a DOCD describing
the activities it proposes to conduct on
Lease OCS-G 8690, Block 253, South
Marsh Island Area, offshore Louisiana.
Proposed plans for the above area
provide for the development and
production of hydrocarbons with
support activities to be conducterd from
an existing onshore base located at
Freshwater City, Louisiana.

DATE: The subject DOCD was deemed
submitted on September 23, 1988.
Comments must be received within 15
days of the publication date of this
notice or 15 days after the Coastal
Management Section receives a copy of
the plan from the Minerals Management
Service.

ADDRESSES: A copy of the subject
DOCD is available for public review at
the Public Information Office, Gulf of
Mexico OCS Region, Minerals
Management Service, 1201 Elmwood
Park Boulevard, Room 114, New
Orleans, Louisiana (Office Hours: 8 a.m.
to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday). A
copy of the DOCD and the
accompanying Consistency Certification
are also available for public review at
the Coastal Management Section Office
located on the 10th Floor of the State
Lands and Natural Resources Building,
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625 North 4th Street, Baton Rouge,
Louisiana (Office Hours: 8 a.m. to 4:30
p-m., Monday through Friday). The
public may submit comments to the
Coastal Management Section, Attention
OCS Plans, Post Office Box 44487, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana 70805.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Angie D. Gobert; Minerals
Management Service, Gulf of Mexico
OCS Region, Field Operations, Plans,
Platform and Pipeline Section,
Exploration/Development Plans Unit;
Telephone (504) 736-2876.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
purpose of this Notice is to inform the
public, pursuant to section 25 of the OCS
Lands Act Amendments of 1978, that the
Minerals Management Service is
considering approval of the DOCD and
that it is available for public review.
Additionally, this notice is to inform the
public, pursuant to § 930.61 of Title 15 of
the CFR, that the Coastal Management
Section/Louisiana Department of
Natural Resources is reviewing the
DOCD for consistency with the
Louisiana Coastal Resources Program.

Revised rules governing practices and
procedures under which the Minerals
Management Service makes information
contained in DOCDs available to
affected States, executives of affected
local governments, and other interested
parties became effective May 31, 1988
(53 FR 10595). Those practices and
procedures are set out in revised
§ 250.34 of Title 30 of the CFR.

Date: September 23, 1988.
J. Rogers Pearcy,
Regional Director, Gulf of Mexico OCS
Region.
[FR Doc. 88-22474 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M

Outer Continental Shelf; Availability;
Proposed Notice of Sale Central Gulf
of Mexico Oil and Gas Lease Sale 118

Gulf of Mexico Outer Continental
Shelf; Notice of Availability of Proposed
Notice of Sale, Central Gulf of Mexico,
Oil and Gas Lease Sale 118.

With regard to oil and gas leasing on
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), the
Secretary of the Interior, pursuant to
section 19 of the OCS Lands Act, as
amended, provides the affected States
the opportunity to review the proposed
Notice of Sale.

The proposed Notice of Sale for Sale
118, Central Gulf of Mexico, may be
obtained by written request to the
Public Information Unit, Gulf of Mexico

Region, Minerals Management Service,
1201 Elmwood Park Boulevard, New
Orleans, Louisiana 70123-2394, or by
telephone (504) 736-2519.

The final Notice of Sale will be
published in the Federal Register at
least 30 days prior to the date of bid
opening. Bid opening is scheduled for
March 1989.

This Notice of Availability is hereby
published pursuant to 30 CFR 256.29 as a
matter of information to the public.

Dated: September 21, 1988,
Wm. D. Bettenberg,
Director, Minerals Management Service.
[FR Doc. 88-22495 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M

National Park Service
[FES-88-40]

Final Environmental Impact Statement,
Wilderness Recommendation for Cape
Krusenstern National Monument,
Alaska

ACTION: Notice of Availability of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Wilderness Recommendation
Cape Krusenstern National Monument,
Alaska.

Pursuant to section 102(2)(c) of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, the National Park Service has
prepared a final environmental impact
statement (EIS) relating to the
wilderness recommendation for Cape
Krusenstern National Preserve, Alaska.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Single
copies of the final EIS may be obtained .
from the Regional Director, Alaska
Region, National Park Service, Alaska
Regional Office, 2525 Gambell Street,
Anchorage, Alaska 99503, Attention:
Division of Planning. Copies may also
be requested by Telephone: (907) 257~
2654,

Copies of the final EIS will also be
available for public reading and
inspection at the Alaska Regional
Office, address above; at the Office of
the Superintendent, Cape Krusenstern
National Preserve Headquarters at P.O.
Box 1029, Kotzebue, Alaska 99752,
Phone (907) 442-3890; at the Alaska
Public Lands Information Office in
Fairbanks, Alaska, 3rd and Cushman
Streets; at the Alaska Resources Library
in Anchorage, Alaska, 701 C Street; and
at the Office of Public Affairs, National

Park Service, United States Department
of the Interior in Washington, DC 18th
and C Streets, NW.
Gerald D. Patten
Associate Director, Planning and
Development.

Approved.

Bruce Blanchard,

Director, Office of Environmental Project
Review, United States Department of the
Interior.

[FR Doc. 88-22462 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 4310-70-M

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COOPERATION AGENCY

Agency For International
Development

Meeting; Research Advisory
Committee

Pursuant to the provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, notice
is hereby given of the A.LD. Research
Advisory Committee meeting on
October 24-25, 1988 in Conference Room
‘B’ of the Pan American Health
Organization Building, 525 Twenty-Third
Street NW., Washington, DC. Topics for
discussion will be “Urban Development
Research” and “"Management and
Finance Research in Basic Education in
Developing Countries".

The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. on
both days and adjourn at 5:00 p.m. on
October 24 and 12:00 noon on October
25. The meeting is open to the public.
Any interested persons may attend, may
file written statements with the
Committee before or after the meeting,
or may present oral statements in
accordance with procedures established
by the Committee and to the extent time
available for the meeting permits. Dr.
Curtis R. Jackson, Director, Office of
Research and University Relations,
Bureau for Science and Technology. is
designated as the A.LD. representative
at the meeting. Persons desiring more
specific information should contact Dr.
Jackson at (703) 875-4005 or Room 309.
1601 North Kent Street, Rosslyn.
Virginia.

Curtis R. Jackson,
A.LD. Representative, Research Advisory
Committee.

Date: September 22, 1988.

[FR Doc. 88-22428 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6116-01-M
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE
COMMISSION

[Finance Docket No. 31316)

The Huron and Eastern Railway Co.,
Inc.; Acquisition; CSX Transportation,
Inc. Line Between Bad Axe and
Saginaw, MI

AGENCY: Interstate Commerce
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of decision accepting
application for consideration.

SUMMARY: The Commission is accepting
for consideration the application, filed
August 30, 1988, by The Huron and
Eastern Railway Company, Inc. to
acquire CSX Transportation, Inc.'s 58.47-
mile line of railroad between Bad Axe
and Saginaw, ML Pursuant to 49 CFR
Part 1180, the Commission finds this to
be a minor transaction.

pATES: Written comments must be filed
with the Interstate Commerce
Commission no later than October 31,
1988, Written comments from the
Secretary of Transportation and
Attorney General of the United States
must be filed by November 14, 1988.
Applicants' reply is due December 5,
1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Joseph H. Dettmar, (202) 275-7245 (TDD
for hearing impaired: (202) 275-1721)).
ADDRESSES: An original and 10 copies of
all documents must be sent to: Office of
the Secretary, Case Control Branch,
Attn: Finance Docket No. 31316,
Interstate Commerce Commission,
Washington, DC 20423.

In addition, one copy of all documents
in this proceeding must be sent to each
of applicants' representatives: Lawrence
H. Richmond, CSX Transportation, Inc.,
100 North Charles Street, Baltimore, MD
21201 and Eric D. Gerst, The Huron and
Eastern Railway Company, Inc., Suite
900 Philadelphia Bourse, 21 South Fifth
Street, Philadelphia, PA 19106.
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION:

On August 30, 1988, The Huron and
Eastern Railway Company, Inc. (H&E)
and CSX Transportation, Inc. (CSXT),
collectively referred to as applicants,
filed an application seeking Commission
approvel and authorization, prsuant to
49 U.8.C. 11343, ef seq., of H&E's
acquisition of a 58.47-mile CSXT line
between Bad Axe and Saginaw, MI.
Applicants contend that the subject
acquisition transaction is a minor
transaction under 49 CFR 1180.2(c) and
submit an application containing
information in accordance with the
railroad consolidation regulations at 49
CFR Part 1180 for minor transactions.

H&E is a Class Ill common carrier,
and is controlled by a non-carrier,
Huron Transportation Group. CSXT is a
Class I common carrier, and is a unit of
CSX Corporation. H&E currently has
82.5 miles of line, with its main line
extending between Croswell and Bad
Axe in Sanilic and Huron Counties, MI,
with branches to Sandusky, Kinde, and
Harbour Beach. H&E presently connects
with and interchanges traffic with CSXT
at Bad Axe, MI and does not connect
with any other rail carrier nor does it
transport any overhead traffic.
Applicants state that the proposed
transaction will relieve CSXT of the
inherent inefficiencies of a branch line
operation while extending H&E's
existing operation, thereby spreading
H&E's operating costs over a larger
revenue base. As a result, they allege
that both carriers will realize operating
efficiencies. Presently, all of the patrons
located on the line are served directly
only by CSXT and not by any other
railroad, and CSXT and H&E do not
compete for originating and terminating
freight traffic on the line. Consequently,
applicants contend that, unlike a
railroad consolidation, the proposed
transaction will not result in the loss of
competitive rail service to patrons
served by the carriers involved in this
transaction, but rather the transaction
will dilute CSXT’s existing market
power in the line’s area. Applicants
further state that CSXT's patrons
presently enjoy substantial intermodal
competition and that the proposed
transaction should enable the rail mode
to compete more effectively with other
modes of surface transportation by
providing all of the rail patrons between
Saginaw and Croswell, MI with single
system rail service. H&E plans to
integrate the line into its existing
operations, so the proposed transaction
should have no adverse effect on H&E
employees. CSXT intends to commence
negotiation of appropriate agreements
with its employees who may be
adversely affected by this transaction,
pursuant to the provisions set forth in
New York Dock Railway—Control—
Brooklyn Eastern District Terminal, 360
1.C.C. 60, aff'd sub nom. New York Dock
Railway v. United States, 609 F.2d 83 (2d
Cir. 1979). When H&E's operation
eventually requires additional
employees, H&E states that it will offer
employment on a preferential basis to
lCSX’I‘ employees who worked on the
ine.

Under the consolidation regulations
we must initially determine whether a
proposal is major, significant, minor or
exempt. The proposed transaction
involves a Class I and Class III railroad.
It has no regional or national

significance and will neither result in
any major market extension nor reduce
the present level of competition.
Accordingly, we find that the proposal is
a minor transaction under 49 CFR
1180.2(c) and, because the application
complies with the applicable
regulations, we are accepting it for
consideration.

The application and exhibits are
available for inspection in the Public
Docket Room at the Offices of the
Interstate Commerce Commission in
Washington, DC. In addition, they may
be obtained upon request from
applicants' representatives named
above.

Any interested persons, including
government parties, may participate in
this proceeding by submitting written
comments regarding the application.
Comments must be filed no later than
October 31, 1988. The Secretary of
Transportation and Attorney General of
the United States must file their
comments no later than November 14,
1988. An original and 10 copies must be
filed with the Secretary, Interstate
Commerce Commission, Washington,
DC 20423.

Written comments must be
concurrently served by first-class mail
on the United States Secretary of
Transportation, the Attorney General of
the United States, and the applicants’
representatives. Written comments must
also be served on all parties of record
within 10 days of service of the service
list by the Commission. We plan to issue
the service list by November 14, 1988.
Any person who files timely written
comments shall be considered a party of
record if the person's comments so
request. In this event, no petition for
leave to intervene need be filed. Written
comments must contain (49 CFR
1180.4(d)(1)(iii)):

(A) the docket number and title of the
proceeding;

(B) the name, address, and telephone
number of the commenting party and its
represenatative upon whom service
shall be made;

(C) the commenting party's position,
1.e., whether it supports or opposes the
proposed tranaction;

(D) a statement of whether the
commenting party intends to participate
formally in the proceeding or merely
comment upon the proposal;

(E) if desired, a request for an oral
hearing with reasons supporting this
request; the request must indicate the
disputed material facts that can only be
resolved at a hearing; and

(F) a list of all information sought to
be discovered from applicant carriers.
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Because we have determined that the
proposal in this proceeding constitutes a
minor lransaction, no responsive
applications will be permiited. The time
limits for processing a minor transaction
are set forth at 49 U.S.C. 11345(d).

Discovery may begin immediately. We
admonish the parties to resolve all
discovery matters amicably.

This action will not significantly affect
either the quality of the human
environment or energy conservation.

It is ordered:

1. This proposal is found to be a minor
transaction under 49 CFR 1180.2(c).

2. The application in Finance Docket
No. 31316 is accepted for consideration.

3. The parties shall comply with all
provisions as stated above.

4. This decision is effective on the
date of service.

Decided: September 23, 1988.

By the Commission, Chairman Gradison,
Vice Chairman Andre, Commissioners
Simmons, Lamboley, and Phillips.

Kathleen M. King,

Acting Secretary.

|FR Doc. 88-22481 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

[Docket No. AB-290 (Sub-No. 33X)]

Southern Railway Co.; Abandonment
Exemption; In Anderson County, TN

AGENCY: Interstate Commerce
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of exemption.

SUMMARY: The Interstate Commerce
Commission exempts from the prior
approval requirements of 49 U.S.C.
10903, et seq., the abandonment by
Southern Railway Company of 1.71
miles of rail line in Anderson County,
TN, subject to standard labor protective
conditions.

DATES: Provided no formal expression of
intent to file an offer of financial
assistance has been received, this
exemption will be effective on October
31, 1988. Formal expressions of intent to
file an offer ! of financial agsistance
under 49 CFR 1152.27(c)(2) must be filed
by October 11, 1988, petitions to stay
must be filed by October 17, 1988, and
petitions for reconsideration must be
filed by October 25, 1988. Requests for a
public use condition must be filed by
October 11, 1988.

ADDRESSES: Send pleadings referring to
Docket No. AB-290 (Sub-No, 33X) to:

Y See Exempt. of Rail Abandonment—Offers of
Finan. Assist., 4 1.C.C. 2d 164 (1987), and final rules
published in the Federal Register on December 22,
1987 (52 FR 48440-48446).

(1) Office of the Secretary, Case
Control Branch, Interstate Commerce
Commission, Washington, DC 20423.

(2) Petitioner's representative: Roger
A. Petersen, Solicitor, Norfolk Southern
Corporation, One Commercial Place,
Norfolk, VA 23510-2191.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Joseph H. Dettmar, (202) 275-7245 (TDD
for hearing impaired; (202) 275-1721).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Additional information is contained in
the Commission's decision. To purchase
a copy of the full decision, write to
Dynamic Concepts, Inc., Room 2229,
Interstate Commerce Commission
Building, Washington, DC 20423, or call
(202) 289-4357 /4359, (assistence for the
hearing impaired is available through
TDD service (202) 275-1721 or by pickup
from Dynamic Concepts, Inc., in Room
2229 at Commission headquarters).

Decided: September 23, 1988.

By the Commission, Chairman Gradison,
Vice Chairman Andre, Commissioners
Simmons, Lamboley, and Phillips.

Kathleen M. King,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22479 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Drug Enforcement Administration

Manufacturer of Controlled
Substances; Application; Du Pont
Pharmaceuticals

Pursuant to § 1301.43(a) of Title 21 of
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR),
this is notice that on August 15, 1988, Du
Pont Pharmaceuticals, 1000 Stewart
Avenue, Garden City, New York 11530,
made application to the Drug
Enforcement Administration (DEA) for
registration as a bulk manufacturer of
the basic classes of controlled
substances listed below:

Drug:
Hydrocodone (193] ....ccoceamsinismensenss 11
Oxycodone (9143) ... -
Oxymorphone (9652)...

Any other such applicant and any
person who is presently registered with
DEA to manufacture such substances
may file comments or objections to the
issuance of the above application and
may also file a written request for a
hearing thereon in accordance with 21
CFR 1301.54 and in the form prescribed
by 21 CFR 1316.47.

Any such comments, objections or
requests for a hearing may be addressed

to the Deputy Assistant Administrator,
Drug Enforcement Administration,
United States Department of Justice,
1405 I Street, NW., Washington, DC
20537, Attention: DEA Federal Register
Representative (Room 1112), and mus!
be filed no later than (October 31, 1983.),

Dated: September 26, 1988.
Gene R. Haislip,
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office of
Diversion Control, Drug Enforcement
Administration,
[FR Doc. 88-22531 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4410-09-M

Manufacturer of Controlled
Substances Application; Eli Lilly & Co.

Pursuant to § 1301.43(a) of Title 21 of
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR),
this is notice that on August 22, 1988, Fli
Lilly and Co., 1249 South White River
Parkway, Building 80, Indianapolis,
Indiana 46285, made application to the
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA)
for registration as a bulk manufacturer
of the Schedule II controlled substance
nabilone (7379).

Any other such applicant and any
person who is presently registered with
DEA to manufacture such substance
may file comments or objections to the
issuance of the above application and
may also file a written request for a
hearing thereon in accordance with 21
CFR 1301.54 and in the form precribed
by 21 CFR 1316.47.

Any such comments, objections or
requests for a hearing may be addressed
to the Deputy Assistant Administrator,
Drug Enforcement Administration,
United States Department of Justice,
1405 I Street, NW., Washington, DC
20537, Attention: DEA Federal Register
Representative (Room 1112), and must
be filed no later than October 31, 1986.

Dated: September 26, 1988.

Gene R. Haislip,
Deputy Assistant Administretor, Office of

Diversion Control, Drug Enforcement
Administration.

[FR Doc. 88-22532 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4410-05-M

Manufacturer of Controlied
Substances Application; Eli Liily
Industries, Inc.

Pursuant to § 1301.43(a) of Title 21 of
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
this is notice that on August 8, 1988, Eli
Lilly Industries, Inc., Chemical Plant,
Kilometer 146.7, State Road 2,
Mayaguez, Puerto Rico 00708, made
application to the Drug Enforcement
Administration (DEA) for registration as
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a bulk manufacturer of the Schedule 11
controlled substance bulk
dextropropoxyphene (9273).

Any other such applicant and any
person who is presently registered with
DEA to manufacture such substance
may file comments or objections to the
issuance of the above application and
may also file a written request for a
hearing thereon in accordance with 21
CFR 1301.54 and in the form prescribed
by 21 CFR 1316.47.

Any such comments, objections or
requests for a hearing may be addressed
to the Deputy Assistant Administrator,
Drug Enforcement Administration,
United States Department of Justice,
1405 I Street, NW.,, Washington, DC
20537, Attention: DEA Federal Register
Representative (Room 1112), and must
be filed no later than October 31, 1988.

Dated: September 26, 1988.
Gene R. Haislip,
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office of
Diversion Control, Drug Enforcement
Administration.
[FR Doc. 88-22533 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4410-09-M

—_——— e —

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Employment Standards
Administration, Wage and Hour
Division

Minimum Wages for Federal and
Federally Assisted Construction;
General Wage Determination
Decisions

General wage determination decisions
of the Secretary of Labor are issued in
accordance with applicable law and are
based on the information obtained by
the Department of Labor from its study
of local wage conditions and data made
available from other sources. They
specify the basic hourly wage rates and
fringe benefits which are determined to
be prevailing for the described classes
of laborers and mechanics employed on
construction projects of a similar
character and in the localities specified
therein,

The determinations in these decisions
of prevailing rates and fringe benefits
have been made in accordance with 29
CFR Part 1, by authority of the Secretary
of Labor pursuant to the provisions of
the Davis-Bacon Act of March 3, 1931, as
amended (46 Stat. 1494, as amended, 40
U.S.C. 276a) and of other Federal
statutes referred to in 29 CFR Part 1,
Appendix, as well as such additional
statutes as may from time to timeé be
enacted containing provisions for the
payment of wages determined to be
prevailing by the Secretary of Labor in

accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act.
The prevailing rates and fringe benefits
determined in these decisions shall, in
accordance with the provisions of the
foregoing statutes, constitute the
minimum wages payable on Federal and
federally assisted construction projects
to laborers and mechanics of the
specified classes engaged on contract
work of the character and in the
localities described therein.

Good cause is hereby found for not
utilizing notice and public comment
procedure thereon prior to the issuance
of these determinations as prescribed in
5 U.5.C. 553 and not providing for delay
in the effective date as prescribed in
that section, because the necessity to
issue current construction industry wage
determinations frequently and in large
volume causes procedures to be
impractical and contrary to the public
interest.

General wage determination
decisions, and modifications and
supersedeas decisions thereto, contain
no expiration dates and are effective
from their date of notice in the Federal
Register, or on the date written notice is
received by the agency, whichever is
earlier. These decisions are to be used
in accordance with the provisions of 29
CFR Parts 1 and 5. Accordingly, the
applicable decision, together with any
modifications issued, must be made a
part of every contract for performance
of the described work within the
geographic area indicated as required by
an applicable Federal prevailing wage
law and 29 CFR Part 5. The wage rates
and fringe benefits, notice of which is
published herein, and which are
contained in the Government Printing
Office (GPO) document entitled
"General Wage Determinatioins Issued
Under The Davis-Bacon And Related
Acts,” shall be the minimum paid by
contractors and subcontractors to
laborers and mechanics.

Any person organization, or
governmental agency having an interest
in the rates determined as prevailing is
encouraged to seubmit wage rate and
fringe benefit information for
consideration by the Department.
Further information and self-
explanatory forms for the purpose of
submitting this data may be obtained by
writing to the U.S. Department of Labor,
Employment Standards Administration,
Wage and Hour Division, Division of
Wage Determinations, 200 Constitution
Avenue NW., Room S-3504,
Washingotn, DC 20210.

Modifications to General Wage
Determination Decisions

The numbers of the decisions listed in
the Government Printing Office

document entitled “General Wage
Determinations Issued Under the Davis-
Bacon and Related Acts"” being modified
are listed by Volume, State, and page
number(s). Dates of publication in the
Federal Register are in parentheses
following the decisions being modified.

Volume I

Kentucky:

KY88-25 (Jan. 8, 1968)

KY88-26 (Jan. 8, 1988) ...

KY88-27 (Jan. 8, 1988)...

KY88-28 (Jan. 8, 1988) ...
PENNSYLVANIA...........

PA88-4 (Jan. 8, 1988) .
VIRGINIA:102VA88-3 (Jan. 8,

1988),

pp. 356, 359.
p. 362.

. Pp. 366-367.
pp. 372, 374.

p. 870
p. 1124,

Volume 11

Llinois:

IL88-1 (Jan. 8, 19868) ...

1L88-8 (Jan. 8, 1988)...

1L88-9 (Jan. 8, 1968)

1L.88-11 (Jan.

WI88-2 (Jan.

WI88-3 (Jan.

WI88-5 (Jan.

WI88-6 (]an.

WI88-7 (Jan.

Wi8s-8 (Jan.

WI86-9 (Jan. 8, 1988)

WI88-11 (Jan. 8, 1988)...

WI88-13 (Jan. 8, 1988)...

WI88-15 (Jan. 8, 1988)..,

WI188-16 (Jan. 8, 1988)

Volume 11

an P73

we Pp. 143-144,
we PP. 148-149.
we Pe 159,

w . 1088,

e P 1092,

we P. 1100.

we P 1104,

e p. 1108,

we PP. 11121113,
we PP. 1130-1131.
we P. 11486,

« pp. 1154-1156.

None.

General Wage Determination
Publication

General wage determinations issued
under the Davis-Bacon and related Acts,
including those noted above, may be
found in the Government Printing Office
(GPO) document entitled “General
Wage Determinations Issued Under The
Davis-Bacon And Related Acts". This
publication is available at each of the 50
Regional Government Depository
Libraries and many of the 1,400
Government Depository Libraries across
the country. Subscriptions may be
purchased from: Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC 20402, (202) 783-
3238.

When ordering subscription(s), be
sure to specify the State(s) of interest,
since subscriptions may be ordered for
any or all of the three separate volumes,
arranged by State. Subscriptions include
an annual edition (issued on or about
January 1) which includes all current
general wage determinations for the
States covered by each volume.
Throughtout the remainder of the year,
regular weekly updates will be
distributed to subscribers.
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Signed at Washington DC this 23rd Day of
September 1988.

Alan L. Moss,

Director, Division of Wage Determinations.
|FR Doc. 88-22250 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4510-27-M

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE
ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES

Meeting; Theater Advisory Panel

Pursuant to section 10{a)(2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92-483), as amended, notice is hereby
given that a meeting of the Theater
Advisory Panel (Challenge 11/
Advancement Section) to the National
Council on the Arts will be held on
October 17-19, 1988, from 9:00 a.m.-6:00
p.m. in room 714 of the Nancy Hanks
Center, 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW,,
Washington, DC 20506.

This meeting is for the purpose of
Panel review, discussion, evaluation,
and recommendation on applications for
financial assistance under the National
Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965, as amended,
including discussion of information
given in confidence to the Agency by
grant applicants. In accordance with the
determination of the Chairman
published in the Federal Register of
February 13, 1980, these sessions will be
closed to the public pursuant to
subsections (c) (4), (6) and (9)(B) of
section 552b of Title 5, United States
Code.

Further information with reference to
this meeting can be obtained from Ms.
Yvonne M. Sabine, Advisory Committee
Management Officer, National
Endownment for the Arts, Washington,
DC 20506, or call (202) 682-5433.
September 26, 1988,

Yvonne M. Sabine,

Director, Council and Panel Operations,
Nationul Endownment for the Arts.

|FR Doc. 88-22429 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7537-01-M

Agency Information Collection Under
OMB Review

AGENCY: National Endowment for the
Humanities.

ACTION: Notice,

SUMMARY: The National Endowment for
the Humanities (NEH) has sent to the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) the following proposals for the
collection of information under the

provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35).

DATES: Comments on this information
collection must be submitted on or
before October 31, 1988.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Ms.
Ingrid Foreman, Management Assistant,
National Endowment for the
Humanities, Administrative Services
Office, Room 202, 1100 Pennsylvania
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20506
(202-786-0233) and Mr. Jim Houser,
Office of Management and Budget, New
Executive Office Building, 726 Jackson
Place NW., Room 3208, Washington, DC
20503 (202-395-7318).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Ingrid Foreman, National
Endowment for the Humanities,
Administrative Services Office, Room
202, 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20506 (202) 789-0233
from whom copies of forms and
supporting documents are available.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: All of the
entries are grouped into new forms,
revisions, or extensions. Each entry is
issued by NEH and contains the
following information: (1) The title of the
form; (2) the agency form number, if
applicable; (3) how often the form must
be filled out; (4) who will be required or
asked to report; (5) what form will be
used for; (6) an estimate of the number
of responses; (7) an estimate of the total
number of hours needed to fill out the
form. None of these entries are subject
to 44 U.S.C. 3504(h).

Category: Revisions

Title: Panel Comment Sheet.

Form Number: Not applicable.

Frequency of Collection: Once per
year per respondent.

Respondents: Scholars in the fields of
the humanities or areas related to
applications received by the Division of
Research Programs. Scholars, academic-
administrators, publishers, archivists, or
librarians.

Use: To evaluate the quality and
relative merit of applicants for funding.
Estimated Number of Respondents:
193 per year, each evaluating 20-40

applications.

Frequency of Response: Forms
completed 6-8 weeks before panel
meeting date and during meeting.

Estimated Hours for Respondents to
Provide Information: 11,580 hours
annually; 40-72 hours per respondent to
evaluate 2040 applications, including
panel discussion time.

Estimated Total Annual Reporting
and Recording Burden: 11,580.

Title: Reviewer Comment Sheel.
Form Number: Not applicable.

Frequency of Collection: 14 instances
annually per respondent.

Respondents: Specialists in the fields
of the humanities or areas related to
applications received by the Division of
Research Programs.

Use: To record specialist reviewers'
evaluations of applications for funding.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
5,455 per year,

Frequency of Response:
Approximately 1.1 responses per
respondent per year. The majority of
respondents receive only one
application to review per year; however,
a single reviewer could receive up to 4
applications in a year.

Estimated Hours for Respondents to
Provide Information: 12,000 annually; 2.2
hours per respondent.

Estimated Total Annual Reporting
and Recording Burden: 12,000.

Susan Metts,

Assistant Chairman for Administration,
[FR Doc. 88-22497 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 7536-01-M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

[Docket Nos. STN 50-528, STN 50-529 and
STN 50-530]

Arizona Public Service Co., et al., Palo
Verde Nuclear Generating Station,
Units 1, 2 and 3; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission] is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Arizona Public Service
Company, et al !, (the licensees) for the
Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station,
Units 1, 2 and 3, located at the licensees'
site in Maricopa County, Arizona.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage issuance required to be carried
by NRC’s power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance

! The licensees are Arizona Public Service
Company. Salt River Project Agricultural
Improvement and Power District, El Paso Electric
Company. Southern California Edison Company.
Public Service Company of New Mexico, Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power and
Southern California Public Power Authority.
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proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has

been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and

trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
Oclober 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensees shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5)(i) is available and
because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on ifs merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities,
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
Irusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensees will still
be required to carry $1.06 billion
insurance. This is a substantial amount
of coverage that provides a significant
financial cushion to licensees to
cecontaminate and clean up after an
accident even without the prioritization

and trusteeship provisions. Second,
nearly 75% of the required coverage
already is prioritized under the
decontamination liability and excess
property insurance language of the
Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited-II
policies. Finally, there is only an
extremely small probability of a serious
accident occurring during the exemption
period. Even if a serious accident giving
rise to substantial insurance claims
were to occur, NRC would be able to
take appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources and during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed examination.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Phoenix Public Library,
Business and Science Division, 12 East
McDowell Road, Phoenix, Arizona.

Dated al Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September, 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Harry Rood.
Acting Director, Project Direclorate V,
Division of Reactor Projects—Ill, IV, V and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.
[FR Doc, 88-22520 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-313 and 50-368]

Arkansas Power & Light Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5](i} to Arkansas Power & Light
Company (the licensee) for the
Arkansas Nuclear One, Units 1 and 2,
located at the licensees’s site in Pope
County, Arkansas.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54{w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees lo
obtain by Octaber 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5](i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
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rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54[w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensees will still
be required to carry $1.06 billion
insurance. This is a substantial amount
of coverage that provides a significant
financial cushion to licensees to
decontaminate and clean up after an
accident even without the prioritization
and trusteeship provisions. Second,
nearly 75% of the required coverage
already is prioritized under the
decontamination liability and excess
property insurance language of the
Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited-II
policies. Finally, there is only an
extremely small probability of a serious
accident occurring during the exemption
period. Even if a serious accident giving
rise to substantial insurance claims
were to occur, NRC would be able to
take appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of

resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Tomlinson Library, Arkansas
Technical University, Russellville,
Arkansas 72801.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For The Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,

Acting Director, Project Directorate—IV
Division of Reactor Projects—III, IV, V and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22510 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-440)

The Cleveland Electric llluminating
Co., et al., Perry Nuclear Power Plant,
Unit 1; Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(1) to The Cleveland Electric
Illuminating Company, Dusquesne Light
Company, Ohio Edison Company,
Pennsylvania Power Company, and
Toledo Edison Company (the licensees)
for the Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1
located at the licensees’ site in Lake
County, Ohio.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property

damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The

rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able 1o
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule,

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of Section
50.54(w) will not adversely affect
protection of public health and safety.
First, during the period of delay, the
licensee will still be required to carry
$1.06 billion insurance. This is a
substantial amount of coverage that
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provides a significant financial cushion
to licensees to decontaminate and clear
up after an accident even without the
prioritization and trusteeship provisions.
Second, nearly 75% of the required
coverage already is prioritized under the
decontamination liability and excess
property insurance language of the
Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited-II
policies. Finally, there is only an
extremely small probability of a serious
accident occurring during the exemption
period. Even if a serious accident giving
rise to substantial insurance claims

were to occur, NRC would be able to
take appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiclogical or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of Ne Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and the Perry Public Library, 3753 Main
Street, Perry, Ohio 44081.

Dafed at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Kenneth E. Perkins,
Director, Project Directorate IlI-3, Division of
Reactor Projects—III, IV, V and Special
Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22501 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7580-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-456 and 50-457]

Commonweaith Edison Co.,
Braidwood Nuciear Power Station,
Units 1 and 2; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Commonwealth Edison
Company (the licensee) for the
Braidwood Power Station, Units 1 and 2
located at the licensee's site in Will
County, Illinois.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance reguired to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
pravided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able ta
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such

rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5](i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)}(4).

Environmental Impact of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of section
50.54(w) will not adversely affect
protection of public health and safety.
First, during the period of delay, the
licensee will still be required to carry
$1.06 billion insurance. This is a
substantial amount of coverage that
provides a significant financial cushion
to licensees to decontaminate and clean
up after an accident even without the
prioritization and trusteeship provisions.
Second, nearly 75% of the required
coverage already is prioritized under the
decontamination liability and excess
property insurance language of the
Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited-Il
policies. Finally, there is only an
extremely small probability of a serious
accident occurring during the exemption
period. Even if a serious accident giving
rise to substantial insurance claims
were to occur, NRC would be able to
take appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.
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Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment, Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Wilmington Township Public Library,
201 2. Kankakee Street, Wilmington,
Illinois 60481.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Daniel R. Muller,

Director, Project Directorate IlI-2, Division of
Reactor Projects—III, IV, V and Special
Projects.

|FR Doc. 88-22502 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-295 and 50-304]

Commonwealth Edison Co;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Commonwealth Edison
Company (the licensee) for the Zion
Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and 2
located at the licensee’s site in Lake
County, Illinois.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and

decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54{w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.054(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(4).

Environmental Impact of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impact on
the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is

prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological on nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant,
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption,

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment, Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Waukegan Public Library, 128 N. County
Street, Waukegen, llinois 60085.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Daniel R. Muller,

Director. Project Directorate I1I-2, Division of
Reactor Projects—Ili, IV. V and Special
Projects.

[FR Doc. 88-22504 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M
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[Docket Nos. 50-254 and 50-265]

Commonwealth Edison Co., Quad
Cities Nuclear Power Station, Units 1
and 2; Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(1) to Commonwealth Edison
Company (the licensee) for the Quad
Cities Nuclear Power Station, Units 1
and 2 located at the licensee’s site in
Rock Island County, Illinois.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

_ The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in

implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of Section
50.54(w) will not adversely affect
protection of public health and safety.
First, during the period of delay, the
licensee will still be required to carry
$1.06 billion insurance. This is a
substantial amount of coverage that
provides a significant financial cushion
to licensees to decontaminate and clean
up after an accident even without the
prioritization and trusteeship provisions.
Second, nearly 75% of the required
coverage already is prioritized under the
decontamination liability and excess
property insurance language of the
Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited-11
policies. Finally, there is only an
extremely small probability of a serious
accident occurring during the exemption
period. Even if a serious accident giving
rise to substantial insurance claims
were to occur, NRC would be able to
take appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation,

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Dixon Public Library, 221
Hennepin Avenue, Dixon, Illinois 61021.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Daniel R. Muller,
Director, Project Directorate I11-2, Division of
Reactor Projects—III, IV, V and Special
Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22503 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-454 and 50-455]

Commonwealth Edison Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Commonwealth Edison
Company (the licensee) for the Byron
Power Station, Units 1 and 2 located at
the licensee's site in Ogle County,
Illinois.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
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a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54{w)(5)(i). but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54[w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-H policies. Finally.
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to

substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption doesyot
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice, A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Rockford Public Library, 215 N. Wyman
Street, Rockford, Illinois 61101.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Daniel R. Muller,
Director, Project Directorate II1-2, Division of
Reactor Projects—I1I, IV, V and Special
Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22511 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-8

Commonweaith Edison Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding Of No Significant Impact

[Docket Nos. 50~237 and 50-249]

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Commonwealth Edison

Company (the licensee) for the Dresden
Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
located at the licensee's site in Grundy
County, filinois.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54{w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50:54(w}{5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i). but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
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the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation,

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
aclion, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is

being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Streert, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Morris Public Library, 604
Liberty Street, Morris, Illinois 60451.
Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Daniel R. Muller,
Director, Project Directorate IlI-2, Division of
Reactor Projects—III, IV, V and Special
Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22512 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-373 and 50-374]

Commonwealth Edison Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Commonwealth Edison
Company (the licensee) for the LaSalle
County Station, Units 1 and 2 located at
the licensee's site in LaSalle County,
Illinois.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is

issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
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proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This actien does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street NW., Washington, DC, and
at the Library of Illinois, Valley
Community College, Rural Route No. 1,
Oglesby, Illinois 61348,

Dated a1 Rockville, Maryland this 26th day
of September 1988,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Daniel R. Muller,

Director, Project Directorate l11-2, Division of
Reactor Projects—IIl, 1V, V and Special
Projects.

|FR Dac. 88-22513 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-461]

lllinois Power Co., et al.; Environmental
Assessment And Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission [the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54{w}(5)(i) to Illinois Power Company
(IP), Soyland Power Cooperative, Inc.
and Western Illinois Power Cooperalive,
Inc., (the licensees) for the Clinton
Power Station, Unit 1, located at the
licensee's site in DeWitt County, lllinois.

Environmental Assessment
ldentification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule

amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the smount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by @gtaber 4, 1988 insurance
policies that pricritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w}(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54{w)[5)(i}. but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5}(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w){4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54{w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be

required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
Thes is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Vespasian Warner, 120 West
Johnson Street, Clinton, llinois 61727.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1888,
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For The Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Daniel R. Muller,
Director, Project Directorate I11-2, Division of
Reactor Projects—III, IV. V and Special
Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22505 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-458)

Gulf States Utilities, River Bend
Station, Unit 1; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Gulf States Utilities (the
licensee) for the River Bend Station,
Unit 1, located at the licensee’s site in
West Feliciana Parish, Louisiana.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to

¢ incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
'ssuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10.CFR
90.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989, Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the frusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-1I policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Government Documents
Department, Louisiana State University,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,

Acting Director, Project Directorate—IV,
Division of Reactor Projects—III, IV, V and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 8822521 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-498]

Houston Lighting & Power Co., South
Texas Project, Unit 1; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Houston Lighting &
Power Company (the licensee) for the
South Texas Prodject, Unit 1, located at
the licensee’s site in Matagorda County,
Texas.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
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provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, dispite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
Howerver, because it is unlikely that
this rulemaking action will be effective
by October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemplion is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated ruelmaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding the
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontaminstion priority and trusteeship
provisions of § 50.54(w) will not
adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is

prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-1I policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The propsed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

The action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Wharton County Junior
College, ].M. Hodges Learning Center,
911 Boling Highway, Wharton, Texas
77488 and Austin Public Library, 810
Guadalupe Street, Austin, Texas 78701.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,
Acting Director, Project Directorate-1V,
Division of Reactor Projects-Ill, IV, V and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.
[FR Doc. 88-22522 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-331]

lowa Electric Light and Power Co. et
al.; Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to lowa Electric Light and
Power Company, Central lowa Power
Cooperative and Corn Belt Power
Cooperative (the licensees) for the
Duane Arnold Energy Center, located at
the licensees' site in Linn County, lowa.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In resonse to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, becasue it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
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1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5](i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(4)

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trrusteeship provisions of § 50.54{w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-I policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

‘The proposed exemption does not
alfect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Cedar Rapids Public Library,
500 First Street, SE., Cedar Rapids, lowa
52401,

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For The Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Kenneth E. Perkins,
Direclor, Project Directorate IlI-3, Division of
Reactor Projects-Ill, IV, V and Special
Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22523 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50~382]

Louisiana Power & Light Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Louisiana Power & Light
Company (the licensee) for the
Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit
3, located at the licensee's site in St.
Charles Parish, Louisiana.

Environmental assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to

obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5](i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September, 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i] is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
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and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving r-se to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of no Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental agsessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the University of New Orleans
Library, Louisiana Collection, Lakefront,
New Orleans, Louisiana 70122.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland this 26th day
of September 1988.

For The Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,
Acting Director, Project Directorate—IV
Division of Reactor Projects—III, IV, Vand
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.
[FR Doc. 88-22524 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-382]

Louisiana Power & Light Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC or the Commission) is
considering issuance of an amendment
to Facility Operating License No. NPF-
38 to the Louisiana Power & Light
Company (LP&L or the licensee), for the
Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit
3, located in St. Charles Parish,
Louisiana.

Environmental assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

The proposed amendment would
revise the provision in the Technical
Specifications (TS) relating to fuel
enrichment.

The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee's application dated
July 18, 1988; previous submittals dated
June 24, August 4, September 2, 1986;
and with license amendment No. 7
issued to the licensee by NRC letter
dated October 16, 1986.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed changes are needed so
that the licensee can use higher
enrichment fuel and provides the
flexibility of extending the fuel
irradiation and permitting operation of
longer fuel cycles.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The Commission has completed its
evaluation of the proposed revisions to
the Technical Specifications. The
significant portions of the review were
previously documented in the Safety
Evaluation supporting license
amendment No. 7 issued October 186,
1986. The proposed revision would
permit use of fuel enriched with
Uranium 235 in excess of 4 weight
percent and up to 4.1 weight percent and
the license would expect the fuel to be
irradiated to levels above 30 gigwatt
days per metric ton (GWD/MT) but not
to exceed 60 GWD/MT. The safety
considerations associated with reactor
operation with higher enrichment and
extended irradiation have been
evaluated by the NRC staff. The staff

has concluded taht such changes would
not adversely affect plant safety. The
proposed changes have no adverse
effect on the probability of any accident.
The increased burnup may slightly
change the mix of fission products that
might be released in the event of a
serious accident but such small changes
would not significantly affect the
consequences of serious accidents. No
changes are being made in the types or
amounts of any radiological effluents
that may be released offsite. There is
not significant increase in the allowable
individual or cumulative occupational
radiation exposure.

With regard to potential
nonradiological impacts of reactor
operation with higher enrichment and
extended irradiation, the proposed
changes to the TS involve systems
located within the restricted area, as
defined in 10 CFR Part 20. They do not
affect nonradiological plant effluents
and have no other environmental
impact.

The environmental impacts of
transportation resulting from the use of
higher enrichment fuel and extended
irradiation and discussed in the staff
assessment entitled, "NRC Assessment
of the Environmental Effects of
Transportation Resulting from Extended
Fuel Enrichment and Irradiation,” dated
July 7, 1988 and published in the Federal
Register at 53 30355 (August 11, 1988); 53
FR 32322 (August 24, 1988). As indicated
therein, enrichment and irradiation
limits are either unchanged or may in
fact be reduced from those summarized
in Table S—4 as set forth in 10 CFR
51.52((c).

Therefore, the Commission concludes
that there are no significant radiological
or nonradiological environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
amendment.

Alternative to the Proposed Action

Since the Commission concluded that
there are no significant environmental
effects that would result from the
proposed action, any alternatives with
equal or greater environmental impacts
need not be evaluated.

The principal alternative would be to
deny the requested amendment. This
would not reduce environmental
impacts of plant operation and would
result in reduced operational flexibility.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources not previously considered
in the “Final Environmental Statement
related to the operation of the
Waterford Steam Electric Station Unit
3." dated March 1973.
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Agencies and Persons Consulted

The NRC staff reviewed the licensee’s
request and did not consult other
agencies or persons.

Finding of No Significant Impact

The Commission has determined not
to prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed license
amendment.

Based on the foregoing environmental
assessment, we concluded that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment.

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment dated July 18, 1988 and June
25, 1986 and submittals dated August 4,
1986 and September 2, 1986, which are
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC
20555 and at the University of New
Orleans Library, Louisiana Collection,
Lakefront, New Orleans Louisiana
70122,

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,

Acting Director, Project Directorate—IV,
Division of Reactor Projects—IlIl, IV, V.and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22506 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-298]

Nebraska Public Power District;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Nebraska Public Power
District (the licensee) for the Cooper
Nuclear Station, located at the licensee's
site in Nemaha County, Nebraska.

Environmental assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse

funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i),
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric

Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption,

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Auburn Public Library, 118
15th Street, Auburn, Nebraska 68305.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September, 1988,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,

Acting Director, Project Directorate—IV,
D:vision of Reactor Projects—Ill, IV, V and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22525 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M
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|Docket No. 50-285)

Omaha Public Power District, Fort
Calhoun Station, Unit 1; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemplion
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Omaha Public Power
District (the licensee) for the Fort
Calhoun Station, Unit 1, located at the
licensee's site in Washington County,
Nebraska.

Environmental Assessment

Idnetification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54[w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking

action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adeguate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption: any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of Ne Significant Impact

Based upon the forgoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemplion.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW,, Washington, DC,
and at the W. Dale Clark Library, 215
South 15th Street, Omaha, Nebraska
68102.

Dated at Rockville. Maryland. this 26th dav
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
David L. Wigginton,

Acting Director. Project Directorate—IV.
Division of Reactor Projects—IIl, IV, V and
Specral Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

|FR Doc. 88-22526 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-275 and 50-323)

Pacific Gas and Electric Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w](5)(i) to Pacific Gas and Electri
Company (the licensee) for the Diablo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1
and 2, located at the licensee's site in
San Luis Obispo County, California.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies thal prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any olher purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
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nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and

trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation data specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule,

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
lrusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
o¢.uring during the exemption period.

Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the California Polytechnic State
University Library, Government
Documents and Maps Department, San
Luis Obispo, California.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Harry Rood,

Acting Director, Project Directorate V,
Division of Reactor Projects-IIl, IV, V. and

Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22514 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-344]

Portland General Electric Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5])(i) to Portland General
Electric Company (the licensee) for the
Trojan Nuclear Plant, located at the
licensee's site in Columbia County,
Oregon.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
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action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision 10 CFR 50.54{w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation oflicensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Portland State University
Library, 731 S.W. Harrison Street,
Portland, Oregon 92707.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland., this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Harry Rood,
Acting Director, Project Direclorate V,
Division of Reactor Projects-1II, IV, V and
Special Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22515 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE 7500-01-M

[Docket No. 50-267]

Public Service Company of Colorado
Fort St. Vrain Nuclear Generating
Station; Environmental Assessment
and Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5])(i) to Public Service Company
of Colorado (the licensee) for the Fort St.
Vrain Nuclear Generating Station,
located at the licensee's site in Weld
County, Colorado.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer

nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirement of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54{w)(5)(i), but not later than Aprill 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amoun! of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminale
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-Il policies. Finally.
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
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occuring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adeguate cleanup te protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation,

Agencies and Persons Consulted.

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Base upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
propesed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338}, and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A eopy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Greeley Public Library, City
Complex Building, Greeley, Colorado.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
ol September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,

Acting Director, Project Directorate—I V.
Division of Reactor Projects—IH, IV, V and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22527 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-312]

Sacramento Municipal Utility District;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission] is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54{w)(5)(i) to Sacramento Municipal
Utility District (the licensee) for the
Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating
Station located at the licensee's site in
Sacramento County, California.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54{w], The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5](i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i} is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to

reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Propesed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminale
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-Il policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street NW., Washington, DC, and
al the Martin Luther King Regional
Library, 7340 24th Street Bypass,
Sacramento, California.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Harry Rood,

Acting Director, Project Directorate V,
Division of Reactor Projects—III, IV, V, and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22516 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-206, 50-361 and 50-362]

Southern California Edison Co., et al,
San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 1, 2 and 3;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issurance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w])(5)(i) to the licensees for the San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station,
Units 1, 2 and 3 located at the licensees'
site in San Diego County, California.
The licensees for Unit 1 are Southern
California Edison Company and San
Diego Gas and Electric Company. The
licensees for Units 2 and 3 are Southern
Califoria Edison Company, San Diego
Gas and Electric Company, the City of
Anaheim, California and the City of
Riverside, California.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance

policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5])(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensees shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensees will still
be requried to carry $1.06 billion
insurance. This is a substantial amount
of coverage that provides a significant
financial cushion to licensees to
decontaminate and clean up after an
accident even without the prioritization

and trusteeship provisions. Second,
nearly 75% of the required coverage
already is prioritized under the
decontamination liability and excess
property insurance language of the
Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited-II
policies. Finally, there is only an
extremely small probability of a serious
accident occurring during the exemption
period. Even if a serious accident giving
rise to substantial insurance claims
were to occur, NRC would be able to
take appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the General Library, University of
California, P.O. Box 19557, Irvine,
California. State University Library, 731
S.W. Harrison Street, Portland. Oregon
92707.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland this 26th day
of September 1988.
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For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Harry Rood,
Acting Director, Project Directorate V.
Division of Reactor Projects—HI, IV, V end
Special Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22528 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-259/260/296]

Tennessee Valley Authority;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission {the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to the Tennessee Valley
Authority (the licensee] for the Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2 and 3,
located at the licensee’s site near
Decatur, Alabama.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Propesed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and eleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to ebtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated inte policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w](8](i] extending the
implementation scheduled for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, becasue it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5](i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54{w){4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination prierity and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.08 billion insarance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions, Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
oceur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption dees not
affect radiolegical or noaradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemplion; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338). and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street NW., Washington, DC, and
at the Athens Public Library, South
Street, Athens, Alabama 35611.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Suzanne Black, 3
Assistant Director for Projects, TVA Projects
Division. Office of Special Projects.

[FR Doe. 88-22507 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 7500-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-327/328]

Tennessee Valley Authority;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission {the Commission] is
considering isseance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54[w])(5](i} to the Tennessee Valley
Authority (the licensee) for the
Sequoyah Units 1 and 2, located at the
licensee's site in Hamilton County,
Tennessee.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54{w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
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before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, dispite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemplion is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4),

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding the
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without tne prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,

there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

The action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregiong
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not be a significant
effect on the quality of the human
environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Chattanooga-Hamilton
County Bicentennial Library, 1001 Broad
Street, Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commision.
Suzanne Black,

Assistant Director for Projects, TVA Projects
Division, Office of Special Projects.

[FR Doc. 88-22517 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-346]

Toledo Edison Co. and The Cleveland
Electric llluminating Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Toledo Edison Company
and The Cleveland Electric Illumination
Company (the licensees) for the Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Stations, Unit No.
1, located at the licensees' site in
Ottawa County, Ohio.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w](5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that thus
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensees shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
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implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities,
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensees will still
be required to carry $1.06 billion
insurance, This is a substantial amount
of coverage that provides a significant
financial cushion to licensees to
decontaminate and clean up after an
accident even without the prioritization
and trusteeship provisions. Second,
nearly 75% of the required coverage
already is prioritized under the
decontamination liability and excess
property insurance language of the
Nuclear Electric Insurance Limited-II
policies. Finally, there is only an
extremely small probability of a serious
accident occurring during the exemption
period. Even if a serious accident giving
rise to substantial insurance claims
were to occur, NRC would be able to
take appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

'l‘he.staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the University of Toledo Library,
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 436086.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988,

Kenneth E. Perkins,

Director, Project Directorate Il1-3, Division of
Reactor Projects-I1l, IV, V and Special
Projects.

[FR Doc. 88-22529 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket No. 50-483]

Union Electric Co.; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Union Electric Company
(the licensee) for the Callaway Plant,
Unit 1, located at the licensee’s site in
Callaway County, Missouri.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, depsite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the

decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
kisuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for The Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
aree several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and truseeship
provisions of § 50.54(w) will not
adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
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occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC.,
and at the Callaway County Public
Library, 710 Court Street, Fulton,
Missouri 65251 and the John M. Olin
Library, Washington University, Skinker
and Lindell Boulevards, St. Louis,
Missouri 63130.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For The Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Kenneth E. Perkins,

Director, Project Directorate 113, Division of
Reactor Projects-II, 1V, V and Special
Projects.

|FR Doc. 88-22519 Filed 9-20-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7500-01-M

[Docket No. 50-397]

Washington Public Power Supply
System; Environmental Assessment
and Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issnance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Washington Public
Power Supply System (the licensee) for
the Nuclear Project No. 2, located at the
licensee’s site in Benton County,
Washington.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
pubication of the rule, the NRC has been
informed by insurers who offer nuclear
property insurance that, despite a good
faith effort to obtain trustees required
by the rule, the decontamination priority
and trusteeship provisions will not be
able to be incorporated into policies by
the time required in the rule. In response
to these comments and related petitions
for rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54{w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1888, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to

reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance.
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
thére is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occuring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Propesed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemplion; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption,

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at Richland City Library, Swift and
Northgate Streets, Richland,
Washington.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For The Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Harry Rood,

Acting Director, Project Directorate V,
Divison of Reactor Projects—IIl, IV, V and
Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22518 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

[Docket Nos. 50-266 and 50-301]

Wisconsin Electric Power Co.;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Wisconsin Electric
Power Company (the licensee) for the
Point Beach Nuclear Plants, Units 1 and
2, located at the licensee's site in
Manitowoc County, Wisconsin.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer

nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54{w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54{w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for conclucing that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance,
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-1l policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small

probability of a serious accident
occuring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption,

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection al the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Joseph P. Mann Library, 1516
Sixteenth Street, Two Rivers,
Wisconsin.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For The Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Kenneth E. Perkins,

Director. Project Directorate 1-3, Division of
Reactor Projects—IIL, V. V and Special
Projects.

[FR Doc. 88-22508 Filed 9-20-88: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M
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[Docket No. 50-305]

Wisconsin Public Service Corp., et al;;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Wisconsin Public
Service (the licensee) for the Kewaunee
Nuclear Power Plant, located at the
licensee's site in Kewaunee County,
Wisconsin.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54(w). The rule
increased the amount of on-site property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to

reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities.
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance,
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuclear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. Finally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take
appropriate enforcement action to
assure adeqguate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment,

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the

Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street NW., Washington, DC, and
at the University of Wisconsin Library
Learning Center, 2420 Nicolet Drive,
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Kenneth E. Perkins,
Director, Project Directorate lI-3, Division of
Reactor Projects—Iil, 1V, V and Special
Projects.
[FR Doc. 88-22509 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7560-01-M

[Docket No. 50-482)

Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Corp.,
Wolf Creek Nuclear Generating
Station; Environmental Assessment
and Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) to Wolf Creek Nuclear
Operating Corporation (the licensee) for
the Wolf Creek Nuclear Generating
Station, located at the licensee’s site in
Coffey County, Kansas.

Environmental Assessment
Identification of Proposed Action

On August 5, 1987, the NRC published
in the Federal Register a final rule
amending 10 CFR 50.54{w). The rule
increased the amount of on-sgite property
damage insurance required to be carried
by NRC's power reactor licensees. The
rule also required these licensees to
obtain by October 4, 1988 insurance
policies that prioritized insurance
proceeds for stabilization and
decontamination after an accident and
provided for payment of proceeds to an
independent trustee who would disburse
funds for decontamination and cleanup
before any other purpose. Subsequent to
publication of the rule, the NRC has
been informed by insurers who offer
nuclear property insurance that, despite
a good faith effort to obtain trustees
required by the rule, the
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decontamination priority and

trusteeship provisions will not be able to
be incorporated into policies by the time
required in the rule. In response to these
comments and related petitions for
rulemaking, the Commission has
proposed a revision of 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i) extending the
implementation schedule for 18 months
(53 FR 36338, September 19, 1988).
However, because it is unlikely that this
rulemaking action will be effective by
October 4, 1988, the Commission is
issuing a temporary exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54{w)(5)(i)
until completion of the pending
rulemaking extending the
implementation date specified in 10 CFR
50.54(w)(5)(i), but not later than April 1,
1989. Upon completion of such
rulemaking, the licensee shall comply
with the provisions of such rule.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The exemption is needed because
insurance complying with requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(5)(i) is unavailable
and because the temporary delay in
implementation allowed by the
exemption and associated rulemaking
action will permit the Commission to
reconsider on its merits the trusteeship
provision of 10 CFR 50.54(w)(4).

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

With respect to radiological impacts
on the environment, the proposed
exemption does not in any way affect
the operation of licensed facilities,
Further, as noted by the Commission in
the Supplementary Information
accompanying the proposed rule, there
are several reasons for concluding that
delaying for a reasonable time the
implementation of the stabilization and
decontamination priority and
trusteeship provisions of § 50.54(w) will
not adversely affect protection of public
health and safety. First, during the
period of delay, the licensee will still be
required to carry $1.06 billion insurance,
This is a substantial amount of coverage
that provides a significant financial
cushion to licensees to decontaminate
and clean up after an accident even
without the prioritization and
trusteeship provisions. Second, nearly
75% of the required coverage already is
prioritized under the decontamination
liability and excess property insurance
language of the Nuciear Electric
Insurance Limited-II policies. F, inally,
there is only an extremely small
probability of a serious accident
occurring during the exemption period.
Even if a serious accident giving rise to
substantial insurance claims were to
occur, NRC would be able to take

apprepriate enforcement action to
assure adequate cleanup to protect
public health and safety and the
environment.

The proposed exemption does not
affect radiological or nonradiological
effluents from the site and has no other
nonradiological impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

It has been concluded that there is no
measurable impact associated with the
proposed exemption; any alternatives to
the exemption will have either no
environmental impact or greater
environmental impact.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use of
any resources beyond the scope of
resources used during normal plant
operation.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

The staff did not consult other
agencies or persons in connection with
the proposed exemption.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the foregoing
environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed exemption.

For information concerning this
action, see the proposed rule (53 FR
36338), and the exemption which is
being processed concurrent with this
notice. A copy of the exemption will be
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the Emporia State University,
William Allen White Library, 1200
Commercial Street, Emporia, Kansas
66801 and Washburn University School
of Law Library, Topeka, Kansas 66621,
Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of September 1988.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David L. Wigginton,

Acling Director, Project Directorate—iV,
Division of Reactor Projects-1ll, IV, V and

Special Projects, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.

[FR Doc. 88-22530 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

Advisory Committee on Nuclear
Waste; Meeting

The Advisory Committee on Nuclear
Waste (ACNW) will hold an open
meeting on October 27, 1968, 8:30 a.m.,

Room P-422, 7920 Norfolk Avenue,
Bethesda, MD. The Committee will
review topics scheduled for discussion
with the Commission later in the day.
Following the meeting with the
Commissioners the Committee may
reconvene to discuss the outcome of the
Commission meeting, and ACNW plans,
schedules, and procedures in general.

Procedures for the conduct of and
participation in ACNW meelings were
published in the Federal Register on
June 6, 1988 (53 FR 20699). In accordance
with these procedures, oral or written
statements may be presented by
members of the public, recordings will
be permitted only during those portions
of the meeting when a transcript is being
kept, and questions may be asked only
by members of the Committee, its
consultants, and Staff. The Office of the
ACRS is providing Staff support for the
ACNW. Persons desiring to make oral
statements should notify the Executive
Director of the Office of the ACRS as far
in advance as practicable so that
appropriate arrangements can be made
to allow the necessary time during the
meeting for such statements. Use of still,
motion picture and television cameras
during this meeting may be limited to
selected portions of the meeting as
determined by the ACNW Chairman.
Information regarding the time to be set
aside for this purpose may be obtained
by a prepaid telephone call to the
Executive Director of the Office of the
ACRS, Mr. Raymond F. Fraley
(telephone 301/492-8049), prior to the
meeting. In view of the possibility that
the schedule for ACNW meetings may
be adjusted by the Chairman as
necessary to facilitate the conduct of the
meeting, persons planning to attend
should check with the ACRS Executive
Director if such rescheduling would
result in major inconvenience.

Dated: September 27, 1988.
Andrew L. Bates,
Acting Advisory Committee Management
Officer.
[FR Doc. 88-22493 Filed 8-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

Avazilability of Draft Technical Position
on Postclosure Seals In an
Unsaturated Medium

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of availability.

summARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is announcing the
availability of the *'Draft Technical
Position on Postclosure Seals in an
Unsaturated Medium."”
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DATE: The comment period expires
October 31, 1988.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Chief,
Regulatory Publications Branch,
Division of Freedom of Information and
Publications Services, Office of
Administration and Resources
Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Mail Stop P-210,
Washington, DC 20555.

Copies of this document may be
obtained free of charge upon written
request to Marlene Creviston, Project
Management and Quality Assurance
Branch, Division of High-Level Waste
Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Mail Stop 4-H-3,
Washington, DC 20555, Telephone 1/
800/368-5642, Ext. 20440,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Brian Thomas, Project Manager, Project
Management and Quality Assurance
Branch, Division of High-Level Waste
Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
Telephone 301/492-0433,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
prepared a draft version of a Technical
Position (TP) on site sealing in an
unsaturated medium. Previously, the
NRC issued a TP entitled “Generic
Technical Position on Borehole and
Shaft Sealing of High-Level Nuclear
Waste Repositories” (NRC, 1986) which
focused mainly on issues related to
repositories in saturated media.
However, the Department of Energy
(DOE) is currently investigating the
unsaturated Yucca Mountain site for
detailed characterization. Although the
guidance in the existing TP is also
applicable to repositories in unsaturated
media, DOE's current design concepts
include a combination of sealing and
drainage, and the NRC staff position on
this concept is not adequately discussed
in the original TP. Therefore, additional
guidance is needed to clarify the NRC
staff position on sealing and drainage
for a repository in an unsaturated
medium. The purpose of this technical
position is to provide guidance with
respect to sealing concepts as described
in recent DOE publications (Case and
Kelsall, 1987; Fernandez, 1985;
Fernandez and Freshley, 1984;
Fernandez et al., 1987).

In general, the revised TP discusses
the need to evaluate seals in an
unsaturated medium. The principal
design goals given in the TP include: (1)
Prevention of significant amounts of
surface or ground water from reaching
emplaced waste; and (2) prevention of
significant amounts of gaseous
radionuclides from escaping through
shafts, ramps, and boreholes to the

accessible environment. In establishing
the NRC staff positions presented in this
document, the staff has recognized that
large uncertainties are likely to persist
in evaluating the longevity and long-
term effectiveness of seals and drainage
for the postclosure period. In view of
these uncertainties, the staff considers it
prudent to minimize the need for seals
wherever feasible. These considerations
suggest that the number of surface
openings be limited, and their locations
be selected to discourage infiltration of
surface water.

This technical position provides
guidance regarding design
considerations for seals of shafts,
ramps, boreholes, and the underground
facility. It should be noted that the
criteria for seals given in Part 60 of Title
10 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(10 CFR Part 60) do not specifically
mention seals in ramps and the
underground facility. However, because
the seals and drainage design in ramps
and the underground facility could also
affect the overall system performance of
the geologic repository, it is reasonable
to apply the same guidance to these
seals and drainage designs.

In addition, the TP takes into account
site characterization and performance
confirmation testing, including the need
for starting in situ seal testing during
site characterization and for confirming
the adequacy of seal and drainage
concepts, emplacement methods, and
material compatibility. In addition, this
technical position emphasizes the need
for considering the effects of seals and/
or drainage design on meeting the
overall system performance
requirements.

Not explicitly addressed in the TP are
the implications of potential changes in
water level during the postclosure
period. However, it is expected that
sealing performance analyses and
requirements will include adequate
consideration of credible future tectonic,
geologic, geomorphological, and
geochemical processes and events that
could affect seal performance.

Technical positions describe and
make available to the public criteria for
methods acceptable to the NRC staff for
implementing specific parts of the
Commission's regulations or otherwise
provide guidance to the DOE. Technical
positions are not substitutes for
regulations, and compliance with them
is not required. Methods and solutions
not in accordance with criteria set out in
the position will be acceptable if they
provide a basis for the findings requisite
to the issuance or continuance of a
permit or license by the Commission.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 21st day
of September 1988,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
John J. Linehan,
Acting Chief Project Management and
Quality Assurance Branch, Division of High-
Level Waste Management, Office of Nucleor
Material Safety and Safeguards.
[FR Doc. 88-22500 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY
CORPORATION

Request for OMB Extension of
Approval For Collection of
Information: Redetermination of
Withdrawal Liability Upon Mass
Withdrawal

AGENCY: Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation,

AcTION: Notice of request for OMB
approval of extension.

SUMMARY: The Pension Benefit
Guaranty Corporation has requested
approval by the Office of Management
and Budget for an extension of the
expiration date of a currently approval
collection of information (OMB No.
1212-0034) without any change in the
substance or in the method of collection.
The collection of information is
contained in the PBGC's regulation on
Redetermination of Withdrawal
Liability Upon Mass Withdrawal, 29
CFR Part 2648. This notice advises the
public of the PBGC's request for OMB
approval of this extension.

ADDRESSES: All written comments (at
least three copies) should be addressed
to: Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs of OMB, Attention: Desk Officer
for the Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation, 3208 New Executive Office
Building, Washington, DC 20503. The
request for extension will be available
for public inspection at the PBGC
Communications and Public Affairs
Department, Suite 7100, 2020 K Street
NW., Washington, DC 20006, between
the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Paula Connelly, Attorney, Office of the
General Counsel (22500), 2020 K Street
NW., Washington, DC 200086; telephone
202-778-8823 (202-778-8859 for TTY and
TDD). These are not toll-free numbers.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
PBGC is requesting that the Office of
Management and Budget extend for
three years the approval of the
collection of information contained in
the PBGC's regulation on
Redetermination of Withdrawal
Liability Upon Mass Withdrawal, 29
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CFR Part 2648. Section 4219(c)(1))(D) of
the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974, as amended
("ERISA"), requires the PBGC to
prescribe regulations governing the
allocation to withdrawing employers of
the total unfunded vested benefits of a
multiemployer plan in the event of a
plan termination due to the withdrawal
of every employer or a withdrawal of
substantially ail employers pursuant to
an agreement or arrangement to
withdraw. This regulation prescribes
those rules and includes rules for
computing and assessing the liability
and for notifying the PBGC and
employers in the plan of the occurrence
of the mass withdrawal and of the
attendant liabilities.

The reporting provisions contained in
the regulation require a plan to give
employers timely notice of the mass
withdrawal and to advise them of their
rights and liabilities arising therefrom.
Included in the notices to employers is
the demand for payment, which initiates
the employer liability assessment
process and triggers an employer’s
rights to review of its assessment.

The notices that a plan submits to the
PBGC serve to identify a plan as having
experienced a mass withdrawal and
include certifications that the plan has
determined and assessed mass
withdrawal liability. This enables the
PBGC to monitor a plan’s compliance
with the mass withdrawal liability
provisions of ERISA and the regulation.
By assuring compliance with these rules,
the PBGC guards against the increased
risk of plan insolvency (with resulting
benefit loses to participants and claims
against the insurance program) caused
by the mass withdrawal. If this
information is not made available to
PBGC, it would be significantly hindered
in the performance of its statutory
duties.

The only multiemployer plans subject
to this regulation are those that
experience a mass withdrawal and have
unfunded vested benefits. Based on its
experience to date, the PBGC estimates
that fewer than one plan per year meets
these requirements.

Fach mass withdrawal subject to this
regulation gives rise to the following
reporting requirements: (1) Notices of
mass withdrawal to the PBGC and to
withdrawing employers; (2) notices of
redetermination liability to liable
employers; (3) notices of reallocation
liability to liable employers; and (4)
certifications of the liability
determinations and assessments to the
PBGC. (Although these reporting
requirements may extend over more
than one year following the occurrence
of @ mass withdrawal, the burden

estimates below assume that all are
completed within one year.)

The PBGC estimates that it takes 1
hour of professional time and 8.33 hours
of clerical time to prepare and mail the
notices of mass withdrawal to the PBGC
and to 250 employers (the mean size of
multiemloyer plans). The notices to
employer of redetermination liability
would require one-half hour of
professional time and up to 8.33 hours of
clerical time, depending on the number
of liable employers (normally fewer than
all). The notices or reallocation liability
would require the same amount of time,
and generally all employers are subject
to reallocation liability. Finally, each of
the two certifications to the PBGC
would take one-half hour of professional
time. Thus the total time expenditure per
plan, and the annual burden imposed by
this regulation, would be 28 hours.

Issued in Washington, DC, on this 26th day
of September 1988.

Kathleen P. Utgoff,

Executive Director, Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation.

[FR Doc. 88-22464 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7708-01-M

e—_ =

PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REVIEW
COMMISSION

Commission Meeting

AGENCY: Physician Payment Review
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of Public Meeting.

SUMMARY: The Physician Payment
Review Commission will hold a public
meeting on Thursday, October 6, 1988,
from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. and on Friday,
October 7, 1988, from 8:30 a.m. to 12:15
p.m. The meeting will be held in the
Federal Ballroom South of the Quality
Inn, 415 New Jersey Avenue NW.

The morning session on October 6 will
be devoted to reviewing the resource
based relative value study by William
Hsiao and the Commission's plans for
evaluating the study (Dr. Hsiao is
scheduled to come before the
Commission at its November meeting).
There will also be a review of draft
questionnaires for surveys being
conducted by the Commission of
physicians and beneficiaries. The
afternoon session will include
discussion of plans for the Commission’s
October 11 conference on practice
guidelines, policy options related to
physician financial incentive
arrangements, and the recent trip to
Canada by several Commissioners and
staff.

The meeting on October 7 will focus
on several background analyses

conducted as part of the Commission's
work on expenditure targets. There will
also be discussion of a background
paper on monitoring access under a fee
schedule. Finally, staff will provide the
Commissioners with an update on the
radiology fee schedule. There will be an
opportunity for public comment at the
end of each meeting day.

ADDRESS: The Commission office is
located in Suite 510, 2120 L Street NW.,
Washington, DC. The telephone number
is 202/653-7220.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lauren LeRoy, Deputy Director, 202/
653-7220.

Paul B. Ginsburg,

Executive Direclor.

[FR Doc. 88-22498 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am)
SBILLING CODE 8820-SE-M

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Rel. No. 34-26117; File No. SR-CBOE-88-
15]

Self-Regulatory Organizations;
Chicago Board Options Exchange,
Inc.; Order Approving Proposed Rule
Change Relating to Market-Maker
Obligations To Not Exceed Certain
Bid-Ask Differentials

On July 27, 1988, the Chicago Board
Options Exchange, Inc. (“CBOE" or
“Exchange”) submitted to the Securities
and Exchange Commission
(“Commission"), pursuant to section
19(b)(1) of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934 (“Act") ! and Rule 19b—4
thereunder, ® a proposed rule change
that would prohibit market makers from
bidding and/or offering so as to create a
bid-ask differential of more than % of $1
in options contracts priced between $1
and $5 and change from $10 to $5 the
amount by which an option must be in-
the-money before a market-maker is not
longer obligated to maintain quotations
which are within the parameters for bid-
ask differentials established in CBOE
Rule 8.7(b). On September 12, 1988, the
CBOE amended the filing to delete the
proposed rule change to the bid-ask
differential requirements for options $10
in-the-money. ?

The proposed rule change was noticed
in Securities Exchange Act Release No.
25959 (August 2, 1988), 53 FR 20976

115 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1) [1982).

217 CFR 240.18b—4 (1987).

3 See leter from Nancy Crossman, Associate
General Counsel of the CBOE, to Thomas Gira. Staff
Attorney (Sept. 14. 1988).
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(August 9, 1988). No comments were
received on the proposed rule change.

CBOE Rule 8.7(b) establishes a
market-maker obligation to bid or offer
for options without creating a bid-ask
differential greater than certain
maximum allowable differentials. The
maximum allowable differential
increases as the dollar value of the bid
increases. The CBOE has proposed that
the maximum allowable differential be
lowered from Y% to % of $1 when
options are bid at between $1 and $5.
The Exchange believes that this smaller
maximum differential will result in
improved price continuity and tighter
and more liquid markets for these lower
priced options, which are favored by a
significant number of public investors.

The Commission finds that the
proposed rule change is consistent with
the requirements of the Act and the
rules and regulations thereunder
applicable to a national securities
exchange, and, in particular, the
requirements of section 6.4 Specifically,
the Commission finds that the proposed
rule change is consistent with section
6(b)(5) of the Act because narrowing the
maximum allowable market-maker bid-
ask differential from % to % for option
contracts bid between $1 and $5 will
result in improved price continuity and
tighter, more liquid markets.

It is therefore ordered, pursuant to
section 19(b)(2) of the Act,® that the
proposed rule change (SR-CBOE-88-15)
is approved.

For the Commission, by the Division of
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated
authority, ¢

Dated: September 26, 1988.

Jonathan G. Katz,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 8822567 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

[Rel. No. 34-26111; File No. MSE-88-5]

Self-Regulatory Organizations; Notice
of Filing and Immediate Effectiveness
of Proposed Rule Change by Midwest
Stock Exchange Relating To Proposed
Fee Revisions

Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 15
U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is hereby given
that on September 9, 1988 the Midwest
Stock Exchange, Incorporated filed with
the Securities and Exchange
Commission the proposed rule change
as described in Items I, Il and III below,
which Items have been prepared by the

415 U.S.C, 78f (1962).
15 U.S.C. 78s(h)(2) (1982).
17 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12) (1986).

self-regulatory organization. The
Commission is publishing this notice to
solicit comments on the proposed rule
change from interested persons.

I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement of the Terms of Substance of
the Proposed Rule Change

Attached as Exhibit A is Midwest
Stock Exchange's (“MSE") proposed fee
revisions.!

I1. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement of the Purpose of, and
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule
Change

In its filing with the Commission, the
self-regulatory organization included
statements concerning the purpose of
and basis for the proposed rule change
and discussed any comments it received
on the proposed rule change. The text of
these statements may be examined at
the places specified in Item IV below.
The self-regulatory organization has
prepared summaries, set forth in
Sections (A), (B) and (C) below, of the
most significant aspects of such
statements.

(A) Self-Regulatory Organization's
Statement of the Purpose of, and
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule
Change

The purpose of the proposed rule
change is to: (i) Amend certain MSE
charges to Specialists and Market
Markers and (ii) reduce the rate
differential charged to those MSE
member firms who place orders through
such firms' own floor brokers.

Currently, MSE charges a volume fee
of 4¢ per $1,000 of volume valuation
payable on round lot sales (or major
fraction thereof) whenever a MSE
Specialist, Market Maker or Floor
Broker makes the sale as principal on
MSE. Effective September 1, 1988, MSE
will charge Specialists a fee of 25¢ per
trade plus 1%¢ per $1,000 on round lot
sales (or major fraction thereof) as
principal whenever the Specialist makes
such sale as principal on MSE. Rather
than the 4¢ per $1,000 valuation fee,
Market Makers will be charged
according to the existing Transaction
Fee Schedule. Floor Brokers will
continue to be charged the existing 4¢
per $1,000 valuation fee for trades done
as principal.

Pursuant to MSE's rules, MSE imposes
at net commission charge based on
member brokerage and handling fees
earned on the Floor of MSE. MSE
members who execute transactions

! Exhibit A is available for inspection in the
Public Reference Branch at Commission
headquarters in Washington, DC.

through their own (or associated) MSE
Floor Broker are charged a rate of 8% of
such members’ Transaction Fees in lieu
of a net commission charge. Effective
September 9, 1988, this rate differential
will be reduced to 1%% of the
Transaction Fees generated. The
purpose of the rule change is to
substantially reduce or eliminate any
disincentive that a member may have in
using the firm's own or associated floor
broker to effect transactions.

The proposed fee increase is
consistent with Section 6 of the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 in that
it provides for the equitable allocation
of reasonable dues, fees and other
charges among MSE's members.

(B) Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement on Burden on Competition

The Midwest Stock Exchange,
Incorporated does not believe that the
proposed rule change will impose any
burdens on competition.

(C) Self-Regulatory Organization's
Statement on Comments on the
Proposed Rule Change Received From
Members, Participants or Others

Comments were neither solicited nor
received.

1IL. Date of Effectiveness of the
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for
Commission Action

The foregoing rule change has become
effective pursuant to Section 19(b)(3) of
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and
subparagraph (e) of Securities Exchange
Act Rule 19b—4. At any time within 60
days of the filing of such proposed rule
change, the Commission may summarily
abrogate such rule change if it appears
to the Commission that such action is
necessary or appropriate in the public
interest, for the protection of investors,
or otherwise in furtherance of the
purposes of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934,

1V. Solicitation of Comments

Interested persons are invited to
submit written data, views and
arguments concerning the foregoing.
Persons making written submissions
should file six copies thereof with the
Secretary, Securities and Exchange
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20549. Copies of the
submission, all subsequent amendments,
all written statements with respect to
the proposed rule change that are filed
with the Commission, and all written
communications relating to the proposed
rule change between the Commission
and any person, other than those that
may be withheld from the public in
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accordance with the provisions of 5
U.S.C. 552, will be available for
inspection and copying the
Commission's Public Reference Section,
450 Fifth Street, NW., Washington, DC,
Copies of such filing will also be
available for inspection and copying at
the principal office of the above-
referenced self-regulatory organization.
All submissions should refer to the file
number in the caption above and should
be submitted by October 21, 1988.

For the Commission, by the Division of
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated
authority.

Jonathan G. Katz,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 8822565 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

[Rel. No. 34-26112; File No. SR-NASD-88~
38]

Self-Regulatory Organizations;
Proposed Rule Change by National
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc.
Relating to the Minimum Number of
Persons of Disciplinary Hearing Panels

Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 ("Act"),
15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is hereby
given that on September 19, 1988, the
National Association of Securities
Dealers, Inc. (“NASD") filed with the
Securities and Exchange Commission
("Commission") the proposed rule
change as described in Items I, Il and I1I
below, which Items have been prepared
by the NASD. The Commission is
publishing this notice to solicit
comments on the proposed rule change
from interested persons.

L. Self-Regulatory Organization's
Statement of the Terms of Substance of
the Proposed Rule Change

The proposed rule change amends
Article II, Section 6 (a) and (b) of the
NASD Code of Procedure to reduce the
minimum number of persons on District
Business Conduct Committee (“DBCC")
and Market Surveillance Committee
hearing panels from three to two
persons and to reduce the number of
persons required to be current DBCC
members on DBCC hearing panels from
two to one.

IL Self-Regulatory Organization's
Statement of the Purpose of, and

Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule
Change

In its filing with the Commission, the
NASD included statements concerning
the purpose of and basis for the
proposed rule change and discussed any
comments it received on the proposed

rule change. The text of these
statements may be examined at the
places specified in Item IV below. The
NASD has prepared summaries, set
forth in Sections A, B and C below, of
the most significant aspects of such
statements.

A. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement of the Purpose of, and
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule
Change

Currently under the NASD Code of
Procedure, each case before a DBCC
may be heard by a subcommittee
consisting of three or more persons, at
least two of whom must be members of
the DBCC.

Over the last several years, the
NASD's disciplinary cases have become
more numerous and complex and have
required significant time commitments
on the part of DBCC members. As a
result, the NASD has experienced
increasing difficulty in conducting DBCC
hearings due to the unavailability of
hearing subcommittee members. In
order to alleviate this problem, the
Board of Governors has determined to
amend the Code of Procedure so as to
permit two person hearing panels and to
require that only one person on the
panel be a member of the DBCC.

In the consideration of this matter, it
was also noted that similar problems
are also being encountered in the
conduct of Market Surveillance cases.
Under the Code of Procedure, Market
Surveillance Committee cases currently
may be heard by a three or more person
panel. The Board of Governors
determined that in order to facilitate the
hearing process and reduce the demands
made upon Market Surveillance
Committee members, the minimum
number of persons required to hear a
Market Surveillance case should
similarly be reduced from three to two.

The NASD believes that the proposed
rule change is consistent with Section
15A(b)(8) of the Act, which, in pertinent
part, mandates that the rules of a
national securities association provide a
fair procedure for the disciplining of
members and persons associated with
members. By reducing the minimum
number of persons necessary to hear
DBCC and Market Surveillance
Committee cases, the proposed
amendment will enhance the fairness of
disciplinary procedures by easing the
burdens imposed upon DBCC and
Market Surveillance Committee
members and facilitating and expediting
the hearing process.

B. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement on Burden on Competition

The NASD does not believe that the
proposed rule change imposed any
burden on competition not necessary or
appropriate in furtherance of the
purposes of the Act.

C. Self-Regulatory Organization’s
Statement on Comments on the
Proposed Rule Change Received From
Members, Participants or Others

Written comments were neither
solicited nor received.

I11. Date of Effectiveness of the
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for
Commission Action

Within 35 days of the date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register or within such longer period: (i)
As the Commission may designate up to
90 days of such date if it finds such
longer period to be appropriate and
publishes its reasons for so finding or (ii)
as to which the NASD consents, the
Commission will:

A. by order approve such proposed
rule change, or

B. institute proceedings to determine
whether the proposed rule change
should be disapproved.

IV. Solicitation of Comments

Interested persons are invited to
submit written data, views, and
arguments concerning the foregoing.
Persons making written submissions
should file six copies thereof with the
Secretary, Securities and Exchange
Commission, 450 Fifth Street, NW.,
Washington DC 20549. Copies of the
submissions, all subsequent
amendments, all written statements
with respect to the proposed rule change
that are filed with the Commission, and
all written communications relating to
the proposed rule change between the
Commission and any person, other than
those that may be withheld from the
public in accordance with the provisions
of 5 U.8.C. 552, will be available for
inspection and copying in the
Commission's Public Reference Room.,
Copies of such filing will also be
available for inspection and copying at
the principal office of the NASD. All
submissions should refer to the file
number in the caption above and should
be submitted by October 21, 1988.

For the Commission, by the Division of
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated
authority, 17 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12)
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Dated: September 26, 1988.
Jonathan G. Katz,
Secretary.
|FR Doc. 88-22566 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

[Rel. No. IC-16568; 812-7033]

Financial Horizons Investment Trust;
Notice of Application

September 26, 1988.

AGENCY: Securities and Exchange
Commission ('SEC").

AACTION: Notice of Application for
Exemption under the Investment
Company Act of 1940 (1940 Act”).

Applicants: Financial Horizons
Investment Trust (the “Trust") and
Nationwide Financial Services, Inc.

Relevant 1940 Act Provisions:
Exemption requested under Section 6(c)
of the 1940 Act from Sections 2(a)(32),
2(a)(35), 22(c) and 22(d) of the 1940 Act
and Rules 22¢-1 and 22d-1 under the
1940 Act.

Summary of Application: Applicants
seek an order granting an exemption
from certain sections of the 1940 Act
and certain rules under the 1940 Act to
permit the offer of shares of the Trust
subject to a contingent deferred sales
charge which would be waived in
certain circumstances.

Filing Date: The application was filed
on May 13, 1988 and amended on August
19 and September 20, 1988.

Hearing or Notification of Hearing: If
no hearing is ordered, the application
will be granted. Any interested person
may request a hearing on the
application, or ask to be notified if a
hearing is ordered. Any requests must
be received by the SEC by 5:30 p.m., on
October 18, 1988. Request a hearing in
writing giving the nature of your
interest, the reason for the request, and
the issue you contest. Serve the
Applicants with the request, either
personally or by mail, and also sent it to
the Secretary of the SEC, along with
proof of service by affidavit or, for
lawyers, by certificate. Request
notification of the date of a hearing by
writing to the Secretary of the SEC.
ADDRESSES: Secretary, SEC, 450 5th
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20549.
Applicants, One Nationwide Plaza,
Columbus, Ohio 43216.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
H.R. Hallock, Jr., Special Counsel at
(202) 272-3030 (Office of Investment
Company Regulation).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Following is a summary of the
application; the complete application is
available for a fee from either the SEC's
Public Reference Branch in person or the
SEC's commercial copier who can be
contacted at (800) 231-3282 (in Maryland
(301) 258-4300).

Applicant’s Representations

1. The Trust is a diversified, open-end
investment company organized as a
business trust under the laws of
Massachusetts. Nationwide Financial
Services, Inc. (“NFS"), wholly owned by
Nationwide Corporation, a financial
services holding company within the
Nationwide Group of Insurance
Companies, is the distributor and
investment adviser of the Trust.

2. The Trust offers shares of four
series; the Cash Reserve Fund, the
Municipal Bond Fund, the Gevernment
Bond Fund and the Growth Fund (the
“Funds"). Applicants proposed fo offer
shares of the Trust subject to a
contingent deferred sales charge and to
institute a plan of distribution in
accordance with Rule 12b-1 under the
1940 Act.

3. Shares of the Trust will be offered
and sold without the deduction of a
sales load at the time of purchase. A
contingent deferred sales charge will be
imposed on an investor which reduces
the current value of the investor's shares
in the Trust to an amount which is lower
than the amount of all payments by the
investor for the purchase of shares
during the preceding seven years. When
a redemption is made, the charge is
applied against the lesser of the
purchase amount or the current value.
Such a charge will be imposed only to
the extent that the net asset value of the
shares redeemed exceeds the current
net asset value of shares purchased
more than seven years prior to the
redemption plus the current net asset
value of shares purchased through
reinvestment of dividends or
distrubutions, plus increases in the net
asset value of the investor's shares
above the total amount of payments for
the purchase of shares made during the
preceding seven years. The amount of
any contingent deferred sales charge
will be paid to and retained by the
distributor.

4. The amount of the contingent
deferred sales charge, if any, will vary
depending on the number of months
from the time of payment for the
purchase of shares until the time of
redemption of such shares. Selely for
purposes of determining the number of
months from the time of any payment
for the purchase of shares, all payments

during a month will be aggregated and
deemed to have been made on the |as!
day of the preceding month. The
contingent deferred sales charge will be
6% during the first 12 months after a
purchase payment is made and will
decrease by 1% each 12-month period
until the 73rd month and thereafter
when no charge will be imposed. In
determining the rate of any applicable
contingent deferred sales charge. it will
be assumed that a redemption is made
of shares held by the investor for the
longest period of time within the
applicable seven year period. This will
result in any such charge being imposed
at the lowest possible rate.

5. The contingent deferred sales
charge will be waived in the case of a
redemption following death or
permanent disability of an investor if
the redemption is made within one year
of death or initial determination of
permanent disability. The charges will
also be waived on redemptions effected
by current and retired directors,
employees and agents of the Nationwide
Insurance Companies, their subsidiaries
and affiliates, broker-dealers which
execute selling agreement with NFS, and
advisory clients, and trustees and
officers of any investment company
distributed by NFS, their spouse,
children or immediate relatives
including father, mother, brothers,
sisters, aunts and uncles. In addition, an
investor may reinvest all or part of his
redemption proceeds within thirty days
of redemption and receive, through a
one-time privilege, credit for any
contingent deferred sales charge pro-
rated according to the percentage of the
reinvestment. All of the above waiver
provisions are fully disclosed in the
Fund's prospectus.

Applicants’ Legal Analysis

1. Applicants believe that the
contingent deferred sales charge is fair
and in the best interests of the investors
for a number of reasons. Applicants
submit that the operation of the
contingent deferred sales charge will
enable the Trust's investors to have the
advantage of greater investment dollars
working for them from the time of their
purchase of Trust shares than would be
the case if Trust shares were sold
subject to a front-end sales load.
Applicants further assert that the
contingent deferred sales charge is fair
to investors because it applies only to
redemptions of amounts representing
purchase payments for Trust shares and
does not apply either to increases in the
value of an investor's account through
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capital appreciation or to increases
representing reinvestment of dividends.
Waiver of the contingent deferred sales
charge under the above described
circumstances, and as fully disclosed in
the Trust's prospectus, will not harm
Applicants or the remaining Trust
investors or purchases.

2. Applicants contend that certain of
the waivers from the contigent deferred
sales charge are justified on basic
considerations of fairness to investors,
Applicants submit, for example, that its
waiving the contigent deferred sales
charge in the extraordinary
circumstances of death or permanent
disability within one year of death or
intitial determination of permanent
disability is inherently fair to investors.

3. Applicants believe that the waiver
of the contingent deferred sales charge
with respect to redemptions of shares
owned by current and retired directors,
employees and agents of the Nationwide
Insurance Companies and its
subsidiaries and affiliates, and trustees
and officers of any investment company
distributed by NFS would not be
inconsistent with the purposes
underlying Rule 22d-1. In this case, the
waiver of the contingent deferred sales
charge clearly could not result in a
disruption of basic distribution patterns
by any means such as creation of a
secondary market. Further, Rule 22d-1
was not intended to eliminate all price
differences, but only those which might
be accidental or might represent unfair
discrimination based on the purchaser's
inside knowledge, unequal bargaining
power or other inequitable advantage.
The Applicants submit that the
proposed waivers from the contingent
deferred sales charge are appropriate
because they involve little or no selling
expense to NFS,

Applicants Undertaking

1. The Trust will fully comply with the
provisions of Rule 22d-1 under the 1940
Act with respect to the contingent
deferred sales charge to the same extent
it would be required if any contingent
deferred sales charge imposed by the
Trust were a sales load within the

meaning of Section 2(a)(35) of the 1940
Act,

For the Commission, by the Division of
Investment Management, under delegated
authority.

Jonathan G. Katz,

St cretary,

[FR Doc. 8822568 Filed 9-29-88: 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

[Application No. 06/06-0298]

Southern Ventures, Inc.; Application
for License To Operate as a Small
Business investment Company

An Application for a License to
operate a small business investment
company (SBIC) under the provisions of
the Small Business Investment Act of
1958, as amended (Act) (15 U.S.C. 661

el seq.) has been filed by Southern
Ventures, Inc. (SVI), 605 Main Street, Suite
202, Arkadelphia, Arkansas 71923 with the
Small Business Administration (SBA)
pursuant to 13 CFR 107.102 (1988).

The proposed officers, directors and
shareholders of the Applicant are as
follows:

Name and

Percentage of
address

Position ownership

Jeffrey Arlen
Doose,
1020
Village
Drive,
Arkadel-
phia, AR
71923,

Henry
Merriam
Morgan,
Old
Concord
Road,
Lincoln,
MA 01773.

Ronald A,
Grzywinski,
5545 S.
Kenwood,
Chicago,
IL 60637.

Mary A,
Houghton,
1355 E.
54th
Street,
Chicago,
IL 60615.

Walter V.
Smiley,
5021
Crest-
wood,
Little
Rock, AR
72207,

Arkansas
Enterprise
Group,
605 Main
Street,
Suite 202,
Arkandel-
phia, AR
71923.

President and -0-
director.

Chairman and -0-
director.

Secretary, ~0-
treasurer, director.

DIOCHON s scsmirssemssinpons -0-

...................................... 100%
stockholder.

The Applicant will begin operations
with $1,250.000 in private capital
contributed by the Arkansas Enterprise

Group, which has received a $1,000,000
grant from the Winthrop Rockefeller
Foundation, a $250,000 grant from the
John D. and Catherine T. MacAthur
Foundain and a $1,300,000 loan from the
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation,

The Applicant will serve as a capital
resource for incorporated and
unincorporated small business concerns.

At least 85% of SVI's resources will be
invested in small businesses that are
located in, or will be established, in
rural, Arkansas. The remainder of SVI's
resources may be used to participate in
other eligible small business financings
across the nation, with the intention of
building relationships with other capital
resources and encouraging those funds
to invest in rural Arkansas.

Matters involved in SBA's
consideration of the application include
the general business reputation and
character of the proposed owners and
management, and the probability of
successful operations of the new
company under their management
including profitability and financial
soundness in accordance with the Small
Business Investment Act and the SBA
Rules and Regulations.

Notice is further given that any person
may, not later than 30 days from the
date of publication of this notice, submit
written comments on the proposed SBIC
to the Deputy Association Administrator
for Investment, Small Business
Administration, 1441 “L" Street NW.
Washington, DC 20416,

A copy of the Notice will be published
in a newspaper of general circulcation in
the Arkadelphia, Arkansas area.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 59.011, Small Business
Investment Companies)

Robert G. Lineberry,

Depuly Associate Administrator for
Investment,

Dated: September 22, 1988.

[FR Doc. 88-22430 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

Region VIl Advisory Council; Public
Meeting

The U.S. Small Business
Adminstration Region VIII Advisory
Council, located in the geographical area
of Sioux Falls, South Dakota, will hold a
public meeting on Thursday, October 6,
1988, from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., at the
Metropolitan Federal Bank, 133 South
Main Avenue, Sioux Falls South Dakota
57102, to discuss such matters as may be
presented by members, staff of the U.S.
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Small Business Administration, or
others present.

For further information, write or call
Chester B. Leedom, District Director,
U.S. Small Business Administration,
Security Building, 101 South Main
Avenue, Sioux Falls, South Dakota
57102, 605/330-4231.

Jean M. Nowak,

Director, Office of Advisory Councils.
September 22, 1988.

|FR Doc. 88-22434 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

[License No. 02/02-0477)

Unicorn Ventures I, L.P,; Filing of
Application for Transfer of Ownership
and Control

Notice is hereby given that an
Application has been filed with the
Small Business Administration pursuant
to the Regulations governing small
business investment companies (13 CFR
107.601 (1988)) for Transfer of Control of
Unicorn Ventures I, L.P. (Licensee), 6
Commerce Drive, Cranford, New Jersey
07016, a small business investment
company (SBIC) and a Federal Licensee
under the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958, as amended (the Act) (15
U.S.C. 661 et. seq.).

The Licensee is a limited partnership
SBIC. Mr Authur Bugs Baer, currently a
General Partner of Cranford Associates
(Cranford), the Licensee's General
Partner, will be replaced by James R.
Sims. Cranford is a New Jersey limited
partnership. A general partner of an
unincorporated Licensee is defined as a
"“Control Person" in § 107.3 of the SBA
Regulations. As such, this change in the
General Partner of the Licensee
constitutes a change of control of said
Licensee. The Licensee will retain its
present name and location.

The General Partner and the Limited
Partners will be as follows:

Per-
centage
Name Title or of
refationship pariner-
. ship
interest
Cranford Associates.......... General 1.1
partner ',
New Jersey Life Limited partner 21.7
Insurance Co.
B.D. Fidanque, Jr., L P 6.5
Trustee, u/t/a, dated
1/7/52.

Per-
centage
Nama Title or of

ship
interest

43 other
limited
partners
each owning
less than a
5 percent
interast.
Included in
this group
are Mr. Baer
and Mr.
Diassi who

70.7

50.0 percent general partner and Arthur R. Sims
50.0 percent general partner.

Matter involved in SBA's
consideration of the Application include
the general business reputation and
character of the proposed owners and
management, and the probability of
successful operations of the new
company under their management
including profitability and financial
soundness in accordance with the Small
Business Investment Act and the SBA
Rules and Regulations.

Notice is further given that any person
may, not later than 30 days from the
date of publication of this notice, submit
written comments on the proposed SBIC
to the Deputy Associate Administrator
for Investment, Small Business
Administration, 1441, “L" Street NW.,
Washingten DC 20416.

A copy of the Notice shall be
published in a newspaper of general
circulation in Cranford, New Jersey.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 59.011, Small Business
Investment Companies)

Robert G. Lineberry,
Deputy Associate Administrator for
Investment.

Dated: September 23, 1988.
|FR Doc. 88-22431 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

[License No. 02/02-0405]

Unicorn Ventures, Ltd,; Filing of
Application for Transfer of Ownership
and Control

Notice is hereby given that an
Application has been filed with the
Small Business Administration pursuant
to the Regulations governing small
business investment companies (13 CFR

107,601 (1988)) for Transfer of Control of
Unicorn Ventures, Ltd. (Licensee), 6
Commerce Drive, Cranford, New Jersey
07016, a small business investment
company (SBIC) and a Federal Licensece
under the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958, as amended (the Act) (15
U.S.C. 661 et. seq.).

The Licensee is a limited partnership
SBIC. Mr. Arthur Bugs Baer, currently a
General Partner of Cranford Associates
(Cranford), the Licensee's General
Partner, will be replaced by James R.
Sims. Cranford is a New Jersey limited
partnership. A general partner of an
unincorporated Licensee is defined as a
"Control Person' in § 107.3 of the SBA
Regulations. As such, this change in the
General Partner of the Licensee
constitutes a change of control of said
Licensee. The Licensee will retain its
present name and location.

The General Partner and the Limited
Partners will be as follows:

Per-

Tite CEM’H(_‘,«‘
or of

Kame relationship | partner.

ship
Interest
Cranford Associates........... General 12

Partner !
Arthur Bugs Baer............... Limited Partner . 51
Joan Rich baer P ) 5.1
Dérrill Investments, Inc...| «...do * ... 116
Richard A. Levin ......cc.coeed .o do 6.1
Joseph W. Rose..............| ... do (- X:)
Matthew W. Sterling, Jr. ... .....00 ..o | 6.1
28 other limited partners 55.0
each owning less than

& 5 percent interest. L

100.0

* A general partner of which Frank P. Diassi s a
50.0 percent general partner and Arthur R. Sims is 2
500percemgenefalpad

-owned by Darrm industries, Inc., which is
wholly-omwedbyFlmkP Diassi.

Matters involved in SBA's
consideration of the Application include
the general business reputation and
character of the proposed owners and
management, and the probability of
successful operations of the new
company under their management
including profitability and financial
soundness in accordance with the Small
Business Investment Act and the SBA
Rules and Regulations.

Notice is further given that any person
may, not later than 30 days from the
date of publication of this notice, submit
written comments on the proposed SBIC
to the Deputy Associate Administrator
for Investmenl!, Small Business
Administration, 1441 “L" Street NW.,
Washington, DC 204186.

A copy of the Notice shall be
published in a newspaper of general
circulation in Cranford, New Jersey.
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(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 59.011, Small Business
Investment Companies)
Robert G. Lineberry,
Deputy Associate Administrator for
Investment.

Dated: September 23, 1988,
|FR Doc. 88-22432 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

[License No. 06/06-0248]

Western Venture Capital Corp.; Filing
of Application for Transfer of
Ownership and Control

Notice is hereby given that an
application has been filed with the
Small Business Administration pursuant
to the Regulations governing small
business investment companies (SBICs)
(13 CFR 107.601 (1988)) for a transfer of
ownership and control of Western
Venture Capital Corporation (WVCC),
4800 S. Lewis, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74105, a
Federal Licensee under the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958 (the
Act), as Amended (15 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).
The proposed transfer of ownership and
control of WVCC, which was licensed
September 23, 1981, is subject to the
prior written approval of SBA.

The transfer of ownership and control
relates to the proposed purchase of
42.155 percent of the outstanding shares
of common stock of WVCC (442,000
shares) and 38.89 percent of the
outstanding shares of preferred stock of
WVCC (386,000 shares) by Mr. James M.
Fail, 300 W, Osborn, Phoenix, Arizona
85013.

The proposed officers, directors and
shareholders of the Applicant are as
follows:

Percentage of
ownership stock
Name

Position
Com-
mon

Pre-
ferred

William B. Baker,
6533 East
80th Place,
Tulsa, OK
74133,

John M. Lare,
8308 South
8th, Broken
Arrow, OK
74010,

Thomas D.
Gable, 4100
BOK Tower,
One Williams
Center, Tulsa,
OK 74172,

David R. Larson,
2614 East
57th Place,
Tulsa, OK
74105.

President/ 0 0
director.

Vice president...! 0 1}

Secretary .......... 1.420{ 1420

2.367| 2367

Percentage of
ownership stock
Position L
Com- | Pre-
mon | ferred

Name

Robert S, Director/ AT4 A74

Doenges and shareholder.

William S.

Doenges,
Partners, P.,O.
Box 2799,
Tulsa, OK
74101,

J. Paschal
Twyman, 2121
South
Yorktown,
Tuisa, OK
74114,

Ciyde Wyant, Jr,, | ..... 80 cosiioviin
1579 East
21st, Tulsa,
OK 74114,

James M. Fail,
300 W.
Osbormn,
Phoenix, AZ
85013.

Western National | .....d0 ..o
Bank, P.O.
Box 702680,
Tulasa, OK
74170.

James W. Wallis,
James W.
and/or Patricia
Wallis, 6410 B
North Santa
Fe, Oklahoma
City, OK
73116.

All remaining
shareholders
individually
own less than
5 percent of
each class.

Director .......u. 237 237

237

42.155| 38.890

16.691

17.630

Director/
shareholder.

9.528{ 10.8

26.891| 28.665

100.0 [100.00

Matters involved in SBA's
consideration of the application include
the general business reputation and
character of the proposed owners and
management, and the probability of
successful operations of the company
under their management including
profitability and financial soundness in
accordance with the Small Business
Investment Act and the SBA Rules and
Regulations.

Notice is further given that any person
may, not later than 30 days from the
date of publication of this Notice, submit
written comments on the proposed
transfer of ownership and control to the
Deputy Associate Administrator for
Investment, Small Business
Administration, 1441 “L" Street, NW.,,
Washington, DC 20416

A copy of the Notice will be published
in a newspaper of general circulation in
the Tulsa, Oklahoma and Phoenix,
Arizona areas.

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Program No. 59.011, Small Business
Investment Companies)

Robert G. Lineberry,

Deputy Associate Administrator for
Investment.

[FR Doc. 88-22433 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Applications for Certificates of Public
Convenience and Necessity and
Foreign Air Carrier Permits Filed Under
Subpart Q During the Week Ended

September 23, 1988.

The following applications for
certificates of public convenience and
necessity and foreign air carrier permits
were filed under Subpart Q of the
Department of Transportation's
Procedural Regulations (See 14 CFR
302.1701 et seq.). The due date for
answers, conforming application, or
motion to modify scope are set forth
below for each application. Following
the answer period DOT may process the
application by expedited procedures.
Such procedures may consist of the
adoption of a show-cause order, a
tentative order, or in appropriate cases a
final order without further proceedings.

Docket No. 45836

Date Filed: September 19, 1988

Due Date for Answers, Conforming
Applications, or Motions to Modify
Scope: October 15, 1988

Description: Application of Caledonian
Airways Limited, pursuant to section
402 of the Act and Subpart Q of the
Regulations requests the Department
to reissue its foreign air carrier permit
to reflect applicant's new corporate
name “Caledonian Airways Limited”
and amending the permit authority by
removing the mother-daughter
conditions found in paragraph 7 of
Order 804-119.

Docket No. 45480

Date Filed: September 21, 1988

Due Date for Answers, Conforming
Applications, or Motions to Modify
Scope: October 19, 1988

Description: Application of Canada
West Air Ltd., pursuant to section 402
of the Act and Subpart Q of the
Regulations requests authority to
conduct non-scheduled international
charter flights from points in Canada
to and from points in the United
States including Alaska.

Docket No. 45841
Dated Filed: September 23, 1988
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Due Date for Answers, Conforming
Applications, or Motions to Modify
Scope: October 21, 1988

Description: Application of Jet World
Airways, Limited d/b/a/ Jet World
Airways, pursuant to section 402 of
the Act and Subpart Q of the
Regulations, applies for a foreign air
carrier permit to engage in foreign air
trnasportation between Antigua and
Barbuda and Baltimore/Washington,
Atlanta, and Fort Lauderdale, The
United States,

Phyllis T. Kaylor,

Chief, Documentary Services Division.

[FR Doc. 88-22564 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 4910-62-M]

Coast Guard
[CGD 88-082]
Meeting of the Chemical

Transportation Advisory Committee
Subcommittee on Vapor Control

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
AcCTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of a
meeting of the Chemical Transportation
Advigsory Committee (CTAC)
Subcommittee on Vapor Control, which
will be held on Tuesday, October 11,
1988 and Wednesday, October 12, 1988,
in Room 2230, Department of
Transportation, Nassif Building, 400
Seventh Street SW., Washington, DC.
The meeting is scheduled to begin at
9:00 a.m. and end at 5:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, and begin at 800 a.m. and end
at 3:00 p.m. on Wednesday. The
Subcommittee is considering
requirements for tank vessels and
waterfront facilities which use vapor
control systems. At this meeting, the
Subcommittee will consider revisions to
the draft safety standards and uniform
design criteria.

The agenda is as follows:

1. Call to order.

2. Opening remarks.

3. Consideration of revisions to the draft
safety standards and uniform design
criteria,

4. Assignment of Subcommittee work.

5. Adjournment.

Attendance is open to the public.
Members of the public may present oral
statements at the meetings. Persons
wishing to present oral statements
should notify the Executive Director of
CTAC no later than the day before the
meeting. Any member of the public may
present a written statement to the
Subcommittee at any time.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Lieutenant Commander R.H. Fitch, U.S.

Coast Guard Headquarters (G-MTH-1),
2100 Second Street SW., Washington,
DC 205930001, (202) 267-1217.

Dated: September 23, 1988.

J.D. Sipes,

Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard Chief, Office
of Marine Safety, Security and Environmental
Protection.

|FR Doc. 88-22438 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4910-14-M

[CGD 88-081)

New York Harbor Traffic Management
Advisory Committee; Meeting

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 10(a)(2) of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(Pub. L. 92-463;5 USC App. I), notice is
hereby given of & meeting of the New
York Harbor Traffic Management
Advisory Committee to be held on
October 20, 1988, in the Conference
Room, second floor, U.S. Coast Guard
Marine Inspection Office, Battery Park,
New York, New York, beginning at 10:00
a.m.

The agenda for this meeting of the
New York Harbor Traffic Management
Advisory Committee is as follows:

1. Introductions.

2, Feedback on Group New York's
Anchorage Management performance
and the monitoring of channel 13 VHF-
FM.

3. Update Kill Van/Kull/Newark Bay
Dredging Project.

4. Status of the NY Harbor Traffic
Management Advisory Committee.

5. Bridge Administration Status
Report—Transfer of duties to USACE
and safety issues of bridge repairs.

6. Topics from the floor.

7. Review of agenda topics and
selection of date for next meeting.

The New York Harbor Traffic
Management Advisory Committee has
been established by Commander, First
Coast Guard District to provide
information, consultation, and advice
with regard to port development,
maritime trade, port traffic, and other
maritime interests in the harbor.
Members of the Committee serve
voluntarily without compensation from
the Federal Government.

Attendance is open to the interested
public. With advance notice to the
Chairperson, members of the public may
make oral statements at the meeting,
Persons wishing to present oral
statements should so notify the
Executive Director no later than the day
before the meeting. Any member of the
public may present a written statement
to the Committee at any time.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Lieutenant Commander L. BROOKS,

USCG, Executive Secretary, NY Harbor

Traffic Management Advisory

Committee, Port Safety Office, Building

109, Governors Island, New York, NY

10004; or by calling (212) 668-7834.
Dated: September 12, 1988,

R.L Rybacki,

Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard Commander.

First Coast Guard District.

[FR Doc. 88-22440 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 4910-14-M

Federal Aviation Administration

[Summary Notice No. PE-88-37]

Petition For Exemption; Summary of
Petitions Received; Dispositions of
Petitions Issued

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of petitions for
exemption received and of dispositions
of prior petitions.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to FAA's
rulemaking provisions governing the
application, processing, and disposition
of petitions for exemption (14 CFR Part
11), this notice contains a summary of
certain petitions seeking relief from
specified requirements of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Chapter 1),
dispositions of certain petitions
previously received, and corrections.
The purpose of this notice is to improve
the public's awareness of, and
participation in, this aspect of FAA's
regulatory activities. Neither publication
of this notice nor the inclusion or
omission of information in the summary
is intended to affect the legal status of
any petition or its final disposition.
DATE: Comments on petitions received
must identify the petition docket number
involved and must be received on or
before: October 20, 1988.

ADDRESS: Send comments on any
petition in triplicate to: Federal Aviation
Administration, Office of the Chief
Counsel, Attn: Rules Docket (AGC-10),
Petition Docket No. 800
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20591.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
The petition, any comments received,
and a copy of any final disposition are
filed in the assigned regulatory docket
and are available for examination in the
Rules Docket (AGC-10), Room 915G,
FAA Headquarters Building (FOB 10A),
800 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591; telephone (202)
267-3132.
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This notice is published pursuant to
paragraphs (c), (e), and (g) of § 11.27 of
part 11 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR Part 11).

Issued in Washington, DC, on September
26, 1988.

Deborah E. Swank,
Acting Manager. Program Management Staff.

Petitions For Exemption

Docket No.: 25554.

Petitioner: Stoddard-Hamilton
Aircraft, Inc.

Regulations Affected: 14 CFR 91.42.

Description of Relief Sought: To allow
petitioner to receive compensation (on a
nonprofit basis) when its Glassair
aircraft are operated for the purpose of
customer-only flight training.

Docket No.: 25680.

Petitioner: US Air Inc.

Sections of the FAR Affected: 14 CFR
121.411 and 121.413.

Description of Relief Sought: To allow
petitioner to utilize certain qualified
Fokker B.V. pilots for the initial training
of a selected number of petitioner's
check airmen in the Fokker 100 aircraft.

Docket No.: 22633.

Petitioner: Virgin Islands Seaplane
Shuttle, Inc.

Sections of the FAR Affected: 14 CFR
135.175(a).

Description of Relief Sought/
Disposition: To extend Exemption No.
3487A, as amended, that allows
petitioner to conduct day visual flight
rule flights in large multiengine
airplanes with approved airborne
weather radar equipment installed.

GRANT, September 22, 1988, Exemption
No. 3487D

Docket No.: 25024.

Petitioner: University of Illinois
Institute of Aviation.

Sections of the FAR Affected: 14 CFR
Part 141, Appendixes A, C, D, F, and H.

Description of Relief Sought/
Disposition: To extend Exemption No.
4719 that allows petitioner to rain its
students to a performance standard in
lieu of meeting minimum flight time
requirements.

GRANT, September 21, 1988, Exemption
No. 4719A

Docket No.: 25568.

Petitioner: Big Sky Transportation Co.,
dba Northwest Airlink.

Regulations Affected: 14 CFR 135.337
and 135.339.

Description of Relief Sought/
Disposition: To allow petitioner to use
certain instructor pilots of British
Aerospace Corporation to train
pelitioner’s initial cadre of pilots in the

* British Aerospace Jetstream 31 (BA-

3201) type airplane without holding U.S.
certificates and ratings and without
meeting all of the applicable training
requirements of Subpart H of Part 135.

GRANT, September 21, 1988, Exemption
No. 4977

Docket No.: 25677.

Petitioner: Servicio Aereo Leo Lopez.
S.A.de C.V.

Sections of the FAR Affected: 14 CFR
61.77{a).

Description of Relief Sought/
Disposition: To allow petitioner's pilots
to be issued special purpose pilot
certificates to perform pilot duties on a
civil airplane of U.S. registry, a
Metroliner II, model SA226TC, without
that airplane meeting the passenger
seating configuration and payload
capacity requirements of § 61.77(a).

GRANT, September 23, 1988, Exemption
No. 4978

[FR Doc. 88-22425 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

Maritime Administration
[Docket No. M-008]

Application of Foreign Underwriters to
Write Marine Hull Insurance; Uni
Mutual and General Insurance Co.,

et al.

The Maritime Administration
(MARAD) has received applications
under 46 CFR Part 249 from Uni Mutual
and General Insurance Co., a Norwegian
underwriter, and Skandia Insurance
Company, Ltd. and Hansa Marine
Insurance Co., Ltd. who are Swedish
underwriters, to write marine hull
insurance on subsidized and Title XI
program vessels,

In accordance with 46 CFR 249.7(b),
interested persons are hereby afforded
an opportunity to bring to MARAD's
attention any discriminatory laws or
practices relating to the placement of
marine hull insurance which exist in the
applicant's country of domicile.

Responses to this notice must be sent
to the Secretary, Maritime
Administration, Room 7300, Department
of Transportation, 400 Seventh Street
SW., Washington, DC 20590, and must
be received by close of business on (14
days after publication).

James E. Saari,
Secretary, Maritime Administration.

Date: September 27, 1988.

[FR Doc. 88-22444 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 ain|
BILLING CODE 4910-81-M

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

Announcing the First Meeting of the
Crash Data Analysis Subcommittee of
the Motor Vehicle Safety Research
Advisory Committee

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), DOT.

ACTION: Meeting announcement.

suMMaRY: This notice announces the
first meeting of the Crash Data Analysis
Subcommittee of the Motor Vehicle
Safety Research Advisory Committee
(MVSRAC). The MVSRAC established
this subcommittee at the February 1988
meeling to examine research questions
concerning the types of crash data that
should be collected, how existing crash
data collection programs can be
improved and approaches to analyze
crash data.

DATE AND TIME: The meeting is
scheduled for October 24, 1988, from
10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m,

ADDRESS: The meeting will be held at
the Carolina Inn—North Parlor in
Chapel Hill, North Carolina. The
location is at the corner of Columbia
and Cameron Streets.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In May
1987, the Motor Vehicle Safety Research
Advisory Committee was established.
The purpose of the Committee is to
provide an independent source of ideas
for safety research. The MVSRAC will
provide information, advice, and
recommendations to NHTSA on matters
relating to motor vehicle safety
research, and provide a forum for the
development, consideration, and
communication of motor vehicle safety
research, as set forth in the MVSRAC
Charter.

This meeting of the Crash Data
Analysis Subcommittee will focus on
crash data collection and analysis.
Discussions will cover: crash data
currently being collected and how it can
be improved, the types of crash data
that should be collected and currently is
not, and the types of analysis that
should be performed to support highway
safety initiatives.

The meeting is open to the public, and
participation by the public will be
determined by the Subcommittee
Chairman, Dr. B.]. Campbell, Director of
the University of North Carolina
Highway Safety Research Center.

A public reference file (Number 88-01-
Crash Data Analysis) has been
established to contain the products of
the Subcommittee and will be open to
the public during the hours of 8:00 a.m.
to 4:00 p.m. at the National Highway
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Traffic Safety Administration's
Technical Reference Division in Room
5108 at 400 Seventh Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20590, telephone: (202)
366-2768.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William A. Boehly, NHTSA National
Center for Statistics and Analysis, 400
Seventh Street, SW., Room 6125,
Washington DC 20590, telephone: (202)
366-1470.

Issued on: September 27, 1988.
Howard M. Smolkin,
Chairman, Motor Vehicle Safety Research
Advisory Commitiee.
[FR Dac. 88-22547 Filed 8-20-88; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 4910-59-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Public Information Collection
Requirements Submitted to OMB for
Review

Date: September 26, 1988.

The Department of Treasury has made
revisions and resubmitted the following
public information collection
requirement(s) to OMB for review and
clearance under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. 96-511.
Copies of the submission(s) may be
obtained by calling the Treasury Bureau
Clearance Officer listed. Comments
regarding this information collection
should be addressed to the OMB
reviewer listed and to the Treasury
Department Clearance Officer,
Department of the Treasury, Room 2224,
15th and Pennsylvania Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20220.

Internal Revenue Service

OMB Number: New.

Form Number: None.

Type of Review: Resubmission.

Title: Customer Survey on IRS Tax
Publications.

Description: The information we get will
help us identify who our customers
are and how we can better meet their
needs. It will point us to possible
problem areas in certain publications.
We can then produce a more
understandable publication that will
reduce the burden on taxpayers and
help them comply with the tax laws.
The random sample will come from
taxpayers requesting the targeted
publication(s).

Respondents: Individuals or households.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
3,289.

Estimated Burden Hours Per Response:
6 minutes.

Frequency of Response: On occasion.

Es}tlima!ed Total Reporting Burden: 329

ours.

Clearance Officer: Garrick Shear, (202)
535-4297, Internal Revenue Service,
Room 5571, 1111 Constitution Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20224.

OMB Reviewer: Milo Sunderhauf, (202)
395-6880, Office of Management and
Budget, Room 3208, New Executive
Office Building, Washington, DC
20503.

Lois K. Holland,

Departmental Reports Management Officer.

[FR Doc. 88-22467 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 4810-25-M

Office of the Secretary

[Department Circular—Public Debt Series—
No. 24-88]

Treasury Notes of September 30, 1990,
Series AF-1990

September 22, 1968,

1. Invitation for Tenders

1.1. The Secretary of the Treasury,
under the authority of Chapter 31 of
Title 31, United States Code, invites
tenders for approximately $8,750,000,000
of United States securities, designated
Treasury Notes of September 30, 1990,
Series AF-1990 (CUSIP No. 912827 WR
9), hereafter referred to as Notes. The
Notes will be sold at auction, with
bidding on the basis of yield. Payment
will be required at the price equivalent
of the yield of each accepted bid. The
interest rate on the Notes and the price
equivalent of each accepted bid will be
determined in the manner described
below. Additional amounts of the Notes
may be issued to Government accounts
and Federal Reserves Banks for their
own account in exchange for maturing
Treasury securities. Additional amounts
of the Notes may also be issued at the
average price to Federal Reserve Banks,
as agents for foreign and international
monetary authorities.

2. Description of Securities

2.1 The Notes will be dated September
30, 1988, and will accrue interest from
that date, pavable on a semiannual
basis on March 31, 1989, and each
subsequent 6 months on September 30
and March 31 through the date that the
principal becomes payable. They will
mature September 30, 1990, and will not
be subject to call for redemption pror to
maturity. In the event any payment date
is a Saturday, Sunday, or other
nonbusiness day, the amount due will
be payable (without additional interest)
on the next business day.

2.2 The Notes are subject to all taxes
imposed under the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954. The Notes are exempt
from all taxation now or hereafter

imposed on the obligation or interest
thereof by any State, any possession of
the United States, or any local taxing
authority, except as provided in 31
U.8.C. 3214.

2.3. The Notes will be acceptable to
secure deposits of Federal public
monies. They will not be acceptable in
payment of Federal taxes.

2.4. The Notes will be issued only in
book-entry form in denominations of
$5,000, $10,000, $100,000, and $1,000,000,
and in multiples of those amounts. They
will not be issued in registered definitive
or in bearer form.

2.5. The Department of the Treaury's
general regulations governing United
States securities, i.e., Department of the
Treasury Circular No. 300, current
revision (31 CFR Part 306), as to the
extent applicable to marketable
securities issued in book-entry form, and
the regulations governing book-entry
Treasury Bonds, Notes, and Bills, as
adopted and published as a final rule to
govern securities held in the TREASURY
DIRECT Book-Entry Sescurities System
in 51 FR 18260, ef seq. (May 16, 1986),
apply to the Notes offered in this
circular.

3. Sale Procedures

3.1. Tenders will be recieved at
Federal Reserve Banks and Branches
and at the Bureau of the Public Debt,
Washington, DC 20239-1500, prior to
1:00 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving time.
Tuesday, September 27, 1988.
Noncompetitive tenders as defined
below will be considered timely if
postmarked no later than Monday.
September 26, 1968, and received no
later than Friday, September 30, 1988.

3.2: The par amount of Notes bid for
must be stated on each tender. The
minimum bid is $5,000, and larger bids
must be in multiples of that amount.
Competitive tenders must also show the
yield desired, expressed in terms of an
annual yield with two decimals, e.g.,
7.10%. Fractions may not be used.
Noncompetitive tenders must show the
term “noncompetitive” on the tender
form in lieu of a specified yield.

3.3. A single bidder, as defined in
Treasury's single bidder guidelines, shall
not submit noncompetitive tenders
totaling more than $1,000,000. A
noncompetitive bidder may not have
entered into an agreement, nor make an
agreement to purchase or sell or
otherwise dispose of any
noncompetitive awards of this issue
prior to the deadline for receipt of
tenders.

3.4. Commercial banks, which for this
purpose are defined as banks accepting
demand deposits, and primary dealers,
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which for this purpose are definied as
dealers who make primary markets in
Government securities and are on the
list of reporting dealers published by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, may
submit tenders for accounts of
customers if the names of the customers
and the amount for each customer are
furnished. Others are permitted to
submit tenders only for their own
account.

3.5, Tenders for their own account will
be received without deposit from
commercial banks and other banking
institutions; primary dealers, as defined
above; Federally-insured savings and
loan associations; States, and their
political subdivisions or
instrumentalities; public pension and
retirement and other public funds;
international organizations in which the
United States holds membership; foreign
central banks and foreign states; Federal
Reserve Banks; and Government
accounts. Tenders from all others must
be accompanied by full payment for the
amount of Notes applied for, or by a
guarantee from a commercial bank or a
primary dealer of 5 percent of the par
amount applied for.

3.6. Immediately after the deadline for
receipt of tenders, tenders will be
opened, followed by a public
announcement of the amount and yield
range of accepted bids. Subject to the
reservations expressed in Section 4,
noncompetitive tenders will be accepted
in full, and then competitive tenders will
be accepted, starting with those at the
lowest yields, through successively
higher yields to the extent required to
attain the amount offered. Tenders at
the highest accepted yield will be
prorated if necessary. After the
determination is made as to which
tenders are accepted, an interest rale
will be established, at a 1/8 of one
percent increment, which results in an
equivalent average accepted price close
10100.000 and a lowest accepted price
above the original issue discount limit of
99.500. That stated rate of interest will
be paid on all of the Notes. Based on
such interest rate, the price on each
competitive tender allotted will be
determined and each successful
competitive bidder will be required to
pay the price equivalent to the yield bid.
Those submitting noncompetitive
tenders will pay the price equivalent to
the weighted average yield of accepted
competitive tenders. Price calculations
will be carried to three decimal places
on the basis of price per hundred, e.g.,
99.923, and the determinations of the
Secretary of the Treasury shall be final.
If the amount of noncompetitive tenders
received would absorb all or most of the

offering, competitive tenders will be
accepted in an amount sufficient to
provide a fair determination of the yield.
Tenders received from Government
accounts and Federal Reserve Banks
will be accepted at the price equivalent
to the weighted average yield of
accepted competitive tenders.

3.7. Competitive bidders will be
advised of the acceptance of their bids.
Those submitting noncompetitive
tenders will be notified only if the
tender is not accepted in full, or when
the price at the average yield is over
par.

4. Reservations

4.1. The Secretary of the Treasury
expressly reserves the right to accept or
reject any or all tenders in whole or in
part, to allot more or less than the
amount of Notes specified in Section 1,
and to make different percentage
allotments to various classes of
applicants when the Secretary considers
it in the public interest. The Secretary's
action under this Section is final.

5. Payment and Delivery

5.1. Settlement for the Notes allotted
must be made at the Federal Reserve
Bank or Branch or at the Bureau of the
Public Debt, wherever the tender was
submitted. Settlement on Notes allotted
to institutional investors and to others
whose tenders are accompanied by a
guarantee as provided in Section 3.5.
must be made or completed on or before
Friday, September 30, 1988. Payment in
full must accompany tenders submitted
by all other investors. Payment must be
in cash; in other funds immediately
available to the Treasury; in Treasury
bills, notes, or bonds maturing on or
before the settlement date but which are
not overdue as defined in the general
regulations governing United States
securities; or by check drawn to the
order of the institution to which the
tender was submitted, which must be
received from institutional investors no
later than Wednesday, September 28,
1988. In addition, Treasury Tax and
Loan Note Option Depositaries may
make payment for the Notes allotted for
their own accounts and for accounts of
customers by credit to their Treasury
Tax and Loan Note Accounts on or
before Friday, September 30, 1988. When
payment has been submitted with the
tender and the purchase price of the
Notes allotted is over par, settlement for
the premium must be completed timely,
as specified above. When payment has
been submitted with the tender and the
purchase price is under par, the discount
will be remitted to the bidder.

5.2. In every case where full payment
has not been completed on time, an

amount of up to 5 percent of the par
amount of Notes allotted shall, at the
discretion of the Secretary of the
Treasury, be forfeited to the United
States.

5.3. Registered definitive securities
tendered in payment for the Noles
allotted and to be held in TREASURY
DIRECT are not required to be assigned
if the inseription on the registered
definitive security is identical to the
registration of the note being purchased.
In any such case, the tender form used
to place the Notes allotted in
TREASURY DIRECT must be completed
to show all the information required
thereon, or the TREASURY DIRECT
account number previously obtained.

6. General Provisions

6.1. As fiscal agents of the United
States, Federal Reserve Banks are
authorized, as directed by the Secretary
of the Treasury, to receive tenders, to
make allotments, to issue such notices
as may be necessary, to receive
payment for, and to issue, maintain,
service, and make payment on the
Notes.

6.2. The Secretary of the Treasury
may at any time supplement or amend
provisions of this circular if such
supplements or amendments do not
adversely affect existing rights of
holders of the Notes. Public
announcement of such changes will be
promptly provided.

6.3. The Notes issued under this
circular shall be obligations of the
United States, and, therefore, the faith of
the United States Government is
pledged to pay, in legal tender, principal
and interest on the Notes.

Marcus W. Page,

Acting Fiscal Assistant Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22548 Filed 9-27-88; 3:45 pm|
BILLING CODE 4810-40-M

[ Department Circular—Public Debt Series—
No. 25-88]

Treasury Notes of September 30, 1992,
Series P-1992

September 22, 1988.

1. Invitation for Tenders

1.1, The Secretary of the Treasury,
under the authority of Chapter 31 of
Title 31, United States Code, invites
tenders for approximately $7,000.000,000
of United States securities, designated
Treasury Notes of September 30, 1992,
Series P-1992 (CUSIP No. 912827 WS 7),
hereafter referred to as Notes. The
Notes will be sold at auction, with
bidding on the basis of yield. Payment
will be required at the price equivalent
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of the yield of each accepted bid. The
interest rate on the Notes and the price
equivalent of each accepted bid will be
determined in the manner described
below. Additional amounts of the Notes
may be issued to Government accounts
and Federal Reserve Banks for their
own account in exchange for maturing
Treasury securities. Additional amounts
of the Notes may also be issued at the
average price to Federal Reserve Banks,
as agents for foreign and international
monetary authorities.

2. Description of Securities

2.1. The Notes will be dated
September 30, 1988, and will accrue
interest from that date, payable on a
semiannual basis on March 31, 1989, and
each subsequent 6 months on September
30 and March 31 through the date that
the principal becomes payable. They
will mature September 30, 1992, and will
not be subject to call for redemption
prior to maturity. In the event any
payment date is a Saturday, Sunday, or
other nonbusiness day, the amount due
will be payable {without additonal
interest) on the next business day.

2.2. The Notes are subject to all taxes
imposed under the Inlernal Revenue
Code of 1854. The Notes are exempt
from all taxation now or hereafter
imposed on the obligation or interest
thereof by any State, any possession of
the United States, or any local taxing
authority, except as provided in 31
U.S.C. 3124.

2.3. The Notes will be acceptable to
secure deposits of Federal public
monies. They will not be acceptable in
payment of Federal taxes.

2.4. The Notes will be issued only in
book-entry form in denominations of
$1.000, $5,000, $10,000, $100,000, and
$1,000,000, and in multiples of those
amounts. They will not be issued in
registered definitive or in bearer form.

2.5. The Department of the Treasury's
general regulations governing United
States securities, i.e., Department of the
Treasury Circular No. 300, current
revision (31 CFR Part 306), as to the
extent applicable to marketable
securities issued in book-entry form, and
the regulations governing book-entry
Treasury Bonds, Notes, and Bills, as
adopted and published as a final rule to
govern securities heid in the TREASURY
DIRECT Book-Entry Securities System
in 51 FR 18260, ef seq. (May 16, 1986),
apply to the Notes offered in this
circular,

3. Sale Procedures

3.1. Tenders will be received at
Federal Reserve Banks and Branches
and at the Bureau of the Public Debt,
Washington, D.C. 20239-1500, prior to

1:00 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving time,
Wednesday, September 28, 1988.
Noncompetitive tenders as defined
below will be considered timely if
postmarked no later than Tuesday,
September 27, 1988, and received no
later than Friday, September 30, 1988.

3.2. The par amount of Notes bid for
mus! be stated on each tender. The
minimum bid is $1.000, and larger bids
must be in multiples of that amount.
Competitive tenders must also show the
yield desired, expressed in terms of an
annual yield with two decimals, e.g.,
7.10%. Fractions may not be used.
Noncompetitive tenders must show the
term “noncompetitive” on the tender
form in lieu of a specified yield.

3.3. A single bidder, as defined in
Treasury's single bidder guideliness,
shall not submit noncompetitive tenders
totaling more than $1,000,000. A
noncompetitive bidder may not have
entered into an agreement, nor make an
agreement to purchase or sell or
otherwise dispose of any
noncompetitive awards of this issue
prior to the deadline for receipt of
tenders.

3.4. Commercial banks, which for this
purpose are defined as banks accepting
demand deposits, and primary dealers,
which for this purpose are defined as
dealers who make primary markets in
Government securities and are on the
list of reporting dealers published by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, may
submit tenders for accounts of
customers if the names of the customers
and the amount for each customer are
furnished. Others are permitted to
submit tenders only for their own
account.

3.5. Tenders for their own account will
be received without deposit from
commercial banks and other banking
institutions; primary dealers, as defined
above; Federally-insured savings and
loan associations; States, and their
political subdivisions or
instrumentalities; public pension and
retirement and other public funds;
international organizations in which the
United States holds membership; foreign
central banks and foreign states; Federal
Regerve Banks; and Government
accounts. Tenders from all others must
be accompanied by full payment for the
amount of Notes applied for, or by a
guarantee from a commercial bank or a
primary dealer of 5 percent of the par
amount applied for.

3.8. Immediately after the deadline for
receipt of tenders, tenders will be
opened, followed by a public
announcement of the amount and yield
range of aceepted bids. Subject to the
reservations expressed in Section 4,
noncompefitive tenders will be accepted

in full, and then competitive tenders wil

be accepted, starting with those at the
lowest yields, through successively
higher yields to the extent required to
attain the amount offered. Tenders at
the highest accepted yield will be
prorated if necessary. After the
determination is made as to which
tenders are accepted, an interest rate
will be established, at a % of one
percent increment, which results in an
equivalent average accepted price close
to 100.000 and a lowest accepted price
above the original issue discount limit of
99.000. That stated rate of interest will
be paid on all of the Notes. Based on
such interest rate, the price on each
competitive tender allotted will be
determined and each successful
competitive bidder will be required to
pay the price equivalent to the yield bid
Those submitting noncompetitive
tenders will pay the price equivalent to
the weighted average yield of accepted
competitive tenders. Price calculations
will be carried to three decimal places
on the basis of price per hundred, e.g.,
99.923, and the determinations of the
Secretary of the Treasury shall be final.
If the amount of noncompetitive tenders
received would absorb all or most of the
offering, competitive tenders will be
accepted in an amount sufficient to
provide a fair determination of the yield.
Tenders received from Government
accounts and Federal Reserve Banks
will be accepted at the price equivalent
to the weighted average yield of
accepted competitive tenders.

3.7. Competitive bidders will be
advised of the acceptance of their bids.
Those submitting noncompetitive
tenders will be notified only if the
tender is not aceepted in full, or when
the price at the average yield is over
par.

4. Reservations

4.1. The Secretary of the Treasury
expressly reserves the right to accept or
reject any or all tenders in whole or in
part, to allat more or less than the
amount of Notes specified in Section 1,
and to make different percentage
allotments to various classes of
applicants when the Secretary considers
it in the public interest. The Secretary’s
action under this Section is final.

5. Payment and Delivery

5.1. Settlement for the Notes allotted
must be made at the Federal Reserve
Bank or Branch or at the Bureau of the
Public Debt, wherever the tender was
submitted. Settlement on Notes allotted
to institutional investors and to others
whose tenders are accompanied by a
guarantee as provided in Section 3.5.
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must be made or completed on or before
i'riday, September 30, 1988. Payment in
full must accompany tenders submitted
by all other investors. Payment must be
in cash; in other funds immediately
available to the Treasury; in Treasury
bills, notes, or bonds maturing on or
before the settlement date but which are
not overdue as defined in the general
regulations governing United States
securities; or by check drawn to the
order of the institution to which the
tender was submitted, which must be
received from institutional investors no
later than Wednesday, September 28,
1988. In addition, Treasury Tax and
Loan Note Option Depositaries may
make payment for the Notes allotted for
their own accounts and for accounts of
customers by credit to their Treasury
Tax and Loan Note Accounts on or
before Friday, September 30, 1988. When
payment has been submitted with the
tender and the purchase price of the
Notes allotted is over par, settlement for
the premium must be completed timely,
as specified above. When payment has
been submitted with the tender and the
purchase price is under par, the discount
will be remitted to the bidder.

5.2.In every case where full payment
has not been completed on time, an
amount of up to 5 percent of the par
amount of Notes allotted shall, at the
discretion of the Secretary of the
Treasury, be forfeited to the United
States.

5.3. Registered definitive securities
tendered in payment for the Notes
allotted and to be held in TREASURY
DIRECT are not required to be assigned
if the inscription on the registered
definitive security is identical to the
registration of the note being purchased.
In any such case, the tender form used
to place the Notes allotted in
TREASURY DIRECT must be completed
to show all the information required
thereon, or the TREASURY DIRECT
account number previously obtained.

6. General Provisions

6.1. As fiscal agents of the United
Stales, Federal Reserve Banks are
authorized, as directed by the Secretary
of the Treasury, to receive tenders, to
make allotments, to issue such notices
as may be necessary, to receive
payment for, and to issue, maintain,
service, and make payment on the
Notes.

6.2. The Secretary of the Treasury
may at any time supplement or amend
provisions of this circular if such
supplements or amendments do not
adversely affect existing rights of
holders of the Notes. Public
announcement of such changes will be
promptly provided.,

6.3. The Notes issued under this
circular shall be obligations of the
United States, and, therefore, the faith of
the United States Government is
pledged to pay, in legal tender, principal
and interest on the Notes.

Marcus W. Page,

Acting Fiscal Assistant Secretary.

[FR Doc. 88-22549 Filed 9-27-88; 3:45 pm)|
BILLING CODE 4810-40-M

UNITED STATES INFORMATION
AGENCY

Reporting and Information Collection
Requirements Under OMB Review

AGENCY: U.S. Information Agency.

ACTION: Notice of reporting
requirements submitted for OMB
review.

Abstract

Information Collection from the public
is necessary to evaluate bids and
responses from potential suppliers for
supplies, services and hardware for the
purpose of making awards in
conformance with rules and regulations
governing procurement by federal
government departments and agencies.

Proposed Frequency of Responses

No. of respondents; 1,292.
Recordkeeping Hours: 256.
Total Annual Burden; 330,752.
Average Burden Per Response; 15
minutes.
Date: September 23, 1988.
Charles N. Canestro,
Federal Register Liaison.
[FR Doc. 88-22459 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8230-01-M

SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35), agencies are required to
submit proposed or established
reporting and record keeping
requirements to OMB for review and
approval, and to publish a notice in the
Federal Register notifying the public that
the Agency has made such a
submission. In accordance with 40
U.S.C. 486(c) and Executive Order 12352
dated March 17, 1982, USIA is hereby
requesting approval of “Information
Collection in Support of USIA
Acquisition Process." Respondents will
be required to respond only one time.

DATE: Comments must be received by
October 15, 1988,

Copies: Copies of the Request for
Clearance (SF-83), supporting
statement, fransmittal letter and other
documents submitted to OMB for
approval may be obtained from the
USIA Clearance Officer. Comments on
the items listed should be submitted to
the Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs of OMB, Attention: Desk Officer
for USIA and also to the USIA
Clearance Officer.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Agency Clearance Officer, Robin
Eschinger, United States Information
Agency, M/ASP, 301 Fourth Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20547, telephone: (202)
485-7503. OMB Review Officer: Francine
Picoult, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget, New
Executive Office Bldg., Washington, DC
20503, telephone: (202) 395-7430.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title:
“Information Collection in Support of
USIA Acquisition Process."”

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION

Veterans’ Advisory Committee on
Environmental Hazards; Meeting

The Veterans Administration gives
notice under Pub. L. 92-463, section
10(a)(2), that a meeting of the Veterans'
Advisory Committee on Environmental
Hazards will be held at the Veterans
Administration Central Office, 810
Vermont Avenue, NW., Washington, DC
20420 on November 3 and 4, 1988. The
purposes of the Committee are to review
the sceintific and medical literature
relating to the possible health effects
resulting from exposure to dioxin and
ionizing radiation and to assist in the
development of Agency policy with
respect to veterans' claims for
compensation based upon exposure.

The meeting will convene at 10:30 a.m.
on November 3 and 9:00 a.m. on
November 4 in the Omar Bradley
Conference Room. This meeting will be
open to the public up to the seating
capacity of the room. Because this
capacity is limited, it will be necessary
for those wishing to attend to contact
Ms. Sylvia Arrington, Veterans
Administration Central Office (phone
202/233-2115) prior to October 25, 1988.

Members of the public may direct
questions or submit prepared statements
for review by the Committee in advance
of the meeting, in writing only, to Mr.
Frederic L. Conway, Special Assistant to
the General Counsel, Room 1034,
Veterans Administration Central Office.
Submitted material must be received at
least five days prior to the meeting. Such
members of the public may be asked to
clarify submitted material prior to
consideration by the Committee.
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Dated: September 23, 1988.

By direction of the Administrator,
Resa Maria Fontanez,
Committee Management Officer.
[FR Doc. 88-22436 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8320-01-M

Advisory Committee on Women
Veterans; Meeting

The Veterans Administration gives
notice under Pub, L. 92-463 that a
meeting of the Advisory Committee on
Women Veterans will be held in
Washington, DC, November 29 through
November 30, 1988, in the
Administrator's Conference Room,

Room 1010, Veterans Administration
Central Office, 810 Vermont Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC. The purpose of
the Advisory Committee on Women
Veterans is to advise the Administrator
regarding the needs of women velterans
with respect to health care,
rehabilitation, compensation, outreach
and other programs administered by the
Veterans Administration; and the
activities of the Veterans
Administration designed to meet such
needs. The Committee will make
recommendations to the Administrator
regarding such activities.

The session will convene on
November 29, 1988, at 1:45 p.m. and
adjourn at 4:30 p.m. The session on

November 30, 1988, will begin at 9 a.m.
and adjourn at 5:30 p.m. These sessions
will be open to the public up to the
seating capacity of the room. Because
this capacity is limited, it will be
necessary for those wishing to attend to
contact Mrs. Barbara Brandau,
Committee Coordinator, Veterans
Administration Central Office (phone
202/233-2621) prior to November 14,
1988.

Dated: September 23, 1988.

By direction of the Administrator.
Rosa Maria Fontanez,
Committee Management Officer.
|FR Doc. 88-22437 Filed 9-29-88; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 8320-01-M
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Sunshine Act Meetings

Federal Register
Vol. 53, No. 190

Friday, September 30, 1988

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices of meetings published
under the “Government in the Sunshine

Act" (Pub. L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(3).

——

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m,, Friday,
October 7, 1988.

PLACE: 2033 K Street, NW., Washington,
DC, 8th Floor Hearing Room.

sTaTus: Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
Enforcement Matters.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Jean A. Webb, 254-6314.
jean A. Webb,

Secretary of the Commission.

[FR Doc 88-22639 Filed 9-28-88; 1:59 pm]
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

TIME AND DATE: 11:00 a.m., Friday,
October 7, 1988.

PLACE: 2033 K Street, NW., Washington,
DC, 8th Floor Hearing Room.

sTAaTUS: Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
Surveillance Matters.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Jean A. Webb, 254-6314.
Jean A, Webb,

Secretary of the Commission,

[FR Doc. 88-22640 Filed 9-28-88; 1:59 pm|
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

TIME AND DATE: 11:00 a.m., Friday,
October 14, 1988.

PLACE: 2033 K Street, NW., Washington,
DC, 8th Floor Hearing Room.

status: Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
Surveillance Matters.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Jean A. Wehb, 254-6314.
Jean A. Webb,

Secretary of the Commission.

[FR Doc. 88-22641 Filed 9-28-88; 1:59 pm|
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

TIME AND DATE: 11:00 a.m., Friday.
October 21, 1988,

PLACE: 2033 K Street, NW., Washington,
DC, 8th Floor Hearing Room.

sTATUS: Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
Surveillance Matters.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Jean A. Webb, 254-6314.
Jean A. Webb,

Secretary of the Commission.

[FR Doc. 88-22642 Filed 9-28-88; 1:59 pm|
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

TIME AND DATE: 11:00 a.m., Friday,
October 28, 1988.

PLACE: 2033 K Street. NW., Washington,
DC, 8th Floor Hearing Room.

sTATUS: Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
Surveillance Matters.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Jean A. Webb, 254-6314.
Jean A. Webbh,

Secretary of the Commission,

[FR Doc. 88-22643 Filed 9-26-88; 1:59 pm)|
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

Notice of Agency Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5
U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that
the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation's Board of Directors will
meet in open session at 2:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, October 4, 1988, to consider
the following matters:

Summary Agenda: No substantive
discussion of the following items is
anticipated. These matters will be
resolved with a single vote unless a
member of the Board of Directors
requests that an item be moved to the
discussion agenda.

Disposition of minutes of previous
meetings.

Recommendation regarding the
liquidation of a bank's assets acquired
by the Corporation in its capacity as
receiver, liquidator, or liquidating agent
of those assets:

Case No. 47,258—Midland, Consolidated
Office, Midland Texas

Reports of actions approved by the
standing committees of the Corporation
and by officers of the Corporation

pursuant to authority delegated by the
Board of Directors.

Discussion Agenda:

Memorandum and resolution re: (1)
Notice of Withdrawal of proposed
policy statement, entitled "Bank Merger
Transactions™ which policy statement
was published in the Federal Register on
October 4. 1985, and (2) Solicitation of
Comment on a new, substitute proposed
policy statement entitled “Bank Merger
Transactions,”" which redefines and
clarifies product and geographic markets
and the standards to be applied in
assessing both the competitive effects
and prudential concerns involved in a
proposed bank merger transaction.

Memorandum and resolution re:
Proposed amendments to Part 303 of the
Corporation’s rules and regulations,
entitled "Applications, Requests,
Submittals, Delegations of Authority,
and Notices of Acquisition of Control,”
and Part 346 of the Corporation's rules
and regulations, entitled “Foreign
Banks,” which amendments pertain to
exemptions from the deposit insurance
requirement, the capital equivalency
requirement, the country exposure
provision, the pledge of assets
requirement and to the delegations of
authority concerning it, as well as to
miscellaneous provisions throughout the
regulation.

Memorandum and resolution re:
Proposed amendment to Part 330 of the
Corporation’s rules and regulations,
entitled ““Clarification and Definition of
Deposit Insurance Coverage,” which
amendment (1) would exempt unit
investment trusts from the provisions of
section 330.5(b) and consequently from
the provision of section 331.1(e) of the
Corporation's rules and regulations
which require that trusts which are
registered or subject to registration
under the Investment Company Act of
1940 be treated as corporations for
purposes of insurance coverage limits:
and (2) if adopted, would result in
deposit insurance coverage up to
$100,000 as to each beneficial owner.

The meeting will be held in the Board
Room on the sixth floor of the FDIC
Building located at 550-17th Street, NW.,
Washington, DC.

Requests for further information
concerning the meeting may be directed
to Mr. Hoyle L. Robinson, Executive
Secretary of the Corporation, at (202)
898-3813.
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Dated: September 27, 1988,
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Hoyle L. Robinson,

Execulive Secretary.

|FR Doc. 88-22667 Filed 9-28-88; 3:36 pm)
BILLING CODE 6714-01-M

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION
Notice of Agency Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
"Government in the Sunshine Act” (5
U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that
at 2:30 p.m. on Tuesday, October 4, 1988,
the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation's Board of Directors will
meet in closed session, by vote of the
Board of Directors, pursuant to sections
552b(c)(2), (c)(B), (c)(8). (c)(9)(A)(ii), and
(¢)(9)(B) of Title 5, United States Code,
to consider the following matters:

Summary Agenda: No substantive
discussion of the following items is
anticipated. These matters will be
resolved with a single vote unless a
member of the Board of Directors
requests that an item be moved to the
discussion agenda.

Recommendations with respect to the
initiation, termination, or conduct of
administrative enforcement proceedings
(cease-and-desist proceedings,
termination-of-insurance proceedings,
suspension or removal proceedings, or
assessment of civil money penalties)
against certain insured banks or officers,
directors, or employees, agents or other
person participating in the conduct of
the affairs thereof:

Names of persons and names and locations
of banks authorized to be exempt from
disclosure pursuant to the provisions of
subsection (c)(6), (c)(8), and (c)(9)(A)(ii) of the
“Government in the Sunshine Act" (5 U.S.C.
552b(c)(6), (c)(8), and (c)(9)(A)(ii)).

Note.—Some matters falling within this
category may be placed on the discussion
agenda without further public notice if it
becomes likely that substantive discussion of
those matters will occur at the meeting.

Reports of the Director, Office of
Corporate Audits and Internal
Investigations:

Audit Report Re: Century Bank, Tulsa,
Oklahoma (2800) (Memo dated
September 14, 1968)

Audit Report Re: EDP Audit Report, Travel
Voucher System (Memo dated August 30,
1988)

Discussion Agenda:
Application for Federal deposit
insurance:

Home Loan & Investment Association (d/
b/a Home Loan & Investment Bank), an
operating noninsured loan and investment
company located at 224 Weybosset Streel,
Providence, Rhode Island.

Application for consent to purchase
assets and assume liabilities and to
establish one branch:

Highland Community Bank, Chicago,
Hlinois, for the Corporation's consent to
purchase the assets of and to assume the
liability to pay deposits made in the 500 Wesl
116th Streel, Chicago, lllinois, Branch of
United Savings of America, Streamwood,
Illinois, & non-FDIC-insured institution, and
for consent to establish that branch as a
branch of Highland Community Bank.

Recommendation regarding the
Corporation’s assistance agreement with
an insured bank.

Report of the Director, Office of
Corporate Audits and Internal
Investigations:

Audit Report Re: NFC Payroll Audit (Memo
dated September 15, 1988)

Personnel actions regarding
appointments, promotions,
administrative pay increases,
reassignments, retirements, separations,
removals, etc.:

Name of employees authorized to be
exempt from disclosure pursuant to the
provisions of subsections (c)(2) and (c)(6) of
the “Government in the Sunshine Act” (5
U.S.C. 552b(c){2) and (c)(6)).

Matters relating to the possible
closing of certain insured banks:

Names and locations of banks authorized
to be exempt from disclosure pursuant to the
provisions of subsections (c)(8), (¢)(9)(A)(ii),
and (c)(9)(B) of the “Government in the
Sunshine Act” (5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(8).
(e)(9)(A)(ii), and (c)(9)(B)).

The meeting will be held in the Board
Room on the sixth floor of the FDIC
Building located at 550-17th Street, NW.,
Washington, DC.

Requests for further information
concerning the meeting may be directed
to Mr. Hoyle L. Robinson, Executive
Secretary of the Corporation, at (202)
898-3813.

Dated: September 27, 1988.
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.
Hoyle L. Robinson,
Executive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 88-22688 Filed 9-28-88; 3:36 pm]
BILLING CODE 6714-01-M

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

DATE AND TIME: Tuesday, October 4,
1988, 10:00 a.m.

PDLC?CE: 999 E Street, NW., Washington,
sTATUS: This meeting will be closed to
the public.

ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED:

Compliance matters pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
437g.

Audits conducted pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437,
438(b). and Title 26 U.S.C

Matters concerning participation in civil
actions or proceedings or arbitration.

Internal personnel rules and procedures or
matters affecting a particular employee,

DATE AND TiME: Thursday, October 6,
1988, 10:00 a.m.

PLACE: 999 E Street, NW., Washington,
DC (Ninth Floor).

STATUS: This meeting will be open to the
public,

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

Setting of Dates for Future Meetings.

Correction and Approval of Minutes.

Eligibility Report for Candidates to Receive
Presidential Primary Matching Funds.

Draft AO 1988-38: Thomas R. Donovan on
behalf of the Board of Trade of the City
of Chicago

Draft AO 1988-39: Jerrold E. Salzman on
behalf of The Commodity Futures
Political Fund of the Chicago Mercantile
Exchange (“CFPF")

Proposed Public Hearing on MCFL

Rulemaking.
Administration Matters.
. * * * .

PERSON TO CONTACT FOR INFORMATION:
Mr. Fred Eiland, Information Officer,
Telephone: 202-376-3155.

Marjorie W. Emmons,

Secretary of the Commission.

[FR Doc. 88-22581 Filed 9-27-88; 4:52 pm|
BILLING CODE 6715-01-M

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m., October 5,
1988.

PLACE: Hearing Room One, 1100 L Street
NW., Washington, DC 20573-0001.
STATUS: Part of the meeting will be open
to the public. The rest of the meeting
will be closed to the public.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

Portion Open to the Public

1. Docket No. 88-7—Service Contracts—
“Most Favored-Shipper Provisions—
Consideration of Comments.

Portion Closed to the Public

1. Fact Finding Investigation No. 17—Rales,
Charges and Services Provided at Marine
Terminal Facilities.

2. Agreement No, 224-200079 Between
Ryan-Walsh Gulf, Inc. and Orange County
Navigation and Port District—Request for
Jurisdictional Determination.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Joseph C. Polking,
Secretary, (202) 523-5725.

Joseph C. Polking,

Secrelary.

[FR Doc. 88-22580 Filed 9-27-88: 4:52 pm|
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains editorial corrections of previously
published Presidential, Rule, Proposed
Rule, and Notice documents and volumes
of the Code of Federal Regulations.
These corrections are prepared by the
Office of the Federal Register. Agency
prepared corrections are issued as signed
documents and appear in the appropriate
document categories elsewhere in the
Issue.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 721
[OPTS-50567; FRL-3448-5]

Benzenamine, 4-chloro-2-methyl-;
Benzenamine, 4-chloro-2-methyl-,
Hydrochloride; Benzenamine, 2-
chloro-6-methyl-; Proposed Significant
New Use of Chemical Substances

Correction

In proposed rule document 88-21160
beginning on page 36076 in the issue of

Friday, September 16, 1988, make the
following corrections:

1. On page 36077, in the third column,
in the first paragraph, in the eighth line,
“methylaniline” was misspelled.

2. On the same page, in the same
column, in the same paragraph, in the
15th line, “hydrochloride™ was
misspelled.

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Food and Drug Administration
[Docket No. 88N-0309]

Drug Export; PTS Cough Syrup
Correction

In notice document 88-19914
appearing on page 33861 in the issue of
Thursday, September 1, 1988, make the
following correction:

In the third column, in the second
complete paragraph, in the third line, “21
U.S.C. 381" should read “21 U.S.C. 382",

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 71
[Airspace Docket No. 88-AGL-21]

Proposed Springfield, OH, Control
Zone Establishment and Dayton
Wright-Patterson AFB, OH, Control
Zone Alteration

Correction

In proposed rule document 88-21473
beginning on page 36581 in the issue of
Wednesday, September 21, 1988, make
the following correction:

On page 36581, in the third column,
under The Proposal, in the second
paragraph, in the sixth line, ““an hour"
should read “and hours",

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION

48 CFR Parts 1801, 1804, 1805, 1807,
1814, 1815, 1824, 1825, 1828, 1829,
1830, 1832, 1835, 1842, 1845, 1846,
1847, 1849, 1852, and 1870

[NASA FAR Supplement Directive 85-12]

Acquisition Regulation; Miscelianeous
Amendments to NASA FAR
Suppiement

AGENCY: Office of Procurement,
Procurement Policy Division, NASA.

ACTION: Final rule.

summARY: This document amends the
NASA Federal Acquisition Regulation
Supplement (NFS) to reflect a number of
miscellaneous changes implementing
higher level issuance and other changes
impacting the public or dealing with
NASA internal or administrative
matters.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 1, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
W.A. Greene, Chief, Regulations
Development Branch, Procurement
Policy Division (Code HP), Office of
Procurement, NASA Headquarters,
Washington, DC 20546, Telephone: (202)
453-8923.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The major changes involve: (1)
ratification, (2) contract identification
and approval, (3) Buy American Act
procedures and determinations, (4)
facilities capital, (5) installation-
provided government property, (6)
termination settlement memoranda, (7)
source evaluation board operaling
procedures, and (8) publication of
several clauses and provisions
originated by NASA centers for local
use, but now authorized for agencywide
use. NASA FAR Supplement Directive
85-12, as published separately by
NASA, also includes extensive material
on the NASA Research Announcement,
NASA's version of the broad agency
announcement authorized by the
Federal Acquisition Regulation. It is not
included here, however, as it was
published separately as a final rule in
the Federal Register of August 29, 1988
(53 FR 32802).

Typographical and editorial changes
to improve readability and conformance
with FAR drafting conventions have
been made. Substantive meanings have
not been altered; however, entire textual
segments have been reprinted when
such changes are both numerous and
scattered through the rule.

The NASA FAR Supplement, of which
this rule is a part, is available in its
entirety on a subscription basis from the
Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC 20402. It is not
distributed to the public, either in whole
or in part, directly by NASA.

Impact

The Director, Office of Management
and Budget (OMB), by memorandum
dated December 14, 1984, exempted
certain agency procurement regulations
from Executive Order 12291. The
regulations herein are in the exempted
category. NASA certifies that this
regulation will not have a significant
economic effect on a substantial number
of small entities under the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). The
regulation imposes no burdens on the
public within the ambit of the Paper
Work Reduction Work Act, as
implemented at 5 CFR Part 1320.
However, it is noted that a clause
prescribed at 1832.502-470 implements a
FAR information collection requirement
which is covered by approval number
9000-0010; therefore, a separate NASA
approval number is not required.

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Parts 1801,
1804, 1805, 1807, 1814, 1815, 1824, 1825,
1828, 1829, 1830, 1832, 1835, 1842, 1845,
1846, 1847, 1849, 1852, and 1870

Government procurement.

S.). Evans,

Assistant Adminisirator for Procurement.
1. The authority citation for 48 CFR

Parts 1801, 1804, 1805, 1807, 1814, 1815,

1824, 1825, 1828, 1829, 1830, 1832, 1835,

1842, 1845, 1846, 1847, 1849, 1852, and

1870 continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 2473(c)(1).

PART 1801—FEDERAL ACQUISITION
REGULATIONS SYSTEM

2. Subpart 1801.6 is amended by
revising 1801.602-3 to read as follows:

1801.602-3 Ratification of unauthorized
commitments.

(a) Policy. (1) Unauthorized
commitments are strongly discouraged
and can indicate serious employee
misconduct, Individuals making
unauthorized commitments may be
subject to disciplinary action, and the
issue may be referred to the Office of
Inspector General.

(2) Paragraph 1802.101 defines the
head of the contracting activity in
NASA. See FAR 1.602-3(b){2),

(b) Limitations. (1) The authority in
FAR 1.602-3 may be exercised only
when—{i) The Government employee
who made the unauthorized
commitment, or his/her supervisor, if

appropriate, initiates a procurement
request in accordance with 1804.7301(a),
The procurement request and/or
accompanying documentation shall
identify the individual who made the
unauthorized commitment, explain why
normal acquisition procedures were not
followed, explain why the firm was
selected and list other sources
considered, describe the work, and
estimate or state the agreed price: and

(ii) The contracting officer obtains a
certification thal funds are available
and were available at the time the
unauthorized commitment was made in
accordance with FAR 1.602-3(c)(6).

{2) The ratifying official shall
provide a copy of each ratification along
with information specified in FAR 1.602-
3 and this paragraph (b) to the Assistan!
Administrator for Procurement (Attn:
Code HP).

PART 1804—ADMINISTRATIVE
MATTERS

3. Part 1804 is amended as set forth
below:

1804.170 [Amended]

a. In 1804.170, paragraph (b), the
reference “1831.70" is removed, and
“1832.705-270(b)" is added in its place

b. In Subpart 1804.4, 1804.402 is
revised to read as follows:

1804.402 General.

NASA industrial security policies and
procedures are prescribed in NASA
Management Instruction 1650.1,
“Industrial Security Policies and
Procedures.” (See also 1842.202-72).

1804.7102 [Amended]

¢. In 1804.7102, the phrase “NASA
Research Announcements” is added
between the words “proposal,” and
“contracts,".

1804.7102-4 [Amended]

d. In 1804.7102-4, paragraph (a), the
installation “Space Station Procurement
Office” and its prefix “NAS14" are
added at the bottom of the list of
approved prefixes.

1804.7103-2 [Amended]

e. In 1804.7103-2, the installation
“Space Station Procurement office” and
its prefix “D” are added to the bottom of
the list of approved prefixes,

PART 1805—PUBLICIZING CONTRACT
ACTIONS

4. Part 1805 is amended as set forth
below:
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1805.303-71 [Amended]

In 1805.303-71, paragraphs (b)(1) and
(b)(2). the reference “1804.7205" is
revised to read "*1804.7203" in both
instances.

PART 1807—ACQUISITION PLANNING

5. Part 1807 is amended as set forth
below:

1807.103 [Amended]

a, In 1807.103, paragraph (a)(2)(vii) is
revised to read as follows:

(a) L e

(2] * 4 &

(vii) Resulting from broad agency
announcements listed in 1835.016.

b. Subpart 1807.70, consisting of
1807.7001 is added to read as follows:

Subpart 1807.70—Contract Clause
1807.7001 Estimate of work.

Subpart 1807.70—Contract Clause

1807.7001 Estimate of work,

The contracting officer may insert a
provision substantially as stated at
1852.207-70, Estimate of Work, in
solicitations if (@) mission suitability is
considered more important than cost, (b)
there is no other method to define the
amount of work contemplated, and (c)
use of the clause is approved at least
one level above the contracting officer.
Insert the total estimated value of the
procurement,

PART 1814—SEALED BIDDING

1814.404~170 [Amended]

6. In 1814.404-70, paragraph (b)(2) is
revised to read as follows;

1814.404-170 Delegation of authority.

* . . *

(l)) LR

(2) The procurement officer, if the
solicitation is to be cancelled because (i)
all otherwise acceptable bids received
are at unreasonable prices, (ii) only one
bid is received and the contracting
officer cannot determine the
reasonableness of the bid price, or (iii)
the bids were not independently arrived
atin open competition, were collusive,
or were submitted in bad faith. The
procurement officer shall obtain the
advice of the Chief Counsel before
making this determination.

PART 1815—CONTRACTING BY
NEGOTIATION

7. Subpart 1815.6 is amended by

revising paragraph (a) of 1815.613-71 to
read as follows:

1815.613-71 Evaluation and negotiation of
procurements conducted in accordance
with source evaluation board (SEB)
procedures.

(a) Applicability. (1) These SEB
procedures shall be used in all
competitive negotiated procurements of
$25,000,000 or more including those
where the initial contract is less than
$25,000,000 but where it is likely that the
source selected will receive contracts
for follow-on or later phases of the same
project which when combined would
total $25,000,000 or more. (Examples are
options and later phases as in A-109
procurements.) Exceptions to the above
include procurements where:

(i) Sealed Bids will be used;

(ii) Architect-Engineer (A&E) services
are being procured; or

(iii) ADP subject to the Brooks Act (40
U.S.C. 759), as implemented by the
Federal Information Resources
Management Regulation (FIRMR) (41
CFR Ch. 201), is being procured.
However, the use of SEB procedures is
optional for procurements of ADP
subject to the Brooks Act.

(2) The detailed procedures regarding
the designation and operation of SEBs
are in 1870.303, App. I, commonly known
as the Source Evaluation Board
Handbook.

(3) Evaluation of system design
concepts resulting from requests for
alternative system design concept
proposals in support of a major system
acquisition subject to NMI 7100.14
policies and procedures should include,
in addition to proposed system function
and performance capabilities to meet
mission needs and program objectives,
an analysis of resources required and
benefits to be derived by trade-offs,
where feasible, among technical
performance, acquisition costs,
ownership costs, time to develop and
procure, and the relevant
accomplishment record of competitors.

(4) These SEB procedures may be
used in any other compelitively
negotiated procurements where a
Source Selection Official determines it is
desirable to do so.

- - . * *

PART 1824—PROTECTION OF
PRIVACY AND FREEDOM OF
INFORMATION

8. Part 1824 is amended by revising
Subpart 1824.1, consisting of 1824.102,
and adding Subpart 1824.2, consisting of
1824.202, to read as follows:

Subpart 1824.1—Protection of Individual
Privacy

1824.102 General.

Subpart 1824.2—Freedom of Information
Act

1824.202 Policy.

Subpart 1824.1—Protection of
Individual Privacy

1824.102 General.

For NASA rules and regulations
implementing the Privacy Act, see NMI
1382.17 (14 CFR 1212).

Subpart 1824.2—Freedom of
Information Act

1824.202 Policy.

(a) NASA implementation of the
Freedom of Information Act is found in
NMI 1382.2 (14 CFR 1206).

(b) When receiving any Freedom of
Information Act request from the public,
the contracting officer shall immediately
refer the request to the Freedom of
Information Act Officer, NASA
Information Center, or other responsible
point of contact as set forth in
installation procedures.

PART 1825—FOREIGN ACQUISITION

9. Subpart 1825.1, consisting of
1825.101, 1825.102, 1825.103, and 1825.105
and Subpart 1825.2, consisting of
1825.202, 1825.203, 1825.205, and
1825.205-70, are revised to read as
follows:

Subpart 1825.1—Buy American Act—
Supplies

1825.101 Definitions.

“Canadian end product” means an
unmanufactured end product, mined or
produced in Canada, or an end product
manufactured in Canada if the cost of its
components which are mined, produced,
or manufactured in Canada or the
United States exceeds 50 percent of the
cost of all its components. The cost of
components shall include transportation
costs to the place of incorporation into
the end product.

1825.102 Policy.

(a) Administrator determinations
under FAR 25.102(a)(3), domestic
preference inconsistent with the public
interest. (1) Within NASA, these
determinations are made by the
Assistant Administrator for
Procurement.

(2) For blanket determinations
regarding Canadian end products, see
1825.103.

(b) Contracting officer determinations
under FAR 25.102(a)(4), domestic
nonavailability of end products. (1)
NASA has determined that the items
listed at FAR 25.108 are not mined,
produced, or manufactured in the United
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States in sufficient and reasonably
available commercial quantities of a
satisfactory quality. In addition, NASA
contracting officers may make
additional determinations of
nonavailability both prior to entering
into contracts and in the course of
contract administration; provided,
however, that in the latter case the
Government receives adequate
consideration. A copy of each
determination of nonavailability shall
be included in the contract file.

(2) The following is the format for
nonavailability determinations made by
the contracting officers:

Determination of Nonavailability

Pursuant to the authority contained in the
Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10) and
authority delegated tc me by 48 CFR
1825.102(b}, I hereby find—

a. (Insert a description of the item or items.
to be procured, including unit, quantity, and
estimated cost inclusive of duty and
transportation costs to destination.);

b. (Enter the name-and address of
contractor or supplier and country of origin of
the items.);

¢. (Include & brief statement of the
necessity for the procurement.); and

d. (Include a statement of facts establishing
the nonavailability of similar items of
domestic origin. If there is no known
domestic item which can be used as a
reasonable substitute, make a statement to
this effect.)

Based upon these findings, I determine that
the above-described item(s) is not mined,
produced, or manufactured, or the articles,
materials, or supplies from which it is
manufactured, are not mined, produced, or
manufactured, as the case may be, in the
United States in sufficient and reasonably
available quantities and of a satisfactory
quality.

Accordingly, the requirement of the Buy
American Act that procurement be made
from domestic sources and that the item(s) be
of domestic origin is not applicable to this
procurement, since said procurement is
within the nonavailability exception stated in
the Buy American Act.

Authority is granted to procure the above-
described item(s) of foreign origin (country or
origin) at an estimated total cost of
$ including duty and transportation
costs to destination.

(Date)
Contracting Officer

(3) Contracting officer determinations made
under 1825.102(b) shall be approved by the
head of the contracting activity if the contract
is estimated to exceed $1,000,000.

1825.103 Agreements with certain foreign
governments. Canadian end products and
Canadian components.

(a) The Assistant Administrator for
Procurement has determined that where
application of the procedure in
paragraph (a)(1) below results in the
acquisition of Canadian end products, it
would be inconsistent with the public

interest to acquire domestic end
products (see FAR 25.102(a)(3)). The
Assistant Administrator for
Procurement has also determined that it
would be inconsistent with the public
interest to apply restrictions of the Buy
American Act to components mined,
produced, or manufactured in Canada
(see paragraph (a)(2) below).
Accordingly, contracting officers shall—

(1) Evaluate all bids and proposals
offering Canadian end products on a
parity with bids and proposals offering
domestic end products, except that
applicable duty (whether or not a duty-
free entry certificate may be issued)
shall be included in evaluating such bids
and proposals offering Canadian end
products; and

(2) Treat all components mined,
produced, or manufactured in Canada as
though they were mined, produced, or
manufactured in the United States,
except that, in evaluating bids and
proposals containing such components,
applicable duty (whether or not a duty-
free entry certificate may be issued)
shall be included.

1825.105 Evaluating offers.

(a) Examples. The following examples
illustrate how to evaluate offers of
foreign {(non-Canadian) end items using
the provisions of FAR 25.105.

(1) Example 1: Price differential of six
percent or less between low foreign
(non-Canadian) and low domestic bid or

roposal from a large business not in a

abor surplus area. See Table 1825-1.
The low domestic bid is not
unreasonable, that is, the low domestic
bid is less than the low foreign bid plus
six percent; award would be made to
the low domestic offeror.

(2) Example 2: Price differential of six
percent between low foreign (non-
Canadian) and low domestic bid or
proposal which is not a small business
and/or labor surplus area concern. See
Table 1825-2.

(3) Example 3: Solicitation permits
multiple awards and FAR 25.105(c)
permits application of the evaluation
procedure in 25.105{a) on a group or
item-by-item basis. Each domestic
offeror is a small business or labor
surplus area concern thus requiring that
the lowest acceptable foreign offer be
increased by 12 percent. In cases where
an award exceeding $250,000 would be
made to a domestic concern if the 12-
percent factor were applied but not if
the 6-percent factor were applied, FAR
25.105(c) requires that the award be
submitted to the agency head for
decision as to whether award to the
domestic concern would involve
unreasonable cost. In NASA, the
Administrator has delegated this

authority to the Assistant Administrator
for Procurement. See Table 1825-3.

(i) For items 1 and 3, award would be
made to the low acceptable domestic
offeror but would not be submitted to
the Assistant Administrator for
Procurement because—

(A) The low acceptable domestic
offeror is a small business and/or labor
surplus area concern;

{B) The differential does not exceed 12
percent on an item-by-item basis: and

(C) The total low acceptable domestic
offeror does not exceed $250,000.

(ii} For items 2 and 4, award would be
made to the low acceptable foreign
offeror but would not be submitted to
the Assistant Administrator for
Procurement because—

(A) The low acceptable domestic
offeror is a small business or labor
surplus area concern;

(B) The differential exceeds 12 percent
on an item-by-item basis; and

(C) The low acceptable domestic offer
does not exceed $250,000.

(4) Example 4: Solicitation permits
multiple awards and FAR 25.105(b)
permits applications of the evaluation
procedure in 25.105(a) on a group or
item-by-item basis. Each domestic
offeror is a small business or labor
surplus area concern thus requiring that
the lowest acceptable foreign offer be
increased by 12 percent. In cases where
an award exceeding $250,000 would be
made to a domestic concern if the 12
percent were applied but not if the 6-
percent factor were applied, FAR
25.105(c) requires that the award be
submitted to the agency head for
decision as to whether award to the
domestic concern would involve
unreasonable costs. In NASA, the
Administrator has delegated this
authority to the Assistant Administrator
for Procurement. See Table 1825-4.
(Note that both bids include
transportation to destination and the
foreign bid includes duty,)

(i) For the grouping of Items 1, 2, 3,
and 4, the proposed total would be
submitted to the Assistant
Administrator for Procurement for
decision pursuant to FAR 25.105(c)
which requires the agency head to
decide whether award to a domestic
concern would involve unreasonable
cost when—

(A) The low acceptable domestic
offeror on each line item is a small
business or labor surplus area concern
and the low acceptable foreign offer for
each line item must be increased for
evaluation purposes by 12 percent {see
FAR 25.105(a)(2));

(B) On an item-by-item basis, the low
acceptable domestic price exceeds the
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low acceptable foreign price plus 6
percent but is less than the foreign price
plus 12 percent; or

(C) The grouping of the four line items
for purposes of a single award exceeds
$250,000.

(ii) Table 1825-5 illustrates the
pertinent figures in applying FAR
25.105(c). Columns 3 and 4 illustrate how
award on each item would go to the
domestic offeror if the 12-percent factor
were added to the foreign bid. Addition
of the 12-percent factor makes the
foreign bid unreasonable. However,
addition of only the 6-percent factor to
the foreign bid makes the domestic
offeror unreasonable in each case
because, even with the addition of the 6
percent, the foreign bid is still lower
than the domestie bid. Stated otherwise,
because the low acceptable domestic
offeror is a small business or labor
surplus area firm, the price of the low
acceptable foreign offeror must be
raised by 12 percent for price evaluation
purposes. Accordingly, each evaluated
price of items 1, 2, 3, and 4 exceeds the
domestic bid price for that item.
However, in each case, if only the 6-
percent factor is added instead of the 12
percent, the individual awards would go
to the foreign offeror instead of the
domestic offeror, thus requiring the
procurement to be submitted to the

Assistant Administrator for
Procurement for a final decision as to

TaBLE 1825-2—Continued

whether award to the domestic concern Low bids
would involve unreasonable cost. Dotnca: i
(b) Tie Bids. If the evaluation tic Foreign
procedure (that is, application of
differentials) set forth at FAR 25.105 L1, DR e e $20,000 | $18,550
results in a tie between the foreign offer
and the domestic offer, award will be
made to the latter. TABLE 1825-3
TABLE 1825-1 Low bids | Actual
—1 percent
o bl Domestic differ-
ow N ence
Foreign A 8 between
D“ﬁc"” Foreign bids
Cost to Destination............. et $20,000 | $18,000 1. $50,000 | $55500 11
import Duty 600 Lo 50,000 $56,500 13
3..{ 75000| 81,750 9
Totaloiiiicisisicsssni| $20,000 | $19,600 y »
Six Percent Differential $370° S 14000 it M
Total $20,000 | $20,776
TABLE 1825-4
TABLE 1825-2 tow b R
bids di'ffef:nc"e
o Foreign Domestic between
oz | Forogn -
em:
Cost to Destination.....................] $20,000 | $17,000  rre s $100,000 $111,000 11
import Duty. 500 2.: < 220,000 10
3. 56,000 10
O e e et e L | $20,000 | $17,500
Six Percent Differential 1,050 o i 2

TABLE 1825-5

2—Foreign bid plus
6%

1.
2

3.
4,

$100,000 $106,000 $111,000 $112,000 1"
200,000 212,000 220.000 224,000 10
50,000 53,000 55,000 58,000 10

26,500

Subpart 1825.2—Buy American Act—
Construction Materials

1825.202 Policy.

(a) Exception for unreasonable costs
of domestic construction materiais. The
Assistant Administrator for
Procurement has determined that where
the application of the procedures set
forth in 1825.203 results in the
acquisition of foreign construction
materials, the use of domestic
construction materials would
unreasonably increase the cost.

(b) Exception for impracticability of
using domestic construction materials,
The Assistant Administrator for
f'rocurement has determined that when
justified as required by FAR 25.203(b),

the use of a domestic construction
material would be impracticable.

(c) Exception for nonavailability of
the domestic construction material. (1)
NASA has determined that any
construction material listed at FAR
25.108 is not mined, produced, or
manufactured in the United States in
sufficient and reasonably available
commercial quantities of a satisfactory
quality.

(2) In addition, subject to the approval
of the head of the contracting activity
where required (see FAR 25,202(b]),
contracting officers are authorized to
make determinations of nonavailability
before issuance of the selicitation under
FAR 25.202{a)(3). Contracting officers
are also authorized to make additional

determinations of nonavailability both
before and after award: provided,
however, that in the latter case, the
Government receives adequate
consideration. The format for
nonavailability determinations is at
1825.102(b).

1825.203 Evaluating offers.

When a bid or proposal offering the
use of additional foreign construction
material (other than those listed as
exceptions in the invitation for bid or
request for proposal; see 1825.202(c) and
1852.225-71) would be the low
acceptable bid but for the Buy American
Act, award will be made on such bid or
proposal provided that all the following
conditions are satisfied:
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(a) The bid or proposal specifically
designates the foreign construction
material proposed for use.

(b) As to each such foreign
construction material, the data
accompanying the bid or proposal show
that the cost of any available acceptable
domestic construction material
delivered at the construction site would
exceed by more than 6 percent the cost
(including duty) of the designated
foreign construction material delivered
at the construction site.

(c) As to each such foreign
construction material, the contracting
officer is satisfied that the showing of a
cost differential of more than 6 percent
as required by paragraph (b) of this
section is correct as of the date of
opening of the bids or proposals.

(d) The bid or proposal is low after
adding, for evaluation purposes, to such
bid or proposal a factor of 6 percent of
the cost (including duty) of all foreign
construction materials (delivered at the
construction site) which are offered in
such bid or proposal and which qualify
under the conditions stated in
paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) above.

1825.205 Solicitation provision and
contract clause.

1825.205-70 NASA contract clause.

The clause at 1852,225-71,
Nondomestic Construction Materials,
shall be included in all contracts for
construction, and any articles of
materials and supplies which have been
the subject of additional determinations
under 1825.202(c) shall be listed
thereunder.

PART 1828—BONDS AND INSURANCE

10. Subpart 1828.3 is amended by
adding section 1828.372 to read as
follows:

1828.372 Clause for minimum insurance
coverage.

In accordance with FAR 28.306(b) and
28.307, the contracting officer may insert
a clause substantially as stated at
1852.228-75, Minimum Insurance
Coverage, in fixed price solicitations
and contracts requiring performance on
a government installation and in cost
reimbursement contracts. The
contracting officer may modify the
clause to require additional coverage,
such as vessel liability, and higher limits
if appropriate for a particular
procurement.

PART 1829—TAXES

11. Part 1829 is amended by revising
Subpart 1829.2, consisting of 1829.203, to
read as follows:

Subpart 1829.2—Federal Excise Taxes

1829.203 Other Federal tax exemptions.

(a) The Assistant Administrator for
Procurement has obtained a permit from
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms (Treasury Department)
enabling NASA and its contractors to
purchase spirits (e.g., specially
denatured spirits) tax-free for
nonbeverage Government use.
Installations can obtain copies of the
permit from the Procurement Policy
Division (Code HP) at NASA
Headquarters.

(b) When purchasing spirits for use by
NASA personnel, the contracting officer
shall attach a copy of the permit to the
contract. Upon receipt of the spirits, the
permit shall be returned to the
contracting officer unless future orders
are anticipated. ]

(c) When a NASA contractor requires
spirits to perform a NASA contract, the
contracting officer shall furnish the
contractor a copy of the permit to
provide its vendor. Upon receipt of the
spirits, the contractor shall return the
permit to the contracting officer unless
future orders are anticipated. In any
event, the permit shall be returned upon
completion of the contract.

(d) To comply with 26 U.S.C. 5271(g),
the procurement officer shall post a
copy of the permit for inspection.

PART 1830—COST ACCOUNTING
STANDARDS

12. Part 1830 is amended by adding
Subpart 1830.70, consisting of 1830.7000
through 1830.7002-8, to read as follows:

Subpart 1830.70—Facilities Capital
Employed for Facilities in Use or for
Facilities Under Construction

1830.7000 General.

1830.7001 Facilities capital employed for
facilities in use.

1830.7001-1 Policy.

1830.7001-2 Definitions, measurement, and
allocation,

1830.7001-3 Estimating business unit
facilities capital and cost of money.

1830.7001-4 Contract facilities capital

estimales.

1830.7001-5 Preaward facilities capital
applications.

1830.7001-6 Post award facilities capital
applications.

1830.7001-7 Administrative procedures.

1830.7002 Facilities capital employed for
facilities under construction.

1830.7002-1 Policy.

1830.7002-2 Definitions.

1830.7002-3 Measurement.

1830.7002-4 Composition and allocation of
costs.

1830.7002-5 Limitations.

1830.7002-6 Preaward capital employed
application.

Subpart 1830.70—Facilities Capital
Empioyed for Facilities in Use or for
Facilities Under Construction

1830.7000 General.

Pending issuance of FAR coverage,
the NASA Procurement Regulation
(NPR] (48 CFR Chapter 18, Para. 3.1300)
shall continue to govern facilities capital
employed for facilities. This subpart is
substantively identical to the NPR. It is
reproduced here with current textual
citations and updated cross-references
for the user's convenience.

1830.7001 Facilities capital employed for
facilities in use,

1830.7001-1 Policy.

It is the policy of the Government to
recognize facilities capital employed as
an element in establishing the price of
certain negotiated defense conltracts
when such contracts are priced on the
basis of cost analysis. The inclusion of
this recognition is intended to reward
contractor investments, motivate
increased productivity and reduced
costs through the use of modern
manufacturing technology, and to
generate other efficiencies in the
performance of defense contracts. The
recognition of contractor investments in
the development of the profit objective
will result in a profit objective based on
a combination of effort, risk, and
investment factors.

1830.7001-2 Definitions, measurement,
and allocation.

Cost Accounting Standard (CAS) No
414, “Cost of Money as an Element of
the Cost of Facilities Capital,”
establishes criteria for the measurement
and allocation of the cost of capital
committed to facilities as an element of
contract cost for historical cost
determination purposes. Important
features of the CAS are its definitions,
techniques for application, and a
prescribed Form CASB-CMF with
instructions. This Section adopts the
techniques of CAS 414 as the approved
method of measurement and allocation
of facilities cost of money to overhead
pools at the business unit level and adds
only such supplementary procedures s
are necessary to extend those
techniques to contract forward pricing
and administration matters. Therefore.
these procedures are intended to be
completely compatible with, and an
extension of, the definitions, criteria,
and techniques of CAS 414. Contractors
who computerize their financial data are
encouraged to meet the requirements of
both CAS 414 and this subpart from the
same data bank and programs.
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1830.7001-3 Estimating business unit
facilities capital and cost of money.

The method of estimating the business
unit facilities capital and cost of money
utilizes the techniques of CAS 414. Cost
of money factors (CMF) by overhead
pools at the business unit are developed
using Form CASB-CMF. Three elements
are required to develop cost of money
overhead allocation base date, and the
interest rate promulgated by the
Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to
Pub. L. 92—41. These elements are
discussed below.

(a) Business unit facilities capital
data. (1) The net book value (acquisition
cost less accumulated depreciation) is
used for each cost accounting period.
The net book value used is the total of
(i) the net book value of facilities
recorded on the accounting records of
the business unit, {ii) the capitalized
value of leases (see FAR 31.205-2 and
FAR 31.205-36), and {iii) the net book
value of facilities at the corporate or
group level that support depreciation
charges allocated to the business unit
under the provisions ef CAS 403.

(2) Projections of facilities capital will
be supported by budget plans and/or
similar type documentation and the
estimated depreciation will be the same
as used in projected overhead rates.
Projections well accommodate changes
in the level of facilities net book value,
e.g., facilities additions, deletions of
facilities by sale, abandonment or other
disposal, idle facilities (see FAR 31.205-
17).

(b) Overhead allocation bases. The
base data used to compute the CMF
must be the same as that used to
compute the proposed overhead rates.
CMF's should be submitted and
evaluated as part of the proposal.

(c) Interest rate. For purpose of
projection, the most recent interest rate
promulgated by the Secretary of the
Treasury will be used as the cost of
money rate in Column 1 of Form CASB-
CMF and the same rate must be used on
the DD Form 1861 to determine contract
facilities capital employed. Where
actual costs are used in definitization
actions, the actual treasury rate(s)
applicable to the period(s) of the
incurred costs will be recognized by
development of a composite rate.

(d) Determination of final cost of
money. CMFs estimated following the
above procedures are used to develop
the facilities investment base used in
forward pricing. Actual CMFs are
required when it is necessary to
determine final allowable costs for cost
setllement and/or repricing following
CAS 414 and FAR 31.205-10.

1820.7001-4 Contract facilities capital
estimates.

(a) After the appropriate Forms
CASB-CMF have been analyzed and
CMF's have been developed, the
contracting officer is in a position to
estimate the facilities capital cest of
money and capital employed for a
contract proposal. DD Form 1861
“Contract Facilities Capital and Cost of
Money" has been provided for this
purpose and, when properly completed,
becomes a connecting link between the
Forms CASB-CMF and any applicable
agency structured appreach to
determination of profit or fee objectives.
An evaluated contract cost breakdown
reduced to the contracting officer's pre-
negotiation cost objective must be
available. The procedure is similar to
applying overhead rates to appropriate
overhead allocation bases to determine
contract overhead costs.

(b) DD Form 1861 provides for listing
overhead pools and direct-charging
service centers (if used) in the same
structure they appear on the contractor's
cost proposal and Forms CASB-CMF.
The structure and allocation base units-
of-measure must be compatible on all
three displays. The base for each
overhead pool must be broken down by
vear to match each separate Form
CASB-CMF. Appropriate contract
overhead allocation base data are
extracted by year from the evaluated
cost breakdown or pre-negotiation cost
objective, and are listed against each
separate Form CASB-CMF. Each
allocation base is multiplied by its
corresponding cost of money factor, to
get the Facilities Capital Cost of Money
estimated to be incurred each year. The
sum of these products represents the
estimated Contract Facilities Capital
Cost of Money for the Year's effort.
Total contract facilities cost of money is
the sum of the yearly amounts.

(c) Since the Facilities Capital Cost of
Money Factors reflect the applicable
cost of money rate in Column 1 of Form
CASB-CMF, the Contract Facilities
Capital Employed can be determined by
dividing the contract Cost of Money by
the same rate. DD Form 1861 is designed
to record and compute all the above in
the most direct way possible, and the
end result is the Contract Facilities
Capital Cost of Money and Capital
Employed which is carried forward to
the applicable agency structured
approach to determination of profit or
fee objectives.

1830.7001-5 Preaward facilities capital
applications.

Facilities Capital Cost of Money as
determined above is applied in

establishing cost and price objectives as
follows:

(a) Cost of money—(1) Cost objective.
This special, imputed cost of money
shall be used, together with normal,
booked costs, in establishing a cost
objective or the target cost when
structuring an incentive type contract.
Target costs thus established at the
outset, shall not be adjusted as actual
cost of money rates become available
for the periods during which contract
performance takes place.

(2) Profit objective. Cost of Money
shall not be included as part of the cost
base when measuring the contractor's
effort in connection with establishing a
pre-negotiation profit objective. The cost
base for this purpose shall be restricted
to normal, bocked costs.

(b) Facilities capital employed. The
profit objective as it relates to the risk
associated with facilities capital
employed shall be assessed and
weighted in accerdance with agency
profit guidelines.

1830.7001-6 Post award facilities capital
applications.

(a) Interim billings based on costs
incurred. Contract Facilities Capital
Cost of Money may be included in cost
reimbursement and progress payment
invoices. The amount that qualifies as
cost incurred for purposes of the
Allowable Cost and Payment or
Progress Payment clause of the contract
is the result of multiplying the incurred
portions of the overhead poel allocation
bases by the latest available Cost of
Money Factors. Like applied overhead
at forecasted overhead rates, such
computations are interim estimates
subject to adjustment. As each year's
data are finalized by computation of the
actual Cost of Money Factors under
CAS 4114 and FAR 31.205-10, the new
factors should be used to calculate
contract facilities cost of money for the
next accounting period.

(b) Final settlement. Contract
Facilities Capital Cost of Money for final
cost determination or repricing is based
on each year’s final Cost of Money
Factors determined under CAS 414 and
supported by separate Form CASB-
CMF. Contract cost must be separately
computed in a manner similar to yearly
final overhead rates. Also like overhead
costs, the final settlement will include
an adjustment from interim to final
contract cost of money. However,
estimated or target cost will not be
adjusted.

1830.7001-7 Administrative procedures.

(a) Contractor submission of Form
CASB-CMF will normally be initiated
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under the same circumstances as
Forward Pricing Rate Agreements
(FPRAS) (see FAR 15.809), and evaluated
as complementary documents and
procedures. Separate Forms are required
for each procedures. Separate Forms are
required for each prospective cost
accounting period during which
Government contract performance is
anticipated. If the contractor does not
annually negotiate FPRAs, submissions
may nevertheless be made annually or
with individual contract pricing
proposals, as agreed to by the contractor
and the cognizant contract
administration office. The cognizant
contract administration office shall, with
the assistance of the cognizant auditor,
evaluate the cost of money factors, and
retain approved factors with other
negotiated forward pricing data and
rates.

(b) The contracting officer will
complete a DD Form 1861, Contract
Facilities Capital and Cost of Money,
after evaluating the contractor’s cost
proposal and determining his pre-
negotiation cost objective, but before
determining his pre-negotiation profit
objective. The contracting officer may
request the cognizant contract
administration office to complete the DD
Form 1861 in connection with normal
field pricing support under FAR 15.805~
5, and include it in field pricing support
report with appropriate evaluation
comments and recommendations.

{¢) A final Form CASB-CMF must be
submitted by the contractor under CAS
414 as soon after the end of each cost
accounting period as possible, for the
purpose of final cost determinations
and/or repricing. The submission should
accompany the contractor’s proposal for
actual overhead costs and rates, and be
evaluated as complementary documents
and procedures.

1830.7002 Facilities capital employed for
facilities under construction.

1830.7002-1 Policy.

It is Government policy to recognize a
contractor's investment in capital
facilities while these are being
constructed, fabricated, or developed for
the contractor's own use. This
recognition is made through the
allowance of an imputed cost of money
amount which is (a) calculated in
accordance with 1830.7002-3, (b)
capitalized along with the other costs of
the asset for which the investment is
made, and (c) allocated to contracts
following 1830.7002-4.

1830.7002-2 Definitions.

The following definitions have been
taken or developed from Cost

Accounting Standard (CAS) 417, Cost of
Money as an Element of the Cost of
Capital Assets Under Construction.

(a) Intangible capital asset. An asset
that has no physical substance, has
more than minimal value, and is
expected to be held by an enterprise for
continued use or possession beyond the
current accounting period for the benefit
it yields.

(b) Tangible capital asset. An asset
that has physical substance, more than
minimal value, and is expected to be
held by an enterprise for continued use
or possession beyond the current
accounting period for the service it
yields.

(c) Cost of money rate. The cost of
money rate is either the interest rate
determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury pursuant to Pub. L. 92-41 (85
Stat. 97), or the time-weighted average
of such rates for each cost accounting
period during which the asset is being
constructed, fabricated, or developed.
The time-weighted average interest rate
is calculated by mulliplying the various
rates in effect during the months of
construction by the number of months
each rate was in effect. The sum of the
products is divided by the total number
of months in which the rates were
experienced.

(d) Representative investment. The
representative investment is the
calculated amount considered invested
by the contractor in the project to
construct, fabricate, or develop the asset
during the cost accounting period. In
calculating the representative
investment, consideration must be given
to the rate or expenditure pattern of the
investment, i.e., if most of the
investment was at the end of the cost
accounting period, the representative
investment calculation must reflect this
fact.

(1) If the contractor experiences an
irregular or uneven expenditure pattern
in the construction, fabrication, or
development of a capital asset, i.e., a
majority of the construction costs were
incurred toward the beginning, middle,
or end of the cost accounting period, the
contractor must either:

(i) Determine a representative
investment amount for the cost
accounting period by calculating the
average of the month-end balances for
that cost accounting period; or

(ii) Treat month-end balances as
individual representative investment
amounts.

(2) If the construction, fabrication, or
development costs were incurred in a
fairly uniform expenditure pattern
throughout the construction period, the
contractor may:

(i) Determine a representative
investment amount for the cost
accounting period by averaging the
beginning and ending balances of the
construction, fabrication, or
development cost account for the cost
accounting period; or

(ii) Treat month-end balances as
individual representative investment
amounts.

1830.7002-3 Measurement.

{(a) The imputed cost of money for an
asset under construction, fabrication, or
development is calculated by applying «
cost of money rate (see 1830.7002-2(c)),
to the representative investment amount
(see 1830.7002-2(d)).

(1) When a representative investment
amount is determined for a cost
accounting period following 1830.7002-
2(d)(1)(i) or 1830.7002-2{d)(2)(i). the cos!
of money rate used shall be the time-
weighted average rate.

(2) When a monthly representative
investment amount (see 1830.7002-
2(d)(10(ii) or 1830.7002-2(d)(ii)) is used,
the cost of money rate shall be the rate
in effect each month. (Note: Under this
method, the cost of money calculating is
made monthly and the total for the cost
accounting period is the sum of the
menthly calculations.)

(b) The method chosen by a
contractor for determining the
representative investment amount may
be different for each capital asset being
constructed, fabricated, or developed as
long as the method fits the expenditure
pattern of the construction costs
incurred.

(c) The imputed cost of money will be
capitalized only once in any cost
accounting period; either at the end of
the period or at the end of the
construction period, whichever comes
first.

(d) When the construction of an asset
takes more than one cost accounting
period, the cost of money capitalized for
the first cost accounting period will be
included in determining the
representative investment amount for
any future cost accounting periods.

1830.7002-4 Composition and allocation
of costs.

(a) The cost of money for a tangible
capital asset determined following
1830.7002-2 and 1830.7002-3 shall be
capitalized along with the other
construction, fabrication, or
development cost of that asset for
purposes of depreciation under FAR
31.205-11.

(b) The cost of money for an
intangible capital asset determined
following 1830.7002-2 and 1830.7002-3
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shall be capitalized along with other
construction, fabrication, or
development costs of that asset and
amortized over appropriate cost
accounting periods,

(c) Where CAS 414 of money is
allocated to construction, fabrication, or
development effort following 1830.7001,
it will be recognized and considered an
element of total construction costs and
be included in all calculations of the
asset's representative investment
amount,

1830.7002-5 Limitations.

If substantially all activities necessary
to get an asset ready for its intended use
are discontinued, cost of money shall
not be capitalized for the period of
discontinuance, except when such
discontinuance arises out of causes
beyond the control and without the fault
or negligence of the contractor.

1830.7002-6 Preaward capital employed
application.

An offset to the profit objectives is not
required for CAS 417 cost of money.

PART 1832—CONTRACT FINANCING

13. Part 1832 is amended as set forth
below:

a. Sections 1832.502—4 and 1832.502—
470 are added to read as follows:

1832.502-4 Contract clauses.

1832.502-470 NASA contract clause.

The contracting officer may insert a
clause substantially as stated at
1852.232-82, Submission of Requests for
Progress Payments, for fixed price
solicitations and contracts that provide
for progress payments. The recipient of
the requests may be changed if this
function is delegated. The number of
copies of the request may be changed if
necessary to meet a substantial need.

1832.704 [Amended)

b. In Section 1832.704, paragraph (b) is
revised to read as follows:

- L * -

(b)(1) It is not necessary, although it is
not prohibited, to have separate
financial /accounting data for cost and
lee. The breakdown is required only in
the clause at 1852.232-81.

(2) The amount obligated for fee
should always be at least sufficient to
pay fee anticipated to be earned by the
Contractor for the work to which the

amount allotted for the estimated cost
applies.

1832.705-270 [Amended]

C- In 1832.705-270, paragraphs (c) and
(d) are added to read as follows:

* . . .

(c) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause substantially as stated at
1852.232-81, Contract Funding, in
solicitations and contracts containing
the clause at FAR 52.232-22, Limitation
of Funds. Insert the amounts of funds
available for payment, the items
covered, and the applicable period of
performance. The contracting officer
may add additional funding information
(such as a summary of old amounts,
amount(s) added in contract
modifications, and new totals) as
appropriate for the particular
procurement.

(d) As authorized by FAR 52.232-22,
the contracting officer shall substitute
“Contract Funding clause” for
“Schedule,” wherever that word appears
in FAR 1852.232-22.

Subpart 1832.8 [Removed]

d. Subpart 1832.8, consisting of
1832.806, is removed,

PART 1835—RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT CONTRACTING

1835.071 [Amended]

14. In 1835.071, after the word
"Program,” the remainder of the
sentence is removed, and the
parenthetical phrase “(see 1846.270(a))."”
is added in its place.

PART 1842—CONTRACT
ADMINISTRATION

15. Subpart 1842.2 is amended as set
forth below:

1842.202 [Amended)

a. In paragraph (a)(2) of 1842.202,
paragraph (a)(2){iv) is removed, and
paragraphs (a)(2) (v), (vi), (vii), and (viii)
are redesignated (iv),(v). (vi), and (vii),
respectively.

1842.202-70 [Amended]

b. (1) In 1842.202-70, paragraph (a),
after the word “audit," the remainder of
the sentence is removed, and the phrase
“and security offices, see 1842.202-71
and 1842.202-72, respectively):" is added
in its place.

(2) In 1842.202-70, paragraph (d) is
removed, and paragraphs (e} and (f) are
redesignated (d) and (e), respectively.

¢. Section 1842.202-72 is added to read
as follows:

1842.202-72 Delegations to security
offices.

NASA's policies and procedures on
security are set forth in NMI 1650.1,
Industrial Security Policies and
Procedures. Contracting officers shall
delegate responsibility for administering
the Industrial Security Program [which
has been designated as an
administrative contracting officer (ACO)

responsibility in Appendix C, Industrial
Security Regulation, DOD 5220,22R. see
also FAR 42.302(a)(20)] to DOD unless
the contractor will perform the classified
contract on a NASA installation or the
classified work has been “carved-out."
(A “carve-out" is defined in Section 1,
paragraph 3, item f.1., of the DOD
Industrial Security Manual for
Safeguarding Classified Information,
September 1987, DOD 5220.22M, as a
classified contract issued in connection
with an approved Special Access
Program in which the Defense
Investigative Service has been relieved
of inspection responsibility in whole or
in part.) The basis for DOD's
performance of administrative
contracting officer responsibility for the
Industrial Security Program on NASA
contracts is a NASA-DOD Agreement.
The contracting officer shall specifically
identify security functions delegated to
DOD or to another NASA installation
(see 1842.171) on NASA Form 1430A.

PART 1845—GOVERNMENT
PROPERTY

16. In Subpart 1845.1, 1845.106-70 is
revised to read as follows:

1845.106-70 NASA contract clauses.

(a) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-70, Acquisition of
Existing Government Equipment, in all
solicitations and contracts that include a
Government property clause. See
1845.7103 and 1852.245-70 for
instructions on preparing DD Form 1419.

(b) (1) The contracting officer shall
insert the clause at 1852.245-71,
Installation-Provided Government
Property, in solicitations and contracts
when Government property is to be
provided to on-site contractors, and the
Government will retain accountability
for the property. The contracting officer
shall identify in the contract Schedule
the nature and extent of such property
and the installation supply and
equipment management officer will
make such property available to the
contractor on a no-charge-for-use basis.
The contracting officer shall also list in
the contract the applicable installation
property management directives.

(2) Contracting officers may also use
the clause if Government property is
provided to off-site local support service
contractors. In this case, the
concurrence of the installation supply
and equipment management officer must
be obtained and indicated in the
procurement request.

(3) To avoid diluting contractor
responsibilities when they include
separate procurement authority and
responsibility, contracting officers may
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preclude such contractors from utilizing
the installation’s central receiving
facility for receiving contractor-acquired
property. To accomplish this, the
contracting officer shall use the clause
with its Alternate L. The contracting
officer shall review the acquisitions
reported by the contractor for their
appropriateness, and the supply and
equipment management officer shall
ensure that records are established.

(4) Contracting officers shall clearly
identify in a separate schedule any
property provided under a Government
property clause but not also subject to
the clause at 1852.245-71. The
contracting officer shall address any
specific maintenance considerations (for
example, requiring use of a central
calibration facility) elsewhere in the
contract,

(¢) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-72, Liability for
Government Property Furnished for
Repair and Services, in fixed-price
solicitations and contracts (except for
experimental, developmental, or
research work with educational or
nonprofit institutions, where no profit is
contemplated) for repair, modification,
rehabilitation, or other servicing of
Government property, if such property is
to be furnished to a contractor for that
purpose. If (1) a substantial gnantity of
parts or material will be furnished, {2) a
significant amount of scrap will result
from the work to be performed, or (3)
other Government property will be
furnished to or acquired by the
contractor, the contract will also contain
the appropriate Government property
clause (see FAR 45.108) and the contract
Schedule shall provide that such
property shall be governed by the terms
of that clause. When minor repairs are
obtained under small purchase
procedures, the procedures of this
paragraph (c) shall not apply.
Contracting officers shall not require
additional insurance under the clause at
1852.245-72 unless the circumstances
clearly indicate advantages to the
Government,

(d) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-73, Financial
Reporting of Government-Owned/
Contractor-Held Property, in all
contracts unless (1) it is virtually certain
that Government property will not be
furnished to or acquired by the
contractor (e.g., as in most study
contracts and certain contracts for
services), (2) the only property to be
provided is for the purpose of repair or
servicing (see 1852.245-72), or (3) all
property to be provided is subject to the
clause at 1852.245-71, Installation-
Provided Government Property (see

paragraph (b) above). Reporting shall be
on an annual basis except when an on-
site contractor performs property
acquisition and management for the
Government. In these cases, the
Government may require more frequent
reporting, and the contracting officer
shall use the clause with its Alternate I
(monthly reporting) or Alternate Il
(quarterly reporting) as appropriate. The
contracting officer shall insert in the
clause the address and office code of a
single organization within the cognizant
NASA installation designated as the
focal point for control and distribution
of NASA Form 1018.

(e) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-74, Contractor
Accountable On-Site Government
Property, in solicitations and contracts
when accountability rests with an on-
site contractor. The contracting officer
shall obtain approval to use the clause
at 1852.245-74 in lieu of the clause at
1852.245-71 from Chief, Supply and
Equipment Management Division (Code
NIE), NASA Headquarters. The request
for approval shall be written and shall
include a determination of costs that
will be (i) avoided (e.g., additional costs
to the installation’s property
management systems and staffing) and
(ii) incurred (e.g., reimbursable costs of
the contractor to implement, staff, and
operate separate property management
systems on-site, and resources needed
for performance of, or reimbursement
for, property administration) under
contractor accountability.

(f) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-,75, Title to
Equipment, in solicitations and
contracts where the clause at FAR
52.245-2 (Alternate II) or 52.245-5
(Alternate I) is used. Insert a dollar
value not less than $5,000, based on the
particular procurement, and identify the
property for which vesting of title with
the Government is appropriate.

(g) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-76, List of
Government-Furnished Property, in
solicitations and contracts if the
contractor is to be accountable under
the contract for Government property.
Insert the name of the Government
installation, contractor’s plant, or other
site(s) where the Government property
will be nsed. Insert a description of the
item(s), quantity, acquisition cost, and
date the property will be furnished to
the contractor.

(h) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-77, List of
Installation-Provided Property and
Services, in solicitations and contracts
that authorize contractor use of on-site
Government property and services, such

as office space, the cafeteria, or first-aid.
Insert the attachment number
identifying the equipment to be made
available to the contractor. Insert the
name of the installation service
facilities, such as a library, computer
facility, or health center, that the
contractor will be authorized to use. The
property and services may be specified,
modified, and updated to meet the needs
of the particular procurement.

(i) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-78, Space
Hardware Reporting, in solicitations and
contracts where space hardware
reporting is contemplated. Insert the
space hardware to be reported.

(j) The contracting officer shall insert
the provision at 1852.245-79, Use of
Government-Owned Property, in all
solicitations when Government property
may be used by the contractor.

(k) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-80, Use of
Government Production and Research
Property on a No-Charge Basis, in
solicitations and contracts when
Government production and research
property (facilities, special test
equipment, or special tooling)
accountable under another contract(s) is
authorized for use. Insert the contract
number(s) under which the Government
property is accountable.

17. Part 1845 is amended as set forth
below:

a. In Subpart 1845.1, 1845.106-70 is
revised to read as follows:

1845.106-70 NASA contract clauses.

(a) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-70, Acquisition of
Existing Government Equipment, in all
solicitations and contracts that include a
Government property clause. See
1845.7103 and 1852.245-70 for
instructions on preparing DD Form 1419.

(b) (1) The contracting officer shall
insert the clause at 1852.245-71,
Installation-Provided Government
Property, in solicitations and contracts
when Government property is to be
provided to on-site contractors, and the
Government will retain accountability
for the property. The contracting officer
shall identify in the contract Schedule
the nature and extent of such property
and the installation supply and
equipment management officer will
make such property available to the
contractor on a no-charge-for-use basis.
The contracting officer shall also list in
the contract the applicable installation
property management directives.

{2) Contracting officers may also'usu
the clause if Government property i1s
provided to off-site local support service
contractors. In this case, the
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concurrence of the installation supply
and equipment management officer must
be obtained and indicated in the
procurement request.

(3) To avoid diluting contractor
responsibilities when they include
separate procurement authority and
responsibility, contracting officers may
preclude such contractors from utilizing
the installation's central receiving
facility for receiving contractor-acquired
property. To accomplish this, the
contracting officer shall use the clause
with its Alternate I. The contracting
officer shall review the acquisitions
reported by the contractor for their
appropriateness, and the supply and
equipment management officer shall
ensure that records are established.

(4) Contracting officers shall clearly
identify in a separate schedule any
property provided under a Government
property clause but not also subject to
the clause at 1852.245-71. The
contracting officer shall address any
specific maintenance considerations (for
example, requiring use of a central
calibration facility) elsewhere in the
contract.

(c) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-72, Liability for
Government Property Furnished for
Repair and Services, in fixed-price
solicitations and contracts (except for
experimental, developmental, or
research work with educational or
nonprofit institutions, where no profit is
contemplated) for repair, modification,
rehabilitation, or other servicing of
Government property, if such property is
to be furnished to a contractor for that
purpose. If (1) a substantial quantity of
parts or material will be furnished, (2) a
significant amount of scrap will result
from the work to be performed, or (3)
other Government property will be
furnished to or acquired by the
contractor, the contract will also contain
the appropriate Government property
clause (see FAR 45.106) and the contract
Schedule shall provide that such
property shall be governed by the terms
of that clause. When minor repairs are
obtained under small purchase
procedures, the procedures of this
paragraph (c) shall not apply.
Contracting officers shall not require
additional insurance under the clause at
1852.245-72 unless the circumstances
clearly indicate advantages to the
Government.

(d) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-73, Financial
Reporting of Government-Owned/
Contractor-Held Property, in all
Contracts unless (1) it is virtually certain
that Government property will not be
furnished 1o or acquired by the
tontractor (e.g., as in most study

contracts and certain contracts for
services), (2) the only property to be
provided is for the purpose of repair or
servicing (see 1852.245-72), or (3) all
property to be provided is subject to the
clause at 1852.245-71, Installation-
Provided Government Property (see
paragraph (b) above). Reporting shall be
on an annual basis except when an on-
site contractor performs property
acquisition and management for the
Government. In these cases, the
Government may require more frequent
reporting, and the contracting officer
shall use the clause with its Alternate I
(monthly reporting) or Alternate II
(quarterly reporting) as appropriate, The
contracting officer shall insert in the
clause the address and office code of a
single organization within the cognizant
NASA installation designated as the
focal point for control and distribution
of NASA Form 1018.

(e) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-74, Contractor
Accountable On-Site Government
Property, in solicitations and contracts
when accountability rests with an on-
site contractor. The contracting officer
shall obtain approval to use the clause
at 1852.245-74 in lieu of the clause at
1852.245-71 from Chief, Supply and
Equipment Management Division (Code
NIE), NASA Headquarters. The request
for approval shall be written and shall
include a determination of costs that
will be (i) avoided (e.g., additional costs
to the installation’s property
management systems and staffing) and
(ii) incurred {e.g., reimbursable costs of
the contractor to implement, staff, and
operate separate property management
systems on-site, and resources needed
for performance of, or reimbursement
for, property administration) under
contractor accountability.

(f) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-75, Title to
Equipment, in solicitations and
contracts where the clause at FAR
52.245-2 (Alternate II) or 52.245-5
(Alternate I) is used. Insert a dollar
value not less than $5,000, based on the
particular procurement, and identify the
property for which vesting of title with
the Government is appropriate.

(8) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-76, List of
Government-Furnished Property, in
solicitations and contracts if the
contractor is to be accountable under
the contract for Government property.
Insert the name of the Government
installation, contractor's plant, or other
site(s) where the Government property
will be used. Insert a description of the
item(s), quantity, acquisition cost, and
date the property will be furnished to
the contractor.

{h) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-77, List of
Installation-Provided Property and
Services, in solicitations and coutracts
that authorize contractor use of on-site
Government property and services, such
as office space, the cafeteria, or first-aid,
Insert the attachment number
identifying the equipment to be made
available to the contractor. Insert the
name of the installation service
facilities, such as a library, computer
facility, or health center, that the
contractor will be authorized to use. The
property and services may be specified,
modified, and updated to meet the needs
of the particular procurement.

(i) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-78, Space
Hardware Reporting, in solicitations and
contracts where space hardware
reporting is contemplated. Insert the
space hardware to be reported.

(i) The contracting officer shall insert
the provision at 1852.245-79, Use of
Government-Owned Property, in all
solicitations when Government property
may be used by the contractor.

(k) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.245-80, Use of
Government Production and Research
Property on a No-Charge Basis, in
solicitations and contracts when
Government production and research
property (facilities, special test
equipment, or special tooling)
accountable under another contracl(s) is
authorized for use. Insert the contract
number(s) under which the Government
property is accountable.

b.In Subpart 1845-3, 1845.302-2 is
revised to read as follows:

1845.302-2 Facilities contracts.

Unless termination would be
detrimental to the Government's
interests, contracting officers shall
terminate facilities contracts when the
Government production and research
property is no longer required for the
performance of Government contracts or
subcontracts. Contracting officers shall
not grant the contractor the unilateral
right to extend the time during which it
is entitled to use the property provided
under the facilities contract.

1845.302-270 [Removed]

¢. Section 1845.302-270 is removed.

d. In Subpart 1845-4, 1845.406 is added
to read as follows:

1845.406 Use of Government production
and research property on independent
research and development programs.
Contractors generally will not be
authorized to use Government property
for independent research and
development on a rent-free basis except
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in unusual circumstances when it has
been determined by the contracting
officer that—

(a) Such use is clearly in the best
interests of the Government (for
example, the project can reasonably be
expected to be of value in specific
Government programs); and

(b) The policy in FAR 45.201 is
adhered to in that no competitive
advantage will accrue to the contractor
through such use.

1845.502-70 [Removed]

1845.502-71 and 1845.502-72
[Redesignated as 1845.502-70 and
1845.502-71

e. In Subpart 1845.5, 1845.502-70 is
removed, and 1845.502-71 and 1845.502-
72 are redesignated 1845.502-70 and
1845.502-71, respectively.

f. In Subpart 1845.6, 1845.604 is revised
to read as follows:

1845.604 Restrictions on purchase or
retention of contractor inventory.

{(a) No contractor may sell contractor
inventory to persons known by it to be
NASA or DOD personnel who have
been engaged in administering or
terminating NASA contracts .

(b){1) The contractor's or
subcontractor's authority to approve
sale, purchase, or retention at less than
cost by a subcontractor, and the
subcontractor's authority to sell,
purchase, or retain at less than cost
contractor inventory with the approval
of the contractor or next higher-tier
subcontractor does not include authority
to approve—

(i) A sale by a subcontractor to
contractor or the next higher-tier
subcontractor or to an affiliate of the
contractor or of either subcontractor; or

(ii) A sale, purchase, or retention at
less than cost by a subcontractor
affiliated with the contractor or next
higher-tier subcontractor.

(2) Each excluded sale, purchase, or
retention requires the written approval
of the plant clearance officer.

g. In Subpart 1845.6, 1845.607 is
revised, and 1845.607-70 is added to read
as follows:

§ 1845-607 Scrap

1845.607-70 Contractor's approved scrap
procedure.

(a) When a contractor has an aproved
scrap procedure, certain property may
be routinely disposed of in accoerdance
with that procedure and not processed
under this subpart.

(b) A plant clearance case shall not be
established for property disposed of
through the contractor's approved scrap
procedure.

(c) The plant clearance officer shall
review the contractor's scrap and

salvage procedure, particularly
regarding sales, before its approval by
the property administrator. The plant
clearance officer shall ensure that the
procedure contains adequate
requirements for inspecting and
examining ilems to be disposed as
scrap. When the contractor's procedure
does not require physical segregation of
Government-owned scrap from
contractor-owned scrap and separate
disposal, care shall be exercised to
assure that a contract change that
generates a large quantity of property
does not result in an inequitable return
to the Government. In such a case, the
property administrator shall make a
determination as to whether separate
disposition of Government scrap would
be appropriate.

(d) Scrap, other than that disposed of
through the contractor’s approved scrap
procedure, shall be reported on
appropriate inventory schedules for
disposition in accordance with the
provisions of FAR Part 45 and this
NASA FAR Supplement.

(e) Silver, gold, platinum, palladium,
rhodium, iridium, osmium, and
ruthenium; scrap bearing such metals;
and items containing recoverable
quantities of them shall be reported 1o
the Defense Reutilization and Marketing
Service, DRMS-R, Federal Center, Battle
Creek, MI 49017-3092, for instructions
regarding disposition.

1845.607-71 and 1845.607-72 [Removed]
h. In Subpart 18458, 1845.607-71 and
1845.607-72 are removed.

PART 1846—QUALITY ASSURANCE

18. Part 1846 is amended as set forth
below:

a. Subpart 1846.2, consisting of
1846.270, and Subpart 1846.4, consisting
of 1846.470, are added to read as
follows:

Subpart 1846.2—Contract Quality
Requirements

1846.270 Contract clauses for space-
flight-related operations.

(a) The contracting officer shall insert
the clause at 1852.246-70, Space
Transportation System (STS) Personnel
Reliability Program, in solicitations and
contracts involving critical positions in
accordance with NASA Management
Instruction 8610.13. The clause,
however, shall not be used in
procurements for flight crew members or
payload specialists when these
individuals are covered by other NASA
Management Instructions that have
screening requirements equivalent to
those in NMI 8610.13 (for example, NMI
7100.16, Payload Specialists for NASA-
Related Projects).

{b) The contracting officer shall inser!
the clause at 1852.246-73, Manned Space
Flight Item, in solicitations and
contracts for manned space flight
hardware and flight-related equipment
where it has been determined by the
technical requirements initiator that the
highest available quality standards are
necessary to ensure astronaut safety,

Subpart 1846.4—Government contract
quality assurance

1846.470 Contract clause.

The contracting officer may insert a
clause substantially as stated at
1852.246-71, Government Contract
Quality Assurance Functions, in
solicitations and contracts where
deliverables are required. Insert the
items involving quality assurance, the
applicable functions (e.g., preliminary
inspection, final inspection, acceptance),
and the place(s) of performance
appropriate for the particular
procurement. See FAR 46.401.

b. In Subpart 1846.8, 1846.674 is added
to read as follows:

1846.674 Contract clause.

The contracting officer shall insert the
clause at 1852.246-72, Material
Inspection and Receiving Report, in
solicitations and contracts, except those
using small purchase procedures or
where the only deliverable items are
technical or scientific reports. Insert the
number of copies to be prepared.
Paragraph (a) may be changed to specify
advance copies or separate distribution
of the DD Form 250.

PART 1847—TRANSPORTATION

19. In Subpaﬂ 1847.3, 1847.305-70 is
revised to read as follows:

1847.305-70 NASA contract clauses.

(a) Insert the clause at 1852.247-70,
Returnable Gas Cylinders, in contracts
involving the purchase of gas in
contractor-furnished returnable
cylinders, if the contractor retains title
to the cylinders. The clause may be
used, with appropriate modification, in
contracts for supplies involving reels,
spools, drums, carboys, liquid petroleum
gas containers, or other reusable
containers, if the contractor retains title.

(b) The contracting officer may insert
a clause substantially as stated at
1852.247-72, Advance Notice of
Shipment, in solicitations and contracts
when the F.O.B. point is destination and
special Government assistance is
required in the delivery or receipt of the
items. Insert the number of work days
prior to shipment that advance notice is
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required, the items to be shipped, and
individual(s) to receive information.
(c) The contracting officer may insert
a clause substantially as stated at
1852.247-73, Shipment by Government
Bills of Lading, in F.O.B. origin
solicitations and contracts. Insert the
name, title, mailing address, and
telephone number of the designated
transportation officer or other official
delegated responsibility for GBL's.

PART 1849—TERMINATION OF
CONTRACTS

20, Subpart 1849.5, consisting of
1849.505 and 1849.505-70, is revised to
read as follows:

Subpart 1849.5—Contract Termination
Clauses

1849.505 Other termination clauses.

1849.505-70 NASA contract clause.

The contracting officer shall insert the
clause at 1852.249-72, Termination
{Utilities}, in all solicitations and
contracts for utilities services.

21. Subpart 1849.8 consisting of
1849.603 and 1849.603-70 is revised to
read as follows:

Subpart 1849.6—Contract Termination
Forms and Formats

1849.603 Formats for termination for
convenience settiement agreements.

Termination contracting officers
(TCOs) must use the format shown in
1849.603-70 for the settlement
memorandum (see FAR 49.110).
Contractors and subcontractors are
encouraged to use this format
appropriately modified to cover
subcontract settlements submitted for
review and approval.

1849.603-70 Termination Contracting
Officer's Settiement Memorandum.

(a) General information. The TCO
shall include the following information
regarding the contractor, contract, and
termination notice;

(1) Identification. TCOs shall identify
the purpose and content of the
memorandum,

(i) The TCO shall give the name and
address of the contractor and discuss
any pertinent affiliation between prime
contractors and subcontractors relative
to the overall settlement.

(i) The TCO shall list the names and
titles of contractor and Government
personnel who participated in the
negotiation.

(2) Description of terminated contract.

The TCO shall state the—
(i) Date of contract;
(ii) Contract number;

(iii) Type of contract for fixed-price
contracts or the total cost and fee if a
complete termination for cost-
reimbursement type contracts;

(iv) General description of contract
items;

(v) Total contract price; and

(vi) Applicable contract termination
provisions and clause.

(3) Termination notice. The TCO shall
reference the termination notice and
state—

(i) The effective date of termination;

(ii) The scope and nature of
termination (complete or partial);

(iii) The items terminated;

(iv) The unit prices;

(v) The total price of items terminated
for fixed-price contracts or the
estimated cost and fee applicable to
items terminated for cost-reimbursement
type contracts;

(vi) Whether the termination notice
was amended and, if so, why;

(vii) Whether the contractor stopped
work on the termination effective date
(if it did not, furnish details) and
whether subcontracts were terminated
promptly;

(viii) Any redirection. of common
items and return of goods to the
contractor’s suppliers; and

(ix) The extent of contract
performance and timely deliveries by
the contractor.

(b) Contractor’s settlement proposal.
The TCO shall summarize the
contractor’s settlement proposal. The
summary shall include the following:

(1) Date and amount. The TCO shall
identify the date and location where the
claim was filed and its gross amount (if
interim settlement proposals were filed,
information shall be furnished for each
claim),

(2) Basis of claim. The TCO shall
identify the basis of the claim, e.g.,
inventory, total cost, or other basis. The
TCO shall explain any approvals
granted in connection with submission
on other than an inventory basis.

(3) Examination of proposal. The TCO
shall identify the types of reviews made
and by whom (audit, engineering, legal,
or other).

(c) Tabular summary of contractor'’s
claim. The TCO shall summarize the
proposed settlement in tabular form.
The summary shall include the cost
elements/items, the amounts claimed,
the Government recommended position
(including auditor and technical
personnel recommendations), and the
negotiated settlement amounts, This
summary shall include, if appropriate,
the previous reimbursed and
unreimbursed costs applicable to the
prime contractor and subcontractor,
previous profit/fees paid and unpaid;

settlement cost less disposal credit or
other credits, and a recapitulation of
previous settlements. The TCO shall
expand the format to include field
recommendations that will be
considered.

(d) Settlement summary. The TCO
shall address the settlements reached on
the items in paragraphs (d) (1) through
(14) following:

(1) Contractor’s cost. (i) If the
settlement was negotiated on the basis
of individual items, the TCO shall
specify the factors and the consideration
given with respect to each item.

(ii) If the auditor’s final report was not
available for consideration, the TCO
shall state the circumstances.

(iii) The TCO shall elucidate the
tabular summaries with comment.

(iv) In the case of a lump sum
settlement, the TCO shall discuss the
basis for each element of cost and
profit/fee.

(v) The TCO shall explain any
unusual items of cost.

(vi) The TCO shall discuss any
important adjustments made to costs
claimed or any significant amounts in
relation to the total claim.

(vii) If a partial termination is
involved, the TCO shall state whether
the contractor has requested an
equitable adjustment in the price of the
continued portion of the contract.

{viii) The TCO shall discuss any
unadjusted contractual changes
included in the settlement,

(ix) The TCO shall discuss whether or
not a loss would have been incurred and
;explain any adjustment made for the

088.

(x) The TCO shall furnish other
information explaining the
recommended settlement to the
Settlement Review Board or any other
reviewing authority.

(2) Profit/Fee. (i) The TCO shall
explain the basis and factors considered
in arriving at an equitable profit under a
fixed-price contract.

(ii) The TCO shall explain the
adjustments to the fixed fee, identify the
basis used (such as percentage of
completion), and describe the factors
considered in arriving at an equitable
fee under a cost-reimbursement type
contract. The TCO shall include any
tabular summaries or breakdowns
deemed helpful to an understanding of
the process.

(3) Settlement expenses. The TCO
shall discuss and summarize those
expenses not included in the audit.

(4) Subcontractor settlements. The
TCO shall identify the number and
dollar amount of any settlements
approved by the TCO and concluded by
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the contractor under delegation of
authority.

(5) Partial payments. The TCO shall
furnish the total amount of any partial
payments,

(8) Progress or advance payments.
The TCO shall furnish the total of
unliquidated progress or advance
payments,

(7) Claims of the Government against
the contractor included in settlement
agreement reservations. The TCO shall
list any outstanding claims the
Government has against the contractor
regarding the terminated contract,

(8) Assignments. The TCO shall list
any assignments, identifying the name
and address of each assignee.

(9) Disposal credits. The TCO shall
furnish information as to any applicable
disposal credits and quantify them.

(10) Plant clearance. The TCO shall
state whether all plant clearance actions
have been completed and all inventory
sold, retained, or otherwise properly
disposed of in accordance with
applicable plant clearance regulations.
The TCO shall discuss any unusual
matters pertaining to plant clearance.
The TCO shall attach a consolidated
closing plant clearance report, if
applicable.

(11) Government property. The TCO
shall state whether all Government
property has been accounted for.

(12) Special tooling. The TCO shall
discuss the disposition of any special
tooling, if applicable.

(13) Summary of settlement. The TCO
shall summarize the complete or partial
settlement in tabular form. The summary
shall include, at a minimum, the amount
claimed and allowed for contractor and/
or subcontractor changes, disposal, prior
payment credits, and contract price.

(14) Exclusions. The TCO shall
describe any proposed reservation of
rights to the Government or to the
confractor.

(e) Recommendation. The TCO shall
state (1) the amount of the gross
settlement recommended and (2) that it
is fair and reasonable to the
Government and the contractor.

(f) Signature. The TCO shall sign and
date the memorandum.

PART 1852—SOLICITATION
PROVISIONS AND CONTRACT
CLAUSES

22. Part 1852 is amended as set forth
below:

a. Sections 1852.207,-70, 1852.228-73,
1852.228-74, 1852.228-75, 1852,232-22,
1852.232-81, 1852.232-82, 1852.245-75,
1852.245-76, 1852.245-77, 1852.245-78,
1852.245-79, 1852.245-80, 1852.246-70,
1852.246-71, 1852.246-72, 1852.246-73,

1852.247-72, and 1852.247-73 are added
to read as follows:

1852.207-70 Estimate of work.

As prescribed in 1807.7001, insert the
following provision:
ESTIMATE OF WORK

(OCTOBER 1988)

It is estimated that approximately
8 [Insert estimated value of
procurement] will be available to perform
this work. This estimate is provided as a
guide only to the approximate effort required.

(End of provision)

1852.228-73 Bid bond.

As prescribed in 1828.101-370, insert
the following provision:

BID BOND

(OCTOBER 1988)

(a) Each bidder shall submit with its bid a
bid bond (Standard Form 24) with good and
sufficient surety or sureties acceptable to the
Government, or other security as provided in
Federal Acquisition Regulation clause 52.228-
1, in the amount of twenty percent (20%) of
the bid price, or $3 million, whichever is the
lower amount.

(b) Bid bonds shall be dated the same date
as the bid or earlier.

(End of provision)

1852.228-74 Payment and performance
bonds.

As prescribed in 1828.102-70, insert
the following provision:

PAYMENT AND PERFORMANCE

BONDS (OCTOBER 1988)

The successful bidder will be required to
furnish payment and performance bonds to
the Contracting Officer as follows:

(a) Performance Bonds: (Standard Form 25)

(1) The penal amount of performance
bonds shall be 100 percent of the original
contract price.

{2) The Government may require additional
performance bond protection when a contract
price is increased. The increase in protection
shall generally equal 100 percent of the
increase in contract price. The Government
may secure additional protection by directing
the Contractor to increase the penal amount
of the existing bond or to obtain an
additional bond.

(b) Payment Bonds: (Standard Form 25-A)

(1) The penal amount of payment bonds
shall equal—

(i) 50 percent of the contract price if the
contract price is not more than §1 million:

(ii) 40 percent of the contract price if the
contract price is more than $1 million but not
more than $5 million; or

(iii) $2% million if the contract price is
more than $5 million.

(2) If the original contract price is $5 million
or less, the Government may require
additional protection if the contract price is
increased. The penal amount of the total
protection as revised shall meet the
requirement of subparagraph (b){1)
immediately above.

(3) The government shall secure additional
protection by directing the Contractor to
increase the penal sum of the exisling bond
or obtain an additional bond.

{¢) The Contractor shall furnish all bonds,
including any necessary reinsurance
agreements, 1o the Contracting Officer before
starting work. Performance and payment
bonds shall be dated the same date as the
contract award date; or, in the case of any
additional bond protection required, the same
date as the contract modification date.

(d) Surety companies acceptable to the
Government are identified by the Department
of Treasury and listed in the Federal Register.

(e) If the resulting contract(s) is for $25.000
or less, no bonds are required.

(End of provision)

1852.228-75 Insurance.

As prescribed in 1828.372, insert the
following clause:

MINIMUM INSURANCE

COVERAGE (OCTOBER 1888)

The Contractor shall obtain and maintain
insurance coverage as follows for the
performance of this contract:

(a) Worker's compensation and employer's
liability insurance as required by applicable
Federal and state workers', compensation
and occupational disease statutes. If
occupational diseases are not compensable
under those statutes, they shall be covered

_under the employer’s liability section of the

insurance policy, except when contract
operations are so commingled with the
Contractor's commercial operations thal it
would not be practical. The employer's
liability coverage shall be at least $100,000
excepl in States with exclusive
ormonopolistic funds that do not permit
workers', compensation to be written by
private carriers.

(b) Comprehensive general (bodily injury)
liability insurance of at least $500,000 per
occurrence.

(c) Motor vehicle liability insurance written
on the comprehensive form of policy which
provides for bodily injury and property ‘
damage liability covering the operation of all
motor vehicles used in connection with
performing the contract. Policies covering
motor vehicles operated in the United States
shall provide coverage of at least $200,000 per
person and $500,000 per occurrence for bodily
injury liability and $20,000 per occurrence for
property, damage. The amount of liability
coverage on other policies shall be
commensurate with any legal requirements of
the locality and sufficient to meet normal and
customary claims.

(d) Comprehensive general and motor
vehicle liability policies shall contain &
provision worded as follows:

“The insurance company waives any righ!
of subrogation against the United States ol
America which may arise by reason of any
payment under the policy.” :

(e) When aircraft are used in connection
with performing the contracl, aircraft publi
and passenger liability insurance of at leas!
$200,000 per person and $500,000 per
occurrence for bodily injury, other than
passenger liability, and $200,000 per
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occurrence for property damage. Coverage
for passenger liability bodily injury shall be
at least $200,000 multiplied by the number of
seals or passengers, whichever is greater.

(End of clause)

1852.232-22 Limitation of funds.

Substitute “Contract Funding clause” for
“Schedule,” wherever that word appears in
FAR 52.232-22.

1852.232-81 Contract funding.
As prescribed in 1832.705-270(c),
insert the following clause:

CONTRACT FUNDING

(OCTOBER 1988)

(a) For purposes of payment of cost,
exclusive of fee, in accordance with the
Limitation of Funds clause of this contract,
the total amount allotted by the Government
to this contractis . The above
allotment is for and covers the
following period of performance: .

(b) An additional amount of & _______is
obligated under this contract for payment of
fee.

(End of clause)

1852.232-82 Submission of Requests for
progress payments.

As prescribed in 1832.502—4, insert the
following clause:

SUBMISSION OF REQUESTS FOR
PROGRESS PAYMENTS

(OCTOBER 1988)

The Contractor shall request progress
payments in accordance with the progress
payments clause of this contract by
submitting to the Contracting Officer an
original and two (2) copies of Standard Form
(SF) 1443, “Contraclor's Request for Progress
Payment," and the contractor’s invoice (if
applicable). The Contracting Officer’s office
is the designated billing office for progress
payments for purposes of the Prompt
Payment clause of this contract.

(End of clause)

1852.245-75 Title to equipment.

As prescribed in 1845.106-70(f), insert
the following clause:

[TTLE TO EQUIPMENT
|OCTOBER 1988)

(a) In accordance with the Government
Property clause of this contract, title to
equipment and other tangible personal
property acquired by the Contractor with
funds provided for conducting research under
this contract. and having an acquisition cost
less than § [Insert a dollar value not
less than $5,000] shall vest in the Contractor
upon acquisition, provided that the
Contractor has complied with the
requirements of the Government Property
clause of this contract.

(b] Upon completion or termination of this
tontract, the Contractor shall submit to the
Contracting Officer a list of all equipment
with an acquisition cost of . [Insert the
dollar value specified in paragraph (a}] or
more acquired under the contract during the

contract period. The list shall include a
description, manufacturer and model number,
date acquired, cost, and condition
information, and shall be submitted within 30
calendar days after completion or
termination of the contract, in accordance
with Federal Acquisition Regulation 45.606-5,

(c) Title to the property specified in
paragraph {b) above vests in the Contractor,
but the Government retains the right to direct
transfer of title to property specified in
paragraph (b) above to the Government or to
a third party within 180 calendar days after
completion or termination of the contract.
Such transfer shall not be the basis for any
claim by the Contractor.

(d) Title to all Government-furnished
property remains vested with the
Government (see the Government Property
clause).

(e) Title to the contractor-aquired property
listed below shall vest with the Government.

[List any contractor-acquired property for
which vesting of title with the Government is
appropriate or insert “None"'|

(End of clause)

1852.245-76 List of Government-furnished
property.

As prescribed in 1845.106-70(g), insert
the following clause:

LIST OF GOVERNMENT-FURNISHED
PROPERTY

(OCTOBER 1988)

For performance of work under this
contraet, the Government will make available
Government property identified below or in
Attachment |Insert attachment
number or “not applicable”) of this contract
on a no-charge-for-use basis. The Contractor
shall use this property in the performance of
this contract at [Insert applicable
site(s) where property will be used) and at
other location(s) as may be approved by the
Contracting Officer. Under the FAR 52.245
Government Property clause of this contract,
the Contractor is accountable for the
identified property.

Date to be
Acquisiton  fumnished to
cost the

contractor

Item Quantity

[Insert a description of the item(s),
quantity, acquisition cost, and date the
property will be furnished to the Contractor}

(End of clause)

1852.245-77 List of installation-provided
property and services,

As prescribed in 1845.106-70(h), insert
the following clause:

LIST OF INSTALLATION PROVIDED
PROPERTY AND SERVICES

(OCTOBER 1988)

In accordance with clause 1852.245-71,
Instailation Provided Government Property,
of this contract, the Contractor is authorized
use of the types of property and services

listed below and as available while on-site at
the NASA installation.

(a) Office space, work area space and
utilities. The Contractor shall use
Government telephones for OFFICIAL
PURPOSES ONLY, Pay telephone stations
are available for the convenience and use of
employees in making unofficial calls, both
local and long distance.

(b) General and special purpose equipment,
including office furniture.

(1) Equipment to be made available to the
Contractor for use in performance of this
contract on-site and at such other locations
as approved by the Contracting Officer is
listed in Attachment [Insert
Attachment number). The Government
retains accountability for this property under
the Installation Provided Government
Property clause, regardless of its authorized
location,

(2) If the Contractor acquires property as a
direct cost to this contract, the property will
also become accountable to the Government
upon its entry into the NASA Equipment
Management System (NEMS) in accordance
with the property reporting requirements of
this contract.

(3) The Contractor shall not bring on-site
for use under this contract any property that
is owned or leased by the Contractor, or
other property that the Contractor is
accountable for under any other Government
contract, without the Contracting Officer's
prior written approval.

(c) Supplies from stores stock.

(d) Publications and blank forms stocked
by the installation.

(e) Safety and fire protection for Contractor
personnel and facilities.

(f) Installation service facilities:

[Insert the name of the facilities].

(g) Medical treatment of a first-aid nature
for Contractor personnel injuries or illnesses
sustained during on-site duty.

{(h} Cafeteria privileges for Contractor
employees during normal operating hours.

(i) Building maintenance for facilities
occupied by Contractor personnel.

(i) Moving and hauling for office moves,
movement of large equipment, and delivery of
supplies. Moving services shall be provided
on-site, as approved by the Contracting
Officer.

(k) The responsibilities of the Contractor as
contemplated by subparagraph (a) of the
clause at 1852.245-71 are defined in the
following property management directives
and center supplements thereto:

(1) NHB 4200.1, NASA Equipment
Management Manual.

{2) NHB 4200.2, NASA Equipment
Management System (NEMS) User's Guide
for Property Custodians.

(3) NHB 4300.1, NASA Personal Property
Disposal Manual.

(4) NHB 4100.1, NASA Materials Invenlory
Management Manual.

(End of clause)
1852.245-78 Space hardware reporting.

As prescribed in 1845.106-70(i), insert
the following clause. .
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SPACE HARDWARE REPORTING
(OCTOBER 1988)

In accordance with the Financial Reporting
of Government-Owned/Contractor-Held
Property clause of this contract, the reporting
of space hardware is required annually on a
NASA Form 1018, Report of Government-
Owned/Contractor-Held Property. The
reporting of space hardware is in addition to
the requirements of other property reporting
on the form. At present, the item(s) of space
hardware to be reported are the following:
[Insert the space hardware to be reported for
the particular contract]. The Contracting
Officer will update this list prior to June 1 of
each year to be applicable to the next
reporting period.

(End of clause)

1852.245-79 Use of Government-owned
property.

As prescribed in 1845.106-70(j). insert
the following provision:

USE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED
PROPERTY

(OCTOBER 1988)

(a) The offeror does ( ) does not( )
intend to use in performance of any contract
awarded as a result of this solicitation
existing Government-owned facilities (real
property or plant equipment), special test
equipment, or special tooling (including any
property offered by this solicitation). The
offeror shall identify any offered property not
intended to be used. If the offeror does intend
to use any of the above items, the offeror
must furnish the following information
required by Federal Acquisition Regulation
45.205(b), NASA FAR Supplement (NFS)
1845.102-70, and NFS 1845.104(b):

(1) Identification and quantity of each item.
Include the item's acquisition cost if it is not
property offered by this solicitation.

(2) For property not offered by this
solicitation, identification of the Government
contract under which the property is
accountable and written permission for its
use from the cognizant Contracting Officer.

(3) Amount of rent calculated in
accordance with FAR 45.403, unless the
property has been offered on a rent-free basis
by this solicitation,

(4) The dates during which the property
will be available for use, and if used in two
or more contracts, the amounts of respective
uses in sufficient detail to support proration
of the rent. This information is not required
for property offered by this solicitation.

(b) The offeror does ( ) doesnot( )
request additional Government provided
property for use in performing any contract
awarded as a result of this solicitation. If the
offeror requests additional Government
provided property, the offeror must furnish
the following:

(1) Identification of the property, quantity,
and estimated acquisition cost of each item,
and

(2) The offeror's written statement as
prescribed by FAR 45.302-1(a)(4).

(¢) If the offeror intends to use any
Government property (paragraph (a) or (b)
above), the offer must also furnish the
following:

(1) The date of the last review by the
Government of the offeror's property control
and accounting system and actions taken to
correct any deficiencies found, and the name
and telephone number of the cognizant
property administrator.

(2) A statement that the offeror has
reviewed, understands, and can comply with
all property management and accounting
procedures in the solicitation, FAR Subpart
45.5, and NFS Subparts 1845.5, 1845.70, and
1845.71.

(3) A statement indicating whether or not
the costs associated with subparagraph (c)(2)
above, including plant clearance and/or plant
reconversion costs, are included in its cost
proposal.

(End of provision)

1852.245-80 Use of Government
production and research property on a no-
charge basis.

As prescribed in 1845.106-70(k), insert
the following clause:

USE OF GOVERNMENT PRODUCTION
AND RESEARCH PROPERTY ON A NO-
CHARGE BASIS

(OCTOBER 1988)

The Contractor is authorized to use on a
no-charge, noninterference basis in
performing this contract the Government-
owned production and research property
provided to the Contractor under the
contract(s) specified below and identified in
the cognizant Contracting Officer’s letter
approving use of the property. Use is
authorized on the basis that it will not
interfere with performance of the
Government contract(s) under which the
property was originally furnished. Use shall
be in accordance with the terms and
conditions of such contract(s) and the
cognizant Contracting Officer’s approval
letter.

Contract No(s): [Insert the contract
number(s) under which the Government
property is accountable].

(End of clause)

1852.246-70 Space Transportation
System (STS) Personnel Reliability
Program.

As prescribed in 1846.270(a), insert the
following clause:

SPACE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (STS)
PERSONNEL RELIABILITY PROGRAM

(OCTOBER 1968)

(a) In implementation of the STS Personnel
Reliability Program described in NASA
Management Instruction (NMI) 8610.13, the
Government will identify personnel positions
that are mission critical. Some of the
positions as identified may now or in the
future be held by employees of the
Contractor. Upon notification by the
Contracting Officer that a mission critical
position is being or will be filled by one or
more of the Contractor's employees, the
Contractor shall provide the affected
employees with a clear understanding of the
investigative and medical requirements and.
to the extent permitted by applicable law,
will assist the Government by furnishing
personal data and medical records.

(b} The standerd that will be used in
certifying individuals for mission critical
positions will be that such individuals must
be determined to be competent and reliable
in the performance of their assigned duties in
accordance with the screening requirements
of the NML. In the event that the Covernment
determines that an employee occupying or
nominated to occupy & mission critical
position will not be certified for such duty,
the Contracting Officer shall furnish to the
Contractor employee the specific reasons for
its action; and the Government will further
advise the employee that he/she may avail
himself/herself of the review procedures that
are a part of the certification system and
furnish him/her a copy of those procedures

(c) If a Contractor employee, who has been
nominated for (but has not yet filled) a
mission critical position, is not certified, the
Contractor agrees to defer the appointment to
the position until the employee has had an
opportunity to pursue the referenced
procedures. If the employee is an incumbent
to the position, the Contractor agrees, upon
the request of the Government, to temporarily
remove him/her from the position pending an
appeal of the action under the applicable
review procedures. If any employee not
certified elects not to take action under the
procedure, or, if having taken action, is not
successful in obtaining a reversal of the
determination, the Contractor agrees not to
appoint the employee to the position, or if
already appointed, to promptly remove the
employee.

{End of clause)

1852.246-71 Government contract quality
assurance.

As prescribed in 1846.470, insert the
following clause:
GOVERNMENT CONTRACT QUALITY
ASSURANCE FUNCTIONS
(OCTOBER 1988)

In accordance with the Inspection clause of
this contract, the Government intends to
perform the following functions at the
locations indicated:

Quality assurance

Hem Function Location

[Insert the items involving quality
assurance, the quality assurance functions.
and where the functions will be performed|
(End of clause)

1852.246-72 Material Inspection and
Receiving Report.

As prescribed in 1846.674, insert the
following clause:

MATERIAL INSPECTION AND RECEIVING
REPORT

(OCTOBER 1988}

(a) At the time of each delivery under this
contract, the Contractor shall furnish to the
Government a Material Inspection and
Receiving Report (DD Form 250 series)
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prepared in— [Insert number of copies,
including original] copies, an original and
copies [Insert number of copies).

(b) The Contractor shall prepare the DD
Form 250 in accordance with NASA FAR
Supplement 1846.672-1. The Contractor shall
enclose the copies of the DD Form 250 in the
package or seal them in a waterproof
anvelope which shall be securely attached to
the exterior of the package in the most
protected location.

{c) When more than one package is
involved in a shipment, the Contractor shall
list on the DD Form 250, as additional
information, the quantity of packages and the
age numbers. The Contractor shall
d the DD Form 250 with the lowest
red package of the shipment and print
» words "CONTAINS DD FORM 250" on
ackage.

(End of clause)

1852.246-73 Manned space flight item
As prescribed in 1846.270(b), insert the
following clause.
MANNED SPACE FLIGHT ITEM
(OCTOBER 1988)

T'he Contractor shall include the following
statement in all subcontracts and purchase
orders placed by it in support of this contract,
without exception as to amount or
subcontractual level. FOR USE IN MANNED
SPACE FLIGHT; MATERIALS,
MANUFACTURING, AND WORKMANSHIP
OF HIGHEST QUALITY STANDARDS ARE
ESSENTIAL TO ASTRONAUT SAFETY.

IF YOU ARE ABLE TO SUPPLY THE
DESIRED ITEM WITH A HIGHER QUALITY
IHAN THAT OF THE ITEMS SPECIFIED OR
PROPOSED, YOU ARE REQUESTED TO
IRING THIS FACT TO THE IMMEDIATE
ATTENTION OF THE PURCHASER.

(End of Clause)

1852.247-72 Advance notice of shipment,

As prescribed in 1847.305-70(b), insert
the following clause:

ADVANCE NOTICE OF SHIPMENT
(OCTOBER 1988)

: [Insert number of work days| work
days prior to shipping item{s) [Insert
items to be shipped]. the Contractor shall
urnish the anticipated shipment date, bill of
g number (if applicable), and carrier
ity fo __ [Insert individual(s) to
receive notification] and to the Contracting
Oificer

(End of clause)

1852.247-73  Shipment by Government
bills of lading.

~As prescribed in 1847.305-70(c), insert
the following clause:

I‘\‘f Jti‘.\iF?\'T BY COVERNMENT BILLS OF
LADING

(OCTOBER 1988)

2 {a) The Contractor shall ship items
deliverable under this contract, where the
lc.'ui:sp()rtulion cost per shipment exceeds

$ !‘lh’), by Government bills of lading. Al least
lifteen (15) days prior to the date of shipment,
the Contractor shall request in writing

Government Bills of Lading (GBL's) from:
[Insert name, title, and mailing address of
designated transportation officer or other
official delegated responsibility for GBL's]. If
time is limited, requests may be by telephone:
[Insert appropriate telephone number]. Such
requests for GBL's shall include the following
information.

(1) Item identification/ description.

(2) Origin and destination.

(3) Individual and total weights.

{4) Dimensions and total cubic feet.

(6) Total number of pieces.

(6) Total dollar value.

(7) Other pertinent data.

(b) The Contractor shall prepay
transportation charges of $100 or less per
shipment. The Government shall reimburse
the contractor for these charges if they are
added to the invoice as a separate line item
supported by the paid freight receipts. If paid
receipts in support of the invoice are not
obtainable, a certificate as described below
must be completed, signed by an authorized
company representative, and attached to the
invoice.

*1 certify that the shipments identified
below have been made, transportation
charges have been paid by (company name),
and paid freight or comparable receipts in
support thereof are not obtainable.”
Contract or Order Number:—

Destination:—
(End of clause)

1852.250-70 [Amended]

b. In 1852.250-70, the date "“(MAY
1987)" is revised to read “(OCTOBER
1988):" in paragraph (a)(3), a semicolon
is added after the word "profit;" and in
paragraph (b)(1)(ii), a semicolon is
added after the word "Contractor”.

1852.250-71 [Amended]

c. In 1852.250-71, the date
“(OCTOBER 1984)" is revised to read
"(OCTOBER 1988)," and in paragraph
(b)(1)(ii), a semicolon is added after the
word "Contractor"”.

23. Part 1870 is amended by adding
Subpart 1870.3, consisting of 1870.301,
1870.302, and 1870.303, to read as
follows:

Subpart 1870.3—NASA Source Evaluation
1870.301 Purpose.
1870.302 Regulations.
1870.303 Source Evaluation Board
procedures.
Appendix I to 1870.303—NASA Source
Evaluation Board procedures (Handbook).

Subpart 1870.3—NASA Source
Evaluation

1870.301 Purpose.
The acquisition of goods and services
is among the most important activities
that NASA performs and demands the
agency's best management efforts.
Therefore, the source evaluation and
selection procedures must emphasize
the application of sound judgment to the
problems of source evaluation and

assure that Source Evaluation Boards
(SEB) conduct their activities impartially
and efficiently in ways which will
effectively accomplish the source
evaluation task.

1870.302 Regulations.

The basic regulations governing
source selection using the SEB process
appear at 1815.613-71. Detailed
operating instructions and procedures
for the evaluation and negotiation of
procurements by Source Evaluation
Boards appear at 1870.303. These
instructions provide general and specific
policies and procedures for SEB's
evaluating offerors’ proposals and
related capabilities. They are designed
for use by procurement personnel and
by the wide range of individuals who
participate in the SEB process. The
instructions will also be of help to the
public in understanding NASA's source
selection policies and procedures.

1870.303 Source Evaluation Board
Procedures.

(a) The SEB instruction is prescribed
by Appendix I to this section 1870.303.

(b) NASA may reprint Appendix I as a
separate document, which may be
referred to as the NASA Source
Evaluation Board Handbook, for sale
and/or distribution provided the
following conditions are met:

(1) The issuance date (“cover date") of
the Handbook shall be the date of the
NASA FAR Supplement version from
which the text is extracted.

(2) With the exception of availability,
distribution and other special prefatory
notices, any subsequent modification in
the text shall be preceded by a change
to the NASA FAR Supplement 1870.303,
Appendix L.

(3) The following notice shall be
included in the prefatory material of the
Handbook:

IMPORTANT NOTICE

This Handbook is a separately bound,
verbatim version of NASA FAR Supplement
(NFS) (48 CFR 1870.303) section 1870.303,
Appendix L Reference to other parts of the
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the
NFS will be required for complete coverage
of all procurement aspects. NASA reserves
the right to make changes to NFS 1870.303,
Appendix I, without issuing a new edition of
this Handbook. Any such changes will be
published in the Federal Register; however, it
is anticipated that such changes will be rare,
unless mandated by statute or unusual
circumstances. In the event >f apparent
conflict between this Handbook and the NFS,
the NFS shall govern.




38430  Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 190 / Friday, September 30. 1988 / Rules and Regulations
APPENDIX I TO 1870.303—NASA NASA SOURCE EVALUATION BOARD procurements as defined by NFS 1815.613-
SOURCE EVALUATION BOARD HANDBOOK 71(a). The process is used to accomplish and
PROCEDURES (HANDBOOK) Table of Contents g:):;l;:lz:l the source evaluation and selection
Appendix I to 1870.303—NASA Source Chapter 1—Key Participants in the Source 2. Upon request of the cognizant
Evaluation Board Handbook Evaluation Board Process Installation Procurement Officer, as a part of

100 Introduction the Master Buy Plan procedure, the Assistan|
Preface Administrator for Procurement or an

The acquisition of goods and services is
among the most important activities that
NASA performs and demands our best
management efforts. The acquisition system
we use must be such that individuals
performing within it are challenged to high
standards of performance because they know
that their efforts contribute to and form part
of the Government's decision-making
process.

The source evaluation and selection
process covered by this handbook
exemplifies our efforts to emphasize the
application of sound judgment to the
problems of source evaluation. In addition,
the handbook emphasizes the responsibility
which line and staff management retains to
assure that Source Evaluation Boards (SEB'’s)
conduct their activities impartially and
efficiently in ways which will effectively
accomplish the source evaluation task.

The process provides for an equitable and
comprehensive evaluation of offerors’
proposals to assist the Source Selection
Official (SSO) in selecting the source(s)
whose proposal(s) presents the highest
probability of quality performance to best
meet NASA's requirements at a realistic
cost/price. This handbook provides guidance
and general and specific policies and
procedures for SEB's evaluating offerors’
proposals and related capabilities in
negotiated procurements. Its intention is to
encourage the exercise of sound judgment in
the many important aspects of the process.
SEB's are expected to apply common sense in
determining appropriate variations and
adaptations necessary in individual
situations, provided that these do not
constitute a departure from basic concepts
and intent. Substantive deviations may be
authorized only by the Assistant
Administrator for Procurement.

While this handbook is intended primarily
for NASA use, it is also available to the
public so that NASA's source selection
policies and procedures can be understood
by all participants in the process.

The provisions of this handbook are
applicable lo all elements of NASA and are
to be implemented on any Request for
Proposal (RFP) subject to evaluation by an
SEB and issued on or after October 1, 1888.
The source selection policies and procedures
set forth in this handbook are to be
implemented in accordance with the Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 15.6 and
NASA/FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.613.
However, the procedures in this handbook
may be used in any other competitively
negotiated procurement where the SSO
determines it desirable to do so.

101 Cognizant Management Responsibilities
102 Source Selection Official
103 Source Evaluation Board

Chapter 2—Membership, Organization, and
Responsibilities

200 General

201 Membership

202 Organization

203 Responsibilities

Chapter 3—Evaluation Factors, Subfactors,
and Elements

300 General

301 Mission Suitability

302 Cost

303 Relevant Experience and Past
Performance

304 Other Considerations

305 Continuing Evaluative Responsibility of
SEB

Chapter 4—SEB Operating Procedures for
Solicitation and Evaluation

400 General

401 Initial SEB Activities

402 Evaluation Plan

403 Qualification Standards

404 Request for Proposals (RFP's}—Review
and Approval

405 Preproposal Conference

406 Initial Evaluation

407 Final Evaluation

Chapter 5—Source Evaluation Board Report
and Preservation

500 General
501 Responsibilities and Procedures

Chapter 8—Source Selection

6800 General

601 Source Selection Decision

602 Notice and Debriefing for Unsuccessful
Offerors

603 Source Selection Statement
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Appendices

Appendix A—SAMPLE LETTER OF
DESIGNATION

Appendix B—INDIVIDUAL CERTIFICATE
FOR SOURCE EVALUATION BOARD
PARTICIPANTS

Appendix C—GUIDELINES FOR THE SEB
REPORT AND PRESENTATION TO THE
SOURCE SELECTION OFFICIAL

Chapter 1: Key Participants in the Source
Evaluation Board Process
100 Introduction

This Chapter describes the role of key
participants in the Source Evaluation Board,
(SEB) process, including cognizant line and
staff management, the Source Evaluation
Board and the Source Selection Official.
101 Cognizant Management Responsibilities

The SEB process described in this
handbook shall be used for major

appropriate designee may consider
streamlining these source selection
procedures for a particular procurement. This
decision, granting a deviation to the formal
SEB process, will be communicated to the
cognizant Procurement Officer as a part of
the written response to the installation
regarding the Master Buy Plan submission.
Requests for use of streamlined procedures
may also be submitted independent of the
Master Buy Plan procedure.

3. When the SEB process is determined to
be applicable in accordance with the NFS,
the specific SEB procedures detailed in this
handbook are employed to—

a. Prepare a solicitation that accurately
conveys Lo offerors the technical, schedule,
cost, and other contractual requirements of
the procurement;

b. Ensure equitable and comprehensive
evaluation of the competitors, proposals:

c. Ensure fairness and freedom from
outside influence throughout the process;

d. Ensure selection of the source(s) whose
performance can be expected to be most
advantageous to the Government with
respect to the Mission Suitability, Cost,
Relevant Experience and Past Performance,
and Other Considerations factors considered;
and

e. Protect the business confidential and
proprietary information contained in
proposals submitted to the Government for
evaluation.

4. Appropriate cognizant line and staff
management shall—

a. Establish each SEB with fully qualified
Government personnel possessing broad
experience and the professional skills and
knowledge required for proper evaluation
and assessment of offerors’ proposals;

b. Ensure all personnel assigned to the SEB
are unencumbered by other assignments
which compete with SEB activities and,
further, ensure that personnel assigned to the
SEB are officially appointed to the activity for
the duration of the SEB;

c¢. Ensure the SEB is provided all current
NASA policies and procedures relevant to
SEB operation;

d. Ensure acquisition strategy and planning
objectives are achieved as reflected in the
acquisition's requirements;

e. Ensure the SEB works in harmony with
the needs and objectives of the requiring
activity:

f. Concur in the substance and weight of
evaluation factors, subfactors, and elements:
g. Ensure the RFP is complete, clear, and

consistent with agency objectives and with
the needs of the activity requiring the
procurement, that the procedures for
evaluation and selection are clearly set ferth.
and that the offeror is not burdened with
unnecessary requests for data not pertinent
to source selection;
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Ensure appropriate actions are taken,
tenit with the FAR and NFS, to obtain
full and open competition in the selection
precess, or to obtain appropriate approvals
for exceptions;

i. Establish an SEB advisory group or
vidual at the [ield installation to ensure
er source seiection procedures are
oyed; and
ire an environment exists in which
tion and selection activities can be
effectively conducted.

5. For purposes of this handbook, in cases
where the SSO is at the Headquarters level,
“cognizant line and staff management, “as
addressed in subparagraph 4, includes—

a. The NASA Acquisition Executive for
systems designated as major acquisitions
under NMI 7100.14, “Major System
Acquisitions';

b. Officials-in-Charge of the cognizant
Headquarters Program and Headquarters
Offices or their Deputies. (See NMI 1101.2,
"NASA Organization and Definition of
Terms.");

c. The cognizant Field Installation Director
and Deputy/ Associate Director;

d. The Field Installation Project Manager:

e. The Assistant Administrator for
Procurement;

f. The General Counsel and/or Associate
CGeneral Counsel (Contracts);

g The Associate Administrator for Safety,
Reliability, Maintainability, and Quality
Assurance (SRM&QA); ’

h. The Field Installation Principal Official-
in-Charge of Administration, when such a
posilion exists;

i. The Field Installation Chief Counsel; and

j. The Field Installation Procurement
Officer,

6. When the Administrator or an Official-
in-Charge of a Headquarters Office is the
550, selected cognizant line and staff
management, including the General Counsel
or designee and the Assistant Administrator
for Procurement, will advise the SSO in
executive session, at the conclusion of the
presentation of the SEB report, regarding
their views concerning the SEB's findings.
Management personnel are encouraged to
seek the advice of the General Counsel, the
Assistant Administrator for Procurement, and
any other responsible Headquarters official
regarding any SEB-level procurement
problem where their participation would be
helpful in the conduct of the SEB process.

102 Source Selection Official

1. The 8SO is the senior agency official
responsible on a particular procurement for
proper and efficient conduct of the source
selection process and for making the final
source selection decision. It is the SSO's
responsibility to decide which of the
proposals submitted in response to the
solicitation would prove most advantageous
o the Government, all RFP evaluation factors
considered. The decision must reflect the
550's determination of relative quality and
suitability of what is proposed by each
offeror in light of the Government's stated
'equirements and the confidence level
issociated with the offeror's ability to
accomplish what is proposed. This includes
an assessment of the probable cost of each
proposal in the competitive range. Trade-off

judgments may be required among the
evaluation factors (Mission Suitability, Cost,
Relevant Experience and Past Performance,
and Other Considerations). For procurements
designated as Headquarters selections, the
S50 will be identified as a part of the Master
Buy Plan process. For field installation
selections, the Field Installation Director will
serve as the SS0.

2, The S50 will—

a. Approve the substance and weight of
evaluation factors, subfactors, and elements
prior to release of the RFP, or delegate this
responsibility to appropriate management
personnel;

b. Appoint the SEB Chairperson and
members, both voting and nonvoting, except
when the Administrator will serve as the
580, in which case the Official-in-Charge of
the cognizant Headguarters Program Office
will appoint the SEB Chairperson and
members;

c. Provide the SEB with appropriate
guidance and special instructions to conduct
the evaluation and selection procedures; and

d. Make the final selection decision.
Selection for final negotiations will be based
on an integrated assessment! of each offeror's
proposal, taking into consideration the SEB's
report and advice from senior officials.

103 Source Evaluation Board

1. The solicitation, receipt, and evaluation
of proposals will be implemented by the SEB
in accordance with the procedures outlined in
this handbook. It is paramount that the SEB's
evaluation not be influenced by persons
outside the SEB process, whether or not such
persons are NASA employees. The SEB is
established with special status and shall be
staffed with competent people fully qualified
to identify the strengths, weaknesses, and
risks associated with proposals submitted in
response to the Government solicitation. The
SEB assists the SSO in decision making by
providing expert analyses of the offerors’
proposals in relation to the evaluation
factors, subfactors, and elements contained
in the solicitation.

2. In particular, the SEB shall—

a. Conduct an in-depth review and
evaluation of each proposal against the
solicitation requirements and the approved
evaluation factors, subfactors, and elements;

b. Provide an integrated assessment of
each offeror's probable performance relative
to the evaluation factors, subfactors, and
elements contained in the solicitation related
to Mission Suitability;

c. Perform cost analysis by reviewing and
analyzing each offeror's proposed costs by
individual cost element to determine the
validity and reasonableness of the proposed
costs. Perform price analysis by comparing
each offeror's proposed price (when it is
feasible to do so) against the independent
Government cost estimate and/or prior
experience and knowledge regarding similar
efforts to assist in determination of a fair and
reasonable price. Develop a probable cost for
each proposal within the competitive range;

d. Evaluate the relevant experience and
past performance of each offeror, including
the relevant experience and past
performance of proposed subcontractors
intended to perform a major role in

accomplishment of procurement objectives or
to participate in a substantive manner;

e. Evaluate proposals under the Other
Considerations factor included in the RFP
and present the analysis of that factor as
reflected in each offeror's proposal;

f. Ensure proper SEB procedures are
implemented, including those necessary to
prevent disclosure of source selection data;

g. Prepare and present the SEB report
which accurately and clearly reflects the
findings of the SEB.

NOTE: The SEB is not to make
recommendations for selection to the SSO.
The SEB reports its findings, avoiding trade-
off judgments among either the individual
offerors or among the Mission Suitability,
Cost, Relevant Experience and Past
Performance, and Other Considerations
evaluation factors,

Chapter 2: Membership, Organization, and
Responsibilities

200 General

This Chapter sets forth NASA policy on
membership, organization, and
responsibilities of SEB's,

201 Membership

1. Composition

a. SEB's shall be comprised of qualified
management, technical, scientific,
contracting, and business experts including,
where appropriate, SRM&QA
representatives, Each SEB shall have a legal
advisor.

b. While in general the SEB Chairperson,
SEB members, and committee members are
drawn from the cognizant installation,
personnel from other NASA installations or
other Government agencies may be used
when their services are required in a
particular area of expertise and would
significantly contribute to the evaluation of
proposals.

c. It is NASA policy to have proposals
evaluated by the most competent technical
and management sources available in NASA
and the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL). All
personnel participating in evaluation
proceedings shall be instructed to observe the
restrictions in the FAR and NFS regarding
personal conflicts of interest and the
disclosure of information concerning the
evaluation. Non-NASA personnel shall not
serve as voting members of a NASA SEB,

d. In evaluating a proposal, the SEB may
find that it is necessary to disclose the
proposal (in whole or in part) outside the
Government to meet its evaluation needs.
When it is clearly necessary to disclose the
proposal (in whole or in part) outside the
Government, arrangements shall be made in
accordance with NFS 1815,413-2.

e. It is desirable that voting members of the
SEB include people who will have key
assignments on the project to which the
procurement is directed. However, it is
important that this should be tempered to
ensure objectivity and to avoid an improper
balance. It may even be appropriate to
designate a management official from outside
the project as SEB Chairperson.

f. SEB membership normally need not
exceed seven voting members. including the
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Chairperson. If additional support is needed,
the use of committees and panels is
authorized. The number of such supporting
personnel shall be kept as small as the nature
of the subject matter permits. Wherever
feasible, an assignment to SEB membership
as a voling member shall be on a full-time
basis. Where this is not feasible, SEB
membership and duties are to take
precedence over other duties.

g. The number of nonvoting ex officio
(advisory) members shall be kept as small as
the nature of the procurement allows. Ex
officio members should be selected for the
experience and expertise they can provide to
the SEB. Since their advisory role may
require access to highly sensitive SEB
material and findings, ex officio membership
for persons other than those identified in
paragraph 3b should be carefully considered.

2. Designation

a. Designation of the SEB Chairperson and
members, both voting and nonvoting, shall be
by the SSO except when the Administrator
will serve as the SSO, in which case the
designation shall be by the Official-in-Charge
of the cognizant Headquarters Program
Office. The designation letter will be
addressed to the cognizant Field Installation
Director when the SSO is at the Headquarters
level or to the SEB Chairperson when the
SSO is the Field Installation Director. The
letter shall be prepared in accordance with
the sample letter in Appendix A and
forwarded for signature to the SSO or the
cognizant Official-in-Charge of the
Headquarters Program Office early in the
procurement cycle, but not later than
coordination and approval of the
procurement plan. Prior to signature,
concurrence by the Headquarters Office of
Procurement (Code HS) is required when the
SS0 is at the Headquarters level or by the
cognizant Field Installation Procurement
Officer when the SSO is the Field Installation
Director.

b. When the Administrator or the Official-
in-Charge of the cognizant Headquarters
Program Office is the S50, résumés of voting
members shall be provided along with the
proposed designation letter. These résumés
shall include functional title, grade level and
related SEB experience.

3. Voting and Nonvoting Members

a. The following people shall be on all
SEB's and designated as voting members:

(1) Chairperson.

(2) A senior, key technical representative
for the project.

(3) An experienced procurement
representative.

(4) A senior SRM&QA representative, as
appropriate.

(5) Committee chairpersons (except where
this imposes an undue workload).

All voting members of the SEB shall have
equal status as rating officials.

b. The following people shall be on all
SEB's as nonvolting ex officio members:

(1) Assistant Administrator for
Procurement and designee from the Program
Operations Division (Code HS) when either
an Official-in-Charge of a Headquarters
Program Office or the Administrator is the
SSO.

(2) General Counsel and/or the Associate
General Counsel (Contracts) when either an
Official-in-Charge of a Headquarters Program
Office or the Administrator is the SSO.

(3) Associate Administrator for Safety,
Reliability, Maintainability, and Quality
Assurance or designee when either an
Official-in-Charge of a Headquarters Program
Office or the Administrator is the 8SO.

(4) Director of the cognizant Field
Installation or designee when either an
Official-in-Charge of a Headquarters Program
Office or the Administrator is the SSO.

(5) Cognizant Program Director or designee
when an Official-in-Charge of a
Headquarters Program Office is the SSO.

(6} Official-in-Charge of the cognizant
Headquarters Program Office or a designee
when the Administrator is the SSO.

(7) Chairpersons of SEB committees when
they are non-voting members.

(8) The Procurement Officer of the
installation, unless designated a voting
member.

(9) The contracting officer responsible for
the procurement, unless designated a voting
member.

(10) The Chief Counsel and/or designee of
the installation.

(11) The SEB recorder.

¢. The Assistant Administrator for
Procurement, the Code HS Director and
cognizant procurement analyst, and the
Associate General Counsel (Contracts) have
access to all SEB activity by virtue of their
positions in the agency.

d. The Associate General Counsel
(Contracts) will assign legal advisors to
Headquarters SEB's. The installation Chief
Counsels will assign legal advisors to SEB's
at their installations. The assigned advisor
will provide legal advice and counsel on all
matters pertaining to the procurement. Upon
appointment of the SEB, the Associate
General Counsel (Contracts) or designee, or
Chief Counsel or designee, as appropriate,
will brief SEB personnel on required
standards of conduct.

e. Nonvoting ex officio members may state
their views and contribute to the discussions
in SEB deliberations, but they may not
participate in the actual rating process.
However, the SEB recorder should be present
during rating sessions. The Chairperson is
responsible for determining appropriate
attendance at SEB meetings and is
encouraged to seek the advice and counsel of
nonvoting ex officio members whenever
necessary without convening a special
meeting.

202 Organization

The organization of an SEB is tailored to
the requirements of the particular
procurement. This can range from the
simplest situation, where the SEB conducts
the evaluation and fact-finding without the
use of committees or panels, to a highly
complex situation involving a major
acquisition where two or more committees
are formed and these, in turn, are assisted by
special panels in particular areas.
Appropriate organization somewhere
between these two extremes is generally
expected but in all cases the number of
committees or panels should be kept to a

minimum consistent with the requirements of
the procurement.
203 Respansibilities

1. The SEB is the central group in the
source evaluation process. Its function is to
carry out the activities set forth in this
handbook, culminating in final evaluation of
all proposals and its report to the SSO. The
SEB's evaluation is based on all available
information, including proposals, committee
and panel reports, written and/or oral
discussions, personal knowledge of the
members in the area of experience and past
performance, and other appropriate reference
checks. Subject to reviews by the SSO and
cognizant management personnel as may be
required, the SEB establishes evaluation
factors, subfactors, elements and their
relative importance; generates qualification
standards (where applicable); and reviews
and approves the RFP prior to issuance. The
SEB reviews offeror satisfaction of applicable
qualification standards, if any, and makes an
identification of unacceptable proposals. It
provides an initial evaluation of acceptable
proposals sufficient for determination of the
competitive range and participates in written
and/or oral discussions held with all offerors
in the competitive range. The SEB shall not
delegate its evaluation responsibility in
whole or in part. Findings of committees or
panels must be reviewed by the SEB, with its
own collective judgment being applied in
arriving at the SEB evaluation findings
reported to the SSO.

2. The SEB Chairperson is the principal
operating executive of the SEB. This carries
with it a responsibility broader in scope and
including more requirements for coordination
across more different specialized disciplines
and through more diverse management
channels than is expected in most
management situations. The Chairperson is
expected to manage the team efficiently
without compromising the validity of the
findings provided to the SSO as the basis for
a sound selection decision.

3. The SEB Recorder functions as the
principal administrative assistant to the SEB
Chairperson. The duties and responsibilities
of the position are as follows:

a. Attends all SEB meetings and serves as
principal assistant to the SEB Chairperson.

b. Obtains secure work areas for conduct
of SEB activity and develops and implements
procedures for controlling access and
safeguarding SEB proceedings and
documentation.

c. Obtains materials, supplies, and
equipment needed by the SEB.

d. Arranges for preparation, reproduction
control, and distribution of material relating
to the activity of the SEB and its committees.

e. Prepares and distributes the agenda for
SEB meetings.

f. Obtains and distributes current
applicable procedures, policies, and
instructions to the SEB and committee
members and others involved.

g Records the substantive issues
discussed.

h. Follows up on action items assigned to
SEB members to ensure no delays in the SEB
schedule will occur.

» oo
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i. Obtains the SEB Chairperson's approval
of SEB minutes. Provides copies to all voting
SEB members and/or nonvoting members, as
directed by the SEB Chairperson. Retains the
original copy of the minutes and incorporates
them into an official record book.

j. Assists in preparation and assembly of
the SEB's report of findings and presentation
charts and arranges for reproduction and
distribution.

k. Destroys all duplicate material in excess
of the SEB's need or retains material, as
defined by the contracting officer, the SEB,
and/or the SSO.

| After formal selection announcement,
accumulates, packages, and forwards
documentation pertinent to the SEB's work to
the cognizant contracting officer for retention
throughout the life of the contract.

m. At the conclusion of all SEB activity,
surveys the area where SEB activity occurred
and arranges for the return of equipment and
malerials, as appropriate.

4. An SEB Committee functions as a fact-
finding arm of the SEB, usually in a broad
grouping of related disciplines (e.g., technical
or management), It is comprised of people
well-versed and experienced in each of the
major disciplines under its aegis. For
example, a “Management Committee” could
include experts in such areas as organization,
pricing, personnel, labor, contracting, and
facilities operation. The committee examines
in detail each proposal, or portion thereof,
assigned by the SEB. It evaluates such
proposals or excerpts in accordance with the
approved evaluation factors; subfactors, and
elements and submits a written report to the
SEB summarizing its evaluation. The
committee will also respend to requirements
assigned by the SEB, including further
justification or reconsideration of its findings.

5. Committee chairpersons shall, with
respect to their committees, exercise the
same responsibility for administrative and
procedural matters as does the SEB
Chairperson for the SEB.

6. An SEB panel functions as a fact-finding
arm of the committee in a specialized area of
the committee's responsibilities. Panels are
established when a particular area requires
deeper analysis than can be provided by
individual members of the committee.

7. a. All personnel involved in SEB
activities are responsible for complying with
the requirements of this handbook and other
applicable regulations. Accordingly, they are
advised to seek counsel and guidance from
appropriate personnel, such as; the SEB
Chairperson, the SEB procurement voting
member, the contracting officer and/or the
SEB legal adviser as well as any cognizant
installation SEB advisory group with respect
In any questions concerning compliance with
(hese requirements. The Chairperson shall
require each SEB, committee, and panel
member to be familiar with the provisions of
.\'HB 1900.1, “Standards of Conduct for
NASA Employees,” regarding conflict of
Interest and to inform the Chairperson in
Wwriling if, in the opinion of the member, their
barticipation presents a real or apparent
conflict of interest. In addition, the SEB
Chairperson shall ensure that each SEB,
committee. and panel member has filed a
completed NASA Form 1270, * Confidential

Statement of Employment and Financial
Interests.” Code HS procurement analysts
will comply with the necessary disclosure
requirements and will sign the necessary
certificates on an annual basis to cover all
SEB activities that the analyst may
participate in throughout the year. Completed
NASA Form 1270's from Code HS personnel
will be generated and reviewed at the
Headgquarters level and will remain on file in
the Office of General Counsel.

b. Prior ta selection and announcement of
an offeror for final negotiations, NASA
personnel shall not reveal any information
concerning the evaluation to anyone not
participating in the same evaluation
proceedings and then only to the extent such
information is required by such proceedings
and approved by the SSO or designee.

¢c. Subsequent ta selection and
announcement of an offeror for final
negotiations, information concerning SEB
proceedings and data will be made available
to others within NASA only when the
requester demonstrates a need to know for a
NASA purpose. Information will be made
available to persons outside NASA, including
other Government agencies, only when such
disclosure is concurred in by the Office of
General Counsel. Title 18, U,S. Code, Section
1905, prohibits any officer or employee of the
United States from disclosing or divulging
certain kinds of business confidential and
trade secret information unless authorized by
law, Possible penalties upon conviction
include imprisonment of up to 1 year, a fine
of not more than $1.000, and remaval from the
Federal Service.

300 General

1. This Chapter describes the factors,
subfactors, and elements used in evaluation
of proposals and discusses the manner in
which the SEB will develop, describe, and
structure such factors, subfactors, and
elements.

2. The SEB's responsibility is to provide
analysis of proposals to aid the SSO in
selecting the offeror(s) who best meets the
Government's requirements at a reasonable
cost.

3. In making a selection, the SSO normally
considers four evaluation factors: a. Mission
Suitability (which reflects how well the
offerors can be expected to perform the work
from a technical and management
perspective); b. Cost (which reflects what it
will probably cost the Government to do
business with the offerors); c. Relevant
Experience and Past Performance (which
reflects the amount and quality of previous
work accomplished by the offerors
comparable to the work to be performed
under the procurement being evaluated); and
d. Other Considerations (which are those
considerations, stated in the RFP, other than
Mission Suitability, Cost, and Relevant
Experience and Past Performance that can
affect contract performance).

4. Performing the proposed work properly
(Mission Suitability) is always important, and
s0 is the probable cost of performing that
work. Probable cost is not necessarily the
offeror's estimate of costs; rather, it is the
SEB's assessment of what the proposed work
is likely to cost. Depending on circumstances,
relevant experience and past performance or

other considerations may or may not be of
prime importance.

5. The SEB evaluates propesals with
respect to the four evaluation factors, as
follows:

a. Mission Suitability. This factor
indicates, for each offeror, the merit or
excellence of the work to be performed or
product to be delivered. It includes, as
appropriate, both technical and management
subfactors. Because this factor can be highly
technical and must be integrated in order to
convey an overall evaluation of relative
merit, Mission Suitability and its supporting
subfactors shall be numerically weighted and
scored. Elements may or may not be
numerically weighted and scored.

b. Cost. This factor evaluates what each
offeror’s proposal will probably cost the
Government should it be selected for
negotiations leading to award. Proposed
costs are analyzed to determine the probable
“cost of doing business" based upon the
offeror's propesed approach. Further, this
analysis identifies and assesses the impact of
features that cause a proposal to cost more or
less than other propoesals. (See paragraph 302
for detailed coverage.) Cost is not
numerically weighted or scored.

¢. Relevant Experience and Past
Performance. This factor indicates the
relevant quantitative and qualitative aspects
of each offeror's record of performing
services or delivering products similar in size,
content, and complexity to the requirements
of the instant procurement. The Relevant
Experience and Past Performance factor
provides an opportunity to evaluate the
quality of goods and services provided by the
offeror{s) to the agency and other
Government organizations. The ageney has
acquired a substantial amount of firsthand
experience and past performance data over a
variety of program and contract efforts.
Evaluation of this factor also utilizes relevant
experience and past performance data from
programs acquired by other Governmental
organizations, covering both prime and
subcontractor performance. The Relevant
Experience and Past Performance factor is
not numerically weighted or scored.

d. Other Considerations. This factor
includes those considerations other than
Mission Suitability, Cost, and Relevant
Experience and Past Performance. They
include, but are not limited to, such items as:
financial condition, labor relations
considerations, small and small
disadvantaged business considerations, and
geographic distribution of subcentracts.
Other Considerations is not numerically
weighted or scored.

6. Mission Suitability is the only factor
which is numerically weighted (normally
1,000 points) and scored. Further, each
Mission Suitability subfactor is numerically
weighted and scored. The sum of the
subfactor weights will total the weight of the
Mission Suitability factor. A subfactor may,
at the discretion of the SEB, be divided into
discrete elements which, in total, comprise
the subfactor evaluation area. If deemed
conducive to the evaluation process, the SEB
may weigh and score individual elements of a
subfactor. The sum of the weights of the
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individual elements will equal the weight of
the subfactor.

7. The general format for inclusion of the
factors, subfactors, and elements in the RFP
are:

a. Factor (numerically scored)—Mission
Suitability Grouping/Category (not
numerically scored)—i.e,, Technical or
Management (optional)

(1) Subfactor (numerically scored)

(2) Subfactor (numerically scored)

(3) Subfactor (numerically scored) Element
{optional). May or may not be numerically
scored.

b. Factor (not numerically scored)—Cost

¢. Factor (not numerically scored}—
Relevant Experience and Past Performance

d. Factor (not numerically scored)—Other
Considerations

301 Mission Suitability

1. Evaluation subfactors

a. Evaluation subfactors are the weighted
areas within the Mission Suitability factor
that further identify, for proposal preparation
and evaluation purposes, the content of the
factor. Examples of Mission Suitability
subfactors found by experience to be relevant
to many procurements are: Understanding of
the Requirement; Management Plan; Key
Personnel; Corporate or Company Resources;
and Excellence of Proposed Design for
hardware procurements. However, citation of
these specific subfactors is not intended to be
restrictive or all inclusive. The nature and
thrust of the requirements and objectives of
the procurement may logically call for the use
of some subfactors titled and described in a
somewhat different manner than those
described below:

(1) Understanding of the Requirement. An
offeror's proposal reflects how well the
offeror comprehends the work and the data
requirements. The offeror's proposal should
be examined and analyzed to evaluate the
offeror’s understanding of the requirements
set forth in the RFP. Understanding of the
requirement can be evaluated as a separate
subfactor or can be evaluated as an element
to be considered as a part of the evaluation
of each subfactor. Although costs are
analyzed separately from Mission Suitability,
they may be significant in indicating an
offeror’s understanding of the resources,
human and material, required for
performance of the contract. Accordingly,
technical personnel assigned to committees
or panels, in evaluation of the Mission
Suitability factor pursuant to the weighted
subfactors and elements, may be given
access to the cost proposals or portions of the
cost proposals to help determine the offeror’s
understanding of the requirements of the RFP.
Such cost information may also help them to
assess the validity of the offeror's approach
to performing the work in accordance with
the requirements. Cost realism, or the lack
thereof, should enter into the SEB's
assessment of the measure of understanding
possessed by each offeror. Normally this
would entail a consideration of cost realism
in the evaluation of all subfactors and
elements wherein understanding is an
essential concepl. Similarly, an offeror's
justification or rationale for proposed costs
can give insight into how well the work to be
performed is understood.

(2) Management Plan

(a) The offeror's management plan sets
forth the offeror’s approach for efficiently
managing the work as demonstrated by the
proposed organization, the recognition of
essential management functions, and the
effective overall integration of these
functions.

(b) The management plan describes the
project organization proposed for the work,
including internal operations and lines of
authority, together with external interfaces
and relationships with the Government,
major subcontractors, and associate
contractors. When properly prepared, the
authority of the project manager, the project
manager's relationship to the next echelon of
management, and the project manager's
command of company rescurces can be
ascertained from the management plan.
Likewise, the management plan provides
schedules necessary for the logical and
timely pursuit of the work, accompanied by a
description of the offeror's work plan.

(8) Excellence of Propesed Design. In
hardware acquisition, design of the product is
generally a major aspect of competition. In
order to arrive al an informed judgment, the
SSO may require the SEB's evaluation of the
merits of competing designs in relationship to
the stated requirement. In evaluating the
proposed designs, the SEB should consider
the resources required to perform the work
inherent in the differing designs, Evaluation
of design may extend to whatever subsystem
level is deemed appropriate by the SEB and
may include producibility, reliability,
maintainability, and, as applicable,
warranties.

(4) Key Personnel

(a) Thorough evaluation of proposed key
personnel is usually one of the most vital
aspects of SEB activity.

(b) Experience demonstrates that the
qualifications and performance of a few
people—the top half-dozen or so directly
involved managers—are extremely important
to successful accomplishment of a contract.
For evaluation purposes, the SEB may
designale a separale subfactor entitled *'Key
Personnel." The SEB may define the number
and identity of the key personnel for each
offeror in the solicitation or may, subject to
such limitations as the SEB deems
appropriate to assure a reasonable basis for
comparison, permit each offeror to define its
own key personnel consistent with its
proposed organization.

(c) Written resumes should be the baseline
from which the evaluation of key personnel
begins. Personal reference checks with
people knowledgeable of an individual's
training, experience, and performance
constitute part of this baseline; these should
be made at levels commensurate with the
role of the individual in the program or
project involved. However, the written and/
or oral discussions, if conducted, will include
all offerors in the competitive range and may
be used to establish the relative merits of
personnel proposed by each competing firm.

(d) The presentation to the SSO must
clearly and concisely set forth the results of
the evaluation and discussion, including the
strengths and weaknesses of each offeror's
key personnel.

(5) Corporate or Company Resources. The
SED should assess the resources proposed hy
each offeror in the general areas of human
resources and facilities. For example, are the
proper skill mixes and numbers of people to
do the work being offered? Does the offeror
propose facilities and, where required,
special test equipment suitable and adequate
to assure timely performance of the work? If
the offeror does not possess adequate
resources internally, is there a demonstration
of the ability to acquire them through
subcontracts or otherwise?

b. Elements that further define the content
of each subfactor may be used. If individually
numerically scored, these elements must be
revealed in the RFP and must be assigned »
specific weighting in the SEB's evaluation
plan as a portion of the total points allotted
If they are not numerically scored,
identification in the RFP is not required.

c. Establishment of evaluation subfactors,
elements, and their weights requires
judgment on a case-by-case basis, The
subfactors and elements established and
included in the RFP will then be utilized to
determine each offeror’s rating in Mission
Suitability, including its understanding of the
requirements, approach to the work, and the
competence of personnel to be directly
involved.

d. By carefully considering the
requirement(s) to be satisfied through the
products or services being procured, the SEB
should be able to identify, analyze, and score
discrete subfactors and, where appropriate,
élements that determine how well the
proposed product or service can be expected
to meet the demands of the specific
requirement(s), If individual subfactors,
elements, and their weights are prudently
established, the integrated scores of the
subfactors and elements will give a
representative picture of the merit of each
offeror's Mission Suitability.

e. (1) In structuring evaluation subfactors
and elements, emphasis should be placed on
identification of significant discriminators.
Proliferation of subfactors and elements
results in a leveling or averaging out of scores
over all proposals. Too many subfactors and
elements are detrimental to effective
evaluation of proposals. Further, clearly
defining each evaluation subfactor and
element helps to avoid overlap and
redundancy. Avoiding such overlap assures
an offeror is not scored in two or more areas
for the same work.

(2) The following example conveys one
approach to describing a subfactor, utilizing
elements, in'an RFP. Within the
“management plan” subfactor the following
elements may be determined by the SEB as
most suitable to assess how well each
offeror's overall management proposal would
contribute to the probability of performing
the contract in an excellent manner: (a)
Management approach and organization: (b)
staffing plan; and (c) management systems

f. For each subfactor and element, there
should be detailed instructions provided in
the RFP's Section L, "Instructions,
Conditions, and Notices to Offerors or
Quoters," specifying what supporting
information should be included in the
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proposals and the specific format to be used.
This increases the probability that SEB
evaluators will be provided necessary data in
the formal easiest to understand and
evaluate relative to the subfactors and
elements assigned for evaluation and
assessment. Thought given to carefully
structuring these instructions will generally
result in proposals that address what the
Government is most interested in relative to
the work to be performed. For example, if the
evaluation will utilize SEB committees or SEB
panels, instructions for proposal preparation
in the RFP's Section L that direct offerors to
group together information required by such
committees or panels will facilitate and
accelerate the evaluation process.

¢. Where the procurement involves
acquisition of a major system under NMI
7100.14, “Major System Acquisitions,” and
the evaluation is to identify the most
promising system design cencepti(s) to be
selected for further exploration, the
evaluation should also address the benefits
to be derived by tradeoffs, where feasible,
among technical performance, acquisition
cost, ownership cost, and time to develop and
procure.

2. Weighting of factors, subfactors, and
elements

a. Numerical weights shall be used for
evaluating the Mission Suitability factor for
competing offerors.

b. (1) Once the Mission Suitability
subfactors are established, the SEB will
determine the weight assigned to each.
Likewise, if elements are established, the SEB
will determine the weight, if any, assigned to
each. The proposed subfactors, elements, and
weights will be presented to the SSO or
designee for approval. The weight assigned to
each subfactor and, if numerically scored,
each element must reflect its relative
importance within the averall Mission
Suitability factor. In conjunction, an
evaluation plan covering not only Mission
Suitability evaluation, but all evaluation
factors (Mission Suitability, Cost, Relevant
Experience and Past Performance, and Other
Considerations), will be established by the
SEB (see Chapter 4). Mission Suitability
evaluation subfactors, elements, and their
weights shall be established and approved in
advance of RFP issuance. The four factors
and their supporting subfactors and, if
numerically scored, elements shall be
described in the RFP's Section M,

"Evaluation Factors for Award," and the
weights associated with the individual
Mission Suitability subfactors and elements
shall be revealed in Section M as well.
However, care should be taken to avoid the
impression of a mathematical evaluation
devoid of judgment. The weights are intended
to be used by the SSO as a guideline.

(2) If all evaluation factors are considered
by the SEB to be of approximately equal
importance; a statement to that effect shall be
included in the RFP, However, if there is a
difference in the level of importance among
the factors, then a statement shall be
included in the RFP to advise the offerors of
the relative importance of the factors. In this
regard, one example of a statement that
might be appropriate, depending on the
nature of the requirements, type of contract,

and objectives of the acquisition, is as
follows:

"Of the four evaluation factors identified
above, Mission Suitability and Cost are most
important, and, as related to each other, are
approximately equal in importance, The
Relevant Experience and Past Performance
factor is of somewhat less importance than
either Mission Suitability or Cost, and the
Other Considerations factor is of
considerably less importance than Relevant
Experience and Past Performance.

The subfactors to be used in evaluating
Mission Suitability and their corresponding
weights are listed below in descending order
of importance:

Understanding of the Requirement (40
percent)

Excellence of Proposed Design (30 percent)

Management Plan (15 percent)

Key Personnel (10 percent)

Corparate or Company Resources (5 percent)

The numerical weights assigned to the five
subfactors identified above are indicative of
the relative importance of those evaluation
areas. The weights will be utilized only as a
guide.

302 Cost

1. Before issuing a solicitation, the
contracting officer and technical personnel
shall (when it is feasible to do so) develop a
Government cost estimate for the planned
acquisition. Estimates can range from simple
budgetary estimates to complex estimates
based on inspection of the product itself and
review of such items as drawings,
specifications, and prior data. The SEB is
tasked with the responsibility to ensure that
the Government cost estimate properly
reflects the effort to which the RFP applies.

2. In the Cost factor evaluation, the SEB
shall analyze the proposed costs or prices of
all offerors. The SEB may use any and all
tools available in performing these analyses
including information in the Armed Services
Procurement Manual (ASPM). However, the
required depth of the analysis is subject to
the criteria in FAR 15.804. The SEB shall
advise the SSO concerning—

a. The costs or prices as proposed by all
offerors, including those not within the
competitive range;

b. The comparison of costs proposed by all
offerors, with the independent Government
cost estimate, when feasible;

c. The realism of costs proposed by all
offerors determined to be within the
competitive range. Cost realism is a review of
the proposal to determine if the overall costs
proposed are realistic for the work to be
performed, if the costs reflect an offeror's
understanding of the requirements, and if the
costs are consistent with the various
elements of the technical proposal. This type
of analysis will be used in the Cost area and
Mission Suitability or other technical areas;

d. The probable cost to the Government of,
at a minimum, each proposal within the
competitive range. If it appears to the SEB
that any offeror’s approach(es) or plan(s) for
accomplishing the proposed work will require
modification in order to be acceptable to the
Government, the SEB shall identify and
assess the medification required, determine
the probable cost of such modification, and

include that probable cost assessment in its
report to the SSO;

e. The differences in business methods,
operaling procedures, and practices as they
impact cost; and

f. Its level of confidence in the probable
cosl assessments as they pertain to each fully
evaluated proposal.

3, The probable cost should reflect the
SEB'’s best estimate of the cost of any
contract which might result from that
offeror’s propasal, including any
recommended additions ar reductions in
personnel, equipment, or materials. To the
extent that the recommended additiens or
reductions reflect a lack of understanding of
the requirements of the RFP, that lack of
understanding should be reflected in the
scoring of the Mission Suitability factor,
subfactors, and elements.

4, A well-defined statement of work
reflecting clear, concise work breakdown
structures is of great value in obtaining well-
structured proposals and in allowing the SEB
to understand and assess proposed costs.

5. All cost categories and amounts present
in an offeror’s cost proposal {including
options) are to be analyzed by the SEB and
reported to the SSO. In the event SEB
members have different opinions as to the
cost analyses and assessments of probable
costs, these differing opinions should be
reported to the SSO to aid in forming an
opinion regarding the confidence to be
attributed to the analyses and assessments.

303 Relevant Experience and Past
Performance

1. This factor has been established to give
relevant experience and past performance
proper emphasis in the evaluation and
selection process. Assessments to be made
regarding relevant experience and past
performance, particularly past performance,
may be extremely difficult. In more
straightforward cases. this assessment may
be based upon well-documented and highly
reliable evidence portraying favorable or
unfaverable experience and past
performance. More often, these assessments
will be made from data presenting a less-
than-optimum degree of well-documented
evidence of 