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AMENDMENTS TO PFC APPROVALS—Continued

Amendment Original ap- Amendment Original esti-  Amended esti-
Amendment No., city, state anoroved date proved net approved net  mated charge = mated charge
pp PFC revenue  PFC revenue exp. date exp. date
99-03—-C—-02-DRO, Durango, CO ......c.cecverervenerieneneennens 08/29/02 730,634 1,169,258 09/01/02 01/01/04

NoOTE: The amendments denoted by an asterisk (*) include a change to the PFC level charged from $3.00 per enplaned passenger to $4.50
per enplaned passenger. For St. Cloud, MN, this change is effective on July 1, 2002. For San Luis Obispo, CA, this change is effective on Sep-
tember 1, 2002. For Pensacola, FL, Agana, GU, Shreveport, LA, and Baltimore, MD, this change is effective on November 1, 2002.

Issued in Washington, DC on October 2,
2002.

Barry Molar,

Manager, Airports Financial Assistance
Division.

[FR Doc. 02—25593 Filed 10-7—-02; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA 02-13469]

Grant of Applications of Five
Motorcycle Manufacturers for
Temporary Exemption, and Requests
for Extension of Temporary
Exemption, From Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standard No. 123

This notice grants the applications by
five motorcycle manufacturers for either
a temporary exemption of two years
from a requirement of S5.2.1 (Table 1)
of Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standard No. 123 Motorcycle Controls
and Displays, or for an extension of two
years of an existing temporary
exemption from such requirement. The
applicants assert that “compliance with
the standard would prevent the
manufacturer from selling a motor
vehicle with an overall level of safety at
least equal to the overall safety level of
nonexempt vehicles,” 49 U.S.C. Sec.
30113(b)(3)(iv).

The manufacturers who have applied
for a temporary exemption are CPI
Motor Co. of Ta-Li City, Taiwan (CPI),
for the Motorrad JT 125 (Moskito);
American Suzuki Motor Corporation,
Brea, California, on behalf of Suzuki
Motor Corporation of Japan, for the
Suzuki AN650, and Malaguti USA,
Miami, Florida, on behalf of Malaguti
S.p.A. of Bologna, Italy, for the Ciak 150
cc and F-18 150 cc motor scooters. The
manufacturers who have applied for an
extension of an existing exemption are
Aprilia, U.S.A. Inc., Woodstock, Ga. for
the Aprilia Scarabeo 150 (NHTSA
Temporary Exemption No. 99-9,
expiring October 1, 2002 (see 64 FR
44264, 65 FR 1225, and 66 FR 59519));
and American Honda Motor Company,
Inc., Torrance, California, for the Honda

NSS250(NHTSA Temporary Exemption
No. EX 2000-2, expiring November 1,
2002, 65 FR 69130).

Because the safety issues raised by
petitions for renewal of exemptions are
identical to those raised in the initial
petitions by these manufacturers, and
because these issues are identical to
those raised by the manufacturers
petitioning for an exemption for the first
time, we have decided to address all the
petitions in a single notice. Further,
given the opportunity for public
comment on these issues in the years
1998-2001 (which resulted only in
comments in support of the petitions),
we have concluded that a further
opportunity to comment on the same
issues is not likely to result in any
substantive submissions, and that we
may proceed to decisions on these
petitions. See, e.g., most recently Aprilia
and Honda (66 FR 59519) and Aprilia
(65 FR 1225).

The Reason Why the Applicants Need
a Temporary Exemption

The problem is one that is common to
the motorcycles covered by the
applications. If a motorcycle is
produced with rear wheel brakes, S5.2.1
of Standard No. 123 requires that the
brakes be operable through the right foot
control, although the left handlebar is
permissible for motor-driven cycles
(Item 11, Table 1). Motor-driven cycles
are motorcycles with motors that
produce 5 brake horsepower or less. The
five manufacturers petitioned to use the
left handlebar as the control for the rear
brakes of certain of their motorcycles
whose engines produce more than 5
brake horsepower. The frame of each of
these motorcycles has not been designed
to mount a right foot operated brake
pedal (i.e, these scooter-type vehicles
which provide a platform for the feet
and operate only through hand
controls). Applying considerable stress
to this sensitive pressure point of the
frame could cause failure due to fatigue
unless proper design and testing
procedures are performed.

Absent an exemption, the
manufacturers will be unable to sell the
motorcycle models named above

because the vehicles would not fully
comply with Standard No. 123.

Arguments Why the Overall Level of
Safety of the Vehicles To Be Exempted
Equals or Exceeds That of Non-
Exempted Vehicles

As required by statute, the petitioners
have argued that the overall level of
safety of the motorcycles covered by
their petitions equals or exceeds that of
a non-exempted motor vehicle for the
following reasons. All vehicles for
which petitions have been submitted are
equipped with an automatic
transmission. As there is no foot-
operated gear change, the operation and
use of a motorcycle with an automatic
transmission is similar to the operation
and use of a bicycle, and the vehicles
can be operated without requiring
special training or practice.

CPI is manufacturing the Moskito 125
(JT125) under contract with Motorrad
und Zweiradwerk GmbH of Germany,
which has completed certification
testing of the vehicle. CPI will affix a
certification of compliance with the
Federal motor vehicle safety standards
as the manufacturer of the Moskito 125,
and then ship the motorcycles directly
to Motorrad of North America for sale in
the United States.

According to CPI, the JT125 provides
an equivalent overall level of safety to
a complying vehicle because its
operation is similar to that of a bicycle,
and the use of a left-hand lever for the
rear brake is highly intuitive and easy to
use. The use of the left handlebar for the
rear brake control on scooters is more
natural and quicker for a scooter rider
than the rider’s foot searching for the
correct position on a pedal to operate
the brakes. In addition, “‘additional
benefit is provided by the reduced
probability of inadvertent wheel locking
in an emergency braking situation,
which comes from increased sensitivity
to brake feedback with the hand lever.”

American Suzuki informed us that its
ANG650 “can easily meet the braking
performance requirements in FMVSS
122,” and enclosed a test report in
support. It also compared the
performance of the AN650 with the
somewhat lighter GSF600S motorcycle,
which is equipped with rear brakes that
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are operable using a right foot control,
and found the braking performance
“very similar.”

Malaguti submitted its models to
Clark Engineering for braking
performance tests, and enclosed a test
report in support of its petition. It
asserted that the Ciak 150 cc and F-18
150 cc meet the braking requirements of
ECE 93/14 as well.

In its earlier petitions, Aprilia cited
tests performed by Carter Engineering
on a similar Aprilia scooter to support
its statement that ““a motor vehicle with
a hand-operated rear wheel brake
provides a greater overall level of safety
than a nonexempt vehicle.” See
materials in Docket No. NHTSA 98—
4357. According to Aprilia, a rear wheel
hand brake control allows riders to
brake more quickly and securely, it
takes a longer time for a rider to find
and place his foot over the pedal and
apply force than it does for a rider to
reach and squeeze the hand lever, and
there is a reduced probability of
inadvertent wheel locking in an
emergency braking situation. Aprilia
provided copies of its own test reports
on a similar exempted model, the
Habana, dated March 1, 2001, and May
1, 2001, which have been placed in
Docket No. NHTSA-01-10257. In its
latest petition, it stated that it has
received no written complaints relating
to the brake operation of the Scarabeo
150s which it has imported and sold
under NHTSA Temporary Exemption
No. 99-9.

Aprilia also pointed out that
European regulations allow motorcycle
manufacturers the option of choosing
rear brake application through either a
right foot or left handlebar control, and
that Australia permits the optional
locations for motorcycles of any size
with automatic transmissions.

Honda informed us that “the NSS250
can easily meet the braking performance
requirements of both FMVSS 122 and
ECE 78,” and, therefore, that “This
braking system provides the NSS250
with an overall safety level exceeding
* * * ponexempted vehicles.” Honda
will also offer the NSS250 with optional
ABS for the purpose of a marketability
evaluation.

In support of its petition, Honda
enclosed copies of a second
effectiveness service brake system test
conducted in accordance with S5.3 of
Standard No. 122, demonstrating that
the NSS250 easily stopped within the
maximum distances specified at speeds
of 30 and 65 mph, as well as a test
showing compliance with ECE 78.

Arguments Why an Exemption Would
be in the Public Interest and Consistent
With the Objectives of Motor Vehicle
Safety

CPI argued that its scooter is intended
for low speed urban use and that it
expects that these vehicles will be used
mostly in congested traffic conditions.
The JT125 provides a more natural
braking response because of its
automatic transmission and platform
configuration. The vehicle provides
“enhanced safety, environmentally
clean and fuel efficient, safe, convenient
urban transportation. The emissions of
the JT125’s ““very small engine”” have
been demonstrated to be lower than
large motorcycles, an alternative means
of transportation.

American Suzuki argued that the level
of safety of the AN650 is at least equal
to that of vehicles certified to meet
Standard No. 123. In its opinion,
scooters like the AN650 “are of interest
to the public [as] evidenced by * * *
the favorable public comment on
[similar] exemption requests and the
number of scooters sold under the
granted exemptions.”

In Malaguti’s opinion, its scooters
provide a “much more natural braking
response by the rider than non-
exempted vehicles.” The exemption
would also be in the public interest
“because Malaguti is promoting
environmentally clean and efficient
urban transportation.”

Aprilia asserted in its initial requires
for exemption that “the public interest
would be served with the granting of the
exemption because the Scarabeo 150
provides enhanced safety as well as
environmentally friendly, fuel-efficient,
convenient urban transportation.”
According to Aprilia, its initial assertion
is supported by feedback from initial
customers. It has enclosed comments
from Scarabeo 150 customers touting
the speed and handling of the
motorcycle, and a magazine article
commenting that it is “the perfect
vehicle for stop-and-go traffic.”

An exemption would be in the public
interest because the Scarabeo 150 is
intended for low-speed urban use, and
“it is expected that it will be used
predominantly in congested traffic
areas.” Further, the design of the vehicle
has been tested by long use around the
world, and “neither consumer groups
nor government authorities have raised
safety concerns about this design.” For
this reason, Aprilia argues that an
exemption would also be consistent
with the objectives of motor vehicle
safety.

In support of its argument that an
exemption would be in the public

interest and consistent with the
objectives of motor vehicle safety,
Honda reiterated its certainty ““that the
level of safety of the NSS250 is equal to
similar vehicles certified under FMVSS
No. 123. * * *»

NHTSA'’s Decisions on the Applications
and Request

It is evident that, unless Standard No.
123 is amended to permit or require the
left handlebar brake control on
motorscooters with more than 5 hp, the
petitioners will be unable to sell their
motorcycles if they do not receive a
temporary exemption from the
requirement that the right foot pedal
operate the brake control. It is also
evident from the previous grants of
similar petitions by Aprilia, Honda, and
others, that we have repeatedly found
that the motorcycles exempted from the
brake control location requirement of
Standard No. 123 have an overall level
of safety that equals or exceeds that of
nonexempted motorcycles.

CPI argued that an exemption would
be in the public interest because it
would make available a low-emission,
fuel efficient, convenient means of
urban transportation in congested traffic
conditions. Thus, it appears to us that
use of the JT125 would reduce both
pollution and congestion on city streets.
We note its remark, too, that “neither
consumer groups nor governmental
authorities have raised any safety
concerns as a result of this design.”

American Suzuki’s argument that an
exemption would be in the public
interest because of the comments in
support of previous exemption requests
for similar scooter-type vehicles is a
valid one, absent any data indicating
that the overall level of safety is not at
least equal to that of complying
vehicles.

Malaguti’s arguments are similar to
those of other petitioners regarding
braking response and enhancing the
environment and urban transportation.

Aprilia’s argument that an exemption
for the Habana 150 would be in the
public interest because of its probable
use in congested urban areas is equally
applicable to the Scarabeo 150, as is its
arguments that use of such vehicles
worldwide has raised no vehicle safety
issues related to location of brake
controls. Honda reiterated its belief that
overall the NSS250 is as safe as a
conforming motorcycle. We note that its
original request in 2000 for exemption
from Standard No. 123 for this model
was supported by approximately 40
commenters (See 66 FR 69130). This
response to our request for comments
indicates a great public interest in
scooter-type vehicles and a belief of the
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commenters that such vehicles have a
place in the nation’s overall private-
vehicle transportation fleet.

In consideration of the foregoing, we
hereby find that the petitioners have
met their burden of persuasion that to
require compliance with Standard No.
123 would prevent these manufacturers
from selling a motor vehicle with an
overall level of safety at least equal to
the overall safety level of nonexempt
vehicles. We further find that a
temporary exemption is in the public
interest and consistent with the
objectives of motor vehicle safety.
Therefore:

1. CPI Motor Co. is hereby granted
NHTSA Temporary Exemption No.
EX02-1 from the requirements of item
11, column 2, table 1 of 49 CFR 571.123
Standard No. 123 Motorcycle Controls
and Displays, that the rear wheel brakes
be operable through the right foot
control. This exemption covers only the
Motorrad JT125 (Moskito) and expires
on October 1, 2004.

2. Suzuki Motor Corporation is hereby
granted NHTSA Temporary Exemption
No. EX02-2 from the requirements of
item 11, column 2, table 1 of 49 CFR
571.123 Standard No. 123 Motorcycle
Controls and Displays, that the rear
brakes be operable through the right foot
control. This exemption applies only to
the Suzuki AN650, and will expire on
October 1, 2004.

3. Malaguti S.p.A. is hereby granted
NHTSA Temporary Exemption No.
EX02-3 from the requirements of item
11, column 2, table 1 of 49 CFR 571.123
Standard No. 123 Motorcycle Controls
and Displays, that the rear wheel brakes
be operable through the right foot
control. This exemption covers only the
Ciak 150 cc and F—18 cc, and expires on
October 1, 2004.

4. NHTSA Temporary Exemption No.
99-9, exempting Aprilia USA Inc. from
the requirements of item 11, column 2,
table 1 of 49 CFR 571.123 Standard No.
123 Motorcycle Controls and Displays,
that the rear wheel brakes be operable
through the right foot control, is hereby
extended to expire on October 1, 2004.
This exemption applies only to the
Aprilia Scarabeo 150.

5. NHTSA Temporary Exemption No.
EX2001-8, exempting American Honda
Motor Co., Inc., from the requirements
of item 11, column 2, table 1 of 49 CFR
571.123 Standard No. 123 Motorcycle
Controls and Displays, that the rear
brakes be operable through the right foot
control, is hereby extended to expire on
October 1, 2004. This exemption applies
only to the Honda NSS250.

(49 U.S.C. 30113; delegation of authority at
49 CFR 1.50).

Issued on October 3, 2002.
Jeffrey W. Runge,
Administrator.
[FR Doc. 02-25522 Filed 10-7-02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

Advisory Committee on Cemeteries
and Memorials; Notice of Meeting

The Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA) gives notice under Public Law 92—
463 (Federal Advisory Committee Act)
that a meeting of the Advisory
Committee on Cemeteries and
Memorials will be held October 28-31,
2002, at the Department of Veterans
Affairs Central Office, 810 Vermont
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC. On
October 28, the meeting will be held in
Room 930 beginning at 9 a.m. and
concluding at 3:30 p.m. On October 29
and 30, the meeting will be held in
Room 630, and at several cemetery sites,
beginning at 8 a.m. and concluding at 5
p-m. On October 31, the meeting will be
held in Room 930 beginning at 8 a.m.
and concluding at noon. The meeting is
open to the public.

The purpose of the Committee is to
advise the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
on the administration of national
cemeteries, soldiers’ lots and plots, and
the selection of new national cemetery
sites, the erection of appropriate
memorials, and the adequacy of Federal
burial benefits. The Committee will
make recommendations to the Secretary
regarding these activities.

On October 28, new appointees to the
Committee will receive an orientation
briefing on the VA, the National
Cemetery Administration (NCA), the
Federal Advisory Committee Act
(FACA), and their roles and
responsibilities as Committee members.
On October 29, the Committee will
receive updates on NCA’s “National
Shrine Commitment” as it relates to
historic preservation issues. The
Committee will travel to Baltimore and
Loudon Park National Cemeteries to
view monuments and structures at those
two historic cemeteries. On October 30,
the Committee will be briefed on new
cemetery construction, the State
Cemetery Grants Program, legislative
initiatives, and other issues related to
the administration and maintenance of
national cemeteries. The Committee will
also visit Arlington National Cemetery.
On October 31, the Committee will
conclude with discussions of any
unfinished business, make program
recommendations, and future meeting
sites and agenda topics.

Any member of the public wishing to
attend the meeting is requested to
contact Ms. Paige Lowther, Designated
Federal Officer, at (202) 273-5164. The
Committee will accept written
comments. Comments can be
transmitted electronically to the
Committee at paige.lowther@mail.va.gov
or mailed to National Cemetery
Administration (40), 810 Vermont
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20420.
In the letter, the writers must identify
themselves and state the organizations,
associations or person(s) they represent.

Dated: September 27, 2002.

Nora E. Egan,

Committee Management Officer.

[FR Doc. 02—-25497 Filed 10-7-02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8320-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

President Task Force To Improve
Health Care Delivery for Our Nation’s
Veterans; Notice of Meeting

The Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA) gives notice under Public Law 92—
463 that a meeting of the President’s
Task Force to Improve Health Care
Delivery for Our Nation’s Veterans is
scheduled for Wednesday, October 9,
2002, beginning at 9 a.m. and
adjourning at 5 p.m. The meeting will
be held in the Jefferson Ballroom of the
Radisson Hotel Old Town, 901 North
Fairfax Street, Alexandria, VA and is
open to the general public.

The purpose of the President’s Task
Force to Improve Health Care for Our
Nation’s Veterans is to:

(a) Identify ways to improve benefits
and services for Department of Veterans
Affairs (VA) beneficiaries and
Department of Defense (DoD) military
retirees who are also eligible for benefits
from VA, through better coordination of
the activities of the two departments;

(b) Identify opportunities to remove
barriers that impede VA and DoD
coordination, including budgeting
processes, timely billing, cost
accounting, information technology, and
reimbursement; and

(c) Identify opportunities through
partnership between VA and DoD, to
maximize the use of resources and
infrastructure, including buildings,
information technology and data sharing
systems, procurement of supplies,
equipment and services.

The morning and afternoon sessions
will be a discussion of format and issues
for the Final Report to the President.

Interested persons can provide
written comments to Mr. Dan Amon,
Communications Director, President’s
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