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(2) Is not a ‘‘significant rule’’ under 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 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. 

We prepared a summary of the costs 
to comply with this AD and placed it in 
the AD Docket. You may get a copy of 
this summary by sending a request to us 
at the address listed under ADDRESSES. 
Include ‘‘AD Docket No. 2003–NE–11–
AD’’ in your request.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 

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

Adoption of the Amendment

■ Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends 14 CFR part 39 as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES

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

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§ 39.13 [Amended]

■ 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding 
the following new airworthiness 
directive (AD):
2003–21–03 Pratt & Whitney Canada: 

Amendment 39–13338. Docket No. 
2003–NE–11–AD. 

Effective Date 

(a) This AD becomes effective November 
20, 2003. 

Affected ADs 

(b) None. 

Applicability 

(c) This AD applies to Pratt & Whitney 
Canada (PWC) models PW118, PW120, 
PW120A, and PW121 turboprop engines. 
These engines are installed on, but not 
limited to, Empresa Brasileira de Aeronautica 
(EMBRAER) EMB–120RT, 120ER, and 120FC, 
Bombardier Inc. (formerly Dehavilland of 
Canada) DHC–8–100 series, and Aerospatiale 
ATR 42–200, –300, and –320 airplanes. 

Unsafe Condition 

(d) This AD is prompted by a report of an 
internal oil fire in the engine intercompressor 
case (ICC). A fire in the ICC could cause the 
existing tubes to disengage due to melted 
brazing on the tubes. Once these tubes 
disengage, the ICC fire then develops into an 
external fire within the engine nacelle cavity. 
We are issuing this AD to prevent fire in the 
engine nacelle cavity, in-flight engine 
shutdown, and airplane damage. 

Compliance 

(e) Compliance with this AD is required at 
the next engine shop visit, or within 90 days 
after the effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs first, unless already done. 

Credit for Previous Replacements and 
Rework 

(f) Replacements and rework performed 
before the effective date of this AD, using 
PWC Service Bulletin (SB) No. 20914, 
Revision 4, dated December 14, 2001, the 
original issue, or Revision 1, 2, or 3, satisfy 
the requirements of paragraphs (g) through 
(h) of this AD. 

Low Pressure Rotor Speed (NL) Sensor Port 
Sealing Tube 

(g) Replace the low pressure rotor speed 
(NL) sensor port sealing tube with an 
improved durability tube, in accordance with 
paragraphs 3.A.(1) and 3.A.(2), 
Accomplishment Instructions of PWC SB No. 
20914, Revision 4, dated December 14, 2001.

Switching Valve-to-Rear Inlet Case Sealing 
Air Tube Assembly 

(h) Remove the switching valve-to-rear 
inlet case sealing air tube assembly, in 
accordance with paragraph 3.B.(1), 
Accomplishment Instructions of PWC SB No. 
20914, Revision 4, dated December 14, 2001, 
and do the following: 

(1) Either install an improved durability 
switching valve-to-rear inlet case sealing air 
tube assembly, in accordance with paragraph 
3.B.(9), Accomplishment Instructions of PWC 
SB No. 20914, Revision 4, dated December 
14, 2001; or 

(2) Rework the switching valve-to-rear inlet 
case sealing air tube assembly and install 
tube assembly, in accordance with 
paragraphs 3.B.(2), 3.B.(4), and 3.B.(9), 
Accomplishment Instructions of PWC SB No. 
20914, Revision 4, dated December 14, 2001. 

Alternative Methods of Compliance 

(i) The Manager, Engine Certification 
Office, has the authority to approve 
alternative methods of compliance for this 
AD if requested using the procedures found 
in 14 CFR 39.19. 

Material Incorporated by Reference 

(j) You must use Pratt & Whitney Canada 
Service Bulletin No. 20914, Revision 4, dated 
December 14, 2001 to perform the actions 
required by this AD. The Director of the 
Federal Register approved the incorporation 
by reference of this service bulletin in 
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR 
part 51. You can get a copy from Pratt & 
Whitney Canada, Technical Publications 
Department, 1000 Marie Victorin, Longueuil, 
Quebec J4G 1A1. You can review copies at 
FAA, New England Region, Office of the 
Regional Counsel, 12 New England Executive 
Park, Burlington, MA; or at the Office of the 
Federal Register, 800 North Capitol Street, 
NW., suite 700, Washington, DC. 

Related Information 

(k) Transport Canada airworthiness 
directive No. CF–2002–10, dated January 28, 
2002, also addresses the subject of this AD.

Issued in Burlington, Massachusetts, on 
October 6, 2003. 
Francis A. Favara, 
Acting Manager, Engine and Propeller 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 03–25865 Filed 10–15–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Part 39 

[Docket No. 2001–NM–184–AD; Amendment 
39–13336; AD 2003–21–02] 

RIN 2120–AA64 

Airworthiness Directives; McDonnell 
Douglas Model DC–8–11, DC–8–12, 
DC–8–21, DC–8–31, DC–8–32, DC–8–
33, DC–8–41, DC–8–42, and DC–8–43 
Airplanes; Model DC–8–50 Series 
Airplanes; Model DC–8F–54 and DC–
8F–55 Airplanes; Model DC–8–60 
Series Airplanes; Model DC–8–70 
Series Airplanes; and Model DC–8–70F 
Series Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a 
new airworthiness directive (AD), 
applicable to certain McDonnell 
Douglas transport category airplanes, 
that requires an inspection to determine 
the material composition of the lower 
inboard auxiliary spar cap of the left 
and right wings. For certain airplanes, 
this AD also requires repetitive detailed 
and dye penetrant inspections for 
cracking of the spar cap, and corrective 
actions if necessary. This action is 
necessary to detect and correct stress 
corrosion cracking of the auxiliary spar 
cap, which could cause excessive loads 
to the structure attaching the support 
fitting of the main landing gear (MLG) 
to the wing, and result in loss of the 
MLG. This action is intended to address 
the identified unsafe condition.
DATES: Effective November 20, 2003. 

The incorporation by reference of 
certain publications listed in the 
regulations is approved by the Director 
of the Federal Register as of November 
20, 2003.
ADDRESSES: The service information 
referenced in this AD may be obtained 
from Boeing Commercial Aircraft 
Group, Long Beach Division, 3855 
Lakewood Boulevard, Long Beach, 
California 90846, Attention: Data and 
Service Management, Dept. C1–L5A 
(D800–0024). This information may be 
examined at the Federal Aviation 
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Administration (FAA), Transport 
Airplane Directorate, Rules Docket, 
1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton, 
Washington; or at the Los Angeles 
Aircraft Certification Office, 3960 
Paramount Boulevard, Lakewood, 
California; or at the Office of the Federal 
Register, 800 North Capitol Street, NW., 
suite 700, Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jon 
Mowery, Aerospace Engineer, Airframe 
Branch, ANM–120L, FAA, Los Angeles 
Aircraft Certification Office, 3960 
Paramount Boulevard, Lakewood, 
California 90712–4137; telephone (562) 
627–5322; fax (562) 627–5210.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR part 39) to 
include an airworthiness directive (AD) 
that is applicable to certain McDonnell 
Douglas airplanes was published in the 
Federal Register on April 16, 2003 (68 
FR 18567). That action proposed to 
require an inspection to determine the 
material composition of the auxiliary 
spar cap of the lower inboard of the left 
and right wings. For certain airplanes, 
that action also proposed to require 
repetitive detailed and dye penetrant 
inspections for cracking of the spar cap, 
and corrective actions if necessary. 

Changes to the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) 

The FAA has reviewed the descriptive 
phrase, ‘‘auxiliary spar cap of the lower 
inboard of the left and right wings,’’ as 
specified in the NPRM, and has 
determined that the phrase, ‘‘the lower 
inboard auxiliary spar cap of the left 
and right wing,’’ is more consistent with 
the wording of McDonnell Douglas DC–
8 Service Bulletin 57–85, Revision 1, 
dated July 5, 1991 (the service bulletin 
specified in the NPRM). Therefore, we 
have revised that phrase where it 
appears in this final rule.

We also have revised paragraph (b) of 
this final rule to more accurately reflect 
the intent of the referenced service 
bulletin by specifying that the detailed 
inspection and a dye penetrant 
inspection for cracking be performed on 
both the lower inboard auxiliary spar 
caps. 

Additionally, we have revised 
paragraph (b) of the final rule, added 
new paragraphs (c) and (d) of the final 
rule, and renumbered subsequent 
paragraphs accordingly to clarify the 
follow-on actions required for any 
cracking that is found. 

Comments 

Interested persons have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 

consideration has been given to the 
comments received. 

Request To Clarify Compliance Time 
One commenter requests that the FAA 

clarify the compliance time in 
paragraph (b) of the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM). The commenter 
suggests that adding the words, 
‘‘whichever occurs later’’ would clarify 
the intention of ‘‘Within 2 years or 2,000 
flight cycles.’’ 

The FAA agrees that clarification is 
needed. We inadvertently omitted the 
qualifying phrase after the words, 
‘‘Within 2 years or 2,000 flight cycles.’’ 
However, our intention was not to 
permit the operator to choose whichever 
compliance time occurred later. We 
have determined that a compliance time 
of within 2 years or 2,000 flight cycles, 
whichever occurs first, is sufficient and 
adequate time to perform the detailed 
inspection and dye penetrant 
inspections required by paragraph (b) of 
the AD. We point out that the 
inspections required by paragraph (b) of 
the AD are required within 2 years or 
2,000 flight cycles, whichever occurs 
first, after accomplishing the inspection 
required by paragraph (a) of the AD. 
Paragraph (a) of the AD has a 
compliance time of within 24 months or 
2,000 flight cycles after the effective 
date of the AD, whichever occurs later. 
Considering the ample lead time to plan 
for these inspections, we have 
determined that a compliance time of 2 
years or 2,000 flight cycles, whichever 
occurs first, after accomplishing the 
compliance time of paragraph (a) of the 
AD, is reasonable and provides an 
adequate level of safety of the affected 
fleet. We have revised paragraph (b) of 
the AD to clarify that the qualifying 
phrase for the compliance time is, 
‘‘Within 2 years or 2,000 flight cycles, 
whichever occurs first, after 
accomplishing the compliance time of 
paragraph (a).’’ However, under the 
provisions of paragraph (e) of the AD, 
we may approve requests for 
adjustments to the compliance time if 
data are submitted to substantiate that 
such adjustments would provide an 
acceptable level of safety. 

Request To Extend the Repetitive 
Inspections Intervals 

The same commenter also requests 
that the repetitive inspection interval 
specified in paragraph (b)(2) of the 
NPRM be increased from 1,600 flight 
cycles to 1,800 flight cycles. The 
commenter explains that such an 
extension of the repetitive inspection 
interval would coincide with the ‘‘C’’ 
check interval for its fleet. In addition, 
the commenter points out that the FAA 

has an obligation to consider many 
factors, such as other AD requirements 
and compliance times, when developing 
an appropriate compliance time. The 
commenter considers that the proposed 
repetitive inspection interval also would 
require scheduling special times to 
accomplish the inspections—at 
considerable additional expense. 

We do not concur that the repetitive 
inspection interval should be extended. 
In developing an appropriate inspection 
interval for this AD, we considered the 
manufacturer’s recommendation, the 
degree of urgency associated with the 
subject unsafe condition, the average 
utilization of the affected fleet, and the 
time necessary to perform the 
inspections. In light of all of these 
factors, we find that a repetitive 
inspection interval of 1,600 flight cycles 
represents an appropriate interval of 
time for affected airplanes to continue to 
operate without compromising safety. 
No change is necessary to the final rule 
in this regard. However, under the 
provisions of paragraph (e) of the AD, 
we may approve requests for 
adjustments to the repetitive inspection 
interval if data are submitted to 
substantiate that such an adjustment 
would provide an acceptable level of 
safety. 

Conclusion 
After careful review of the available 

data, including the comments noted 
above, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and the public interest require the 
adoption of the rule with the changes 
previously described. The FAA has 
determined that this change will neither 
increase the economic burden on any 
operator nor increase the scope of the 
AD. 

Changes to 14 CFR part 39/Effect on the 
AD 

On July 10, 2002, the FAA issued a 
new version of 14 CFR part 39 (67 FR 
47997, July 22, 2002), which governs the 
FAA’s airworthiness directives system. 
The regulation now includes material 
that relates to altered products, special 
flight permits, and alternative methods 
of compliance. However, for clarity and 
consistency in this final rule, we have 
retained the language of the NPRM 
regarding that material. 

Change to Labor Rate Estimate 
We have reviewed the figures we have 

used over the past several years to 
calculate AD costs to operators. To 
account for various inflationary costs in 
the airline industry, we find it necessary 
to increase the labor rate used in these 
calculations from $60 per work hour to 
$65 per work hour. The cost impact 
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information, below, reflects this 
increase in the specified hourly labor 
rate. 

Cost Impact 

There are approximately 264 
airplanes of the affected design in the 
worldwide fleet. The FAA estimates that 
244 airplanes of U.S. registry will be 
affected by this AD, that it will take 
approximately 2 work hours per 
airplane to accomplish the required 
actions, and that the average labor rate 
is $65 per work hour. Based on these 
figures, the cost impact of the AD on 
U.S. operators is estimated to be 
$31,720, or $130 per airplane. 

The cost impact figure discussed 
above is based on assumptions that no 
operator has yet accomplished any of 
the requirements of this AD action, and 
that no operator would accomplish 
those actions in the future if this AD 
were not adopted. The cost impact 
figures discussed in AD rulemaking 
actions represent only the time 
necessary to perform the specific actions 
actually required by the AD. These 
figures typically do not include 
incidental costs, such as the time 
required to gain access and close up, 
planning time, or time necessitated by 
other administrative actions. 

Regulatory Impact 

The regulations adopted herein will 
not have a substantial direct effect 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, it is 
determined that this final rule does not 
have federalism implications under 
Executive Order 13132. 

For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify that this action (1) is not a 
‘‘significant regulatory action’’ under 
Executive Order 12866; (2) is not a 
‘‘significant rule’’ under DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034, February 26, 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 final evaluation has 
been prepared for this action and it is 
contained in the Rules Docket. A copy 
of it may be obtained from the Rules 
Docket at the location provided under 
the caption ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 

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

Adoption of the Amendment

■ Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends part 39 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (14 CFR part 39) as follows:

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES

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

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701.

§ 39.13 [Amended]

■ 2. Section 39.13 is amended by adding 
the following new airworthiness 
directive:
2003–21–02 McDonnell Douglas: 

Amendment 39–13336. Docket 2001–
NM–184–AD.

Applicability: Model DC–8–11, DC–8–12, 
DC–8–21, DC–8–31, DC–8–32, DC–8–33, DC–
8–41, DC–8–42, and DC–8–43 airplanes; 
Model DC–8–51, DC–8–52, DC–8–53, and 
DC–8–55 airplanes; Model DC–8F–54 and 
DC–8F–55 airplanes; Model DC–8–61, DC–8–
62, and DC–8–63 airplanes; Model DC–8–
61F, DC–8–62F, and DC–8–63F airplanes; 
Model DC–8–71, DC–8–72, and DC–8–73 
airplanes; as listed in McDonnell Douglas 
DC–8 Service Bulletin 57–85, Revision 1, 
dated July 5, 1991; certificated in any 
category.

Note 1: This AD applies to each airplane 
identified in the preceding applicability 
provision, regardless of whether it has been 
modified, altered, or repaired in the area 
subject to the requirements of this AD. For 
airplanes that have been modified, altered, or 
repaired so that the performance of the 
requirements of this AD is affected, the 
owner/operator must request approval for an 
alternative method of compliance in 
accordance with paragraph (e) of this AD. 
The request should include an assessment of 
the effect of the modification, alteration, or 
repair on the unsafe condition addressed by 
this AD; and, if the unsafe condition has not 
been eliminated, the request should include 
specific proposed actions to address it.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless 
accomplished previously. 

To detect and correct cracking of the lower 
inboard auxiliary spar cap, which could 
cause excessive loads to the structure 
attaching the support fitting of the main 
landing gear (MLG) to the wing, and result 
in loss of the MLG; accomplish the following: 

Inspection To Determine the Material of the 
Auxiliary Spar Cap 

(a) Within 24 months or 2,000 flight cycles 
after the effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs later, inspect to determine the 
material composition of the lower inboard 
auxiliary spar cap (part numbers 5615058–1 
through –506 inclusive) of the left and right 
wings, in accordance with a method 
approved by the Manager, Los Angeles 
Aircraft Certification Office (ACO), FAA; or 
by performing an eddy current test of the 
auxiliary spar cap per the Non-Destructive 

Testing Standard Practice Manual MDC–
93K0393 (NDTSPM) 06–10–01.006. If the 
material of the spar cap is 7075–T73 
aluminum, no further action is required by 
this paragraph. 

Inspections for Cracking and Follow-on 
Corrective Actions 

(b) If the material of the lower inboard 
auxiliary spar cap found during the 
inspection required by paragraph (a) of this 
AD is 7075–T6 aluminum: Within 2 years or 
2,000 flight cycles, whichever occurs first, 
after accomplishing the inspection required 
by paragraph (a) of this AD, perform a 
detailed inspection and a dye penetrant 
inspection for cracking of both of the lower 
inboard auxiliary spar caps; per McDonnell 
Douglas DC–8 Service Bulletin 57–85, 
Revision 1, dated July 5, 1991. If no cracking 
is detected, repeat the inspection at intervals 
not to exceed 6,400 flight hours, until both 
auxiliary spar caps are replaced with spar 
caps made with 7075–T73 aluminum, in 
accordance with the service bulletin.

Note 2: For the purposes of this AD, a 
detailed inspection is defined as: ‘‘An 
intensive visual examination of a specific 
structural area, system, installation, or 
assembly to detect damage, failure, or 
irregularity. Available lighting is normally 
supplemented with a direct source of good 
lighting at intensity deemed appropriate by 
the inspector. Inspection aids such as mirror, 
magnifying lenses, etc., may be used. Surface 
cleaning and elaborate access procedures 
may be required.’’

Follow-on Corrective Actions for Certain 
Cracking 

(c) For any cracking detected that is 
described in Conditions II through IV of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of McDonnell 
Douglas DC–8 Service Bulletin 57–85, 
Revision 1, dated July 5, 1991: Before further 
flight, accomplish the applicable corrective 
actions (rework, repair, apply corrosion 
inhibiting compound, or replace fittings) per 
the service bulletin. For Conditions II 
through IV, repeat the inspection for cracking 
at intervals specified in paragraph 1.D of the 
service bulletin not to exceed 1,600 flight 
cycles. Replacement of both spar caps with 
7075–T73 aluminum is terminating action for 
the requirements of this AD. 

Follow-on Corrective Actions for Certain 
Other Cracking 

(d) If any cracking is detected that is 
described in Condition V or VI of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of McDonnell 
Douglas DC–8 Service Bulletin 57–85, 
Revision 1, dated July 5, 1991: Before further 
flight, replace the auxiliary spar cap with a 
cap composed of 7075–T73 aluminum, in 
accordance with the service bulletin, or 
repair by a method approved by the Manager, 
Los Angeles ACO. For a repair method to be 
approved by the Manager, Los Angeles ACO, 
as required by this paragraph, the Manager’s 
approval letter must specifically reference 
this AD. 

Alternative Methods of Compliance 

(e) An alternative method of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time that 
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provides an acceptable level of safety may be 
used if approved by the Manager, Los 
Angeles ACO. Operators shall submit their 
requests through an appropriate FAA 
Principal Maintenance Inspector, who may 
add comments and then send it to the 
Manager, Los Angeles ACO.

Note 3: Information concerning the 
existence of approved alternative methods of 
compliance with this AD, if any, may be 
obtained from the Los Angeles ACO.

Special Flight Permits 

(f) Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with sections 21.197 and 21.199 
of the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 
21.197 and 21.199) to operate the airplane to 
a location where the requirements of this AD 
can be accomplished. 

Incorporation by Reference 

(g) Unless otherwise specified in this AD, 
the actions shall be done in accordance with 
McDonnell Douglas DC–8 Service Bulletin 
57–85, Revision 1, dated July 5, 1991. This 
incorporation by reference was approved by 
the Director of the Federal Register in 
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR 
part 51. Copies may be obtained from Boeing 
Commercial Aircraft Group, Long Beach 
Division, 3855 Lakewood Boulevard, Long 
Beach, California 90846, Attention: Data and 
Service Management, Dept. C1–L5A (D800–
0024). Copies may be inspected at the FAA, 
Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601 Lind 
Avenue, SW., Renton, Washington; or at the 
Los Angeles Aircraft Certification Office, 
3960 Paramount Boulevard, Lakewood, 
California; or at the Office of the Federal 
Register, 800 North Capitol Street, NW., suite 
700, Washington, DC. 

Effective Date 

(h) This amendment becomes effective on 
November 20, 2003.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on October 
7, 2003. 
Ali Bahrami, 
Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 03–25869 Filed 10–15–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 

Coast Guard 

33 CFR Part 117 

[CGD05–02–108] 

RIN 1625–AA09 

Drawbridge Operation Regulation; 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, South 
Branch of the Elizabeth River to the 
Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal, 
Chesapeake, VA

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard is changing 
the regulations that govern the operation 
of the Jordan (S337) bridge, the 
Gilmerton (US 13/460) bridge, and the 
Dominion Boulevard (US 17) bridge that 
all span the Southern Branch of the 
Elizabeth River, and the Centerville 
Turnpike (SR170) bridge across the 
Albemarle and Chesapeake Canal. The 
changes are necessary in order to relieve 
increased vehicular traffic congestion 
during weekday rush hours and to 
reduce traffic delays while still 
providing for the reasonable needs of 
navigation. The change will extend the 
morning and evening rush hour closure 
periods between one hour and one-half 
hour for the Jordan, Gilmerton and 
Dominion bridges and add rush hour 
schedule openings for the Centerville 
Turnpike bridge.
DATES: This rule is effective November 
17, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Comments and material 
received from the public, as well as 
documents indicated in this preamble as 
being available in the docket, are part of 
docket (CGD05–02–108) and are 
available for inspection or copying at 
the Commander (oan-b), Fifth Coast 
Guard District, Federal Building, 4th 
Floor, 431 Crawford Street, Portsmouth, 
Virginia 23703–5004, between 8 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal Holidays.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Linda Bonenberger, Bridge Management 
Specialist, Fifth Coast Guard District, at 
(757) 398–6227.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Regulatory History 
On February 12, 2003, we published 

a notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM) entitled ‘‘Drawbridge Operation 
Regulations; Atlantic Intracoastal 
Waterway, South Branch of the 
Elizabeth River to the Albemarle and 
Chesapeake Canal, Chesapeake, VA’’ in 
the Federal Register (68 FR 7087). We 
received 84 written comments and two 
petitions on the proposed rule. No 
public hearing was requested nor held. 

Background and Purpose 

The Virginia Cut of the Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway (AICW) extends 
approximately 28 statute miles from the 
Southern Branch of the Elizabeth River 
to the North Landing River. General 
regulations governing the operation of 
bridges are set out in 33 CFR 117.1 
through 117.49. Specific drawbridge 
regulations, which supplement the 
general regulations for certain AICW 
bridges, are set out in 33 CFR 117.997. 

The City of Chesapeake (the City), 
through a Resolution submitted by the 

Chesapeake City Council, requested 
changes to the existing regulations for 
the Jordan, Gilmerton, Dominion 
Boulevard and Centerville Turnpike 
bridges crossing the AICW, in order to 
balance the needs of mariners and 
motorists transiting in and around 
Chesapeake. Bridge openings at peak 
traffic hours during the weekdays cause 
considerable backups. The City is 
seeking to reduce the amount of 
vehicular traffic congestion during the 
weekday morning and evening rush 
hours. The City requested an additional 
change for the Dominion Boulevard 
bridge, from opening on signal to 
opening on the hour and half hour 
between peak traffic hours. 

Recreational, public, and commercial 
vessels use the AICW. During the spring 
and fall months, the flow of recreational 
vessels is constant due to vessel owners 
that are referred to as ‘‘snowbirds’’. 
Owners of these recreational vessels are 
either transiting north to south towards 
a warmer climate in the fall or south to 
north towards a cooler climate in the 
spring and this can result in excessive 
bridge openings during the rush hour 
due to their numbers.

On February 12, 2003, a NPRM was 
published in the Federal Register (68 
FR 7087) proposing changes to the 
Jordan, Gilmerton, and Dominion 
Boulevard bridges that all span the 
Southern Branch of the Elizabeth River 
and the Centerville Turnpike bridges 
across the Albemarle and Chesapeake 
Canal. As a result of this proposal, 84 
comments and two petitions were 
received on the proposed changes. 
Based on all the information received, 
we have made no changes from the 
proposed schedules for the Jordan, 
Gilmerton and Centerville Turnpike 
Bridges. However, we have made 
changes to the final rule for the 
Dominion Boulevard Bridge. 

Discussion of Comments and Changes 

Jordan Bridge 

The Coast Guard received 12 
comments on the NPRM for the Jordan 
Bridge. Seven of the comments 
requested a change in the start of the 
morning rush hour closure period by a 
half-hour from 6:30 a.m. to 6 a.m. The 
Coast Guard reviewed the City’s 
weekday road traffic counts that were 
conducted in 1996 and again in 2001. 
The rush hour traffic count for these 
years revealed that vehicular traffic 
starts around 6:30 a.m. during the 
weekday. The remaining five comments 
requested mid-point bridge openings for 
vessels at 7:30 a.m., during the morning 
closure period from 6:30 a.m. to 8:30 
a.m., and 4:30 p.m., during the evening 
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