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Done at Washington. D.C. on March 14. 
1984.
William T. Manley,
Deputy Administrator, Marketing Program 
Operations.
[FR Doc. 84-7528 Filed 3-20-84; 845 amj 

BILLING CODE 3 4 1 0 -0 2 -M

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 

7 CFR Part 432

Corn Crop Insurance Regulations

AGENCY: Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation, USDA.
ACTION: Final rule.

s u m m a r y : This action makes final a 
revision and reissuance of the Corn 
Crop Insurance Regulations (7 CFR Part 
432), effective for the 1983 and 
succeeding crop years. The revision and 
reissuance of these regulations was 
implemented by the Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation (FCIC) on an 
interim basis to provide insureds with 
sufficient time to consider changes being’ 
made in the policy for insuring corn and 
to comply with the regulations with 
respect to placing these changes on file 
in a timely manner.
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 21,1984.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Peter F. Cole, Secretary, Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Washington, D.C., 20250, 
telephone (202) 447-3325.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
December 21,1982, FCIC published an 
interim rule in the Federal Register at 47 
FR 56827, revising and reissuing the 
Corn Crop Insurance Regulations (7 CFR 
Part 432), effective for the 1983 and 
succeeding crop years to: (1) Include a 
provision to require the insured to file a 
notice of probable loss when the crop is 
damaged to the extent that a loss is 
probable and to leave intact a 
representative sample of the 
unharvested crop; (2) prescribe the 
interest rate to be charged on any. 
unpaid premium balances; (3) add a 
provision to provide a replanting 
payment limited to the actual cost of 
replanting such payment to be 
considered as an indemnity payment 
deducted from any additional loss; (4) 
define FCIC’s liability in cases of loss 
due to fire when the insured has other 
insurance against fire; (5) delete a 
section of the regulations requiring 
posting of indemnities paid within a 
county; (6) eliminate the provision 
providing reduction in guarantee for any 
unharvested acreage; (7) eliminate the 
provision for substitute crops; (8)

provide improved coverage in cases 
where the producer elects not to have 
FCIC fire and hail coverage and buys an 
equal amount of such coverage from 
private companies; (9) provide a policy 
that is written in clearer, easier to 
understand language; and (10) include a 
revised multi-crop application form to 
replace the former single-crop 
application. The intended effect of this 
rule was to revise the system of 
reporting damage or loss to an insured 
crop, improve the debt management 
practices of FCIC, rewrite the policy in 
clearer language, remove certain 
restrictions in the policy, and, reduce the 
time and paperwork demands on the 
applicant, in addition to the review of 
these regulations in compliance with the 
provisions of Secretary’s Memorandum 
No. 1512-1 (June 11,1981) now 
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 
(December 15,1983).

In accordance with the provisions of 
these regulations for insuring corn, any 
amendments to these regulations must 
have been placed on file 15 days prior to 
the cancellation date in order to provide 
sufficient time for the policyholder to 
consider the changes being made. There 
would not have been sufficient time for 
notice and public comment prior to the 
implementation of this rule and still 
comply with the regulations with respect 
to placing this rule on file in the required 
time to be effective for the 1983 crop 
year.

Merritt W. Sprague, Manager, FCIC, 
has determined that (1) this action is not 
a major rule as defined by Executive 
Order No. 12291 (February 17,1981), (2) 
this action will not increase the Federal 
paperwork burden for individuals, small 
businesses, and other persons, and (3) 
this action conforms to the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act, as amended (7 U.S.C.
1501 et seq .), and other applicable law.

The title and number of the Federal 
Assistance Program to which these 
regulations apply are: Title—Crop 
Insurance; Number 10.450.

As set forth in the final rule related 
notice to 7 CFR Part 3051, Subpart V (48 
FR 29116, June 24,1983), the Federal 
Crop Insurance Corporation’s program 
and activities, requiring 
intergovernmental consultation with 
State and local officials, are excluded 
from the provisions of Executive Order 
No. 12372.

It has been determined that this action 
is exempt from the provisions of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act; therefore, no 
Regulatory Impact Statement was 
prepared.

It has also been determined that this 
action constitutes a review as to the 
need, currency, clarity, and

effectiveness of these regulations under 
the provisions of Departmental 
Regulation 1512-1. The sunset review 
date established for these regulations is 
December 1,1987.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 432 
Crop Insurance, Com.

Final rule
Accordingly, the Interim Rule, 

published in the Federal Register of 
December 21,1982, on page 56827, is 
hereby adopted as final.

Done in Washington, D.C., on January 25. 
1984.
Peter F. Cole,
Secretary, Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation.

Approved by:
Edward Hews,
Acting Manager.
March 13,1984.
[FR Doc. 84-7587 Filed 3-20-84; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3 4 1 0 -0 8 -M

Agricultural Marketing Service

7 CFR Part 910

[Lennon Reg. 454, Arndt. 2]

Lemons Grown in California and 
Arizona; Limitation of Handling

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA.
ACTION: Final rule.

s u m m a r y : This action increases the 
quantity of fresh Califomia-Arizona 
lemons that may be shipped to the fresh 
market to 295,000 cartons during the 
period March 11-17,1984. Such action is 
needed to provide for orderly marketing 
of fresh lemons for the period specified 
due to the marketing situation 
confronting the lemon industry. 
EFFECTIVE DATES: March 11-17,1984. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William J. Doyle, Chief, Fruit Branch, 
F&V, AMS, USDA, Washington, D.C. 
20250, telephone 202-447-5975. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
final rule has been reviewed under 
Secretary’s Memorandum 1512-1 and 
Executive Order 12291 and has been 
designated a “non-major” rule. William 
T. Manley, Deputy Ad ninistrator, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, has 
certified that this action will ndt have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.

This final rule is issued under 
Marketing Order No. 910, as amended (7 
CFR Part 910) regulating the handling of
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lemons grown in California and Arizona. 
The order is effective under the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674). 
The action is based upon the 
recommendations and information 
submitted by the Lemon Administrative 
Committee and upon other available 
information. It is hereby found that this 
action will tend to effectuate the 
declared policy of the Act.

This action is consistent with the 
marketing policy currently in effect. The 
committee met by telephone on March 
14,1984, to consider the current and 
prospective conditions of supply and 
demand and recommended and increase 
in the quantity of lemons deemed 
advisable to be handled during the 
specified week. The committee reports 
the demand for lemons is strong.

It is further found that it is 
impracticable and contrary to the public 
interest to give preliminary notice, 
engage in public rulemaking, and 
postpone the effective date until 30 days 
after publication in the Federal Register 
(5 U.S.C. 553), because of insufficient 
time between the date when information 
became available upon which this 
amendment is based and the effective 
date necessary to effectuate the 
declared policy of the Act, and it 
relieves restrictions on the handling of 
lemons. It is necessary to effectuate the 
declared purposes of the Act to make 
this regulatory provision effective as 
specified, and handlers have been 
apprised of such provision and the 
effective time.

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 910

Marketing agreements and orders, 
California, Arizona, Lemons.

PART 910— [AMENDED]

1. Section 910.754 Lemon Regulation 
454 is revised to read as follows:

§ 910.754 Lemon Regulation 454.

The quantity of lemons grown in 
California and Arizona which may be 
handled during the period March 11, 
1984, through March 17,1984 is 
established at 295,000 cartons.

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

Dated: March 16,1984.
Russell L. Hawes,
Acting Deputy Director, Fruit and Vegetable 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service.
[FR Doc. 84-7595 Filed 3-20-84; 8:45 am) ,

BILLING CODE 3410-02-1*

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION

38 CFR Part 17

Treatment of Veterans in 
Noncontiguous States, Territories and 
Possessions

AGENCY: Veterans Administration. 
ACTION: Final regulations.

SUMMARY: The Veterans Administration 
is amending its medical regulations (38 
CFR Part 17) to extend the authority for 
treating veterans at VA expense in non- 
VA facilities outside of the United 
States as authorized by Public Law 98- 
105. This amendment will permit 
continuation of a benefit already 
available to eligible veterans.
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 14, 1984.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joseph F. Fleckenstein, Chief, Policies 
and Procedures Division (136F), 
Department of Medicine and Surgery, 
Veterans Administration, 810 Vermont 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20420, 
(202) 389-3785.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Public 
Law 98-105 extended from September 
30,1983, to September 30,1984, the 
authority for treating veterans in Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands and other 
Territories and Possessions through 
contract services in non-VA facilities.

The Administrator has determined 
that this amendment to VA regulations 
is considered nonmajor under the 
criteria of Executive Order 12291, 
Federal Regulation. It will not have an 
annual effect on the economy of $100 
million or more; it will not result in 
major increases in costs for consumers, 
individual industries, Federal, State or 
local government agencies, or 
geographic regions, nor will it have 
significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of the United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets.

The VA finds that advance 
publication for public notice and 
comments is unnecessary and not 
required. These changes are primarily 
date changes reflecting a one-year 
statutory extension to an already 
existing benefit. The regulation changes 
will not have independent effect. 
Therefore, the changes come within 
exceptions to the general VA policy of 
prior publication for public notice and 
comment, contained in 38 CFR 1.12. 
Accordingly, the changes are now 
published as final regulations.

Since a proposed rule will not be 
published, these amendments do not

come within the term “rule” as defined 
in the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 
U.S.C. 601(2). Therefore, these changes 
are not subject to that act. In any case, 
the changes will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities because they 
concern the entitlement of individual 
veterans and their beneficiaries, and do 
not have independent effect.
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Numbers: 64:009 and 64.011)

List of Subjects in .38 CFR Part 17
Alcoholism, Claims, Dental health, 

Drug abuse, Foreign relations, 
Government contracts, Grants 
programs—health, Health care, Health 
facilities, Health professions, Medical 
devices, Medical research, Mental 
health programs, Nursing homes, 
Philippines, Veterans,

Approved: March 14,1984.
By direction of the Administrator.

Everett Alvarez, Jr.,
Deputy Administrator.

PART 17— [AMENDED]

§ 17.506 [Amended]
In 38 CFR Part 17, Medical, § 17.50b, 

paragraph (e) is amended by changing 
the year on the date in the last sentence 
of the paragraph to “1984”; and by 
adding to the end of the public laws 
listed in the cite following the paragraph 
the public law “Pub. L. 98-105”.
(38 U.S.C. 210(c))
[FR Doc. 84-7548 Filed 3-20-84; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 6320-01-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52

[A -1  FRL 2549-61

Approval and Promulgation of 
Implementation Plans; Connecticut; 
1982 Ozone and Carbon Monoxide 
Attainment Plan

a g e n c y : Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: EPA is approving the State 
Implementation Plan revisions 
submitted by the State of Connecticut. 
These revisions will reduce emissions 
from stationary and mobile sources. The 
intended effect of these actions is to 
control emissions of volatile organic 
compounds, oxides of nitrogen and 
carbon monoxide in order to attain the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
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for oione and carbon monoxide as 
required under Part D of the Clean Air 
Act. /
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 20, 1984. 
a d d r e s s e s : Copies of the submittal are 
available for public inspection at Room 
2313, JFK Federal Building, Boston, MA 
02203; Public Information Reference 
Unit, EPA Library, 401 M Street, SW, 
Washington, D.C. 20460; Office of the 
Federal Register, 1100 L Street, NW, 
Room 8401, Washington, D.C. 20408; and 
the Connecticut Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEPJ, Air 
Compliance Unit, 165 Capitol Avenue, 
Hartford, CT 06115.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Susan S. Hager, (617) 223-1873. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 3,1983 (48 FR 5054) EPA 
published a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPR) for the Connecticut 
1982 Ozone and Carbon Monoxide State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions. The 
NPR proposed to disapprove certain 
elements of the revisions. Based on 
commitments outlined in a letter dated 
January 7,1983 from Stanley Pac, 
Commissioner of the DEP, EPA 
reconsidered its disapproval and on 
April 12,1983 (48 FR 15658) published a 
second NPR which proposed full 
approval of the Connecticut 1982 SIP 
revisions. In response to EPA testimony 
presented to DEP during the State’s 
public comment period and to EPA 
comments in the NPRs, Connecticut 
submitted on December 10,1982,
January 7 and 21,1983, May 19,1983,
June 15,1983, September 19,1983, and 
December 15,1983 final SIP revisions 
that, with minor exceptions described in 
this notice, correct deficiencies cited by 
EPA. Sections of the final 1982 SIP 
revisions which were changed from the 
proposal are explained in detail in this 
Notice. The rationale for EPA’s actions 
on revisions which were not changed 
was explained in the NPRs and will not 
be restated here.

EPA received comments on the NPRs 
from four government agencies. A 
summary of each comment and EPA’s 
response appears in the section of this 
Notice to which the comment applies. In 
addition to comments on specific 
sections of this Notice, the Connecticut 
Department of Transportation submitted 
a general comment critical of the first 
NPR’s proposed disapproval. The 
publication of the second NPR proposing 
approval resolved this comment. After 
reviewing the final Connecticut 1982 SIP 
revisions and considering all comments 
received, EPA is approving the 
following;

1. The mobile, point, and area source 
amissions inventories for volatile

organic compounds and oxides of 
nitrogen.

2. The hydrocarbon emissions growth 
margin.

3. The data base and attainment 
demonstration for ozone.

4. A schedule to adopt controls for 
gasoline tank trucks with a final 
compliance date of June 1985.

5. A schedule to adopt controls for 
external floating roof tahks with a final 
compliance date of November 1984.

6. Regulation 22a-174-20(ee) which 
limits emissions from major nonCTG 
sources of VOCs and the supporting 
narrative which commits to submitting 
each RACT determination to EPA for 
approval as a SIP revision.
■ 7. The Connecticut Inspection and 

Maintenance Program and Regulations 
22a-174-27 and 14-164c.

8. The transportation plan review 
portions of the SIP revisions and 
emission reduction goals for 
transportation measures.

9. The Reasonable Further Progress 
line for VOC emissions.

10. The carbon monoxide air quality 
data base.

11. The carbon monoxide attainment 
demonstration and Reasonable Further 
Progress line.

12. The resource commitments to 
implement the Connecticut 1982 SIP 
revisions.

13. The public participation and 
intergovernmental consultation portions 
of the plan revisions.

In the April 12,1983 NPR, EPA also 
proposed approval of Regulation 19- 
508-20(1) limiting emissions from 
solvent metal cleaners and supporting 
narrative describing an educational 
program for automobile repair facilities. 
Final action on these revisions was 
published on February 1,1984 at 49 FR 
3988 and allowed EPA to rescind the 
moratorium on construction and 
modification of major VOC sources. 
These revisions were separated from 
other elements of the 1982 SIP revisions 
in order to expedite final action and 
rescind the moratorium as quickly as 
possible.

EPA’s actions on the State submittals 
are discussed according to the following 
outline:
I. Ozone
A. Emissions Inventories
B. Air Quality Data
C. Attainment Demonstration
D. Stationary Source Controls
E. Inspection and Maintenance
F. Transportation Control Measures
G. Reasonable Further Progress

II. Carbon Monoxide
A. Air Quality Data

B. Attainment Demonstration and
Reasonable Further Progress

C. Transportation Control Measures
III. Additional Requirements
A, Resources
B. Public Participation and Intergovernmental

Consultation Documentation
IV. Final Action

I. Ozone

Connecticut is divided into four Air 
Quality Control Regions, but uses its 
State boundaries to define the analysis 
area for ozone. The final Connecticut 
1982 State Implementation Plan 
revisions (Connecticut 1982 SIP 
revisions) combine a mix of strategies— 
stationary and mobile source—to 
achieve the necesary reductions. The 
Connecticut SIP is an “accommodative” 
SIP, which means that it provides for a 
VOC reduction greater than that needed 
to achieve ozone standards by 1987.
This planned margin for growth will 
allow new sources to construct or 
existing sources to expand without 
being required to “offset” the new 
emissions by reducing emissions from 
an existing source. Offsets are required 
under New Source Review regulations in 
nonattainment areas where emission 
reductions provided for by the SIP are 
just adequate to attain standards.

A. Emissions Inventories

The NPR stated that the mobile source 
inventory was consistent with EPA 
guidance but noted deficiencies related 
to the point and area stationary source 
inventories. The proposed submittal had 
not provided documentation on how 
emissions data for point sources were 
derived. Connecticut has now added 
sample calculations to its stationary 
point source VOC inventory. Although 
some of the formulas were not from the 
most recent EPA emission inventory 
guidance, the difference between total 
emissions using the older factors as 
compared with current emission factors 
is not considered significant.

A second issue raised by the NPR was 
whether Connecticut underestimated 
emissions of area sources in several 
source categories. For two categories, 
cold cleaner degreasers and leaks from 
gasoline tank trucks, the State revised 
its emission estimates to account for 
sources omitted from the original 
inventory. In the third category, gasoline 
marketing, EPA has accepted the State’s 
original estimates. Our acceptance is 
based on information from DEP that all 
sources were considered in the gasoline 
sales projection, the critical parameter 
used to predict emissions from this 
source category. The NPR proposed
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approval of the emissions growth margin 
contingent upon DEP resolving questions 
on the area source inventory.

Changes to Connecticut’s area source 
inventory do result in a slight increase 
in the growth margin, however, a more 
significant increase results from 
Connecticut’s revised attainment 
demonstration. As discussed in Section 
I.C., Connecticut’s new demonstration 
shows that a smaller VOC reduction is 
needed than was estimated by the 
analysis done as part of the 1979 SIP 
revisions. This smaller reduction target 
provides a larger margin for emissions 
growth than was presented in the 
proposal.

The New York Department of 
Environmental Conservation submitted 
comments on this section of the NPR. Its 
concern was that Connecticut had used 
1976 and 1979 base years rather than a 
1980 base year as required by EPA 
policy. In the proposal Connecticut used 
1975 through 1977 ambient air quality 
data from its 1979 plan revisions to 
make an attainment demonstration and 
a 1980 base year for the emissions 
inventory. To reconcile these different 
base years, Connecticut used the current 
1980 emissions data, but adjusted back 
to 1976 by adding and subtracting 
emissions to account for growth, 
business closings, and other new 
information. In the final submission 
Connecticut uses 1980-1982 ambient 
data, thus no adjustments to the 1980 
emissions inventory were necessary.
The New York DEC’s comment is, 
therefore, resolved.

F in al A ction : EPA is approving the:
-(1) Mobile source inventory
(2) Point source inventory
(3) Area source inventory
(4) Emissions growth margin

B. A ir Q uality D ata
As was discussed in the NPR, 

Connecticut met the requirement to 
present current ozone-related data. No 
changes were made in the final, and no 
comments were received on this portion 
of the Connecticut 1982 SIP revisions.

F in al A ction : EPA is approving the 
ozone-related air quality data base.

C. A ttainm ent D em onstration
The attainment demonstration 

prepared by the Connecticut DEP is a 
statewide analysis, using the worst case 
design value to determine a percentage 
VOC emission reduction to be applied in 
both urban and nonurban areas of the 
State. While a portion of Connecticut is 
part of the New York-New Jersey- 
Connecticut Interstate Air Quality 
Control Region (AQCR), Connecticut 
does not consider this area part of the

New York metropolitan area for ozone 
planning purposes.

Consistent with EPA criteria for 
Approval of 1979 State Implementation 
Plan Revisions (43 FR 21673), EPA 
concurs with this position. EPA 
recommends that the urban area and all 
fringe areas of development be used for 
ozdne control strategy planning and no 
part of Connecticut is within the New 
York urban area as defined by the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. Further, we do not 
believe that the Southwestern portion of 
Connecticut can be considered a fringe 
development area because the 
population and VOC emission densities 
are significantly lower than those in the 
New York area, and emission source 
characteristics are also quite different.

In preparing the analysis, DEP looked 
at only those days which had violations 
attributable to Connecticut emission 
sources. EPA policy requires that the 
fourth highest percent reduction 
requirement in a three year period be 
used for the design value, thus assuring 
that, on average, standards will only be 
exceeded once per year. However, since 
the Metropolitan New York area had 
also used the Stratford monitor to 
establish its design value, Connecticut 
has used,the design value analyzed as 
requiring the greatest reduction 
requirement of all days examined. By 
using the highest, rather than the fourth 
highest value, the Stratford area can be 
expected to have one standard 
exceedence in 1987 caused by emissions 
from the New York area and no 
exceedences caused by Connecticut 
emissions.

Since the DEP’s analysis examines 
only monitoring sites within 
Connecticut, EPA, additionally, 
analyzed sites in Massachusetts, 
downwind of Connecticut. EPA’s 
analysis shows no concentrations which 
would result in a greater reduction 
requirement than that found at the 
Stratford site.

The New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
made three comments on this 
section of the NPR. The first was that 
Connecticut should use the latest 
available ambient data. In the final 
submission, Connecticut did use data 
from 1980 through 1982 which xvas the

Additional information on this subject is 
in the Technical Support Document.

The NPR proposed approval of 
Connecticut’s attainment demonstration 
contingent upon the submittal of 
additional information. The proposed 
1982 SIP revisions presented the 
Standard EKMA analysis done as part 
of the 1979 plan revisions. The NPR 
cited EPA’s requirement for Connecticut 
to analyze the most recent three years of 
ambient data to determine how the more 
current data could affect the plan and 
asked that the final revisions correct 
this deficiency.

To address this comment, DEP chose 
to perform a new Standard EKMA 
analysis using ambient data from 1980- 
1982. The results of the modeling are as 
follows:

most current data available at the time 
the analysis was prepared.

DEC’s second comment was that 
Connecticut should use City-Specific 
EKMA as required by EPA policy. DEC 
acknowledged that, as discussed in the 
NPR, Connecticut’s arguments against 
the use of City-Sp6cific EKMA may be 
valid, but felt that since all other states 
in the New York-New Jersey- 
Connecticut Interstate Air Quality 
Control Region (AQCR) used City- 
Specific EKMA, Connecticut should 
also. EPA is approving Connecticut’s 
analysis because Standard EKMA gives 
more conservative results than does 
City-Specific EKMA, and therefore, 
Connecticut has demonstrated to EPA’s 
satisfaction that standard attainment is 
assured.

DEC’s third comment was that the 
Connecticut portion of the New York- 
New Jersey-Connecticut Interstate 
AQCR should be required to reduce 
emissions by 60%, which is the percent 
reduction determined necessary to 
eliminate ozone violations causecf by the 
New York City urban area. As discussed 
above, this'comment is not applicable to 
Connecticut SIP. However, the State is 
pursuing additional state wide VOC 
controls and has committed to study and 
adopt measures which are later 
determined to be reasonable. EPA is 
approving the attainment demonstration 
as submitted, and will also encourage 
the State to adopt new control strategies 
as they become reasonable to 
implement.

O zo n e  S ummary Ta ble

Nonattainment area
Design
Value
(ppm)

Receptor Location
Percent

reduction
required

Attainment
year

.140 26 1987
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Final Action: EPA is approving the 
ozone attainment demonstration.
D. Stationary Source Controls

The NPR proposed action on three 
categories of stationary source controls: 
(1) Sources covered by Group I Control 
Techniques Guidelines (CTG); (2) 
sources covered by Group II CTG’s; and 
(3) all remaining major sources of 
volatile organic compounds (VOC).

1. EPA proposed approval of revisions 
to Connecticut Regulation 19-508-20(1) 
controlling solvent metal cleaners 
despite its exemption of cold cleaners at 
automobile repair facilities. To 
compensate for this exemption 
Connecticut revised the narrative of the 
SIP to provide for an educational 
program at such facilities. EPA 
separated this portion of the NPR and 
took final action on February 1,1984 (49 
FR 3988) to approve Connecticut SIP 
revisions addressing solvent metal 
cleaners.

That approval also allowed EPA to 
rescind the moratorium on growth or 
modification of major stationary sources 
in Connecticut which had been in effect 
since October 1982.

2. Connecticut has EPA-approved 
regulations for all but two applicable 
categories of the Group II CTG’s. For the 
two remaining categories, gasoline tank 
trucks and external floating roof tanks, 
Connecticut has agreed to meet the 
schedule approved below for submitting 
final regulations.

3. To fulfill the 1982 SIP policy 
requirement to control non-CTG sources 
emitting 100 tons per year (TPY) or more 
of VOC’s Connecticut submitted 
Regulation 19-508-20(ee). This “generic” 
regulation requires that Reasonably 
Available Control Technology (RACT) 
be individually assessed and applied to 
each major source not covered by a . 
CTG. Since the regulation does not 
establish federally enforceable 
limitations, Connecticut revised the* 
narrative portion of the SIP to state that 
source-specific RACT determinations 
will be submitted to EPA for approval as 
SIP revisions. Emission limitations on 
major sources of VOC’s will, therefore, 
be federally enforceable.

Connecticut also submitted revisions 
to its generic VOC bubble regulation 
(19-508-20(cc)) which would allow 
additional sources to use a bubble to 
come into compliance with SIP 
requirements. The State also revised 
Regulations 19-508-20(aa), (bb) and 
(dd). Since we did not discuss these 
revisions in the NPRs, and therefore the 
public has not had the opportunity to 
comment on these revisions, we intend 
to publish a separate NPR describing 
these changes before taking final action.

Final Action: 1. EPA is approving the 
following schedule for submitting 
regulations to control gasoline tank 
trucks and external floating roof tanks:

Action Date
4

Mar. 1983. 
May 1984. 
June 1984. 
June 1985. 
Nov. 1984.

Adopt regulations..................................................
Voluntary compliance for gasoline tank trucks..
Final compliance for gasoline tank trucks.........
Final compliance for external floating roof 

tanks.

2. EPA is approving Regulation 19- 
508-20(ee) controlling major nonCTG 
sources of VOCs based on the 
supporting narrative, which interprets 
the regulation’s use of the term “RA CT’ 
as the level of technology submitted and 
approved as RACT by EPA for 
individual sources subject to the 
regulation.

E. Inspection and M aintenance

Although Connecticut has been 
successfully operating an Inspection and 
Maintenance (I&M) program since 
January 1,1983, at the time the NPR was 
published EPA had not received 
adequate documentation for the 
program. With the final SIP revisions, 
Connecticut submitted:

1. Department of Motor Vehicle 
(DMV) Regulation 14-164c which 
prescribes inspection test procedures, 
fleet inspection station licensing 
requirements, recordkeeping and record 
submittal requirements, and other 
official rules and procedures;

2. DEP Regulation 19-508-27 which 
sets forth idle emission standards for 
each model year required to be tested;

3. DMV’s Fleet Emissions Inspection 
Program Handbook which describes 
emission analyzer specifications and 
quality control audit and surveillance 
procedures as well as providing 
information to support the DMV’s 
regulation;

4. The memorandum of agreement 
between the DMV and the DEP outlining 
each agency’s program responsibilities, 
and the contract with Hamilton Test 
Systems specifying how the centralized 
I&M program will be operated.

Additionally, the final SIP revisions 
contained sufficient data for EPA to 
calculate the effectiveness of the 
Connecticut I&M program. For both 
VOCs and carbon monoxide the 
program will reduce emissions in 1987 
by more than that required by EPA 
policy.

Final Action: EPA is approving the 
Connecticut I&M program including DEP 
Regulation 19-508-27 and DMV 
Regulation 14-164c.

F. Transportation M easures

The NPR cited four areas of the 
Connecticut 1982 SIP revisions which 
did not fully meet EPA’s policy 
requirements for transportation 
measures. The first was that the SIP 
revisions did not show emission 
reductions attributable to individual 
“reasonably available control 
measures” (RACMs) or packages of 
RACMs. The second area is closely 
related to the first and concerns the lack 
of commitment and schedules to support 
individual RACM projects. The State’s 
position is that it has committed to 
achieve an emissions reduction goal of 
1425 kg/day in 1987 with transportation 
measures but needs flexibility in 
choosing which projects will be 
implemented to meet the goal. This need 
for flexibility stems from the alleged 
difficulty in predicting when projects 
will be ready for construction, whether 
funding will be available,' and whether 
all necessary approvals will be given.

The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) commented specifically on this 
issue by stating it agreed that RACM 
measures should be explicitly 
identified. FHWA also noted that the 
reductions from transportation measures 
were not a major strategy of the 
Connecticut 1982 SIP revisions and 
therefore could not be viewed as critical 
to achieving the overall reductions 
needed to attain standards.

EPA believes that the adoption of 
individual projects and measures is 
preferable to the adoption of a total 
emissions reduction goal, but also 
recognizes that reductions from 
transportation measures are small when 
compared with the total reductions 
adopted in the plan. (Reductions from 
transportation measures account for 
approximately 1% of the total adopted 
emission reduction.) Although the 
Connecticut 1982 SIP revisions do not 
fully comply with EPA policy 
requirements to adopt individual 
projects, EPA does not believe that this 
is a serious enough deficiency to 
warrant disapproval. Without the 
adoption of projects, it follows that the 
plan revisions cannot include 
commitments and schedules for 
individual RACM project. However,
EPA expects the State to report progress 
in RACM implementation as part of the 
annual RFP Report.

A third area cited as deficient was the 
portion of the plan revisions describing 
how transportation projects would be 
monitored to determine if predicted 
emission reductions were being 
achieved. The final SIP revisions correct 
the deficiency by describing the
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methodology used by the Connecticut 
Department of Transportation to assess 
changes in vehicle miles of travel and in 
emissions statewide, and. by describing 
how the I&M and the rideshare 
programs will be monitored.

In the fourth area, conformity 
provisions, EPA asked for clarification 
of plan, program, and project level 
conformity procedures. The State 
complied by assuring an annual 
conformity statement will be made each 
year showing that the emission 
reduction targets are being met and that 
RACM projects are advancing toward 
implementation.

Comments received from FHWA were 
criticial of the conformity provisions 
because “nonconformity restrictions 
proposed by the State go beyond those 
required by the federal level." 
Specifically FHWA feels that the 
Indirect Source Review, which applies 
only to highway projects, should not be 
retained. FHWA believes that the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) process reinforces the SIP 
without the need for additional 
regulation. While EPA agrees that the 
Connecticut provisions are more 
comprehensive than the requirements 
issued jointly by FHWA and the Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration, 
and endorsed in principle by EPA, EPA 
does not agree that the Connecticut SIP 
revisions should be ameiided. The 
revisions, as written, assure that 
transportation plans, programs, and 
projects will be consistent with the SIP 
and thus meet EPA policy requirements.

EPA takes no position on the issue of 
whether the Indirect Source Review 
should be retained. The State must have 
a process to determine that 
transportation projects will conform to 
the SIP, but need not use an Indirect 
Source Review regulation to accomplish 
this objective. The State has chosen this 
approach; it meets EPA policy 
requirements, and is approvable.

Despite these comments, FHWA 
agreed with EPA’s general conclusion to 
accept the transportation element of the 
SIP. The Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration also expressed support 
of EPA approval, stating that the 
proposed actions were reasonable and 
appropriate.

Final Action: EPA is approving the 
transportation plan review portions of 
the 1982 Connecticut SIP revisions and 
the emission reductions goals for 
transportation measures.

G. Reasonable Further Progress

The proposed revisions showed that 
the State would attain standards by 1987

with a margin of growth for new or 
modified sources of VOC emissions. As 
explained in the NPR, EPA proposed 
acceptance of the Reasonable Further 
Progress line but questioned whether the 
emissions growth margin had been 
accurately calculated. EPA’s questions 
were resolved (See Section I. A. 
“Emissions Inventory,” of this Notice) 
and EPA can now approve the 
Reasonable Further Progress line 
including the full margin for growth.

Final Action: EPA is approving the 
Reasonable Further Progress 
demonstration line for VOC emission.
II. Carbon Monoxide

Connecticut has submitted plan 
revisions which demonstrate attainment 
of carbon monoxide standards 
statewide by 1987. Additionally, the 
Indirect Source Review provides 
assurance that new transportation 
projects will not cause future violations.
A. A ir Quality Data

As discussed in the NPR, Connecticut 
submitted ambient air quality data for 
each of its nine carbon monoxide 
monitoring sites covering the years 
1978-1980. The data shows that the 
highest second highest eight hour 
concentration was 27.5 ppm recorded at 
Stanford in 1978. No comments were 
received on this section.

Final Action: EPA is approving the 
carbon monoxide air quality data base.

B. Attainment Demonstration and 
Reasonable Further Progress

Connecticut used a screening model to 
evaluate the likelihood that carbon 
monoxide standards would be violated 
at intersections throughout the State. 
Intersections which showed the greatest 
potential for violations were modeled 
again, using a refined dispersion model, 
Caline 3, modified to account for 
emissions from motor vehicles as they 
idle, Mobile 2 emission factors, and the 
Connecticut Department of 
Transportation’s queuing model. Based 
on this analysis, Connecticut has shown 
that standards will be attained 
statewide by 1987.

Further, Connecticut prepared 
Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) lines 
for each monitoring site with a recorded 
violation. A rollback model, one which 
assumes that changes in ambient levels 
of CO are directly proportional to 
changes in CO emissions, was used for 
those sites which had low violations or 
no recent violations, had demonstrable 
emission reductions, and for which area 
specific controls were not considered 
necessary. Caline 3 was used for 
locations which did not meet these

criteria. All monitoring sites were 
demonstrated to attain CO standards by 
1987.

Final Action: EPA is approving the CO 
attainment demonstration and 
Reasonable Further Progress lines.

C. Transportation Control M easures
Transportation measures adopted by 

Connecticut to reduce VOC emissions 
will also reduce CO levels at hotspots. 
The most significant of these measures 
are the Inspection and Maintenance 
program, traffic flow improvements, and 
right-tum-on-red. No additional site 
specific measures were found to be 
necessary to attain CO standards by 
1987.

Final Action: EPA is approving 
transportation measures as discussed 
under Section ILF., “Transportation 
Measures,” of this Notice, and is taking 
no separate action here.

III. Additional Requirements

A. Resource Commitments
In order to assure that the control 

strategies included in the 1982 
attainment plan are implemented, EPA 
requested that the State show financial 
support which will be associated with 
the adopted measures. Connecticut has 
included estimates for the 
implementation costs of each strategy 
and has agreed to revise its section 105 
Air Program Grant to reflect SIP 
commitments.

Final Action: EPA is approving the 
State’s commitment of resources for the 
Connecticut 1982 SIP revisions.

B. Public Participation and 
Intergovernmental Consultation 
Documentation

EPA asked that this section of the 
proposed revisions be expanded to 
describe fully the Connecticut program 
and activities. 1116 State complied by 
revising the “Public Participation” 
portion of the SIP. Hie final revisions 
discuss various State activities including 
its advisory committee, participation 
efforts made by regional agencies, its 
work program, publicity and educational 
efforts, and how the Department will 
improve its public comment 
mechanisms.

Final Action: EPA is approving the 
public participation and 
intergovernmental consultation portions 
of the Connecticut 1982 SIP revisions.

IV. Final Action
EPA is approving the Connecticut 1982 

State Implementation Plan revisions for 
ozone and carbon monoxide.
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The Office of Management and Budget 
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 (60 days from 
today). 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 52

Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead, 
Particulate matter, Carbon monoxide, 
Hydrocarbons and intergovernmental 
relations, Incorporation by reference.

Authority: Sec. 110(a) and sec. 301(a) of the 
Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7410(a) 
and 7601(a)).

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

Dated: March 16,1984.
William D. Ruckelshaus,
Administrator.

PART 52— -[AMENDED]

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

Subpart H— Connecticut

1. Section 52.370, is amended by 
adding paragraph (c)(32) as follows:

$ 52.370 Identification of plan. 
* * * * *

(c) * * *
(32) Attainment plan revisions to meet 

the requirements of Part D for ozone and 
carbon monoxide were submitted by the 
Department of Environmental Protection 
on December 10,1982, January 7,1983, 
January 21,1983, May 19,1983, June 15, 
1983, September 19,1983, and December 
15,1983. The revisions control volatile 
organic compound (VOC) and carbon 
monoxide emissions through a mix of 
stationary and mobile source controls. 
EPA approval includes the following 
regulatory provisions:

(1) Regulation 22a-174-20(ee) limiting 
emissions from major-nonCTG source 
categories, and

(2) Regulations 22a-174-27 and 14- 
164c describing the requirements for 
Connecticut’s motor vehicle Inspection 
and Maintenance Program.
IPR Doc. 84-7541 Filed 3-20-84; 8:45 amj 

BILLING CODE 6 5 6 0 -5 0 -M

40 CFR Part 180

[PP 3F2887/R652; PH-FRL 2547-5]

Tolerances and Exemptions From 
Tolerances for Pesticide Chemicals in 
or on Raw Agricultural Commodities;
1 -(4-Chlorophenoxy )-3,3-Dimethyl* 1 - 
(1H-1,2,4-Triazol-1-y!)-2-Butanone

a g e n c y : Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
a c t i o n : Final rule.

Su m m a r y : This rule establishes 
tolerances for the combined residues of 
the fungicide l-(4-chlorophenoxy)-3,3- 
dimethyl-l-(l//-l,2,4-triazol-l-yl)-2- 
butanone and its metabolites in or on 
certain raw agricultural commodities 
and changes the expression for the 
residues on all commodities for which 
tolerances have been established. This 
regulation to establish maximum 
permissible levels for residues of the 
fungicide was requested, pursuant to a 
petition, by Mobay Chemical 
Corporation.
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective on March 21, 
1984.
ADDRESS: Written objections may be 
submitted to the: Hearing Clerk (A-110), 
Environmental Protection Agency, Rnv 
3708, 401 M St., SW., Washington, DC 
20460.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
By mail: Henry Jacoby, Product Manager 
(PM) 21, Registration Division (TS- 
767C), Office of Pesticide Programs, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
St., SW., Washington, D.C. 20460.

Office location and telephone number: 
Rm. 227, CM No. 2,1921 Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Arlington, VA 22202, (703- 
557-1900).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA 
issued a notice, published in the Federal 
Register of July 13,1983 (48 FR 32077), 
which announced that Mobay Chemical 
Corporation, P.O. Box 4913, Kansas City, 
MO 64120, had submitted pesticide 
petition 3F2887 to EPA proposing to 
amend 40 CFR 180.410 by establishing 
tolerances for the combined residues of 
the fungicide l-(4-chlorophenoxy)-3,3- 
dimethyl-l-(l//-l,2,4-triazol-l-yl)-2- 
butanone and its metabolite beta-(4- 
chlorophenoxy )-alpha-(l ,1- 
dimethylethyl)-l//-l,2,4-triazole-l- 
ethanol in or on the raw agricultural 
commodities apricots, peaches, 
nectarines and plums (fresh prunes) at 
4.0 parts per million (ppm); cucurbits at 
0.3 ppm; sugar beets at 1.0 ppm and 
sugar beet tops at 3.0 ppm.

In the Federal Register of December 
21, loss' (48 FR 56436) EPA announced 
that Mobay had amended the petition by

decreasing the tolerance level for sugar 
beets from 1.0 ppm to 0.5 ppm.

EPA issued a notice, published in the 
Federal Register of November 30,1983 
(48 FR 54117), which proposed to amend 
the tolerance expression for residues of 
the fungicide l-(4-chlorophenoxy)-3,3- 
dimethyl-l(l//-l, 2, 4-triazol-l-yl)-2- i 
butanone to include for plant derived 
commodities the metabolite beta- 
chlorophenoxyl)-alpha-(l,l- 
dimethylethyl)-l//-l,2,4-triazole-l- 
ethanol and for animal derived 
commodities to include metabolites 
containing chlorophenoxy and triazole 
moieties (expressed as the fungicide) in 
or on certain raw agricultural and 
animal derived commodities. EPA 
issued a final rule on January 4,1984 (49 
FR 388) amending the regulation of 
February 9,1983 (48 FR 5920), 
establishing tolerances in or on certain 
raw agricultural and animal derived 
commodities, to include the metabolites 
set forth above in the tolerance 
expression. There were no comments 
received in response to these notices. 
Residue data have now been submitted 
which indicate that all tolerances for 
this fungicide should be expressed as 
the fungicide and metabolites containing 
chlorophenoxy and triazole moieties 
(expressed as the fungicide).

The data submitted in the petition and 
other relevant material have been 
evaluated. The toxicological data 
considered in support of these 
tolerances include a rat teratology study 
which indicated that cleft palates are 
treatment-related effects (the no
observed effects level (NOEL) for fetal 
development and teratology is 
considered to be at least 50 milligrams 
(mg) per kilogram (kg) per day, the 
NOEL for maternal toxicity is 
considered to be 10 mg/kg/day); an 
inhalation study in rats which was 
negative for teratogenicity and 
embryotoxicity at a dose level of 11.3 
mg/m3; dominant lethal test which was 
negative for mutagenicity; a 
micronucleus test which was negative; 
an Ames test which was also negative 
for mutagenicity; a 2-year feeding 
(oncogenicity) study in rats with no 
oncogenic potential observed under the 
conditions of the study and a systemic 
NOEL of 50 ppm (2.5 mg/kg/day in the 
diet); a 2-year feeding (oncogenicity) 
study in mice, with no oncogenic 
potential observed under the conditions 
of the study and a systemic NOEL of 50 
ppm (7.1 mg/kg/day in the diet); a 2-year 
feeding study in dogs with a systemic 
NOEL of 100 ppm; and a multigeneration 
reproduction study in rats with a NOEL 
of 50 ppm 2.5 mg/.day in the diet) for 
reproductive effects.
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Based on the NOEL of 50 ppm (2.5 mg/ 
kg) in the 2-year feeding study in rats, 
and using a 100-fold safety factor, the 
allowable daily intake (ADI) is 
calculated to be 0.025 mg/kg/day and 
the maximum permissible intake (MPI) 
is 1.5 mg /day for a 60-kg person. 
Presently established temporary 
tolerances, toxicologically approved 
tolerances, and tolerances established 
by this rule result in a theoretical 
maximum residue contribution (TMRC) 
of 0.5033 mg/day for a 60-kg person, 
which represents 33.55 percent of the 
ADI. Temporary tolerances have 
previously been established for the 
combined residues of this fungicide and 
its metabolite in or on wheat grain, 
apple pomace, grape pomace, raisin 
waste, fresh apples, grapes, almonds 
and almond hulls.

Residues resulting in fat, meat, and 
meat byproducts of cattle, goats, hogs, 
horses, poultry, and sheep; and in milk 
and eggs from use of the agricultural 
commodities, for which tolerances are 
established by this notice, as feed are 
adequately covered by established 
tolerances.

The pesticide is considered useful for 
the purpose for which the tolerances are 
sought. There are no regulatory actions 
pending against the continued 
registration of the pesticide. The 
metabolism of the pesticide is 
adequately understood, and an 
adequate analytical method, gas 
chromatography, is available for 
enforcement purposes.

Based on the information cited above, 
the Agency has determined that the 
establishment of the tolerances for 
residues of the pesticide in or on the 
commodities will protect the public 
health. Therefore, the tolerances are 
established as set forth below.

Any person adversely affected by this 
regulation may, within 30 days after 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register, file written objections with the 
Hearing Clerk, at the address given 
above. Such objections should specify 
the provisions of the regulation deemed 
objectionable and the grounds for the 
objections. If a hearing is requested, the 
objections must state the issues for the 
hearing and the grounds for the 
objections. A hearing will be granted if 
the objections are supported by grounds 
legally sufficient to justify the relief 
sought.

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

Pursuant to the requirements of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-

534, 94 Stat. 1164, 5 U.S.C. 601-612), the 
Administrator has determined that 
regulations establishing new tolerances 
or raising tolerance levels or 
establishing exemptions from tolerance 
requirements do not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. A certification 
statement to this effect was published in 
the Federal Register of May 4; 1981 (46 
FR 24950).
(Sec. 408(d)(2), 68 Stat. 512 (21 U.S.C. 
346a(d)(2)))

Commodities Parts per 
million

Sheep, mbyp............
Sugar beets........ ......
Sugar beets, tops....
Wheat, grain.............
Wheat, green forage. 
Wheat straw____ __

1.0
0.5
3.0
1.0 

15.0
5.0

{FR Doc. 84-7431 Filed 3-20-84; 8:45 amj 

B ILU N G  CODE 6560-50-M

40 CFR Part 180

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180 [OPP-300078A; PH-FRL 2545-4]
Administrative practice and 

procedure, Agricultural commodities, 
Pesticides and pests.
Dated: March 9,1984.
Edwin L. Johnson,
Director, Office o f Pesticide Programs.

PART 180— [AMENDED]

Folic Acid, Nicotinamide, Pyridoxine, 
Cysteine, Glutamine, Methionine, 
Tryptophan, and Adenosine; 
Correction

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

Therefore, 40 CFR 180.410 is revised to 
read as follows:

§ 180.410 1 -(4-Chlorophenoxy )-3,3- 
d i methyl-1 (1H -1,2,4-t r iazol-1 -y I )-2-bu ta none; 
tolerances for residues.

Tolerances are established for the 
combined residues of the fungicide l-(4- 
chlorophenoxy)-3,3-dimethyl-l(l//-l,2,4- 
triazol-l-yl)-2-butanone and its 
metabolites containing chlorophenoxy 
and triazole moieties (expressed as the 
fungicide) in or on the following raw 
agricultural commodities:

Commodities Parts per 
million

Apples____________________ ________
Apricots_______________ ____________
Barley, grain.»______ „........„.....„„...„I..»
Barley, green forage._________________
Barley, straw____ ___ ________________
Cattle, fat____ __________________
Cattle, meat______ __ _____ _____ ____
Cattle, m byp......... ...................................
Chick pea, seed (dry)................. ...........
Cucurbits _____________________ _______
Eggs-----------------------------------------------------------
Grapes________ _____ ________ __ _ __
Goats, fat______________ _______ ____ _
Goats, meat_________________________
Goats, mbyp.... ........................................
Grass, forage.... .......................................
Grass, seed cleanings (including hulls)
Grass, seed straw (including chaff)___
Hogs, fat....... ..........................................
Hogs, meat ...............................................
Hogs, mbyp_________________________
Horses, fat................................... .......... .
Horses, meat.............. ... .........................
Horses, mbyp..... ........ ........... ................
Milk.... ................... ...................................
Nectarines................. ...............................
Peaches......... ..........................................
Pears..... ...................................................
Pineapples (fresh)........ ...........................
Plums (fresh prunes)....... .......................
Poultry, fat........ ............ ...........................
Poultry, meat...........................................
Poultry, mbyp________ _______________
Sheep, fat............... .................................
Sheep, meat... ............................. ...........

1.0
4.0
1.0 

15.0
5.0
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.3 
0.04 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.2

145.0
105.0 

0.04 
0.04 
0.04 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
0.04
4.0
4.0
1.0
3.0
4.0 
0.04 
0.04 
0.04
1.0 
1.0

s u m m a r y : This document corrects a 
final rule on exemptions from the 
requirement of a tolerance that 
appeared at page 55569 in the Federal 
Register of December 14,1983, This 
action is necessary to insert the entry 
for cysteine that was inadvertently 
omitted,
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective on March 21, 
1984.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John A. Richards, Federal Register Unit 
(TS-788), Environmental Protection 
Agency, 401 M St., SW., Washington,
D.C. 20460, (202-382-3637).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In FR 
Doc. 83-32923 at page 55570 in the 
Federal Register of December 14,1983, 
EPA issued a final rule that added 
various inert ingredients to the table in 
40 CFR 180.1001(d). The entry for 
cysteineas noted in the heading, 
summary, and supplementary 
information of the document Was 
inadvertently omitted from the additions 
to 40 CFR 180.1001(d).
(Sec. 408(e), 68 Stat. 514 (21 U.S.C 346a(e))) 

Dated: March 9,1984.
James M. Conlon,
Acting Director, Office o f Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, 40 CFR 180.1001(d) is 
corrected by adding and alphabetically 
inserting the inert ingredient cysteine, to 
read as follows:

§180.1001 Exemptions from the 
requirement of a tolerance.
*  *  ★  *  *

(d) * * *
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Inert ingredients Limits Uses

Cysteine (CAS Reg. No. 
52-90-4).

Maximum of 0.5% 
of formulation.

Synergist.

(FR Doc. 84-7153 Filed 3-20-84; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 69

[CC Docket No. 78-72; Phase I; FCC 84-77] 

MTS and WATS Market Structure
a g en c y : Federal Communications 
Commission.
ACTION: Wavier of Commission orders.

s um m ar y : This action grants a waiver of 
the Commission's prohibition against 
the use of cost study based settlements 
for line haul and special service 
functions by exchange carriers that 
were receiving average schedule 
settlements for “A” and “B” functions. 
The action is necessary to mitigate local 
exchange carrier revenue dislocations 
during the transition to National 
Exchange Carrier Association (“NECA”) 
administered distributions of access 
charge revenues. The action is intended 
to afford sufficient time to the NECA to 
update the cost studies which underlie 
the average schedules for line haul and 
special service functions.
DATES: Effective March 5,1984 through 
June 1,1986.
a d d r es s : Federal Communications 
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20554. 
for f u r t h e r  in f o r m a t io n  c o n t a c t : 
Kent R. Nilsson, Common Carrier 
Bureau, (202) 632-9342.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: MTS an d  
W4 TS M arket Structure P hase I  Order, 
FCC 83-386, 48 FR 42987.

Order Granting Waiver
In the matter of MIS and WATS market 

structure, CC Docket No. 78-72 Phase I. 
Adopted: March 5,1984.
Released: March 9,1984.
By the Commission: Commissioner Patrick 

not participating.

1- By Memorandum Opinion and 
Order, FCC 83-509, released November 
14,1983, (Form ula A pproval Order), the 
Commission accepted an average 
schedule formula proposed by AT&T to 
determine access revenue distributions 
Payable by the National Exchange 
Carrier Association (“NECA”) to those

found, however, that one provision of 
the formula was inconsistent with the 
A ccess Charge Reconsideration O rder1 
insofar as it would have allowed 
companies to settle on a cost basis for 
certain access elements while receiving 
distributions based on the average 
schedule for others. In a letter to the* 
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau dated 
December 6,1983, NECA requested that 
the Commission waive its prohibition 
against the simultaneous use of 
individual cost data for “C” and 
"Special Services” functions with 
average schedule cost data for “A”and 
“B” functions.2

2. In supporting its request, NECA 
stated that the “C” function and the 
“Special Services” function average cost 
schedules have not been updated since 
1957. This has resulted in a situation in 
whteh local exchange carriers have been 
compensated upon bases other than 
average schedule cost data for “C” and 
“Special Services” functions while 
receiving settlements on the basis of 
average schedule data for “A” and “B” 
functions. For average schedule 
exchange carriers, compliance with the 
Commission’s Formula Approval 
Order 3 would require either that 
Schedule A & B companies revert to 
1957 level average cost schedules for C 
and Special Service functions, with 
concomitant reductions in revenues, or 
that individual cost studies be prepared 
in lieu of Schedules A and B. NECA 
stated that a two year waiver would 
provide sufficient time to gather and 
analyze data and to revise the C and 
Special Service average settlement 
schedules.

3. Underlying the Commission’s 
access charge plan was a recognition

1 M TS and WA TS M arket Structure Phase I, FCC 
83-388, 48 FR 42987. (released August 22,1983), at 
para. 197.

2 Currently there are three groups of average 
schedules: Schedules A, B, and C. These groups 
reflect the revenue requirements associated with the 
various functions performed by local exchange 
telephone companies in the provision of message 
services (MTS), 800 service, and outward wide area 
telecommunication service (WATS). The “A" 
function schedule reflects the allocated toll revenue 
requirements incurred in providing local exchange 
facilities for originating and terminating MTS and 
WATS messages, and buildings, central office 
equipment, billing, and collecting. The "B" function 
schedules include the revenue requirements which 
are associated with toll operating, automatic 
ticketing, automatic number identification, and 
iritertoli dial switching equipment. The “C" function 
schedule has been used to calculate settlements for 
the provision of toll interexchange (or “Line Haul”) 
functions. “Special Services” functions have 
covered private line services (e.g., point to point 
private line, remote metering, and data services). 
Source: Memorandum from W.R. Stump (Assistant 
Vice President, A.T.&T.) to the Chief, Common 
Carrier Bureau, dated June 30,1983.

3 S ee also § 69.606(b) of the rules, 48 FR 10366 
(November 14.1983).

that the presence of average schedules 
for exchange carriers has facilitated the 
settlements process, and has enabled 
many small telephone companies to 
economize on record keeping by 
reducing the amount of data which 
would otherwise be required. The 
Commission’s decision to permit a 
continuation of average schedule 
settlements was based upon the premise 
that unnecessary disruptions in the 
distibution of access charges revenues 
were not desirable, and that additional 
administrative burdens during the 
transition period should be mitigated as 
long as the underlying integrity of the 
access charge decision was not vitiated.

4. It was not apparent, however, upon 
reconsideration or at the time of the 
adoption of the Formula Approval 
Order, that local exchange carriers 
would encounter substantial difficulty in 
developing cost studies by the time 
access charge tariffs were likely to go 
into effect. Nor was it evident that 
requiring local exchange carriers to elect 
either average schedule treatment or 
cost study treatment would disrupt 
revenue streams to Independent 
telephone companies during the 
transition to Exchange Carrier 
Association administered distributions 
of access charges revenues.

5. Although the Commission’s policy is 
clearly directed to requiring that local 
exchange carriers be compensated for 
local access functions either on the 
basis of individual cost stufltes or 
average cost schedules, it was not the 
intention of the Commission to introduce 
major dislocations during the initial 
transition from settlements 
arrangements to Exchange Carrier 
Association distributions of access 
charges revenues. As a consequence, to 
facilitate that transition, a waiver of the 
terms of the Formula Approval Order 
and the underlying provisions of the 
A ccess Charge Reconsideration Order is 
granted to permit:

(1) The use of individual company 
cost or other relevant studies for 
Schedule “C” functions by companies 
that are also being compensarted under 
average schedules for “A” and “B” 
functions;

(2) The use of individual company 
cost or other relevant studies for Special 
Service settlements by companies that 
are also being compensated under 
average schedules for other access 
services.

6. Accordingly, it is ordered, that the 
request o f the National Exchange 
Carriers Association for waiver effective 
as of the adoption date of this order and 
is granted through June 1,1986.
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7. This order shall be published in the 
Federal Register.
Federal Communications Commission. 
William J. Tricarico,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 84-7201 Filed 3-20-84; 8:45 am]
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50 CFR Part 671

[Docket No. 31230-254]

Tanner Crab off Aiaska

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), NOAA, Commerce. 
a c t i o n : Notice of closure.

SUMMARY: The Director, Alaska Region, 
NMFS (Director), has determined that 
the optimum harvest levels of Tanner 
crab in the Eastside Section of the 
Kodiak District and in the South 
Peninsula District, both in Registration 
Area J, will be achieved on March 17, 
1984, and March 20,1984, respectively, 
and that early closure of the fishery is 
necessary to protect Tanner crab stocks. 
The Secretary of Commerce therefore 
issues this notice closing the Eastside 
Section and the South Peninsula District 
to fishing for Tanner crab by vessels of 
the United States effective March 17 and 
20,1984, respectively. The previously 
scheduled closing dates are April 30, 
1984, for the Eastside Section and May 
15; 1984, for the South Peninsula District. 
DATES: This notice is effective from 
12:00 noon, Alaska Standard Time 
(AST), March 17,1984. It was filed for 
public inspection with the Office of the 
Federal Register on March 16,1984. 
Public comments on this notice of 
closure are invited until April 1,1984. 
a d d r e s s e s : Comments should be sent 
to Robert W. McVeÿ, Director, Alaska 
Region, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, P.O. Box 1668, Juneau, AK 
99302. During the 15-day comment 
period, the data upon which this notice 
is based will be available for public 
inspection during business hours (8:00 
a an. to 4:30 p.m.) at (1) The NMFS 
Kodiak Field Office, ADF&G Building, 
Kashevaroff and Mission Roads,
Kodiak, Alaska, and (2) the NMFS 
Alaska Regional Office, Federal 
Building, Room 453, 709 West Ninth 
Street, Juneau, Alaska.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Raymond E. Baglin (NMFS Fishery 
Management Biologist), 907-486-4791.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background
The Fishery Management Plan for the 

Commercial Tanner Crab Fishery off the 
Coast of Alaska (FMP), which governs 
this fishery in the fishery conservation 
zone under the Magnuson Fishéry 
Conservation and Management Act, 
provides for inseason adjustments, by 
field order, of season and area openings 
and closures. Implementing rules at 50 
CFR 671.27(b) specify that these orders 
will be issued by the Secretary of 
Commerce under criteria set out in that 
section.

Section 671.26(f) established six 
districts within Régistration Area J in 
order to prevent overfishing of 
individual Tanner crab stocks by 
allowing closure or partial closure ofja 
particular district when the desired 
harvest level is reached. Two of the 
districts are the Kodiak and South 
Peninsula Districts. The Kodiak District 
is further subdivided into eight sections. 
The Alaska Board of Fisheries has set 
the desired 1984 harvest level for the 
Eastside Section of the Kodiak District 
at 4.37 million pounds and for the South 
Peninsula District at 2.75 million pounds. 
These desired harvest levels were based 
on pot and trawl index surveys 
conducted by the Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game (ADF&G) during 1983. 
The 1984 fishing season for both areas 
began on February 10. Reasons for the 
closures in these areas follow:

East Section of the Kodiak District
Approximately 100 vessels have 

delivered about 3.7 million pounds of 
crab through March 11. The catch rate 
has declined rapidly since February 10 
from about 70 to about 15 crabs per pot. 
This rapid decline indicates that stocks 
are not sufficient to support this fishery 
through the scheduled April 30 closure 
date. The optimum harvest level of 4.37 
million pounds is expected to be 
reached on March 17.
South Peninsula District

Fifty-seven vessels have delivered 
about 1.4 million pounds of crab through 
March 11. The catch rate has declined 
rapidly since February 10 from about 20 
to about 10 crabs per pot. Vessels 
landing crab are reporting increasing 
proportions of “deadloss”, that is, crabs 
in a vulnerable soft-shell condition 
which are discarded at sea as dead. On 
the basis of the rapid decline in. catch 
rate and the increasing deadloss, the 
fishery is being limited to an optimum 
harvest level of 1.7 million pounds 
instead of the previously projected level 
of 2.75 million pounds. The optimum

harvest of 1.7 million pounds is expected 
to be reached on March 20.

In light of this information, the 
Regional Director, in accordance with 
§671.27(b)(2), has determined that: (1) 
The actual condition of Tanner crab 
stocks in the Eastside Section and the 
South Peninsula District is substantially 
different from the condition anticipated 
at the beginning of the fishing year; and 
(2) this difference reasonably supports 
the need to protect those Tanner crab 
stocks by closing the Eastside Section of 
the Kodiak District and the South 
Peninsula District, as described in 
§ 671.26(f)(1) (i) and (ii). The Eastside 
Section and the South Peninsula District 
are therefore closed to all fishing for 
Tanner crab from 12:00 noon, AST, 
March 17,1984, and March 20,1984, 
respectively, until 12:00 noon, ADT, 
April 30,1984, and May 15,1984, 
respectively, at which time the closure 
of these areas prescribed in 
§ 671.26(f)(2) (i) and (ii) will begin.

These closures will become effective 
after this notice is filed for public 
inspection with the Office of the Federal 
Register and the closures are publicized 
for 48 hours through ADF&G procedures 
under § 671.27(a)(2). Public comments on 
this notice of closure may be submitted 
to the Regional Diregtor at the address 
above. If comments are received, the 
necessity of these closures will be 
reconsidered and a subsequent notice 
will be published in the Federal 
Register, either confirming this field 
order’s continued effect, modifying it, or 
rescinding it.

Other Matters

Tanner crab stocks in the Eastside 
Section and the South Peninsula District 
will be subject to damage by overfishing 
unless this order takes effect promptly. 
The Agency therefore finds for good 
cause that advance notice and public 
comment on this order are contrary to 
the public interest and that no delay 
should occur in its effective date.

This action is taken under the 
authority of § 671.27 and complies with 
Executive Order 12291. It is not subject 
to the,requirements of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. It does not contain any 
collection of information request, as 
defined in the Paperwork Reduction Act.

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 671

Fish, Fisheries, Fishing, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements.

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


