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Title 7—Agriculture
CHAPTER XVIII—FARMERS HOME ADMIN-
TIS"JI:EATION. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL-

SUBCHAPTER B—LOANS AND GRANTS
PRIMARILY FOR REAL ESTATE PURPOSES

[PmHEA Instruction 444.1]
PART 1822—RURAL HOUSING LOANS
AND GRANTS

Subpart A—Section 502 Rural Housing
Loan Policies, Procedures and Authoriza-

Exhibit G of Subpart A of Part 1822,
Chapter XVIII, Title 7 of Code of Fed-
eral Regulations (41 FR 42641) is revised
to delete one community and add six
others to the list of rural areas of be-
tween 10,000 and 20,000 population, eligi-
ble for Farmers Home Administration
(FmHA) rural housing programs. Also,
Exhibit G Is revised to correct the spell-
ing of two towns.

The Secretary of Agriculture has de-
termined that the six rural areas being
added to the eligible list have a serfous
lack of credit for low- and modernte-
income families. Since publishing for
comment would delay these families from
becoming eligible for the financing they
need to obtain adequate housing, and
thus would be contrary to the public in-
terest, these revisions will become effec-
tive on January 10, 1977,

Exhibit G is also revised by deleting
the town of “Albert Lea™ where it appears
under the State of Minnesota because the
town, along with the surrounding area,
is over 20,000 population and is thus not
eligible for FmHA assistance, The addi-
tions and editorial corrections to the list
of towns in Exhibit G are as follows:

Additions: The following six places are
added to Exhibit G, Subpart A of Part
1822, Chapter XVIII, as eligible areas:

Kansas: after “Coffeyville” add “Dodge
City," "Garden City,"” and “Great Bend.”

Massachusetts: after “North Adams™
add “Southbridge.”

Pennsylvania: after “Ojl City" add
“Shamokin” and after “Indiana’” add the
place “Kulpmont—Mount Carmel—
Marion Helghts."

Corrections: Spelling of the following
communities are corrected where they
appear:

Puerto Rico: Humancao correctly

spelled as “Humacao,”
Texas: Synder correctly
“Snyder."
Effective date: This revisions shall be-
comé effective on January 10, 1977,

(Delegation of authority by the Secretary of
Agviculture, 7 CPR 2.2, delegution of author-

spelled s
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ity by the Assistant Secrctary for Rural De-
velopment, 7 CFR 2.70.)

Dated: December 23, 1976.

Fraxx B, Eulvrorr,
Administrator,

[FR Doc.77-745 Flled 1-7-T7.8:45 am|

Titie 10—Energy
CHAPTER I—NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

PART 100-—REACTOR SITE CRITERIA

Seismic and Seologic Design Bases

By letter dated February 11, 1975, Mr.
David S. Fleischaker of Berlin, Rolsman,
Kessler, and Cashdan, 1712 N Street,
NW, Washington, D.C. 20036, counsel for
the New Engiland Coalition on Nuclear
Pollution, filed a petition for rule making
(PRM 100-1) with the Nuclear Regu-
Intory Commission,

The petitioner requested that an
opinion interpreting and clarifying Ap-
pendix A of 10 CFR Part 100, ‘Selsmic
and Geologle Siting Criteria for Nuclear
Power Plants,” with respect to the deter-
mination of the Safe Shutdown Earth-
quake, be issued. The gquestion of inter-
pretation raised in the petition is whether
or not the maximum vibratory ground
motion design basis for a nuclear power
plant is limited to that associated with
the maximum intensity earthqguake of
historical record, Le., whether or not the
Safe Shutdown Earthquake Is neces-
sarily the maximum intensity earthquake
of historical record.

The petitioner also requested that, in
the event a clarifying opinion is not is-
sued, the Commission institute & rule-
making proceeding pursuant to § 2.802 of
10 CFR Part 2, to amend Section Via) (1)
of Appendix A of 10 CFR Part 100 as
follows:

1. Petermination of the Safe Shutdown
Earthquake, The Safe Shutdown Eurthquake
shall be determined by reference to the fol-
lowing guidelines which establish minimal
requirements for evaluation of selsmic and
geologie Information developed pursuant to
the requirements of paragruph IV(a),

The Commission treated the matter as a
petition for rulemaking, and & notice of
filing of the petition, Docket No. PRM~
100-1, was published in the FepEraL
REGISTER on May 14, 1075 (40 FR 20883),
The public comment period ended
July 14, 1975,

The Commission has considered the
public comments received and other rel-
evant information in its evaluation of
the petition.

The procedures and Investigations
specified in Section V(a) (1) of the exist-
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ing regulations result fnvariably In the
Safe Shutdown Earthquake intensity
belng equal to or exceeding the maximum
historic earthquake intensity experienced
at a nuclear power plant site. These pro-
visions of Appendix A are minimum re-
quirements, and they bave consistently
been interpreted as such in leensing deci-
slons, Section V(a) (1) (1) of Appendix A
of the CFR Part 100 states In pertinent
part that “The magnitude or intensity
of earthquakes based on geologic evi-
dence may be larger than that of the
maximum earthquake historically re-
corded.” Furthermore, Section II,
“Scope,” of Appendix A states in rele-
vant part that “* * * more conservative
determinations that those included in
these oriteria may be required for sites
Jocated in areas having complex geology
or in areas of high seismicity.”™

The Commission does not believe that
the specific clarifying language proposed
by the petitioner would clarify Appendix
A, add to its inherent safety, or improve
its implementation, and, therefore, it has
rejected the specific wording proposed by
the petitioner. Howeyer, the Commission
has accepted the substance of the peti-
tioner's proposal and has decided to issue
an amendment to Appendix A that
clearly states that the maximum historic
carthquake could be exceeded in the
determination of the safe shutdown
earthquake where warranted.

The Commission believes that this
clarifying amendment will accomplish
the petitioner’s objective, and eliminate a
possible source of misinterpretation. In
particular, with regard to the determi-
nation of the Safe Shutdown Earth-
quake, and whether and under what con-
ditions it may exceed the value derived
by application of the methodology speci-
fied In Appendix A, the previous regula-
tion provided the broad guidance that
the “procedures in paragraphs (a) (1) (1)
through (iil) of this section (Section V)
shall be applied in a conservative man-
ner,” The amendment would clarify this
guidance, in lght of past experfence in
implementing the regulation by specifi-
cally providing, that & larger Safe Shut-
down Earthquake may be required when
geological and seismological data war-
rant, Some conditions which might war-
rant selection of & larger Safe Shutdown
Earthquake are; (1) Where the highest
intensity of historically reported earth-
quakes is determined to have been ex-
perienced at the site taking into consid-
eration site foundation conditions, (2)
where selsmicity in the immedfate site
vicinity is significantly higher than that
generally existing In the tectonic proy-
ince as a whole, (3) where there exists in
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proximity to the site tectonic structure
demonstrably like that found whers
larger earthquakes in the tectonic prov-
ince have occurred historically.

Because the amendment which follows
relates solely to minor matters of a clar-
ifying nature, good cause exists for omit-
ting notice of proposed rulemaking, and
public procedure thereon, as unnecessary,
and for making the amendment effective
on January 10, 1877,

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Energy Reorgani-
zation Act of 1074, as amended, and sec-
tion 553 of Title 5 of the United States
Code the following amendment to Ap-
pendix A of 10 CFR Part 100 is published
as a document subject to codification.

The fourth sentence of Section Via)
(1) (iy) of Appendix A of 10 CFR Part
100 is amended to read as follows:

- - - - -
V. SEISMIC AND GEOLOGIC DESIGN DASES

(a) Determination of Design Basis for Vi-
bratory Ground Motion, * * *

(1) Detormination of Safe
Earthquake.* * *

(iy) * * * The procedures in paragraphs
(n) (1) (1) through (&) (1) (111) of this section
shall be applied In a conservative manner,
The determinations carried out in accord-
ance with paragraphs (a) (1) (il) and (a)(1)
(i11) shall assure that the safe shutdown
ecarthquake Intensity 1s, as a minlmum, equal
to the maximum historic earthquake inten-
sity experienced within the tectonic province
in which the site is located. In the event that
geologienl and selsmological data warrant,
the Safe Shutdown Earthquake shall be larg~
or than that derived by use of the procedures
set forth in Section IV and V of the Appen-
dlx. L

Effective date: This amendment be-
comes effective on January 10, 1977,

(Sec. 161, Pub, L. 83-703, 88 Stat. 048 as
amended (42 US.0, 2201); seo. 201, Pub, L.
03-438, 88 Stat. 1243 (42 US.C. 5841))

Dated at Washington, D.C,, this 5th
day of January 1977.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion.
SamvueL J, CHILK,

Secretary of the Commission.
[FR Doc.77-013; Plled 1-7-77:8:45 am]

Shutdown

Title 14—Aeronautics and Space

CHAPTER |—FEDERAL AVIATION ADMIN-
ISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION

|Docket No. 13608, Amdt. 25-39]

PART 25—AIRWORTHINESS STANDARDS:
TRANSPORT CATEGORY AIRPLANES

Type A Passenger Emergency Exit
Capacity

The purpose of this amendment to
§§ 25.807(c) (2) and (c) (3) of Part 26 of
the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR)
is to revise the maximum passenger seat-
ing configuration allowed for each pair
of Type A exits from 100 to 110 for the
type certification of transport category
airplanes.

This amendment is based upon a pro-
posal contained In a notice of proposed
rule making (Notice 75-40) published in

RULES AND REGULATIONS

the Feoerat REecisTer on December 23,
1976 (40 FR 59354), Notice 75-40 was
based, in part, upon comments received
in response to an advance notice of pro-
posed rule making published on May 10,
1974 (Notice 74-19, 39 FR 16900). Ex-
cept as discussed herein, the reasons for
this amendment are the same as those
contained in Notice 75-40. The relevant
comments are discussed below. Inter-
ested persons have been afforded an op-
portunity to participate in the making
of this amendment and due considera-
tion has been given to all matter pre-
sented.

In general, the comments received in
response to Notice 75-40 repeated issues
that were raised in comments to Notice
74-19 and subsequently discussed in the
preamble of Notice 75-40. Only the more
significant of these repetitive comments
are discussed herein.

Several commentators who favored an
increase in the passenger seating limit
for Type A exits contended that the
limit could be safely increased to 117 or
more. One of these commentators stated
that the 117 value is approximately 85
percent of the demonstrated exit capac~
ity as obtained from emergency evacu-
ation tests. The commentator also stated
that computer simulated emergency
evacuation exercises indicated that 117
passengers could be successfully evacu-
ated through a Type A exit to the ground
within 90 seconds. Based on this, the
commentator asserted that a passenger
seating limit of 117 for each pair of Type
A exits would be very conservative and
would assure adequate passenger safety
levels considering the possible existence
of unknown factors which could affect
in-service evacuations.

To the contrary, the commentators
opposed to the proposed amendment as-
serted that the amendment would result
{n & reduction in the safety provided air-
plane occupants because of a lack of In-
service Type A exit system reliability, In
this connection, one commentator stated
that during a recent year and one-half
period at least seven accidents and inci-
dents have occurred, with alrcraft hav-
ing Type A exits, that Involved emer-
gency evacuations and that 16 of the 37
Type A exits installed on the aircraft In-
volved were unusable because of exit
failures. Several commentators refer-
enced 4 National Transportation Safe-
ty Board Special Study to indicate the
problems associated with the mainte-
nance, installation, and design, of cur-
rent Type A exit systems and crew frain-
ing related to exit use., The NTSB Spe-
cial Study as well as several proposals
made to the First Biennial Operations
Review Program, relating to the report-
ing of in-service exit system problems,
were referenced by commentators to in-
dicate that Type A exit reliability can-
not be accurately determined. With re-
spect to basing a rule change on emer-
gency evacuation test data, an FAA
study was referenced to indicate the
%k of realism in emergency evacuation

ts.

As discussed in Notice 75-40, the reg-
ulatory provisions relating to Type A
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exits in FAR § 25.807 were adopted by
Amendment 25-15, effective October 24,
1967. That amendment also established
the provision in § 25.803(¢c) that manu-
facturers show by demonstration that
the maximum seating capacity of an air-
plane having a capacity of more than 44
passengers can be evacuated to the
ground within 90 seconds, under condi-
tions prescribed in the regulation. The
preamble of Amendment 25-15 Indicated
that the allowable passenger seating lim-
it of 100 that was established for each
pair of Type A exits was less than the
evacuation capacity that had been dem-
onstrated by test.

With respect to the comments received
that advocated a passenger seating limit
in excess of 110, the data presented as
justificgtion was based on insufficiently
conservative maximum evacuation times
and minimum passenger flow rates. The
suggested passenger seating limit based
on that data is, therefore, also insuffi-
ciently conservative.

In regard to the issues raised by the
commentators objecting to any increase
in the passenger seating limit for Type
A exits, the FAA has found no compelling
Justification for not adopting the pro-
posed amendment. Since the adoption of
Amendment 25-15 there have been a
number of improvements in the design
and maintenance of Type A exit systems.
In tests, these sysbems have functioned
in a reliable manner. The FAA believes
that In-service relinbility of Type A exit
systems now warrants an increase In the
passenger seating limit. In this connec-
tion, the FAA Is unaware of any situation
in which a passenger has been prevented
from evacuating an airplane because of
a Type A exit system faflure in an acci-
dent referenced by the commentators.
Furthermore, the FAA expects Type A
exit system performance to improve in
the future. The proposals referenced by
the commentators that were submitted
to the Biennial Operations Review Pro-
gram (Notice 75-9, 40 FR 8685) are re-
Iated to achieving such a result. Regard-
ing emergency evacuation demonstration
realism, those demonstrations are made
as realistic as possible and are more de-
manding than numerous actual emer-
gency evacuations. Moreover, it should
be noted that passenger seating limits
are not entirely based on data obtained
from emergency evacuation demonstra-
tions and that those demonstrations are
conducted with one-half of the airplane’s
exits not being used. Based on the com-
ments and the data avallable, the in-
cregse in the type certification passenger
seating limit for Type A exits from 100
to 110, being adopted herein, is justified
and will provide for more economic air-
plane utilization with no adverse effect
on safety.

One commentator presumed that the
new passenger seating limit for Type A
exits could be applied to existing air-
craft. That presumption is correct. Un-
der the provisions of Subparts D and E
of FAR Part 21, relating to type cer-
tificate changes, application could be
made for approval of an increased pas-
senger seating capacity for existing air-
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craft types, The FAA does not agree
with the same commentator’s conten-
tion that additional emergency evacu-
ation demonstrations would never be
necessary after such an increase. The
evacuation demanstration requirements
of FAR §§ 25.803 and 121.20]1 are neces-
sary to properly evaluate an entire emer-
gency evacuation system. It should be
noted, however, that §§ 25.803 and 121.-
291, by their own terms, might not re-
quire new evacuation demonstrations,
depending on the extent of the increase
in passenger seating capacity end the
extent of cabin configuration change.

In consideration of the foregoing, ef-
fective February 10, 1977, Part 25 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations is amended
as follows:

§25.807 [Amended]

1. By revising the table in § 25.807(¢c)
(2) to read as follows:

Increase in
Additonal emergency seating
exits (each side configuration
of fuselage) : allowed

2. By amending the last sentence of
$25.807¢(c) (3), to read—"A passenger
seating configuration of 110 seats is al-
lowed for each pair of Type A exists and
f passenger seating configuration of 45
seats 1s allowed for each pair of Type I
exits.”

Norr~~The FAA has determined that this
document doos not contain a major proposal

preparation of an Inflation Im-
Statement under Executive Order 11821
and OMB Olircular A-107,

(Secs. 813(n), 601, and 603 Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 (40 US.C. 1354(a), 1421, and
1423) and sec, 6(¢) Department of Trans-
portation Act (40 U.S.C, 1655(0) ).)

Issued In Washington, D.C., on De-

cember 29, 1976.
Joux McLucas,
Administrator.

[FR Doe 77-799 Piled 1-7-77,8:45 am|)

[Docket No, T6-BA-80; Amdt. 39-2804]
PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS DIRECTIVE

Lycoming Aircraft Engines
The Federal Aviation Administration
15 amending % 39.13 of Part 39 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations so as to
amend AD 73-23-01 applicable to Ly-
coming type alreraft engines.
In continuation of the manufacturer's

engine numbers are being added to the
outstanding directive.

Since the air safety problem connected
with the issuance of the initial directive,
notice and public procedure hereon are
impractical and cause exists for making

the directive effective in less than 30
days.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

We have determined that the expected
impact of the proposed regulation is so
minimal that the proposal does not war-
rant an evaluation,

In consideration of the foregoing and
pursuant to the authority delegated to
me by the Administrator, 14 CFR 11.89
(31 FR 13697) $39.13 of Part 39 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations is amended

~by amending AD 73-23-01, as follows:

£39.13 [Amended]

Amend AD 73-23-01 as follows.—1.
Revise applicability paragraph to read
“Applies to all Lycoming series engines
and all engines overhauled by Lycoming
falso known as remanufactured) listed
below and in Lycoming Service Bulletin
No. 367F and in Supplement No. 1 for
Lycoming Service Bulletin No. 367F.”

2. Add the following engine numbers
to the 0-360 series. L-17475-36A through
L~17479-36A.

3. Add the following engine numbers
to the I0-540-Al1A5, -BlAS5, -ClAS5,
-C4B5, -D4A5, -El1A5, -E1B5, -G1D5,
-J4A5, -KI1A5, -K1B5, -K1C5, -KI1ES,
~-K1E5D series. 1-10303-48, 1-10304-48,
1~-10306-48 through 1I1-~-10308-48, I~
10317-48 through 1-10320-48, I-10564-
48 through L-10567-48, 1.-10569-48, L~
10577-48.

Nore~—The Federal Aviation Agency has
determined that this document does not
contaln a major proposal requiring prepara-
tion of an Infiation Impact Statement uncler
h«g.;uu Order 11821 and OME Circular
A-107,

This amendment is effective January
13, 1977,

(Secs. 313(a), 601 and €03, Federal Aviation
Act of 1068 (49 US.C, 1354(a), 1421 and
1423), and sec. 6(c) Department of Transpor-
tation Act (49 U.S.C. 1685(¢c)).)

Issued in Jamaica, N.Y., on December
30, 1976.

Witriam E. MORGAN,
Director, Eastern Region,

| FR Doe.97-797 Plled 1-7-77;8:45 am|

[Alrworthiness Docket No, 76-WE-12-AD;
Amdt. 30-2802)

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS DIRECTIVES
McDonnell Douglas Model DC-10 Series
Airplanes

A proposal to amend Part 39 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations to include
an airworthiness directive requiring a
one-time inspection of the rigging of the
air conditioning compartment doors and
modification of the doors and their
latching mechanisn on McDonnell
Douglas Model DC-10-10, DC-10-10F,
DC-10-30, DC-~10-30F, and DC-10-40
airplanes was published in 41 FR 29714,

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

Commentators concurred that & one-
time rigging check should be performed
on those aircraft not previously checked
at the factory. However, they have com-
mented that credit should be given for
checks performed previous to the Iatest
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maintenance manual instructions as
cited In the proposed amendment, FAA
agrees that performance of the rigging
procedure is essential for proper main-
tenance of the air conditioning compart-
ment door. However there have been nu-
merous revisions to that procedure. To
maintain continuity within the fleet, the
requirements of the latest revision to the
maintenance manual rigging procedure
will be used. Some modifications to that
procedure will be incorporated in the
AD to eliminate some unnecessary steps
and to allow for previously performed
steps. Commentators stated that, while a
secondary handle latch mechanism
would provide redundancy to the pri-
mary door handle latch, mandatory com-
pliance for installation of those mech-
anisms per McDonnell Douglas Service
Bulletin 52-116 and 52-122 Is unjusti-
fied. FAA agrees since the rigging pro-
cedure requires a handle pull test and
there has been no service experience
that would indicate a need for that
modification.

Commentators stated that the pro-
posed requirement to install latch spool
end plates per Douglas Service Bulletin
52-122 is unjustified in view of only mini-
mal door deflection under the pressur-
fzation tests performed at Douglas, FAA
concurs and we further note that the rig-
ging procedure requires latch/spool over-
center verification which is the intended
purpose of the end plates. Commentators
stated that the proposed requirement to
reinforce the door structure per McDon-
nell Douglas Service Bulletin 52-122
would not be justified since the door
structural adequacy is not in question,
FAA agrees and further notes that Serv-
ice experience does not indicate a need
for that requirement.

In consideration of the foregolng, and
pursuant to the authority delegated to
me by the Administrator (31 FR 13607),
§ 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations is amended by adding the
following new alrworthiness directive:

McDonNELL ‘Doveras. Applies to Model DC-
10-10, DC-10-10F, DC-10-30, DC-10-30F,
and DC-10-40 alrplanes, certificated in
all categories.

Complisnce required within the next 2000
flight hours after the effective date of this
AD, unless already accomplished.

To prevent In-flight separation of au alr
conditioning compartment saccess door, nc-
complish the inspection and rigging proce-
dure specified In the DC-10 Malntenance
Manual, Chapter 52-42-01, Temporary Revi-
slon 52-231, dated September 17, 1976, parn-
graph 3, or later FAA approved revislon with
the following manual amendments:

{a) Steps outlined In 3.A.(1), (8) thru (d)
and 3.A.(2) may be omitted.

(b) Before accomplishing steps 3.A.(3),
(8), and (b) and (3a}, (a) through (g) in-
spect the doors to verify that the clearance
does not exceed 1.2 inehes between the lower
edge of the door and door Jamb, If this
dimension s not exceeded, steps 3.A.(3), (a)
and (b) and (3a), () thru (g) may be
omitted. Otherwise, those steps must be per-
formed,

An equivalent procedure may be approved
by the Chlef, Alrcraft Engineering Division,
FAA Western Reglon,
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