7138

The phrase “as set forth in Volume
8, Chapter 3, Section 2, Subsection 2 of
the Federal-Aid Highway Program Man-
ual” in 23 CFR 490.109(c) is hereby de-
leted since it is no longer applicable to
this section.

The matters affected relate to grants,
benefits, or contracts within the purview
of 5 US.C, 553(a) (2), therefore, general
notice of proposed rulemaking is not
required.

Effective date: February 8, 1977.
Issued on: January 28, 1977,

L. P. LamM,
Acting Federal
Highway Administrator,

[FR Doc77-8730 Piled 2-4-77;8:45 am)

Title 40—Protection of Environment
[FRL 679-4)

CHAPTER I—ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY

SUBCHAPTER C—AIR PROGRAMS

PART 52—APPROVAL AND PROMULGA-
TION OF IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

Revision to the New Jersey State
Implementation Plan

The purpose of this notice is to an-
nounce Environmental Protection Agen-
cy (EPA) approval of a revision to the
New Jersey State Implementation Plan.
This approval permits 18 facilities lo-
cated in Cumberland, Salem and Cape
May Counties to continue to use, until
July 12, 1977, fuel oll with a sulfur con-
tent higher than would otherwise be
required by the applicable State regula-
tion. The names of the 18 facilities af-
fected by this action, their locations, and
applicable sulfur in fuel limitations ap-
pear at the end of this notice.

A notice of receipt of New Jersey's pro-
posal was published in the December 16,
1976 FeoeraL REGISTER (41 FR 54054).
The reader is referred to this publication
for a full discussion of the background
associated with this current action. In
the December 16 notice it Is indicated
that 17 of the 18 facilities affected by
this current approval action previously
were permitted by EPA to use higher
sulfur fuel ofl until January 12, 1977.
Final approval action for the additional
facility, owned by Owens Illinois, Inc. in
Bridgeton City, New Jersey, was taken
on December 22, 1076 (41 FR 55714).

EPA’s December 16 proposal also con-
tained a discussion of the air quality im-
pact of the temporary use of higher sul-
fur fuel by the 18 facllities on the City
of Philadelphia. In that FPepErAL REGIS-
1Er notice and in a December 10, 1976
letter, the State of Pennsylvania was in-
vited to comment on this issue.

On January 10, 1977, the Pennsylvania
Bureau of Air Quality and Noise Control
responded stating that it had no indi-
cation that the approval of New Jersey's
proposal would cause the contravention
of national ambient air quality stand-
ards in four counties outside of Philadel-
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phia. The State further indicated, how-
ever, that approval of this revision would
have an air quality impact on the City of
Philadelphia where & marginal violation
of the ambient sulfur dioxide standard
was recently observed at one monitoring
site,

As discussed in EPA’s December 16
proposal, New Jersey pointed out in its
submission that EPA, in a July 13, 1976
Feoerat REcISTER notice (41 FR 28826),
had attributed this recent violation to
emissions from a power plant located in
Pennsylvania, The power plant is cur-
rently on a compliance schedule to bring
its emissions into conformance with the
Pennsylvania State Implementation
Plan. In its letter, Pennsylvania correctly
makes reference to the fact that this
presumption as to the cause of the re-
cent violation is being tested by a dif-
fusion modeling study of the entire Met-
ropolitan Philadeiphia Alr Quality Con-
trol Reglon. The State concludes that,
“In view of this study and the relatively
short time involved, we have no objec-
tion to the continuation of the New Jer-
sey variances for the specified-time pe-
riod."”

Based upon its analysis of the situa-
tion, EPA concurs with the position of
the State of Pennsylvania. Between now
and July 12, 1977, when this approval
expires, the major diffusion modeling
study referred to previously will be com-
pleted. Among other things, this study is
expected to lead to the understanding
and correction of the marginal sulfur
dioxide air quality problem which was
recently observed in Philadelphia. Given
the limited duration of this revision and
the commitment to any necessary cor-
rective action, EPA believes that this
approval will not endanger the attain-
ment and maintenance of ambient air
quality standards, However, should the
agency's current belief as to the cause
of the marginal violation in Philadelphia
prove incorrect, EPA reserves the right
to take any necessary corrective action,

The State of Delaware, Division of
Environmental Control commented that
it opposed EPA’s approval of the pro-
posed revision because of the potential
for violation of the State's secondary
annual average ambient air quality
standard. The State of Delaware recog-
nizes that, while sources in New Jersey
may contribute to the potential for viola-
tion of the Delaware secondary standard,
“the concentration of 8O; at any station
is due * * * to sources located in nearly
all directions.” Consequently, as is being
done, this potential problem should be
addressed on a regional, Alr Quality
Control Region basis, The culmination
of the present diffusion modeling pro-
gram previously discussed will allow
EPA and State air pollution control
agencies to address this issue in detail.

The State of Delaware also expressed
concern over the air quality impact of
this action at a monitoring site which
recorded values close to, but not exceed-
ing, the primary twenty-four hour am-
bient air quality standard for sulfur di-
oxide. Since the State of Delaware has
found that, “the data do not indicate

that the variances are having an effect.”
and there have been no violations ob-
served, the proposed revision is approv-
able in this regard. However, the Region
II Office of EPA will arrange to closely
check all air quality data and react to
any air quality degradation to ensure
that ambient air quality standards be
maintained.

The only additional comment received
was from one of the 18 New Jersey {a-
cilities affected by this action. The facil-
ity requeste’. prompt approval action on
the part of EPA,

It should be noted that through this
action all terms and conditions of the
temporary variance issued by New Jer-
sey to the 18 facilities named at the end
of this notice are reincorporated into
the New Jersey State Implementation
Plan. These include, but are not limited
to, special monitoring and reporting re-
quirements, and a condition for revoca-
tion based upon & finding of a contra-
vention of ambient air quality standards
or a threat to public health or welfare.

As stated earlier, EPA finds this re-
vision to be consistent with current EPA
policies and goals set forth in the re-
quirements of section 110¢a)(2) (A)-
(H) of the Clean Alr Act and EPA regu-
lations in 40 CFR Part 51 in that it is not
expected to result in the contravention
of any applicable ambient air quality
standard.

This revision will become effective im-
mediately upon publication since it does
not result in the Imposition of additional
substantive burdens on the affected
sources and can be implemented without
delay if the sources so desire.

{Sections 110 and 301 of the Clean Alr Act,
us amended (42 U.S.0. 18567¢c-5 and 1857g) )

Dated: January 31, 1977,

JOHN QUARLES,
Acting Administrator.

Part 52 of Chapter I, Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations is amended as fol-

lows:
Subpart FF—New Jersey

1. Section 52.1570 is amended by add-
ing a new paragraph (c) (16) as follows:

§ 52,1570 Identification of plan.

ic) Supplemental information was
submitted on:

(16) A revision submitted by the New
Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection consisting of an October 27,
1976 letter indicating the extension, to
July 12, 1977, of “variances"” to the pro-
visions of the New Jersey Administrative
Code (NJ.A.C.) 7:27-9.1 et seq., Sulfur
in Fuel, for 18 facilities; and supplemen-
tal technical information submitted in a
November 22, 1976 letter. The extended
vyariances” including all their terms
and conditions are made a part of the
New Jersey State Implementation Plan.
The facilities affected by these “varl-
ances”, their location and applicable sul-
fur in fuel ofl limitation until July 12,
1977 are as follow:
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Sulfur In
foed oll
Bource Location limitation
(by welght;
percent)
National Begtle Corp. Bd-n City, Salem 20
County.
E. L. Dufont de Deoopwater, Salem 5
Nemours & Co. Gmm{.
Heinz-UBA...... .... Salem City, Salem 20
County.
B.F. Ooodrlrh Pedricktown, 5
Chemleal € Salem Count
Amhu llockln; '%‘hm Qity, 5 2.0
Corp. County
Alhmlc City Elee- Penns (no\e L3
‘lo):lcpwltrr Salem County,
E. L DuPont de Camey's Point, L5
Nemours & Co, Salem County,
Mannington Mills, Salem City, Salem %0
Ine. County.
Altantic City Elee-  Beesley Point, 20
trie B. L. England  Capo May
tion. County.
Hunt Wesson Foods, Bridgeton Cliy, L5
Ine, Cumberlant
County.
Kere Glass Manu- Miliville City, 2.6
acturiog Corp. Cumbecisnd
netand &
Owens Tiinols, Inc.,  Vin Clty, A
Prodacts Crumbeoriand
Division. C ounly
Loone Industries. . . Bridgeton City, 23
Cuam
County.
Owene Ilsvods, Toe. . ... do.... ... L6
Progresso Food Corp. Vineland City, 5
Cumberiand
it lopc vlng & Hm - (o' 2.5
! on oy ln iy, 2
2 C \uulmﬂuu{
Count
Whitehead Bros. Co_. Haleyville, Curn- 25
borland County,
Vineland Chemienl  Vineland City, 23
Co., Camberiand
County.

[FR Do 77-3703 Filed 3-4-77:8:45 am|

Title 49—Transportation

CHAPTER |—MATERIALS TRANSPORTA-
TION BUREAU, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

[Doc, No, HM-148; Amdt, No, 172-33]
PART  172—HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

TABLE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
COMMUNICATIONS REGULATIONS

Correction of ORM Entries

AGENCY: Materials Transportation Bu-
reau, Department of Transportation.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment corrects
entries In the Hazardous Materials Table
for ORM-A n.os. and ORM-B n.os. to
reflect regulntion of materials so de-
scribed in air transportation only, rather
than in air and water transportation as
presently shown in the Table as a result
of previous amendments under Docket
HM-103/112,

EFFECTIVE DATE: This amendment is
effective on February 7, 1977.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT:

20590. (202-426-0656) .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
On December 30, 1976 (41 FR 57018),
the Materials Transportation Bureau
(MTB) published its last major correc-

tion to amendments appearing under
Docket HM-103/112 on April 15, 1976 (41
FR 15972). The shipping names ORM-A
n.0s. and ORM-B n.os. were shown in
the Hazardous Materials Table in the
April 15 publication as applicable only to
transportation by air and water, ship-
ment of such materials by other modes
being not subject to the regulations.
However, ORM-A n.os. and ORM-B
n.o.s. materials were proposed in a notice
appearing on January 24, 1974 (39 FR
3022) to apply solely to air shipment, and
it was the intent of that notice that any
material meeting either ORM-A or
ORM-B definition would only be regu-
lated when shipped and transported by
air unless otherwise indicated by an in-
dividual entry specifically identifying the
material.

That Intent is evident from an exami-
nation of the 1974 notice, which indicates
that the ORM-A and ORM-B classes
were derived from C.AB. No. 82, Air
Transport Restricted Articles Tariff 6-D
and from the International Air Trans-
port Associntion Restricted Articles Reg-
ulations (39 FR 3025). The text pro-
posed regulation of both n.os. entries (39
FR 30768) as well as most specifically
identified ORM-A and ORM-B materials
by air only. Some snedifically identified
materials (eg., Chloroform (ORM-A)
and Calcium Oxide (ORM-B) were pro-
posed to be regulated by water as well
8s air,

The ORM-B class was in part also de-
rived from a previously established rule-
making under Docket HM-57 which dealt
generally with materials having corro-
sive effects on steel, aluminum and hu-
man skin. On September 8, 1975 (40 FR
41527), MTEB noted that its “disposition
of the classification of materials corro-
sive only to aluminum will be in the
amendments * * * under Docket No,
HM-112." In both the previous January
24, 1974 HM-112 notice and the sub-
sequent April 15, 1976 HM-112 amend-
ments, references proposed and imple-
mented in 49 CFR 173.240 (Corrosive
Material: definition) excluded aluminum
corrosion and the April 15 preamble ob-
served that materials corrosive only to
aluminum “will be clnssed as ORM-B
and regulated - for adir transportation
onlv” (41 FR 15984).

The necessary correction to the ORM-

A n.os. and ORM-B n.o.s. entries In the
Table, consisting of a removal of the
“W™ in column 1 of each entry, was over-
looked in HM-103/112 publications and
is belng made herein. As this amendment
relieves a previously stated requirement
and does not impose any burden on the
general publie, public proceedings are
UNNECessary.
This amendment is effective February
7. 1977 to avold any further disruption
to shippers and carriers of ORM-A n.os,
and ORM-B n.o0.s. materials.

In view of the foregoing, Part 172 of
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Is
amended as follows:

1. In § 172,101 the Hazardons Mate-
rials Table is amended by revising the en-
tries “ORM-A n.0s5." and “ORM-B n.o.s."
to read as follows:
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§ 172,101 Hazardous materials table

(1) (2) @) - ) (5 (©) "
Packaging Muaximum net quantity in 1 Water shipmuents
o) poackage
ITazordous materials HMazard  Label(x) required ( b
W/ deseriptions mnd proper class tfnot rtc':-,pltd) - ) w - » A “
A shipping names Bpecifie Passenger Cargo only Cargo Other
Exceptions  requirements  carrying nireraft alreraft vessel Passeager vesel  requirements
or rajlear
- - » - - . .
A ORM-A nos ceee ORM-A  Nope........... 173. 805 174.8510 No limit_ ... N 1
A ORM-Bros — ORM-B ... do..... 173, b8 173, 510 0‘::’ M-}g“ P R o
- » » » » - .

(49 U.8.C. 1803, 1804, 1808; 49 CFR 1.53(¢).)

Issued in Washington, D.C. on January 28, 1977.

|Doc, No. HM-137; Amdt, No. 172-34)

PART 172—HAZARDOUS = MATERIALS
TABLE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
COMMUNICATIONS REGULATIONS

Transportation of Gallium Metal

AGENCY: Materials Transportation Bu-
reau, Department of Transportation.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment corrects
typographical errors in the “Gallium
metal, liquid” and *“Gallium metal,
solid” entries in the Hazardous Materi-
als Table republished under Docket HM-
103/112 on December 30, 1976 (41 FR

Q) )

J
Director, Materials

{FR Doc.77-3407 Filed 2-4-77:8:45 am|

57018). As republished, those entries
erroneously permit transportation of

liquid Galllum metal aboard cargo-only.

aircraft and forbid transportation of
solid Gallium metal aboard passenger
aireraft, This amendment restates, with-
out change, the Gallium metal entries
as originally published under Docket
HM-137
1976).

EFFECTIVE DATE: This amendment is
effective on February 7, 1977,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT:
Dr. C. H. Thompson, Acting Director,
Office of Hazardous Materials Opera-

§ 172,101 Hazardowus malerials table

) ®

(41 FR 37114, September 2,-

Aames T. Cunris, Jr,,
Transportation Bureau.

tions, Materials Transportation Bu-

reau, 2100 2nd Street, S.W., Washing-

ton, D.C. 20590 ((202) 426-0656).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
The effective date and absence of pub-
lic notice and opportunity for comment
are justified for reasons stated in the
original September 2, 1976, publication.

In view of the foregoing, Part 172 of
Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations,
is amended as follows:

1. In § 172.101 the Hazardous Materi-
als Table is amended by revising the en-
tries “Gallium metal, liquid” and “Galli-
um metal, solid” to read as follows:

7

Poackaging Maxtmum net quantity in 1 Water ahiganenta
Powhonge
./ Harardous mnterials Mazard . Label(y) required n) () tn) ) (o) (b) )
W/ descriptious and propers ¢ (M ot excepted)
A shipplng rames Specilic Passenger Cango only Cargo
Exeeptions requirements  earrying airomaft nircraft vossel  Pussenger vessel  mequlraments
or rallear
- . - L » . -
Gallium mieta), Gquid . ORM-B  None.... ... Note...... 178,861 Forbidden. . ... Foarbidden. . 1 & Nope.
Gallhum metal, solid. . . ORM-B ORI S Rbk oy wnd s n N 173,862 M0Ib. ... - Wib...... & 1.3 1 Shade from
rodiant heat,
» » - . -

(49 U.8.C. 1803, 1804, 1808; 40 CPR 1.53(¢).)

Issued in Washington, D.C, on January 28, 1977.

CHAPTER V—NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAF-
FIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION, DE-
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

[Docket No. 71-19; Notice 06; Docket No, 76—
32; Notice 02)

PART 567—CERTIFICATION

PART 571—FEDERAL MOTOR VEHICLE
SAFETY STANDARDS

Tire Selection and Rims for Motor Vehicles
Other Than Passenger Cars

This notice responds to petitions for
reconsideration of the newly established

James T. Conris, Jr.,

Director, Materials Transportation Burcau.

| PR Doc.77-3406 Filed 2-4-77;8:45 am |

Standard No. 120, Tire Selection and
Rims Jor Motor Vehicles Other Than
Passenger Cars, by amendments to the
standard in the areas of tire and rim
selection, rim marking, and tire label in-
formation. A minor amendment of Part
567, “Certification,” is also made. In ad-
dition, the decision that the agency no
longer regulates mobile structure trailers
(mobile homes) is also set forth, along
with appropriate conforming amend-
ments of Standard No. 120, Standard
No. 108, Lamps, Reflective Devices, and

Associated Equipment, and § 571.3, Defi-
nitions, of Part 571.

Standard No. 120 (49 CFR 571.120)
establishes that multipurpose passenger
véhicles (MPV's), trucks, buses, motor-
cycles, and traflers shall be equipped with
tires and rims that are adequate to sup-
port the fully-loaded vehicle under con-
templated operating conditions. The
legislative history of the National Traf-
fic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act (the
Act) (15 U.S.C. 1381, et seq.) and § 202
of that Act establish Congress' concern
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that motor vehicles could be equipped
with inadequate tires and that regula-
tion would be necessary to protect
against this problem:

Sec. 202, In standards established under
title I of this Act the Secretary shall require
that each motor vehicle be equipped by the
manufacturer or by the purchaser thereof at
the time of the first purchase thereof in good
faith for purposes other than resale with
tires which meet the maximum permissible
load standards when such vehicle is fully
losded with the maximum number of pas-
sengers it 18 designed to carry and a reason-
able amount of luggage.

Standard No. 120 was promulgated
January 18, 1976 (41 FR 3478, January
26, 1976), and 17 petitions for reconsid-
eration of particular provisions were
filed by vehicle, tire, and rim manufac-
turers, and by trade associations repre-
senting these manufacturers. In view of
the length of time that has been taken
to respond to these petitions for recon-
slderation, the effective dates for imple-
mentation of several of the standard's
provisions were delayed (41 FR 18659,
May 6, 1976) (41 FR 36657, August 31,
1976). The standard’s basic provision for
tire and rim selection (85.1) was not de-
laved and became effective September 1,
1976.

Tire and rim selection. The primary
effect of Standard No. 120 s fulfillment
of §202 of the Act by specification of
the minimum load-carrying character-
istics of tires on motor vehicles not al-
ready subject to the passenger car tire
and rim selection requirements of Stand-
ard No. 110, Tire Selection and Rims, of
Part 571, The rim selection requirements
of the standard are limited (use of a rim
designated as suitable by the tire manu-
facturer for use with its product; use of
“DOT" labeled rims on and after Sep-
tember 1, 1979) in anticipation of more
comprehensive regulation of rims as part
of an upcoming wheel standard.

Tire selection consist of two elements:
With one exception, each vehicle must be
equipped with tires that comply with
Standard No, 119, New Pneumatic Tires
for Vehicles Other than Passenger Cars
(or Standard No. 109, New Pneumatic
Tires), and the load rating of the tires
on each axle of the yehicle must together
at least equal the gross axle weight rat-
ing (GAWR) for that axle, The term
GAWR Is defined in § 571.3 of Part 571
as “* * * the value specified by the
vehicle manufacturer as the load-carry-
ing capacity of a single axle system, as
measured at the tire-ground interfaces.”
The GAWR concept formalizes the deci-
sion each manfacturer makes about the
load-bearing ability of the tires, rims,
axle, brakes, and suspension components
(at a minimum) chosen to support and
control the loaded vehicle,

The Truck Equipment Body Distribu-
tors Assoclation (TEBDA) questioned the
fequirement that, with one exception,
each vehicle subject to Standard No. 120
be equipped with tires that conform to
Btandard No. 119 (or Standard No, 109)
TEBDA’s March 17, 1976, letter con-
cerned certification of trucks equipped
for agricultural service with Goodyear
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“Terra-Tires."” The “Terra-Tire" is one
example of tires that are placed zn
specialized motor vehicles which operate
both on and off the highway. The tires
are specially designed and are unable to
be certified to either of the tire per-
formance standards.

Section 85.1.1 specifies that “each vehi-
cle equipped with pneumatic tires for
highway service shall be equipped with
times that meet the requirement of (the
tire) standardis) * * *." This language
is intended to exclude from the require-
ment for Standard 119 (or 109) tires
those vehicles which the manufacturer
(or person later in the chain of distribu-
tion) decides to equip with tires other
than “tires for highway service,” The de-
cislon is left with the manufacturer at
this time in view of the absence of data
that demonstrates problems in the use of
these tires that would justify their elim-
ination. Any pattern of accident occur-
rence that points to unsafe utilization of
nen-highway service tires would presum-
ably constitute a safety-related defect
and could lead to revision of Standard
No. 120 to regulate them. At this
time, the answer to TEBDA {s that
the tire selection requirements of
S5.1.1 (and 8$5.1.2 as a logical ex-
tension of 85.1.1) would not apply to
a& vehicle equipped with non-highway
service tires. It is emphasized that this
exclusion from Standard No. 120 bears no
direct relationship to the determination
of whether a particular vehicle qualifies
85 a “motor vehicle"” as that term Is de-
fined in § 102(3) of the Act.

The second requirement for tire selec-
tion (85.1.2) is that “[t}he sum of the
maximum load ratings of the tires fitted
to an axle shall be not less than the gross
axle weight rating (GAWR) of the axle
system * * *" Comparable further
specification exits when multipie ratings
appear on the certification label, or the
tires used on-the vehicle are not listed
on the certification label.

Because no petition directly raised ob-
Jections to the requirements of 85.12,
the agency first addresses issues raised
in a separate and outstanding NHTSA
proposal dealing with tire choice and its
relationship to GAWR, The action (Defi-
nition of “Gross Axle Weight Rating,” 40
FR 58152, December 15, 1975) proposed
that the GAWR determination be based
on, among other things, the vehicle’s
maximum attainable speed or the max-
imum load rating of the tire established
by the tire manufacturer at 60 mph,
whichever is lower. The proposed modi-
fication was intended to reflect the in-
dustry practice of assigning (in most
cases) and labeling (in accordance with
Standards 119 and 109) a tire’s basic
load-carrying capabilities in recognition
of the unrestricted highway speeds to
which it Is normally exposed. This for-
malization of GAWR determination was
intended to prevent manufacturers from
assigning higher capabilities to tires
than their 60-mph ratings, based on ar-
bitrarily low speeds.

Most comments supported the GAWR
proposal, although several truck manu-
facturers asked that the term “maxi-
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mum attainable speed” be specifically
defined as it i{s elsewhere in NHTSA
regulations. Ford Motor Company op-
posed the proposed change in the defini-
tion of GAWR as an arbitrary selection
of only one of the many criteria that
enter into the determination of GAWR.
The company suggested that other
means exist to prevent assignment of
arbitrary GAWR's based on tire ratings
other than those established at 60 mph
and so labeled on the tire sidewall.

The NHTSA agrees with Ford and
notes that the “other means" to regu-
late this practice exist in the tire selec-
tion requirements of 85.1.2 of Standard
No. 120. At the time of the GAWR pro-
posal, Standard No. 120 had not been
made final, Since Its implementation on
September 1, 1876, a manufacturer is
free to determine GAWR as in the past,
but the maximum load ratings imarked
on the tire sidewall) of tires on the vehi-
cle must at least equal the GAWR listed.
For this reason, the NHTSA's proposal
for amendment of the GAWR definition
is considered unnecessary and is there-
fore withdrawn. Further notice and op-
portunity for comment will precede any
further action on the proposal set forth
in that notice.

Several issues were raised in regard to
the GAWR proposal that should be ad-
dressed for purposes of clarification. The
Heavy & Specialized Carriers Conference
of the American Trucking Associations
(HSCC) cautioned the NHTSA against
requiring an  “unrestricted speed
GAWR" on the Part 587 certification
label in view of two State laws (or regu-
lations) that no vehicle can operate on
the state highways at gross vehicle
welghts greater than those listed on the
vehicle in accordance with Federal reg-
ulations. It is common practice to load
some “heavy hauler” vehicles to a gross
vehicle weight that exceeds the unre-
stricted speed ratings of the vehicle tires,
because the vehicle's tires are capable
of carrying greater weight at reduced
speeds,

As issued, Standard No. 120 required
that the maximum load ratings of the
tires at least equal the GAWR. This
effectively limits the GVWR to the sum
of these GAWR's (except in the case of
semi-trailers) . In the agency’s view, how-
ever. the problem cited by HSCC can be
avolded by listing additional GAWR's
(calculated for reduced speed operation)
at the end of the certification plate fol-
lowing the required data on the label.
This practice has been followed by mem-
bers of the Truck Trailer Manufacturers
Association (TTMA) and was confirmed
as permissible by the NHTSA in a
March 5, 1875, letter to the TTMA. In
order to aid resolution of issues that may
arise between States that wish to refer
to the certification label and operators
that wish to continue the additional rat-
ing system, the agency hereby makes an
interpretive amendment to Part 567 to
specify where additional ratings may
appear. =~

Based on this understanding of the re-
lationship between choice of tires under
85.1.2 of Standard No. 120 and the de-
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termination of GAWR under § 5674 of
Part 567, a modification of the require-
ments of Standard No. 120 is justified.
In the case of a vehicle that is incapable
of the 60-mph speed used by tire manu-
facturers to establish the maximum load
rating that is stamped on the tire side-
wall (typically a powered vehicle and

not a trailer), it would not be reasonable
to require the GAWR's to be strictly lim-
ited to the sum of the maximum load
ratings of the tires on the vehicle. This
is because the vehicle will never achieve
the speeds for which maximum load rat-
ings were established. In many cases,
provision is made to rate tires for a
greater load at the lower (but maximum)
speed of which a vehicle is capable. In
recognition of this extremely limited
specialized situation, the agency amends
§5.12 to permit installation of tires
with reduced speed capabilities in the
case of vehicles whose maximum attain-
able speed is not greater than 50 mph.
This amendment is considered to be a
technical adjustment of language to
fully implement the intent of the final
rule as that was established. A separate
amendment of § 571.3 is made to estab-
lish the basis for determination of a
vehicle's maximum attainable speeds.

Volkswagen raised a separate issue
concerning the requirement that the sum
of maximum load ratings at least equal
the GAWR of the axle system. Thils pro-
vision, in the case of an MPV, truck, bus,
or trailer that is equipped with passen-
ger car tires, requires that the maximum
Joad ratings on the tires be reduced by
approximately 10 percent before calcu-
lating the sum. The purpose of this 10-
percent reduction in tire rating is to ac-
count for the generally harsher treat-
ment (impulse and surge loading in the
case of MPV’s off-road) to which the
tires of & vehicle other than a passenger
car are exposed that is not accounted
for in passenger car tire ratings. Volks-
wagen requested data showing that
MPV’s actually experience more abusive
treatment in use.

The MPYV category is based in part on
the existence of characteristics that
make these vehicles less amenable to
passenger car standards. If Volkswagen
has data indicating that the two cate-
gories actually experience identical us-
age, the NHTSA would prefer to adjust
the definition to ensure that these vehi-
cles are subject to all passenger car
standards. Until that time, the existing
rationale for excusing these vehicles from
some passenger car standards dictates
the use of higher strength tires.

An earlier noted, the rim selection re-
quirements of Standard No. 120 are not
substantial, consisting of a requirement
that the rims be listed by the tire manu-
facturer as suitable for use with its
tires, and a requirement that, on and
after September 1, 1879, the rims used
on & vehicle be labeled as specified in
85,2 of the standard. The September 1,
1979, date for use of labeled rims re-
placed a March 1, 1877, date that proved
impractical in view of large inventories
of unlabeled rims that exist and will ex-
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ist long after rim labeling is begun. In
establishing the later effective date, the
agency noted that it was considering the
possibility of eliminating this require-
ment entirely, to simplify the phase-in
of properly marked rims as they become
available. Experience with phase-in of
newly regulated equipment in other
areas such as tires and brake hoses has
demonstrated that the requirement for
labeled equipment on and after & par-
ticular date can create substantial in-
ventory and potential economic waste
problems, In view of experience that the
delay of labeling requirements has not
substantially impeded certification veri-
fication and defect actions, the NHTSA
has decided to withdraw the require-
ment (that appears as the last sentence
of 85.1.1). It is noted that withdrawal
of this requirement does not affect the
requirement of 85.1.2 that rims be listed
as suitable by the tire manufacturer for
use with the tires that equip the vehicle,
or the requirement of 85.2 that rims be
labeled with specified information.
Mobile structure trailers. With regard
to the applicability of this standard and
other standards as & general matter, the
NHTSA takes this opportunity to pub-
lish in the Feperal ReGISTER its conclu-
sion that enactment of the National Mo~
bile Home Construction and Safety
Standards Act of 1974 (42 US.C. 5401 et
seq.) (the Mobile Home Act) impliedly
repealed this agency’s authority to regu-
Jate mobile homes. This conclusion was
announced in a May 5, 1978, letter to the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment that stated in relevant part:

The National Mobile Home Construction
and Safety Standards Act of 1074 (42 US.C.
5401 et seq.) (the "Moblle Home Act") es-
tablished within the Department of Housing
and Urban Development a comprehensive
program for the regulsation of mobile homes.
We have concluded that one result of that
statute's enactment was the implled repeal
of the NHTSA's authority with respect to
moblle homes. Accordingly, we consider that
the enactment has the effect of amending
the Vehicle Safety Act's definition of “motor
vehicle” to exclude “mobile homes™ as the
l:cm.-r term s defined in the Mobile Home

t.

The effect of this conclusion is that
tire and rim selection for mobile homes
(known as “mobile structure trailers” by
the NHTSA) is no longer subject to
Standard No. 120 or other regulations is-
sued under authority of the Act. For this
reason, references to "mobile structure
trailer” in Standard No. 120, Standard
No. 108, Lamps, Reflective Devices, and
Associated Equipment, and the general
definitions section of Part 571 (§571.3)
are deleted.

On the same subject, a May 25, 1976
(and supplementing July 7, 1976), letter
from Firestone to the NHTSA asked
whether tires manufactured exclusively
for mobile homes and tires that are used
on mobile homes (although manufac-
tured for other uses) are subject to reg-
ulation under the Act. Similar questions
were raised as to the status of rims,
some of which are designed exclusively
for use on mobile homes and some of

-

which are used on mobile homes and
other vehicles.

As for tires, Standard No. 109 applies
to “tires for use on passenger cars” and
Standard No. 119 applies to “tires de-
signed for highway use on [specified mo-
tor vehicles).” By these terms, nefther
standard applies to tires designed ex-
clusively for use on mobile homes. In
the case of tires actually used on mobile
homes but designed for use also on ve-
hicles subject to the Act, the agency
considers such tires to be subject to the
standards’ requirements because they
constitute motor vehicle equipment as
that term is deflned in § 102(4) of the
Act.

As for rims, Standard No. 110 con-
tains specifications only for rims that
equip passenger cars and therefore con-
tains no requirements that would directly
require performance of a rim that was
installed on a mobile home. Standard
No. 120 applies to rims “for use on"”
MPV's, trucks, buses, motoreycles, and
trailers (other than mobile structure
traflers) and therefore would not apply
to rims designed exclusively for use on
mobile homes. In the case of rims de-
siened for use on any of the motor ve-
hicle tvpes listed, the NHTSA would con-
sider Standard No. 120's requirements ap-
plicable. and labeling in accordance with
S5.2 would be required.

Rim marking. The second requirement
of Standard No. 120 i{s an equipment
requirement specifying five items of in-
formation (six in the case of multiplece
wheels) that must appear on any rim
for use on MPV’'s. trucks, buses, trallers,
or motorcveles. The recuirements for lo-
cation of the information varies accord-
ine to the tvpe of information and
whether the rim is part of a single or
multiniece wheel. Tn answer to a oues-
tinn raised by Kelsev-Hayes and Motor
Wheel, it is confirmed that these mark-
ing reavirements have no bearing on the
use of the rim on passenger cars. excep!
as future Iaheling reauirements in Stand-
ard No. 110 mieht prmohibit one or more
of the items reonired by 85 2. This even-
tunlity is considered to be extremely
unlikely,

Based on a comprehensive review of
the petitions for reconsideration, the
agency has decided that some requested
modifications in Iabeling requirements
are justified. The Japanese Automobile
Manufacturers Association and Suzuki
asked that required labeling be permit-
ted to be embossed as well as impressed
on the rim. Volkswagen (and representa-
tives from Motor Wheel and Goodyear
in a February 4, 1976, meeting with the
NHTSA) asked that rim labeling be per-
mitted on the disc portion of a single-
plece wheel. The agency considers these
suggestions to constitute justifiable op-
tions that would not diminish the level
of motor vehicle safety represented by
the standard, and the standard is ac-
cordingly amended.

Motor Wheel requested amendment of
the standard to state that labeling of
multipiece rims Is permitted in the bolt
hole area, The agency does not consider

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL 42, NO. 25—MONDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1977




the addition of advisory information to
be a desirable drafting practice because
the mention of bolt hole locations would
imply that some restriction on location
exists when in fact it does not. In answer
to another question from Motor Wheel,
more than one “rim type designation™
on rim components of & multipfece wheel
is permitted by the standard.

Motor Wheel and Goodyear also asked
if numbers that contain decimals or
strafling zeros™ (e.g., 7.50) could be
shortened by deleting the decimal and
“trailing zero.” The agency believes that

abbreviation by dropping the zero will -

not be confusing and amends the stand-
ard to include an example of such ab-
breviation. Confusion would result from
dropping the decimal.

In response to a request by Motor
Wheel and Budd Company for a specific
provision in 85.1.2 that the marking re-
quirements only apply to newly manu-
factured wheels, the agency notes the
general applicability statement in § 571.7.
governing the applicability of all stand-
ards found in Part 571, states that “* * *
each standard set forth in subpart B of
this part applies according to its terms to
all motor vehicles or {tems of motor vehi-
cle equipment the manufacture of which
is completed on or after the effective
date of the standard.” Thus, the stand-
ard only applies to rims manufactured on
or after the effective date of $5.2.

Manufacturers asked for several revi-
sions of the marking requirements which
the agency has considered and concludes
are unjustified. This discussion treats the
requests in the order that the markings
in question appear In 852

With regard to the requirement for
marking with a designation that indi-
cates the source of the rim's published
dimensfons (85.2(a) ), Daido Corporation
asked whether the Japanese Industrial
Standards’ symbol (a stylized combina-
tion of the letters J, I, and 8) or the let-
ters “JIS" would meet the requirements
of 85.2(a)(3) for use of letter “J."” The
agency Interprets its labeling require-
ments as strictly as any other portion of
its requirements and concludes that nei-
ther “JIS” nor the JIS symbol would
conform to the requirement of S5.2(a)
(3), In response to a similar request by
Volkswagen to permit “DIN” in place of
“D," the agency has considered the idea
of permitting the manufacturer the
option of a chofce of designations, and
concludes they are undesirable in the in-
terests of maintaining uniformity and
comprehension.

Grove Manufacturing suggested that
.t‘ht:'slngle letter designations of “D" and

E" could be mistaken for the load ranges
that appear on tires and on the certi-
fication label. The agency concludes that
the designations on the rim are suffi-
clently separated to preclude confusion
and therefore the recommendation by
Grove 1s not undertaken.

_The “rim size designation” required by
S5.2(b) {5 defined in S4 to mean the rim
diameter and width. Daido and Volks-
wagen asked that a width designation
followed by a diameter designation be
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considered as satisfying the requirement
for designation of diameter and width.
The agency specified the existing order
to distinguish rim deésignations from tire
designations. This order of information
{5 being considered as the uniform prac-
tice to be adopted by the International
Standards Organization. For reasons of
uniformity, the requests are denied.

Volkswagen asked that the “DIN"
symbol be permitted to signify compli-
ance of the rim with Standard No. 120
in place of the “DOT" symbol required
by 85.2(¢) for this purpose. The agency
does not find that the requirement of
§ 114 of the Act for certification is satis-
fied by use of a designation that has a
wholly different meaning. Volkswagen's
request is therefore denied.

Certification label. The third require-
ment of Standard No. 120 is that infor-
mation about suitable tires and rims for
use on the vehicle, along with appropriate
inflation pressure and speed restriction
information, be placed on a label on the
vehicle (85.3). As amended April 29, 1976
(41 FR 18659, May 6, 1976), the stand-
ard requires that the information appear
on the certification labels of vehicles
manufactured on or after September 1.
1997,

Some manufacturers and the Truck
Trailer Manufacturers Association
(TTMA) objected to the provision of this
information on grounds that valid in-
formatfon already appears on the tires
and rims that equip the vehlcle, and that
the Information could mislead a person
to think that only the listed tires and
rims could be used on the vehicle, With
regard to the first objection, the NHTSA
disagrees and notes that an improper
choice of tires or rims (as could occur by
replacing original equipment with “cus-
tom" rims or the equivalent in tires)
could permanently mislead vehicle own-
ers as to the suitable selection of tires
and rims. As for the possibility of mis-
leading, the agency believes that a head-
ing over the tire-rim listings (specifically,
“Suitable Tire-Rim Choice”) can be
added to the requirements for optional
use by a manufacturer who believes the
information would be otherwise mislead-
ing. With regard to General Motors’ note
that an owner should be guided by all
available information on tire cholce (e.g.,
information In the owner's manual), the
agency notes its longstanding position
that manufacturers may add statements
referring the reader to other publications
for additional information.

It is apparent from the examples cited
by manufacturers that the decision to
place all required data on the certifica-
tion label could prove cumbersome in
some cases, particularly those involving a
heavy truck with several avallable axle
combinations. In view of these problems,
the agency has decided to remove the
restriction dn location and permit the in-
formation to appear on the certification
label or on a separate label that conforms
to the requirements for certification la-
bels. The NHTSA notes that this option
to provide information on & separate la-
bel responds to ¢oncern of the Truck
Body and Equipment Association
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(TBEA) for the responsibilities of its fi-
nal-stage manufacturing membership.
The agency does not believe the tire and
rim information would be as useful in a
location entirely separate {rom the cer-
tification label, and it therefore declines
to adopt General Motors' suggestion to
use the Vehicle Identification label.

Mbotorcycle manufacturers and Gen-
eral Motors pointed out that the require-
ments for listing tire and rim informa-
tion after GVWR in the case of vehicies,
such as motorcycles, that only utilize one
GVWR listing, is redundant and there-
fore wasteful of space. Other manufac-
turers suggested that the tire-rim infor-
mation was redundant in the case of
multiple GVWR listings, although this is
not the case because of the need to as-
sociate the appropriate GVWR with
GAWR's that may exceed the GVWR, In
any event, these comments suggest that
GVWR and GAWR could be better linked
by revision of the example format to re-
duce the amount of information that
must be listed. The solution is to permit
listing of the GVWR alone, followed {im-
mediately by corresponding GAWR's and
appropriate tire-rim information. The
clearer format would be used for single
and multiple listings. This revision is de-
scribed in the new example that accom-
panies the rule changes at the end of
this notice. In conformity with this sim-
plification, the rule fs also amended to
delete the requirements for GVWR tire-
rim-inflation lstings. Depending on
manufacturers’ reactions to the simpli-
fied format., a similar change could be
undertaken for the passenger car exam-
ple found In Part 567 (§ 567.4(h) (1)),

With regard to the items of informa-
tion that must be listed in accordance
with 85.3 General Motors and the TTMA
argued that “tire * * * appropriate as
a minimum for the GAWR" [emphasis
added ] could be construed to require tires
with load ratings less than those that the
manufacturer would choose to recom-
mend. To eliminate any ambiguity, the
agency replaces "at a minimum"” with
“as specified by S5.1.2",

Suzuki asked whether “cold inflation
pressure” means the maximum inflation
pressure specified by the tire manu-
facturer. The TTMA also asked for clar-
ification on this point. The answer is
that the requirement does not call for
maximum pressure, but the pressure
snecified by the tire manufacturer as
sufficient to carry the load specified by
the vehicle manufacturer as the tire's
share of the assigned GAWR.

Michelin Tire Corporation noted that
listing Infiation pressure could be mis-
leading in the case of tire designations
that call for different inflation pressures
depending on the tire construction. It is
the agency’s view that any possibility of
confusion can easily be avolded by an in-
dieation that the tire designation repre-
sents a radial tire, so that a person sub-
stituting a non-radial tire size with the
reme designation §s aware that the two
tires are not identical.

The TBEA requested clarification of
the term “maximum speed” as it ap-
peared {n the example that accompanied
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the final rule. The TBEA appeared to
misunderstand the example as a refer-
ence to the speed capabilities of the ve-
hicle instead of the speed restriction of
the tires. The agency has in mind only
the rare tire types constructed for
transit buses and mining and logging
operations and so designated. Goodyear
and the TTMA appeared to have the
same mistaken impression of the re-
quirement.

Speed-restricted vehicles have now
been addressed under 85.1.2. In view of
the confusion that arose over the re-
quirement, and the agency's assumption
that the users of these tires are knowl-
edgeable in the use of the tires, {t has
been decided to drop the requirement of
55.3(d) altogether.

The TTMA raised several other ques-
tions with regard to the information
that appears along with-the GAWR, In
answer to these questions, the effective
dates of the standard are such that the
manufacturer will be required to list the
information specified by S53 on and
after September 1, 1977. Also, it is not
permissible to “bracket" the GVWR and
GAWR values for a particular vehicle
by specifving the minimum and maxi-
mum values that any tire-rim choice
could provide. Section 587.4 of Part 567
requires that the GVWR and GAWR's
revresenting the manufacturer deter-
mination of the particular vehicle's
characteristics must be listed.

The standard does not require the in-
formation specified in S5.3 to be listed
alonegide the additional GVWR's and
GAWR's that a manufacturer might
list at the end of its certification label
as reduced speed ratings. Lastly, the
agency does not agree that the GAWR
ratings for a semi-trailer are not related
to the trailer’s GVWR. While the trafl-
er's axles do not support the entire
weight of the vehicle, it is still the case
that the various GVWR's that could be
assigned to a semi-trailer are affected
by the GAWR values that can bhe as-
sirned, and that the GVWR probably
differs depending on the GAWR value
assigned. In this sense the GAWR's as-
signed to a semitrailer's axles do “cor-
respond” to its GVWR.

In accordance with Department of
Transportation policy encouraging ade-
quate analvsis of the consequences of
regulatory action (41 FR 16200, April 16,
1976}, the agency herewith summarizes
its evaluation of the economic and other
consequences of this action on the pub-
lic and private sectors, including vossible
loss of safety benefits. The new options,
simplification, and reduction of mark-
ing and labeling requirements should
make compliance with the standard less
costly, while the changes are not ex-
pected to significantly reduce the level
of motor vehicle safety. The exception
for speed-restricted vehicles provided In
85.1.2 represents a correction of the re-
quirements to reflect the agencv's in-
tent not to prevent the assignment of
greater load-carrying capabilities to
vehicles at lower speeds, Permitting this
practice to continue will result in the
avoidance of new costs in the economy.
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In consideration of the postponement
of effective dates already granted for
rim marking and the tire information
labeling, the agency concludes that the
present effective date schedule permits
adequate time for compliance,

In view of the three notices that have
modified the text of Standard No. 120,
the entire standard (incorporating the
amendments made by this notice) is
published for the convenience of persons
affected.

In consideration of the foregoing,
Chapter V of Title 49, Code of Federal
Regulations, is amended as follows:

1. In Part 567, §567.4(h) is amended
in part to read:

§ 567.4 Requirements for manufactur-
ers of motor vehicles,

th) Multiple GVWR~-GAWR ratings.

(l) [ YR W

(2) (For multipurpose passenger ve-
hicles, trucks, buses, trailers, and motor-
cycles) The manufacturer may, at its
option, list more than one GVWR-
GAWR-tire-rim-combination on the la-
bel, as long as the Hsting conforms in
content and format to the requirements
for tire-rim-inflation information set
forth in Standard No. 120 of this chapter
(§571.120).

(3) At the option of the manufacturer,
additional GVWR-GAWR ratings for
operation of the vehicle at reduced speeds
may be listed at the bottom of the cer-
tification label following any informa-
tion that is required to be listed.

IL In Part 571, three amendments are
made.

§571.3 [Amended]

1. Section 571.3 is amended by the de-
letion of the definition of “mobile struc-
ture trailer” and the addition of a new
definition following the definition of
“service brake” toread:

“Speed attainable in 2 miles” means
the speed attainable by accelerating at
maximum rate from a standing start for
2 miles on a level surface.

§571.108 [Amended]

2. Section 84.1.125 of Standard No.
108 (49 CFR 571.108) is deleted and
reserved.

3. Standard No. 120 (49 CFR 571.120!
is amended to read as set forth below.

Eflective date: Changes to the text of
the FepeRAL REGISTER may be made im-
mediately. The provisions of Standard
No. 120 are in effect at this time, except
as otherwise provided In the standard.
(Sec. 108, 119, Pub, L. BO-583. 80 Stat. 718
(15 U.8.C. 1392, 1407); delegition of author-
i1ty at 40 CFR 1.50)

Issued on January 28, 1977,

Jonx W. Sxow,
Administrator,

§ 571.120 Standard No. 120: tire sclec-
tion and rims for motor vehicles other
than passenger cars.

S1. Scope. This standard specifies tire
and rim selection requirements and rim
marking reouirements.

S2. Purpose. The purpose of this
standard is to provide safe operational
performance by ensuring that vehicles to
which it applies are equipped with tires
of adequate size and load rating and with
rims of appropriate size and type desig-
nation.

S3. Application. This standard applies
to multipurpose passenger vehicles,
trucks, buses. trailers, and motorcycles
and to rims for use on those vehicles.

S4. Definitions. All terms defined in
the Act and the rules and standards
issued under its authority are used as
defined therein.

“Rim base” means the portion of a
rim remaining after removal of all split
or continuous rim flanges, side rings,
and locking rings that can be detached
from the rim.

“Rim size designation” means rim
diameter and width.

“Rim diameter” means nominal diam-
eter of the bead seat,

“Rim width" means nominal distance
between rim flanges.

“Rim type designation” means the in-
dustry or manufacturer’s designation for
a rim by style or code.

“Weather side” means the surface area
of the rim not covered by the inflated
tire.

S5. Requirements,

85.1 Tire and rim selection.

85.1.1 Esxcept as specified in 85.13
each vehicle equipped with pneumatic
tires for highway service shall be
equipped with tires that meet the require-
ments of Standard No. 109 (8 571.109) or
Standard No, 119 (§571.119), and with
rims that are listed by the manufacturer
of the tires as suitable for use with those
tires, In accordance with S4.4 of Standard
No. 109 or S5.1 of Standard No, 119, as
applicable.

85.1.2 Except in the case of a vehicle
which has a speed attainable in 2 miles
of 50 mph or less, the sum of the max!-
mum load ratings of the tires fitted to an
axle shall be not less than the gross axle
weight rating (GAWR) of the axle sys-
tem as specified on the vehicle's certifica-
tion label required by 49 CFR Part 567.
If the certification label shows more than
one GAWR for the axle system, the sum
shall be not less than the GAWR cor-
responding to the size designation of the
tires fitted to the axle. If the size desig-
nation of the tires fitted to the axle
does not appear on the certification
label, the sum shall be not less than the
lowest GAWR avpearing on the labe!
When a tire listed in Appendix A of
Standard No. 109 is installed on a multi-
purpose passenger vehicle, truck, bus, or
trailer, the tire's load rating shall be
reduced by dividing by 1.10 before calcu-
lating the sum, A

S5.1.3 In place of tires that meet the
requirements of Standard No. 118 a
truck. bus, or trailer may, at the request
of the purchaser, be equipped at the place
of manufacture of the vehicle with used
tires owned or leased by the purchaser
if the sum of the maximum load ratings
meets the requirements of 85.1.2 On
and after January 1, 1978, used tres
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employed under this provision must be
originally manufactured to comply with
Standard No. 119, as evidenced by the
DOT symbol.

85.2 Rim marking. On and after Au-
gust 1, 1977, each rim or, at the option
of the manufacturer in the case of a
singlepiece wheel, wheel disc shall be
marked with the Information listed in
paragraphs (a) through (e) of this para-
graph, In lettering not less than one-

eighth inch high, impressed to a depth_

or, at the option of the manufacturer,
embossed to a helght of not less than
0.005 inch. The information listed in par-
agraphs (a) through (¢) of this para-
graph shall appear on the weather side.
In the case of rims of multipiece con-
struction, the information listed in para-
graphs (a) through (e) of this paragraph
shall appear on the rim base and the
information listed in paragraphs (b) and
(d) of this paragraph shall also appear
on each other part of the rim.

(a) A designation which indicates the
source of the rim's published nominal
dimensions, as follows:

(1) “T" indicates The Tire and Rim
Association.

(2). “E" indicates The European Tyre
and Rim Technical Organisation.

(3) “J" indicates Japanese Industrial
Standards.

(4) “D” indicates Deutsche Industrie
Norm.

(6) “M" indicates The Society of Mo-
tor Manufacturers & Traders, Ltd.

(6) “B" indicates British Standards
Institution.

(T “8" indicates Scandinavian Tire
and Rim Organization.

(8) “N™ Indicates an independent list-
ing pursuant to S4.4.1(a) of Standard
No. 109 or 85.1(a) of Standard No. 119.

(b) The rim size designation, and, in
case of multipiece rims, the rim type
designation. For example: N 20 x 5.50, or
N 20 x5.5.

{¢) The symbol DOT, constituting a
certification by the manufacturer of the
rim that the rim complies with all appli-
cable motor vehicle safety standards.

(d) A designation that identifies the
manufacturer of the rim by name,
trademark, or symbol,

(e) The month, day, and year, or the
month and year, of manufacture, ex-
pressed in numerals. For example,

“September 4, 1976" may be expressed as:

904 76
76 %% goa

“September 1976" may be expressed as:
Q@ 76

976, © ,or
76 9

853 Label information. (For vehicles
manufactured on and after September 1,
1977, The information specified in
85.3.1 through 85.3.3 shall, in the format
set forth following this section, appear
either—

(a) After each GAWR listed on the
certification label required by § 567.4 or
§ 567.5 of this chapter or, at the option
of the manufacturer,

(b) On a tire information label affixed
to the vehicle in the manner, location,
and form described in § 567.4(b) through
(1) of Part 567 of this chapter, as ap-

00476,

propriate for each GVWR-GAWR com-
bination listed on the certification label.

85.3.1 The size designation of tires (not
necessarily those on the vehicle) ap-
propriate (as specified in 85.1.2) for the
GAWR.

S5.3.2 The size designation and, if ap-
plicable, the type designation of rims
(not necessarily those on the vehicle) ap-
propriate for those tires.

85.3.3 Cold inflation pressure for those
tires.

Truck example

SUITABLE TIRE-—AIM CHOICE

GVWR: 17280.

GAWR: Front—6280 with 7.50—20(D) tires,
20x6.00 rims, at 756 ps cold single.

GAWR: Rear—11000 with 7:60—20(D) tires,
20x6.00 rims, at 85 psi cold dual

GVWR: 17340.

GAWR: Front—6300 with 7.00—20(E) tires,
20x5.50 rimas, at 80 pai cold single.

GAWR: Rear—11040 with 7.00—20(E) tires,
20x5.50 rims, at 80 psi cold dual.

56. Vehicles manujactured jrom Sep-
tember 1, 1976, to February 28, 1977. Not-
withstanding any other provision of this
standard, a vehicle to which this stand-
ard applies that is manufactured during
the period from September 1, 1976, to
February 28, 1877, shall meet each re-
quirement of this standard. with the fol-
lowing exception: In place of tires that
meet Standard No. 118 (§571.119), the
vehicle may be equipped with tires that
meet every requirement of that standard
other than the tire marking requirements
of 86.5 of that standard.

{ PR Doc.77-3500 Filed 2-1-77;10:56 am |

National Highway Safety Administration
| Docket No., 75-21; Notice 2]

PART 556—EXEMPTION FOR INCONSE-
ggggﬂkl. DEFECT OR NONCOMPLI-

Petitions by Manufacturers

This notice amends Title 49 of the
Code of Federal Regulations to add Part
556, “Exemption for Inconsequential De-
fect or Noncompliance”, which estab-
lishes procedures for petitioning by
manufacturers for exemption from no-
tice and remedy requirements of the
National Traffic and WMotor Vehicle
Safety Act on grounds that o defect or
noncompliance is inconsequential as it
relates teemotor vehicle safety.

A notice of proposed rulemaking to
establish Part 556 was published in the
FeoeraL REcISTER on August 25, 1975 (40
FR 37047). Fifteen comments were re-
ceived from vehicle and equipment
manufacturers and trade associations
representing these groups. The National
Motor Vehicle Safety Advisory Coun-
cil did not take a position on the pro-
posal. The Vehjcle Equipment Safety
Commission did not comment on the pro-
posal.

The NHTSA is adding Part 556 to Title
49 w establish procedures that will im-
plement the legislative mandate of sec-
tion 157 of the Nationnl Traffic and
Motor Vehicle Safety Act (the Act) (as
amended by Pub. L. 93-492, 88 Stat, 1470,
October 27, 1974; 15 US.C. 1417). The
new regulation prescribes procedures for
the submission of petitions, including
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