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Due Date (after 
SIP call)

Event

2 years................. Initial SIP (except areas needing long-term measures; see above).

3 years......... .......
4 years....... .
5 years......... ......

Maximize effectiveness of existing program.
Air quality data and additional measures, if applicable—isolated rural areas lacking data. 
Implementation of pre-1987 requirements (see above).
Adoption of long-term measures (SIP submittal).
Compliance with 15 percent reduction requirement (long-term areas).

6 years..... ........... Implementation of enhanced l/M  (see above). 
Implementation of CO hotspot measures.

7 years.................
Implementation of post-1987 RACT. 
Revised SIP and attainment demonstration.

[FR Doc. 87-26881 Filed 11-23-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING COPE 6560-50-M
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Parts 135 and 145

[Docket No. 25454; Notice No. 87-12]

Revision of Foreign Repair Station 
Rules

a g e n c y : Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM).

s u m m a r y : This notice proposes to 
update the regulations for certificating 
foreign repair stations to accommodate 
the increasing demand for maintenance 
and alteration of U.S.-registered aircraft 
manufactured worldwide. This proposal 
would: (1) Modify the requirement for 
determination of need before a foreign 
repair station may be considered for 
U.S. certification, and (2) modify the 
limitations on the scope of work that a 
foreign repair station may perform on 
U.S.-registered aircraft, and engines, 
propellers, appliances, and component 
parts for use on U.S.-registered aircraft 
In addition, it is proposed that a foreign 
or domestic manufacturer of a product 
for which it holds a U.S. type certificate 
and that is certificated by the FAA as a 
repair station, be allowed to return to 
service a component maintained or 
altered by a noncertificated source 
subject to specified conditions. Lastly, to 
be consistent with the air carrier 
operating rules, the air taxi/commercial 
operator rules would be amended to 
permit the airworthiness release to be 
signed by a person authorized by a U.S.- 
certificated foreign repair station. This 
action is part of a general project 
underway to review and update all 
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 
governing repair stations.
d a t e s : Comments must be received on 
or before January 25,1988. 
a d d r e s s e s : Comments on this notice 
may be mailed, in duplicate, to: Federal 
Aviation Administration, Office of the 
Chief Counsel, Attention: Rules Docket 
(AGC-204), Docket No. 25454, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20591. Comments 
delivered must be marked: Docket No. 
25454. Comments may be examined in 
Room 915-G on weekdays between 8:30 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., except on Federal 
holidays.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Leo Weston, Aircraft Maintenance 
Division (AFS-340), Office of Flight 
Standards, Federal Aviation 
Administration, 800 Independence

Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591, 
telephone (202) 267-8203.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited
Interested persons are invited to 

participate in the making of the 
proposed rules by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments as 
they may desire. In particular, comments 
are invited which relate to any potential 
economic impact and to the impact on 
international trade that may result if the 
proposals contained in this notice are 
adopted. Communications should 
identify the regulatory docket or notice 
number and be submitted in duplicate to 
the above address. All written 
communications received on or before 
the closing date for comments will be 
considered by the Administrator before 
taking action on the proposed rule. The 
proposals contained in this notice may 
be changed in light of comments 
received. All comments submitted will 
be available for examination by 
interested persons, both before and after 
the closing date, in the Rules Docket. A 
report summarizing each substantive 
contact with FAA personnel concerning 
this rulemaking will be filed in the 
docket. Commenters wishing to have the 
FAA acknowledge receipt of their 
comments submitted in response to this 
notice must submit with their comments 
a self-addressed, stamped postcard on 
which the following statement is made*. 
“Comments to Docket No. 25454.” The 
postcard will be dated, time stamped, 
and returned to the commenter.

Availability of NPRM
Any person may obtain a copy of this 

NPRM by submitting a written request 
to the Federal Aviation Administration, 
Office of Public Affairs, Attention:
Public Inquiry Center, APA-430, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591, or by calling 
(202) 267-3484. Communications must 
identify the docket number of this 
NPRM. Persons interested in being 
placed on a mailing list for future 
NPRMs should also request a copy of 
Advisory Circular 11-2A, Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking Distribution 
System, which describes the application 
procedures.
Background

Subpart C, Part 145, of the FAR, 
Foreign Repair Stations, has its origin in 
Civil Air Regulation (CAR) Part 52 by an 
amendment adopted in 1949 as § 52.38 
(14 FR 623: February 11,1949). The 
purpose of the amendment was to 
provide for the issuance of foreign repair 
station certificates for facilities located 
outside the United States where the

Administrator would find that “such 
agencies are needed for the 
maintenance, alteration, and repair of 
United States aircraft operated outside 
of the United States.” Because of the 
lack of repair agencies authorized to 
perform work on U.S.-registered aircraft 
in certain areas outside the United 
States at that time, considerable 
inconvenience to aircraft owners, pilots, 
and operators conducting international 
flight operations resulted. It was 
recognized that certification of foreign 
agencies, even those not staffed with 
holders of U.S. airman certificates, 
would expedite the maintenance, repair, 
and return to service of U.S. aircraft in 
those areas where certificated repair 
stations were not available. Consistent 
with the concept that the maintenance 
was to be performed on U.S.-registered 
aircraft in areas outside the United 
States, the scope of a certificated foreign 
repair station’s authority provided for in 
§ 52.38 was limited to “performance of 
work on aircraft which are used in 
operations conducted in whole or in part 
outside the United States * * *.” CAR 
Part 52 was revised in 1952 (17 FR 2981; 
April 5,1952) with § 52.38 becoming 
§ 52.50. When the Civil Air Regulations 
were recodified in 1962, CAR Part 52 
became FAR Part 145, and CAR § 52.50 
became §§ 145.71 and 145.73 (27 FR 
6662; July 13,1962).

On July 1,1986, the FAA prepared two 
draft internal action notices which were 
later revised October 3,1986. The first 
addressed foreign repair station 
privileges and responsibilities under 
Part 145 and the eligibility of 
replacement parts for return to service 
on U.S.-registered aircraft. The second 
addressed air carrier privileges and 
responsibilities under Parts 121 and 135 
when using noncertificated sources for 
parts. The draft action notices did not 
represent new FAA policy.

Although it is not regular or required 
practice for the FAA to solicit comments 
on internal guidance material, such as 
action notices, the original notices were 
broadly circulated to be consistent with 
the FAA’s practice of seeking 
constructive input and promoting 
international cooperation. The FAA 
received comments from 34 different 
organizations including several foreign 
civil aviation authorities. Several of the 
commenters were of the opinion that 
existing rules and practices required 
substantive change, and that, to be in 
accordance with the Administrative 
Procedure Act, a rulemaking proceeding 
was appropriate. On October 10,13, and
14,1986, a meeting was held in Paris, 
France, by the FAA and representatives 
of CAA (United Kingdom), DGAC



£g d era ljteg iste i^ / V ol.-52, No. 226 /  T uesday, N ovem ber 24, 1987 /  Proposed Rules 45125

(France), LBA (West Germany), and 
RLD (The Netherlands) to discuss some 
of the issues covered in the draft action 
notices. At the meeting, the FAA stated 
that it would review the regulations 
pertaining to maintenance and 
alterations that may be performed by 
foreign repair stations and original 
equipment manufacturers.

In addition, the FAA has received 
petitions from the Air Transport 
Association of America (Docket No. 
25169) and the Regional Airline 
Association (RAA) (Docket Nos. 25162 
and 25163) that request changes to the 
FAR to clarify the rules and expand the 
availability of foreign repair stations 
and foreign aircraft manufacturers for 
the maintenance and alteration of U.S.- 
registered aircraft and components, 
whether or not such aircraft are used 
wholly or partly outside the United 
States. In accordance with FAA’s 
procedural rules, summaries of these 
petitions were published in the Federal 
Register (52 FR 5309; February 20,1987); 
(52 FR 8078; March 16,1987); and (52 FR 
8918; March 20,1987)). The petitions and 
the public comments received on these 
petitions have been reviewed and 
considered by the FAA insofar as the 
petitions relate to subject matter within 
the scope of this notice. Such related 
comments have been considered in the 
preparation of this notice and are 
considered a part thereof. Issues in the 
petitions not covered herein will be 
acted upon separately.

The environment in civil aviation has 
changed significantly since the 
regulations now covered in Subpart C of 
Part 145 were first adopted in 1949. More 
foreign-manufactured aircraft are being 
flown by U.S. operators, and the need 
for increased maintenance capability for 
U.S.-registered aircraft from both foreign 
manufacturers and U.S.-certificated 
foreign repair stations has dramatically 
grown in the past 38 years. This is 
reflected by exemptions that have been 
granted in recent years related to 
maintenance and alterations performed 
by foreign repair stations. Exemptions to 
SS 145.71 and 145.73 have authorized 
U.S.-certificated foreign repair stations 
to perform work on foreign 
manufactured products to be used on 
U.S.-registered aircraft that may not be 
operated outside the United States. 
Exemptions from the operating rules 

ave also been issued to air carriers to 
permit them to use other than U.S.- 
certificated airmen (foreign 
manufacturers and foreign U.S.- 
certificated repair stations) to repair and 
return to service, under the provisions of 
me air carrier operating rules, U.S.- 
registered aircraft and components.

Many of today’s U.S. air carriers use 
foreign-manufactured aircraft and other 
aeronautical products. This is, in part, a 
result of multinational consortiums and 
cooperative agreements to manufacture 
and market domestic and foreign 
products between U.S. and foreign 
manufacturers. In recent years, the type 
and number of aircraft and aircraft parts 
manufactured in one or more foreign 
countries and used by U.S. operators in 
the United States have grown rapidly. 
Many U.S. air carriers use foreign- 
manufactured aircraft and products as 
the prime elements of their fleets. The 
RAA indicates in its petition cited above 
that its member airlines are heavily 
dependent upon foreign-manufactured 
aircraft. Almost all aircraft used by 
RAA members that have passenger 
capacities exceeding 19 seats are foreign 
manufactured. Furthermore, of the top 15 
passenger-type aircraft in regional 
service in 1985,10 were foreign 
manufactured. These aircraft constituted 
60 percent of the total seating capacity 
of the regional airline industry in 1985. 
Under current regulatory limitations, 
foreign manufacturers, with or without 
an FAA foreign repair station certificate, 
have been unable in many situations to 
repair their products, even to the extent 
that warranty work has been curtailed.

U.S.-certificated foreign repair 
stations, subject to FAA determination 
of acceptability and surveillance, meet 
the same standards as required of U.S.- 
certificated domestic repair stations 
under the provisions of Part 145, except 
as related to the requirements for 
supervisory and inspection personnel 
set forth in §§ 145.39 through 145.43. 
Sections 145.39 through 145.43, as well 
as §§ 121.378(a) and 135.435(a), require 
that persons directly in charge of 
maintenance and inspection of U.S.- 
registered aircraft have a current U.S. 
airman certificate. However, both the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as 
amended (49 U.S.C. 401 et seq.
Repealed. Pub. L. 85-726, Title XIV, 
section 1401(b), Aug. 23,1958, 72 Stat. 
806), and the successor, the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended (49 
U.S.G. 1301 et seq.), specifically provide 
that individuals employed outside the 
United States in charge of the 
inspection, maintenance, overhauling, or 
repair of aircraft, aircraft engines, 
propellers, or appliances may, to the 
extent the Administrator may provide, 
be excepted from the requirement to 
hold an appropriate U.S. airman 
certificate. This was recognized in the 
promulgation of the foreign repair 
station regulations in 1949. Thus, when 
found properly qualified and certificated 
by the FAA, a foreign repair station,

operating in accordance with FAA 
requirements and surveillance, can 
provide proper maintenance and 
alteration on U.S.-registered aircraft and 
their components. This capability does 
not depend on the aircraft’s physical 
location at the time maintenance or 
alteration is required. Current FAA 
regulations include geographical 
restrictions. It now appears appropriate 
to consider modifications of such 
restrictions.
Planned Actions

The FAA plans an in-depth review of 
Part 145 to amend it and related parts of 
the FAR as appropriate. To the extent 
possible, the rules will be updated to 
establish requirements consistent with 
present and known future industry 
needs. This planned action recognizes 
the changing worldwide environment 
relating to the manufacture of aircraft 
and related parts and to the 
maintenance and alteration of those 
products, as well as the role of repair 
stations in today’s aviation 
environment. The overall regulatory 
project will be extensive and cannot be 
completed in the near term. However, 
the extent and conditions under which 
foreign repair stations and aircraft 
manufacturers may exercise the 
privileges of an FAA certificated repair 
station under Part 145 can be updated in 
a timely manner by a more limited 
effort.

The expressed need for increased 
availability of manufacturer and foreign 
repair station maintenance capability 
can be met by amending § § 145.71 and 
145.73 and by adding a new paragraph 
to § 145.47. The immediate concerns 
expressed in many of the comments on 
the draft FAA action notices, as well as 
in the petitions for rulemaking referred 
to above, would largely be met by the 
actions proposed herein. In the overall 
review and amendment planned for Part 
145, it is envisaged that other parts will 
be affected. Amendments to Parts 21, 43, 
91,121,135, and 187, and possibly other 
parts of the regulations, may be 
proposed and covered at that time. 
However, this rulemaking is limited in 
scope to Subparts B and C of Part 145 
and to a related amendment to Part 135 
to make it consistent with Part 121.
Discussion of Proposal

United States operators have 
expressed a need for expanded access 
to U.S.-certificated foreign repair 
stations for maintenance, alteration, and 
preventive maintenance of their aircraft, 
engines, propellers, appliances, and 
component parts because of the 
increased worldwide demand for
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maintenance and the increasing amount 
of foreign-manufactured equipment 
being used by U.S. operators. This can 
be accomplished by the proposed 
changes to Subpart C, Part 145, that 
would modify restrictions on who may 
apply for U.S. certification as a foreign 
repair station and the limitations on the 
work that can be performed by such a 
repair station.

It is anticipated that by modifying 
these restrictions related to a 
determination of need and to the scope 
of work to be conducted by foreign 
repair stations, a number of 
noncertificated foreign facilities will 
apply for FAA certification. This will 
have some impact on FAA certification 
and surveillance resources. It is difficult 
to anticipate the increase in foreign 
repair stations that might occur if this 
proposal were adopted. There are now 
approximately 200 foreign repair 
stations. However, even with an 
increase of 50 to 100 percent in the 
number of foreign repair stations, that is 
to a total of 300 to 400, the domestic 
experience indicates that the resource 
impact should be minimal, and the FAA 
will respond to the increased workload. 
The FAA welcomes comments and 
information that would support more 
accurate estimates.

In addition, an adjustment of the fees 
charged for certification and 
surveillance of foreign repair stations as 
specified in Part 187, Appendix A, will 
be considered in a separate rulemaking 
project. Depending upon the time and 
resources available, the fee issues may 
be included in the overall review of Part 
145. Other resource requirements will be 
treated in the normal FAA planning and 
budget process. The certification and 
surveillance responsibilities of the FAA 
for foreign repair stations will make full 
use of information provided by local 
airworthiness authorities where 
appropriate. This will also enhance the 
capabilities of the FAA inspector work 
force. In any event, there will be no 
derogation in safety because of the rule 
if adopted as proposed.

Notwithstanding the intention 
proposed herein to increase the 
availability of repair stations and to 
broaden the scope of work that can be 
performed by foreign repair stations, the 
FAA does not intend that U.S. foreign 
repair station certificates be used in a 
manner that does not relate to the 
support of U.S.-registered aircraft or U.S. 
operators. Further, it is necessary to 
retain a provision which requires a 
showing of need to avoid situations that 
could develop where certification is 
requested where no reasonable need 
could be expected to develop. This

provision will ensure that foreign repair 
stations certificated by the FAA are 
needed to support U.S.-registered 
aircraft and would not extend U.& 
resources for FAA certification of 
foreign repair stations that would not 
support any U.S.-registered aircraft.

This proposal would also provide 
additional authority for manufacturers 
to utilize noncertificated facilities under 
certain circumstances. Under the 
proposal, a manufacturer of a product 
for which it holds the type certificate, 
which is also a certificated repair 
station, would be permitted to use 
noncertificated contract sources to 
accomplish work for which die 
manufacturer’s repair station facility 
may not be rated and qualified to 
perform. This authority, which is not 
contained in the current regulations, 
would be limited to the maintenance of 
components that are a part of the 
manufacturer’s U.S. type-certificated 
product Under the current regulations, 
contract maintenance is permitted but is 
limited in scope. Under the proposal, a 
noncertificated contractor that performs 
such maintenance would have to be the 
original component manufacturer or its 
licensee and identified in the 
manufacturer’s repair station inspection 
procedures manual. Airworthiness 
would be controlled by quality control 
procedures of the repair station 
acceptable to the Administrator. Such 
procedures governing the quality control 
of the product would be set forth in the 
repair station’s FAA-approved 
operations specifications and be made a 
part of the repair station’s inspection 
procedures manual. The detail of such 
procedures and the level of oversight by 
the FAA would depend on the 
individual case.

For example, a foreign engine 
manufacturer holding a U.S. type 
certificate for a complete engine and 
certificated by the United States as a 
foreign repair station could use 
contracted noncertificated repair 
facilities under certain conditions. The 
engine manufacturer’s repair station 
facility may not be rated and qualified 
to maintain certain engine components, 
such as a fuel pump, even though the 
pump is part of the engine manufactured 
in accordance with the U.S. type 
certificate under the manufacturer’s 
quality control system. In this rase, the 
contract work could be performed by 
the fuel pump manufacturer (or its 
licensee) even if the pump manufacturer 
is a non-U.S.-certificated facility, 
provided that the engine manufacturer 
(type certificate holder) ensures that the 
fuel pump is returned to service through 
a quality control process of the repair

station that is acceptable to the 
Administrator. It should be noted that 
this approach places the work under the 
regulatory structure for maintenance 
rather than manufacturing. However, 
any similarities between the quality 
control of manufacturing and the 
maintenance process may be 
recognized, if appropriate. In any event, 
the maintenance work would be subject 
to the inspection system requirements of 
§ 145.45. The proposed process is 
consistent with the long-standing 
distinction in the United States between 
manufacturing and maintenance.

This proposed new authority for 
manufacturers is in addition to the 
limited ratings for manufacturers 
contained in Subpart D, Part 145. This 
proposal does not affect Subpart D. Any 
such modifications are beyond the scope 
of this notice.

Both §§ 121.378(a) and 135.435(a) of 
the operating rules provide an exception 
to the requirement that each person 
directly in charge of maintenance, 
preventive maintenance, or alteration 
hold an appropriate airman certificate if 
the work is performed by a properly 
certificated foreign repair station. 
Although § 121.709(b) regarding the 
signing of the airworthiness release or 
aircraft log entry provides for a similar 
exception permitting such documents to 
be signed by a person authorized by a 
foreign repair station, the corresponding 
provision in § 135.443(b) does not. When 
Part 135 was revised, prior to the 
enactment of the Airline Deregulation 
Act of 1978, the FAA did not consider 
this necessary because of the minimal 
use, if any, of foreign-manufactured 
aircraft by Part 135 operators. However, 
today, with the expansion of the 
commuter airline industry after 
deregulation, and with the wide use of 
foreign-manufactured aircraft by Part 
135 operators, the FAA considers that 
the exception should apply to operations 
under Parts 135 and 121. Accordingly, a 
flush paragraph following § 135.443(b)(3) 
is being proposed herein to include 
identical language as now appears in 
the flush paragraph following 
§ 121.709(b)(3).

Section 145.71
Current regulations require a 

demonstration of need for maintenance 
and alteration of U .S .-registered aircraft 
outside of the United States before the 
FAA can consider issuing a foreign 
repair station certificate; these 
regulations would be modified. As 
proposed, the rule would provide that 
the Administrator may issue a foreign 
repair station certificate when he 
determines that it will be necessary for
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maintaining or altering U.S.-registered 
aircraft, or engines, propellers, 
appliances, or component parts thereof 
for use on U.S.-registered aircraft.
Section 145.73

Section 145.73 would be amended to 
eliminate the limitation on the scope of 
work performed by foreign repair 
stations on U.S.-registered aircraft that 
are operated wholly or partly outside 
the United States. This change would 
permit U.S.-registered aircraft, and 
engines, propellers, appliances, and 
component parts for use on U.S.- 
registered aircraft to be flown or 
shipped from any location, whether or 
not in the United States, to a foreign 
repair station for the purpose of 
maintenance or alteration, and then 
shipped to any location, including the 
United States, for use on a U.S.- 
registered aircraft, provided the repair 
station performing the work has a 
current foreign repair station certificate 
and is rated and qualified to perform 
such work. In addition, it is proposed to 
change the wording in § 145.73 to reflect 
that the Administrator prescribes 
operations specifications containing 
limitations, and that a certificated repair 
station may perform only the specific 
services and functions within the ratings 
and classes that are stated in its 
operations specifications.
Section 145.47

A new paragraph would be added to 
§ 145.47 to permit a manufacturer 
holding a U.S. type certificate and a U.S. 
repair station certificate to have 
maintenance and alteration work 
performed on certain components by a 
noncertificated source, provided: (1) The 
component is included as part of the 
type-certificated product, (2) such 
component maintenance is performed by 
the original component manufacturer or 
its licensee, and (3) the component is 
returned to service through a quality 
control system of the type certificate 
holder’s repair station acceptable to the 
FAA. This paragraph would apply 
equally to domestic and foreign repair 
stations, because the requirements of 
§ 145.47 for a domestic repair station 
certificate set forth in Subpart B, Part 
145, titled “Domestic Repair Stations” 
must also be met by a foreign repair 
station (see § 145.71).

Section 135.443(b)

Under this proposal, § 135.443(b) 
would be amended to permit the 
airworthiness release to be signed by a 
person authorized by a foreign repair 
station. This proposal would add a flush 
Paragraph following § 135.443(b)(3)

identical to the flush paragraph in 
§ 121.709(b) that follows § 121.709(b)(3).
Paperw ork Reduction Act

Information collection requirements in 
the proposed amendment to § 135.443 
have previously been approved by the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (Pub. 
L. 96-511) and have been assigned OMB 
Control Number 2120-0039.
Regulatory Evaluation

The airline industry has experienced 
rapid growth following deregulation 
resulting in a demand for equipment 
suitable to the individual operator’s 
requirements. This demand has been 
increasingly met through international 
endeavors in the manufacture of aircraft 
and their components. The demand for 
qualified maintenance services and 
facilities has grown as well, and as the 
fleet of foreign-manufactured aircraft 
has increased, particularly in the 
regional and commuter airline industry, 
it has become necessary to utilize 
foreign maintenance sources more 
extensively than in the past. Further, 
numerous operators of U.S.- 
manufactured aircraft have expressed 
their dissatisfaction with the geographic 
restrictions on the use of foreign repair 
stations. They state that the current 
rules place unnecessary limitations on 
their use of valuable alternative 
maintenance sources.

The proposed regulatory changes are 
expected to increase competition in the 
marketplace and yield benefits by 
providing U.S. operators with the option 
of choosing alternative sources of 
maintenance that are not accessible 
under the existing rules. This increase in 
the availability of maintenance sources 
would be accomplished without 
diminishing aviation safety. It is 
anticipated that consumers could also 
benefit, beçause the availability of 
alternative sources of maintenance 
could result in lower air carrier 
operating costs that could be passed on 
to consumers in the form of lower air 
transportation fares.

Many U.S. operators have not 
invested the capital required to provide 
domestic maintenance facilities that are 
capable of servicing foreign- 
manufactured aircraft, nor have they 
been able to attract outside capital 
sources to provide the necessary 
investment. Under the existing 
regulations, some carriers that operate 
foreign-manufactured aircraft have 
obtained exemptions to take advantage 
of the manufacturer’s warranty 
provisions for the products they operate. 
Presently, some manufacturers are

precluded from repairing their own 
products, because of their repair 
station’s location or their inability to 
obtain U.S. certification under §§ 145.71 
and 145.73.

While the FAA has granted 
exemptions to U.S. air carriers to permit 
them to use foreign repair facilities that 
would not be otherwise available under 
current regulations, that mechanism 
does not provide a solution to all of the 
problems brought about by the 
increasingly international character of 
U.S. air carrier operations. Also, in light 
of the lengthy negotiation process 
associated with formulating and refining 
bilateral agreements, pursuing 
additional bilateral agreements for 
maintenance of U.S.-registered aircraft 
is not considered advantageous in terms 
of any short-term benefits for the U.S. 
aviation community. The FAA, however, 
will continue to pursue the long-term use 
of bilateral agreements wherever 
appropriate.

The proposed amendments will be 
beneficial to U.S. operators of U.S.- 
manufactured and foreign-manufactured 
aircraft alike. For those carriers that 
have petitioned to use foreign facilities 
to maintain their aircraft, easing the 
restrictions on foreign repair station 
work would relieve operators of the 
burden associated with the exemption 
process. It should also be noted that 
there are no direct compliance costs to 
U.S. interests associated with the 
proposed revisions, because 
certification as a repair station is strictly 
voluntary. However, foreign repair 
stations are subject to a fee for 
certification by the FAA.

Although expanding the access to 
world markets for aircraft maintenance 
may ultimately result in additional work 
being done at foreign locations, the FAA 
does not consider that the consequences 
would include an immediate shift of jobs 
from the United States to foreign 
countries. In fact, a period of adjustment 
is anticipated during which a transition 
to the new rules will be accomplished, 
resulting in a gradual implementation 
process to occur over several years. 
During that transition, the demand for 
maintenance services will continue to 
grow in the United States and at foreign 
locations. The effects of the proposals 
on the increase in foreign maintenance 
and on the existing work performed in 
the United States must be considered in 
the context of an expected overall 
growth in the industry.

The FAA has determined that 
allowing domestic and foreign 
manufacturers holding U.S. repair 
station certificates to contract the repair 
of components to non-U.S.-certificated
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repair stations, domestic and foreign, 
under the specific circumstances set 
forth in the proposed § 145.47(c) will not 
diminish the quality of the repairs, as 
the components would be approved for 
return to service under the repair 
station’s quality control process that has 
been found acceptable to the FA A. 
Although this proposal would place such 
repairs under the regulatory structure 
for maintenance rather than 
manufacturing, it is not expected to 
influence significantly the current 
volume of repair work conducted by 
manufacturers that meet the 
requirements. This conclusion is based 
on the recognition that: (1) Domestic 
repair facilities to which such repair 
work would be contracted are generally 
already certificated, and (2) a number of 
manufacturers certificated as FAA 
foreign repair stations and other FAA- 
certificated foreign repair stations 
already perform repairs for domestic 
operators under exemptions granted to 
those operators.

The proposed amendment to 
i  135.443(b) which would permit a 
foreign repair station to return an 
aircraft or part to service after 
performance of maintenance, similar to 
existing § 121.709(b), should not result in 
any adverse impact. Because the 
implementation of § 121.709(b) has not 
created any problems, none are 
anticipated from the proposed change to 
Part 135. Further, being able to use a 
foreign repair station to return their 
aircraft to service would be a major 
benefit for Part 135 operators.

Commenters are encouraged to 
respond to these assessments, address 
proposed specific changes, and submit 
supportive economic and trade data for 
any beneficial or adverse impacts that 
are anticipated to occur should the 
proposed rules be adopted. In this 
regard, U S. operators are encouraged to 
submit estimates of their current and 
projected expenditures for maintenance 
performed by foreign sources. In 
addition, the FAA solicits 
recommendations for better methods of 
achieving the objectives of the rules and 
rule changes proposed in this notice.
International Trade Impact Analysis

The proposed rule changes will be 
consistent with the terms of several 
trade agreements to which the United 
States is a signatory, such as the Trade 
Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 
et seq.), incorporating the Agreement on 
Trade in Civil Aircraft (31 U.S.T. 619), 
and the Agreement on Technical 
Barriers to Trade (Standards) (19 U.S.C. 
2531). Not only do the proposed changes 
reflect the FAA’s desire to eliminate 
unnecessary barriers to international

trade, but such action is consistent with 
section 1102(a) of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958, as amended, which requires 
the FAA to exercise and perform its 
powers and duties consistently with any 
obligation assumed by the United States 
in any agreement that may be in force 
between the United States and any 
foreign country or countries.
Regulatory Flexibility Determination

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) 
of 1980 was enacted by Congress to 
ensure that small entities are not 
unnecessarily and disproportionately 
burdened by government regulations.
The RFA requires agencies to review 
rules which may have “a significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities.”

The FAA has determined that the 
proposals are not expected to have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The provisions 
of this Notice are primarily directed 
towards the activities of foreign repair 
stations and, therefore, domestic repair 
stations are not expected to incur any 
compliance costs. Consequently, the 
domestic repair stations should not 
incur any significant economic impact 
under FAA Order 2100.14A, September
16,1986, Regulatory Flexibility Criteria 
and Guidance. Furthermore, by deleting 
barriers in the aviation repair station 
industry and encouraging potential 
entrepreneurs to introduce beneficial 
products and processes to the aviation 
industry as a whole, the proposals are 
consistent with the Act (See RFA Sec, 
2(a)(5)). . J  L

Since the FAA has determined that 
the proposals are not expected to have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities, it has 
tentatively been concluded that a 
regulatory flexibility analysis is not 
required. Commenters are encouraged to 
address this tentative conclusion. The 
FAA particularly solicits the views of 
small domestic repair stations (those 
repair stations having fewer than 200 
employees) as to the estimated effect, if 
any, of die proposal on their individual 
business. If the comments do not agree 
with the FAA assessment and a 
regulatory analysis is justified, such an 
analysis will be prepared prior to any 
adoption of the proposed rule and made 
a part of this docket.
Conclusion

For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble and based on the findings in 
the Regulatory Flexibility Determination 
and the International Trade Impact 
Analysis, the FAA has determined that 
this proposed regulation is not major 
under Executive Order 12291, and that

this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. This proposal is 
considered significant under DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034; February 26,1979). An initial 
regulatory evaluation of the proposal, 
including a Regulatory Flexibility 
Determination and Trade Impact 
Analysis, is printed in its entirety in the 
preamble of this notice and it has been 
placed in the regulatory docket. A copy 
may be obtained by contacting the 
person identified under “FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT.”

List of Subjects

14 CFR Part 135
Air carriers, Air taxis, Aircraft,

Airmen, Aviation safety, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements.

14 CFR Part 145
Aircraft, Airworthiness, Aviation 

safety, Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements.

The Proposed Amendment

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
proposes to amend Parts 135 and 145 of 
the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 
CFR Parts 135 and 145) as follows:

PART 135—AIR TAXI OPERATORS 
ANO COMMERCIAL OPERATORS

T. The authority citation for Part 135 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a). 1355(a), 1421- 
1431, and 1502; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. 
L. 97-449, January 12,1983).

2. By amending § 135.443(b) by adding 
a flush paragraph following 
§ 135.443(b)(3) to read as follows:

§ 135.443 A irw orth iness release or aircraft 
m aintenance tog entry. 
* * * * *

(b) * * *
(3) * * *
Notwithstanding paragraph (b)(3) of 

this section, after maintenance, 
preventive maintenance, or alterations 
performed by a repair station 
certificated under the provisions of 
Subpart G of Part 145, the airworthiness 
release or log entry required by 

* paragraph (a) of this section may be 
, signed by a person authorized by i st 

repair station.
* * * * *
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PART 145—REPAIR STATIONS

3. The authority citation for Part 145 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 313, 314, 601, and 607, 72 
Stat. 752; 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1355,1421, and 
1427, unless otherwise noted.

4. By amending § 145.47 by 
redesignating paragraph (c) as (d) and 
adding a new paragraph (c) to read as 
follows:

§ 145.47 Equipment and materials: Ratings 
other than limited ratings.
■* # * * ' ★

(c) A certificated domestic or foreign 
repair station may contract maintenance 
and alteration of components to a 
noncertificated source identified in the 
repair station’s inspection procedures 
manual, provided:

(1) The repair station is a 
manufacturer of a product for which it 
holds a U.S. type certificate;

(2) The contracted component is 
included as part of the type-certificated 
product;

(3) The component maintenance is 
done by the original component 
manufacturer or its licensee;

(4) Before the repair station approves 
the component for return to service, the 
repair station ensures that it has gone 
through its quality control system that is 
approved by the Administrator as set 
forth in the repair station’s inspection 
procedures manual.
* * ★  *

5. By revising § 145.71 to read as 
follows:

§ 145.71 General requirements.
A repair station certificate with 

appropriate ratings may be issued for a 
foreign repair station if the 
Administrator determines that it will bê  
necessary for maintaining or altering 
United States registered aircraft, and 
engines, propellers, appliances, and 
component parts thereof for use on 
United States registered aircraft. A 
foreign repair station must meet the 
requirements for a domestic repair

station certificate, except those in 
§§ 145.39 through 145.43.

6. By revising § 145.73 to read as 
follows:

§ 145.73 Scope of work authorized.
(a) A certificated foreign repair 

station may, with respect to United 
States registered aircraft, maintain or 
alter aircraft, airframes, powerplants, 
propellers, or component parts thereof. 
The Administrator may prescribe 
operations specifications containing 
limitations that he determines necessary 
to comply with the airworthiness 
requirements of this chapter.

(b) A certificated foreign repair 
station may perform only the specific 
services and functions within the ratings 
and classes that are stated in its 
operations specifications.

Issued in Washington, DC, on November 
18,1987.
William T. Brennan,
Acting Director o f Flight Standards.
[FR Doc. 87-26950 Filed 11-19-87; 11:15 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 52 and 81

[AD-FRL-3282-3]

State Implementation Plans for 
Visibility Long-Term Strategies, 
Integral Vistas, and Control Strategies

AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: In this action, EPA is 
disapproving the State implementation 
plans (SIP’s) of 29 States for failing to 
comply with the provisions in EPA’s 
existing regulations for visibility 
protection in mandatory Class I Federal 
areas dealing with impairment which 
can be reasonably attributed to a 
source. The EPA is incorporating 
Federal plans into the SIP’s of these 
States to meet the general visibility plan 
requirements and long-term strategies of 
40 CFR 51.302 and 51.306. The EPA is 
also codifying the integral vistas for the 
Roosevelt Campobello International 
Park into 40 CFR 81.437 and revising its 
visibility new source review program for 
the State of Maine to provide for the 
protection of integral vistas in that 
State. Today’s actions were proposed on 
March 12,1987, at 52 FR 7802 and are in 
accordance with a settlement agreement 
with the Environmental Defense Fund 
(EDF) and the National Parks and 
Conservation Association (NPCA).

e f f e c t iv e  DATE: This action will be 
effective on December 24,1987.

ADDRESSES: The EPA has established a 
docket for this rulemaking, Docket 
Number A-85-26, in accordance with 
section 307(d) of the Clean Air Act (Act), 
42 U.S.C. 7607(d). Materials related to 
the development of this rulemaking have 
been placed in this docket. The docket is 
available for public inspection and 
copying between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday at EPA’s Central 
Docket Section, South Conference 
Center, Room 4, 401 M Street SW„ 
Washington, DC. A reasonable fee may 
be charged for copying.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David Stonefield, Chief, Plans and 
Policy Section, Standards 
Implementation Branch (MD-15),
Control Programs Development Division, 
Office of Air Quality Planning and 
Standards, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Research Triangle 
Park, North Carolina 27711 (telephone 
(919) 541-5350 or FTS 629-5350).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background
A. Regulatory Requirements and 
Litigation Challenges

Section 169A of the Act, 42 U.S.C.
7491, sets as a national goal “* * * the 
prevention of any future, and the 
remedying of any existing, impairment 
of visibility in mandatory class I Federal 
areas which impairment results from 
manmade air pollution.” Mandatory 
Class I Federal areas are certain 
national parks, wildernesses, and 
international parks as described in 
section 162(a) of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 
7472(a). Section 169A requires 
reasonable progress toward meeting the 
national goal for mandatory Class I 
Federal areas where EPA has 
determined that visibility is an 
important value. On November 30,1979, 
EPA identified 156 of these areas where 
visibility is an important air quality 
related value (see 44 FR 69122). Section 
169A specifically requires EPA to 
promulgate regulations requiring certain 
States to amend their SIP’s to provide 
reasonable progress toward meeting the 
national goal for these 156 areas.

On December 2,1980, EPA 
promulgated the required visibility 
regulations at 45 FR 80084, codified at 40 
CFR 51.300 et seq. In broad outline, the 
visibility regulations require 36 States 
listed in § 51.300(b) to (1) coordinate SIP 
development with the appropriate 
Federal land managers (FLM’s), (2) 
develop a program to assess and remedy 
visibility impairment from new and 
existing sources, (3) develop a long-term 
(10 to 15 years) strategy to assure 
reasonable progress toward the national 
goal, (4) develop a visibility monitoring 
strategy to collect information on 
visibility conditions, and (5) consider in 
all aspects of visibility protection any 
“integral vistas” (important views of 
landmarks or panoramas that extend 
outside of the boundaries of the Class I 
area) identified by the end of 1985 by 
the FLM’s as critical to the visitor’s 
enjoyment of the Class I areas.

These regulations only address a type 
of visibility impairment which can be 
traced to a single source or small group 
of sources known as reasonably 
attributable impairment or “plume 
blight.” The EPA deferred action on the 
regulation of widespread homogeneous 
haze (referred to as regional haze) and 
urban plumes due to scientific and 
technical limitations in visibility 
monitoring techniques and modeling 
methods (see 45 FR 80085 col. 3). The 
regulations required the States to submit 
revised SIP’s satisfying those provisions 
to EPA by September 2,1981 (see 45 FR 
80091, codified at 40 CFR 51.302(a)(1)).

In December 1982, environmental 
groups, including EDF and NPCA; filed a 
citizen’s suit in the United States 
District Court for thè Northern District 
of California alleging that EPA had 
failed to perform a nondiscretionary 
duty under section 110(c) of the Act to 
promulgate visibility SIP’s for the 35 
States 1 that had failed to submit SIP’s 
to EPA [EDF x. Thomas, Number 
C826850 RPA).

The EPA and the plaintiffs negotiated 
a settlement agreement for the 
remaining States which the Court 
approved by order on April 20,1984. For 
more information on details of the 
provisions of the settlement, including a 
schedule of actions by EPA, see EPA’s 
announcement of the agreement at 49 FR 
20647 (May 16,1984).

B. Settlement Agreement

The settlement agreement required 
EPA to promulgate Federal visibility 
SIP’s, henceforth called Federal 
implementation plans (FIP’s), on a 
specified schedule for those States that 
had not submitted visibility SIP 
revisions to EPA. Specifically, the first 
part of the agreement required EPA to 
propose and promulgate FIP’s which 
cover the monitoring and new source 
review (NSR) provisions under 40 CFR 
51.305 and 51.307. The EPA proposed 
such plan revisions for 34 States on 
October 23,1984, at 49 FR 42670. The 
EPA promulgated its monitoring strategy 
for 23 States and its NSR provisions for 
21 States (see 50 FR 28544, 51 FR 5504, 
and 51 FR 22937). In separate notices, 
EPA approved the SIP’s of the other 
States with respect to monitoring and 
NSR.

The second part of the settlement 
agreement required EPA to determine 
the adequacy of the SIP’s to meet the 
remaining provisions of the visibility 
regulations. These provisions are the 
general plan provisions including 
implementation control strategies 
(§ 51.302), integral vista protection 
(§ 51.302-307), and long-term strategies 
(§ 51.306). The settlement agreement 
required EPA to propose and promulgate 
FIP’s to remedy any deficiencies on a 
specified schedule.

On January 23,1986, at 51 FR 3046,
EPA preliminarily determined the SIP’s 
of 32 States were deficient with respect 
to the remaining visibility provisions.

The EPA and the plaintiffs negotiated 
revisions to the settlement agreement 
which extended the deadlines for 
proposing FIP’s to remedy the 
deficiencies. The court approved these

1 The State of Alaska had submitted a SIP which 
was approved on July 5.1983, at 48 FR 30623.
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revisions by its order of September 9, 
1986. A copy of the settlement 
agreement and revisions is available in 
Docket A-85-26 at the address given at 
the beginning of this notice.

Under the revised agreement, EPA 
must propose and promulgate FIP’s to 
address the deficiencies relating to the 
general plan requirements and long-term 
strategies and can defer proposing and 
promulgating FIP’s to remedy 
deficiencies related to impairment 
which the FLM’s have certified to EPA. 
The agreement allows EPA until August
31,1988, to propose remedies for 
existing impairment.

On March 12,1987, at 52 FR 7802, EPA 
proposed to disapprove the SIP’s of 32 
States for failing to meet the general 
plan and long-term strategy 
requirements of 40 CFR 51.302 and
51.306. The EPA proposed that control 
strategies to remedy existing impairment 
were unnecessary in the SIP’s for 28 
States and deferred a decision on the 
necessity of best available retrofit 
technology (BART) in four States 
(Arizona, Maine, Minnesota, and Utah).

The EPA also proposed to disapprove 
the State of Maine’s SIP for failing to 
meet the integral vista provisions of 40 
CFR 51.302-51.307 and proposed 
revisions to the Federal visibility NSR 
review program to be applicable in that 
State.

The States were given the opportunity 
to avoid today’s promulgation if they 
submitted SIP revisions to EPA by 
August 31,1987. Three States (Georgia, 
Florida, and Kentucky) met this 
deadline. The EPA is currently 
reviewing the submittals and will take 
appropriate action on them according to 
its usual procedures and the provisions 
of the revised settlement agreement. 
Several States—Arkansas, Louisiana, 
and Texas—have submitted draft or 
final SIP’s after the August 31 date. The 
settlement agreement requires EPA to 
promulgate FIP’s for States which fail to 
meet the submittal deadline, and 
therefore EPA is promulgating FIP’s for 
these States today. The EPA will 
continue to accept and review these and 
any other visibility SIP revisions. If EPA 
approves any such revisions, that action 
will supersede today’s action.
C. Today’s Action

Today’s action disapproves the 
existing SIP's of 29 States and 
incorporates Federal plans into the 
SIP’s. These States are:
A labam a Id ah o
A rkansas L o u isian a
Arizona M a in e
C alifornia M ich ig an
b 0 ,0rad °  M in n e so ta
H aw ai> M isso u ri

M o n ta n a
N ev ad a
N ew  H am p sh ire 
N ew  Je rse y  
N ew  M e x ico  
N orth  C a ro lin a  
N orth  D a k o ta  
O k la h o m a  
S o u th  C a ro lin a

S o u th  D a k o ta  
T e n n e s s e e  
T e x a s  
U tah  
V irg in ia  
V irg in  Is la n d s  
W e s t  V irg in ia  
W y om in g

Seventeen comments were received 
which directly address the issues in the 
proposal. The following is a discussion 
of the major elements of the Federal 
plans, issues raised by commenters, and 
EPA’s response. The requirements and 
procedures for developing visibility 
protection plans were described in 
detail in the March 12 proposal (52 FR 
7802) and will not be restated here.

Assessment of Visibility Impairments
A. Federal Remedies for Remedying 
Existing Impairments
1. BART Unnecessary in 28 States

The EPA solicited information from 
the FLM’s on existing visibility 
impairments according to the 
coordination requirements of the 
visibility regulations (§ 51.302(b)). The 
responses to EPA’s request (summarized 
both in the January 23 notice of 
deficiency (51 FR 3047) and the March 
12 proposal (52 FR 7802)) were used to 
determine the list of States in which to 
incorporate Federal control strategies or 
emission limits representing BART.

In its response, the Department of the 
Interior certified the existence of 
uniform haze in all Class I areas in the 
lower 48 States. However, the 
information provided is inadequate to 
enable EPA to determine that this 
impairment could be traced to any 
specific source and thus addressable 
under the existing visibility regulations. 
Therefore, EPA proposed that BART or 
other control strategies were not 
necessary in the FIP’s for 28 States. This 
includes the three States that later 
submitted SIP’s. The responses from the 
FLM’s also indicated that for ten Class I 
areas in seven States, visibility 
impairment existed which may be 
attributed to specific sources. The 
circumstances in these Class I areas and 
States were discussed in detail in the 
proposal and are addressed individually 
below.

a. Comments. A commenter supported 
EPA’s determination that BART or other 
control strategies were unnecessary in 
the SIP’s of 28 States. No comments 
were received which disputed EPA’s 
findings here for the 28 States.

b. EPA Response. The EPA is 
affirming its decision that BART or other 
control strategies are unnecessary in the 
FIP’s for 28 States’ SIP’s at this time.

2. Tuxedni Wilderness, Alaska
The FLM for Tuxedni Wilderness 

noted the existence of visibility 
impairment which the field staff 
believes may be traceable to four 
specific sources. The State of Alaska 
has a fully approved visibility SIP which 
requires the State to address any 
certifications of impairments in the 
periodic review of the SIP. Thus, Alaska 
must address this impairment in its next 
review and there is no need for EPA to 
address this impairment in this Federal 
rulemaking.

a. Comments. One commenter 
contended that the FLM had incorrectly 
identified the sources of the visibility 
impairment. This commenter asserted 
that a more detailed emissions inventory 
would reveal a large number of 
stationary and area sources which could 
be contributing to the impairment.

b. EPA Response. The EPA is allowing 
the State to conduct a review of this 
impairment under its own procedures 
and to develop a detailed inventory as a 
first step in addressing this impairment. 
The commenter should communicate its 
views to the appropriate Alaskan 
agencies. In the meantime there is no 
need to address this impairment in a 
Federal rulemaking at this time.

3. Brigantine Wilderness, New Jersey
The FLM for Brigantine Wilderness 

identified impairment which may be 
traced to a specific source. In addition to 
the source suspected by the FLM to be 
causing the impairment, EPA noted the 
existence of a large number of major 
and minor stationary sources and 
several urban areas near this Class I 
area. The EPA proposed that BART or 
other control strategies were 
unnecessary in the FIP for New Jersey at 
this time because of this fact and 
because the plume from the source 
suspected by the FLM had not been 
documented within the wilderness area.

a. Comments. One commenter 
concurred with EPA’s determination 
that BART was unnecessary at this time 
because of the lack of sufficient 
documentation. No other comments 
were received.

b. EPA Response. The EPA is 
affirming its decision that BART or any 
other control strategy is not necessary in 
the FIP for New Jersey at this time.
4. Cape Romain Wilderness, South 
Carolina

The FLM for Cape Romain Wilderness 
certified the existence of visibility 
impairment and stated that several 
specific sources may be producing the 
impairment. The EPA noted the 
existence of a large number of major
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and minor stationary sources and two 
urban areas near this Class I area. The 
EPA proposed that BART or other 
control strategies were unnecessary in 
the FIP for South Carolina because of 
the large number of urban, major, and 
minor stationary sources near the 
wilderness.

a. Comments. The State of South 
Carolina and other commenters 
supported EPA’s decision not to require 
a control strategy in that State. One 
commenter requested an explanation of 
the attainment and compliance status of 
sources near the Class I area.

b. EPA Response. The EPA is 
affirming its decision that BART or other 
control strategies are not necessary in 
the FIP for South Carolina at this time. 
The attainment and compliance status 
of major sources near the wilderness are 
discussed in comments from the State of 
South Carolina and a survey conducted 
by EPA’s Regional Office staff. These 
materials are available through Docket 
A-85-26, Items ll-B -1 6  and IV-D-2, at 
the address given above.

5. EPA Defers Action On Impairments
The FLM’s certified the existence of 

visibility impairment in seven Class I 
areas in four States which EPA believes 
may be attributable, in part, to certain 
local sources. These Class I areas are: 
Grand Canyon National Park Arizona 
Petrified Forest National Park, Arizona 
Saguaro Wilderness, Arizona 
Moosehom Wilderness, Maine 
Roosevelt Campobello International

Park, New Brunswick, Canada 
Voyageurs National Park, Minnesota 
Canyonlands National Park, Utah

Because neither the FLM’s nor EPA 
had sufficient documentation or 
technical support to positively identify 
any specific source or to complete a 
BART analysis in time for this 
rulemaking, EPA proposed to defer a 
decision regarding the necessity for 
BART or other control strategy in the 
FIP’s for these States.

a. Comments. Commenters uniformly 
supported EPA’s deferral regarding 
control strategies in these four States. 
One commenter noted that the Federal 
plans would not be complete until EPA 
took action on the impairments in these 
States. Several commenters questioned 
the appropriateness of the EPA/FLM 
monitoring efforts in Petrified Forest 
National Park, Grand Canyon National 
Park, and Moosehom Wilderness. The 
State of Minnesota submitted a 
modeling screening analysis that 
indicated that the emissions from the 
nearest source to Voyageurs National 
Park could not be impairing visibility 
within the park. One commenter noted

that the proposal was consistent with 
statements in the 1980 visibility 
rulemaking that few, if any, existing 
stationary sources would be subject to 
BART analyses (see 45 FR 80088 col.3).

b. EPA Response. The commenter is 
correct in that the FIP’s are not complete 
until EPA takes action on the 
impairments in the four States.

The EPA will defer a decision 
regarding the necessity of BART or other 
control strategies in the FIP’s for these 
four States—Arizona, Minnesota, Maine, 
and Utah. The EPA will respond to the 
appropriateness of its technical efforts 
to attribute impairment to specific 
sources and on the analyses submitted 
by commenters when it takes action on 
the necessity of control strategies. The 
EPA intends to propose a decision 
regarding BART in these four States no 
later than August 31,1988, as permitted 
under the revised settlement agreement.

Long-Term Strategy 

A. SIP Disapproval
The EPA, in today's action, is 

disapproving the SIP’s of the following 
29 States for failing to incorporate the 
visibility long-term strategy 
requirements of 40 CFR 51.306 into their 
SIP’s and is incorporating § 52.29 into 
the SIP’s for these States:
A la b a m a
A r k a n s a s
A riz o n a
C a lifo rn ia
C o lo ra d o
H a w a ii
Id ah o
L o u is ia n a
M a in e
M ich ig a n
M in n e so ta
M isso u ri
M o n ta n a
N ev a d a
N ew  H am p sh ire

N ew  Je r s e y  
N ew  M e x ic o  
N orth  C a ro lin a  
N orth  D a k o ta  
O k la h o m a  
S o u th  C a ro lin a  
S o u th  D a k o ta  
T e n n e s s e e  
T e x a s  
U tah  
V irg in ia  
V irg in  Is la n d s  
W e s t  V irg in ia  
W y o m in g

1. Comments

The State of South Carolina 
commented that it believed its existing 
visibility SIP, submitted and approved in 
response to the first part of the visibility 
settlement, was adequate to address the 
long-term strategy requirements.

2. EPA Response

In its action on South Carolina’s 
visibility SIP (51 FR 2698, January 21,
1986), EPA noted that South Carolina 
had some of the provisions required by 
§ 51.306 under the first part of the 
settlement agreement. The EPA further 
stated that these revisions may not meet 
all the requirements of § 51.300 et seq., 
but they did not conflict with them.
South Carolina’s SIP may need to be 
revised later to incorporate all the 
requirements of §§ 51.302, 51.304, and
51.306. As part of the development of

EPA’s notice of deficiency, EPA’s 
Regional Office reviewed South 
Carolina’s SIP and noted several 
deficiencies in the long-term strategy. 
This information is available in Docket 
A-85-26 and was used to determine the 
deficient SIP’s in both the January 23, 
1986, notice of deficiency and the March
12.1987, proposal. The EPA again 
notified the State in a letter dated July
27.1987, that its visibility SIP did not 
meet all the requirements of § 51.306 
(see docket A-85-26).

In today’s action, EPA is affirming its 
decision to disapprove South Carolina’s 
SIP for failing to incorporate adequate 
provisions to meet the long-term :

• strategy requirements of § 51.306.
B. Federal Remedies

The long-term strategy of § 51.306 of 
the visibility regulations is a 10- to 15- 
year plan for making reasonable 
progress toward the national goal. 
Section 51.306 requires each State to (1) 
develop a long-term strategy, (2) review 
its strategy no less frequently than every 
3 years, (3) report to EPA and the public 
on progress achieved toward the 
national goal, and (4) consider adopting 
control strategies to remedy impairment 
from sources not covered by the BART 
requirements. As discussed in the 
proposal, EPA’s visibility regulations 
address impairment that can be traced 
to specific sources and EPA is deferring 
action on such existing impairment. 
Thus, the Federal long-term strategy 
promulgated today is limited to the 
prevention of future impairment and the 
establishment of a framework to 
address any additional existing 
impairment that may be certified in the 
future. The March 12 proposal contained 
several narrative sections intended to 
meet the long-term strategy 
requirements. Those sections, which are 
adopted today, and relevant comments 
are discussed below.
1. Periodic Review

The EPA proposed a new § 52.29 to be 
incorporated into the SIP’s of the 
deficient States. This new section 
commits the Administrator to periodic 
reviews of the long-term strategy and 
reporting required by § 51.306(c).

a. Comments. Commenters supported 
EPA’s approach for meeting this 
requirement. One commenter stated that 
EPA should rewrite the 1980 regulations 
into the SIP’s of the deficient States and 
that the action proposed by EPA was 
reasonable.

b. EPA Response. The EPA is 
promulgating a new § 52.29, as 
proposed, and incorporating it into the 
SIP’s of the States listed above. This
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section incorporates the requirements of 
§ 51.306(c) into the SIP’s of the States 
listed above.

2. Smoke Management Practices
Section 51.306(e) requires the States to 

consider six factors including smoke 
management techniques in the 
development of their long-term 
strategies. As noted in the March 12, 
1987, proposal, the FLM’s did not 
specifically identify smoke from 
prescribed fires as a cause of 
impairment in the mandatory Class I 
areas. However, EPA recognized that 
smoke from prescription burning and 
wildfires can impair visibility in 
mandatory Class I areas, but also 
recognized that many State, local, and 
Federal agencies are responsible for the 
management of burning activities. The 
EPA proposed that, before it can 
develop a Federal smoke management 
program to be incorporated into SIP’s, it 
must gain an understanding of the 
extent of these problems and coordinate 
the development of a control program 
with the appropriate agencies.

a. Comments. Several commenters 
expressed concern that EPA may 
oversimplify the “prescription burning 
issue.” One commenter stated that a 
careful and thorough balancing of land 
management and air quality goals must 
be made and advised EPA to work 
closely with the land managing agencies 
before proceeding with a regulatory 
program.

b. EPA Response. As discussed in the 
proposal, the FLM’s have not identified 
smoke from prescribed fires as a cause 
of existing visibility impairment. Thus, 
although EPA believes it may be a 
significant cause of impairment in 
certain Class I areas, EPA is not 
including smoke management 
techniques in today’s Federal program 
or for the SIP's of deficient States. In 
addition, as stated above, EPA is aware 
of the complexities associated with the 
balancing of land management and air 
quality goals. Thus, EPA is working with 
other Federal agencies to study possible 
smoke management programs.
3. Ongoing Air Pollution Control 
Programs

The EPA proposed that its ongoing 
efforts to implement the visibility NSR 
and prevention of significant 
deterioration programs meet the long
term strategy requirements for 
preventing future impairments from 
major stationary sources or major 
modifications.

g . Comments. One commenter noted 
that although EPA intends to address 
regional haze impairments by 
promulgating regulations in the future, i

is not premature to begin addressing this 
issue in the long-term strategy of the 
existing regulations. Furthermore, the 
commenter contended that advances in 
science warrant reexamining the 
feasibility of addressing regional haze 
impairment in the context of today’s 
long-term strategy.

b. EPA Response. The purpose of 
today’s rulemaking is only to implement 
the existing requirements for visibility 
protection. The EPA limited the 1980 
visibility regulations to plume blight 
type impairments. The EPA believes that 
under section 169A of the Act, it must 
propose and promulgate regulations at 
the national level to address regional 
haze impairments before it can require 
such programs in the SIP’s. In addition, 
the EPA believes the technical tools to 
address regional haze impairments are 
not fully available. (See related actions 
at 51 FR 43389 on December 2,1986, and 
52 FR 26973 on July 17,1987.) For this 
reason, EPA does not intend to 
promulgate into the long-term strategy 
for deficient SIP’s requirements or 
control programs which would address 
regional haze impairments. However, 
EPA is actively addressing regional haze 
impairment issues in other contexts. An 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking 
was published on July 1,1987 (see 52 FR 
24670), which solicited comment 
regarding the development o f a 
secondary (welfare-based) national 
ambient air quality standard for fine 
particles (those particles with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less 
than 2.5 micrometers). The principal 
welfare effect that would be addressed 
by such a standard is impairment of 
visibility. At this time, EPA is reviewing 
public comments submitted in response 
to that notice. In addition, EPA has 
recently formed a new Visibility 
Research Subcommittee (VRS) under the 
Clean Air Scientific Advisory 
Committee program. The charge of the 
VRS will include a review of the state of 
technical knowledge on visibility 
impairment. The review will encompass 
research work performed by the entire 
scientific community, both public and 
private, and will not be limited to EPA 
activities. The comments and reports of 
the VRS will be considered in the 
development of the scientific and 
technical basis for any regulatory 
programs to address regional haze 
impairment.

The EPA is also engaged in several 
research activities that directly relate to 
visibility impairment, including regional 
haze. These activities include 
monitoring programs as well as 
laboratory research and analysis. A 
brief description of these activities 
follows:

Monitoring A ctivities
(1) The Subregional Cooperative 

Electric Utility, Department of Defense, 
National Park Service, Environrental 
Protection Agency, Study on Visibility 
(SCENES) is a western visibility 
impairment characterization effort. It is 
run by a consortium of Federal agencies 
and industry. The EPA coordinates with 
the steering committee on this 
monitoring/analysis effort.

(2) The Research on Operations 
Limiting Visual Extinction (RESOLVE) is 
a special study coordinated with 
SCENES. RESOLVE is a joint effort 
between EPA’s Environmental 
Monitoring Support Laboratory (EMSLJ- 
Las Vegas, and the Department of 
Defense. The study implemented a 
monitoring program for the California 
Mohave Desert in 1983-85. The final 
report on impairment is due by February
1988. New technologies have been 
developed in RESOLVE for monitoring 
and source apportionment techniques. 
This work may lead to better techniques 
for addressing Western regional haze 
impairment problems.

(3) Interagency Monitoring of 
Protected Visual Environments 
(IMPROVE) is an ongoing interagency 
monitoring effort to meet the 
requirements of the visibility FIP’s. The 
IMPROVE program measures visibility 
impairment in certain Class I areas for 
both plume blight and regional haze.
The U.S. National Park Service (NPS)
Air Quality Office had a monitoring 
system in a number of its Class I areas. 
The IMPROVE program incorporates 
most of the sites established and 
operated by the NPS. In addition, the 
IMPROVE program uses EPA funding to 
expand the monitoring. In the future, as 
more States adopt SIP’s and take over 
monitoring authority, they either will 
continue funding of the NPS monitoring 
or must make other arrangements for 
visibility monitoring.

(4) The Eastern Fine Particle Visibility 
Research Monitoring Network (EFPVN) 
is an effort to refine visibility and fine 
particle relationships and determine 
trends of visibility indicators in different 
regions in the East. Most sites are co
located with those established by the 
Dry Deposition Network to utilize some 
of their meteorological data. The study 
will collect 24-hour data on fine particle 
mass, sulfate, nitrate, trace elements, 
total carbon, and elemental carbon, in 
addition to light extinction by scattering 
and visual range by contrast. A pilot 
EFPVN station is in operation and at 
least three of a planned nine stations 
will be deployed by the end of this 
calendar year.
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(5) The EPA’s Atmospheric Sciences 
Research Laboratory (ASRL) has 
planned a detailed characterization of 
aerosol at several monitoring sites to 
establish aerosol-visibility relationships 
and to determine aerosol sources. This 
study will include measurements of size 
distribution of various aerosols 
components, composition of the organic 
aerosol, impact of sampling artifacts, 
and effects of relative humidity and 
temperature changes. In addition, the 
study will include 1-hour measurements 
of the above parameters for correlation 
with instantaneous visibility 
measurements. This study will use some 
of the same sites as the EFPVN.

6. The EPA is developing performance 
specifications for visibility monitoring 
(visual range and particulate loading). 
This work will lead to a uniform 
reference methodology for comparing all 
visibility monitoring studies.

Laboratory Research and Analysis 
Work

(1) The ASRL is adding visibility 
aspects of a regional transport model to 
the acid rain transport research. This 
work should result in a personal 
computer model for predicting regional 
visibility impacts that can be readily 
utilized by States.

(2) The ASRL is planning to conduct 
several minor studies on aerosols to 
determine the importance of organics, 
relative humidity, and the relationship 
of sulfates and nitrates on visibility 
impairment characteristics.

(3) The ASRL is continuing to review 
and analyze relationships between 
visibility trends and emission trends. 
Work will shift emphasis from the 
National Weather Service (NWS), 
human observer visibility data set, to 
data from EPA and NPS monitoring 
networks and the upcoming NWS 
automated visibility network. The 
EMSL-Las Vegas, will continue 
interpretive analysis of RESOLVE and 
IMPROVE data. This work will 
incorporate EFPVN data when 
available.

(4) The EMSL-Las Vegas, will be 
developing studies for visibility 
perception and value of visibility for 
urban areas to complement the work 
already done for rural/scenic vista 
areas.
All of these activities will contribute to 
EPA’s continuing effort to develop the 
knowledge on the causes and 
mechanisms of regional haze 
impairment and transport. This 
knowledge is necessary to develop 
regulatory control programs.

4. Future Certification of Impairments
The EPA noted in the March 12 

proposal (52 FR 7808) that the visibility 
regulations allow the FLM’s to certify 
the existence of visibility impairment at 
any time. Any certifications of 
impairment made to a State, or to EPA 
in lieu of a State, would then be 
addressed in the periodic review of the 
visibility SIP or FIP.

a. Comments. Several commenters 
called for EPA to propose for public 
review a set of criteria for the FLM’s to 
use in making certifications of 
impairment. The commenters contend 
that general observations of 
impairments are inadequate for use in a 
regulatory format.

b. EPA Response. The visibility 
regulations do not specify methods by 
which the FLM’s are to make 
certifications of visibility impairments, 
and given that the purpose of today’s 
rulemaking is only to implement the 
existing requirements, EPA is not 
proposing criteria for certifications of 
impairment as part of this rulemaking. 
However, as discussed in the proposal, 
EPA recognizes the difficulties 
associated with developing control 
strategies based on general information. 
Thus, in the proposal (52 FR 7804) EPA 
provided guidance to the FLM’s 
regarding the need to provide more 
specific documentation of visibility 
conditions when making future 
certifications under § 51.302(c)(1).
Integral Vistas

A. Federal Remedies
An integral vista is defined as "a  view 

perceived from within a Class I Federal 
area o f a specific landmark or panorama 
located outside the boundary of the 
mandatory Class I Federal area.” The 
only FLM to identify integral vistas was 
the Roosevelt Campobello International 
Park Commission for its one Class I area 
(see 46 FR 22707).* Therefore, EPA 
proposed to disapprove only the State of 
M aine’s SIP for failing to provide for the 
protection of these vistas. The EPA 
proposed to incorporate the vistas into 
the 40 CFR Part 81 which lists Roosevelt 
Campobello International Park as a 
mandatory Class I area where visibility 
is an important value, and to revise its 
Federal NSR program (§ 52.27) to 
provide for the review of major new 
sources or major modifications which 
may affect visibility in the integral 
vistas. The EPA proposed to defer 
action on the necessity of a control

* Although the regulations allow the FLM’s to 
identify integral vistas pursuant to 40 CFR 51.304, 
the States may also identify and protect vistas 
under their own authority (see 49 FR 80095 col. 1).

strategy to remedy existing impairment 
in the integral vistas within Maine until 
no later than August 31,1988.

1. Comments

Commenters generally supported 
EPA’s decision to protect only the 
integral vistas in Maine. One commenter 
noted that EPA should make clear that 
there is no Federal requirement for 
integral-vista protection in any State 
other than Maine. One commenter 
stated the references to integral vistas in 
new § 52.29 which are to be applicable 
in all deficient SIP’s should be deleted 
because this provision only applies in 
Maine.

2. EPA Response

The commenter is correct that the 
only Federal requirement for integral 
vista protection is for the vistas 
associated with the Roosevelt 
Campobello International Park. The EPA 
does not believe that references to 
integral vistas in new § 52.29 are 
misleading and confusing. The EPA 
believes the provisions promulgated 
today correctly apply to the State of 
Maine’s SIP. The EPA is affirming its 
decision to disapprove the State of 
Maine’s SIP for failing to provide for the 
protection of the integral vistas for the 
Roosevelt Campobello International 
Park and is incorporating revised § 52.27 
into Maine’s SIP.

Summary

In today’s action, the EPA is 
disapproving the SIP’s of 29 States for 
failing to revise their SIP’s to comply 
with the provisions of 40 CFR 51.302 and
51.306.

The EPA is affirming its decision that 
control strategies are not necessary in 
the SIP’s for 28 States to remedy existing 
impairments because visibility 
impairment in those States cannot be 
reasonably attributed to any specific 
sources. The EPA is promulgating a 
uniform program to be applicable in 29 
States to meet the periodic review 
requirements of 40 CFR 51.306(c).

The EPA is also:
(1) Codifying the integral vistas which 

have been identified for the Roosevelt 
Campobello International Park into the 
40 CFR Part 81 listing for that Class I 
area,

(2) Disapproving the SIP for the State 
of Maine for failing to provide for the 
protection of the integral vistas which 
extend into Maine, and

(3) Revising the Federal visibility NSR 
program for the State of Maine to 
provide for the protection of these vistas 
from the impact from new or modified
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major stationary sources in the State of 
[Maine.
¡Classification

The Administrator certifies pursuant 
to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 605(b) that 
the attached rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
I substantial number of small entities.
I The rules promulgated today do not 
I contain any information collection 
¡requirements subject to Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) review 
under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1980, U.S.C. 3501 et seq.

The rules have been submitted to 
I OMB for review under Executive Order 
1 12291. Any comments from that office 
| have been placed in Docket A-85-26. 
These rules are not major within the 
meaning of Executive Order 12291.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 52 and 
81

Air pollution control, Ozone, Sulfur 
oxides, Nitrogen dioxide, Lead,

[ Particulate matter, Hydrocarbons,
! Carbon monoxide.

Date: N ovem ber 1 0 ,1 9 8 7 .

Lee M . T h o m a s ,

A d m i n i s t r a t o r .

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

i PART 52—[AMENDED]

1. The authority for Part 52 continues 
to read as follows:

A u th o r ity : 4 2  U .S .C . 7 4 0 1 - 7 6 4 2 .

2. Section 52.29 is added to Subpart A 
i to read as follows:

§ 52.29 Visibility long-term strategies
(a) Plan Disapprovals. The provisions 

of this section are applicable to any 
State implementation plan which has 
been disapproved for not meeting the

I requirements of 40 CFR 51.306 regarding 
the development, periodic review, and 

5 revision of visibility long-term 
strategies. Specific disapprovals are 
listed where applicable in Subparts B 
through DDD of this part. The provisions 
of this section have been incorporated 
into the applicable implementation plan 
for various States, as provided in 
Subparts B through DDD of this part.

(b) Definitions. For the purposes of 
| this section, all terms shall have the

meaning as ascribed to them in the 
Clean Air Act, or in the protection of 
visibility program (40 CFR 51.301).

(c) Long-Term Strategy. (1) A long
term strategy is a 10- to 15-year plan for 
making reasonable progress toward the 
national goal specified in § 51.300(a). 
This strategy will cover any existing

impairment certified by the Federal land 
manager and any integral vista which 
has been identified according to 
§ 51.304.

(2) The Administrator shall review, 
and revise if appropriate, the long-term 
strategies developed for each visibility 
protection area. The review and 
revisions will be completed no less 
frequently than every 3 years from 
November 24,1987.

(3) During the long-term strategy 
review process, the Administrator shall 
consult with the Federal land managers 
responsible for the appropriate 
mandatory Class I Federal areas, and 
will coordinate long-term strategy 
development for an area with existing 
plans and goals, including those 
provided by the Federal land managers.

(4) The Administrator shall prepare a 
report on any progress made toward the 
national visibility goal since the last 
long-term strategy revisions. A report 
will be made available to the public not 
less frequently than 3 years from 
November 24,1987. This report must 
include an assessment of:

(i) The progress achieved in 
remedying existing impairment of 
visibility in any mandatory Class I 
Federal area;

(ir) The ability of the long-term 
strategy to prevent future impairment of 
visibility in any mandatory Class I 
Federal area;

(iii) Any change in visibility since the 
last such report, or in the case of the 
first report, since plan approval;

(iv) Additional measures, including 
the need for SIP revisions, that may be 
necessary to assure reasonable progress 
toward the national visibility goal;

(v) The progress achieved in 
implementing best available retrofit 
technology (BART) and meeting other 
schedules set forth in the long-term 
strategy;

(vi) The impact of any exemption 
granted under § 51.303;

(vii) The need for BART to remedy 
existing visibility impairment of any 
integral vista identified pursuant to
§ 51.304.

(d) Delegation of Authority. The 
Administrator may delegate with 
respect to a particular visibility 
protection area any of his functions 
under this section, except the making of 
regulations, to any State or local air 
pollution control agency of any State 
whose boundaries encompass that area.

3. In § 52.27 paragraph (d)(2) is revised 
and paragraphs (d)(3), (d)(4), and (d)(5) 
are added to read as follows:

§ 52.27 Protection of visibility from 
sources in attainment areas. 
* * * * *

(d) * * *
(2) The reviewing authority must 

consider any analysis performed by the 
Federal land managers, provided within 
30 days of the notification required by 
paragraph (d)(1) of this section, that 
shows that such proposed new major 
stationary source or major modification 
may have:

(i) An adverse impact on visibility in 
any Federal Class I area, or

(ii) An adverse impact on visibility in 
an integral vista codified in Part 81 of 
this title.

(3) Where the reviewing authority 
finds that such an analysis does not 
demonstrate that the effect in 
paragraphs (d)(2) (i) or (ii) of this section 
will occur, either an explanation of its 
decision or notification as to where the 
explanation can be obtained must be 
included in the notice of public hearing.

(4) Where the reviewing authority 
finds that such an analysis does 
demonstrate that the effect in paragraph
(d)(2)(i) of this section will occur, the 
permit shall not be issued.

(5) Where the reviewing authority 
finds that such an analysis does 
demonstrate that the effect in paragraph 
(d)(2)(ii) of this section will occur, the 
reviewing authority may issue a permit 
if the emissions from the source or 
modification will be consistent with 
reasonable progress toward the national 
goal. In making this decision, the 
reviewing authority may take into 
account the costs of compliance, the 
time necessary for compliance, the 
energy and nonair quality 
environmental impacts of compliance, 
and the useful life of the source.

§§ 52.145, 52.344, 52.633, 52.690, 52.1183, 
52.1236, 52.1488, 52.1531, 52.1606, 52.1636, 
52.1831, 52.1933, 52.2132, 52.2179, 52.2234, 
52.2304, 52.2452, 52.2533, 52.2632, 52.2781 
[Amended]

4. Sections 52.145(AZ), 52.344(CO), 
52.633(HI), 52.690(ID), 52.1183(MI), 
52.1236(MN), 52.1488(NV), 52.1531(NH), 
52.1606(NJ), 52.1636(NM), 52.1831(ND), 
52.1933(OK), 52.2132(SC), 52.2179(SD), 
52.2234(TN), 52.2304(TX), 52.2452(VA), 
52.2533(WV), 52.2632(WY) and 52.2781 
(VI) are amended by adding paragraph 
(c) to read as follows: 
* * * * *

(c) Long-term strategy. The provisions 
of § 52.29 are hereby incorporated and 
made part of the applicable plan for the 
State of------------

5. Section 52.281(CA) is amended by 
adding paragraph (e) to read as follows:

§ 52.281 Visibility Protection 
* * * * *
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(e) Long-term strategy. The provisions 
of § 52.29 are hereby incorporated and 
made part of the applicable plan for the 
State of California.

§§ 52.61, 52.183, 52.989, 52.1339, 52.1387, 
52.1782, 52.3247 [Added]

6. Sections 52.61 (AL), 52.183(AR), 
52.989(LA), 52.1339(MO), 52.1387(MT), 
52.1782(NC), 52.2347(UT) are added to 
read as follows:

§ 52. ____Visibility protection.
(a) The requirements of section 169A 

of the Clean Air Act are not met 
because the plan does not include 
approvable procedures for protection of 
visibility in mandatory Class I Federal 
areas.

(b) Long-term strategy. The provisions 
of § 52.29 are hereby incorporated into 
the applicable plan for the State of

7. The second § 52.1031 entitled 
“Visibility protection” is redesignated as 
§ 52.1033 and revised to read as follows:

§ 52.1033 Visibility protection.
(a) The requirements of section 169A 

of the Clean Air Act are not met 
because the plan does not include 
approvable procedures for protection of 
visibility in mandatory Class I Federal 
areas and the integral vistas identified 
in 40 CFR 81.437.

(b) Regulations for visibility 
monitoring and new source review. The 
provisions of §§ 52.26 and 52.27, 
including the provisions for protection of 
integral vistas, are hereby incorporated 
and made a part of the applicable plan 
for the State of Maine.

(c) Long-term strategy. The provisions 
of § 52.29 are hereby incorporated into 
the applicable plan for the State of 
Maine.

PART 81— [AMENDED]

Part 81, Chapter I of Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations is amended as 
follows:

1. The authority for Part 81 continues 
to read as follows:

Authority: S e c t i o n s  1 0 1 ( b ) ( 1 ) ,  1 1 0 , 1 6 9 (a ) (2 ) ,  
a n d  3 0 1 ( a ) ,  C l e a n  A i r  A c t  a s  a m e n d e d  (4 2  
U .S .C .  7 4 0 1 ( b ) ,  7 4 1 0 ,  7 4 9 1 ( a ) ( 2 ) ,  7 6 0 1 ( a ) ) .

2. Section 81.437 is revised to read as 
follows:

§ 81.437 New Brunswick, Canada.

Table 1

Area name Acreage
Public

law
estab
lishing

F e d e r a ll a n dm a n a g *e r
Roosevelt Campobello

2,721 88-363 ( i )
1 Not applicable.

Table 2.—Integral Vistas Associated With Mandatory Class I Areas

Observation point View angle Key features Also viewed from

Roosevelt Campobello International Park.. Roosevelt Cottage and Beach Area..

Friar’s Head.. 154°-94°

Estes Head....................................
Eastport 
North Lubec 
Cobscook Bay 
Shackford Head 
St. Andrews 
Friar’s Head 
Treat's Island 
Passamaquoddy Bay 
Deer Island 
Indian Island 
Rouen Island 
Cherry Island 
Thrumcap Island 
Owen House 
Welshpool
Roosevelt Cottage........................
Campobello Island 
Weir
Friar’s Bay 
Welshpool 
Wilson’s Beach 
North Road
Head Harbour Passage 
Casco Island 
Green Island 
Pope Island 
Thrumcap Island 
Cherry Island 
Rouen Island 
Indian Island 
Deer Island 
Passamaquoddy Bay 
Old Sow Whirlpool 
St. Andrews 
Eastport 
Friar Roads 
Estes Head 
Perry
Shackford Head 
Pembroke 
Cobscook Bay 
Treat’s Island 
Major's Island 
North Lubec
Passamaquoddy Dam portion of 
Roger’s Island 
Dudley Island 
Johnson’s Bay 
Pope’s Folly
Cutler Naval Radio Station 
Lubec
Mulholland Point Lighthouse 
FDR Memorial Bridge 
South Lubec 
Grand Manan Island

Portions from Friar’s Head.

Portions Viewed From Roosevelt C o t t a g e  
and Beach Area.
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Table 2.—Integral Vistas Associated With Mandatory Class I Areas—Continued

Park Observation point View angle Key features Also viewed from

Con Robinson's Point

Liberty Point

308*-150°

34*-236*

Herring Cove Beach...................
Provincial Park 
Eastern Head 
Herring Cove 
Mainland New Brunswick 
Point La Preau 
Wolf Islands 
Atlantic Ocean
Ragged Point..........
Mainland New Brunswick 
Atlantic Ocean 
Wolf Islands 
South Lubec 
Grand Manan Island 
Sail Rock
West Quoddy Head Lighthouse 
South Lubec

Portions Viewed From Liberty Point.

Portions Viewed From Con Robinson’s 
Point.

[F R  D o c . 8 7 - 2 6 5 5 6  F i le d  1 1 - 2 3 - 8 7 ;  8 :4 5  a m ]
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