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safety standards

were created with the general public’s well
being in mind. Assisting our company to
comply to those standards only insures
public safety. Compliance rather than
enforcement is consistent with the objectives
of the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle
Safety Act.

Comments Filed in Response to the
Application Notice

No comments were filed in response
to the notice published on January 13,
1999.

Discussion of TarasPort’s Application

When TarasPort learned in May 1998
that its two trailer models would have
to comply with Standard No. 224, it
filed its application for exemption with
us the following month. Because we
needed to resolve TarasPort’s requests
for confidentiality, we were unable to
move forward with its exemption
request until January 1999. Accordingly,
we must assume that the company has
been experiencing the hardships
foreseen in its application.

These hardships are loss of income
from reduced production, and the
possible layoff of some of its 16
employees as a result. The company’s
application indicated that it would find
it more economical to engineer a
solution in-house over an 18 to 24
month time period than to commit it to
an engineering firm for a costly solution
in something less than that time. The
company’s net income has been
decreasing in each of its three past fiscal
years, and presumptively did so in 1998
when it suspended production of its two
models of drop deck trailers equipped
with rear deck extenders. We believe
that TarasPort has demonstrated that
requiring immediate compliance would
cause it substantial economic hardship.

We note that TarasPort, in spite of
limited resources, was able to bring all
its other trailers into conformity with
Standard No. 224 by its effective date.
We believe that the company has
therefore made a good faith effort to
comply with the standard.

TarasPort contributes to its local
economy, even though it is a small
business. It is in the public interest to
encourage small businesses which add
diversity to the marketplace. The
temporary exemption of a smal number
of trailers from the underride standard

compliance between January 1 and July
1, 2000. We are therefore giving it an
exemption until July 1, 2000.

The Administrator’s Findings

On the basis of the arguments and
discussions above, | find that providing
TarasPort an exemption from Standard
No. 224 is consistent with the public
interest and the objectives of 49 U.S.C.
Chapter 301-Motor Vehicle Safety, and
that compliance with Standard No. 224
would cause substantial economic
hardship to a manufacturer that has
tried to comply with the standard in
good faith.

NHTSA Temporary Exemption
No. 99-2

TarasPort Trailers, Inc., is hereby
granted NHTSA Temporary Exemption
No. 99-2, from 49 CFR 571.224
Standard No. 224 Rear Impact
Protection, expiring July 1, 2000. This
exemption is restricted to drop deck
trailers equipped with rear deck
extenders.

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 30113; delegation of
authority at 49 CFR 1.50.

Issued on: March 16, 1999.

Ricardo Martinez,

Administrator.

[FR Doc. 99-6846 Filed 3-19-99; 8:45 am]
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DEPARTMENT OF TRARSPORTATION

Surface TransportationfBoard

Sunshine Act Meeting

Ex Parte No. 333-Mestifigs of the Board

TIME & DATE: 10:00 am,
March 25, 1999.

PLACE: Hearing Room, Su§face
Transportation Board 193 K Street,
NW, Washington, DC 20483.

STATUS: The Board will nfet to discuss
among themselves the agghda item
listed below. Although th§ conference is
open for public observatidh, no public
participation is permitted
MATTERS TO BE DISCUSSED:JF inance
Docket No. 33556, Canadifn National
Railway Company, Grand §runk
Corporation, and Grand Tgink Western
Railroad Incorporated— cdtrol—
Illinois Central Corporatiof, Illinois
Central Railroad Company}Chicago,
Central and Pacific Railroal Company,

ursday,

Pacific Railroad Compar
Western Railway Compa
CONTACT PERSON FOR MO
Dennis Watson, Office
and Public Services, Td
565-1594, TDD: (202) 56
Dated: March 18, 1999.

Vernon A. Williams,
Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-7 113 Filed 3- 1
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OMB for review and clear.
Paperwork Reduction Act
Public Law 104-13. Copie
submission(s) may be okta
caling the Treasury Burea
Officer listed. Comments r
information collection sho
addressed to the OMB revi
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Clearance Officer, Deparm)
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U.S. Customs Service (CUS
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ce under the
1995,
f the

Type of Review: Extensio

Title: Request for Informa

Description: Customs For
by Customs personnel to reqffest
altlitional “irfformation fran gnporters
when the invoice or other
documentation provide insuflici

responsibilities to protect r

Respondents: Business or
profit, Individuas or househ@ds. Not-
for-profit ingtitutions, Federa
Government.

Estimated Number of Resp
60,000.

Es tima ted Burden Hours P
Respondent: 33 minutes.

Frequency of Response: On §ccasion.

Es tima ted Total Reporting
30,000 hours.

dents:



