59064

Federal Register / Vol. 72, No. 201 / Thursday, October 18, 2007 / Proposed Rules

Appendix D to Part 217—Calculation
for Cost per Graduate (CPG)
The CPG computation is used to determine
the cost of each member of a graduating class.
It is calculated by using the share of the total
resources for a class for each of its 4 years

and the number of graduates in that class. To
determine the share of the total resources or
class cost for a class in each of its 4 years,
the grand total resources from the Service
Academy Resources Report for that class is
multiplied by their percentage of the total
corps or wing of cadets or brigade of

midshipmen for each of its 4 years. The total
of the 4 years of cost shares is divided by the
number of graduates in the class, which
results in the Cost Per Graduate. The
following table is an example of this
calculation:

EXAMPLE OF COST PER GRADUATE CALCULATION
Service Academy
FY
Year
Year
Year
Year

1
2
3
4

Class costs

..................................................................................................................................
..................................................................................................................................
..................................................................................................................................
..................................................................................................................................

$284,388,109
297,647,585
296,556,044
301,058,452

28.03
26.24
24.78
21.67

$79,713,987
78,102,726
73,486,588
65,239,367

Total Costs ...................................................................................................................
Graduates .....................................................................................................................
Cost per Graduate ........................................................................................................

............................
............................
............................

........................
........................
........................

296,542,668
950
312,150

Dated: October 5, 2007.
L.M. Bynum,
Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, DoD.
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SUMMARY: The Coast Guard is
withdrawing its notice of proposed
rulemaking that would require owners
of non-planing recreational houseboats
with propeller-driven propulsion
located aft of the transom to either
install a propeller guard or use a
combination of other devices to avoid
propeller injuries. The rulemaking is
being withdrawn after reconsideration
of which vessels would be subject to the
proposed rule, the nature of the safety
measures to be required, and the costs
that would likely result.
DATES: The notice of proposed
rulemaking published at 66 FR 63645,
December 10, 2001, is withdrawn on
October 18, 2007.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jeff
Ludwig, Project Manager, Office of
Boating Safety, U.S. Coast Guard, by
telephone at 202–372–1061 or by e-mail
at Jeffrey.A.Ludwig@uscg.mil.
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Background
On December 10, 2001, the Coast
Guard published a notice of proposed
rulemaking (NPRM) entitled ‘‘Federal
Requirements For Propeller Injury
Avoidance Measures’’ in the Federal
Register (66 FR 63645). The NPRM
described a proposed Coast Guard
requirement that owners of non-planing
recreational houseboats with propellerdriven propulsion located aft of the
transom install one of two propulsion
unit measures or employ three
combined measures. This proposal
responded to recommendations made by
the National Boating Safety Advisory
Council (NBSAC). The NPRM was based
on an expectation that a significant
reduction in the number of boaters who
are seriously or fatally injured when
struck by a non-planing recreational
houseboat with propeller-driven
propulsion would occur.
Discussion of Comments
The Coast Guard received
approximately 190 comments regarding
the NPRM. Comments were received
from those who have been injured by
boat propellers; the relatives and friends
of those injured or killed in such
accidents; health care providers; boating
safety and environmental advocacy
groups; businesses and business
associations; state and federal
government agencies; and members of
the general public.
Many commenters supported the
proposed rule in order to better protect
the boating public from propeller
injuries. Some of those also advocated
reducing the phase-in period to one
year, and some advocated inclusion of
pontoon houseboats under the
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requirements of the proposed rule.
Among those who generally supported
the proposed rule, some preferred using
propeller guards over swim ladder
interlock systems because they expected
propeller guards to better protect
swimmers. A few commenters also
suggested increased costs could be
passed on from manufacturers and
rental companies to consumers.
Some commenters opposed the
proposed rule because they perceived
the number of casualties as insufficient
to justify the proposed rule and argued
the costs of implementation would be
significantly higher than estimated in
the NPRM. Many of these commenters
also expressed concerns about the high
maintenance costs associated with
propeller guards, the increased danger
of collisions when swim ladder
interlock systems disable propellers,
and the lack of practical benefit to be
gained from clear view devices because
of the length of many houseboats. A few
suggested the proposed rule would be
unenforceable or otherwise ineffective
and advocated improved boater
education.
Some commenters requested a more
precise definition of houseboat,
particularly whether monohulls and
pontoon designs would be subject to the
same requirements, and more detailed
guidance on acceptable propeller guards
and swim ladder interlock systems. One
commenter suggested the proposed rule
would effect a shift of liability from boat
operators to boat manufacturers.
Withdrawal
The Coast Guard is withdrawing the
NPRM published on December 10, 2001,
after reconsideration of the the costs
that would likely result, the
characteristics of the safety measures to
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be required, and uncertainty concerning
the appropriate definition of
‘‘houseboat.’’ The Coast Guard believes
its resources would be better directed
toward regulatory projects that would
have a greater impact on propeller
injury avoidance.
The NPRM estimated that propeller
guards, which would be the least
expensive option provided under the
proposed rule, could be self-installed for
approximately $300 each. Equipping the
estimated 100,000 houseboats that
would be covered by the rule was
estimated to result in a cost of
approximately $30 million. A
reassessment of these costs after
publication of the NPRM revealed that
most boats would need to be lifted out
of the water for propeller guard
installation, boats with twin engines
would require a guard for each engine,
and installation would be beyond the
capabilities of most owners and
operators. For these reasons, a more
realistic average cost per boat is
approximately $1500, for a total cost of
$150 million. This figure does not
include costs of periodic maintenance to
clear debris from guards or the resulting
decrease in fuel efficiency.
Because of the significantly higher
cost of implementing the proposed rule,
the Coast Guard is exploring options
that would more effectively prevent
propeller injuries and impose a smaller
burden on the economy. For example,
requiring ignition cut-off switches on an
undetermined segment of recreational,
propeller-driven boats could be a more
cost effective approach, and there is also
room for improvement in boating safety
education.
Additionally, as some of the
comments pointed out, the NPRM
lacked a practical definition of
‘‘houseboat,’’ and straightforward
performance requirements for
acceptable propeller guards and swim
ladder interlock systems. Although not
independent grounds for withdrawing
this rulemaking, the need for further
research to resolve these questions, and
the potential negative effect of more
specific performance requirements on
costs, made further pursuit of this
rulemaking at this time even less
preferable in comparison to other
alternatives.
The Coast Guard remains deeply
concerned about propeller injuries, and
is committed to reducing them. In doing
so, though, the cost and effectiveness of
alternative measures must be reasonably
considered.
The Coast Guard would like to thank
those who submitted comments. All
comments were considered in this
decision. To view comments, go to
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http://www.regulations.gov at any time,
under ‘‘Search Documents’’ enter the
docket number for this rulemaking
(USCG–2001–10163), and click on
‘‘Submit.’’ You may also visit the Docket
Management Facility in room W12–140
on the Ground Floor of the West
Building, 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE.,
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays. The telephone
number is 202–366–9329.
Authority
This action is taken under the
authority of 46 U.S.C. 4302; Department
of Homeland Security Delegation No.
0170.1.
Dated: October 10, 2007.
Howard L. Hime,
Acting Director of Commercial Regulations
and Standards, United States Coast Guard.
[FR Doc. E7–20604 Filed 10–17–07; 8:45 am]
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SUMMARY: The EPA is announcing an
extension of the public comment period
on our proposed amendments for the
Operating Permit Programs and
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) and Nonattainment New Source
Review (NSR): Flexible Air Permitting
Rule; Proposed Rule (September 12,
2007). The EPA is extending the
comment period that originally ends on
November 13, 2007. The extended
comment period will close on January
14, 2008. The EPA is extending the
comment period because of the timely
requests we received to do so.
DATES: Comments. Comments must be
received on or before January 14, 2008.
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments,
identified by Docket ID No. EPA–HQ–
OAR–2004–0087, by one of the
following methods:
• www.regulations.gov. Follow the
on-line instructions for submitting
comments.
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• E-mail: a-and-rdocket@epamail.epa.gov.
• Fax: 202–566–1741.
• Mail: Attention Docket ID No. EPA–
HQ–OAR–2004–0087, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, EPA
West (Air Docket), 1200 Pennsylvania
Avenue, NW., Mailcode: 6102T,
Washington, DC 20460. Please include a
total of 2 copies. In addition, please
mail a copy of your comments on the
information collection provisions to the
Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs, Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), Attn: Desk Officer for
EPA, 725 17th St., NW., Washington, DC
20503.
• Hand Delivery: U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, EPA West (Air
Docket), 1301 Constitution Avenue,
NW., Room 3334, Washington, DC
20004, Attention Docket ID No. EPA–
HQ–OAR–2004–0087. Such deliveries
are only accepted during the Docket’s
normal hours of operation, and special
arrangements should be made for
deliveries of boxed information.
Instructions: Direct your comments to
Docket ID No. EPA–HQ–OAR–2004–
0087. EPA’s policy is that all comments
received will be included in the public
docket without change and may be
made available online at
www.regulations.gov, including any
personal information provided, unless
the comment includes information
claimed to be Confidential Business
Information (CBI) or other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
Do not submit information that you
consider to be CBI or otherwise
protected through www.regulations.gov
or e-mail. The www.regulations.gov Web
site is an ‘‘anonymous access’’ system,
which means EPA will not know your
identity or contact information unless
you provide it in the body of your
comment. If you send an e-mail
comment directly to EPA without going
through www.regulations.gov your email address will be automatically
captured and included as part of the
comment that is placed in the public
docket and made available on the
Internet. If you submit an electronic
comment, EPA recommends that you
include your name and other contact
information in the body of your
comment and with any disk or CD–ROM
you submit. If EPA cannot read your
comment due to technical difficulties
and cannot contact you for clarification,
EPA may not be able to consider your
comment. Electronic files should avoid
the use of special characters, any form
of encryption, and be free of any defects
or viruses. For additional instructions
on submitting comments, go to the
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