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reviewed in person at this same 
location.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 
16, 2002, the City of Tallahassee 
submitted a revised application to 
correct a mathematical discrepancy in 
total estimated PFC revenue and to 
change the proposed charge expiration 
date in the application the FAA found 
substantially complete on April 2, 2002. 
On June 11, 2002, the City of 
Tallahassee submitted a letter 
requesting that the no later than date of 
July 16, 2002 for the FAA to approve or 
disapprove the application, in whole or 
part, be extended to August 15, 2002.

Issued in Orlando, Florida, on June 12, 
2002. 
W. Dean Stringer, 
Manager, Airports District Office.
[FR Doc. 02–15801 Filed 6–21–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Railroad Administration 

Notice of Application for Approval of 
Discontinuance or Modification of a 
Railroad Signal System or Relief From 
Requirements 

Pursuant to Title 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) part 235 and 49 
U.S.C. 20502(a), the following railroads 
have petitioned the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) seeking approval 
for the discontinuance or modification 
of the signal system or relief from the 
requirements of 49 CFR part 236 as 
detailed below. 

Docket Number FRA–2002–12175
Applicant: CSX Transportation, 

Incorporated, Mr. Eric G. Peterson, 
Assistant Chief Engineer, Signal 
Design and Construction, 4901 Belfort 
Road, Suite 130 (S/C J–370), 
Jacksonville, Florida 32256.
CSX Transportation, Incorporated 

seeks approval of the proposed 
modification of the signal systems, on 
three segments of the Baltimore Service 
Lane, Baltimore Terminal Subdivision, 
near, Baltimore, Maryland, consisting of 
the following: 

1. Elimination of the present 
automatic block signal (ABS) Rules 243–
246 which are in effect for westward 
movements on the South Baltimore 
Industrial Track between Westport and 
Carroll, on the South Baltimore Branch, 
and conversion of the method of 
operation to Rule 105 (Other than main 
track) and Rule 46 (Operating Speeds on 
other than main tracks). 

2. Elimination of the present traffic 
control system (TCS) Rules 265–272 

which are in effect on the Mt. Winans 
No.11 Track, and conversion of the 
method of operation to Rules 105 and 
46. 

3. Elimination of the present ABS 
current of traffic Rule D–251 and Yard 
Limit Rule 93 which are in effect 
between Westport, milepost BRN0.5 and 
Mt. Winans Yard Limits, milepost 
BAS0.5, and conversion of the method 
of operation to Rules 105 and 46. 

The reason given for the proposed 
changes is that traffic density does not 
warrant retention of the signal systems 
through these track segments. 

Any interested party desiring to 
protest the granting of an application 
shall set forth specifically the grounds 
upon which the protest is made, and 
contain a concise statement of the 
interest of the party in the proceeding. 
Additionally, one copy of the protest 
shall be furnished to the applicant at the 
address listed above. 

All communications concerning this 
proceeding should be identified by the 
docket number and must be submitted 
to the Docket Clerk, DOT Central Docket 
Management Facility, Room PI–401, 
Washington, DC 20590–0001. 
Communications received within 45 
days of the date of this notice will be 
considered by the FRA before final 
action is taken. Comments received after 
that date will be considered as far as 
practicable. All written communications 
concerning these proceedings are 
available for examination during regular 
business hours (9 a.m.–5 p.m.) at DOT 
Central Docket Management Facility, 
Room PI–401 (Plaza Level), 400 Seventh 
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20590–
0001. All documents in the public 
docket are also available for inspection 
and copying on the internet at the 
docket facility’s Web site at http://
dms.dot.gov.

FRA expects to be able to determine 
these matters without an oral hearing. 
However, if a specific request for an oral 
hearing is accompanied by a showing 
that the party is unable to adequately 
present his or her position by written 
statements, an application may be set 
for public hearing.

Issued in Washington, DC on June 13, 
2002. 

Grady C. Cothen, Jr., 
Deputy Associate Administrator for Safety 
Standards and Program Development.
[FR Doc. 02–15802 Filed 6–21–02; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910–06–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

Denial of Motor Vehicle Recall Petition, 
RP01–001

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA), 
Department of Transportation.
ACTION: Denial of petition for a hearing 
on the adequacy of recall notification. 

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the 
reasons for the denial of a petition 
submitted to NHTSA under 49 U.S.C. 
30162, requesting that the agency hold 
a Public Hearing to determine whether 
General Motors Corporation (GM) has 
reasonably met its obligation to notify 
owners of NHTSA Safety Recall No. 
00V–189. The petition is identified as 
RP01–001.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Jonathan White, Office of Defects 
Investigation (ODI), NHTSA, 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC 
20590. Telephone: (202) 366–5226.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Mr. 
Franklin Walter Long, Jr., of Detroit, MI, 
submitted a petition to NHTSA by 
facsimile dated October 24, 2001, 
requesting that the agency hold a Public 
Hearing to determine whether GM has 
reasonably met its obligation to notify 
him of NHTSA Safety Recall No. 00V–
189 with respect to his model year 1991 
Oldsmobile Cutlass Supreme. The 
petitioner alleges that GM did not notify 
him of NHTSA Safety Recall No. 00V–
189. 

ODI has reviewed its records for this 
recall, which involved more than 
700,000 vehicles, and no other 
individuals have expressed any 
concerns to NHTSA regarding 
notification. When a motor vehicle 
manufacturer conducts a safety recall, it 
is required by 49 U.S.C. 30119 to use its 
records and State motor vehicle records 
to identify owners of the vehicles 
covered by the recall. According to 
records provided by GM, Northern 
Michigan Loan, Inc., was notified of this 
recall on September 28, 2000. That 
entity apparently was identified as the 
registered owner of the vehicle at that 
time. Subsequently, Mr. Long was 
mailed an owner notification with 
respect to this recall on March 8, 2002. 
Furthermore, GM has advised NHTSA 
that it has taken steps to buy back the 
petitioner’s vehicle. 

In view of the foregoing, it is unlikely 
that NHTSA would issue an order to 
GM regarding the adequacy of the 
notification under this recall following 
a hearing such as the one the petitioner 
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