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rule is not a “major rule” as defined by
5 U.S.C. 804(2).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: January 4, 2002.
Richard P. Keigwin, Jr.,
Acting Director, Registration Division, Office
of Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, 40 CFR chapter I is
amended as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 321(q), 346(a) and
374.

2. Section 180.384 is revised to read
as follows:

§180.384 Mepiquat (N,N-
dimethylpiperidinium); tolerances for
residues.

(a) General. (1) Tolerances are
established for residues of the plant
growth regulator mepiquat (N,N-
dimethylpiperidinium) in or on the
following commodities:

(d) Indirect or inadvertent residues.
[Reserved]

[FR Doc. 02-1618 Filed 1-22—-02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

Commodity Parts per million
Cattle, mbyp 0.1
Cotton, gin by-products 6.0
Cottonseed 2.0
Goats, mbyp 0.1
Hogs, mbyp 0.1
Horses, mbyp 0.1
Sheep, mbyp 0.1

(2) Tolerances are established for
residues of the plant growth regulator
mepiquat chloride (N,N-
dimethylpiperidinium chloride) in or on
the following commodities:

Commodity Parts per million
Cattle, fat 0.1
Cattle, meat 0.1
Goat, fat 0.1
Goat, meat 0.1
Grapes 1.0
Hogs, fat 0.1
Hogs, meat 0.1
Horses, fat 0.1
Horses, meat 0.1
Raisins 5.0
Sheep, fat 0.1
Sheep, meat 0.1

(b) Section 18 emergency exemptions.
[Reserved]

(c) Tolerances with regional
registrations. [Reserved]

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 54

[CC Docket No. 96-45; DA 01-2928]
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
Service

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule; petition for
reconsideration.

SUMMARY: In this document, the
Commission updates line count input
values for the high-cost universal
service support mechanism for non-
rural carriers for purposes of calculating
and targeting support amounts for the
year 2002. Specifically, the Commission
shall use updated line count data in the
universal service cost model to estimate
non-rural carriers’ forward-looking
economic costs of providing the services
supported by the federal high-cost
mechanism. The Commission further
updates the company-specific data used
in the model to calculate investment in
general support facilities and switching
costs.

DATES: Effective February 22, 2002.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Katie King or Thomas Buckley,
Attorneys, Common Carrier Bureau,
Accounting Policy Division, (202) 418—
7400.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Order
and Order on Reconsideration in CC
Docket No. 96—45 released on December
18, 2001. The full text of this document
is available for public inspection during
regular business hours in the FCC
Reference Center, Room CY-A257, 445
Twelfth Street, SW., Washington, DC
20554.

I. Order

1. 2000 Line Counts. Consistent with
the framework adopted in the Twentieth
Reconsideration Order, 66 FR 26513,
May 8, 2000, and the 2001 Line Counts
Update Order, 65 FR 81759, December
27, 2000, the Commission concludes the
cost model should use year-end 2000
line counts filed July 31, 2001, as input
values for purposes of estimating
average forward-looking costs and
determining support for the year 2002.
The Commission also concludes that
line counts should be allocated to the

classes of service used in the model
based on the line count data filed
pursuant to the 1999 Data Request. The
Commission further concludes that
special access line counts should be
allocated on the basis of the 1999 Data
Request data and trued-up to 2000 43—
08 ARMIS special line counts. In
addition, the Commission will adjust
support amounts every quarter to reflect
the lines reported by carriers, according
to the methodology set forth in the
Twentieth Reconsideration Order, 66 FR
26513, May 8, 2000. The Commission
also stated that it plans to initiate a
proceeding to study how often line
counts and other input values should be
updated.

2. Further, consistent with its action
in the 2001 Line Counts Update Order,
65 FR 81759, December 27, 2000, and
because an updated customer location
and road data set remains unavailable at
this time, the Commission will not
update customer location and road data
at this time. Although the Commission
recognizes that a new source of year
2000 Census data may be useful in
creating an updated customer location
and road data set in the future, such
information is not in a usable data set
format for purposes of determining
support for 2002. The Commission,
therefore, defers the issue of using these
data in the model until the Commission
initiates a comprehensive proceeding to
study revisions and changes to the
model inputs and model platform. In
the meantime, all new lines should be
treated as if they were located at
existing locations in the model.

3. Class of Service Allocations. The
Commission finds that using the
methodology employed in the 2001 Line
Counts Update Order, 65 FR 81759,
December 27, 2000, which used year-
end wire center line count data filed
pursuant to the 1999 Data Request,
remains a reasonable method for
allocating line counts to the classes of
service used in the model. The
Commission believes this methodology
is a preferable approach because it
remains a reasonably accurate process
for disaggregating line counts without
imposing burdensome reporting
requirements on carriers. For purposes
of 2002 support, the Commission
therefore shall allocate line counts to
the classes of service used in the model
by dividing the year-end 2000 lines
reported by non-rural carriers into
business lines, residential lines,
payphone lines, and single line business
lines for each wire center in the same
proportion as the lines filed pursuant to
the 1999 Data Request (year-end 1998
lines).
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4. The Commission also finds that
estimating special line growth for
purposes of calculating 2002 support
can be accurately determined by
dividing the 2000 ARMIS special access
lines among wire centers in the same
proportion as the special lines from the
1999 Data Request. The Commission
finds that this methodology continues to
be a reasonable approach to estimating
special line growth for calculating
support for 2002.

5. Matching Wire Centers. The
Commission will use the same
methodology employed in the 2001 Line
Counts Update Order, 65 FR 81759,
December 27, 2000, to match wire
centers reported by carriers in their
quarterly line count filings with wire
centers found in the 1999 Data Request
and in the model’s customer location
data.

6. General Support Facilities. In
addition to line counts, the model uses
other types of data that are updated
annually under current Commission
rules and procedures. Among other
things, the model uses company-specific
ARMIS data to calculate investment in
general support facilities (GSF). GSF
investment includes buildings, motor
vehicles, and general purpose
computers. A portion of GSF investment
must be added to the model’s estimate
of outside plant, switching, and
transport investment to adequately
reflect the cost providing the supported
services. The Commission finds that
updating the tables used in the model
with 2000 ARMIS data used to compute
GSF investment will improve the
model’s cost estimates by taking into
account the current costs of GSF
investment associated with supported
services.

7. Switching. The model also uses
company-specific data in determining
switching costs. A wire center’s switch
directs both interstate and intrastate
traffic. Universal service support,
however, is only provided for the
portion of the switch used to direct
intrastate traffic. Therefore, to determine
the amount of a wire center’s switch
that is eligible for support, the model
needs to determine the percentage of the
switch used to direct intrastate service.
The model currently uses 1998 ARMIS
Dial Equipment Minutes (DEM) data to
determine the overall switch usage.
Then, because the ARMIS DEM data do
not distinguish between local and
intrastate toll usage, the model uses
1997 traffic parameter data filed with
the National Exchange Carrier
Association (NECA) which, in addition
to identifying intrastate and interstate
switch usage, identifies the local DEM
to compute the portion of non-interstate

local usage. Therefore, the model
currently uses data sources from
different years to determine the portion
of the switch used to direct intrastate
traffic. The Commission further
concludes that it should update the
tables in the model with the most recent
traffic parameters available from NECA
to determine the percentage of the
switch allocated to supported services
and the switch port requirement for
interoffice transport. The Commission
finds that using only NECA data for
switch allocation, which are only one
year behind the ARMIS data but contain
all the data necessary to serve as the
sole source for switch apportionment is
a preferable alternative than using two
different sources of data. Further, the
Commission will continue to use
ARMIS traffic parameter data for
estimating signaling costs.

8. Model Platform. The Commission
defers, until a later date, the question of
whether and when to transition to the
Delphi version of the forward-looking
cost model. The Delphi version posted
on the Commission’s web site contained
certain modifications, in addition to
translation to the Delphi computer
language. Commenters have noted that
some of the cost estimates generated by
this modified version of the cost model
of the cost model significantly differ
with the results from the previous year’s
Turbo-Pascal version. This may warrant
further investigation of whether the total
amount of universal service support can
vary substantially with small changes in
inputs due to technical corrections to
the model. In addition, numerous
commenters have recommended use of
the cost model in Visual Basic computer
language in lieu of the Delphi version.
They contend that Visual Basic is a
preferable computer language because it
is: (1) More widely used than Delphi;
and (2) part of the cost model already
uses Visual Basic and therefore,
transition here would make the cost
model more uniform. In order to permit
an opportunity for further consideration
and analysis of these issues, the
Commission will use a Turbo-Pascal
version of the model, at present, to
calculate support for non-rural carriers
for calculating 2002 cost estimates. The
Commission anticipates that a number
of technical corrections will ultimately
be made to the cost model. Upon further
examination of proposed modifications,
the Commission may revise its
calculations of support for future
quarters in 2002.

II. Order on Reconsideration

9. The Commission denies Sprint
Corporation’s (Sprint) petition for
reconsideration of the 2001 Line Counts

Update Order, 65 FR 81759, December
27, 2000. Specifically, after review of
the arguments presented on
reconsideration, the Commission
concludes that Sprint has not provided
any new information or arguments that
requires it to alter its decision to update
line counts without updating customer
location data for purposes of calculating
support for 2001. As the Commission
explained in the 2001 Line Counts
Update Order, updated line count data
were available for the model’s inputs,
but updated customer location data
were not. Consequently, the
Commission concluded that, on balance,
it was better to update the model with
available line count data at that time
than wait until a customer location data
set could be obtained.

10. Relying on that same analysis and
reasoning, the Commission has decided
to use updated line count data in the
universal service cost model for
purposes of calculating support for non-
rural carriers for 2002 without updating
customer location data. Again, because
an updated customer location and road
data set remains unavailable for use at
this time, the Commission finds that, on
balance, it is best not to delay updating
line counts. In addition, the
Commission has noted that it intends to
initiate, at a later date, a proceeding to
study proposed revisions and changes to
the model inputs and model platform.

VI. Order Clauses

11. It is ordered pursuant to the
authority contained in sections 1-4,
201-205, 214, 218-220, 254, 303(r), 403,
and 410 of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 151-154,
201-205, 214, 218-220, 254, 303(r), 403,
and 410, and section 1.108 of the
Commission’s rules, 47 CFR 0.91(f), this
Order is adopted. Specifically, the
Commission updates line count input
values for the high-cost universal
service support mechanism for non-
rural carriers for purposes of calculating
and targeting support amounts for the
year 2002. Therefore, the Commission
shall use updated line count data in the
universal service cost model to estimate
non-rural carriers’ forward-looking
economic costs of providing the services
supported by the federal high-cost
mechanism. In addition, non-rural
support amounts will continue to be
adjusted each quarter to account for line
growth based on the wire center line
count data reported quarterly by non-
rural carriers. The Commission further
updates the company-specific data used
in the model to calculate investment in
general support facilities and switching
costs.



3120

Federal Register/Vol. 67, No. 15/Wednesday, January 23, 2002/Rules and Regulations

12. It is further ordered that, pursuant
to sections 4, 201-205, 218-220, 303(r),
and 405 of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 154, 201—
205, 218-220, 303(r), and 405 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, and sections 1.106 and 1.429
of the Commission’s rules, 47 CFR
1.106, 1.429, that the petition for
reconsideration filed January 26, 2001,
by Sprint Corporation is denied.
Federal Communications Commission.
William F. Caton,

Deputy Secretary.
[FR Doc. 02—-1567 Filed 1-22—02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 17

RIN 1018-AF68

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Endangered Status for
Carex lutea (Golden Sedge)

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: We, the Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service), determine endangered
status for Carex lutea (golden sedge)
under the authority of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).
This rare plant is presently known from
only eight populations (one population
is made up of two subpopulations) in
Pender and Onslow Counties, North
Carolina. Carex lutea is endangered
throughout its range because of habitat
alteration; conversion of its limited
habitat for residential, commercial, or
industrial development; mining;
drainage activities associated with
silviculture and agriculture; and
suppression of fire. In addition,
herbicide use, particularly along utility
or road rights-of-way, may also be a
threat. This action extends the
protection of the Act to C. lutea.

DATES: This rule is effective February
22,2002.

ADDRESSES: The complete file for this
rule is available for inspection, by
appointment, during normal business
hours at U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
160 Zillicoa Street, Asheville, North
Carolina 28801.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Allen Ratzlaff at the above address (828/
258-3939, extension 229).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Carex lutea (LeBlond) is a perennial
member of the sedge family
(Cyperaceae) known only from North
Carolina. Fertile culms (stems) may
reach one meter (39 inches (in)) or more
in height. The yellowish green leaves
are grasslike, with those of the culm
mostly basal and up to 28 centimeters
(cm) (11 in) long, while those of the
vegetative shoots reach a length of 65
cm (26 in). Fertile culms produce two to
four flowering spikes (multiple
flowering structure with flowers
attached to the stem), with the terminal
(end) spike being male and the one to
three (usually two) lateral spikes being
female. Lateral spikes are subtended by
leaflike bracts (a much-reduced leaf).
The male spike is about 2 to 4 cm (0.8
to 1.6 in) long, 1.5 to 2.5 millimeters
(mm) (0.06 to 0.12 in) wide, with a
peduncle (stalk) about 1 to 6 cm (0.4 to
2.4 in) long. Female spikes are round to
elliptic, about 1 to 1.5 cm (0.4 to 0.6 in)
long and 1 cm (0.4 in) wide. The upper
female spike is sessile (not stalked;
sitting), while lower female spikes, if
present, have peduncles typically 0.5 to
4.5 cm (0.2 to 1.8 in) long. When two
to three female spikes are present, each
is separated from the next, along the
culm, by 4.5 to 18 cm (1.8 to 7.1 in). The
inflated perigynia (sac that encloses the
ovary) are bright yellow at flowering
and about 4 to 5 mm (0.16 to 0.20 in)
long; the perigynia beaks (point) are out-
curved and spreading, with the
lowermost in a spike strongly reflexed
(turned downward). Carex Iutea is most
readily identified from mid-April to
mid-June during flowering and fruiting.
It is distinguished from other Carex
species that occur in the same habitat by
its bright yellow color (particularly the
pistillate (female) spikes), by its height
and slenderness, and especially by the
out-curved beaks of the crowded
perigynia, the lowermost of which are
reflexed (LeBlond et al. 1994).

LeBlond et al. described Carex lutea
in 1994 from specimens collected in
1992 in Pender County, North Carolina.
It is the only member of the Carex
section Ceratocystis found in the
southeastern United States.

Carex lutea grows in sandy soils
overlying coquina limestone deposits,
where the soil pH is unusually high for
this region, typically between 5.5 and
7.2 (Glover 1994). Soils supporting the
species are very wet to periodically
shallowly inundated. The species
prefers the ecotone (narrow transition
zone between two diverse ecological
communities) between the pine savanna
and adjacent wet hardwood or
hardwood/conifer forest (LeBlond 1996;

Schafale and Weakley 1990). Most
plants occur in the partially shaded
savanna/swamp where occasional to
frequent fires favor an herbaceous
ground layer and suppress shrub
dominance. Other species with which
this sedge grows include tulip poplar
(Liriodendron tulipifera), pond cypress
(Taxodium ascendens), red maple (Acer
rubrum var. trilobum), wax myrtle
(Myrica cerifera var. cerifera), colic root
(Aletris farinosa), and several species of
beakrush (Rhynchospora spp.). At most
sites, C. lutea shares its habitat with
Cooley’s meadowrue (Thalictrum
cooleyi), federally listed as endangered,
and with Thorne’s beakrush
(Rhynchospora thornei), a species of
management concern. All known
populations are in the northeast Cape
Fear River watershed in Pender and
Onslow Counties, North Carolina. As
stated by LeBlond (1996):

* * *]ocalities where Carex lutea have
been found are ecologically highly unusual
* * * The combination of fairly open
conditions underlain by a calcareous
substrate is very rare on the Atlantic coastal
plain. Many rare plant species are associated
with these localities, and several have very
restricted distributions, either being endemic
to a small area or with a few highly scattered
occurrences. The affinities of these taxa are
variable, but include connections to the
calcareous savannas of the Gulf Coast States;
alkaline marshes of the Atlantic tidewater;
calcareous glades, barrens, and prairies of the
Appalachian region and the ridge and valley
province of Georgia and Alabama; and
pinelands of the Carolinas and southern New
Jersey.

These rare savannas, underlain by
calcareous deposits, support unusual
assemblages of plants, including several
species known from less than a dozen
sites worldwide (Schafale 1994).
LeBlond (1996) characterizes these
habitats as ““a small archipelago of
phytogeographic islands” that form a
refuge for these rare and unique species.
Despite extensive searches of the Gulf
Coast in northern Florida and southern
Alabama, and Atlantic Coast sites in
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida, no
other populations of Carex lutea were
found outside the North Carolina coastal
plain. The species appears to be a very
rare endemic, narrowly restricted to an
area within a 3.2 kilometer (2-mile)
radius of the Onslow/Pender County
line in southeastern North Carolina
(LeBlond 1996). It is listed as
endangered by the State of North
Carolina (Amoroso and Weakley 1995;
M. Boyer, North Carolina Department of
Agriculture, personal communication,
1998).
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