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§ 33.84. Engine Overtorque Test. 

(a) If approval of a maximum engine 
overtorque is sought for an engine 
incorporating a free power turbine, 
compliance with this section must be 
demonstrated by testing. 

(1) The test may be run as part of the 
endurance test requirement of § 33.87. 
Alternatively, tests may be performed 
on a complete engine or equivalent 
testing on individual groups of 
components. 

(2) Upon conclusion of tests 
conducted to show compliance with 
this section, each engine part or 
individual groups of components must 
meet the requirements of § 33.93(a)(1) 
and (a)(2). 

(b) The test conditions must be as 
follows: 

(1) A total of 15 minutes run at the 
maximum engine overtorque to be 
approved. This may be done in separate 
runs, each being of at least 21⁄2 minutes 
duration. 

(2) A power turbine rotational speed 
equal to the highest speed at which the 
maximum overtorque can occur in 
service. The test speed may not be more 
than the limit speed of take-off or OEI 
ratings longer than 2 minutes. 

(3) For engines incorporating a 
reduction gearbox, a gearbox oil 
temperature equal to the maximum 
temperature when the maximum engine 
overtorque could occur in service; and 
for all other engines, an oil temperature 
within the normal operating range. 

(4) A turbine entry gas temperature 
equal to the maximum steady state 
temperature approved for use during 
periods longer than 20 seconds, other 
than conditions associated with 30- 
second or 2-minutes OEI ratings. The 
requirement to run the test at the 
maximum approved steady state 
temperature may be waived by the FAA 
if the applicant can demonstrate that 
other testing provides substantiation of 
the temperature effects when considered 
in combination with the other 
parameters identified in paragraphs 
(b)(1), (b)(2) and (b)(3) of this section. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on March 20, 
2008. 

John J. Hickey, 
Director, Aircraft Certification Service. 
[FR Doc. E8–6148 Filed 3–25–08; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910–13–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviation Administration 

14 CFR Part 39 

[Docket No. FAA–2008–0357; Directorate 
Identifier 2008–NM–005–AD] 

RIN 2120–AA64 

Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 737–300, –400, and –500 Series 
Airplanes 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
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SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) for all 
Boeing Model 737–300, –400, and –500 
series airplanes. This proposed AD 
would require repetitive inspections for 
discrepancies of the fuse pins of the 
inboard and outboard midspar fittings of 
the nacelle strut, and corrective actions 
if necessary. This proposed AD results 
from a report of corrosion damage of the 
chrome runout on the head side found 
on all four midspar fuse pins of the 
nacelle strut. Additionally, a large 
portion of the chrome plate was missing 
from the corroded area of the shank. We 
are proposing this AD to detect and 
correct discrepancies of the fuse pins of 
the inboard and outboard midspar 
fittings of the nacelle strut, which could 
result in reduced structural integrity of 
the fuse pins and consequent loss of the 
strut and separation of the engine from 
the airplane. 
DATES: We must receive comments on 
this proposed AD by May 12, 2008. 
ADDRESSES: You may send comments by 
any of the following methods: 

• Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to 
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
instructions for submitting comments. 

• Fax: 202–493–2251. 
• Mail: U.S. Department of 

Transportation, Docket Operations, M– 
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room 
W12–140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE., 
Washington, DC 20590. 

• Hand Delivery: U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Docket Operations, M– 
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room 
W12–140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE., 
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 

For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Boeing Commercial 
Airplanes, P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, 
Washington 98124–2207. 

Examining the AD Docket 
You may examine the AD docket on 

the Internet at: http:// 

www.regulations.gov; or in person at the 
Docket Management Facility between 9 
a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, except Federal holidays. The AD 
docket contains this proposed AD, the 
regulatory evaluation, any comments 
received, and other information. The 
street address for the Docket Office 
(telephone 800–647–5527) is in the 
ADDRESSES section. Comments will be 
available in the AD docket shortly after 
receipt. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Allen Rauschendorfer, Aerospace 
Engineer, Airframe Branch, ANM–120S, 
FAA, Seattle Aircraft Certification 
Office, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton, 
Washington 98057–3356; telephone 
(425) 917–6432; fax (425) 917–6590. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Comments Invited 
We invite you to send any written 

relevant data, views, or arguments about 
this proposed AD. Send your comments 
to an address listed under the 
ADDRESSES section. Include ‘‘Docket No. 
FAA–2008–0357; Directorate Identifier 
2008–NM–005–AD’’ at the beginning of 
your comments. We specifically invite 
comments on the overall regulatory, 
economic, environmental, and energy 
aspects of this proposed AD. We will 
consider all comments received by the 
closing date and may amend this 
proposed AD because of those 
comments. 

We will post all comments we 
receive, without change, to: http:// 
www.regulations.gov, including any 
personal information you provide. We 
will also post a report summarizing each 
substantive verbal contact we receive 
about this proposed AD. 

Discussion 
We have received a report of 

corrosion damage of the chrome runout 
on the head side found on all four 
midspar fuse pins of the nacelle strut on 
a Model 737–300 airplane. Additionally, 
a large portion of the chrome plate was 
missing from the corroded area of the 
shank. The airplane had a total of 
28,621 flight cycles. This condition, if 
not corrected, could result in 
discrepancies of the fuse pins of the 
inboard and outboard midspar fittings of 
the nacelle strut, reduced structural 
integrity of the fuse pins, and 
consequent loss of the strut and 
separation of the engine from the 
airplane. 

Relevant Service Information 
We have reviewed Boeing Special 

Attention Service Bulletin 737–54– 
1044, dated December 10, 2007. The 
service bulletin describes procedures for 
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repetitive detailed inspections for 
discrepancies (cracking, pitting, 
corrosion, or chrome plate damage) of 
the fuse pins of the left- and right-side 
inboard and outboard midspar fittings of 
the nacelle strut, and corrective actions 
if necessary. The corrective actions 
include blending out pitting or 
corrosion damage, inspecting blended 
areas to make sure all damage was 
removed, and repairing or replacing 
damaged fuse pins with new or 
serviceable fuse pins. 

The compliance time specified in the 
service bulletin is the latest of the 
following: Within 180 months from the 
date of issuance of the original standard 
certificate of airworthiness or original 
export certificate of airworthiness, 
within 180 months from date of 
previous pin replacement, or within 24 
months after the effective date of the 
service bulletin. The repetitive interval 
is not to exceed 60 months. 

FAA’s Determination and Requirements 
of This Proposed AD 

We are proposing this AD because we 
evaluated all relevant information and 
determined the unsafe condition 
described previously is likely to exist or 
develop in other products of the same 
type design. This proposed AD would 
require accomplishing the actions 
specified in the service information 
described previously. 

Interim Action 

We consider this proposed AD 
interim action. The manufacturer is 
currently developing a modification that 
will address the unsafe condition 
identified in this AD. Once this 
modification is developed, approved, 
and available, we might consider 
additional rulemaking. 

Costs of Compliance 

We estimate that this proposed AD 
would affect 616 airplanes of U.S. 
registry. We also estimate that it would 
take about 4 work-hours per product to 
comply with the inspection in this 
proposed AD. The average labor rate is 
$80 per work-hour. Based on these 
figures, we estimate the cost of this 
proposed AD to the U.S. operators to be 
$197,120, or $320 per product. 

Authority for This Rulemaking 

Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I, 
section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. ‘‘Subtitle VII: 
Aviation Programs,’’ describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 

We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in ‘‘Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701: 
General requirements.’’ Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 
air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 
safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 

Regulatory Findings 

We determined that this proposed AD 
would not have federalism implications 
under Executive Order 13132. This 
proposed AD would not have a 
substantial direct effect on the States, on 
the relationship between the national 
Government and the States, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 

For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify this proposed regulation: 

1. Is not a ‘‘significant regulatory 
action’’ under Executive Order 12866, 

2. Is not a ‘‘significant rule’’ under the 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979), and 

3. 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. 

You can find our regulatory 
evaluation and the estimated costs of 
compliance in the AD Docket. 

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Safety. 

The Proposed Amendment 

Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part 
39 as follows: 

PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 

§ 39.13 [Amended] 

2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding 
the following new AD: 
Boeing: Docket No. FAA–2008–0357; 

Directorate Identifier 2008–NM–005–AD. 

Comments Due Date 

(a) We must receive comments by May 12, 
2008. 

Affected ADs 

(b) None. 

Applicability 

(c) This AD applies to all Boeing Model 
737–300, –400, and –500 series airplanes, 
certificated in any category. 

Unsafe Condition 

(d) This AD results from a report of 
corrosion damage of the chrome runout on 
the head side found on all four midspar fuse 
pins of the nacelle strut. Additionally, a large 
portion of the chrome plate was missing from 
the corroded area of the shank. We are 
issuing this AD to detect and correct damage 
of the fuse pins of the inboard and outboard 
midspar fittings of the nacelle strut, which 
could result in reduced structural integrity of 
the fuse pins and consequent loss of the strut 
and separation of the engine from the 
airplane. 

Compliance 

(e) Comply with this AD within the 
compliance times specified, unless already 
done. 

Repetitive Inspections/Corrective Actions 

(f) At the applicable time specified in 
paragraph 1.E., ‘‘Compliance’’ of Boeing 
Special Attention Service Bulletin 737–54– 
1044, dated December 10, 2007; except, 
where the service bulletin specifies a 
compliance time after the date on the service 
bulletin, this AD requires compliance within 
the specified compliance time after the 
effective date of this AD: Do a detailed 
inspection for discrepancies of the fuse pins 
of the inboard and outboard midspar fittings 
of the nacelle strut by doing all the actions, 
including all applicable corrective actions, in 
accordance with the Accomplishment 
Instructions of the service bulletin. Do all 
applicable corrective actions before further 
flight. Repeat the inspection at the time 
specified in paragraph 1.E. of the service 
bulletin. 

Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs) 

(g)(1) The Manager, Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), FAA, ATTN: 
Allen Rauschendorfer, Aerospace Engineer, 
Airframe Branch, ANM–120S, FAA, Seattle 
ACO, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW., Renton, 
Washington 98057–3356; telephone (425) 
917–6432; fax (425) 917–6590; has the 
authority to approve AMOCs for this AD, if 
requested using the procedures found in 14 
CFR 39.19. 

(2) To request a different method of 
compliance or a different compliance time 
for this AD, follow the procedures in 14 CFR 
39.19. Before using any approved AMOC on 
any airplane to which the AMOC applies, 
notify your appropriate principal inspector 
(PI) in the FAA Flight Standards District 
Office (FSDO), or lacking a PI, your local 
FSDO. 

(3) An AMOC that provides an acceptable 
level of safety may be used for any repair 
required by this AD, if it is approved by an 
Authorized Representative for the Boeing 
Commercial Airplanes Delegation Option 
Authorization Organization who has been 
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authorized by the Manager, Seattle ACO, to 
make those findings. For a repair method to 
be approved, the repair must meet the 
certification basis of the airplane. 

Issued in Renton, Washington, on March 
19, 2008. 
Dionne Palermo, 
Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service. 
[FR Doc. E8–6106 Filed 3–25–08; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910–13–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

48 CFR Parts 3, 9, and 52 

[FAR Case 2007–017; Docket 2008–0002; 
Sequence 2] 

RIN: 9000–AK97 

Federal Acquisition Regulation; FAR 
Case 2007–017; Service Contractor 
Employee Personal Conflicts of 
Interest 

AGENCIES: Department of Defense (DoD), 
General Services Administration (GSA), 
and National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). 
ACTION: Advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: The Civilian Agency 
Acquisition Council and the Defense 
Acquisition Regulations Council (the 
Councils) are interested in determining 
if, when, and how service contractor 
employees’ personal conflicts of interest 
(PCI) need to be addressed and whether 
greater disclosure of contractor 
practices, specific prohibitions, or 
reliance on specified principles would 
be most effective and efficient in 
promoting ethical behavior. 
DATES: Comment Date: Interested parties 
should submit written comments to the 
FAR Secretariat on or before May 27, 
2008 to be considered in the 
formulation of any proposed or interim 
rule. 
ADDRESSES: Submit comments 
identified by FAR case 2007–017, by 
any of the following methods: 

• Regulations.gov: http:// 
www.regulations.gov.Submit comments 
via the Federal eRulemaking portal by 
inputting ‘‘FAR Case 2007–017’’ under 
the heading ‘‘Comment or Submission’’. 
Select the link ‘‘Send a Comment or 
Submission’’ that corresponds with FAR 
Case 2007–017. Follow the instructions 
provided to complete the ‘‘Public 

Comment and Submission Form’’. 
Please include your name, company 
name (if any), and ‘‘FAR Case 2007– 
017’’ on your attached document. 

• Fax: 202–501–4067. 
• Mail: General Services 

Administration, Regulatory Secretariat 
(VPR), 1800 F Street, NW, Room 4035, 
ATTN: Diedra Wingate, Washington, DC 
20405. 

Instructions: Please submit comments 
only and cite FAR case 2007–017, in all 
correspondence related to this case. All 
comments received will be posted 
without change to http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Please include 
your name and company name (if any) 
inside the document. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
clarification of content, contact Ms. 
Meredith Murphy, Procurement 
Analyst, at (202) 208–6925. For 
information pertaining to status or 
publication schedules, contact the FAR 
Secretariat, Room 4035, GS Building, 
Washington, DC 20405, (202) 501–4755. 
Please cite FAR Case 2007–017. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

A. Background 

1. The Councils are considering the 
need for standard PCI clauses or a set of 
standard PCI clauses, if appropriate, for 
inclusion in solicitations and contracts 
as recommended by the Acquisition 
Advisory Panel’s Final Report. The 
Councils are publishing a related 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking 
on the subject of Organizational 
Conflicts of Interest. 

2. The Federal Government is 
increasingly turning to private 
contractors to perform a wide array of 
its work. As a result, contractor 
employees are increasingly working 
side-by-side with Federal employees, 
but are not subject to the same ethical 
safeguards that have been put in place 
for Federal employees to ensure the 
integrity of Government operations. 
Issues such as financial conflicts of 
interest, impartiality concerns, misuse 
of information, misuse of apparent or 
actual authority, and misuse of property 
are all areas of potential personal 
conflicts of interest for contractor 
employees that could result in harm to 
the public fisc and loss of public 
confidence in Government. For an 
introduction to the potential problems 
resulting from contractor employees’ 
personal conflicts of interest, see the 
speech given by the Director of the 
Office of Government Ethics to the 
Defense Industry Initiative entitled 
‘‘Who Are Government Workers and 
How Can Management Improve Worker 
Ethical Sensitivity?’’ at: http:// 

www.usoge.gov/pages/ 
formslpubslotherdocs/fpolfiles/ 
reportslplans/ 
cusicklspeech061407.pdf. 

3. The Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) released, on March 7, 
2008, GAO–08–169, Defense 
Contracting: Additional Personal 
Conflict of Interest Safeguards Needed 
for Certain DOD Contractor Employees. 
GAO’s reporting objectives, in part, 
were to assess (1) what safeguards exist 
to prevent personal conflicts of interest 
for contractor employees when 
performing DOD’s tasks and (2) whether 
Government and defense contractor 
officials believe additional safeguards 
are necessary. To conduct this review, 
GAO reviewed conflicts-of-interest laws 
and policies and interviewed ethics 
officials and senior DoD leaders 
regarding applicability to DOD Federal 
and contractor employees. The public 
may wish to consider GAO’s findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations 
regarding additional safeguards for 
personal conflicts of interest pertaining 
to contractor employees in providing 
comments in response to this Notice. 

4. The Acquisition Advisory Panel 
(AAP) was chartered by the Congress at 
Section 1423 of the Services Acquisition 
Reform Act (SARA). Relevant portions 
of the final report of the AAP are located 
on the Web at http://acquisition.gov/ 
comp/aap/documents/Chapter6.pdf. 
The Panel found that ‘‘(t)here is a need 
to assure that the increase in contractor 
involvement in agency activities does 
not undermine the integrity of the 
Government’s decision-making 
processes’’ (AAP Final Report, Chapter 
6, Finding 7, page 417). The AAP also 
found that ‘‘(m)ost of the statutory and 
regulatory provisions [addressing PCI] 
that apply to Federal employees do not 
apply to contractor employees, even 
where contractor employees are co- 
located and work side-by-side with 
Federal employees and are performing 
similar functions’’ (AAP Final Report, 
Chapter 6, Finding 7, page 418). 

5. The AAP concluded that, ‘‘in view 
of the tremendous amount of Federal 
contracting for services, and particularly 
in the context of the multisector 
workforce, additional measures to 
protect against PCIs by contractor 
personnel [are] needed’’(AAP Final 
Report, Chapter 6, Recommendation 5– 
2, page 423). While it concluded that it 
is not necessary to adopt any new 
Federal statutes, the AAP was 
concerned that certain types of 
contracts, primarily service contracts, 
might present greater problems than 
others, and it recommended that the 
FAR Council should identify those 
types of contracts where the potential 
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