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recommending that the Commission
find probable cause to believe that the
respondent has violated or is about to
violate the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (‘“the Act”), or
Chapters 95 or 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.
The Office of General Counsel does not
currently offer other deponents an
opportunity to obtain their transcripts;
once the entire matter has been closed,
other deponents can copy the transcript
at their own expense if the transcript is
made part of the public record.

The Commission recently invited the
public to comment on various aspects of
the agency’s enforcement practices,
including whether and when transcripts
of depositions should be released and to
whom. See “Enforcement Procedures,”
Notice 2003-9, 68 FR 23311 (May 1,
2003). One possible change in practice
included in the notice was for the Office
of General Counsel to routinely allow
deponents who are also respondents to
procure immediately a copy of their
own transcripts unless, on a case-by-
case basis, the General Counsel
concluded (or the Commission
concluded, on the recommendation of
the General Counsel) that it was
necessary to the successful completion
of the investigation to withhold the
transcript until completion of the
investigation.

On June 11, 2003, the Commission
held a public hearing on its enforcement
practices. At the hearing, counsel for the
regulated community suggested changes
to the agency’s enforcement procedures,
including its deposition policy. Some of
those testifying suggested that
deponents be allowed to obtain copies
of their own depositions immediately
after the deposition, contrary to the
historic practice. Several of these
commenters also noted that the
Commission’s practice regarding
depositions contrasts with that of some
other civil law enforcement agencies
during the investigative stage of their
proceedings.

The Commission is governed, in part,
by the Administrative Procedure Act
(APA). Under the APA, “[a] person
compelled to submit data or evidence is
entitled to retain or, on payment of
lawfully proscribed costs, procure a
copy or transcript thereof, except that in
a nonpublic investigatory proceeding
the witness may for good cause be
limited to inspection of the official
transcript of his testimony.” 5 U.S.C.
555(c). One example of “good cause”
recognized by courts is a concern that
witnesses still to be examined might be
coached. See Commercial Capital Corp.
v. SEC, 360 F.2d 856, 858 (7th Cir.
1966). In the past, all open
investigations have been considered as

falling within the APA’s good-cause
exception based on the potential for
deponents to share their testimony with
third parties. The Commission and its
Office of General Counsel have also
been mindful of the Federal Election
Campaign Act’s requirement that
ongoing investigations be kept
confidential.?

Other federal agencies that conduct
nonpublic investigations have adopted
policies that interpret the APA’s good-
cause exception more narrowly. For
example, in 1964 the Federal
Communications Commission adopted a
policy whereby: “In any matter pending
before the Commission, any person
submitting data or evidence, whether
acting under compulsion or voluntarily,
shall have the right to retain a copy
thereof, or to procure a copy * * * of
any transcript made of his testimony,
upon payment of the charges therefor to
the person furnishing the same, which
person may be designated by the
Commission. The Commission itself
shall not be responsible for furnishing
the copies.” 47 CFR 1.10. In 1972, the
Securities and Exchange Commission
adopted its current rule on this subject,
which is similar to the FCC’s. See 17
CFR 203.6. Likewise, the practice of the
Commodity Futures Trading
Commission is governed by 17 CFR
11.7(b), which states: “A person
compelled to submit data or evidence in
the course of an investigatory
proceeding shall be entitled to retain or,
upon payment of appropriate fees * * *
procure a copy or transcript thereof,
except that the witness may for good
cause be limited to inspection of the
official transcript of his testimony.”

After carefully reviewing the
comments submitted to it on this matter
and considering the experience of other
federal agencies regarding deposition
transcripts in nonpublic investigations,
the Commission hereby announces that,
from the date of publication of this
notice, it will permit deponents in
enforcement matters to obtain, upon
request to the Office of General Counsel,
a copy of the transcript of their own
deposition. The Commission has
determined that it can maintain the
integrity of its investigations even if
current practice is altered, so long as

1Under 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(12): “Any notification or
investigation made under this section shall not be
made public by the Commission or by any person
without the written consent of the person receiving
such notification or the person with respect to
whom such investigation is made. Any member or
employee of the Commission, or any other person,
who violates the provisions * * * shall be fined not
more than $2,000. Any such member, employee, or
other person who knowingly and willfully violates
the provisions * * * shall be fined not more than
$5,000.”

access to transcripts may still be denied
upon determination that good cause
exists for doing so, and so long as third-
party witnesses (or deponents who are
also respondents in matters with
multiple respondents) are granted
access to their transcripts subject to the
confidentiality requirements of the Act.

Accordingly, in all matters open and
pending before the Commission on or
after the date of publication of this
notice, a deponent may, in writing,
request a copy of his or her own
deposition transcript. The request may
be made at any time after the deposition
concludes. The Office of General
Counsel will review the request and,
absent good cause to the contrary, it will
notify the deponent and the court
reporter in writing that the deponent
may obtain a copy of the transcript, at
his or her own cost, from the court
reporter. If the Associate General
Counsel or her deputy determined that
there was reason to invoke the good-
cause exception, this Office would
notify the deponent and the
Commission. This change would not in
any way affect 11 CFR 111.12(c).

Dated: August 18, 2003.
Michael E. Toner,
Commissioner, Federal Election Commission.
[FR Doc. 03—21543 Filed 8—21-03; 8:45 am)]
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ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a
new airworthiness directive (AD) that
applies to all Short Brothers and
Harland Ltd. (Shorts) Models SC-7
Series 2 and SC-7 Series 3 airplanes.
This AD establishes a technical service
life for these airplanes and allows you
to incorporate modifications,
inspections, and replacements of certain
life limited items to extend the life
limits of these airplanes. This AD is the
result of mandatory continuing
airworthiness information (MCAI)
issued by the airworthiness authority for
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the United Kingdom. The actions
specified by this AD are intended to
prevent failure of critical structure of
the aircraft caused by fatigue.

DATES: This AD becomes effective on
September 29, 2003.

The Director of the Federal Register
approved the incorporation by reference
of certain publications listed in the
regulations as of September 29, 2003.
ADDRESSES: You may get the service
information referenced in this AD from
Short Brothers PLC, PO Box 241,
Airport Road, Belfast BT3 9DZ Northern
Ireland; telephone: +44 (0) 28 9045
8444; facsimile: +44 (0) 28 9073 3396.
You may view this information at the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA),
Central Region, Office of the Regional
Counsel, Attention: Rules Docket No.
2000—-CE-17-AD, 901 Locust, Room
506, Kansas City, Missouri 64106; or at
the Office of the Federal Register, 800
North Capitol Street, NW., suite 700,
Washington, DC.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Doug Rudolph, Aerospace Engineer,
FAA, Small Airplane Directorate, 901
Locust, Room 301, Kansas City,
Missouri 64106; telephone: (816) 329—
4059; facsimile: (816) 329—-4090.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Discussion

What events have caused this AD?
The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA),
which is the airworthiness authority for
the United Kingdom, recently notified
FAA that an unsafe condition may exist
on all Shorts Models SC-7 Series 2 and
SC-7 Series 3 airplanes. The CAA
reports that the Model SC-7 airframe
has undergone structural evaluations
that have resulted in the establishment
of an airplane service life limit.

Modifications, inspections, and
replacements of certain life limited
items have been identified to further
extend the life of the aircraft.

What is the potential impact if FAA
took no action? The life limits, if not
complied with, could result in failure of
the primary structural components and
possibly result in structural failure
during flight.

Has FAA taken any action to this
point? We issued a proposal to amend
part 39 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR part 39) to include
an AD that would apply to all Shorts
Models SC-7 Series 2 and SC-7 Series
3 airplanes. This proposal was
published in the Federal Register as a
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM)
on November 13, 2002 (67 FR 68779).
The NPRM proposed to establish a
technical service life for these airplanes
and allow you to incorporate

modifications, inspections, and
replacements of certain life limited
items to extend the life limits of these
airplanes.

Was the public invited to comment?
The FAA encouraged interested persons
to participate in the making of this
amendment. The following presents the
comments received on the proposal and
FAA’s response to each comment:

Comment Issue No. 1: AD Is Not
Needed

What is the commenter’s concern?
One commenter states that the proposed
issuance of this AD serves no safety
benefit since all of the U.S. registered
airplanes affected are already in
compliance with the referenced service
information, and no accidents have been
reported as a result of any structural
failures. The commenter recommends
that FAA not issue this AD. We infer
that the commenter recommends that
FAA withdraw the NPRM.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? We do not concur that the AD
serves no safety benefit and that we
should withdraw the NPRM. The FAA
does not have confirmation that all of
the U.S. registered airplanes are in
compliance with the referenced service
information. In addition, imported
aircraft need to have the AD stated for
a records checks during issuance of an
airworthiness certificate. The actions
referenced in the service information are
not required when the service life limits
are reached, unless required by AD.

Therefore, the AD is necessary to
ensure the life limits are required. We
are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of this comment.

Comment Issue No. 2: Economic
Hardship

What is the commenter’s concern?
Ten commenters state that issuing the
AD would result in economic hardship
to them. Specifically, these commenters
communicated the following:

—Seven commenters state that issuing
the AD would result in a prohibitive
cost increase for their use of the
aircraft or result in the loss of the
aircraft. We infer that “by loss of the
use of the aircraft” that the owner/
operator of the affected airplane
would choose to retire the airplane
from service.

—Three commenters state that issuing
the AD would reduce the remaining
time-in-service of the affected
airplanes and result in airplanes with
no resale value. We infer that owners/
operators would choose to withdraw
airplanes from service rather than
work with the manufacturer to

develop a life extension program for

the affected airplanes.

We infer that the 10 commenters want
FAA to withdraw the NPRM.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? The FAA does not concur that
the NPRM should be withdrawn
because of economic impact. We have
no way of determining the number or
extent of inspections, repairs, and
replacements that would be necessary
based on the owner/operator and
manufacturer developed life extension
program for the affected airplanes noted
in the NPRM. Further, it is the owners’/
operators’ responsibility to propose an
alternative method of compliance that
provides an acceptable level of safety.

We are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of theses comments.

Comment Issue No. 3: Insufficient
Comment Time

What is the commenter’s concern?
Five commenters state that the comment
period length was insufficient, that
additional time is necessary to obtain
technical information from the
manufacturer, that there is no urgent
safety condition indicating the need for
this AD, and that more time is needed
to propose a more comprehensive
inspection program.

We infer that the five commenters
want FAA to extend the comment
period of the NPRM and delay issuance
of the AD.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? We disagree that the comment
period for the NPRM should be
extended. The comment period ended
on December 23, 2002. However, FAA
has always accepted late comments.
Based on the timing of the final rule, the
public had more than six extra months
to comment on the NPRM. The FAA
agrees that no urgent safety of flight
condition existed; if an urgent safety of
flight condition exists for this type
design, we would have determined that
this regulation is an emergency
regulation that must be issued
immediately and that must become
effective prior to public comment.
Owners/operators who want to propose
a more comprehensive inspection
program are free to work with the
manufacturer to develop a life extension
program for the affected airplane(s) and
submit a plan to the FAA as an
alternative method of compliance.

We are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of these comments.

Comment Issue No. 4: Inadequate/
Incorrect Supporting Data

What is the commenter’s concern? Six
commenters state that inadequate/
incorrect supporting data had been cited
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or used in the development of the

NPRM, as follows:

—Several commenters state that FAA
should require the manufacturer or
others to submit data for review.

—Two commenters state that the
aircraft’s characteristics make it the
most safe for their use. The FAA
infers that the commenters prefer this
type design to other type designs.

—Three commenters state that several
airplanes have not been subject to
operations that would reduce life
limits. We infer that the commenters
believe these airplanes are eligible for
life extension programs.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? The FAA disagrees that
inadequate or incorrect supporting data
has been considered in the development
of the NPRM. Under the bilateral
airworthiness agreement between the
United Kingdom and the United States,
the airworthiness authority (after
coordination with the manufacturer),
notified FAA that an unsafe condition
exists or could develop on all Shorts
Models SC-7 Series 2 and SC-7 Series
3 airplanes. The airworthiness authority
reported that the Model SC-7 airframe
has undergone structural evaluations
that have resulted in the establishment
of an airplane service life limit.
Modifications, inspections, and
replacements of certain life limited
items were identified to further extend
the life of the aircraft.

We have reviewed the available data
and found the data adequate and
correct. Therefore, we are not changing
the final rule AD action as a result of
these comments.

Comment Issue No. 5: Service Difficulty
History Does Not Justify AD Action

What is the commenter’s concern?
Several commenters state that the
service difficulty history shows no
structural problems of the type stated in
the NPRM. We infer that the
commenters feel the lack of a service
difficulty history for the type design
warrants the withdrawal of the NPRM.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? The FAA disagrees that the
lack of a service difficulty history is
sufficient to justify the withdrawal of
the NPRM. The manufacturer and the
airworthiness authority have stated that
the life limit should be reduced based
on their analyses and technical
expertise.

The FAA has examined these
findings, reviewed all available
information, and determined that AD
action should be taken. Therefore, we
are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of these comments.

Comment Issue No. 6: Operational
Profile (Gross Weight Penalty)

What is the commenter’s concern?
Two commenters state that certain
airplanes have an operational history
profile (operating at lesser gross weight
than considered by the manufacturer
and foreign airworthiness authority) that
does not warrant reduction in life limits
as would be required in the AD. The
FAA infers that commenters want the
withdrawal of the proposed NPRM or
adjustment of the life limits for certain
aircraft of the affected type design.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? The FAA disagrees that certain
airplanes’ operational history profiles
warrant withdrawal of the NPRM or
changes in the life limits. The
manufacturer and the foreign
airworthiness authority have
determined that AD action is needed,
and FAA confirms this need for AD
action.

The owners/operators of affected
airplanes are free to work with the
manufacturer to develop a life extension
program for the affected airplanes and
submit a plan to the FAA.

We are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of these comments.

Comment Issue No. 7: Safe Life
Principle

What is the commenter’s concern?
The commenter states the argument that
the manufacturer should not be using a
35-year old safe life process to
determine life limits for aircraft of this
type design. Further, newer non-
destructive inspection (NDI) techniques
are available. The FAA infers that the
commenter wants the NPRM withdrawn
or increased life limits for certain
aircraft.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? We disagree that the NPRM
should be withdrawn or that there
should be increased life limits for
certain aircraft. Although newer NDI
techniques do exist, no NDI procedures
have been proposed for this issue that
we have determined will detect the
fatigue before it occurs. We will
consider NDI procedures proposed as
part of an alternative method of
compliance.

We are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of this comment.

Comment Issue No. 8: Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) Request Not
Fulfilled

What is the commenter’s concern?
One commenter states that FAA has not
provided FOIA requested information.
We infer that the commenter wants the
NPRM withdrawn or a supplemental

NPRM issued with the public allowed to
review the requested information and to
provide public comments with a new
comment period.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? The FAA disagrees that the
NPRM should be withdrawn or a
supplemental NPRM issued. The FAA
handles FOIA requests independently of
ADs. We have determined that an
unsafe condition exists and that AD
action is necessary to correct it.

Therefore, we are not changing the
final rule AD action as a result of this
comment.

Comment Issue No. 9: Service Bulletins
Already Incorporated

What is the commenter’s concern?
Commenters state that all affected
airplanes have incorporated the
requirements of the referenced service
information. Also, one service bulletin
was issued in 1978. FAA infers that the
commenters believe the NPRM should
be withdrawn because they believe all
airplanes in the United States have
complied with the service information
and the service bulletin issued in 1978
without a related AD action until now.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? The FAA disagrees that the
NPRM should be withdrawn. Assurance
that all airplanes are in compliance with
service information is not justification
to not issue an AD. The original type
certificate did not include service life
limits. The only way to mandate these
limits on all airplanes, including those
getting future airworthiness certificates,
is through AD action.

We are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of these comments.

Comment Issue No. 10: AD Action
Should Not Apply to Aircraft Used in
Part 91 Operations

What is the commenter’s concern?
The commenter states that, because the
aircraft looks good and has been
operated under favorable conditions, (1)
there should be an in-depth study of the
AD; (2) initial life limits for the aircraft
should be 30,000 cycles; and (3) a
recommended plan of inspection should
be implemented. The FAA infers that
the commenter wants the NPRM
withdrawn or a supplemental NPRM
issued with a life limit of 30,000 cycles
and a recommended plan of inspection
proposed.

What is FAA’s response to the
concern? We disagree that the NPRM
should be withdrawn or a supplemental
NPRM issued. We have determined that
the AD as proposed addresses the
unsafe condition. The referenced life
extension program could be proposed as
an alternative method of compliance
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provided details are included that show
an acceptable level of safety. A detailed
method and thresholds for cracks and
inspection intervals would have to be
proposed.

We are not changing the final rule AD
action as a result of these comments.

FAA’s Determination

What is FAA’s final determination on
this issue? After careful review of all
available information related to the
subject presented above, we have
determined that air safety and the
public interest require the adoption of

the rule as proposed except for minor

editorial corrections. We have

determined that these minor
corrections:

—Provide the intent that was proposed
in the NPRM for correcting the unsafe
condition; and

—Do not add any additional burden
upon the public than was already
proposed in the NPRM.

Cost Impact

How many airplanes does this AD
impact? We estimate that this AD affects
22 airplanes in the U.S. registry.

What is the cost impact of this AD on
owners/operators of the affected
airplanes? The impact of this AD will be
not being able to operate the airplane
past the established service life limit.
The following paragraphs present cost if
you choose to extend the life limit.

We estimate the following costs to
accomplish the aircraft life extension
prescribed in Shorts Service Bulletin
No. 51-51 on 19 aircraft:

Total cost per Total cost on U.S.
Labor cost Parts cost airplane operators
350 workhours x $60 per hour = $21,000 .......ccccceeieeririeenineene e $90,000 $111,000 $2,109,000

We estimate the following to
accomplish the aircraft life extension

prescribed in Shorts Service Bulletin
No. 51-52 for the 6 aircraft serial

numbers 1845, 1847, 1883, 1889, 1943,
and 1960:

Total cost per Total cost on U.S.
Labor cost Parts cost airplane operators
120 workhours x $60 per hour = $7,200 ........cccceiiiiiniiieiniiee e $22,000 $29,200 $175,200

Three of these 6 airplanes will also
incorporate Shorts Service Bulletin No.
51-51 and are part of the 19 airplanes
subset of the total set of 22 airplanes in
the U.S. registry.

Compliance Time of This AD

What would be the compliance time
of this AD? The compliance time of this
AD is upon accumulating the applicable
life limit or within the next 90 days after
the effective date of this AD, whichever
occurs later.

Why is the compliance time of this AD
presented in flights, hours TIS and
calendar time? The unsafe condition on
these airplanes is a result of the
combination of the number of times the
airplane is operated and how the
airplane is operated (for example,
weight carried). Airplane operation
varies among operators. For example,
one operator may operate the airplane
100 flights or 50 hours TIS in 3 months
and carrying low weights while it may
take another operator 12 months or
more to accumulate 100 flights or 50
hours TIS while carrying heavy weights.
For this reason, we have determined
that the compliance time of this AD will
be specified in flights, hours time-in-
service (TIS), and calendar time in order
to assure this condition is not allowed
to go uncorrected over time.

Regulatory Impact

Does this AD impact various entities?
The regulations adopted herein will 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. Therefore, it is
determined that this final rule does not
have federalism implications under
Executive Order 13132.

Does this AD involve a significant rule
or regulatory action? For the reasons
discussed above, I certify that this
action (1) is not a ““significant regulatory
action” under Executive Order 12866;
(2) is not a “‘significant rule” under 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. A copy of the final
evaluation prepared for this action is
contained in the Rules Docket. A copy
of it may be obtained by contacting the
Rules Docket at the location provided
under the caption ADDRESSES.

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39

Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation
safety, Incorporation by reference,
Safety.

Adoption of the Amendment
» Accordingly, under the authority

delegated to me by the Administrator,
the Federal Aviation Administration

amends part 39 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (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. FAA amends § 39.13 by adding a
new AD to read as follows:

2003-17-05 Short Brothers and Harland
Ltd.: Amendment 39-13279; Docket No.
2000-CE-17-AD.

(a) What airplanes are affected by this AD?
This AD affects Models SC-7 Series 2 and
SC-7 Series 3 airplanes, all serial numbers,
that are certificated in any category.

(b) Who must comply with this AD?
Anyone who wishes to operate any of the
airplanes identified in paragraph (a) of this
AD must comply with this AD.

(c) What problem does this AD address?
The actions specified by this AD are intended
to prevent failure of critical structure of the
aircraft caused by fatigue.

(d) What must I do to comply with this AD?
Do not operate the airplane upon
accumulating the applicable life limit or
within the next 90 days after September 29,
2003 (the effective date of this AD),
whichever occurs later. The following table
presents the life limits:

Serial number Life limit

(1) SH1845 and
SH1883.
(2) SH1847 ...ccooooe....

10,000 hours time-in-
service (TIS).
15,200 hours TIS.
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Serial number Life limit

(3) SH1889 ................

(4) SH1943 ...

(5) SH1960 ................

(6) All airplanes that
do not have serial
number SH1845,
SH1883, SH1847,
SH1889, SH1943,
or SH1960.

13,805 flights.
11,306 flights.
4,142 flights.

20,000 flights.

Note 1: For owners/operators that do not
have a record of the number of flights on the
aircraft, assume the number of flights on the
basis of two per operating hour.

(e) What must I do to extend the life
limits for airplanes with serial number
SH1845, SH1847, SH1883, SH1889,
SH1943, or SH19607? To extend the life
limit on one of these airplanes, you
must accomplish the actions of Shorts
Service Bulletin No. 51-52, Original
Issue: September 1, 1981 (latest version
at Revision No.: 4, dated: July 16, 2002),
and Shorts Skyvan Maintenance
Program 1, not dated. The following
table presents the extended life limit:

Serial number Extended life limit
(1) SH1845: 13,456 hours TIS.
(2) SH1847: 20,200 hours TIS.
(3) SH1883: 15,000 hours TIS.
(4) SH1889: 20,094 flights.
(5) SH1943: 17,325 flights.
(6) SH1960: 8,449 flights.

(f) What must I do to extend the life
limit for my airplanes that do not have
serial number SH1845, SH1883,
SH1847, SH1889, SH1943, or SH19607
You can extend the life limit to 27,000
flights by accomplishing the actions of
Shorts Service Bulletin No. 51-51,
Original Issue: June 6, 1978 (latest
version at Revision No.: 6, dated: March
14, 1983), and Shorts Skyvan
Maintenance Program 1, not dated.

Note 2: These life limits described in
paragraph (e) are the final life limits of each
aircraft unless the owner/operator works
with Shorts Brothers PLC to develop a life
extension program. Submit a plan to the FAA
(address specified in paragraph (g) of this
AD) for the proposed life extension program.
Accomplishment of Shorts Service Bulletin
No. 51-51, Original Issue: June 6, 1978 (latest
version at Revision No.: 6, dated: March 14,
1983), does not extend the service life
beyond the life limits described in paragraph
().

(g) Can I comply with this AD in any
other way? You may use an alternative
method of compliance or adjust the
compliance time if:

(1) Your alternative method of
compliance provides an equivalent level
of safety; and

(2) The Standards Office Manager,
Small Airplane Directorate, approves

your alternative. Submit your request
through an FAA Principal Maintenance
Inspector, who may add comments and
then send it to the Standards Office
Manager.

Note 3: This AD applies to each airplane
identified in paragraph (a) of this AD,
regardless of whether it has been modified,
altered, or repaired in the area subject to the
requirements of this AD. For airplanes that
have been modified, altered, or repaired so
that the performance of the requirements of
this AD is affected, the owner/operator must
request approval for an alternative method of
compliance in accordance with paragraph (g)
of this AD. The request should include an
assessment of the effect of the modification,
alteration, or repair on the unsafe condition
addressed by this AD; and, if you have not
eliminated the unsafe condition, specific
actions you propose to address it.

(h) Where can I get information about
any already-approved alternative
methods of compliance? Contact Doug
Rudolph, Aerospace Engineer, FAA,
Small Airplane Directorate, 901 Locust,
Room 301, Kansas City, Missouri 64106;
telephone: (816) 329—4059; facsimile:
(816) 329-4090.

(i) What if I need to fly the airplane
to another location to comply with this
AD? The FAA can issue a special flight
permit under sections 21.197 and
21.199 of the Federal Aviation
Regulations (14 CFR 21.197 and 21.199)
to operate your airplane to a location
where you can accomplish the
requirements of this AD.

(j) Are any service bulletins
incorporated into this AD by reference?
Actions required by this AD must be
done in accordance with Shorts Service
Bulletin No. 51-51, Revision No.: 6,
dated: March 14, 1983; and Shorts
Service Bulletin No. 51-52, Revision
No.: 4, dated: July 16, 2002). The
Director of the Federal Register
approved this incorporation by
reference under 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1
CFR part 51. You may get copies from
Short Brothers PLC, P.O. Box 241,
Airport Road, Belfast BT3 9DZ Northern
Ireland; telephone: +44 (0) 28 9045
8444; facsimile: +44 (0) 28 9073 3396.
You may view copies at the FAA,
Central Region, Office of the Regional
Counsel, 901 Locust, Room 506, Kansas
City, Missouri, or at the Office of the
Federal Register, 800 North Capitol
Street, NW., suite 700, Washington, DC.

Note 4: The subject of this AD is addressed
in British AD Number 019-09-81, not dated.

(i) When does this amendment
become effective? This amendment
becomes effective on September 29,
2003.

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on August
12, 2003.

Diane K. Malone,

Acting Manager, Small Airplane Directorate,
Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 03—20983 Filed 8—21-03; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39

[Docket No. 2003—-CE-30-AD; Amendment
39-13277; AD 2003-17-03]

RIN 2120-AA64

Airworthiness Directives; Piaggio Aero
Industries S.p.A. Model P-180
Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Final rule; request for
comments.

SUMMARY: This document supersedes
Airworthiness Directive (AD) 2003—-03—
14, which applies to all PIAGGIO AERO
INDUSTRIES S.p.A. (PIAGGIO) Model
P-180 airplanes. AD 2003-03-14
currently requires you to inspect and
determine whether any firewall shutoff
or crossfeed valve with a serial number
in a certain range is installed and
requires you to replace or modify any
valve that has a serial number within
this range. The modification consisted
of reworked valves that were re-
identified with an “A’" at the end of the
serial number. AD 2003-03-14 allows
the pilot to check the logbook and does
not require the inspection and
replacement requirement if the check
shows that one of these valves is
definitely not installed. Since AD 2003—
03—14 became effective, the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) has
found that the valve manufacturer was
not correctly incorporating the
modification on reworked valves.
Consequently, the installation of
modified fuel valves installed per AD
2003-03-14 could allow the unsafe
condition to remain on the affected
airplanes. This AD would require you to
replace any firewall shutoff or crossfeed
valve with a serial number in a certain
range even if it has been modified per
AD 2003-03-14. The actions specified
by this AD are intended to prevent a
faulty firewall shutoff or crossfeed valve
from developing cracks and leaking fuel.
This could result in an engine fire.
DATES: This AD becomes effective on
September 3, 2003.

The Director of the Federal Register
approved the incorporation by reference
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