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compliance with this AD, if any, may be
obtained from the Small Airplane
Directorate.

(d) Questions or technical information
related to Ursula Hanle Technical Bulletin
101–25/2, dated January 21, 1998, should be
directed to Ursula Hanle, Haus
Schwalbenwerder, D–14728 Strodehne,
Federal Republic of Germany; telephone and
facsimile: +49 (0) 33875–30389. This service
information may be examined at the FAA,
Central Region, Office of the Regional
Counsel, Room 1558, 601 E. 12th Street,
Kansas City, Missouri 64106.

Note 3: The subject of this AD is addressed
in German AD 1998–108, dated February 26,
1998.

Issued in Kansas City, Missouri, on
September 4, 1998.
Michael Gallagher,
Manager, Small Airplane Directorate, Aircraft
Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 98–24642 Filed 9–14–98; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–13–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 39
[Docket No. 96–NM–29–AD]

RIN 2120–AA64

Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model
A319, A320, and A321 Series Airplanes

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.
ACTION: Supplemental notice of
proposed rulemaking; reopening of
comment period.

SUMMARY: This document revises an
earlier proposed airworthiness directive
(AD), applicable to certain Airbus
Model A320 series airplanes, that would
have required repetitive inspections to
detect wear of the inboard flap
trunnions; modification or replacement,
if necessary; and eventual modification
of the trunnions, which would
terminate the repetitive inspections.
That proposal was prompted by reports
of wear damage found on the inboard
flap drive trunnions that was caused by
chafing of the Teflon rollers of the chain
that actuates the sliding panel of the
fairing. This new action revises the
proposed AD by adding new repetitive
inspections to detect wear or debonding
of the protective half-shells, and
corrective actions, if necessary; and by
removing the modification requirement.
This action also would expand the
applicability of the existing AD to
include additional airplanes. The
actions specified by this proposed AD
are intended to detect and correct
chafing and resultant wear damage on
the inboard flap drive trunnions or on
the protective half-shells, which could

result in failure of the trunnion primary
load path; this would adversely affect
the fatigue life of the secondary load
path and could lead to loss of the flap.
DATES: Comments must be received by
October 13, 1998.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments in
triplicate to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), Transport
Airplane Directorate, ANM–114,
Attention: Rules Docket No. 96–NM–
29–AD, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington 98055–4056.
Comments may be inspected at this
location between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00
p.m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays.

The service information referenced in
the proposed rule may be obtained from
Airbus Industrie, 1 Rond Point Maurice
Bellonte, 31707 Blagnac Cedex, France.
This information may be examined at
the FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue, SW.,
Renton, Washington.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Norman B. Martenson, Manager,
International Branch, ANM–116, FAA,
Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601
Lind Avenue, SW., Renton, Washington
98055–4056; telephone (425) 227–2110;
fax (425) 227–1149.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Comments Invited
Interested persons are invited to

participate in the making of the
proposed rule by submitting such
written data, views, or arguments as
they may desire. Communications shall
identify the Rules Docket number and
be submitted in triplicate to the address
specified above. All communications
received on or before the closing date
for comments, specified above, will be
considered before taking action on the
proposed rule. The proposals contained
in this notice may be changed in light
of the comments received.

Comments are specifically invited on
the overall regulatory, economic,
environmental, and energy aspects of
the proposed rule. All comments
submitted will be available, both before
and after the closing date for comments,
in the Rules Docket for examination by
interested persons. A report
summarizing each FAA-public contact
concerned with the substance of this
proposal will be filed in the Rules
Docket.

Commenters wishing the FAA to
acknowledge receipt of their comments
submitted in response to this notice
must submit a self-addressed, stamped
postcard on which the following
statement is made: ‘‘Comments to
Docket Number 96–NM–29–AD.’’ The
postcard will be date stamped and
returned to the commenter.

Availability of Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM)

Any person may obtain a copy of this
NPRM by submitting a request to the
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate,
ANM–114, Attention: Rules Docket No.
96–NM–29–AD, 1601 Lind Avenue,
SW., Renton, Washington 98055–4056.

Discussion

A proposal to amend part 39 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
part 39) to add an airworthiness
directive (AD), applicable to certain
Airbus Model A320 series airplanes,
was published as an NPRM in the
Federal Register on August 30, 1996 (61
FR 45910). That NPRM would have
required repetitive inspections to detect
wear of the inboard flap trunnions;
modification or replacement, if
necessary; and eventual modification of
the trunnions, which would terminate
the repetitive inspections. That NPRM
was prompted by reports of wear
damage found on the inboard flap drive
trunnions that was caused by chafing of
the Teflon rollers of the chain that
actuates the sliding panel of the fairing.
Such chafing and resultant wear
damage, if not corrected, could result in
failure of the trunnion primary load
path; this would adversely affect the
fatigue life of the secondary load path
and could lead to loss of the flap.

Comments Received

Due consideration has been given to
the comments received in response to
the NPRM.

Requests To Delete the Proposed
Modification

Several commenters request that the
FAA delete the modification
requirements specified in paragraphs
(a)(2), (a)(3), and (b) of the original
NPRM. These commenters state that
accomplishment of Airbus Service
Bulletin A320–27–1050, Revision 3,
dated October 21, 1994 (referenced in
the original NPRM as the appropriate
source of service information for
accomplishing the proposed
modification of the inboard flap
trunnion), does not eliminate the
potential for damage to the trunnion and
should not be accomplished.

The FAA concurs with the
commenters’ requests to delete the
modification requirement specified in
the original NPRM. Since issuance of
that NPRM, the Direction Générale de
l’Aviation Civile (DGAC), which is the
airworthiness authority for France,
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advised the FAA that it has received
reports of protective half-shells
detaching from the inboard flap
trunnions, and other reports of wear
marks being detected on the protective
half-shells on certain A320 series
airplanes. These airplanes had been
modified in accordance with Airbus
Service Bulletin A320–27–1050,
Revision 3.

The DGAC further advises the FAA
that it also has received reports that the
Teflon rollers of the chain that actuates
the sliding panel of the fairing have
been found displaced and could
consequently chafe the unprotected part
of the trunnion. In addition, reports
indicate that debonding of the
protective half-shells was most likely
caused by incompatibility between the
cleaning solution and the bonding
agent.

In light of these findings, the FAA has
determined that accomplishment of the
modification specified in the original
NPRM does not adequately protect the
inboard flap trunnion. Therefore, the
FAA has deleted the proposed
modification requirement from this
supplemental NPRM.
Request To Cite New Service
Information

Several commenters advise that
Airbus has issued Service Bulletin
A320–27–1108, Revision 01, dated July
15, 1997 (for Airbus Model A319, A320,
and A321 series airplanes on which
protective half-shells have been
installed). The service bulletin describes
procedures for repetitive detailed visual
inspections of the trunnions with the
protective half-shells. These
commenters point out that protective
half-shells were installed on certain
Airbus Model A319 and A321 series
airplanes during production or in
accordance with Airbus Service Bulletin
A320–27–1097. Therefore, such
modified Airbus Model A319 and A321
series airplanes are subject to the same
identified unsafe condition as the
affected Airbus Model A320 series
airplanes.

One of these commenters states that,
for airplanes that have not been
modified in accordance with Airbus
Service Bulletin A320–27–1050, Airbus
has issued Revision 3 of Service
Bulletin A320–27–1066 that deletes the
reference to Airbus Service Bulletin
A320–27–1050 and includes a repair
solution.

In addition, one commenter states that
Airbus has issued Service Bulletin
A320–27–1097, which is applicable to
Airbus Model A321 series airplanes on
which Airbus Modification 23926 has
not been accomplished. The commenter
also states that Airbus Service Bulletin
A320–27–1097 describes repetitive

inspections of the trunnion similar to
those described in Airbus Service
Bulletin A320–27–1066.

The FAA infers that the commenters
are requesting that the supplemental
NPRM be revised to cite new service
information and expand the
applicability of the original NPRM. The
FAA concurs. Since issuance of the
original NPRM, Airbus has issued the
following new service bulletins:

1. A320–27–1066, Revision 4, dated
July 15, 1997 (for Model A320 series
airplanes), describes new procedures for
repetitive detailed visual inspections of
areas 1 and 2 of the inboard flap
trunnion to detect wear on the trunnion;
and repair or replacement of the
trunnion, if necessary. Revision 4 of the
service bulletin revises the effectivity
listing of earlier revisions of the service
bulletin (Revision 1 was referenced in
the original NPRM as an appropriate
source of service information). Although
one commenter requests that the FAA
reference Revision 3 of Airbus Service
Bulletin A320–27–1066, the FAA has
determined that it is appropriate to cite
the latest revision of that service
bulletin. Therefore, the FAA has revised
paragraphs (b) and (c) of the
supplemental NPRM to cite Revision 4
of Airbus Service Bulletin A320–27–
1066 as an appropriate source of service
information.

2. A320–27–1097, Revision 01, dated
July 15, 1997 (for Model A321 series
airplanes), describes essentially
identical procedures to those specified
in Airbus Service Bulletin A320–27–
1066 (discussed above) for Airbus
Model A321 series airplanes. The FAA
finds that accomplishment of these
procedures will adequately detect and
correct wear of the inboard trunnion.
Therefore, the FAA has revised
paragraphs (b) and (c) of the
supplemental NPRM to cite Revision 01
of Airbus Service Bulletin A320–27–
1097 as an appropriate source of service
information.

3. A320–27–1108, Revision 01, dated
July 15, 1997 (for Model A319, A320,
and A321 series airplanes), describes
procedures for repetitive detailed visual
inspections of the protective half-shell
(area 1) to detect wear or debonding,
and detailed visual inspections of the
trunnion (area 2) to detect wear. In
addition, this service bulletin describes
follow-on corrective actions that include
further inspections of the trunnions
and/or protective half-shells; repair of
the inboard flap trunnion by installing
a new protective half-shell of the drive
trunnion of the inboard flap, or
replacing the existing half-shell; and
replacement of the trunnion with a new
or serviceable trunnion. The FAA has
determined that accomplishment of

these follow-on inspections and
corrective actions will adequately detect
and correct wear of the protective half-
shells and the trunnion, and debonding
of the protective half-shells. Therefore,
the FAA has revised paragraphs (a) and
(c) of the supplemental NPRM to cite
Revision 01 of Airbus Service Bulletin
A320–27–1108 as an appropriate source
of service information.

The DGAC classified the Airbus
service bulletins as mandatory, and
issued French airworthiness directive
96–271–092(B) R1, dated October 8,
1997, in order to assure the continued
airworthiness of these airplanes in
France.

In addition, because the FAA finds
that Airbus Model A319 and A321
series airplanes also are subject to the
identified unsafe condition of this
proposed AD, the applicability of this
supplemental NPRM, and the cost
impact information, below, have been
revised accordingly.
Differences Between Supplemental
NPRM and Service Information

Operators should note that, although
the service bulletins specify that the
manufacturer may be contacted for
disposition of certain wear conditions
found on the flap trunnions, this
supplemental NPRM would require
repair of the wear condition in
accordance with a method approved by
the FAA, or the DGAC (or its delegated
agent). In light of the action that would
be required to address the identified
unsafe condition, and in consonance
with existing bilateral airworthiness
agreements, the FAA has determined
that a repair approved by either the FAA
or the DGAC would be acceptable for
compliance with this supplemental
NPRM.
Request To Establish an Alternative
Compliance Time for Certain Airplanes

One commenter requests that the FAA
establish a grace period of 18 months for
the compliance time threshold of 10,000
total flight hours specified in paragraph
(b) of the original NPRM. The
commenter states that no
accomplishment period exists for
airplanes that have passed the proposed
limit, and that all of its Airbus Model
A320 series airplanes have accumulated
in excess of 11,000 total flight hours.
Therefore, operators would be subject to
severe operational impact under the
compliance time specified by the
original NPRM.

The FAA acknowledges that a grace
period would have been appropriate;
however, as discussed previously, the
FAA has deleted the modification
requirements specified in paragraphs
(a)(2), (a)(3), and (b) of the original
NPRM.
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Request to Change the Terminating
Action in the Original NPRM

One commenter requests that the
terminating action specified in Airbus
Service Bulletin A320–27–1050,
Revision 3, dated October 21, 1994 [as
referenced in paragraph (b) of the
original NPRM] be changed to the
terminating action specified in Airbus
Service Bulletin A320–27–1117, dated
September 16, 1997. The commenter
states that this new service bulletin
specifies a new design for the protective
clamp assembly and sliding fairing,
which incorporates a lockwire to the
protective clamp assembly and
redesigns the sliding fairing to reduce
the flexibility of the assembly and
reduce the clearance between the
trunnion fitting and clamp assembly.
The commenter also states that the new
design eliminates the potential for
damage to the unprotected portion of
the trunnion, and that the new, thicker
steel wear pads on the clamp assembly
are more wear resistant than the half-
shell design.

The FAA concurs partially with this
request. As discussed previously, the
FAA agrees that the modification
proposed in accordance with Airbus
Service Bulletin A320–27–1050 is not
appropriate as a terminating action and
has deleted that requirement from this
supplemental NPRM. However, the FAA
has not approved an alternative
terminating action at this time. The
DGAC and the manufacturer advise that
the modification specified in Airbus
Service Bulletin A320–27–1117 is being
evaluated to determine whether it is an
appropriate terminating action for the
repetitive inspections. The DGAC also
states that it will provide additional
information when the evaluation is
completed. If such a modification is
determined to be effective in preventing
the unsafe condition addressed by this
supplemental NPRM, the FAA may
consider further rulemaking. However,
the FAA considers that it is
inappropriate to delay issuance of the
supplemental NPRM in order to await
completion of the evaluation.

Conclusion

Since these changes expand the scope
of the originally proposed AD, the FAA
has determined that it is necessary to
reopen the comment period to provide
additional opportunity for public
comment.

Interim Action

This is considered to be interim
action. The manufacturer has advised
that it currently is developing a
modification that will positively address

the unsafe condition addressed by this
AD. Once this modification is
developed, approved, and available, the
FAA may consider additional
rulemaking.

Cost Impact

The FAA estimates that 132 airplanes
of U.S. registry would be affected by this
AD, that it would take approximately 1
work hour per airplane to accomplish
any of the proposed inspections, and
that the average labor rate is $60 per
work hour. Based on these figures, the
cost impact of this AD on U.S. operators
is estimated to be $7,920, or $60 per
airplane, per inspection cycle.

The cost impact figure discussed
above is based on assumptions that no
operator has yet accomplished any of
the proposed requirements of this AD
action, and that no operator would
accomplish those actions in the future if
this AD were not adopted.

Regulatory Impact

The regulations proposed herein
would not have substantial direct effects
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,
in accordance with Executive Order
12612, it is determined that this
proposal would not have sufficient
federalism implications to warrant the
preparation of a Federalism Assessment.

For the reasons discussed above, I
certify that 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) if
promulgated, 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 draft
regulatory 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, Safety.

The Proposed Amendment

Accordingly, pursuant to the
authority delegated to me by the
Administrator, the Federal Aviation
Administration proposes to amend 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. Section 39.13 is amended by

adding the following new airworthiness
directive:

Airbus Industrie: Docket 96–NM–29–AD.
Applicability: All Model A319, A320, and

A321 series airplanes; certificated in any
category.

Note 1: This AD applies to each airplane
identified in the preceding applicability
provision, 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 (e) 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 the unsafe condition has not
been eliminated, the request should include
specific proposed actions to address it.

Compliance: Required as indicated, unless
accomplished previously.

To detect and correct chafing and resultant
wear damage on the inboard flap drive
trunnions or on the protective half-shells,
which could result in failure of the trunnion
primary load path, adversely affect the
fatigue life of the secondary load path, and
lead to loss of the flap; accomplish the
following:

(a) For airplanes on which a protective
half-shell has been installed over area 1 of
the left or right inboard flap trunnion:
Perform a detailed visual inspection of the
protective half-shell (area 1) to detect wear or
debonding, and perform a detailed visual
inspection of the trunnion (area 2) to detect
wear at the time specified in paragraph (a)(1),
(a)(2), or (a)(3) of this AD, as applicable; in
accordance with Airbus Service Bulletin
A320–27–1108, Revision 01, dated July 15,
1997.

(1) For Model A319 and Model A320 series
airplanes on which Airbus Modification
22841 has been installed: Inspect prior to the
accumulation of 2,500 flight hours after the
incorporation of the modification, or within
500 flight hours after the effective date of this
AD, whichever occurs later.

(2) For Model A321 series airplanes on
which Airbus Modification 23926 has been
installed, or on which the repair specified in
Airbus Service Bulletin A320–27–1097,
dated October 5, 1996, or Revision 01, dated
July 15, 1997, has been accomplished; and
for Model A320 series airplanes on which the
repair specified in Airbus Service Bulletin
A320–27–1066, Revision 3, dated October 30,
1996, or Revision 4, dated July 15, 1997, has
been accomplished: Inspect prior to the
accumulation of 5,000 flight hours after
incorporation of the repair or modification,
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or within 500 flight hours after the effective
date of this AD, whichever occurs later.

(3) For Airbus Model A320 series airplanes
on which Airbus Modification 22881 has
been accomplished, and on which Airbus
Modification 22841 or the modification
specified in Airbus Service Bulletin A320–
27–1050 has not been accomplished: Inspect
within 500 flight hours after the effective
date of this AD.

(b) For airplanes on which no protective
half-shell is installed over area 1 of the left
or right inboard flap trunnion: Within 500
flight hours after the effective date of this AD,
perform a detailed visual inspection of areas
1 and 2 of the inboard flap trunnion to detect
wear on the trunnion, in accordance with
Airbus Service Bulletin A320–27–1066,
Revision 4, dated July 15, 1997 (for Model
A320 series airplanes), or A320–27–1097,
Revision 01, dated July 15, 1997 (for Model
A321 series airplanes).

(c) Except as provided by paragraph (d) of
this AD: Following the accomplishment of
any inspection required by either paragraph
(a) or (b) of this AD, perform the follow-on
repetitive inspections and/or corrective
actions, as applicable, in accordance with
Airbus Service Bulletin A320–27–1066,
Revision 4, dated July 15, 1997 (for Model
A320 series airplanes); A320–27–1097,
Revision 01, dated July 15, 1997 (for Model
A321 series airplanes); or A320–27–1108,
Revision 01, dated July 15, 1997 (for Model
A319, A320, and A321 series airplanes); as
applicable; at the compliance times specified
in the applicable service bulletin.

(d) If the applicable service bulletin
specifies to contact Airbus for an appropriate
action, prior to further flight, repair in
accordance with a method approved by
either the Manager, International Branch,
ANM–116, FAA, Transport Airplane
Directorate, or the Direction Ǵńrale de
l’Aviation Civile (or its delegated agent).

(e) An alternative method of compliance or
adjustment of the compliance time that
provides an acceptable level of safety may be
used if approved by the Manager,
International Branch, ANM–116. Operators
shall submit requests through an appropriate
FAA Principal Maintenance Inspector, who
may add comments and then send it to the
Manager, International Branch, ANM–116.

Note 2: Information concerning the
existence of approved alternative methods of
compliance with this AD, if any, may be
obtained from the International Branch,
ANM–116.

(f) Special flight permits may be issued in
accordance with sections 21.197 and 21.199
of the Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
21.197 and 21.199) to operate the airplane to
a location where the requirements of this AD
can be accomplished.

Note 3: The subject of this AD is addressed
in French airworthiness directive 96–271–
092(B) R1, dated October 8, 1997.

Issued in Renton, Washington, on
September 9, 1998.
Darrell M. Pederson,
Acting Manager, Transport Airplane
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service.
[FR Doc. 98–24656 Filed 9–14–98; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–13–U

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

National Park Service

36 CFR Parts 1 and 3

RIN 1024–AC65

Personal Watercraft Use Within the
NPS System

AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The National Park Service
(NPS) is proposing regulations that will
prohibit personal watercraft (PWC) in
units of the National Park System unless
the NPS determines that PWC use is
appropriate for a specific unit based on
that unit’s enabling legislation,
resources and values, other visitor uses
and overall management objectives.
This regulation will describe a process
that will allow continued PWC use in
some areas. This proposed rule would
enable the NPS to better manage the use
of personal watercraft in units of the
NPS.
DATES: Written comments will be
accepted until November 16, 1998.
ADDRESSES: Mail comments to: NPS—
Ranger Activities Division—PWC, Room
7408, 1849 C Street NW, Washington,
D.C. 20240. E-mail comments by
selecting Hotdocs and Personal
Watercraft Use in the NPS System at
http://www.nps.gov/refdesk on the NPS
website.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Chip Davis at the above address or by
calling 202–208–4874.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The NPS is granted broad statutory
authority under 16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.
(National Park Service Organic Act) and
16 U.S.C. 1a–2(h) to ‘‘* * * regulate the
use of the Federal areas known as
national parks, monuments, and
reservations * * * by such means and
measures as conform to the fundamental
purpose of the said parks * * * which
purpose is to conserve the scenery and
the natural and historic objects and the
wildlife therein and to provide for the
enjoyment of the same in such manner
and by such means as will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations’’. Conserving the resources
of the parks is the primary
responsibility of the NPS, while
compatibly providing for the enjoyment
of the visitor, without impairing the
resources or the visitor experience. The
appropriateness of a visitor use or
recreational activity will vary from park
to park. NPS Management Polices states

that ‘‘* * * because of differences in
individual park enabling legislation and
resources and differences in the
missions of the NPS and other federal
agencies, an activity that is entirely
appropriate when conducted in one
location may be inappropriate if
conducted in another’’ (Chapter 8:2–3).

NPS Management Policies provide
further direction in implementing the
intent of the congressional mandate and
other applicable Federal legislation. The
policy of the NPS regarding protection
and management of natural resources is
‘‘The National Park Service will manage
the natural resources of the national
park system to maintain, rehabilitate,
and perpetuate their inherent integrity’’
(Chapter 4:1). Where conflict arises
between human use and resource
protection, where the NPS has a
‘‘reasonable basis to believe a resource
is or would become impaired, the Park
Service may, * * * otherwise place
limitations on public use’’ (Chapter 1:3).

The Organic Act and the other
statutory authorities of the NPS vest the
NPS with substantial discretion in
determining how best to manage park
resources and provide for park visitors.
‘‘Courts have noted that the Organic Act
is silent as to the specifics of park
management and that ‘under such
circumstances, the Park Service has
broad discretion in determining which
avenues best achieve the Organic Act’s
mandate * * *. Further, the Park
Service is empowered with the
authority to determine what uses of park
resources are proper and what
proportion of the park resources are
available for each use.’ ’’ Bicycle Trails
Council of Marin v. Babbitt, 82 F.3d
1445, 1454 (9th Cir. 1996), quoting
National Wildlife Federation v. National
Park Service, 669 F. Supp. 384, 390
(D.Wyo. 1987). In reviewing a challenge
to NPS regulations at Everglades
National Park, the court stated, ‘‘The
task of weighing the competing uses of
federal property has been delegated by
Congress to the Secretary of the Interior
* * *. Consequently, the Secretary has
broad discretion in determining how
best to protect public land resources.’’
Organized Fishermen of Florida v.
Hodel, 775 F.2d 1544, 1550 (11th Cir.
1985), cert. denied, 476 U.S. 1169
(1986).

Over the years, NPS areas have been
impacted with new, and what often
prove to be controversial, recreational
activities. These recreational activities
tend to gain a foothold in NPS units in
their infancy, before a full evaluation of
the possible impacts and ramifications
that expanded use will have on the unit
can be initiated, completed and


		Superintendent of Documents
	2023-05-05T22:02:22-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




