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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. 

We prepared a regulatory evaluation 
of the estimated costs to comply with 
this proposed AD and placed it in the 
AD docket. 

Examining the AD Docket 

You may examine the AD docket that 
contains the proposed AD, the 
regulatory evaluation, any comments 
received, and other information 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 Docket Office (telephone 
(800) 647–5527) is located at the street 
address stated in the ADDRESSES section. 
Comments will be available in the AD 
docket shortly after receipt. 

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 

removing Airworthiness Directive (AD) 
2002–25–09, Amendment 39–12985 (67 
FR 78156, December 23, 2002), and 
adding the following new AD: 
Air Tractor, Inc.: Docket No. FAA–2008– 

0247; Directorate Identifier 2008–CE– 
003–AD. 

Comments Due Date 
(a) We must receive comments on this 

airworthiness directive (AD) action by May 2, 
2008. 

Affected ADs 
(b) This AD supersedes AD 2002–25–09, 

Amendment 39–12985. 

Applicability 
(c) This AD applies to the following 

airplane models and serial numbers that are 
certificated in any category: 

Models Serial Nos. 

AT–250, AT–300, 
AT–301, AT–302, 
AT–400, AT–400A, 
AT–401, AT–401A, 
AT–402, AT–402A 
and AT–402B.

–0001 through –1196. 

AT–501, AT–502, 
AT–502A, and AT– 
502B.

–0001 through –2620. 

AT–602 ...................... –0337 through –1153. 
AT–802A ................... –0003 through –0282. 
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1 The comment must be accompanied by an 
explicit request for confidential treatment, 
including the factual and legal basis for the request, 

https://secure.commentworks.com/ftc-packagingworkshop
https://secure.commentworks.com/ftc-packagingworkshop
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4 The Guides do not, however, establish standards 
for environmental performance or prescribe testing 
protocols. 

5 ‘‘Cradle-to-cradle,’’
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Please provide any evidence that 
supports your answers. 
(b) Should the Guides be revised to 
address any such changes? If so, how? 

(5) Are there ‘‘recyclable’’ claims in the 
marketplace concerning packaging that 
are misleading? If so, please describe 
these claims and provide any evidence 
that supports your answer. 
(6) What recyclability disclosures are 
businesses currently making about 
packaging? 

(a) Are current recyclability 
disclosures adequate to apprise 
consumers of the criteria for the 
recycling of packaging, the 
appropriate methods of recycling, 
and/or the availability of appropriate 
recycling facilities? Please provide 
any evidence that supports your 
answer. 
(b) Are current recyclability 
disclosures adequate for consumers to 
understand whether the product or 
the package, or both, are recyclable? 
Please provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 

(7) Should the current recyclability 
disclosures in the Guides be revised? If 
so, how? 
(8) To the extent not addressed in your 
previous answers, please explain 
whether and how the Guides should be 
revised to prevent consumer deception, 
provide business guidance, and/or 
reduce costs the Guides impose on 
businesses, particularly small 
businesses, with respect to ‘‘recyclable’’ 
claims about packaging. Please provide 
any evidence that supports your answer. 

B. Recycled Content 

(1) How effective have the Guides been 
in preventing consumer deception and 
providing business guidance with 
respect to ‘‘recycled content’’ claims 
about packaging? Please provide any 
evidence that supports your answer. 
(2) Has there been a change in consumer 
perception about ‘‘recycled content’’ 
packaging claims (e.g., the three- 
chasing-arrows symbol) since the 
Guides were revised? 

(a) If so, please describe this change 
and provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(b) Should the Guides be revised to 
address any such change? If so, how? 

(3) Do consumers make distinctions 
between ‘‘pre-consumer’’ recycled 
content (i.e., materials recovered or 
otherwise diverted from the solid waste 
stream during the manufacturing 
process) and ‘‘post-consumer’’ recycled 
content (i.e., materials recovered or 
otherwise diverted from the solid waste 
stream after consumer use) in 
packaging? Please provide any evidence 
that supports your answer. 

(4) Have technological changes affected 
what consumers consider ‘‘pre- 
consumer’’ and ‘‘post-consumer’’? 

(a) If so, please describe these changes 
and provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(b) Should the Guides be revised to 
address any such changes? If so, how? 

(5) Are there ‘‘recycled content’’ claims 
in the marketplace concerning 
packaging that are misleading? If so, 
please describe these claims and 
provide any evidence that supports your 
answer. 
(6) To the extent not addressed in your 
previous answers, please explain 
whether and how the Guides should be 
revised to prevent consumer deception, 
provide business guidance, and/or 
reduce costs the Guides impose on 
businesses, particularly small 
businesses, with respect to ‘‘recycled 
content’’ claims about packaging. Please 
provide any evidence that supports your 
answer. 

C. Degradable, Biodegradable, 
Photodegradable, and Compostable 

(1) How effective have the Guides been 
in preventing consumer deception and 
providing business guidance with 
respect to ‘‘degradable,’’ 
‘‘biodegradable,’’ ‘‘photodegradable,’’ or 
‘‘compostable’’ claims about packaging? 
Please provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(2) Has there been a change in consumer 
perception of these claims since the 
Guides were revised? 

(a) If so, please describe this change 
and provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(b) Should the Guides be revised to 
address any such change? If so, how? 

(3) How do consumers perceive 
‘‘degradable,’’ ‘‘biodegradable,’’ 
‘‘photodegradable,’’ or ‘‘compostable’’ 
claims with respect to packaging that 
consumers throw in the garbage (e.g., 
packaging ultimately disposed of in a 
landfill)? Please provide any evidence 
that supports your answer. 
(4) The Guides provide that an 
unqualified claim that a package is 
‘‘compostable’’ should be substantiated 
by evidence that all the materials in the 
package will break down into, or 
otherwise become part of, usable 
compost (e.g., soil-conditioning 
material, mulch) in a safe and timely 
manner in an appropriate composting 
program or facility, or in a home 
compost pile or device. Should the 
Guides be revised to provide more 
specificity regarding the time frame for 
composting? 

(a) If so, why, and what should the 
time frame be? Please provide any 
evidence that supports your answer. 

(b) If not, why not? Please provide any 
evidence that supports your answer. 

(5) Has consumers’ access to municipal 
or institutional composting facilities 
changed since the Guides were last 
reviewed? 

(a) If so, how, and how does any such 
change affect consumers’ perception 
of what packaging they can and 
cannot compost? Please provide any 
evidence that supports your answer. 
(b) Should the Guides be revised to 
address any such change? If so, how? 

(6) Are there ‘‘degradable,’’ 
‘‘biodegradable,’’ ‘‘photodegradable,’’ or 
‘‘compostable’’ claims in the 
marketplace concerning packaging that 
are misleading? If so, please describe 
these claims and provide any evidence 
that supports your answer. 
(7) To the extent not addressed in your 
previous answers, please explain 
whether and how the Guides should be 
revised to prevent consumer deception, 
provide business guidance, and/or 
reduce costs the Guides impose on 
businesses, particularly small 
businesses, with respect to 
‘‘degradable,’’ ‘‘biodegradable,’’ 
‘‘photodegradable,’’ or ‘‘
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providing business guidance with 
respect to ‘‘ refillable ’’  claims about 
packaging? Please provide any evidence 
that supports your answer. 
(2) Has there been a change in consumer 
perception of these claims since the 
Guides were revised? 

(a) If so, please describe this change 
and provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(b) Should the Guides be revised to 
address any such change? If so, how? 

(3) Are there ‘‘ refillable ’’  claims in the 
marketplace concerning packaging that 
are misleading? If so, please describe 
these claims and provide any evidence 
that supports your answer. 
(4) To the extent not addressed in your 
previous answers, please explain 
whether and how the Guides should be 
revised to prevent consumer deception, 
provide business guidance, and/or 
reduce costs the Guides impose on 
businesses, particularly small 
businesses, with respect to ‘‘ refillable ’’  
claims about packaging. Please provide 
any evidence that supports your answer. 

F. Ozone Safe and Ozone Friendly 

(1) How effective have the Guides been 
in preventing consumer deception and 
providing business guidance with 
respect to ‘‘ozone safe’’  or ‘‘ozone 
friendly ’’  claims about packaging? 
Please provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(2) Has there been a change in consumer 
perception of these claims since the 
Guides were revised? 

(a) If so, please describe this change 
and provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(b) Should the Guides be revised to 
address any such change? If so, how? 

(3) Are there ‘‘ozone safe’’  or ‘‘ozone 
friendly ’’  claims in the marketplace 
concerning packaging that are 
misleading? If so, please describe these 
claims and provide any evidence that 
supports your answer. 
(4) To the extent not addressed in your 
previous answers, please explain 
whether and how the Guides should be 
revised to prevent consumer deception, 
provide business guidance, and/or 
reduce costs the Guides impose on 
businesses, particularly small 
businesses, with respect to ‘‘ozone safe’’  
or ‘‘ozone friendly ’’  claims about 
packaging. Please provide any evidence 
that supports your answer. 

G. Claims Currently Not Addressed by 
the Green Guides 

(1) Should the Guides be revised to 
include guidance regarding ‘‘bio-based’’  
packaging claims? If so, why, and what 
guidance should be pmarket.kovi8Fce,  that 
supports your answer. 
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