
U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20207 

MINUTES OF COMMISSION MEETINGS 

January  1 2 ,  1983 

Thi rd  F l o o r  Hear ing Room 
1111-18th S t r e e t ,  N.W. 

Washington, D . C .  

The January 1 2 ,  1983, meet ing of t h e  U.S. Consumer Produc t  S a f e t y  
Commission was convened by Chairman Nancy Harvey S t e o r t s .  Commissioners 
S t u a r t  S t a t l e r ,  E d i t h  Barksda le  Sloan and Sam Zagor ia  were p r e s e n t .  

B a l l o t  Vote D e c i s i o n s .  Chairman S t e o r t s  r ead  i n t o  t h e  r e c o r d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
d e c i s i o n s  made by b a l l o t  v o t e  of t h e  Commissioners s i n c e  t h e  l a s t  open 
meet ing of t h e  Commission. 

1. FHSA Preemption R e g u l a t i o n  

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved a F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  
document which revokes  a r e g u l a t i o n  concern ing  t h e  preemption of 
s t a t e  and l o c a l  l a b e l i n g  requ i rements .  The r e g u l a t i o n  i s  no 
l o n g e r  v a l i d  because  it i s  based on a p r o v i s i o n  of t h e  F e d e r a l  
Hazardous Subs tances  Act t h a t  was s u b s t a n t i a l l y  amended i n  1976. 

2. Ex tens ion  of Time t o  Submit Comments on Proposed S e c t i o n  6 (b)  
Rules  

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved a F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  
n o t i c e  g r a n t i n g  a r e q u e s t  f o r  e x t e n s i o n  of t h e  comment p e r i o d  on 
t h e  proposed S e c t i o n  6 (b)  r u l e s  t o  February 4 ,  1983. 

3.  Ora l  ~ r ~ u m e n t s  I n  Robertshaw C o n t r o l s  Co., CPSC Docket No. 82-3 

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved s c h e d u l i n g  an  
o r a l  argument on t h e  a p p e a l  i n  CPSC Docket No. 82-3. Each s i d e  
w i l l  have t h i r t y  minu tes .  

4.  P u b l i c  Meeting on Kerosene H e a t e r s  

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved a F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  
n o t i c e  i n v i t i n g  members of t h e  p u b l i c  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a meeting 
concern ing  t h e  s a f e t y  of ke rosene  h e a t e r s  scheduled f o r  January  
27, 1983. 
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'5 .  C l a r i f i c a t i o n s  t o  F i g u r e  of t h e  Foot Probe i n  Lawn Mower S tandard  

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved a  F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  
n o t i c e ' t h a t  makes minor changes i n  t h e  drawing of t h e  f o o t  probe 
i n  t h e  S a f e t y  S tandard  f o r  Walk-Behind Power Lawn Mowers, 1 6  
C.F.R. P a r t  1205. 

6. P r o p o s a l  t o  Withdraw C e r t a i n  P o r t i o n s  of t h e  Proposed Lawn Mower 
S tandard  

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved a  F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  
n o t i c e  t o  p ropose  t o  withdraw t h e  p o r t i o n s  of t h e  proposed s a f e t y  
s t a n d a r d  f o r  power lawn mowers (42 Fed. Reg. 23052; May 5,  1977) 
t h a t  were n o t  i s s u e d  a s  p a r t  of t h e  S a f e t y  S tandard  f o r  
Walk-Behind Power Lawn Mowers, 1 6  C.F.R. P a r t  1205. 

7. F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  N o t i c e s  of Denia l ,  CP 81-6, CP 81-7 and CP 81-8 

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r  
n o t i c e s  t h a t  announce t h e  Commission's p r e v i o u s  d e c i s i o n  t o  deny 
t h e  s u b j e c t  p e t  it  i o n s  which had r e q u e s t e d e  exemptions t o  t h e  
S a f e t y  S tandard  f o r  Walk-Behind Power Lawn Mowers. 

8 .  PPPA S p e c i a l  Packaging - ANPR 

The Commission by unanimous v o t e  (4-0) approved a n  Advance N o t i c e  
of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) concern ing  p o s s i b l e  changes t o  t h e  
s p e c i a l  packaging requ i rements  under.  t h e  Poison P r e v e n t i o n  
Packaging Act. The ANPR a l s o  p r o v i d e s  f o r  an  o r a l  p r e s e n t a t i o n  
on t h i s  m a t t e r .  

The s t a f f  t h e n  b r i e f e d  t h e  Commission on t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  p r i o r i t y  
p r o j e c t  concerning formaldehyde emiss ions  from p r e s s e d  wood p r o d u c t s  
manufactured w i t h  urea-formaldehyde (U.F.) r e s i n s .  The s t a f f  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  
t h i s  p r o j e c t  i s  proceeding on s c h e d u l e ,  i n c l u d i n g  l a b o r a t o r y  work c u r r e n t l y  
underway a t  Oak Ridge N a t i o n a l  Labora to ry ,  c o o p e r a t i v e  work w i t h  i n d u s t r y  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  th rough  a  r e c e n t l y  formed t a s k  f o r c e ,  and planned a c t i v -  
i t i e s  t o  ensu;e t h a t  consumers a r e  k e p t  informed and involved i n  t h e  s t a f f  
work on t h i s  p r o j e c t .  The s t a f f  a l s o  reviewed i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  c o n t i n u i n g  
t o  a d d r e s s  t h e  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  i n  a  p e t i t i o n  f i l e d  i n  August 1982 by t h e  
Consumer F e d e r a t i o n  of America r e q u e s t i n g  a  mandatory s t a n d a r d  t o  c o n t r o l  
formaldehyde emiss ions  from p r e s s e d  wood p r o d u c t s  made w i t h  U.F. r e s i n s .  

~ h e r k  be ing  no f u r t h e r  b u s i n e s s  on t h e  agenda,  Chairman S t e o r t s  
ad journed  t h e  meet ing.  

For t h e  commission: 

ce, 5.v-  
Sadye E .  Dunn 
S e c r e t a r y  
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18(b). significantly.. 
. 1 SafetyCommission Improvements Act . 
. of 1976: mb.'L94-2&4. The re@lation ;.,. 

that implemented the 1966 version, 16 ' '  , 

CF'R 1500.71 becameincompatib1e with " 

the new statutory provision. Therefore. :., 

the Comniisaio'n . . . . . .  is now revoki* this': :' ~ . , .  . . .  . .-. . . regulation -;::.'. :. . . . . . . . . .  ;. ,., ,.;. , . . . . . .  . . . .  
., Under the Administrative pocedure \'' ' 
Ad$ ,the issuance of rules must generally, 
be preceded by a noticcnf pioposed . '1 
rulemaking and a i  opportimity for '- ,: , j  
submihion of written cohierits;'Ari ' ' - : . i  
exception exists, when "the agency for I 
good cause finds [and incorporates the . ' 
finding and abrief statement of reasons : 
therefor in the rules issued.] that notice 
and public procedure thereon are . 

; impractical, unnecessary, or contrary to ; 
... . . .  t h e  public interest." ,5 U.S.C. 553(b). in 1 

, .. this case, the Commission finds that a : 

16 CFR Part 1500 . - ' .  . . . . . .  . notice and comment rulemaking .. , 
I 

procedure is unnecessary because the : Federal Preemption of stale and Local statutory basis of the existing ~ S A  i 
Labeling Requirements; Revocation of p,e,ption regulation no longer exists. 
Rule . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . 

n~E~cY:'Consumer ~ r o b c t . ~ a f e t y  ' '  PART.1500,-[AMENDED] . . ,  . . y 
. . .  I . . .  : 

' Commission. ' - . 9 1500.7 [Removed and reserved] 
n c n o ~ :  Revocation of Rule. Therefoye, pursuant to provisions of 

the Administrative Procedure Ac t  5 
SUMMARY: The Commission is revoking U.S.C. 553, 5 1500.7 of Title 16, Chapter 
a reslation the preemption 11, Subchapter C of the Code of Federal ' 

of state and local labeling requirements. R~~~~~~~~~~ is revoked, and . 
The regulation is no longer valid 
because it is based on a pr~vision of the reserved. Effective date: The revocation 

shall become effective on January 26, Federal Hazardous Substances Act &at .,,, 
was gubstantially amended in 1976. 1 Y W .  

EmcnvE DATE The revocation will (5 U.S.C. 553; 15 U.S.C. 1261 el seg.) 

become effective on January 26, 1983. List of Subjects in 16 CFR Part 1500 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
A!zn Shakin, Office of the General 
Counsel, Consumer Product Safety . - 
Conmission,,Waehington, D.C. 20207; 
telephone (301) 4925980. 
SUPPLEMEWTARY INFORMAT ION: In 1966 
Congress amended theFederal 
Hazardous Substances L a b e m  Act, 15 
U.S.C. 1261, et seq.; Pub. L -756. 
Among other changes--includmg a 
name change to the Federal Hazardous 
Substances Act (FHSA)-a preemption 
provision was added to the statute as 
section 18[b). 

The Food and Drug Administration. 
the agmcy that then a&ainisiered the 
FHSA, subsequently issued a replatiow 
that impiemented t!!is preemption 
provision. 21 CFR Pad 191. When the 
Consurnei Product Saiety Comiss ion 
came into existence in May 1973. it took 
over Lie responsibility ioi administering 
the FHSA. In September 1973 the 
Cormission re-issued the FI?SA 
premptjon regulation, wi?.? n~inor 
modification, and transierre? i t  to 16 
CFX 1.5CO.7. 38 FR 2 7 x 2 ,  Se?!. 27, 1973. 

I?. his:,. 1923 Congress amended ihe 
F.S.& preeri:p::@r! picjyisicr;. section 

Consumer protection, Labeling, 
Preemption. , 

Dated: December 21.1982. 
Sad ye E. Dunn, 
Secretaq.. Consumer Produc! Safety 
Cornm.ksion. 
1tTt Doc. BWeWS Filed 122% U S  am] 

BILLING CODE 6355414  
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CONSUMER PRCDUCT SAFETY ' T h e  requirement that the b!ade stop The Commission has also made some 
within 3 seconds of itLe release 01 this changes in the way the d imens io~s  of . . COM?~!SSIL'N 
handle can be acco:nplished in two the foot probe ere described in the . 

16 CFR P a r t  1205 :vays. First, the blade can be drawing. In the nclv &a:ving.,i!:e length 
disconi?ec!d from the mower's poiver . of :he bottom of the foot is given. 

Walk-Behind Po;uer Lawn !&o:vs:s; source and brought io a stop while the whereas thia dinemior, haci to be 
- 

Change to Drawing of Foot Prob; power source continues to operate. The conouted in the eariier version. In . - 
other way of acconplishing~his addition, the previous!y shown "heighl AGENCY: Consumer Product Safe:y . . 

. . . . . .  requirement is to turn off the power .Commission. . .  ..,: . . .  
of leg" dimension was not usehl ,  and 

........ . ,  . .  . source. thereby bringing the blade and . . t h i s  has been replaced by a dimension 
ACTION: ~iari'fication of h w i n i .  ' " -- - - the power source to a stop together.. for the length of the "shin" portion of the 

. . . . . .  

s u ~ ~ ~ y : . T h e  Commission ,&ends the ,: 
If the blade is stopped by stopping the leg. Finally, the new drawing shows the 

.engine ("engine-kill"), the standard ' . cutoff angle_ for the cylindrical leg (i.e:. , . ' drawing of the.footprobe device in itg!,kii;;% ; .- . . 

. -. cpnsurner product safety standard for ;$Y$ requires t h t  the mower be'provided.:...:~;:' . the an ' ]& between the leg and a' .; ,-? ..'. :*., .;:,,;7. ;,,, 
,.;;. ......... '.-..'.- . ........ ... . .  , .:.with a power restart mechanism, t h a t '  horizontal linelrathkr th_an the less :,, !: 

... ~ a l k - b e h i ~ d  power,larn m o w e ~ t ~ . : > t . . _ l ; : ~ ~ ~ ~  thesbrting controls be within 24 inches .useful angle and a -  . , ,  .. ' ' ,. . 
; .. " anarnbi@Q inthe*uing-;':"% 'ofthe 

top of the inqwer's handle.o'r that:. verticsl line..These changes do not ,, ,;:;; ,,,> .:;;;;: ::,,:: j,:, :i . . . . . . . .  and to @ve.dk'ensions that are  % b r e ; i - ' ?  the have a prqtective foot .hield- result i n  any change in thesize or shape, , 

useful in fabricating the.deyice than::"~;..:jjr': ':. extends 360'. around he mower . . . .  . 
were ,fieoriginal dimensions.,. ;..-::.:,--.,:~ - .. - . . . .  . .  . . . .  

, . . ' ':,:; ::housing. If the manual restart with a ' .  
of the foot piobe,but-they should be 

- .. -. . . . 

EFFECT~VE DATE: The changes to the . .: , 360" foot protective shield elternative i s  usefu,, to attempting to 
drawing are ffect ive >+larch 14.1933: chosen, the entire periphery of the fabricate a probe as  specified in the ' 

- 
. -  mower musi be-constructed so that the FCR FURTHZX INFOR~IAT:ON CONTA.C?: 

foot probe device c a n ~ o t  be brought into Sinse these changes are sir@!? Paill Gal-qdis, i3irectoietr: for , 
: contact with the blade technical clarifications to an existing Compliance an:! Adrziriisi-ativ - 

Litigetion, Cocsumm Eoduct Safaky j ( 3  1203.l[b)(l)(ii)(B) 01 the standard). rule that will have no adverse impact on 

Coz'ilissioil, Viashiqton, D.C. 20207. :- : :; See 4 6 F X  54933: November 5,1981. the pubiic or the affected industry, the 
....... , ~. . 

., . L ~ h o n e . l ~ : ! l l . M I # ) .  ' ' . - . . . . . .  . , .~ ,  .....--- .. . *... . . . .  , *t':- :' . . -  . . The diagram of the foot probe .s,.,l,, : Commission determines, a s  authorized 
. . .  . .-:;.<:fc"currently .-. iil the standard coiltaim.an . . . . . . .  by 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B), that general notice' . . . . .  

SUPPLEMEMTARY'IHF~RM~~T~OM: on. . '  . . ':. .! :ambiguity in that the nature of the- . : . ,  :.,of . prbposed rule making. is unnecessary .::,; . . ,, .: . . . .  
. . February 15,:1979. the Commission ,..I ,,-::-.I >,intersection between.the "leg7',and the -.': and contrary-to the public interest;, . :I: :*., ,, , 

. .,. *. 

. . .. r,published-a final c o n h e r  pioduct,:.:::-r,l 1:: ';i"top of +&instep" pdrtions of the.probe: ' Accordingly; the changes set'forth.bel$w:. 
, . .: j: 

:: .: snfetystandard to.reduce the estimated, '!.?\j i .fs,n?t clearly indicated. Inthe 5 . '  .: ....... <.'.(i.;dl.. be&me effcc:ive March.14,,1g83;.::i i,J-.c::.' -i::::l . . .  ........... 
. '  77.000 injuries that occur each year from . t :,. amendment to the drawing which is " . . '   hi &mmission:alio.de:ermines ,that :.; . . . .  

, . contact with the moving blades of walk- i . issued below, a line has been added t o .  these amendments non-material . ,. 

behind power lawn mowers (44 FR 99% . . . .  : : the.top view to indicate that the top of .. 
, clarifications of the standard that may 

-16 CFR Part 1205). . : . . . .  . .  - : the inskep is.a plane whoseintersection .-,...be by.the procedures in u.s.c.. . . 
. . . . . . .  . . . .  .... A detailed explaliation of the- 1. ;. : .-.; ' ' with the jlane:on which. the "leg" is 

: - 553, as authbrized~by l5 Q.S.C; 2059(h):. ,. .,. 

& - .  ......... . . .  . .  ' background and rationale forthe m0unted. i~ a Straight line. The -: ;.. . . .Accordingly, t l ie~ommisi ior i  -amends . . . . . . .  
. : standard is,given in the Federal Regist& . Co~nmission believesthat this is the. .-. :.. ...... . . , -Title 16, Chapter II,.Subchapter B , . P a r t ~  :.:-, .- ., .'.I:, 

..'.,'. notice that issued the standard. Briefly,. ... ,; . way that'the drawing has been-. . .  + ;.. . 
the standard reduces the risk of injury - , 'i interpreted by the lavhmower  i n d u s b  " .Irn5 Code of ReRulations ' ' , 

from blade contact with rotary power , . ' and that this chang'e will h a i e  noimpact byreplacing Figure Part 1205with 
... 

: ,lawn mowers hy mandating two main . .  on whethei any particular mower will -, ..the fO1lOrving figure: 
. . .  . $ - :  . . :  -, d .... ,. 

. , 

. . . .  performance requirements. First, in , . ~ a s s . t h e  foot probe test. . I-... .-... - .... '. .. % . B ~ ~ N G ~ C O M  ~. 6355-ol-rr . . . . .  . . . .  - . .  ,~ . 
' I t  . -. . . . . . . .  . , .  order to reduce injuries to the hand of : ~. 

the operator, 3 1205:5[a)(1] of the ! ' 

standard requires that the mower have a . . .  
. . .. - , .  . blade control that will stopthe blade : , , , 

' 

within 3'seconds of the time that the 
operator releases the handleof the . . :  

, ~ mower. This is intended to ensure.that - - i  I .  , . I . - 
when the operator's hands leave the , . ' 

- .  . - . . ,  . . . .  
- I 

~. , . - . -. _-:. . . 

handle, the blade will stop before the ' ." . . .  . . 

. . . . . . .  . . .  -operator can put his or her hands in the ' . ' . - - .  
vicinity of the blade,-This requirement- . . ~.~ 

. . . .  , will also reduce foot injuries that occur 
. when the operator is working or moving 

around the mowerwand . is . not holding the : ',.,. . - 
. . .  handle. - -.  

. In order to further reduce foot injuries. . . . . 

8 1205.4(a) of the standard requires that ' . :  

areas of the mower that can be ,reached : , . .  :. 
.. 

. -. . . .  
by the operator's foot when.he or she is . . 

holding the handle (the rear 120" of the . .  

mower) shall be constructed so that a ,' 

specified probe that approxinates ihe 
human foot cannot be brought into 
contact.with the blade from these aread. . . 

. . 
. ?. 

- . Section 1205.8 of the standard ..d 

. . provides for a warning label on rotary ' ... 
. . . L . J , ~ , ; . !  and  reel-type walk-behind power lawr;. : P , 

mowers to warn of the hazard of [i " 
. . . .  . . .  ., 

contacting the blade. '~ . .-,. , . . . . . .- . ... . -  , , 
....... . . . . .  . . . .  . . - . . .  . . . I _  . . .... . : . . . . .  . . . _ I  

, . . . J ,  . .. - . .  
. I ,,.,.,..._-. .:....%. -., .;. .---- ,..,. .: ,... : ..L..'+. 1 '  "'.' 

...... .-.. . . ; . . . . .  .,. . , .  __ - _ 
. . . .  . .-.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . .- - . .  ..... . . . . -  -. . - . . .  . . .  ..... 

-,..; ..:- ,~;P., .>:; - ; ,; 
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FIG 2-FOOT PROBE 

Dated: February I. IW. 

Secretary, Consumer Product Safety 
Commission. 
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(1, Prsposed RZ!SS Federai Re@ter 

V0L 4a NO. 30 

Fnday. February 11. 1983 

- 
sb:.:cq 0: the FEE=& EEG!SE;I the Con--mssion belie-~es it w:lI be a kern-rues caused b, .. :-:.:-,, I ~ . , . . ~ . .  G. ,- .+-1:3.s t:-, . s 

~=nio:m nouces to tna pu;*rc of the more efficient use of Commiss~~x used as hiel for p w e r  mowers; and 
?:caccssd 'Isseance of rules md 
re-. I *, resoVsces to pro-.ide corTrnext aci, other inpaes caused by elecec st3ck &om j".a'.OnS. The puVose Of L'ese assistance to the onaaing industry eiioit electrjcaUy-powered 1a.m nowem s to glve interested persons an 
cppcmnty 13 pmcipate In a e  rule to develop a voluntary standard for ftom electrical ignition systems (43 FR 

to the the riding mowers than to continue 23052). 
ru!es. development of a mandatory standard - The Commission received more than 

at this tinie. 
y In order to provide time for 100 co~rments on t5o proposed standaAd 

which raised numerous and coaplex - . . CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY - consideation of public comments on the issues. order to -bra these ksues 
COk!KISSION . . . - .  . , - *  

pmpased'withdrawai '' Cozmzksion and to issue a safety srandard for lawn 

16 CFlj ?art 1205 +. atad. " by it- = m y e m  ia a more &e.&km-= % - 
.. # 

' - .  . . - -4 -- pubUsh a final stalldard rrWii&aW 16e &--ion decided to fimt i ~ u e  - - , - - - - .. , p r o p d  to August 10.1983. . - -. - - 
Power Lawn Moweik Proposed DATES: Comments O n  the pmposed . requiremen.ta for waIk-behind mowers ' 

- Withdrawal of Proposel Rule - '' withdrawal should be submitted by and then to bsue requirements for riding 

Apri1121983. - - . 
mowem. 

nce~cv: Consumer Roduct Safety 
Commission. - - AOVRESS: Comments ~hould'be . On Juge 7,197a he'&-isiion 

published a notice in the Federal - 
x n o w  Proposal to withdraw pnpoded ~ d h s s e d  to the Office of the Secretary. ~~~i~~~~ [43 2.1697) anr.oilr.c~ng hat it 
~1Illa.. Consuncr Rcduct SafeV Conxissiga issue separately &e reqCrer-efiu 

Washii7g:on. D.C. 20207. address~ng injuries due to blade ccnrac! ~ U M ~ I A ~ Y :  The Conmission pmposes to Couies of L e  staff briefing package ~m wrl-behind mowen ad \ . i thdia~ the outstandkg portions of and related natmals  concemmg these requiremet. tss proposed standard adkessing hazards are available at the Reading associated with Ihmm objecu hel and tazzrds assooatad with power lam Room Office of the Secretary, Consumer eleclul haurds, and dding mowem. Dowers. whiQ was published on May 5. Product Saiety Cominission, 8th floor. 
197. The Commissbn has prm-fy 1111 18th Street N.W, Washington, D.C. The Commission in i s s ~ g  that notice 
ijsaed a final standard based on the 20207. determined it would be a more effective 
;?crtion of the pmposd that addressed FOR N R ~ ~ E R  tnFoRMnTton COWACE 

and efficient method of addressing the 
%ads contact injuries from wakebehind cari W. 31echscfimidt Pmgmm unreasonable r i sk  of injury associated 

- power lawn mowers. The remaining - Manager, Office o f h -  with power lawn mowers to f ist  issue 
requvements that address the most W f l i o ~  of b e  P ~ ~ P O S ~  a d d m s  the Management. Consumer Product Safety numemcs i n i ~ a  md then to do he hzards  of objects t!!own Be blades Commission, Washington, D.C. am, additional that would be .rquired 

of rotary mowers. fuel !@tion - (3Cn) 4924554. Inquiries from the media to requnemenu . 
liqcid fuel powered mowers. electric should be directed to Lou Brott. Office of risks injuru, 
shodc. fmm electrically-powered Media Relations. Consumer Product 
mowers. and riding mower stability, Safety C o ~ s i o n  Washington. D.C A final standard addressing tho 

shieids. steering, baker, and conhob. 2 ~ 0 7  (m) 63+z78a hazard of blade contac;! f m s ~  walk-- 
The proposed withdrarval of the ' SJPPLEMEMARY IXFORMAnOK behind power lawn mowers was 

' h w n  objects requirements is baaed on published on February 15.1979, [M FR 
information showing that the lawn A. Background . 9990) and went mto effect on June 30. - 

1982. ziower industry is developing, and plans - On &lay 5.1977. the cbnmission 
:a adopt, a voluntary standard similar to propcsed a standard under section 7 of Since the publication of h e  final 
-:e one proposed by the Ccmmisslon the Consuiner Product Safety Act blade contact stand& for walk-beknd 
Furthermore. the vol9mtary standards (CPSA]. 15 U.S.C me. for power lawn power mowers. the Cornmiosion has 
!5at anply to curreotl y prcducd mowers (42 m 23C52). A dismssion of continued to evduate the issues 
:nowen appear to have reduced the risk the background and provisiocs of the associated with the hazards of oblects 
~i thrum objects injurie.~ by up to proposal is pven in the preamble to the thrown by h e  Mad= of rotary mowers. 
percent compared to mowers produced proporwL fuel ignition. electric shock from 
bzfore the Commission proposed its The proposed standard for power electrically-powered powers. and riding 
3:mdard. lam, mowers dso  was a comprahensive mowers. AS a result of this further 

m e  requirements fm fuel ignition standard addressing m a s o n a b l e  risks consideration the Commission has 
horn liquid fuel powered mowers and of injury associated d t h  both walk- preliminarily decided to wthdraw its 
alactric shock h m  electrically-powered behind and riding mowers. (As used in proposed rule addressing these hazards 
mowers are proposed to be w~thdrawn this notice the term "riding mower" Section 9[a)(l)(B) of the Conscmer 
bacanse h a  Commission canzot now indudes garden tracton;). The proposal Roduct Safety Act ("the CPS.Ye], IS 

- conc1l;de that these risks are addressed b!ede mntact injures: injuries U.S.C. 2058(a)(l)(B). requires that this 
ur~easonable or that t!!e proposed caused by objects propelled by the withdrawal be accomplished by 
requirements would adequately reduce mower blade [thrown objects): injuries rulemaking. Althoug!! this aspect of 
the risks that do exist due to lawn mowen rolling. slipping, or sect~on 9(a)(l)(Bj was amended by ?ub. 

The requirements for nding mowers overturning. or to failure of lawn mower L 97-35. the reqairement for 7rnposinq 
are pmposed to be cvrti.rd;awn because 

' 
brakes or steering mechanisms; hjunes withdrawal of proposed conswxr 
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product safety rules still applies for 
rides aroposed b e f ~ e  Augost 13.1981. 

The :easons ior proposing to 
wirhdiaw the proposed rule are given 
below. 

8. S;cL?c Prorisisns 
1. Thrc:vn objec!s. The proposed 

standard contaiced a performance test 
intended to evaiuate the manner in 
which a 7 a r t h l a r  mower would throw 
objects which contactthe blade during 
mowing cperatiom. 

The test apparatus consists of an 
octagonal t a g e t  enclosure surrounding. 
an arti!!cial huf surface which supports 
the mower to be tested. Sixpenny nails 
are injected Emin t h e  positions into the 
blade of the mower while it is operating. 
and the number and locations of the hits 
of *e nails that are propelled against 
the walk of the enclosure are recorded 
and conpared to pass/fail criteria. . 

T1.x uiter'.a for walk-behind mowers 
allow fewer hits in the rear ouadrant of 
the tarre! [compared to riding mov:ers 
2r.d to the c k e r  quackants) in order 10 
protect the operator. .More hits are 

' allowed in the area facing the usual 
location of the dischaqe chute for both 
riding and walk-behind mowen. - 

The Commission's staff estimates that 
thrown objects injuries resulted in 11.800 
hospital emergency room treatments, in 
1979. About 600 victims were - 
hospitalized. An e s h a t e d  two deaths 
occur each year. 

Most injd;es are not severe. but &ere 
is the potential for an occasional severe 
injury or death. Most victims a re  mower 
operators [about 80%). About half the 
operator injuries are puncture or foreign 
body injuries a s  opposed to lacerations. 
fracture* or abrasions: 10% of the 
puncture and foreign body injuries 
require hospitalization The most serious 
injuries are usually head and torso. 
injunes. It is estimated that 800 
operators were treated in 1979 in 
h ~ s p i t a l  emergency rooms for head and 
tono *&own objects injuries.- 
,b estimated 2.000 bystanders were 

injured. About 1.000 bystanden suffered 
head and torso injuries. 

With the present population of about 
33 million mowers. and an equal number 
of mower users. 1 operator in 44 is likely 
to suffer a thmwn object injury of any 
sort in the operator's lifetime. 

The most signilkant development that 
has occurred since the Commission 
proposed its thmwn objects 
requrements has been an effort by the 
lawn mower indusm to develop a 
voluntary standard that. it appears, will 
be sirniiar in many respects to the one 
proposed by the Commission. This test 
is intended :o replace the thrown 
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objects requirements that are presently The proposal also prohibited leakage 
in :he vo1un:ary standard. from the fuel sys:em lunng zny 

The present voluntary standard. AYSI reaso~ab!y io:eseetS:e conliticr! cf ase. 
B7l. l .  includes several reqnirezer.!~ In addition. a test was provided to 
that could have an effect on the thrown Insure &at k e l  wiil not contact certsin 
objects periomance oEmowers. This Parts of the mower and tnat not more 
s!anda:d contaics design requrre.?lenls than 0.25 grn. (.033 fl. cz.) of fuel wil 
that a complying mower must have a collect m any single pooi wnen the fuel 
rear trailing shield and that the mower tank is overfilled. 
deck must extecd dmvnward Xtt below From the standpoint of logic and - .  
the plane of the blade except at the engineering judgment it would appear 
discharge chute. Thrown objects at the that a mower that met the proposed 
discharge chute are addressed with a requirements concerning fuel ignition 
performance t e s t  For this test. the would certainly be_ safer than one h a t  
underside of the mower is sealed so that did n o t  However. the Commission is 
test projectiles exit out the dischage unable at this time to determine the 
chute toward a target The extent to which such requirements 
Commission's staff believes that this wodd decrease the already relativeiy /' - - 
performance test has the disadvantages low incidence of fuel bum injuries 
of not simulating actual mowing - associ-ated with these mowers. Without . - 
conditions and not sufficiently - an'estimate of the potential benefits of 
discriminatlng between more and less these requirements. the Comclission is 
safe mowers. . unable to determine if the costs that 

However, analysis of injury data would be involved to comply with t!!e 
collected since the existing voluntary requirements would be justified. - 
requirements were introduced in 1972 Therefore, the Corzi~ssion proposes to 
shows that mowers certified as meet1r.g wi:hdraw these recuirernents. If in the 
the voluntary requirements and fukre sufficient data become available 
produced since 1972 may have caused to show that mowers being produced at 
up to 27 percent fewer injuries than that time are unreasocably dangerous 
mowers produced before 197L - because of a lack of the features insured 

After considering the considerable ' by these requirements, the Commission 
technical work that would be needed can propose to issue the requirements 
before the Commission could issue . based on the new data. 
thmwn objects requirements, the fact 3. Electrically-powered mowers. From 
that the industry L developing a similar SmSS data, it is estimated that 
standard. and the natureband extent of approximately 800 injunes of any type 
f i e  risk of injury kom thrown objects. associated with electrically-powered 
the Commission has decided to propose mowers are treated m hospital 
to withdraw its proposed requirements emergency rooms. These injuries indude . 
for thrown objects performance of those caused by blade contact and 
power mowera thrown objects. The Commission has no 

2 Fuelignition. National Electronic data from which it could determine how 
Injury Surveillance System (NEISS] data many of these injuries may be related to 
indicate that fewerthan 1000 burn shock. The Commission's death 
injuries due to ignition of fuel are certificate files indicate about one death 
treated in hospital emergency rooms per year associated with electrically- 
each year. For the i year period of 1976 powered mowers. However. some of 
80. the Commission's files contain 14 these may be associated with damaged 
death cemficates associated with extension cords rather than with the 
ignition of the fuel of power !awn mower itself. 
mowers. In order to reduce the hazard of 
The proposal addressed the hazard of eleceic shock associated with 

fuel i d t i o n  by requirements designed to electrically-powered mowers. the 
reduce the amount of s ~ i l l e d  or leaked o r o ~ o s a l  included a ~erformance test ta 
fuel and to control the ignition sources . 
of sparice and exhaust h e a t  

The proposal included a requirement 
that high tension cables on mowers be 
fully iwulated. A test was also provided 
to determine that the spark plug 
connector will not spark against 
grounded metal if the operator anempts 
to start the mower while the connector 
is disconnected. L1 addition, grounding 
switches would not be permitted in the . 
high tension (secondary] part of t!!e 
ignition system. 

l n s k  that the i t  the electrica!Iy.' 
powered lawn mowers which are 
normally contac:ed by the operator.are - 
covered with insulation having a 
resistance of at.least 250,C00 ohms. 

Another requirement was included 
that foldin3 or pivoting handles on 
electrically-powered mowers shall not 
entrap electrical cords used with the 
mower. 

A plug blade shielding teit was also 
provided to insure that &e plug blades 
for electrically-powered lawn mowers 
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are shielded so that they camot be 
contacted by a ?robe while they are still 
energized hy !he extension cord. 

A switch that disconnects boih sides 
of 5 2  power suppijl !o :he mo:ve: when 
it isin :he C E  posirion would aiso be- 
r e q ~ e d .  

As with the. fuel i@.tion.requirements. 
the Commiseion la& sufficient data to , 

determinehow marryavrently available 
mowers already carnply with, these 
requirements or how many s h d  
injudes!cdd be prevented if such. , , 
requirements were issued-This isi 
especially +me sincethe-effe+veb.ess of' 
these.reqrSements could be reduced : 

over time ea.ihaulation and shielding: 
becomes-damaged or deteriorates-: 
7'herefore; due to the small number of 

. . injuries.and the lack of'data:sbowing - . 

that these requirements are r e a s o ~ b l y .  . 
necessary. the-Cammission. proposes to 
withdraw these proposed requirements. 

4. Ridirg mowers. Unlike !he hazards 
discussed above. the Lqii~ries associated 
with riding mowers are .n.merous and 
oiten serious. In 1980, ridhg-mswen. 
and  garden. tractors. were invoived in.anr 
estimated 38,000 rnedidly attended 
injuries About.t3.800 of these injuries. 
were treated in hospital emagency - 
room$; with 9 , p q n t  of the victims 
being hospitalized 
Based on. infomation:ha.statistid 

sample.of-7O'cases selected between . 
May 15.and.Aug~st 15.1980. it was 
determined that over two-thirds of the 
incidents (an estimated 3.8CO emeqency 
room injuries] involved riding mowers 
or gardentractors during a mowing. 
session; including starting'ard fuciing 
the mowers. 

Since 1978, the Commission has - 
. . 

received.reports ~f over 30 deaths a year 
irvolving riding mowers acd garden . 
tractors; in alnost.equzl numbers. The 
total number of deaths involvina both 
types-ofproducts has been estimated at  
lC.3 a year bby xatching death 
certificates wit5 raooes.in other 
Corntlission data bases. 
L-I the..iccidentr icv~oiring ridkg- 

mower fataiiiies. three.main hazard 
-+1;---. patterns acconnted :or 80 percent sf the 

accidentsrThe-mower tipped owr..the ' 

victim:feU under or was run over by the 
mower. or thevictim fell or was thrown. 
from the mower. Thesehazards.also 
appeared in-&e.data conce.ilq 
injuries, as.didthe.hazards of blade 

- contact, body contact.with another, . 
objec~.entrapment in moving parts of 
the.mowir, thrown objects, contact . 

burns. he1 ignition, and starter-related 
problems. 

In order to deal with the identified 
hazards. concerning riding mowers, the 
roposal the folowing 
provisions: 

- Riding mower stobih'ty and snieid 
.-equi,-e,~ents. In order to reduce injul.:es 
caused by the turning over of a ridin3 
mower. sta!ic s:ability requirenancs 
were ir-ciuaed which specit: :hat the 
mower's upper wheels shail ~ o t  lift 
when- it rests on a slope inclined 30' 
from the horizontal when themower is :  
facing uphill or downhill or on a slope' 
inclined 20' b n  the horizontal when 
the mower is-facing.in either direction 
across the slope.. 

The:pmpoaal would.also,require:. 
, shields,for ridingmowers to prevent a, .  ' 

foot probe hum entering the blade path. 
or contacting any moving mower.part ' 
driven by  thepower rpource that is, - 
within 125 cm. (49.2 in4 of a seat - - 

. 

r e f e n c e  paint-of the mower. 
Riding mower steering requirements 

7'he proposal would not permit tiner bar 
steering to be utilized m ridii mowers. 
since a tiller bar requires t!e operator's 
body to be in an us tab le  position 

, during s h t ~  t m s .  I i  a zower is steered 
by dual hand-lever contiols. to tim a 
forward-traveling vehic!e to h e  right. 
the lefi.;onhol would have to movein a 
forwarddirectionrelative to the right 
contm1.m the right control would have- 
to mow.rearwanl relative to the !eft 
contml and vice versa. All other types of 
s tee r iq  contmlajshall move to- theiright.. 
or irradockwise direction. to tum a .  , 

forward-traveling mower t o  the.riqht 
and vice versa. 

A structural integrity test of t$e- . 

steering spstem was also included. f i e  
system would be-required to withstand 
a force of 222 newtons (Sib.) applied to 
the steering mechanism while the 
steerable wheels are held in each of 
three positions. : 

Riding mower brakes. The proPosad 
* 

standard inc!udes requirements for 
attainable stopping distances for riding 
mowen.in.both the focvard.snd 
backward directions. in order :hat :he 
operator shail be able to control the, 
mower; a test is provided to ensure thzt 
the service brake is capsbie o i  holdi~g 
:he:mower stationary on a d ~ p e  that is 
inclined a! an-angle of 17' wheri a Z22 

newton (501b.) farmis  applied to the 
brake control. The senice braking 
system would hncson-independently of 
en@ne.operation.or the position of the 

-transmission or clutch.controis. 
A'stn~ctural.integrity test for. braking; 

controls-was-provided which would 
require'faot brakes to be  able- to 
wit!standa force.of-1,670 n e w t o ~ s -  
(375.5 !b.) and hand brakes to beaole to- 
withstand a force of 7 l O  newtons (159.7 
Ib.]. 

A test for parking brakes was 
provided to insure that t h y  will limit 
the a n o u t  of roll wnen :he mowcr is 
parked on an- kclined suriace. 

In.order to further reduce the potential 
hazard o i  a ~mna-.vay mower. :he sarkng  
brake recpirerne~t would aiss have to 
he n e t  when !he pc-.ver source is 
ruraing. 

A leg probe was proposed to 
determine that the brake pedal is 
located close enough to.the seat that - 

smaller operators can apply the 
necessary force to the pedal. 

In orderthat brakes p e  reliable .to use: 
brake pedals would be required to.hava. 
slip resistant contact surfaces and a- 
barrier woulabe required to prevent the: -. 

foot h m  sliding off a right-side contml 
surface toward the right and from . . 

sliding off a left-side control surface 
toward the l e k  . .  . . -. 

A riding mower would be reskred h . .  

have ayhlade aratral system which will 
prevent operation o i  theblade unless a 
control is actuated by the operator, a d  
the operator would have to be in 
continuous contact with the control in 
order for khe blade to conthue !o be. 
dnven. Themower.would a!so have a 
second controi which must be actuated 
before a stopped blade can be restarted. 
To prevent inadvertent engagemat af .. .. 

the blade control, the second control. 
which mnst be actuated before the . - . 
stopped blade can be restarted wonld.. . . 

require e force of a t  least 110 newtons . . 

(21.8 Ib.) in order.to beactuated. 
In order to reduce injuries-connected 

with backover accidents, t!!e blade of a 
riding mowerwould have to come ta a .  
stop when the transmission or -on. 
drive is positioned for reverse travel. 

Riding mowers would be required to 
have a control so that the blade map be 
rendered inoperative while the mower is . 
trz-veling forward. This enables the 
operator to reduce the hazard frcm a - 
moving.blade when it is not needed far 
mowing znd also !o ;educe ti12 hazari of 
t h o a n  objects when the ncwer is 
driven across an rJea covered e.*.;th 
gravel or debris. 

Again. based on eagneeriz:, 
judgment .-'.ding mowers me~tir.g these 
requirements s b ~ u l d  be safer t!!an those;; .- . - 
that do n o t  However, many of k e  
proposed requirements address acciden: 
modes that can be aff~cted by dynamic 
factors for which no suitable test has 
been.devised. In addition, t5e riding 
mowers currently on the market snou!d. 
be evaluated to see ~ i e  extent to which 
they m e n t h  f d  to comply with h e  
proposad requirements. in order to help 
determihe if the requirements are 
reasonably necessary. For these 
reasons, nuch work won!d need to be 
done before the Commission would 
conciude that the ccst of incorsorarLr.3 
the:features needed to conply with the 
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proposed requirements would be. ! National Environmental Policy Act. 15 
justified by any benefits to be obtained. ' U.S.C. 432143471. - .  

l%e-inius2!1 h d e  association. the. E. Conclusion and Extension of T i n e  - - 

Outdoor power Equipment Institute ~ ~ ~ ~ r d i n g ! ~  for :he $yen above. 2.22 !G?EI>. is :vciking toward 5 e  under ssc:;on S[a)il) of the C o n s ~ T e r  
deveiopment oi a stancard for riding koduct  Safety Act. :he Commission 
mowers that could be followed on a propos-es to withdraw the o~ts:andina voluntary basis by the manufacturers of portions of t5e proposed,standard for these mowers. In the past, v o l ~ l t a r y  power lawn mowers that was pub!ished standards approved by OPE1 have been in the ~ ~ , j ~ ~ ~ l  Re$ster on bfay j,lg;:, met by a high percentage of the-industry. and.solicits public on this Therefore. in view of the exiensive.work- proposal. - - .  
that would have to be done by the Section g(a](l] of the Consumer- Commission to cornplate the Product Safety Act; 15 U.S.C. 2058(a)[l), developmentof a.mandatory standard. requirds that within 60 ,jays after the 
the.Cornmission.has concluded that it. publication of a.proposed consumer would be,a-moreefficient use of; . '  product safety rule; the-Commission. 

Commission resources to monitor OPEI's shall,either (11 promulgate a:rule 
development of the voluntary,standard.. :, , respecting the risk of injury associated 
In this way, the Commission staffs - - 

,with such product or (2) withdraw the 
views and would be ?ken ' . applicable notice of .proceeding, unless- 
into account during the development of. ,- the C o ~ s s , o n  the. m d a y  
the voluntary standard. 

, , period for. aood causa shown and 
Therefore. the Commission has. , publishes itsreasons in the Federal 

decided :o inshuct its staff to monjtor ~ ~ ~ i ~ t ~ ~ .  
the d e v e l o p ~ e n t  of the voluntary In order to receive and evaluate ' 

standard and is proposing to withdraw comments on this proposal, the 
its proposal of a mandatory standard. If Conmission. for g o d  cause as  an 
the effort to develop an adequate administrative matter. extends the date 
voluntary standard proves unsuccessful. by which itmust either publish a final 
the*Commission can consider at that standard or withdraw the proposal 
time whether to- takeadditional steps, April 10,1983; - that might lead to.the development-of a-.- 
mandatory standard. : - . 

(Set izlqb). Pub. L 9745235 Stat 3571 
Dated: February 1,1983: 

C Effect on Small Businesses and o ther  : : Sadye E,D- 
Small Entities: .. .. . ,.. . . ' I  

. . . .  . , . .., . . ! . secr~tury. Consumer Prodvct SafeW 
In accordance.with: seek ~ ( b )  oC ' ammis ioA  . 

the Regulatov Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C; . ~ ~ ~ f i l ~ 2 - l - ~ 1 h l  , 
BILLIW w*, BOl' et seq.), the.Commission certifies 

that the proposed.rule withdrawing.the: : . . 
outstanding portions of the proposed 
standard for power lawn mowers wilI 
n o t  if issued. have-a significant 
economic impact on a substantial. 
number of small entities [small 
businesses, small organizations. and 
small governmental jurisdictions). In 
contrast to a final regulation having. 
requirements that are being or will be 
eniorced. the proposed standard which 
is proposed to be withdrawn at this time 
is not binding, creates no obligations, 
and has no legal impact. Thus, any . 

action to withdraw the proposed 
standard will also not have a significant- 
impact on smauentities; 

D. Environmental Impact' - 

Since.the action being proposed is 
merely to withdraw. a previous proposal. 
it will have li:tle or no potential for 
affecting the human environment. As a , 

result. the withdrawal does not require 
either an environmental assessment or 
an environrnectal inpac: s!atement. See 
16 CFR 1021.5(c)(l). (categorical 
exclusion of s a f e 3  standards under the 




