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B. When Will the Agency Grant a
Request for a Hearing?

A request for a hearing will be granted
if the Administrator determines that the
material submitted shows the following:
There is a genuine and substantial issue
of fact; there is a reasonable possibility
that available evidence identified by the
requestor would, if established resolve
one or more of such issues in favor of
the requestor, taking into account
uncontested claims or facts to the
contrary; and resolution of the factual
issues(s) in the manner sought by the
requestor would be adequate to justify
the action requested (40 CFR 178.32).

IV. Regulatory Assessment
Requirements

This final rule establishes a time-
limited exemption from the tolerance
requirement under FFDCA section 408.
The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has exempted these types of
actions from review under Executive
Order 12866, entitled Regulatory
Planning and Review (58 FR 51735,
October 4, 1993). This final rule does
not contain any information collections
subject to OMB approval under the
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA), 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq., or impose any
enforceable duty or contain any
unfunded mandate as described under
Title II of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA) (Public
Law 104—4). Nor does it require any
prior consultation as specified by
Executive Order 13084, entitled
Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments (63 FR
27655, May 19, 1998); special
considerations as required by Executive
Order 12898, entitled Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations (59 FR 7629, February 16,
1994); or require OMB review or any
Agency action under Executive Order
13045, entitled Protection of Children
from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks (62 FR 19885, April 23,
1997). This action does not involve any
technical standards that would require
Agency consideration of voluntary
consensus standards pursuant to section
12(d) of the National Technology
Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995
(NTTAA), Public Law 104-113, section
12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272 note). Since
tolerances and exemptions that are
established on the basis of a FIFRA
section 18 petition under FFDCA
section 408, such as the exemption in
this final rule, do not require the
issuance of a proposed rule, the
requirements of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (RFA) (5 U.S.C. 601 et

seq.) do not apply. In addition, the
Agency has determined that this action
will not have a substantial direct effect
on 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, as specified in
Executive Order 13132, entitled
Federalism (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999). Executive Order 13132 requires
EPA to develop an accountable process
to ensure “meaningful and timely input
by State and local officials in the
development of regulatory policies that
have federalism implications.” ‘“Policies
that have federalism implications” is
defined in the Executive Order to
include regulations that 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.” This final rule
directly regulates growers, food
processors, food handlers and food
retailers, not States. This action does not
alter the relationships or distribution of
power and responsibilities established
by Congress in the preemption
provisions of FFDCA section 408(n)(4).

V. Submission to Congress and the
Comptroller General

The Congressional Review Act, 5
U.S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides
that before a rule may take effect, the
agency promulgating the rule must
submit a rule report, which includes a
copy of the rule, to each House of the
Congress and to the Comptroller General
of the United States. EPA will submit a
report containing this rule and other
required information to the U.S. Senate,
the U.S. House of Representatives, and
the Comptroller General of the United
States prior to publication of this final
rule in the Federal Register. This final
rule is not a ““major rule” as defined by
5 U.S.C. 804(2).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 180

Environmental protection,
Administrative practice and procedure,
Agricultural commodities, Pesticides
and pests, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Dated: June 29, 2000.
James Jones,
Director, Registration Division, Office of
Pesticide Programs.

Therefore, 40 CFR chapter I is
amended as follows:

PART 180—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 180
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 21 U.S.C. 321(q), 346(a) and
371.

§180.507 [Amended]

2.In §180.507, by amending the table
in paragraph (b), by revising the
expiration/revocation date for the
following commodities: “Strawberries”
from “7/30/00” to read “12/30/01” and
“Soybean forage,” “Soybean hay,”
“Soybean hulls,” “Soybean meal,”
“Soybean oil,” “Soybean seed,”
“Soybean silage,” ““Sugar beet roots,”
“Sugar beet tops,” “Sugar beets
molasses”, “Sugar beet, pulp, dried”
and “Sugar beet, refined sugar” from
“6/30/00” to read “12/30/01”.

[FR Doc. 00-18096 Filed 7—18-00; 8:45 am]
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47 CFR Parts 51 and 54
[CC Docket No. 98-121, FCC 00-173]

Applications of BellSouth Corporation,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.,
and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for
Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Louisiana.

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule; petition for
reconsideration.

SUMMARY: This document denies to
reconsider the Commission’s Second
BellSouth Louisiana Order with respect
to the issues on which reconsideration
is sought, no petitioner raises arguments
that would cause us to change our
decision to deny BellSouth’s application
to provide long distance service in the
state of Louisiana.

DATES: Effective July 19, 2000.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Janice M. Myles, Paralegal Specialist;
Johanna Mikes; and/or Ann Stevens,
Attorney, Common Carrier Bureau,
Policy and Program Planning Division,
(202) 418-1580. Further information
may also be obtained by calling the
Common Carrier Bureau’s TTY number:
(202) 418-0484.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Order on
Reconsideration adopted May 15, 2000,
and released June 19, 2000. The full text
of this Order is available for inspection
and copying during normal business
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hours in the FCC Reference Center, 445
12th Street SW, Room CY-A257,
Washington, DC. The complete text also
may be obtained through the World
Wide Web, at http://www.fcc.gov/
Bureaus/CommonCarrier/Orders/fcc00—
173.wp, or may be purchased from the
Commission’s copy contractor,
International Transcription Services,
Inc., (202) 857-3800, 1231 20th Street
NW, Washington, DG 20036.

Regulatory Flexibility Certification

In this present Order, the Commission
promulgates no additional final rules,
and our action does not affect the
previous analysis.

Synopsis of Order on Reconsideration

1. BellSouth Corporation (BellSouth),
AT&T Corp. (AT&T), and Sprint
Communications Company (Sprint)
filed petitions for reconsideration and/
or clarification of the Commission’s
order denying BellSouth’s application
for authority to provide in-region,
interLATA services in the state of
Louisiana pursuant to section 271 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended (Act). For the reasons
discussed below, we deny these
petitions.

2. With respect to the issues on which
reconsideration is sought, no petitioner
raises arguments that would cause us to
change our decision to deny BellSouth’s
application to provide long distance
service in the state of Louisiana. Section
2771’s statutory framework requires the
Commission to evaluate complex issues
arising in the relevant state’s local
telecommunications market as it
transitions to competitive market
conditions. In this context, the
Commission frequently relies upon its
specialized judgment and expertise to
render informed decisions and
predictions about market conditions.
Having done so in this case, the
Commission finds that the petitioners
have not raised any new facts or
arguments that warrant reconsideration
of the Second BellSouth Louisiana
Order. Therefore, there is no reason to
reconsider our initial analysis.

3. As to the range of issues for which
the petitioners seek further guidance for
future section 271 applications, we
believe that we have provided sufficient
guidance on the requirements of section
271. The Second BellSouth Louisiana
Order followed four prior orders
addressing section 271 applications,
including a prior application by
BellSouth for Louisiana. Each of these
orders informed parties of the
requirements of section 271. Moreover,
the Commission recently approved Bell
Atlantic’s section 271 application to

provide long distance services in New
York. In the order approving that
application, the Commission included a
comprehensive recitation of the
requirements for in-region, interLATA
entry under section 271.

4. The petitions for reconsideration
and/or clarification filed in the
captioned docket are Denied.

Federal Communications Commission.
Magalie Roman Salas,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 00-18187 Filed 7—18-00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 679

[Docket No. 000211039-0039-01; I.D.
071400B]

Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic

Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch
in the Central Regulatory Area of the

Gulf of Alaska

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Closure.

SUMMARY: NMFS is prohibiting directed
fishing for Pacific ocean perch in the
Central Regulatory Area of the Gulf of
Alaska (GOA). This is action is
necessary to prevent exceeding the 2000
total allowable catch (TAC) of Pacific
ocean perch in this area.

DATES: Effective 1200 hrs, Alaska local
time (A.l.t.), July 15, 2000, through 2400
hrs, A.L.t., December 31, 2000.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Thomas Pearson, 907—481-1780, fax
907—-481-1781 or
tom.pearson@noaa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NMFS
manages the groundfish fishery in the
GOA exclusive economic zone
according to the Fishery Management
Plan for the Groundfish Fishery of the
Gulf of Alaska (FMP) prepared by the
North Pacific Fishery Management
Council under authority of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act.
Regulations governing fishing by U.S.
vessels in accordance with the FMP
appear at subpart H of 50 CFR part 600
and 50 CFR part 679.

The 2000 TAC of Pacific ocean perch
for the Central Regulatory Area was
established as 9,240 metric tons (mt) in

the Final 2000 Harvest Specifications of
Groundfish for the GOA (65 FR 8298,
February 18, 2000). See §679.20(c)
(3)(id).

In accordance with §679.20(d)(1)(i),
the Administrator, Alaska Region,
NMFS (Regional Administrator), has
determined that the 2000 TAC for
Pacific ocean perch in the Central
Regulatory Area will be reached.
Therefore, the Regional Administrator is
establishing a directed fishing
allowance of 8,240 mt, and is setting
aside the remaining 1000 mt as bycatch
to support other anticipated groundfish
fisheries. In accordance with
§679.20(d)(1)(iii), the Regional
Administrator finds that this directed
fishing allowance has been reached.
Consequently, NMFS is prohibiting
directed fishing for Pacific ocean perch
in the Central Regulatory Area of the
GOA.

Maximum retainable bycatch amounts
may be found in the regulations at
§679.20(e) and (f).

Classification

This action responds to the best
available information recently obtained
from the fishery. It must be
implemented immediately to prevent
overharvesting the 2000 TAC of Pacific
ocean perch for the Central Regulatory
Area of the GOA. A delay in the
effective date is impracticable and
contrary to the public interest. Further
delay would only result in overharvest.
NMFS finds for good cause that the
implementation of this action should
not be delayed for 30 days. Accordingly,
under 5 U.S.C. 553(d), a delay in the
effective date is hereby waived.

This action is required by § 679.20
and is exempt from review under E.O.
12866.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.

Dated: July 14, 2000.
Bruce C. Morehead,

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 00-18257 Filed 7-14—00; 4:10 pm]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-F
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