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Regulatory Flexibility Act 
This action merely approves state law 

as meeting Federal requirements and 
imposes no additional requirements 
beyond those imposed by state law. 
Accordingly, the Administrator certifies 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 
et seq.). 

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
Because this rule approves pre-

existing requirements under state law 
and does not impose any additional 
enforceable duty beyond that required 
by state law, it does not contain any 
unfunded mandate or significantly or 
uniquely affect small governments, as 
described in the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act of 1995 (Public Law 104–4). 

Executive Order 13175: Consultation 
and Coordination With Indian Tribal 
Governments 

This rule also does not have tribal 
implications because it will not have a 
substantial direct effect on one or more 
Indian tribes, on the relationship 
between the Federal Government and 
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities between the 
Federal Government and Indian tribes, 
as specified by Executive Order 13175 
(65 FR 67249, November 9, 2000). 

Executive Order 13132: Federalism 
This action also does not have 

Federalism implications because it does 
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, as specified in 
Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, 
August 10, 1999). This action merely 
approves a state rule implementing a 
Federal standard, and does not alter the 
relationship or the distribution of power 
and responsibilities established in the 
Clean Air Act. 

Executive Order 13045: Protection of 
Children From Environmental Health 
and Safety Risks 

This rule also is not subject to 
Executive Order 13045 ‘‘Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks’’ (62 FR 19885, 
April 23, 1997), because it is not 
economically significant. 

National Technology Transfer 
Advancement Act 

In reviewing SIP submissions, EPA’s 
role is to approve state choices, 
provided that they meet the criteria of 

the Clean Air Act. In this context, in the 
absence of a prior existing requirement 
for the State to use voluntary consensus 
standards (VCS), EPA has no authority 
to disapprove a SIP submission for 
failure to use VCS. It would thus be 
inconsistent with applicable law for 
EPA, when it reviews a SIP submission, 
to use VCS in place of a SIP submission 
that otherwise satisfies the provisions of 
the Clean Air Act. Thus, the 
requirements of section 12(d) of the 
National Technology Transfer and 
Advancement Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C. 
272 note) do not apply. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

This rule does not impose an 
information collection burden under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). 

Congressional Review Act 

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 the rule in 
the Federal Register. A major rule 
cannot take effect until 60 days after it 
is published in the Federal Register. 
This action is not a ‘‘major rule’’ as 
defined by 5 U.S.C. 804(2). 

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean 
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of 
this action must be filed in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the 
appropriate circuit by June 9, 2003. 
Filing a petition for reconsideration by 
the Administrator of this final rule does 
not affect the finality of this rule for the 
purposes of judicial review nor does it 
extend the time within which a petition 
for judicial review may be filed, and 
shall not postpone the effectiveness of 
such rule or action. This action may not 
be challenged later in proceedings to 
enforce its requirements. (See section 
307(b)(2).)

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Environmental protection, Air 
pollution control, Intergovernmental 
relations, Particulate matter, Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements.

Dated: April 1, 2003. 
Bharat Mathur, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 5.
[FR Doc. 03–8538 Filed 4–8–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Part 271 

[FRL–7478–9] 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Program: Final Authorization of State 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Program Revisions for State of 
Oklahoma

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule and request for 
comment. 

SUMMARY: The EPA (also ‘‘the Agency’’ 
in this preamble) is proposing to grant 
final authorization to the State of 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental 
Quality (ODEQ) for its hazardous waste 
program revisions, specifically, 
revisions needed to meet the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 
Cluster X which contains Federal rules 
promulgated from July 1, 1999, to June 
30, 2000. In the ‘‘Rules and 
Regulations’’ section of this Federal 
Register, EPA is authorizing the 
revisions as an immediate final rule 
without prior proposal because the EPA 
views this action as noncontroversial 
and anticipates no adverse comments. 
The Agency has explained the reasons 
for this authorization in the preamble to 
the immediate final rule. If EPA does 
not receive adverse written comments, 
the immediate final rule will become 
effective and the Agency will not take 
further action on this proposal. If EPA 
receives adverse written comments, a 
second Federal Register document will 
be published before the time the 
immediate final rule takes effect. The 
second document may withdraw the 
immediate final rule or identify the 
issues raised, respond to the comments 
and affirm that the immediate final rule 
will take effect as scheduled. Any 
parties interested in commenting on this 
action should do so at this time.
DATES: Written comments must be 
received on or before May 9, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Mail written comments to 
Alima Patterson, Region 6, Regional 
Authorization Coordinator, Grants and 
Authorization Section (6PD–G), 
Multimedia Planning and Permitting 
Division, at the address shown below. 
You can examine copies of the materials
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submitted by the State of Oklahoma 
during normal business hours at the 
following locations: EPA Region 6, 1445 
Ross Avenue, Dallas, Texas 75202–2733, 
(214) 665–6444; or Oklahoma 
Department of Environmental Quality, 
707 North Robinson, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma 73101–1677, (405) 702–7180.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Alima Patterson (214) 665–8533.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For 
additional information, please see the 
immediate final rule published in the 
‘‘Rules and Regulations’’ section of this 
Federal Register.

Dated: March 27, 2003. 
Lawrence E. Starfield, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 6.
[FR Doc. 03–8668 Filed 4–8–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration

50 CFR Part 600

[I.D. 032803B]

Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; 
General Provisions for Domestic 
Fisheries; Application for Exempted 
Fishing Permit (EFP)

AGENCY: Department of Commerce, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).
ACTION: Notification of a proposal for 
EFPs to conduct experimental fishing; 
request for comments.

SUMMARY: The Administrator, Northeast 
Region, NMFS (Regional Administrator) 
has made a preliminary determination 
that the subject EFP application 
contains all the required information 
and warrants further consideration. The 
Regional Administrator has also made a 
preliminary determination that the 
activities authorized under the EFP 
would be consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the Northeast (NE) 
Multispecies Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP). However, further review and 
consultation may be necessary before a 
final determination is made to issue the 
EFP. Therefore, NMFS announces that 
the Regional Administrator proposes to 
issue an EFP that would allow three 
vessels to conduct fishing operations 
that are otherwise restricted by the 
regulations governing the fisheries of 
the Northeastern United States. The EFP 
would exempt three vessels from the 
minimum mesh size requirements for 
the Gulf of Maine (GOM) Regulated 

Mesh Area (RMA); regulations 
pertaining to the GOM Rolling Closure 
Areas III and V; days-at-sea (DAS) 
restrictions; and minimum fish size 
requirements. The experiment proposes 
to conduct a study to target cod and 
other groundfish species using modified 
bottom trawl gear to assess the 
effectiveness of square and hexagonal 
mesh escape windows, both with and 
without visual stimuli, in reducing the 
bycatch of non-target and undersized 
fish in the GOM groundfish fishery. The 
EFP would allow these exemptions for 
three commercial fishing vessels, for not 
more than 24 days of sea trials. All 
experimental work would be monitored 
at sea by observers trained to NMFS 
standards as part of this Cooperative 
Research Partners Initiative-funded 
project. Regulations under the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
require publication of this notification 
to provide interested parties the 
opportunity to comment on applications 
for proposed EFPs.
DATES: Comments on this document 
must be received on or before April 24, 
2003.
ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be sent to Patricia A. Kurkul, Regional 
Administrator, NMFS, Northeast 
Regional Office, 1 Blackburn Drive, 
Gloucester, MA 01930. Mark the outside 
of the envelope ‘‘Comments on the 
Cooperative Research Partners Initiative 
Escape Window and Visual Stimuli 
Selectivity Study.’’ Comments may also 
be sent via facsimile (fax) to (978) 281–
9135.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Douglas W. Christel, Fisheries 
Management Specialist, 978–281–9141.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
completed application for an EFP was 
submitted by Dr. Christopher Glass as 
part of a Cooperative Research Partners 
Initiative-funded project on January 28, 
2003. The EFP would exempt three 
federally permitted commercial fishing 
vessels from the following NE 
multispecies provisions: The minimum 
mesh size requirements for the GOM 
RMA at 50 CFR 648.80(a)(3)(i); 
regulations pertaining to the GOM 
Rolling Closure Areas III and V at 50 
CFR 648.81(g)(1)(iii) and (v), 
respectively; NE multispecies DAS 
restrictions at 50 CFR 648.82(a); and 
minimum fish size requirements 
specified at 50 CFR 648.83(a)(1).

The EFP would allow the commercial 
vessels to conduct the proposed study 
using modified bottom trawl gear. A 
total of four experimental codend 
configurations would be developed, 
including: (1) A codend made of 6.5–

inch (16.51–cm) diamond mesh 
preceded by a 7–inch (17.78–cm) square 
mesh escape window in the extension; 
(2) a codend made of 6.5–inch (16.51–
cm) diamond mesh preceded by a 7–
inch (17.78–cm) hexagonal mesh escape 
window in the extension; (3) a codend 
made of 6.5–inch (16.51–cm) diamond 
mesh preceded by a 7–inch (17.78–cm) 
square mesh escape window in the 
extension, with additional visual 
stimulus by a black panel wrapped 
around the codend between the escape 
window and the codend; (4) a codend 
made of 6.5–inch (16.51–cm) diamond 
mesh preceded by a 7–inch (17.78–cm) 
hexagonal mesh escape window in the 
extension, with additional visual 
stimulus by a black panel wrapped 
around the codend between the escape 
window and the codend. Two 
conventional nets of 6.5–inch (16.51–
cm) diamond mesh and 6.5–inch 
(16.51–cm) square mesh codends would 
be used to compare the effectiveness of 
the experimental extension 
configurations. For each of the four 
experimental codend configurations, a 
total of 30 valid tows would be 
conducted, while a total of 18 valid 
tows would be conducted for each of the 
two control codends, for a project total 
of approximately 156 tows of 20 
minutes each in duration. Each of the 
three participating vessels would test all 
six of the codend configurations, 
concurrently, in different portions of the 
intended sampling area. Sampling 
would occur during two seasons (spring 
and fall), with operations taking place in 
May and October 2003, respectively.

A total of 24 DAS would be used 
during the course of this research. Each 
vessel would conduct 4–day fishing 
trips during each of the two seasons to 
carry out the sea trials. Vessels would 
target the following species: Atlantic 
cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, 
winter flounder, summer flounder, and 
American plaice. The incidental catch is 
expected to be comprised mainly of 
skate, smooth and spiny dogfish, 
sculpin, sea raven, and sea robin.

The applicant requested that the 
research be conducted in the GOM in an 
area including 30–minute statistical 
squares 124, 125, 132, and 133; i.e., 
between 42°00’ and 43°00’ N. lat. and 
between 70°00’ and 71°00’ W. long. All 
fish retained by the experimental nets 
would be weighed and measured as 
quickly as possible. Undersized fish 
would be returned to the sea as quickly 
as possible after measurement, while 
legal-sized fish would be landed and 
sold to offset vessel costs.

The catches of each codend 
configuration would be compared and 
analyzed to assess the effectiveness of
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