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2 The paper copy and electronic version of the 
public version of the Decision Memorandum are 
identical in content.

3 The Department will address all the Emerdex 
companies within this comment: Emerdex Stainless 
Flat Roll Products (‘‘Emerdex 1’’), Emerdex 
Stainless Steel (‘‘Emerdex 2’’), Emerdex Group, Inc. 
(‘‘Emerdex 3’’) and Emerdex Shutters (‘‘Emerdex 
4’’).

public memorandum which is on file at 
the U.S. Department of Commerce, in 
the Central Records Unit, in room B–
099. In addition, a complete version of 
the Decision Memorandum can be 
accessed directly on the Web at 
www.ia.ita.doc.gov.2

Sales Below Cost in the Home Market 

As discussed in more detail in the 
Preliminary Results, the Department 
disregarded home market below-cost 
sales that failed the cost test in the final 
results of review. 

Changes Since the Preliminary Results 

A list of the issues which parties have 
raised and to which we have responded, 
all of which are in the Decision 
Memorandum, is attached to this notice 
as Appendix I. Based on our analysis of 
the comments received, we have made 
no changes in the margin calculation.

Final Results of the Review 

We determine that the following 
percentage weighted-average margin 
exists for the period June 1, 2002, 
through May 31, 2003:

CERTAIN STAINLESS STEEL BUTT-
WELD PIPE FITTINGS FROM TAIWAN 

Producer/ manufacturer/exporter 

Weighted-
average 
margin 

(percent) 

Ta Chen Stainless Pipe Co., Ltd 5.08 

Assessment Rates 

The Department will determine, and 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(‘‘CBP’’) shall assess, antidumping 
duties on all appropriate entries. In 
accordance with 19 CFR 351.212(b)(1), 
we have calculated an importer-specific 
assessment rate for merchandise subject 
to this review. The Department will 
issue appropriate assessment 
instructions directly to CBP within 15 
days of publication of these final results 
of review. We will direct CBP to assess 
the resulting assessment rates against 
the entered customs values for the 
subject merchandise on each of the 
importer’s entries during the review 
period. For duty assessment purposes, 
we calculated importer-specific 
assessment rates by dividing the 
dumping margins calculated for each 
importer by the total entered value of 
sales for each importer during the POR. 

Cash Deposit Requirements 

In accordance with section 751(a)(1) 
of the Act, the following deposit 
requirements will be effective upon 
publication of this notice of final results 
of administrative review for all 
shipments of certain stainless steel butt-
weld pipe fittings from Taiwan entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after the date of 
publication: (1) The cash deposit rate for 
Ta Chen will be the rate shown above; 
(2) for previously reviewed or 
investigated companies not listed above, 
the cash deposit rate will continue to be 
the company-specific rate published for 
the most recent period; (3) if the 
exporter is not a firm covered in this 
review, a prior review, or the original 
less-than-fair-value (LTFV) 
investigation, but the manufacturer is, 
the cash deposit rate will be the rate 
established for the most recent period 
for the manufacturer of the 
merchandise; and (4) the cash deposit 
rate for all other manufacturers shall 
continue to be 51.01 percent. 

These deposit requirements shall 
remain in effect until publication of the 
final results of the next administrative 
review. 

Notification of Interested Parties 

This notice also serves as a final 
reminder to importers of their 
responsibility under 19 CFR 
351.402(f)(2) to file a certificate 
regarding the reimbursement of 
antidumping duties prior to liquidation 
of the relevant entries during this 
review period. Failure to comply with 
this requirement could result in the 
Secretary’s presumption that 
reimbursement of antidumping duties 
occurred and the subsequent assessment 
of doubled antidumping duties. 

This notice also serves as the only 
reminder to parties subject to 
administrative protective orders 
(‘‘APO’’) of their responsibility 
concerning the return or destruction of 
proprietary information disclosed under 
APO in accordance with 19 C.F.R. 
351.305. Timely written notification of 
the return/destruction of APO materials 
or conversion to judicial protective 
order is hereby requested. Failure to 
comply with the regulations and terms 
of an APO is a violation which is subject 
to sanction. 

We are issuing and publishing this 
determination and notice in accordance 
with sections 751(a)(1) and 777(i) of the 
Act.

Dated: January 3, 2005. 
James J. Jochum, 
Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration.

Appendix I—List of Issues for 
Discussion 

Comment 1: Adverse Facts Available 
(‘‘AFA’’) for the Emerdex Companies 3

Comment 2: Partial AFA for Dragon Stainless 
Inc. (‘‘Dragon Stainless’’) Selling Expenses 

Comment 3: Whether To Apply Total AFA 
for Ta Chen 

Comment 4: Constructed Export Price 
(‘‘CEP’’) Offset and Level of Trade (‘‘LOT’’) 

Comment 5: CEP Profit 
Comment 6: Date of Sale for Home and U.S. 

Market Sales 
Comment 7: Overstated Home Market 

Packing Expenses 
Comment 8: Short-Term Borrowing 
Comment 9: Total AFA for Liang Feng and 

Tru-Flow

[FR Doc. E5–62 Filed 1–10–05; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–22–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration

I.D. 060804F

Endangered Fish and Wildlife; Notice 
of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
ACTION: Notice of Public Scoping and 
Intent (NOI) to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); 
request for written comments.

SUMMARY: NMFS will be preparing an 
EIS to analyze the potential impacts of 
applying new criteria in guidelines to 
determine what constitutes a ‘‘take’’ of 
a marine mammal under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) as a 
result of exposure to anthropogenic 
noise in the marine environment. This 
notice describes the proposed action 
and possible alternatives and also 
describes the proposed scoping process.
DATES: NMFS will hold 4 public 
meetings to obtain comments on the 
scope of issues to be addressed in the 
EIS. The locations of the meetings are 
San Francisco, CA; Seattle, WA; Boston, 
MA; and Silver Spring, MD. See 
Supplementary Information for 
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meetings dates and locations. In 
addition to obtaining comments in the 
public scoping meetings, NMFS will 
also accept written and electronic 
comments. Comments must be received 
by March 14, 2005.
ADDRESSES: Written comments on the 
scope of the EIS and requests to 
participate in the public scoping 
meetings should be submitted to P. 
Michael Payne, Chief, Marine Mammal 
Conservation Division, Office of 
Protected Resources, NMFS (F/PR2), 
1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, 
MD 20910. Written comments may also 
be submitted by email to 
AcousticEIS.Comments@noaa.gov or by 
facsimile (fax) to (301) 427–2581. 
Include in the subject line the following 
identifier: I.D. 060804F.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Brandon Southall, Office of Protected 
Resources, NMFS, 1315 East-West 
Highway, Silver Spring, MD 20910; 
Telephone (301) 713–2322. Additional 
information is available at 
(www.nmfs.noaa.gov/protlres/PR2/
AcousticslProgram). For information 
regarding the EIS process, contact 
Michael Payne at the above referenced 
contact information.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Meetings Dates and Locations

The San Francisco, CA scoping 
meeting: January 18, 2005, 5 p.m. - 8 
p.m. The meeting location is Hilton 
Fisherman’s Wharf, 2620 Jones Street, 
San Francisco, CA, 94133,

telephone: 415–885–4700.
The Seattle, WA scoping meeting: 

January 20, 2005,
5p.m. – 8p.m. The meeting location is 

NOAA’s Western Regional Center, 
Building 9 Auditorium, 7600 Sand Point 
Way NE, Seattle, WA, 98115.

The Boston, MA scoping meeting: 
January 25, 2005,

5p.m. – 8p.m. The meeting location is 
the New England Aquarium, Conference 
Center, Central Wharf, Boston, MA 
02110.

The Silver Spring, MD scoping 
meeting: January 27, 2005, 5p.m. – 
8p.m. The meeting location is the 
NOAA’s Auditorium, 1301 East West 
Highway, Silver Spring, MD 20910.

Background

Section 3(18)(A) of the MMPA defines 
‘‘harassment’’ as:

...any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance 
which (i) has the potential to injure a marine 
mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild 
[Level A harassment]; or (ii) has the potential 
to disturb a marine mammal or marine 
mammal stock in the wild by causing 
disruption of behavioral patterns, including, 
but not limited to, migration, breathing, 

nursing, breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
[Level B harassment].

The National Defense Authorization 
Act, enacted in November 2003, altered 
the definition of marine mammal 
harassment for ‘‘military readiness 
activities’’ and ‘‘scientific research 
activities conducted by or on behalf of 
the Federal Government consistent with 
section 104 (c)(3)’’ of the MMPA, as 
follows:

(i) any act that injures or has the significant 
potential to injure a marine mammal or 
marine mammal stock in the wild [Level A 
harassment];

(ii) any act that disturbs or is likely to 
disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal 
stock in the wild by causing disruption of 
natural behavioral patterns, including, but 
not limited to, migration, surfacing, nursing, 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering, to a point 
where such behavioral patterns are 
abandoned or significantly altered [Level B 
harassment].

NMFS has been using generic sound 
exposure thresholds since 1997 to 
determine when an activity in the ocean 
that produces sound might result in 
impacts to a marine mammal such that 
a take by harassment might occur (an 
’acoustic’ take). NMFS is developing 
new science-based thresholds to 
improve and replace the current generic 
exposure level thresholds that have 
been used since 1997.

Proposed Action

NMFS will be proposing to replace 
the current Level A and Level B 
harassment thresholds with guidelines 
based on exposure characteristics that 
are derived from empirical data and are 
tailored to particular species groups and 
sound types. These guidelines will 
identify exposures levels and durations 
that may produce either temporary or 
permanent shifts in hearing sensitivity 
thereby providing a more scientific basis 
for defining the threshold levels that 
might result in marine mammal 
harassment. Such information would be 
of use to industry (oil and gas, marine 
construction), researchers, academic, 
government, military and shipping 
activities.

As currently envisioned, the noise 
exposure guidelines would be based on 
the following sets of criteria. They 
would divide marine mammals into five 
functional hearing groups: low-
frequency cetaceans (all mysticetes or 
baleen whales); mid-frequency 
cetaceans (all odontocete species 
(dolphins and porpoises) not included 
in the low or high frequency groups); 
high-frequency cetaceans (harbor and 
Dall s porpoise, river dolphins); 
pinnipeds under water (seals, fur seals 
and sea lions); and pinnipeds out of 
water. Each of the functional hearing 

groups has somewhat different hearing 
capabilities. Consequently, frequency-
specific thresholds are being developed 
based on what is known about these 
differences.

The criteria would also categorize all 
anthropogenic sounds into four different 
types: single pulses (brief sounds with 
a fast rise time); single non-pulses (all 
other sounds); multiple pulses in a 
series; and multiple non-pulses in a 
series. Each of the five functional 
hearing groups would then be paired 
against the four sound types resulting in 
a matrix of values. These values would 
represent the noise-exposure criteria 
that NMFS would use, at least in part, 
to guide determinations of when an 
anthropogenic sound results in an 
acoustic ‘‘take’’ by harassment under the 
MMPA or ESA for each of the different 
marine mammal hearing groups. All 
threshold values would be expressed in 
terms of either a sound pressure level 
value that the animal receives, or as a 
measure of exposure that incorporates 
both sound pressures and time as a 
dimension where it is appropriate. This 
is referred to as the sound exposure, or 
energy flux density level. Energy levels 
are not directly comparable to pressure 
levels because of the time dimension.

A number of assumptions will be 
made in developing the acoustic matrix 
of threshold levels. For example, in 
most cells within the matrix, the criteria 
assume that all species in a functional 
hearing group have the same threshold 
apply to all species in the group. In 
reality, some species are so different 
from others in their functional hearing 
group that separate threshold criteria are 
appropriate for them. Further, there are 
no direct data on the effects of many 
kinds of sounds on many species of 
marine mammals. For now, therefore, it 
is necessary to extrapolate making 
reasonably conservative criteria from 
existing data to cover cases of missing 
data. An example of an extrapolation is 
the use of data from dolphins or beluga 
whales for other cetaceans. Most data on 
the effects of noise on marine mammals 
come from mid-frequency dolphins, 
especially bottlenose dolphins and 
beluga whales. The results of studies on 
these species are applied directly to 
low- and high-frequency cetaceans (for 
which data are sparse or non existent) 
without adjustment. This substitution is 
likely conservative for low frequency 
cetaceans because the mid-frequency 
cetacean ear is almost certainly more 
sensitive. The substitution is also likely 
satisfactory for high-frequency 
cetaceans. In the absence of data for 
marine mammals, in some cases, data 
from terrestrial mammals are used in 
determining exposure criteria.
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Purpose of the Action
NMFS will prepare an EIS to assess 

the potential impacts of the proposed 
framework for developing and 
implementing science-based acoustic 
Atake@ criteria. The EIS will analyze 
the potential environmental impacts 
resulting from implementation of the 
proposed noise exposure criteria to 
determine acoustic-based harassment of 
marine mammals, and alternative noise 
exposure criteria.

The areas of interest for evaluation of 
environmental and socioeconomic 
effects will be U.S. and international 
waters.

Use of the Noise Exposure Criteria
The noise exposure criteria would be 

used to inform NMFS guidelines as to 
what characteristics of human sound 
exposure (e.g., exposure frequency, 
level, and duration) might result in 
harassment and constitute a Atake@ 
under the MMPA and ESA. For 
example, an acoustic ‘‘take’’ might be 
considered to have occurred whenever 
the sound that the animal receives 
exceeds the exposures defined by the 
criteria. The noise exposure criteria 
would also provide guidance with 
respect to what type of take might result 
from exposure to sound - one for Level 
A harassment and one for Level B 
harassment.

Scope of the Action

The scope of the EIS will identify and 
evaluate all relevant impacts, 
conditions, and issues associated with 
the proposed framework for the 
development and implementation of 
these criteria, and alternatives, in 
accordance with Council on 
Environmental Quality=s (CEQ) 
Regulations at 40 CFR parts 1500 - 1508, 
and NOAA=s procedures for 
implementing NEPA found in NOAA 
Administrative Order (NAO) 216–6, 
Environmental Review Procedures for 
Implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act, dated May 
20, 1999.

The EIS will analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of 
implementation of the proposed 
framework and noise exposure criteria 
to determine acoustic ‘‘takes’’ of marine 
mammals, and alternative frameworks 
for developing and implementing noise 
exposure criteria. The EIS must meet the 
requirements of NEPA and the analyses 
must also document compliance with 
the related environmental impact 
analysis requirements of other statutes 
and executive orders. These include, but 
are not limited to, the MMPA, Coastal 
Zone Management Act, ESA, and the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act.

Alternatives

The EIS will consider several 
alternatives for determining the acoustic 
threshold at which both Level A and 
Level B harassment takes might occur: 
1) maintaining the status quo (the no 
action alternative); 2) using a 
precautionary approach and very 
conservative interpretations of data on 
marine mammals based on considering 
human noise exposures relative to 
ambient noise conditions; 3) defining a 
Level A harassment take as that 
exposure which results in a temporary 
shift in hearing sensitivity (TTS) and a 
Level B harassment take as that 
exposure estimated to result in a 50 
percent behavioral avoidance for each 
species or group of species; 4) defining 
Level A harassment take as that 
exposure which results in a Permanent 
Threshold Shift (PTS) minus 6 decibels 
(dB) and defining a Level B harassment 
take as a level 6 dB below that exposure 
estimated to causes TTS; 5) defining a 
Level A harassment take as noise 
exposure consistent with estimated PTS 
onset and a level B harassment take as 
TTS onset; and 6) defining a Level A 
harassment take as occurring at the PTS 
onset plus 6 dB and level B harassment 
take as 6 dB below the estimated point 
of PTS onset (see Table 1).

TABLE 1: ACOUSTIC CRITERION FOR EACH OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative Level A Criterion Level B Criterion 

I (Status Quo) 180 dBrms re: 1µPa ........................................ 160 dBrms re: 1µPa (impulse) ......................
120 dBrms re: 1µPa (continuous).

II Highest average ............................................ lowest possible natural ambientambient.
III TTS Onset ..................................................... 50% Behavioral Avoidance.
IV PTS Onset–6dB ............................................ TTS Onset–6dB.
V PTS Onset ..................................................... TTS Onset.
VI PTS Onset+6dB ............................................ PTS Onset–6dB.

Alternative I: A no action alternative 
would perpetuate the use of the existing 
thresholds for Level A harassment 
(sound pressure level of 180 dBrms re: 
1µPa) (hereafter dB SPL), and Level B 
harassment (160 dB SPL for impulse 
noise and 120 dB SPL for continuous 
sound) that have been used for the past 
six years. The advantages of this 
alternative are that the public is familiar 
with this approach, and safety zones can 
easily be calculated from standard 
sound propagation models. A 
disadvantage is that this considers only 
the sound pressure level of an exposure 
but not its other attributes, such as 
duration, frequency, or repetition rate, 
all of which are critical for assessing 
impacts on marine mammals. For 
example, a sound of 181 dB SPL lasting 

for two seconds would be identified as 
a Level A harassment take, but a 
potentially more harmful sound of 179 
dB SPL lasting two days is currently 
considered a Level B harassment take. It 
also assumes a consistent relationship 
between rms (root-mean-square) and 
peak pressure values for impulse 
sounds, which is known to be 
inaccurate under certain (many) 
conditions.

Alternative II: A second alternative is 
based on very conservative behavioral 
response data for marine mammals. 
Under this alternative takes would 
occur at the SPL at which the most 
sensitive species first begin to show a 
behavioral response. Level A 
harassment would occur if the received 
noise from a human source exceeded 

the highest average ambient noise level 
in the area of operation. Level B 
harassment would occur if the received 
noise from a human source exceeded 
the lowest possible ambient noise 
condition. Criteria based largely on 
behavioral responses to noise just above 
ambient level would be extremely 
conservative. Under this alternative, a 
behavioral response may, and 
behavioral avoidance would, constitute 
Level B harassment.

Alternative III: A third alternative 
would define a Level A harassment take 
as occurring at that level of exposure 
which results in a temporary loss of 
hearing sensitivity (TTS) but which is 
fully recoverable. This approach is also 
conservative because scientific experts 
in this field do not consider TTS to 
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result in harm or injury because no 
irreversible cell damage is involved. A 
Level B harassment take would be 
defined as that level of noise exposure 
known or estimated to result in 50 
percent behavioral avoidance of a sound 
source for each species or animal group. 
There are a small number of these types 
of empirical data available for certain 
conditions, but some of the level B 
criteria constructed in this manner 
would require extrapolations and 
assumptions, particularly in the above 
context of how biological significance is 
defined. Generally this alternative 
would be less conservative than the 
previous alternative.

Alternative IV: A fourth alternative 
would determine that a Level A 
harassment take occurs at that level of 
noise exposure which results in a 
permanent loss of hearing sensitivity 
(PTS) due to non-recoverable cell 
damage, minus some ‘‘safety’’ factor. 
This alternative would be more 
conservative than federal workplace 
standards for humans which permit 
exposures that result in some degree of 
PTS over a lifetime for some 
individuals. A doubling of absolute 
sound pressure magnitude (in µPa) 
represents a 6 dB increase in SPL. A 
proposed ‘‘safety’’ factor to ensure that 
exposures do not result in permanent 

injury is to set the Level A harassment 
criteria 6 dB below that noise exposure 
estimated to cause PTS onset for each 
animal group. The proposed Level B 
harassment take criteria for alternative 4 
are those exposures resulting in TTS 
onset minus a ‘‘safety’’ factor of 6 dB.

Alternative V: A fifth alternative 
defines a Level A harassment take as 
noise exposures estimated to result in 
PTS onset and Level B harassment take 
as noise exposures consistent with TTS 
onset for each animal group. This 
alternative would allow Level A 
harassment criteria levels that are higher 
than either TTS (Alternative III) or PTS 
minus some safety factor (Alternative 
IV); Level A harassment criteria would 
be based on those exposures that are 
believed to result in irreversible tissue 
damage. The Level B harassment criteria 
under Alternative V would set the take 
threshold slightly higher than 
Alternative IV but considerably below 
those in Alternative 6.

Alternative VI: A sixth alternative 
defines a Level A harassment take based 
on estimated PTS onset (as in 
Alternatives 4 and 5), but requires a 
higher probability of exposed animals 
experiencing a meaningful change in 
hearing sensitivity above merely the 
onset of tissue injury, such as 6 dB of 
PTS. Under Alternative VI, Level B 

harassment take would be defined as 
exposures estimated as 6 dB below 
those required to cause PTS onset. This 
alternative would result in noise 
threshold levels that are greater than 
any of the other proposed alternatives.

The noise exposure criteria are based 
on research available for all species of 
marine mammals, plus some data from 
terrestrial mammals and humans. Using 
data from one species of mammals to set 
criteria for another species is acceptable 
for injury because the anatomy of the 
inner ear of all mammals is extremely 
similar. As an example, certain human 
hearing standards are based in part on 
extrapolations from the effects of noise 
on the chinchilla ear. Table 2 provides 
an example of noise exposure criteria 
that would result under each of the 
proposed alternatives for gray whales. 
Gray whales were selected as an 
example because some data on 
behavioral reactions exist and are used 
(in Alternative III), but setting criteria 
based on TTS or PTS rely on 
extrapolations from other cetacean 
species (Alternatives III-VI). The use of 
direct information combined with 
reasonable extrapolation is 
representative of how such criteria 
would be established under any of the 
alternatives.

TABLE 2: EXAMPLE OF NOISE EXPOSURE CRITERIA FOR GRAY WHALES FOR EACH OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative Level A Criterion Level B Criterion 

I 180 dBrms re: 1µPa ................ 160 dBrms re: 1µPa (impulse) 
120 dBrms re: 1µPa 
(continuous).

II Both criteria variable ............. depending on environment.
III 195 dB re: 1µPa2(s) .............. 160 dBrms re: 1µPa.
IV 209 dB re: 1µPa2(s) .............. 189 dB re: 1µPa2(s).
V 215 dB re: 1µPa2(s) .............. 195 dB re: 1µPa2(s).
VI 221 dB re: 1µPa2(s) .............. 209 dB re: 1µPa2(s).

Alternative I indicates the status quo 
criteria already in place. Alternative II 
criteria are established based on 
ambient noise conditions experienced 
by animals in the area of operation. 
Since these conditions may be 
dominated by either natural or human 
noise and are quite variable depending 
on many spatial and temporal factors, 
the criteria for determining both Level A 
and Level B harassment are variable 
depending on the operational 
environment.In Alternative III, the Level 
A criterion is set at noise exposures 
estimated to cause TTS [195 dB re: 
1µPa2(s). This is the estimated point of 
TTS onset for cetaceans based on 
Finneran et al. (2002)]. For Alternative 
III, Level B criteria are based on 
behavioral avoidance data for migrating 

gray whales (Malme et al., 1983; 1984). 
These are, in fact, the same data upon 
which the status quo (Alternative I) 
Level B data are based.

An additional extrapolation is made 
in Alternative IV to estimate PTS. The 
level of noise exposure required to 
induce PTS in marine mammals is 
unknown, but may be estimated using 
the TTS onset data and extrapolations 
based on terrestrial mammals. Using the 
slope of the function relating increases 
in noise exposure and TTS, and using 
a relatively conservative estimate of PTS 
as 40 dB of TTS, it is estimated that an 
additional 20 dB of noise exposure is 
required above TTS onset to induce 
PTS. Thus, for Alternative IV, the Level 
A harassment criterion is estimated TTS 
onset (195 dB re: 1µPa2(s)) plus 20 dB 

to equal PTS onset (215 dB re: 1µPa2(s)) 
minus 6 dB, or 209 dB re: 1µPa2(s). The 
Level B harassment criterion for 
Alternative IV is estimated TTS onset 
(195 dB re: 1µPa2(s)) minus 6 dB, or 189 
dB re: 1µPa2(s).

For Alternative V, the Level A 
harassment criterion is the estimated 
PTS onset (215 dB re: 1µPa2(s) as 
described above) and the Level B 
harassment criterion is estimated TTS 
onset (195 dB re: 1µPa2(s)). In 
Alternative VI, the Level A harassment 
criterion is 6 dB above estimated PTS 
onset (or 221 dB re: 1µPa2(s)) while the 
Level B harassment criterion is 6 dB 
below estimated PTS onset (or, 209 dB 
re: 1µPa2(s)).
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Public Involvement and the Scoping 
Process

NMFS’ intent is to afford an 
opportunity for the public, including 
interested citizens and environmental 
organizations; any affected low-income 
or minority populations; affected local, 
state and Federal agencies; and any 
other agencies with jurisdiction or 
special expertise concerning the 
environmental impacts to be addressed 
in the EIS to participate in this process.

NMFS will hold public scoping 
meetings and accept oral and written 
comments (See ADDRESSES) to determine 
the issues of concern with respect to 
practical considerations involved in 
applying these criteria and to determine 
whether NMFS is addressing the 
appropriate range of alternatives. In 
addition to comments on other aspects 
of the scope of this EIS, NMFS is 
particularly interested in comments 
regarding real-world application of the 
science-based noise exposure criteria. 
The public, as well as Federal, state, and 
local agencies, are encouraged to 
participate in this scoping process. The 
dates and locations of these meetings 
appear in this Federal Register notice 
(See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION).

NMFS is also seeking written 
comments on the scope of issues that 
should be addressed in the EIS. The 
agency also invites the public to submit 
data, new information, and comments 
by e-mail, mail, or fax (See ADDRESSES) 
identifying relevant environmental and 
socioeconomic issues to be addressed in 
the environmental analysis.

Dated: January 6, 2005.
P. Michael Payne,
Acting Director, Office of Protected Resources, 
National Marine Fisheries Service.
[FR Doc. 05–525 Filed 1–6–05; 3:17 pm]
BILLING CODE 3510–22–S

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration

[I.D. 010605B]

North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council; Notice of Public Meetings

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce.
ACTION: Meetings of the North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council and its 
advisory committees.

SUMMARY: The North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council (Council) and its 
advisory committees will hold public 

meetings February 7 through February 
15, 2005 at the Renaissance Madison 
Hotel, 515 Madison Street, Seattle, 
Washington.
DATES: The Council’s Advisory Panel 
will begin at 8 a.m., Monday, February 
7 and continue through Friday February 
11, 2005. The Scientific and Statistical 
Committee will begin at 8 a.m. on 
Monday, February 7, 2005, and continue 
through Wednesday, February 9, 2005.

The Council will begin its plenary 
session at 8 a.m. on Wednesday, 
February 9 and continuing through 
Tuesday February 15. All meetings are 
open to the public except executive 
sessions. The Enforcement Committee 
will meet Tuesday, February 8 from 1 
pm to 5 pm. The Ecosystem Committee 
will meet Monday, February 7, from 1 
pm to 5 pm.
ADDRESSES: Renaissance Madison Hotel, 
515 Madison Street, Seattle, 
Washington.

Council address: North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council, 605 W. 
4th Avenue, Suite 306, Anchorage, AK 
99501–2252.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Council staff; Phone: 907–271–2809.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Council Plenary Session
The agenda for the Council’s plenary 

session will include the following 
issues. The Council may take 
appropriate action on any of the issues 
identified.

Reports
Executive Director’s Report
National Marine Fisheries Service 

Management Report
Enforcement Report
Coast Guard Report
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 

Report (and review of proposals to 
Board of Fisheries)

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Report
Protected Species Report (Review 

MMPA listing proposed rule

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and 
Habitat Area Particular Concern (HAPC)

Review changes to EFH 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
Final action on EFH Preferred 
Alternative. Final action on HAPC 
alternatives and Environmental 
Assessment/Regulatory Impact 
Statement/Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis.

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish (GOA) 
Rationalization

Receive report from Community 
Committee and action as necessary. 
Review crab/salmon bycatch data and 
refine alternatives.

GOA Rockfish Demonstration Project

Review available information and 
refine alternatives as appropriate.

Improved Retention/Improved 
Utilization (IR/IU)

Review progress on Amendment 80 
analysis and legal issues, and provide 
direction as necessary.

American Fisheries Act

Review 2004 cooperative (co-op) 
reports and 2005 co-op agreements.

Bering Sea and Aleutian Island (BSAI) 
Bycatch

Review action plan and refine 
alternatives.

Groundfish Management

Non-Target Species Committee report. 
Review rockfish management 
preliminary discussion paper. GOA and 
BSAI Other Species breakout: Review 
action plan. AI Special Management 
Area: Review discussion paper. GOA 
pollock trip limits: Review discussion 
paper. Review EFP for Seabird 
avoidance measures. (T)

Staff Tasking

Review Seldovia Village request for 
Amendment 66 eligibility. Review 
tasking and Committee and initiate 
action as appropriate.

Other Business

Scientific and Statistical Committee 
(SSC)

The SSC agenda will include the 
following issues:

1. EFH and Center for Independent 
Experts

2. Groundfish Management
3. Special Session on Modeling 

Workshop

Advisory Panel

The Advisory Panel will address the 
same agenda issues as the Council.

Special Accommodations

These meetings are physically 
accessible to people with disabilities. 
Requests for sign language 
interpretation or other auxiliary aids 
should be directed to Gail Bendixen at 
907–271–2809 at least 7 working days 
prior to the meeting date.

Dated: January 6, 2005.
Alan D. Risenhoover,
Acting Director, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.
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