
16510 Federal Register / Vol. 68, No. 65 / Friday, April 4, 2003 / Notices 

(ii) Evaluate the accuracy of the 
agency’s estimate of the burden of the 
proposed collection of information, 
including the validity of the 
methodology and assumptions used; 

(iii) Enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and 

(iv) Minimize the burden of the 
collection of information on those who 
are to respond, including through the 
use of appropriate automated electronic, 
mechanical, or other technological 
collection techniques or other forms of 
information technology, (e.g., permitting 
electronic submission of responses). 

Burden Statement: The annual 
reporting and record keeping burden for 
this collection of information is 
estimated to average 7 hours per 
response for job training grant 
recipients, and 3.25 hours per response 
for assessment, cleanup, and revolving 
loan fund grant recipients. Burden 
means the total time, effort, or financial 
resources expended by persons to 
generate, maintain, retain, or disclose or 
provide information to or for a Federal 
agency. This includes the time needed 
to review instructions; develop, acquire, 
install, and utilize technology and 
systems for the purposes of collecting, 
validating, and verifying information, 
processing and maintaining 
information, and disclosing and 
providing information; adjust the 
existing ways to comply with any 
previously applicable instructions and 
requirements; train personnel to be able 
to respond to a collection of 
information; search data sources; 
complete and review the collection of 
information; and transmit or otherwise 
disclose the information. 

Estimated Number of Respondents: 
203. 

Frequency of Response: Quarterly. 
Estimated Total Annual Hour Burden: 

9866. 
Estimated Total Annual Cost: 

$291,733.

Dated: March 27, 2003. 

Linda Garczynski, 
Director, Office of Brownfields Cleanup and 
Redevelopment, Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response.
[FR Doc. 03–8258 Filed 4–3–03; 8:45 am] 
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Environmental Impact Statements and 
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Comments 

Availability of EPA comments 
prepared pursuant to the Environmental 
Review Process (ERP), under section 
309 of the Clean Air Act and section 
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act as amended. Requests for 
copies of EPA comments can be directed 
to the Office of Federal Activities at 
(202) 564–7167. 

Summary of Rating Definitions 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

LO—Lack of Objections 

The EPA review has not identified 
any potential environmental impacts 
requiring substantive changes to the 
proposal. The review may have 
disclosed opportunities for application 
of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor 
changes to the proposal. 

EC—Environmental Concerns 

The EPA review has identified 
environmental impacts that should be 
avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may 
require changes to the preferred 
alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce the 
environmental impact. EPA would like 
to work with the lead agency to reduce 
these impacts. 

EO—Environmental Objections 

The EPA review has identified 
significant environmental impacts that 
must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the 
environment. Corrective measures may 
require substantial changes to the 
preferred alternative or consideration of 
some other project alternative 
(including the no action alternative or a 
new alternative). EPA intends to work 
with the lead agency to reduce these 
impacts. 

EU—Environmentally Unsatisfactory 

The EPA review has identified 
adverse environmental impacts that are 
of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of 
public health or welfare or 
environmental quality. EPA intends to 
work with the lead agency to reduce 
these impacts. If the potentially 
unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected 
at the final EIS stage, this proposal will 
be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category 1—Adequate 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately 

sets forth the environmental impact(s) of 
the preferred alternative and those of 
the alternatives reasonably available to 
the project or action. No further analysis 
or data collection is necessary, but the 
reviewer may suggest the addition of 
clarifying language or information. 

Category 2—Insufficient Information 
The draft EIS does not contain 

sufficient information for EPA to fully 
assess environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully 
protect the environment, or the EPA 
reviewer has identified new reasonably 
available alternatives that are within the 
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the 
draft EIS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. 
The identified additional information, 
data, analyses, or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. 

Category 3—Inadequate 
EPA does not believe that the draft 

EIS adequately assesses potentially 
significant environmental impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has 
identified new, reasonably available 
alternatives that are outside of the 
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the 
draft EIS, which should be analyzed in 
order to reduce the potentially 
significant environmental impacts. EPA 
believes that the identified additional 
information, data, analyses, or 
discussions are of such a magnitude that 
they should have full public review at 
a draft stage. EPA does not believe that 
the draft EIS is adequate for the 
purposes of the NEPA and/or section 
309 review, and thus should be formally 
revised and made available for public 
comment in a supplemental or revised 
draft EIS. On the basis of the potential 
significant impacts involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for 
referral to the CEQ. 

Draft EIS
ERP No. D–AFS–F65036–WI Rating 

EC2, Hoffman-Sailor West Project, 
Timber Harvest, Regeneration Activities, 
Connected Road Construction and 
Decommissioning, Chequamegon-
Nicolet National Forest, Medford/Park 
Falls Ranger District, Price County, WI. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns with project 
impacts and overall forest health, 
including commutative impacts. The 
Final EIS should address how the 
emphasis on managing for aspen and 
the potential for overpopulation of 
species that could impact forest in and
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outside the project area and especially 
how roadless and wilderness areas will 
be managed. 

ERP No. D–AFS–J65375–MT Rating 
EC2, Sheep Creek Range Analysis, 
Grazing and Special Use Allotments 
Reorganization, Grazing and Special Use 
Permits Issuance, Lewis and Clark 
National Forest, White Sulphur Springs 
Ranger District, Meagher and Cascade 
Counties, MT. 

Summary: While EPA supports the 
proposed grazing improvements and 
preferred alternative, EPA did express 
environmental concerns regarding 
potential impacts to the watershed, 
effects on wetlands and springs and 
stream flows from proposed water 
development. Uncertainties with the 
availability of adequate funds and 
resources to implement proposed range 
improvements and the proposed 
riparian monitoring program should be 
addressed in the final EIS. 

ERP No. D–NPS–G65085–AR Rating 
LO, Arkansas Post National Memorial 
General Management Plan, 
Implementation, Osotouy Unit, 
Arkansas and Mississippi Rivers, 
Arkansas County, AR. 

Summary: EPA has no objection to the 
management plan. 

Final EIS 
ERP No. F–BLM–L65391–OR, 

Lakeview Resource Management Plan, 
Unified Land Use Plan to Replace All or 
Portions of Three nearly Twenty Year 
Old Existing Land Use Plans, 
Implementation, Lake and Bend 
Counties, OR. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns with the 
adequacy of information on noxious 
weeds, water quality, protection of tribal 
cultural sites, air quality and impacts 
from new roads. These issues and a 
mitigation strategy from future energy 
development activities should be 
addressed in the final EIS. 

ERP No. F–FHW–F40405–IL, US 34/
FAP–313 Transportation Facility 
Improvement Project, U.S. 34 from the 
Intersection of Carman Road east of 
Gulfport to Monmouth, Funding and US 
Army COE Section 404 and NPDES 
Permits Issuance, Henderson and 
Warren Counties, IL. 

Summary: EPA has determined that 
FHWA has adequately addressed 
previous concerns related to Botanical 
Site #3. However, EPA continues to 
have environmental concerns regarding 
impacts to impaired waters as well as to 
the adequacy of water quality 
information. 

ERP No. FS–AFS–J65295–MT, 
Clancy-Unionville Vegetation 
Manipulation and Travel Management 

Project, Updated and New Information 
concerning Cumulative Effects and 
Introduction of Alternative F, Clancy-
Unionville Implementation Area, 
Helena National Forest, Helena Ranger 
District, Lewis and Clark and Jefferson 
Counties, MT. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns with the 
potential continued impacts to the 
watershed and wildlife habitat from 
road impacts and suggested the action 
incorporate lower road densities.

Dated: April 1, 2003. 
Joseph C. Montgomery, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities.
[FR Doc. 03–8260 Filed 4–3–03; 8:45 am] 
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Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–7167 or http://www.epa.gov/
compliane/nepa/.
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements 
Filed March 24, 2003, through March 

28, 2003, 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.
EIS No. 030131, Draft EIS, AFS, VT, 

Greendale Project, To Establish the 
Desired Condition stated in the Green 
Mountain National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan, 
Manchester Ranger District, Town of 
Western, Windor County, VT, 
Comment Period Ends: May 19, 2003, 
Contact: Jay Strand (802) 767–4261. 
This document is available on the 
Internet at: http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/
gm/. 

EIS No. 030132, Draft EIS, AFS, CO, 
Green Ridge Mountain Pine Beetle 
Analysis Project, Proposal to Reduce 
the Spread of Mountain Pine Beetle 
and Associated Tree Mortality, 
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forest 
& Thunder Basin National Grassland, 
Parks Ranger District, Jackson County, 
CO, Comment Period Ends: May 19, 
2003, Contact: Terry Delay (307) 326–
2518. This document is available on 
the Internet at: http://www.fs.fed.us/
mrnf. 

EIS No. 030133, Final Supplement, 
NPS, NV, Great Basin National Park 
General Management and 
Development Concept Plans, 
Implementation, White Pine County, 
NV, Wait Period Ends: May 5, 2003, 

Contact: Alan Schmierer (510) 817–
1441. 

EIS No. 030134, Draft EIS, COE, FL, 
Miami Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project, Provide Greater 
Navigation Safety and 
Accommodating Larger Vessels, Port 
of Miami, Miami-Dade County, FL , 
Comment Period Ends: May 19, 2003, 
Contact: James McAdams (904) 232–
2117. 

EIS No. 030135, Draft EIS, AFS, GA, 
Chattahoochee-Oconee National 
Forests Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan, Implementation, 
Several Counties, GA, Comment 
Period Ends: July 3, 2003, Contact: 
Ron Stephens (770) 297–3000. This 
document is available on the Internet 
at: http://www.fs.fed.us/conf/. 

EIS No. 030136, Draft EIS, AFS, AL, 
Alabama National Forests Revised 
Land and Resource Management Plan, 
Implementation, Bankhead National 
Forest, Lawrence, Winston and 
Franklin Counties, AL, Comment 
Period Ends: July 3, 2003, Contact: 
Felicia Humphrey (334) 832–4470. 

EIS No. 030137, Final EIS, AFS, ID, 
North Kennedy-Cottonwood 
Stewardship Project, Existing 
Transportation System Modifications 
and Forest Health Improvements 
through Vegetation Management both 
Commercial and Non-Commercial 
Methods, Boise National Forest, 
Emmett Ranger District, Gem and 
Valley Counties, ID, Wait Period 
Ends: May 05, 2003, Contact: Terry 
Hardy (208) 373–4235. 

EIS No. 030138, Draft EIS, BLM, NM, 
New Mexico Products Pipeline 
(NMPP) Project, Build and Operate a 
Refined Petroleum Products Pipeline 
System from Odessa, Texas, to 
Bloomfield, NM, Comment Period 
Ends: May 19, 2003, Contact: Joseph 
Jaramillo (505) 761–8779. This 
document is available on the Internet 
at: http://www.nm.blm.gov. 

EIS No. 030139, Draft EIS, AFS, ID, East 
Beaver and Miner’s Creek Timber 
Sales and Prescribed Burning Project, 
Conduct a Timber Sale and Provide 
Forest Products, Caribou-Targhee 
National Forest, Clark County, ID, 
Comment Period Ends: May 19, 2003, 
Contact: Melissa Jenkin (208) 624–
3151. 

EIS No. 030140, Final EIS, SFW, NM, 
Rio Grande Silvery Minnow 
(Hybognathus amarus) Critical Habitat 
Designation, Implementation, 
Bernalillo, Sandoval, Socorro and 
Valencia Counties, NM, Wait Period 
Ends: May 5, 2003, Contact: Joy 
Nicholopoulos (505) 346–2525. 

EIS No. 030141, Draft EIS, COE, TX, 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway in the
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