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In our review we consider WfletJler mtonnation
COJaSllltcltlOln and coordination is consistent Executive Order
Coordination Indian Governments. We that ad<lltional ultonIlatlon IS net~dec:1.

EIS disclose Tribal consultation and process by
nr()vi,'tin'9" a with the dates and locations governments, results
ofthe meetings, and a ofhow the tribal was to develop the
EIS and the action alternatives. The Tribal Consultation process is an opportunity to gather
traditional ecological knowledge local subsistence use and and

;SQJ'mo'n in Norton Kotzebue, and Gulf0/
Alaska.

We also recommend that the National Marine Service consider developing a
Tribal to aframeworkfor working
effectively in setting the management direction for the Bering Sea
Chinook A Tribal Government-to-Government Plan be usefill in
determining the best conducting consultation meetings which will not conflict with
Alaska Native subsistence seasons. We that a plan be developed in
co,tla.bOJ'Yltwn with interested governments.
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U.S. Environmental Protection
Draft Environmental

Definitions and J<OHOW-lJD

for

LO - Lack of UbjectiOils
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 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
EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.

COITective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
these impacts.

- Environmental Olljel~ti(ms

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should 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.

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 potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality

<-:ategOlry 1 - Ad(~qu2Ite

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 of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

<-:2Itel~Ol'Y 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 incIudedin the final EIS.

3 - hllildeql~ate

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 altematives 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 ofthe National
Environmental Policy Act 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

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. February,
1987.
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