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or to request special assistance, contact 
Janice Morgan, (202) 366–2392.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 
To better prevent pipeline failures 

that can imperil the health and safety of 
nearby residents and cause significant 
damage to their property, RSPA/OPS is 
promulgating a series of rules to require 
pipeline operators to develop integrity 
management programs. The programs 
include conducting baseline and 
periodic assessments of certain pipeline 
segments. Although the hazardous 
liquid and natural gas programs are 
structured somewhat differently to 
accommodate the differences between 
the two types of pipeline systems, both 
integrity management programs are 
designed to identify the best method(s) 
for maintaining the structural soundness 
(i.e., integrity) of pipelines operating 
across the United States. 

On January 9, 2002, RSPA/OPS began 
the integrity management rulemakings 
for gas transmission lines by first 
proposing a definition of high 
consequence areas (See 67 FR 1108). We 
also described our plan to propose 
integrity management program 
requirements for gas transmission 
pipelines affecting those areas. RSPA/
OPS finalized the high consequence 
area definition on August 6, 2002 (67 FR 
50824), and published the proposed rule 
on integrity management program 
requirements on January 28, 2003 (68 
FR 4278). 

This meeting is being held to give 
participants a better understanding of 
the proposed rule. OPS representatives 
will give an overview of the proposed 
rule and discuss fully the identification 
and protection of high consequence 
areas and moderate risk areas; and the 
methodology of confirmatory direct 
assessment. OPS will answer any 
questions related to the proposed rule 
and will seek additional information 
from the public about costs and benefits 
of implementing the proposed rule. 

The preliminary agenda for this 
meeting is as follows: 

Pipeline safety legislation—The 
impact of the recently passed legislation 
on integrity management program 
requirements. 

Overview of proposed regulation—
The intent and structure of the proposed 
rule. 

HCA Identification—The refinement 
of the definition of high consequence 
areas and moderate risk areas in the 
proposed rule. 

Risk assessment, plan development, 
and data integration—Proposed risk 
assessment, with particular emphasis on 
confirmatory direct assessment 

methods, and the proposed plan 
development process, identification of 
high consequence areas and moderate 
risk areas; confirmatory direct 
assessment methods; assessment 
schedules, and criteria for the 
performance approach to the program. 

IMP Implementation & Data Integration 
Costs and benefits—The draft 

regulatory evaluation. 

Open Forum & Q&A

Issued in Washington, DC, on February 26, 
2003. 
Stacey L. Gerard, 
Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety.
[FR Doc. 03–4919 Filed 2–28–03; 8:45 am] 
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SUMMARY: NMFS extends the public 
comment period on an advanced notice 
of proposed rulemaking that announces 
that the agency is considering revisions 
to the national standard guidelines for 
national standard 1 that specify criteria 
for determining overfishing and 
establishing rebuilding schedules. 
Because the scientific community, 
fisheries managers, the fishing industry, 
and environmental groups expressed 
concern about the appropriateness of 
some aspects of national standard 1 
guidelines, particularly in light of new 
issues arising from rebuilding programs 
that have been underway for several 
years, this action solicits public input 
on the effectiveness and appropriateness 
of the these guidelines in complying 
with the requirements of the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens 
Act).
DATES: Comment period is extended 
from March 17, 2003, to April 16, 2003.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to 
Mr. John H. Dunnigan, Director, Office 
of Sustainable Fisheries, Room 13362, 
1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring, 
MD 20910; or faxed to 301–713–1193. 
Comments will not be accepted if 
submitted via e-mail or Internet.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mark R. Millikin, at 301–713–2341 or 
via e-mail at Mark.Millikin@noaa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
preamble of the advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking (ANPR)(68 FR 
7492, February 14, 2003) is republished 
here in its entirety for the convenience 
of the public. This action extends the 
public comment period of the ANPR 
another 30 days, from March 17, 2003, 
to April 16, 2003.

National standard 1 reads, 
‘‘Conservation and management 
measures shall prevent overfishing 
while achieving, on a continuing basis, 
the optimum yield from each fishery for 
the United States fishing industry.’’ In 
1996, the Sustainable Fisheries Act 
(SFA) amended the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1801, et seq.) to, among 
other things, provide definitions for 
‘‘overfishing’’ and modify the definition 
of ‘‘optimum yield.’’ The Magnuson-
Stevens Act, in section 303(a)(10), now 
requires each fishery management plan 
(FMP) to ‘‘specify objective and 
measurable criteria for identifying when 
the fishery to which the FMP applies is 
overfished.’’ In addition, section 304(e) 
specifies requirements for rebuilding 
overfished fisheries. The revised 
national standard guidelines, including 
national standard 1, were proposed at 
62 FR 41907, August 4, 1997, and 
published as final guidelines at 63 FR 
24212, May 1, 1998.

As they currently exist, the national 
standard 1 guidelines provide 
definitions and require determination, 
to the extent possible, of maximum 
sustainable yield (MSY), or an 
acceptable surrogate; specification of 
status determination criteria including a 
maximum fishing mortality threshold 
and a minimum stock size threshold; 
ending overfishing and rebuilding 
overfished stocks; and specification of 
optimum yield (OY) in fisheries.

In response to the SFA, these national 
standard guidelines were implemented 
in 1998, over 5 years ago. Since that 
time, we have developed new 
perspectives, new issues, and new 
problems regarding their application. 
Concerns that have been identified for 
possible revision include, but are not 
limited to, the following:

1. The definition and use of the 
minimum stock size threshold (MSST) 
for determining when a stock is 
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overfished. There has been considerable 
discussion about the utility of the 
concept of MSST, the definition of 
MSST contained in the guidelines, 
difficulties in estimating the MSST 
(especially in data-poor situations), and 
identifying appropriate proxies for 
MSST.

2. Calculation of rebuilding targets 
appropriate to the prevailing 
environmental regime. Currently, the 
guidelines do not address how 
rebuilding targets should accommodate 
changing environmental conditions. 
Rebuilding rates based upon current 
stock productivity may be inconsistent 
with rebuilding targets based upon 
historical stock productivity when there 
are persistent, long-term changes in 
environmental conditions.

3. Calculation of maximum 
permissible rebuilding times for 
overfished fisheries. The SFA 
established a maximum allowable 10–
year rebuilding time for a fishery, except 
where the biology of the fish will not 
allow it or the fishery is managed under 
an international agreement. If the 
minimum time for a fishery to rebuild 
is 10 years or greater, the maximum 
allowable rebuilding time under the 
guidelines becomes the time to rebuild 
in the absence of any fishing mortality, 
plus one mean generation time. This has 
created a discontinuity where the 
difference in allowable rebuilding times 
between a stock with a minimum 
rebuilding time of 9 years and another 
stock with a minimum rebuilding time 
of 11 years, may be several decades in 
the case of long-lived species. This 
results in the need for much more 
restrictive management measures in the 
first case compared to the second, even 
though there is not much difference 
between them in terms of rebuilding 
potential.

4. The definitions of overfishing as 
they relate to a fishery as a whole or a 
stock of fish within that fishery. There 
are currently over 900 fish stocks 
identified for the purpose of 
determining their status with regard to 
overfishing, many of which are caught 
in small amounts and whose status is 
unknown. Combining assessments and 
status determination criteria for 
assemblages of minor stocks may make 
more sense biologically and 
economically than attempting to assess 
and manage them one by one. Further 
guidance is needed on the most 
ecologically sound and economically 
expedient ways to manage these 
fisheries.

5. Procedures to follow when 
rebuilding plans require revision after 
initiation, especially with regard to 
modification of the rebuilding time 

frame. The guidelines do not currently 
address what to do when observed 
rebuilding rates are greater or lower 
than expected or when new assessments 
change estimates of rebuilding targets or 
other parameters.

NMFS solicits input from the public 
regarding: (1) whether or not the 
national standard 1 guidelines should 
be revised and (2) if revisions are 
desired, what parts of the national 
standard 1 guidelines should be revised, 
how they should be revised, and why. 
NMFS will use the information in 
determining whether to proceed with a 
revision to the existing guidelines, and 
if so, the issues to be addressed.

The ANPR was published in the 
Federal Register on February 14, 2003 
(68 FR 7492). The comment period for 
that action was scheduled to end on 
March 17, 2003. NMFS decided to 
extend the comment period for the 
ANPR for another 30 days to give the 
public additional time to review the 
national standard guidelines in 50 CFR 
part 600 as they pertain to national 
standard 1.

This advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking has been determined to be 
significant for the purposes of Executive 
Order 12866.

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

Dated: February 25, 2003.
Rebecca Lent,
Deputy Assistant Administrator for 
Regulatory Programs, National Marine 
Fisheries Service.
[FR Doc. 03–4886 Filed 2–26–03; 2:55 pm]
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SUMMARY: NMFS published a 
notification announcing that the Mid-
Atlantic and New England Fishery 
Management Councils (Councils) 
intended to prepare jointly, in 

cooperation with NMFS, an EIS in 
accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act to assess 
potential effects on the human 
environment of alternative measures for 
managing the spiny dogfish (Squalus 
acanthias) fishery pursuant to the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
(MSFCMA). The Councils are 
developing Amendment 1 to the Spiny 
Dogfish Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP) to address rebuilding targets and 
timeframes, methods to estimate discard 
mortality and reduce discarding, the 
quota allocation scheme, and other 
potential management measures as well. 
The notification announced a public 
process for determining the scope of 
issues to be addressed and for 
identifying the significant issues 
relating to management of spiny dogfish 
and requested public participation in 
the process. The intent of this document 
is to correct the date of the scoping 
meeting announced in the February 18, 
2003, published notification.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Daniel T. Furlong, Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council, 302–674–2331.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 18, 2003, NMFS published the 
notice of intent to prepare an EIS in the 
Federal Register (68 FR 7749). In 
addition to issues related to the 
preparation of the EIS, NMFS 
announced a scoping meeting to be held 
on Monday, March 17, 2003, at 7 p.m., 
at the Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel (36th 
Street & Atlantic Ave.), in Virginia 
Beach, VA. This document corrects the 
date of the scoping meeting from March 
17, 2003, to March 18, 2003, at 7 p.m. 
at the same location.

Need for Correction

As published, the document of 
February 18, 2003 (68 FR 7740), which 
was the subject of document FR Doc. 
03–3845, is corrected as follows:

1. On page 7749, third column, under 
DATES, third line, remove ‘‘Monday, 
March 17,’’ and add ‘‘Tuesday, March 
18,’’ in its place.

2. On page 7749, third column, 
second paragraph, under ADDRESSES, 
second line, remove ‘‘March 17, ‘‘ and 
add ‘‘March 18,’’ in its place.

3. On page 7750, second column, 
under Public Scoping Meeting 
Schedule, third line down, remove 
‘‘March 17’’ and insert ‘‘March 18’’.

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