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1 A draft of the Supporting Statement, which 
includes detailed information about the burden 
estimate, is available in the EPA Docket at http:// 
www.epa.gov/edocket. 

DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before June 1, 2004. 
ADDRESSES: Follow the detailed 
instructions in SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Chi 
Li, Transportation and Regional 
Programs Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, 2000 Traverwood 
Drive, Ann Arbor, MI 48105; telephone 
number: 734–214–4336; fax number: 
734–214–4052; email address: 
li.chi@epa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA has 
established a public docket for this ICR 
under Docket ID number OAR–2004– 
0012, which is available for public 
viewing at the Office of Air and 
Radiation Docket in the EPA Docket 
Center (EPA/DC), EPA West, Room 
B102, 1301 Constitution Ave., NW., 
Washington, DC. The EPA Docket 
Center Public Reading Room is open 
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, excluding legal 
holidays. The telephone number for the 
Reading Room is (202) 566–1744, and 
the telephone number for the Office of 
Air and Radiation Docket is (202) 566– 
1742. An electronic version of the 
public docket is available through EPA 
Dockets (EDOCKET) at http:// 
www.epa.gov/edocket. Use EDOCKET to 
obtain a copy of the draft collection of 
information, submit or view public 
comments, access the index listing of 
the contents of the public docket, and to 
access those documents in the public 
docket that are available electronically. 
Once in the system, select ‘‘search,’’ 
then key in the docket ID number 
identified above. 

Any comments related to this ICR 
should be submitted to EPA within 60 
days of this notice. EPA’s policy is that 
public comments, whether submitted 
electronically or in paper, will be made 
available for public viewing in 
EDOCKET as EPA receives them and 
without change, unless the comment 
contains copyrighted material, CBI, or 
other information whose public 
disclosure is restricted by statute. When 
EPA identifies a comment containing 
copyrighted material, EPA will provide 
a reference to that material in the 
version of the comment that is placed in 
EDOCKET. The entire printed comment, 
including the copyrighted material, will 
be available in the public docket. 
Although identified as an item in the 
official docket, information claimed as 
CBI, or whose disclosure is otherwise 
restricted by statute, is not included in 
the official public docket, and will not 
be available for public viewing in 
EDOCKET. For further information 
about the electronic docket, see EPA’s 

Federal Register notice describing the 
electronic docket at 67 FR 38102 (May 
31, 2002), or go to www.epa.gov./ 
edocket. 

Affected entities: Entities potentially 
affected by this action are state/local 
government air quality regulatory 
agencies. 

Title: Data Reporting Requirements 
For State and Local Vehicle Emission 
Inspection and Maintenance (I/M) 
Programs. 

Abstract: To provide general oversight 
and support to state and local I/M 
programs, the Transportation and 
Regional Programs Division (TRPD), 
Office of Transportation and Air 
Quality, Office of Air and Radiation, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
requires that state or local program 
management for both basic and 
enhanced I/M programs submit two 
varieties of reports to EPA. The first 
reporting requirement is the submittal of 
an annual report providing general 
program operating data and summary 
statistics, addressing the program’s 
current design and coverage, a summary 
of testing data, enforcement program 
efforts, quality assurance and quality 
control efforts, and other miscellaneous 
information allowing for an assessment 
of the program’s relative effectiveness; 
the second is a biennial report on any 
changes to the program over the 
previous two-year period and the 
impact of such changes, including any 
weaknesses discovered and corrections 
made or planned. 

General program effectiveness is 
determined by the degree to which a 
program misses, meets, or exceeds the 
emission reductions committed to in the 
state’s approved SIP, which, in turn, 
must meet or exceed the minimum 
emission reductions expected from the 
relevant performance standard, as 
promulgated under EPA’s revisions to 
40 CFR part 51, in response to 
requirements established in section 182 
of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990 (Act). This information will be 
used by EPA to determine a program’s 
progress toward meeting requirements 
under 40 CFR part 51, as well as to 
assess national trends in the area of 
basic and enhanced I/M programs and 
to provide background information in 
support of periodic site visits and 
audits. An agency may not conduct or 
sponsor, and a person is not required to 
respond to, a collection of information 
unless it displays a currently valid OMB 
control number. The OMB control 
numbers for EPA’s regulations in 40 
CFR are listed in 40 CFR part 9. 

The EPA would like to solicit 
comments to: 

(i) Evaluate whether the proposed 
collection of information is necessary for the 
proper performance of the functions of the 
Agency, including whether the information 
will have practical utility; 

(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: EPA estimates the 
annual burden per respondent is 
approximately 85 hours and the total 
annual respondent burden imposed by 
these collections is estimated to be 
2,890 hours (34 respondents).1 These 
estimates include time for summarizing 
data as well as reporting summaries. 
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. 

Dated: March 24, 2004. 
Robert Brenner, 
Acting Assistant Administrator for Office of 
Air and Radiation. 
[FR Doc. 04–7478 Filed 4–1–04; 8:45 am] 
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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–F65045–MN 
Rating EC1, Virginia Forest 

Management Project Area, Resource 
Management Activities on 101,000 
Acres of Federal Land, Implementation, 
Superior National Forest, Eastern 
Region, St. Louis County, MN. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns with potential 
impacts from mining activities and 
requested that more specific information 
on mitigation and monitoring be 
included in the final EIS. 

ERP No. D–BLM–L65446–AK 
Rating EO2, Alpine Satellite 

Development Plan, Construction and 
Operation of Five Oil Production Pads, 
Associated Well, Roads, Airstrips, 
Pipelines and Powerlines, Northeast 
Corner of the National Petroleum 
Reserve—Alaska, Colville River Delta, 
North Slope Borough, AK. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental objections with 
Alternatives A and C because of the 
potential for significant adverse impacts 
to environmental and subsistence 
resources and the users of the plan area. 
Neither alternative would be consistent 
with oil and gas lease stipulations in the 
1998 NW NPR–A Record of Decision. In 
addition, the Draft EIS does not contain 
adequate information regarding other 
reasonable alternatives, such as the 
State of Alaska’s proposed road to 
Nuiqsut, and additional mitigation for 
impacts if stipulations are excepted or 
amended. EPA recommends changes to 
the proposed alternative to address 
these issues and that the final EIS 
include mitigation measures and 
environmental safeguards to minimize 
significant adverse impacts. 

ERP No. D–COE–K36138–AZ 

Rating LO, EL Rio Antigua Feasibility 
Study, Ecosystem Restoration along the 
Rillito River, Pima County, AZ. 

Summary: EPA supported the goals 
and objectives of the proposed El Rio 
Antiquo Restoration, and had no 
objections to the proposed project. EPA 
requested clarification on the recreation 
and parking improvements proposed as 
part of the project. 

ERP No. D–HUD–C81018–NY 

Rating EC2, Generic EIS—World 
Trade Center Memorial and 
Redevelopment Plan, To Remember, 
Rebuild and Renew what was lost on 
September 11, 2001, Construction in the 
Borough of Manhattan, New York 
County, NY. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns regarding both 
the direct and cumulative impacts to air 
quality (NOX, ozone, and conformity 
with the SIP), and impacts to water 
quality (storm water discharge). 
Additional information and discussion 
to address these concerns should be 
included in the final EIS. 

ERP No. DB–NOA–A91065–00 

Rating LO, Proposed Rule to 
Implement Management Measures for 
the Reduction of Sea Turtle Bycatch and 
Bycatch Mortality in the Atlantic 
Pelagic Longline Fishery. 

Summary: EPA has no objections to 
the proposed action. 

ERP No. DS–BOP–K81025–CA 

Rating LO, Fresno Federal 
Correctional Facility Development, 
Additional Information, Orange Cove, 
Fresno County, CA. 

Summary: EPA supports the proposed 
alternative for the Fresno Correctional 
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Facility in Fresno County. EPA has no 
objections to the proposed project. 

Final EIS 

ERP No. F–AFS–E65061–SC 
Sumter National Forest Revised Land 

and Resource Management Plan, 
Implementation, Oconee, Chester, 
Fairfield, Laurens, Newberry, Union- 
Abbeville, Edgefield, Greenwood, 
McCormick and Saluda Counties, SC. 

Summary: EPA continues to have 
environmental concerns about 
designation of watershed restoration 
areas and provided additional 
comments on strengthening forestwide 
standards and monitoring commitments 
to protect water quality. 

ERP No. F–AFS–E65062–TN 
Cherokee National Forest Revised 

Land and Resource Management Plan, 
Implementation, Carter, Cocke, Greene, 
Johnson, McMinn, Monroe, Polk, 
Sullivan and Unicoil, TN. 

Summary: EPA continues to have 
environmental concerns about 
designation of source water protection 
areas and provided additional 
comments on strengthening forestwide 
standards to protect water quality. 

ERP No. F–AFS–E65063–GA 
Chattahoochee-Oconee National 

Forests Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan, Implementation, 
several Counties, GA. 

Summary: EPA continues to have 
environmental concerns about 
development of management plans for 
wild and scenic rivers and provided 
additional comments on strengthening 
forestwide standards to protect water 
quality. 

ERP No. F–FHW–E40797–MS 
Airport Parkway Extension, 

Improvements to MS–475 from I–20 to 
Old Brandon Road, U.S. Army COE 
Section 404 Permit, Rankin County, MS. 

Summary: EPA has no objections to 
the proposed project. EPA does 
recommend that MDOT include a draft 
mitigation plan regarding wetland and 
stream impacts in the Record of 
Decision. 

ERP No. F–FHW–K40224–CA 
I–880/CA–92 Interchange 

Reconstruction, I–880 from Winton 
Avenue to Tennyson Road and CA–92 
from Hesperian Boulevard to Santa 
Clara Street, Updated Information, 
Funding, City of Hayward, Alameda 
County, CA. 

Summary: EPA continues to have 
environmental concerns with the 
proposed project regarding 
construction-related air quality impacts 

and the potential for environmental 
justice impacts. EPA recommends that 
the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) develop a detailed construction 
emissions mitigation plan for adoption 
in the ROD and that FHWA elicit and 
consider the views of effected minority 
and low-income populations on the 
construction mitigation plan. 

ERP No. F–IBR–K39079–CA 

Programmatic EIS—Environmental 
Water Account Project, Water 
Management Strategy to Protect the At- 
Risk Native Delta-Dependent Fish 
Species and Water Supply 
Improvements, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Endangered Species Act Section 
7 and U.S. Army Corps Section 10 
Permits Issuance, CA. 

Summary: EPA expressed continued 
environmental concerns with the 
project, including the need to strengthen 
the scientific basis for EWA actions, 
incorporate upcoming proposed 
facilities and operations, and address in 
more detail potential impacts to, and 
monitoring and protection of, water 
quality for drinking water and other 
uses. EPA recommended that these 
issues be addressed in a separate long- 
term EWA EIR/EIS, which is being 
prepared for release later this year. 

ERP No. F–NRS–K36137–HI 

Lahaina Watershed Flood Control 
Project, Flooding and Erosion Problems 
Reduction, U.S. Army COE Section 404 
and NPDES Permits Issuance, Maui 
County, HI. 

Summary: EPA has continuing 
environmental concerns regarding 
impacts to the near shore marine 
environment and water quality. 

ERP No. FC–NOA–B91017–00 

Atlantic Sea Scallop Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP), Amendment 
10, Introduction of Spatial Management 
of Adult Scallops, Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH), from the Gulf of Maine and 
Georges Banks to Cape Hatteras, NC. 

Summary: EPA’s previous issues were 
resolved, EPA has no objection to the 
action as proposed. 

ERP No. FR–DOE–A09824–00 

Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and 
Hazardous) Waste Program, New 
Information on Waste Management 
Alternatives, Waste Management 
Practices Enhancement for Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste, Mixed Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste and Transuranic 
Waste, Richland, Benton County, WA. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns with the 
characterization that affects from past 
and current activities result in 

irreversible and irretrievable impacts to 
groundwater and recommend that the 
record of decision clarify that 
groundwater impacts from the proposed 
project do not represent irreversible and 
irretrievable effects. EPA also 
recommended that additional analysis 
be conducted if T Plant is not included 
in the preferred alternative or 
implemented project. 

ERP No. FS–AFS–K65226–00 

Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
Amendment, New Information on a 
Range of Alternatives for Amending 
Land and Resource Management Plans, 
Modoc, Lasser, Plumas, Tahoe, 
Eldorado, Sequoia, Stanislaus, Sierra, 
Inyo and Humboldt-Toiyabe National 
Forest and the Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit, Several Counties, CA 
and NV. 

Summary: EPA expressed continuing 
environmental objections to the 
proposed management plans on the 
basis of impacts to water quality and 
habitat, and the removal of mitigation 
measures to protect old-growth forest 
and dependent species. 

Dated: March 30, 2004. 
Ken Mittelholtz, 
Environmental Protection Specialist, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 04–7479 Filed 4–1–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–6649–8] 

Environmental Impact Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–7167 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 

Weekly Receipt of Environmental 
Impact Statements Filed March 22, 
2004 Through March 26, 2004 Pursuant 
to 40 CAR 1506.9 

EIS No. 040135, Final EIS, AFS, CA 

McNealy/Sherman Pass Restoration 
Project, Proposal to Remove Fire-Kill 
Trees, Road Construction and 
Associated Restoration of the Area 
Burned, Sequoia National Forest, 
Cannel Meadow Ranger District, Tulane 
County, CA, Wait Period Ends: May 3, 
2004, Contact: Tom Simonson (559) 
784–1500. 

EIS No. 040136, Draft EIS, AFS, MT 

Snow Talon Fire Salvage Project, 
Proposes to Salvage Harvest Trees 
Burned in the Fire, Helena National 
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