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(ii) The character of the nontariff
barriers and other distortions affecting
such competition,

(iii) The necessity for reasonable
limits on the number of such advisory
committees,

(iv) The necessity that each committee
be reasonably limited in size, and

(v) In the case of each sectoral
committee, that the product lines
covered by each committee be
reasonably related.

Pursuant to this provision, Commerce
and USTR have established and co-chair
seventeen Industry Sector Advisory
Committees (ISACs) and four Industry
Functional Advisory Committees
(IFACs). The Committees’ efforts have
resulted in strengthening U.S.
negotiating positions by enabling the
United States to display a united front
when it negotiates trade agreements
with other nations. Committees meet an
average of four times a year in
Washington, D.C. Members serve
without compensation and are
responsible for all expenses incurred in
attending Committee meetings. For
additional information regarding the
functions and membership of these
committees, and general qualifications
for membership, see 64 FR 10448—
10449, March 4, 1999 (Volume 64,
Number 42).

OnJuly 21, 1999, several groups
interested in forest conservation issues
brought a lawsuit against USTR and
Commerce challenging the balance of
representation on ISACs 10 and 12. The
district court ruled in favor of plaintiffs
on November 8, 1999 and ordered USTR
and Commerce to ‘““make a good faith
effort to expedite the appointment of at
least one properly qualified
environmental representative’ to each
of these advisory committees. This
notice is issued in compliance with the
court’s order.

Eligibility

Eligibility to serve as an
environmental representative on ISAC
10 or ISAC 12 is limited to U.S. citizens
who are not full-time employees of a
governmental entity, who represent a
“U.S. entity”’, and who are not
registered with the Department of
Justice under the Foreign Agents
Registration Act. For purposes of the
preceding sentence, a “‘U.S. entity” is an
organization incorporated in the United
States (or, if unincorporated, having its
headquarters in the United States):

(1) That is controlled by U.S. citizens
or by another U.S. entity. An entity is
not a U.S. entity if more than 50 percent
of its Board of Directors or membership
is made up of non-U.S. citizens. If the
nominee is to represent an organization

more than 10 percent of whose Board of
Directors or membership is made up of
non-U.S. citizens, or non-U.S. entities,
the nominee must demonstrate at the
time of nomination that this non-U.S.
interest does not constitute control and
will not adversely affect his or her
ability to serve as a trade advisor to the
United States; and

(2) At least 50 percent of whose
annual revenue is attributable to non-
governmental, U.S. sources.

Selection Criteria

USTR and Commerce will select
environmental representatives eligible
for appointment to ISACs 10 and 12
based upon the following:

(1) The nominee should demonstrate
personal interest in and knowledge of
the formulation of environmental
policies in the sector relevant to the
work of the Committee, and ability to
work with governmental and officials
and industry representatives to reach
consensus on complex environmental
and trade issues affecting the relevant
industry sector.

(2) Preference will be accorded
nominees who also demonstrate
knowledge of and familiarity with the
relevant industry sector, as well as with
international trade matters, including
trade policy development, relevant to
that sector.

Two representatives will be
appointed, one for each Committee.
Representatives will require a security
clearance. Members serve without
compensation and are responsible for all
expenses incurred in attending
Committee meetings.

Applicant Procedures

Requests for applications should be
sent to the Director of the Industry
Consultations Program, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th and Constitution
Avenue, NW, Room 2015-B,
Washington, D.C. 20230.

This notice is issued under the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5
U.S.C., app. 2) and 21 CFR part 14
relating to advisory committees.
Michael J. Copps,

Assistant Secretary for Trade Development.
[FR Doc. 99-33862 Filed 12—29-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DR-U

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[C-122-805]

Final Results of Expedited Sunset
Review: New Steel Rail From Canada

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of final results of
expedited sunset review: New steel rail
from Canada.

SUMMARY: On June 1, 1999, the
Department of Commerce (“‘the
Department”) initiated a sunset review
of the countervailing duty order on new
steel rail from Canada (64 FR 29261)
pursuant to section 751(c) of the Tariff
Act of 1930, as amended (‘‘the Act’’). On
the basis of a notice of intent to
participate and an adequate substantive
response filed on behalf of domestic
interested parties and inadequate
response (in this case, no response) from
respondent interested parties, the
Department determined to conduct an
expedited review. As a result of this
review, the Department finds that
revocation of the countervailing duty
order would be likely to lead to
continuation or recurrence of a
countervailable subsidy. The net
countervailable subsidy and the nature
of the subsidy are identified in the Final
Results of Review section of to this
notice.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Darla D. Brown or Melissa G. Skinner,
Office of Policy for Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street & Constitution
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20230;
telephone: (202) 482—-3207 or (202) 482—
1560, respectively.

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 30, 1999.

Statute and Regulations

This review was conducted pursuant
to sections 751(c) and 752 of the Act.
The Department’s procedures for the
conduct of sunset reviews are set forth
in Procedures for Conducting Five-year
(““Sunset’””) Reviews of Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Orders, 63 FR
13516 (march 20, 1998) (“Sunset
Regulations’) and 19 CFR Part 351
(2999) in general. Guidance on
methodological or analytical issues
relevant to the Department’s conduct of
sunset reviews is set forth in the
Department’s Policy Bulletin 98:3—
Policies Regarding the Conduct of Five-
year (“‘Sunset’’) Reviews of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Orders; Policy Bulletin, 63 FR 18871
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(April 16, 1998) (““Sunset Policy
Bulletin”).

Scope

The merchandise subject to this
countervailing duty order is new steel
rail, whether of carbon, high carbon,
alloy or other quality steel from Canada.
Subject merchandise includes but is not
limited to, standard rails, all main line
sections (at least 30 kilograms per meter
or 60 pounds per yard), heat-treated or
head-hardened (premium) rails, transit
rails, contact rails (or “third rail’’) and
crane rails. Rails are used by the
railroad industry, by rapid transit lines,
by subways, in mines, and in industrial
applications.

Specifically excluded from the order
are light rails (less than 30 kilograms per
meter or 60 pounds per yard). Also
excluded from the order are relay rails,
which are used rails taken up from
primary railroad track and relaid in a
railroad yard or on a secondary track. As
a result of a changed circumstances
review in 1996, the countervailing duty
order on new steel rail from Canada was
partially revoked with regard to
100ARA-A new steel rail, except light
rail.> Moreover, nominal 60 pounds per
yard steel rail is outside the scope of
this order.?

This merchandise is currently
classifiable under the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule (HTS) items 7302.10.1010,
7302.10.1015, 7302.10.1035,
7302.10.1045, 7302.10.5020,
8548.90.0000.2 The HTS item numbers
are provided for convenience and U.S.
Customs purposes only. The written
description remains dispositive.

This order covers imports from all
producers and exporters of new steel
rail from Canada, except the Algoma
Steel Corporation, which was excluded
from the original order.

History of the Order

In the final determination, as
amended, the Department determined
that the following programs conferred
countervailable benefits:

Federal Programs

(1) Debenture Guarantees Provided to
Sydney Steel Corporation (‘‘Sysco™);

* See New Steel Rail, Except Light Rail, From
Canada,; Final Results of Changed Circumstances
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty
Administrative Reviews, and Revocation in Part of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Orders, 61
FR 11607 (March 21, 1996).

2see New Steel Rail, Except Light Rail, From
Canada; Notice of Termination of Changed
Circumstances Administrative Reviews and
Clarification of Scope Language, 63 FR 43137
(August 12, 1998).

3 Per conversation with April Avalone at U.S.
Customs on September 7, 1999.

(2) Forgiven Wharf Loan;

(3) Regional Development Incentives
Program (“‘RDIP™);

(4) Certain Investment Tax Credits
(“ITCs™);

Joint Federal-Provincial Programs

(5) General Development Agreements
(“GDA™);

(6) Economic and Regional
Development Agreements (“ERDA");

(7) Iron Ore Freight Subsidy to
Algoma,;

Provincial Programs (Province of Nova
Scotia)

(8) Grants for Payment of Principal
and Interest on Debentures;

(9) Operating Grants Provided to
Sysco; and

(10) Equity Infusions Provided to
Sysco.*

Specifically, the Department
calculated that these programs conferred
a total net subsidy of 94.57 percent ad
valorem for all Canadian manufacturers,
producers, or exporters, excluding
Algoma. As a result of a de minimis net
subsidy determined for Algoma, this
Canadian producer/exporter was
excluded from the order.

Since the original investigation, the
Department has conducted a changed
circumstances review of the order.” As
noted above, as a result of this review,
the Department revoked the
countervailing duty order with regard to
100ARA-A new steel rail, except light
rail from Canada.® The Department has
not conducted any administrative
reviews of this order. The order remains
in effect for all manufacturers and
exporters of the subject merchandise
from Canada, except for Algoma.

Background

OnJune 1, 1999, the Department
initiated a sunset review of the
countervailing duty order on new steel
rail from Canada (64 FR 29261),
pursuant to section 751(c) of the Act.
The Department received a Notice of
Intent to Participate on behalf of
Pennsylvania Steel Technologies, Inc.
(“PST"), a subsidiary of Bethlehem
Steel Corporation, and Rocky Mountain

4 See Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination; New Steel Rail, Except Light Rail,
from Canada, 54 FR 31991 (August 3, 1989), as
amended, Countervailing Duty Order and
Amendment to the Final Affirmative Countervailing
Duty Determination of New Steel Rail, Except Light
Rail, from Canada, 54 FR 39032 (September 22,
1989), and, as amended New Steel Rail, Except
Light Rail, from Canada: Amendment to Final
Affirmative Countervailing Duty Determination and
Order in Accordance with Decision on Remand, 55
FR 35702 (August 31, 1990).

S See footnote 1.

6See id.

Steel Mills (“RMSM”) (collectively, the
“‘domestic interested parties’) on June
16, 1999, within the deadline specified
in section 351.218(d)(1)(i) of the Sunset
Regulations. We received a complete
substantive response from the domestic
interested parties on July 1, 1999,
within the 30-day deadline specified in
the Sunset Regulations under section
351.218(d)(3)(i). Both PST and RMSM
claimed interested party status under 19
USC 1677(9)(C) as U.S. manufacturers of
the subject merchandise. In addition,
PST stated that it is a subsidiary of
Bethlehem Steel Corporation, a
petitioner in the original investigation.
We did not receive a substantive
response from any respondent
interested party in this case. As a result,
pursuant to 19 CFR 351.218(e)(1)(ii)(C),
the Department determined to conduct
an expedited, 120-day, review of the
order.

In accordance with section
751(c)(5)(C)(v) of the Act, the
Department may treat a review as
extraordinarily complicated if it is a
review of a transition order (i.e., an
order in effect on January 1, 1995). On
October 12, 1999, the Department
determined that the sunset review of the
countervailing duty order on new steel
rail from Canada is extraordinarily
complicated, and extended the time
limit for completion of the final results
of this review until not later than
December 28, 1999, in accordance with
section 751(c)(5)(B) of the Act.”

Determination

In accordance with section 751(c)(1)
of the Act, the Department conducted
this review to determine whether
revocation of the countervailing duty
order would be likely to lead to
continuation or recurrence of a
countervailable subsidy. Section 752(b)
of the Act provides that, in making this
determination, the Department shall
consider the net countervailable subsidy
determined in the investigation and
subsequent reviews, and whether any
change in the programs which gave rise
to the net countervailable subsidy has
occurred that is likely to affect the net
countervailable subsidy. Pursuant to
section 752(b)(3) of the Act, the
Department shall provide to the
International Trade Commission (“‘the
Commission”) the net countervailable
subsidy likely to prevail if the order is
revoked. In addition, consistent with
section 752(a)(6), the Department shall
provide the Commission information
concerning the nature of each subsidy
and whether the subsidy is a subsidy

7 See extension of Time Limit for Final Results of
Five-Year Reviews, 64 FR 55233 (October 12, 1999).
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described in Article 3 or Article 6.1 of
the 1994 WTO Agreement on Subsidies
and Countervailing Measures
(““Subsidies Agreement”’).

The Department’s determinations
concerning continuation or recurrence
of a countervailable subsidy, the net
countervailable subsidy likely to prevail
if the order is revoked, and nature of the
subsidy are discussed below. In
addition, parties’ comments with
respect to each of these issues are
addressed within the respective sections
below.

Continuation or Recurrence of a
Countervailable Subsidy

Drawing on the guidance provided in
the legislative history accompanying the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act
(“URAA"), specifically the Statement of
Administrative Action (“‘the SAA™),
H.R. Doc. No. 103-316, vol. 1 (1994), the
House Report, H.R. Rep. No. 103-826,
pt. 1 (1994), and the Senate Report, S.
Rep. No. 103412 (1994), the
Department issued its Sunset Policy
Bulletin providing guidance on
methodological and analytical issues,
including the basis for likelihood
determinations. The Department
clarified that determinations of
likelihood will be made on an order-
wide basis (see section I11.A.2 of the
Sunset Policy Bulletin). Additionally
the Department normally will determine
that revocation of a countervailing duty
order is likely to lead to continuation or
recurrence of a countervailable subsidy
where (a) a subsidy program continues,
(b) a subsidy program has been only
temporarily suspended, or (c) a subsidy
program has been only partially
terminated (see section I11.A.3.a of the
Sunset Policy Bulletin).

In addition to considering the
guidance on likelihood cited above,
section 751(c)(4)(B) of the Act provides
that the Department shall determine that
revocation of the order would be likely
to lead to continuation or recurrence of
a countervailable subsidy where a
respondent interested party waives its
participation in the sunset review.
Pursuant to the SAA, at 881, in a review
of a countervailing duty order, when the
foreign government has waived
participation, the Department shall
conclude that revocation of the order
would be likely to lead to continuation
or recurrence of a countervailable
subsidy for all respondent interested
parties.? In this instant review, the
Department did not receive a
substantive response from the foreign
government or from any other
respondent interested party. Pursuant to

8See 19 CFR 351.218(d)(2)(iv).

section 351.218(d)(2)(iii) of the Sunset
Regulations, this constitutes a waiver of
participation.

In their substantive response, the
domestic interested parties argue that
revocation of the countervailing duty
order would likely result in the
continuation or recurrence of
countervailable subsidies. First, they
describe several programs administered
on the provincial level by the Province
of Nova Scotia that were determined in
the original investigation to confer
bounties or grants. They argue that
Sysco was and continues to be the
recipient of these subsidies (see July 1,
1999, Substantive Response of the
domestic interested parties at 8). The
domestic interested parties argue that
the Grants for Payment of Principal and
Interest on Debentures, Operating
Grants, and Equity Infusions programs
continue to exist and confer
countervailable subsidies. As for Long-
Term Loan Guarantees, the domestic
interested parties state that Sysco’s
public financial statements do not
indicate that the trust company
guarantees found countervailable in the
original investigation have continued.
However, they maintain that the
financial position of the company is so
weak that it could not obtain any
commercial funding absent provincial
guarantees of its debt (see id. at 10).

Of the three joint-federal programs,
the domestic interested parties argue
that under the General Development
Agreements and Economic and Regional
Development Agreements programs no
direct or specific outlays were made to
Sysco in the most recent budget, but the
province or company may still be
benefitting from these programs.
Moreover, they point out that the
Canadian government has notified the
World Trade Organization that it uses
both of these programs but that it
considers them to be ““green box”’
programs that cannot be countervailed
(see id. at 12-13). Finally, the domestic
interested parties point out that the Iron
Ore Freight Subsidy to Algoma did not
apply to Sysco, but rather to Algoma.

The domestic interested parties also
state that there is no evidence that the
federal programs found to be
countervailable in the original
investigation, namely, Debenture
Guarantees, Forgiven Wharf Loan,
Regional Development Incentives
Program, and Investment tax Credits,
continue to benefit Sysco. However,
they point out, there has not been an
administrative review of the order and
the Government of Canada has not
provided any information concerning
these four programs (see id. at 13).

The domestic interested parties
maintain that Sysco benefits from past
and present subsidies, and therefore, the
Department should determine that
revocation of the countervailing duty
order on new steel rail from Canada
would likely result in the continuation
or recurrence of countervailable
subsidies.

As noted above, in our final
determination, as amended, the
Department determined that the
programs in question conferred a bounty
or grant, the net amount of which was
calculated to be 94.57 percent ad
valorem for Canadian exporters/
producers other than Algoma. The
Department has conducted no
administrative reviews of this
outstanding countervailing duty order.

Given that the Department has not
conducted an administrative review of
this order nor have we reviewed the
programs in question in any other
administrative review, the Department
does not have any information that
programs have been terminated without
residual benefits. Therefore, we agree
with the domestic interested parties that
the Canadian programs remain in place.
Based on the continued existence of
programs found to confer
countervailable subsidies, the fact that
the foreign government and other
respondent parties waived their right to
participate in this review before the
Department, and absent argument and
evidence to the contrary, the
Department determines that it is likely
that a countervailable subsidy will
continue if the order is revoked.

Net Countervailable Subsidy

In the Sunset Policy Bulletin, the
Department stated that, consistent with
the SAA and House Report, the
Department normally will select a rate
from the investigation as the net
countervailable subsidy likely to prevail
if the order is revoked because that is
the only calculated rate that reflects the
behavior of exporters and foreign
governments without the discipline of
an order or suspension agreement in
place. The Department noted that this
rate may not be the most appropriate
rate if, for example, the rate was derived
from subsidy programs which were
found in subsequent reviews to be
terminated, if there has been a program-
wide change, or if the rate ignores a
program found to be countervailable in
a subsequent administrative review.
(See section 111.B.3 of the Sunset Policy
Bulletin). Additionally, where the
Department determined company-
specific countervailing duty rates in the
original investigation, the Department
normally will report to the Commission
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company-specific rates from the original
investigation or where no company-
specific rate was determined for a
company, the Department normally will
provide to the Commission the country-
wide or “all others” rate. (See section
111.B.2 of the Sunset Policy Bulletin).

In their substantive response, the
domestic interested parties argue that
the countervailing duty rate likely to
prevail if the order on new steel rail
from Canada is revoked would be at
least as large as that existing at the time
of the original order. The domestic
interested parties argue that as the rate
determined in the original investigation
is the only calculated rate which reflects
the behavior of exporters without the
discipline of the order in place, the
Department’s policy provides that it
normally will select this rate to provide
to the Commission. Noting that the
programs found to provide subsidies in
the original investigation continue to
exist, the domestic interested parties
maintain that the Department should
utilize the subsidy rate it originally
determined when calculating the net
countervailable subsidy in this sunset
review.

As discussed in the Sunset Policy
Bulletin, the Department normally will
report to the Commission an original
subsidy rate as adjusted to take into
account terminated programs, program-
wide changes, and programs found to be
countervailable in subsequent reviews.
We agree with the domestic interested
parties that all programs, with the
exception of the Long-term Loan
Guarantees program (which was
determined on remand not to confer a
countervailable subsidy), found in the
original investigation to provide
countervailable subsidies continue to
exist. Absent evidence or argument that
there have been any changes to the
programs found to be countervailable in
the original determination, as amended,
that would affect the net countervailable
subsidy, consistent with the Sunset
Policy Bulletin, the Department
determines that the net countervailable
subsidy likely to prevail if the order
were revoked is 94.57 percent.

Nature of the Subsidy

In the Sunset Policy Bulletin, the
Department stated that, consistent with
section 752(a)(6) of the Act, the
Department will provide information to
the Commission concerning the nature
of the subsidy and whether it is a
subsidy described in Article 3 or Article
6.1 of the Subsidies Agreement.

The domestic interested parties
maintain that the provincial subsidy
programs fall under Article 6 of the
Subsidies Agreement because they

cause serious prejudice to the importing
country and the total value of the
subsidies provided over the past ten
years, spread over the total sales value
of that period, far exceeds five percent
of sales (see July 1, 1999, Substantive
Response of the domestic interested
parties at 21).

Given that receipt of benefits under
any of the programs included in our
calculation is not contingent upon
export, none of these programs fall
within the definition of an export
subsidy under Article 3.1(a) of the
Subsidies Agreement. The Department
agrees with the domestic interested
parties that because the benefits
received under the provincial programs
include subsidies to cover operating
losses sustained by an enterprise
(Operating Grants) and direct
forgiveness of debt and grants to cover
debt repayment (Grants for Payment of
Principal and Interest Debentures), these
programs are actionable under Article 6
of the Subsidies Agreement. Moreover,
the Equity Infusions program could be
found to be inconsistent with Article 6
if the net countervailable subsidy
exceeds 5 percent, as measured in
accordance with Annex IV of the
Subsidies Agreement. The Department,
however, has no information with
which to make such a calculation, nor
do we believe it appropriate to attempt
such a calculation in the course of a
sunset review. Rather, we are providing
the Commission the following program
descriptions.

Subsidy Programs

The subsidy programs, including a
description of each, identified by the
Department and used in its
determination of the net countervailable
subsidy likely to prevail if the order
were revoked are listed below.

Grants for Payment of Principal and
Interest on Debentures

The Government of Nova Scotia has
provided Sysco with grants to cover
principal payments and interest
payments on its long-term debentures
since 1982.

Operating Grants Provided to Sysco

The Government of Nova Scotia has
provided Sysco with operating grants to
cover its general operating expenses and
for capital expenditures.

Equity Infusions Provided to Sysco

The Department determined in the
original investigation that Sysco is
unequityworthy and, therefore, the
equity infusions made by the
Government of Nova Scotia were found
to be countervailable.

Debenture Guarantees Provided to Sysco

Federal debentures were issued in
1973 and 1975 for 20 years.

Forgiven Wharf Loan

In 1972, the federal government
provided Sysco with a loan to construct
a loading wharf, which was completed
in June 1978.

Regional Development Incentive
Program

This program was established in 1969
for the purpose of creating stable
employment opportunities in certain
regions in Canada where employment
and economic opportunities are
chronically low, particularly in the
Atlantic provinces.

General Development Agreements
(GDA)

GDAs provided the legal basis for
various departments of the federal and
provincial governments to cooperate in
the establishment of economic
assistance programs.

Economic and Regional Development
Agreements (ERDA)

Essentially a continuation of GDASs,
ERDAs established programs, delineated
administrative procedures, and set up
the relative funding commitments of the
federal and provincial governments.

Final Results of Review

As a result of this review, the
Department finds that revocation of the
countervailing duty order on new steel
rail from Canada would be likely to lead
to continuation or recurrence of
countervailable subsidies at the rates
listed below.®

Net sub-

Manufacturer/exporter sidy rate

(percent)
Sydney Steel Corporation .......... 94.57
Bernard Railtrack Export Inc. ..... 94.57
All Others .......cccocveiieiiiciicieee 94.57

This notice serves as the only
reminder to parties subject to
administrative protective order (“APQO”)
of their responsibility concerning the
disposition of proprietary information
disclosed under APO in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.305 of the
Department’s regulations. Timely
notification of return/destruction of
APO materials or conversion to judicial
protective order is hereby requested.
Failure to comply with the regulations
and the terms of an APO is a
sanctionable violation.

9 As noted above, due to a de minimis net subsidy
found for Algoma, this Canadian producer/exporter
was excluded from the order.
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This five-year (*‘sunset’) review and
notice are in accordance with sections
751(c), 752, and 777(i)(1) of the Act.

Dated: December 23, 1999.

Richard W. Moreland,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 99-33975 Filed 12-29-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

[1.D. 1213998]

Marine Mammals; File Nos. 763-1534
and P624

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Receipt of applications.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
two applicants have applied in due form
for a permit and permit amendment for
purposes of scientific research. The
National Zoological Park, Smithsonian
Institution, Washington, D.C. 20008—
2598, wants a permit to import grey
seals (Halichoerus grypus)specimens.
Dr. Michael Moore, Woods Hole
Oceanographic Institution, MS 33
Biology Department, Woods Hole, MA
02543, wants to amend permit no. 1032.
DATES: Written or telefaxed comments
must be received on or before January
31, 2000.

ADDRESSES: The application and related
documents are available for review
upon written request or by appointment
in the following office(s):

Permits and Documentation Division,
Office of Protected Resources, NMFS,
1315 East-West Highway, Room 13130,
Silver Spring, MD 20910 (301/713—-
2289); and

[763-1534 and P624] - Northeast
Region, NMFS, One Blackburn Drive,
Gloucester, MA 01930-2298 (978/281-
9250); and

[P624] - Regional Administrator,
Southeast Region, NMFS, 9721
Executive Center Drive North, St.
Petersburg, FL 33702-2432 (813/570-
5312);

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ruth Johnson, 301/713-2289.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
subject permits are requested under the
authority of the Marine Mammal
Protection Act of 1972, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1361 et seq.), the Regulations
Governing the Taking and Importing of
Marine Mammals (50 CFR part 216),the

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (ESA; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.),
the regulations governing the taking,
importing, and exporting of endangered
and threatened species (50 CFR 222—
226), and the Fur Seal Act of 1966, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1151 et seq.)

The Smithsonian, NZP (File No. 763—
1534-00) proposes to import from
Canada skin samples taken from grey
seals on Sable Island, Nova Scotia.
Additionally, the applicant requests
authority to obtain and import/export
samples from all species of the Order
Cetacea and Pinnipedia as they become
available. The objective of the study is
to use DNA analysis to determine if grey
seal alternative mating strategies exist
across all ages and provide comparable
rates of success to the primary tenured
strategy.

Dr. Moore (File No. P624) proposes to
amend Permit No. 1032 which
authorizes research on right whales and
various other cetaceans. Dr. Moore
requests an amendment to expand the
area of activity to all U.S. and
international waters; biopsy right
whales, blue whales, sei whales and
sperm whales, include acoustic analysis
of blubber thickness, and conduct visual
and passive acoustic surveys on marine
mammals.

In compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), an initial
determination has been made that the
activities proposed are categorically
excluded from the requirement to
prepare an environmental assessment or
environmental impact statement.

Written comments or requests for a
public hearing on either application
should be mailed to the Chief, Permits
and Documentation Division, F/PR1,
Office of Protected Resources, NMFS,
1315 East-West Highway, Room 13705,
Silver Spring, MD 20910. Those
individuals requesting a hearing should
set forth the specific reasons why a
hearing on these particular requests
would be appropriate.

Comments may also be submitted by
facsimile at (301) 713—-0376, provided
the facsimile is confirmed by hard copy
submitted by mail and postmarked no
later than the closing date of the
comment period. Please note that
comments will not be accepted by e-
mail or by other electronic media.

Concurrent with the publication of
this notice in the Federal Register,
NMPFS is forwarding copies of these
applications to the Marine Mammal
Commission and its Committee of
Scientific Advisors.

Dated: December 23, 1999.
Ann D. Terbush,
Chief, Permits and Documentation Division,
Office of Protected Resources, National
Marine Fisheries Service.
[FR Doc. 99-33981 Filed 12—-29-99; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3510-22-F

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

[1.D.1104998]

Marine Mammals; File No. 772#69-03

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Issuance of permit amendment.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the Southwest Fisheries Science Center,
National Marine Fisheries Service, 8604
La Jolla shores Drive, La Jolla, CA 92038
has been issued an amendment to
scientific research Permit No. 1024 (File
No. 772#69).

ADDRESSES: The amendment and related
documents are available for review
upon written request or by appointment
in the following office(s):

Permits and Documentation Division,
Office of Protected Resources, NMFS,
1315 East-West Highway, Room 13705,
Silver Spring, MD 20910 (301/713—
2289);

Regional Administrator, Southwest
Region, National Marine Fisheries
Service, NOAA, 501 West Ocean Blvd.,
Suite 4200, Long Beach, CA 90802-4213
(562/980-4001).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ruth Johnson, 301/713-2289.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
October 5, 1999, notice was published
in the Federal Register (64 FR 54002)
that an amendment of Permit No. 1024,
issued December 30, 1996 (62 FR 1875),
had been requested by the above-named
organization. The requested amendment
has been granted under the authority of
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of
1972, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1361 et
seq.), the provisions of §216.39 of the
Regulations Governing the Taking and
Importing of Marine Mammals (50 CFR
part 216), and the Fur Seal Act of 1966,
as amended (16 U.S.C. 1151 et seq.).
Permit No. 1024 authorizes the permit
holder to: conduct level B harassment
activities [i.e. censuses] on, capture,
handle, and release Antarctic pinnipeds
in the South Shetland Islands,
Antarctica. The holder is now
authorized to increase the number of
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