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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Coast Guard 

33 CFR Part 117 

[CGD13 84-13]

Drawbridge Operation Regulations; 
Tacoma Harbor, WA

a g e n c y : Coast Guard, D O T. 
a c t io n : Final rule; correction.

s u m m a r y : This document corrects a 
final rule on drawbridge operation 
regulations that appeared on page 35629 
in the Federal Register of Tuesday, 
September 11,1984 (49 FR 35627). This 
action is necessary to correct 
inadvertently introduced editiorial 
errors.
e f f e c t iv e  d a t e : This rule becomes 
effective on November 8,1984.
ADDRESS: Comments should be mailed 
to Commander (oan), Thirteenth Coast 
Guard District, 915 Second Avenue, 
Seattle, Washington 98174. The 
comments will be available for 
inspection and copying in Room 3564 at 
this address. Normal office hours.are 
between 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except holidays.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
John E. Mikesell, Chief, Bridge Section, 
Aids to Navigation Branch (Telephone: 
(206) 442-5864).

Drafting Information
The drafters of this notice are: John E. 

Mikesell, project officer, and Lieutenant 
Aubrey W . Bogle, project attorney. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On  
September 11,1984, the Coast Guard 
published a Notice of Final Rulemaking 
in the Federal Register (49 FR 35627) 
revising 33 CFR  Part 117—Drawbridge 
Operation Regulations to correct errors 
and omissions in the regulations for 
certain bridges in Oregon and 
Washington. It has been brought to our 
attention that advance notice 
requirements were inadvertently added 
by that revision to the regulations 
governing the East 11th Street bridges 
across the Blair W aterway and the 
Hylebos W aterway at Tacoma Harbor.

A  notice of proposed rulemaking was 
not published for these regulations and 
they are being made effective in less 
than 30 days from the date of 
publication. Following normal 
rulemaking procedures would have been 
unnecessary since the regulations only 
correct errors found in the final rule 
published on September 11,1984.

Although these regulations are 
published as a final rule without prior

notice, an opportunity for public 
comment is nevertheless desirable to 
insure that the regulations are both 
reasonable and workable. Accordingly, 
persons wishing to comment may do so 
by submitting written comments to the 
office listed under “ADDRESS” in this 
preamble. Persons submitting comments 
should include their names and 
addresses, identify the docket number 
for the regulations, and give reasons for 
their comments. Receipt of comments 
will be acknowledged if a stamped, self- 
addressed postcard or envelope is 
enclosed. Based upon comments 
received, the regulations may be 
changed.

Economic Assessment and Certification

These regulations have no appreciable 
economic consequences. They merely 
correct errors in a previously published 
final rule. Consequently, these 
regulations are not a major rule under 
Executive Order 12291. Furthermore, 
they have been found to be 
nonsignificant under the guidelines set 
out in Policies and Procedures for 
Simplification, Analysis, and Review of 
Regulations (DOT Order 2100.5 of 5-22- 
80). Accordingly, they do not warrant 
preparation of an economic evaluation. 
In accordance with section 605(d) of the 
Regulatory Flexibility A ct (5 U .S .C . 
605(b), it is also certified that these rules 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities.

List of Subjects in 33 C F R  Part 117 
Bridges.

Regulations

In consideration of the foregoing, Part 
117 of Title 33, Code of Federal 
Regulations, is corrected by amending 
§ 117.106(c) and (d) as follows:

PART 117—DRAWBRIDGE 
OPERATION REGULATIONS

§ 117.1061 Tacoma Harbor. [Amended]
In § 117.1061(c) and (d) remove “if at 

least two hours notice is given,” from 
first sentence.
(33 U .S .C . 499; 49 CFR  1.46(c)(5); 33 C FR  1.05- 
1(g)(3))

Dated: October 25,1984.
H.W. Parker,
Rear Adm iral, U .S. Coast Guard, Commander, 
13th Coast Guard District.
[FR Doc. 84-29425 Filed 11-7-84; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4910-14-M

33 CFR Part 165 

[CGD 7-83-30]

Regulated Navigation Area; King’s 
Bay, GA.
a g e n c y : Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Final rule.

Su m m a r y : The Coast Guard is 
establishing a minimum wake regulated 
navigation area in the vicinity of the 
Navy drydock A R D M 1 OAKRID GE, 
moored at the entrance to King’s Bay,

' G A . On numerous occasions the 
O A K R ID G E has rolled sufficiently due 
to wakes from vessels passing in the 
Atlantic Intercoastal Waterway (AICW) 
so as to cause heavy vessels inside it to 
shift on their keelblocks. Minimal wakes 
do not significantly affect the 
O A K R ID G E. The Coast Guard 
anticipates that observance of a minimal 
wake requirement within this area will 
eliminate this hazard to workers’ and 
property safety.
e f f e c t iv e  DATE: December 10,1984.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lieutenant (J.G.) Harry D. Craig, (305) 
350-5651.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 
17,1984 the Coast Guard published a 
notice of proposed rule making in the 
Federal Register for these regulations (49 
FR 20870). Interested persons were 
requested to submit comments and one 
comment was received.

Drafting Information

The drafters of this notice are 
Lieutenant (J.G.) Harry D. Craig, project 
officer, Seventh Coast Guard District 
Port Safety Branch, and Lieutenant 
Commander Kenneth E. Gray, project 
attorney, Seventh Coast Guard District 
Legal Office.

Discussion of Comments

The only comment received was from 
the National Ocean Survey on a minor 
position correction and updated names 
of navigational aids.

Economic Assessment and Certification

These régulations are considered to 
be non-major under Executive Order 
12291 on Federal Regulation and 
nonsignificant under Department of 
Transportation regulatory policies and 
procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979). The economic impact has been 
found to be so minimal that full 
regulatory evaluation is unnecessary. 
The only impact imposed is for vessel 
in the A IC W  to travel at reduced speed 
for approximately 1.2 nautical miles in 
the vicinity of the A R D M  1 OAKRIDGE.
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Since the impact of these regulations 
is expected to be minimal the Coast 
Guard certifies that they will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.

List of Subjects in 33 C F R  Part 165
Harbors, Marine safety. Navigation 

(water), Vessels, Waterways-

Regulations
In consideration of the foregoing, the 

Coast Guard proposes to amend Part 165 
of Title 33* Code of Federal Regulations, 
by adding § 165.730 to read as follows:

§ 165.730 King’s Bay, Georgia 
Vessels transiting in the vicinity of 

King’s Bay or Cumberland Sound 
between Cumberland Sound Range D 
Front Light, King’s Bay Lighted Buoy 45 
(Lat 30* 47.6' N , Long. 81*30.1* W) and 
Cumberland Sound Light 74, A IC W , 
must travel no faster than needed for 
steerageway in that area
(33 U .S.C. 1225 and 1231; 49 C F R  1.46; and 33 CFR 1.05-l(g)[4))

Dated: October 25,1984.
A.R. Larzelere,
Captain, U .S. Coast Guard, Commander, 
Seventh Coast Guard District, Acting.
p  Doc. 84-29424 Filed 11-7-84; 8:45 am]BILLING C O D E  4 9 1 0 -14 -M
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION  
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 60 and 61 

[A-4-FRL-2711-5]

Standards of Performance for New 
Stationary Sources; National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants; Relinquishment of 
Authority to Tennessee; Delegation of 
Authority to Mississippi
a g e n c y : Environmental Protection 
Agency.
a ct io n : Delegation of Authority.

SUMMARY: On March 2 1 ,1 9 8 3 , the State 
of Tennessee requested that EPA  
relinquish to the State the authority to 
implement and enforce EP A ’s New  
Source Performance Standards (NSPS) 
for three additional categories of air 
pollution sources (listed under 
“SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION”). The 
State of Mississippi requested a 
delegation of authority for the 
implementation and enforcement of 12 
additional categories of air pollution 
sources under the N SP S program and 
one additional category under the X  
National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous A ir Pollutants (NESHAPS) 
program on M ay 1 4 ,1 9 8 4 .

Since EP A ’s review of pertinent state 
laws and rules and regulations showed 
them to be adequate for the 
implementation and enforcement of 
these Federal standards, the agency has 
made the delegations as requested. 
d a t e : The effective date o f the 
relinquishment of authority to 
Tennessee is June 30,1983, and of the 
delegation of authority to Mississippi is 
June 13,1984.
ADDRESSES: Copies of the requests for 
delegation of authority and EP A ’s letters 
o f delegation are available for public 
inspection at E P A ’s Region IV  office, 345 
Courtland Street, NE, Atlanta, G a 30365.

A ll reports required pursuant to the 
newly delegated standards (listed 
below) should be submitted to the 
following addresses:
In Tennessee: Mr. Harold E. Hodges,

P.E., Director, Division of Air Pollution 
Control, Tennessee Department of 
Health and Environment, 150 9th 
Avenue North, Nashville, Tennessee 
37203

In Mississippi: Mr. Dwight K. W ylie, 
Chief, Bureau of Pollution Control, 
Mississippi Department of Natural 
Resources, P.O. Box 10385, Jackson, 
Mississippi 39209

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Walter Bishop at (404) 881-3286. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
301, in conjunction with Sections 101, 
110, and 111 of the Clean Air Act, 
authorizes EP A  to relinquish authority to 
implement and enforce the Standards of 
Performance for New  Stationary 
Sources (NSPS) and the National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air  
Pollutants (NESHAPS).

O n April 11,1980, EP A  relinquished to 
Tennessee the authority to implement 
and enforce the N SP S. The Tennessee 
Division of A ir Pollution Control 
requested a relinquishment of authority 
on March 21,1983, for the following 
recently promulgated N SP S contained in 
40 CFR  Part 60:
Subpart Ka: Storage Vessels for 

Petroleum Liquids constructed after 
M ay 18,1978

Subpart DD: Grain Elevators 
Subpart G G : Stationary Gas Turbines 

After a thorough review o f the request 
and information submitted, the Regional 
Administrator determined that such a 
relinquishment was appropriate for 
these source categories with the 
conditions set forth in the original 
relinquishment letter of April 11,1980, 
and granted the State’s request in a 
letter dated June 30,1983. Tennessee 
sources subject to the requirements of 
Subparts Ka, DD and G G  of 40 CFR Part

60 will now be under the jurisdiction of 
the State of Tennessee.

On November 30,1981, EP A  delegated 
to the Mississippi Department of Natural 
Resources the authority for 
implementation and enforcement of the 
N SP S and N ESH A P S. Mississippi 
requested a delegation of authority on 
M ay 11,1984 for the following recently 
promulgated N SP S contained in 40 CFR  
Part 60:
Subpart T: Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: 

W et Process Phosphoric Acid Plants 
Subpart U: Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: 

Superphosphoric Acid Plants 
Subpart V : Phosphate Fertilizer Industry: 

Diammonium Phosphate Plants 
Subpart W : Phosphate Fertilizer 

Industry: Triple Superphosphate 
Plants

Subpart HH: Lime Manufacturing Plants 
Subpart LL: Metallic Mineral Processing 

Plants
Subpart Q Q : Graphic Arts Industry: 

Publication Rotogravure Printing 
Subpart RR: Pressure Sensitive Tape 

and Label Surface Coating 
Operations.

Subpart V V : Equipment Leaks of V O C  
in the Synthetic Organic Chemicals 
Manufacturing Industry.

Subpart W W : Beverage Can Surface 
Coating Industry

Subpart X X : Bulk Gasoline Terminals 
Subpart H H H : Synthetic Fiber 

Production Facilities
Mississippi also requested a 

delegation of authority for Subpart M: 
Asbestos of the N E SH A P S contained in 
40 CFR  Part 61. After a thorough review 
o f the request and information 
submitted, the Regional Administrator 
determined that such a delegation was 
appropriate for these source categories, 
with the conditions set forth in the 
original delegation letter of November 
30,1981, and granted the State’s request 
in a letter dated June 13,1984. 
Mississippi sources subject to the 
requirements of Subparts T, U, V , W , 
HH , LL, Q Q , RR, V V , W W , X X , and 
H H H  of 40 CFR  Part 60, and Subpart M  
of 40 CFR  Part 61 will now be under the 
jurisdiction of the State of Mississippi.
(Sec. 101,110, 111, and 301 of the Clean Air  
A ct (42 U .S .C . 7401, 7410, 7411, and 7601)) 

Dated: October 25,1984.
John A . Little,
Acting Regional Administrator.
[FR Doc. 84-29115 Filed 11-7-84; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M
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40 CFR Part 761
[OPTS-62039A; TSH-FRL 2692-2]

Modification of Definition of Totally 
Enclosed Manner for PCB Activities
AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

s u m m a r y : The Toxic Substances 
Control A ct (TSCA), 15 U .S .C . 2605(e), 
generally prohibits the manufacture, 
processing, distribution in commerce, 
and use of polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) in other than a totally enclosed 
manner. Section 6(e)(2)(C) of T S C A  
defines “ totally enclosed manner” as 
any manner that will ensure that any 
exposure of humans or the environment 
to PCBs will be insignificant. According 
to this section, in determining “ totally 
enclosed manner,”  the Administrator 
will establish by rule what constitutes 
significant exposure to PCBs.

In the Federal Register of M ay 31,1979 
(44 FR 31514), EP A issued a regulation 
that implemented section 6(e). In that 
rule, EP A  defined "significant exposure” 
to PCBs as "any exposure of human 
beings or the environment to PCBs as 
measured or detected by any 
scientifically acceptable analytical 
method.”  This notice amends the M ay  
1979 PCB Rule to: (1) Delete the 
definition of “ significant exposure;” (2) 
modify the definition of “ totally 
enclosed manner;” and (3) present the 
Agency’s current framework for 
assessing PCB exposure. These 
modifications to the M ay 1979 PCB Rule 
are consistent with E P A ’s current 
approach to assessing exposure to PCBs. 
DATES: This amendment shall be 
promulgated for purposes of judicial 
review under section 19 of the Toxic 
Substances Control A ct (TSCA) at 1:00 
p.m., Eastern Daylight Time on 
November 23,1984. This amendment 
shall become effective on December 10, 
1984.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Edward A . Klein, Director, T S C A  
Assistance Office (TS-799), Office of 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-543,401 M  St., 
SW ., Washington, D .C . 20460, Toll Free: 
(800-424-9065), In Washington, D.C.: 
(554-1404), Outside the U SA :
(Operator—202-554-1404). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background
Section 6(e) of T S C A  generally 

prohibits the manufacture, processing, 
distribution in commerce, and use of 
PCBs. However, the statute provides 
two exceptions under which EP A  may,

by rule, allow a particular use of PCBs 
to continue. Under section 6(e)(2) of 
T S C A , EP A  may allow PCBs to be used 
in a “ totally enclosed manner.” A  
“ totally enclosed manner” is defined by 
T S C A  to be “ any manner which will 
ensure that any exposure of human 
beings or the environment to a 
polychlorinated biphenyl will be 
insignificant, as determined by the 
Administrator by rule.” T S C A  also 
allows EP A  to authorize the use of PCBs 
in manner other than a totally enclosed 
manner if the Agency finds that the use 
“will not present an unreasonable risk 
of injury to health or the environment.”

In the Federal Register of M ay 31,1979 
(44 FR 31514), EP A issued a regulation 
that implemented section 6(e). (This rule 
is hereafter referred to as the M ay 1979 
PCB Rule and is listed in the Code of 
Federal Regulations under 40 CFR  Part 
761.) Among other things, the M ay 1979 
PCB Rule: (1) Generally excluded from 
regulation materials containing PCBs in 
concentrations of less than 50 parts per 
million (ppm); (2) designated all intact, 
non-leaking capacitors, electromagnets, 
and transformers (other than railroad 
transformers) as “ totally enclosed,” and 
permitted their use without specific 
conditions; and (3) authorized 11 non- 
totally enclosed uses of PCBs, based on 
the finding that they did not present 
unreasonable risks. In addition, in the 
M ay 1979 PCB Rule, EP A defined the 
terms "significant exposure” and 
“ totally enclosed manner” within the 
context of section 6(e)(2) of T S C A . 
“ Significant exposure” was defined as 
any exposure of human beings or the 
environment to PCBs as measured or 
detected by any scientifically 
acceptable analytical method. (40 CFR  
761.3(dd)). “Totally enclosed manner” 
was defined as any manner that will 
ensure that any exposure of human 
beings or the environment to any 
concentration of PCBs will be 
insignificant; that is, not measurable or 
detectable by any scientifically 
acceptable analytical method. (40 CFR  
761.3(hh)).

The Environmental Defense Fund 
(EDF) successfully challenged the 50 
ppm cutoff and the designation of PCB  
electrical equipment as “ totally 
enclosed” in E D F  v. EPA, 636 F.2d 1267 
(D.C. Cir. 1980). In that decision, the U .S. 
Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia invalidated a portion of the 
rule and remanded the rule to EP A for 
further action. The definition of the 
terms “ significant exposure” and 
“ totally enclosed manner” in the M ay  
1979 Rule were not, however, challenged 
and therefore not reviewed by the court 
in E D F  EPA.

A s a consequence of the court’s 
decision in E D F \ . EPA, EP A  Rule 
conducted a number of rulemaking 
actions. The three actions specifically 
relevant to the subject of today’s notice 
of final rulemaking are the Electric 
Equipment Rule published in the Federal 
Register of August 25,1982 (47 FR 
37342); the Closed and Controlled Rule 
published in the Federal Register of 
October 21,1982 (47 FR 46980); and the 
Uncontrolled PCBs Rule published in the 
Federal Register July 10,1984 (49 FR 
28172). In these amendments to the May 
1979 PCB Rule, among other things, EPA 
considered the effects on human health 
and the environment from the 
manufacture, processing, distribution in 
commerce, and use of PCBs in certain 
circumstances.

In 1982, following the promulgation of 
the PCB Electrical Equipment Rule, the 
Edison Electric Institute (EEI), the 
National Electrical Manufacturers 
Association (NEMA), EDF, Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), and 
the American Paper Institute (API) filed 
petitions for review of the PCB Electrical 
Equipment Rule. These actions were 
consolidated in the U .S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit.

On March 23,1984, EEI, N EM A , API, 
and EPA filed a joint motion with the 
Court to hold the lawsuit in abeyance 
pending implementation of a settlement 
agreement reached between these 
parties. The court granted this joint 
motion on April 25,1984. Under the 
settlement, EPA agreed to a schedule for 
conducting a rulemaking that would 
address the definitions of the terms 
“ significant exposure” and "totally 
enclosed manner” in § 761.3 and certain 
provisions of § 716.20 relating to these 
terms.

II. Summary of Amendments

EP A  is issuing the following 
modifications to the M ay 1979 PCB Rule:

1. Deletion of the definition of 
“ significant exposure” in § 761.3.

2. Revision of the definition of “ totally 
enclosed manner” in § 761.3 by deleting 
the current definition and substituting 
the following: " ‘Totally enclosed 
manner’ means any manner that will 
ensure no exposure of human beings or 
the environment to any concentration of 
PCB.”

3. Revision of the introductory text of 
§ 761.20 by deleting the sixth, seventh, 
and eighth sentences, which state:

In addition, the Administrator hereby finds 
that any exposure of human beings or the 
environment to PCBs as measured or 
detected by any scientifically acceptable 
analytical method is a significant exposure *
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* * Since any exposure to PCBs is found to be a significant exposure, a totally enclosed manner is a manner that results in no exposure of humans or the environment to PCBs.
The following two sentences are 

substituted therefor:In addition, the Administrator hereby finds, for purposes of section 6(e)(2)(C) of T S C A , that any exposure of humans or the environment to PCBs, as measured or detected by any scientifically acceptable analytical method, may be significant, depending on such factors as the quantity of PCBs involved in the exposure, the likelihood of exposure to humans and the environment, and the effect of exposure. For purposes of determining which PCB items are totally enclosed, pursuant to section 6(e)(2)(C) of T SCA , since exposure to such items may be significant, the Administrator further finds that a totally enclosed manner is a manner which results in no exposure to humans or the environment to PCBs.

EPA is deleting the M ay 1979 
definition of “ significant exposure” 
because EPA believes that this 
definition does not accurately reflect 
EPA’s current position on the relative 
risks posed by different levels of 
exposure to PCBs. EP A  believes that on 
a spectrum of relative risk, there is a 
point at which the risk posed by 
exposure to a certain level of PCBs 
becomes insignificant, regardless of 
considerations such as the availability 
of substitute materials or the costs 
associated with reducing this risk to a 
lower level. EP A is also revising the 
May 1979 definition of “ totally enclosed 
manner” to make it consistent with 
EPA’s current policy.

In the closed and Controlled Rule, 
issued in October 1982, EP A  first 
recognized that certain exposures to 
PCBs may not be significant. In that rule, 
EPA determined that exposures to PCBs 
at levels below the practical limits of 
quantitation posed de minimis risks.

Second, in the Uncontrolled PCBs 
Rule, EPA quantified the levels of 
exposure to PCBs which could be 
considered to not pose an unreasonable 
risk. Thus, the deletion of the definition 
of “significant exposure” and 
modification of “ totally enclosed 
manner” are being made, in part, as a 
result of EPA conducting a more 
sophisticated quantitative exposure 
analysis for the Uncontrolled PCBs Rule. 
Through this analysis, EP A identified 
levels of exposure to PCBs which would 
not pose unreasonable risks. (For a 
discussion of the Agency’s current 
approach to exposure assessment, see 
Unit III.A of this preamble.)

III. Discussion of Amendments
The proposed modification o f the 

definition of “ totally enclosed manner”

for PCB activities was published in the 
Federal Register of July 23,1984 (49 FR 
29625). The comment period on that 
proposed rule closed on August 22,1984. 
Ten comments were received and were 
taken into consideration in issuing this 
final rule. In response to a request for a 
meeting that was received after the 
comment period closed, and informal 
informational meeting was held at EPA  
on September 14,1984, for all interested 
parties. No new issues were, raised at 
that time. A  transcript of this meeting is 
part of the official rulemaking record.

A . Deletion o f the Definition o f 
‘‘Significant Exposure"

A s set out above, further rulemakings 
by EP A  have established that there may 
be exposures to PCBs which are not 
significant. Therefore, the definition of 
“ significant exposure” contained in the 
M ay 1979 PCB Rule does not accurately 
reflect the Agency’s current analysis or 
policies concerning the risks posed by 
exposures to certain levels of PCBs. 
Moreover, the concept of “ significant 
exposure” as used in Section 6(e) of 
T S C A  has applicability only to the 
Agency’s earlier determination that all 
intact, non-leaking capacitors,' 
electromagnets and transformers (other 
than railroad transformers) could 
continue to be used so long as they were 
“ totally enclosed.” While the definition 
of “ totally enclosed” was pivotal in the 
M ay 1979 PCB Rule, later rulemakings 
by EP A  have changed the regulatory 
focus and basis, and at this time, the 
concept of a totally enclosed use has 
only limited applicability.

Comments were received suggesting 
that today’s amendment may have 
substantial impact on other PCB  
regulations or enforcement actions. 
These comments do not accurately 
reflect the scope of today’s action. EPA  
reaffirms its position that the deletion of 
the definition of significant exposure is 
relevant only to the definition of “ totally 
enclosed manner.” Further, the Agency 
does not intend for this action to set a 
precedent to require the Agency to do 
quantitative exposure assessments for 
other PCB regulatory and enforcement 
decisions. For example, in PCB clean up 
situations, case-by-case risk 
assessments would not be required as a 
result of this rule.

One commenter stated that by 
deleting the definition.of “ significant 
exposure,” the Agency is moving from a 
relatively predictable standard into an 
area of incident-by-incident risk 
assessment. EP A  disagrees with this 
comment. This action in not intended to 
required EP A  to conduct case-by-case 
exposure assessments in any other PCB

regulatory matter, including enforcement 
decisions.

Additionally, the deletion of the term 
“ significant exposure” does not imply 
that the Agency has altered its views 
regarding the toxicity of PCBs. The 
Agency reaffirms its position that PCBs 
may cause chloracne, reproductive 
effects, developmental toxicity, and 
oncogenicity in humans exposed to 
PCBs. However, EP A  has also 
determined that under certain limited 
circumstances, exposure to PCBs would 
not be significant, or therefore, present 
an unreasonable risk.

Since issuing the M ay 1979 PCB Rule 
and the August 1982 Electrical 
Equipment Rule, EP A has done 
considerable work in the area of 
exposure evaluation. Specifically, EP A  
considered the exposure to PCBs under 
the limited circumstances of the Closed 
and Controlled Rule and determined 
that these exposures would present de 
minimis risk. EPA also conducted a 
state-of-the-art quantitative exposure 
assessment which was used in support 
of E P A ’s finding in the Uncontrolled 
PCBs Rule that certain exposures would 
not present an unreasonable risk.
Among the factors considered by EP A  in 
support of these exposure evaluations 
were the quantity of PCBs involved in 
the exposure and the likelihood of 
exposure to humans and the 
environment. Based on these exposure 
evaluations, EP A  recognizes that there 
may be situations in which exposure to 
PCBs could be insignificant.

On the basis of the exposure 
assessment conducted in support of the 
Uncontrolled PCBs Rule, EP A  concluded 
that under certain circumstances “none 
of the realistic hypothetical exposures 
were significant, especially when 
compared to the 150,000,000 pounds of 
PCBs already existing in the 
environment” (49 FR 28181). This 
determination, in combination with the 
findings in the Closed and Controlled 
Rule that certain exposures to PCBs 
present de minimis risk, support the 
Agency’s determination today that the 
definition of “ significant exposure” is no 
longer useful or consistent with current 
Agency evaluations of exposure.

Two commenters on the proposed rule 
raised the issue that the exposure 
assessment methodology used in the 
Uncontrolled PCBs Rule is inappropriate 
for this rulemaking. According to these 
commenters, the exposure analysis 
conducted for the Electrical Equipment 
Rule is a more appropriate means of 
defining “ significant exposure.” The 
commenters also stated that there is no 
safe threshold for exposure.
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This comment is a misinterpretation 
of EP A ’s position. The issue is whether 
the existing definition of significant 
exposure within the regulations reflects 
current Agency thinking concerning the 
risks posed by exposures to PCBs. 
During the Closed and Controlled 
rulemaking and the Uncontrolled PCBs 
rulemaking, EP A identified instances 
where exposures to PCBs could be 
considered insignificant. Thus, the 
existing definitions of significant 
exposure and totally enclosed manner 
required revision.

A t the time the Electrical Equipment 
Rule was promulgated in 1982, the 
Agency had very limited information 
upon which to calculate estimates of 
exposures to PCBs. Since exposure and 
toxicity are the two factors that 
determine risk, the Agency was unable 
to conduct a quantitative risk 
assessment for PCBs based on the 
information then available.

Since 1982, the Agency has 
undertaken additional study of the 
exposure to PCBs in support of 
subsequent rulemakings. The Agency 
believes that these assessments are 
more appropriate for decision analysis 
than the earlier, less complete 
information. By removing the term 
“ significant exposure,” the Agency has 
not changed its position that PCBs are 
persistent and that exposure should be 
avoided. EP A  also does not intend to 
imply that there is a safe threshold for 
exposure, but recognizes that in some 
cases exposure may not be significant 
as indicated by these assessments^. 
Further in the Uncontrolled Rule, EP A  
also concluded that it was reasonable to 
regulate monochlorinated and 
dichlorinated biphenyls at a discounted 
rate since these PCBs are generally less 
persistent and less likely to 
bioaccumulate than the higher 
chlorinated homologs. Information 
submitted jointly by the C M A , ED F, and 
N R D C  supported and encouraged the 
discontinuing of monochlorinated and 
dichlorinated biphenyls.

Two commenters stated that it is 
inappropriate to apply the same criteria 
to both Aroclor and non-Aroclor PCBs, 
and that the discounting of 
monochlorinated and dichlorinated 
biphenyls had been based on the 
existing definition of “ significant 
exposure.”

The Agency disagrees. Non-Aroclor is 
a generic term referring to one or more 
of the 209 different PCB congeners. A  
product containing inadvertently 
generated PCBs may have the same 
congeners in it as those present in an 
Aroclor PCB mixture. Thus, in general, 
one cannot say that the risks posed by 
non-Aroclor PCBs are different from the

risks posed by PCBs that fall into the 
generic Aroclor classification.

The decision to regulate the lower 
chlorinated PCBs at discounted rates 
was based on the fact that releases of 
these PCBs are often uncontrolled and 
inadvertently generated, are generally 
less persistent, and are less likely to 
bioaccumulate. The Agency’s decision 
to regulate PCBs on two different 
standards was, in part, based on the 
information submitted jointly by C M A , 
EDF, and N R D C. Based on the collective 
information reviewed, EP A  believes that 
the lower chlorinated non-Aroclor PCBs 
present less relative risk to human 
health or the environment than the 
higher chlorinated congeners, and that 
relatively higher levels of exposure to 
the lower chlorinated PCBs would still 
be considered insignificant.

The Agency’s action today with 
regard to the definitions of "significant 
risk” and “totally enclosed manner” has 
been taken to reflect the progress that 
the Agency has made in defining 
exposure, and thereby the risks, 
associated with PCBs. These changes to 
the definitions of “ significant exposure” 
and "totally enclosed manner” are the 
result of the Agency’s most current 
information.

B. Revision o f the Definition o f “Totally 
Enclosed Manner”

The current definition of “ totally 
enclosed manner” in § 761.3 is “ any 
manner that will ensure that any 
exposure o f human beings or the 
environment to any concentration o f  
PCBs will be insignificant; that is, not 
measurable or detectable by any 
scientifically acceptable analytical 
method.”  This final amendment would 
define the term as ‘“any manner that will 
ensure no exposure of human beings or 
the environment to any concentration of 
PCBs.”

Three of the comments received noted 
that the revised definition of “ totally 
enclosed manner” was more restrictive 
than necessary.

The intent of the “totally enclosed“ 
definition is not changed by the revised 
definition. Under either version, only 
PCB equipment that is intact and 
nonleaking qualifies as “ totally 
enclosed.” The revised definition is 
intended to clarify the meaning of 
“ totally enclosed manner,”  and is, for 
the purposes of implementation, a 
restatement of current policy.

Two commenters raised concerns 
over the inclusion of the language “ any 
scientifically acceptable analytical 
method,” stating that use of such a 
method may not be reliable and that 
such language is too general. It should 
be noted that this is the same language

that appeared in the original definition 
in the 1979 PCB Rule and has been 
retained in this modification of the 
definition to allow for the development 
of technology. The Agency recognizes 
that PCB research has continued to 
change and develop since it was first 
addressed in rulemaking. The above 
language was, therefore, included to 
allow flexibility for new developments 
in analytical techniques and 
methodologies. EP A  also recognizes that 
designating specific methods as 
acceptable may not be appropriate in all 
situations.

C. M iscellaneous Issues

One commenter noted that the 
introductory text o f § 761.20 did not 
provide for "use” of equipment 
containing PCBs. The language cited by 
the commenter is not changed by this 
rule. A s stated in the Electrical 
Equipment Rule of 1982, the use of 
specified types o f equipment containing 
PCBs is allowed under certain 
conditions. This use authorization and 
the conditions applicable to it are not 
affected by today’s action.

Two comments were received 
concerning the term “ any concentration’’ 
relative to the use, maintenance and 
servicing of nonleaking electrical 
equipment containing PCBs. One 
commenter felt that a 50 ppm or greater 
limitation should be added for 
clarification. Another commenter 
questioned whether routine 
maintenance and servicing of PCB 
transformers would now be considered 
as an "exposure of human beings or the 
environment to any concentration of 
PCBs.” EP A  feels that by deleting the 
term “ significant exposure” it is not 
necessary to specify a concentration 
limitation. The revised definition of 
"totally enclosed manner” includes 
language ensuring that no exposure of 
human beings or the environment will 
occur.

The amended definition also does not 
change the conditions regarding 
maintenance and servicing of PCB 
transformers, as specified in the 
Electrical Equipment Rule of 1982. This 
rule describes conditions which allow 
for the continued use of PCB  
transformers and other PCB-containing 
equipment. These conditions include 
categories of PCB equipment subject to 
regulation, time restrictions, and 
conditions associated with use. Routine 
maintenance and servicing activities 
such as dielectric strength testing, the 
filtering of dielectric fluids and “ topping 
o ff ’ with dielectric fluid is permissible 
as described in § 761.30(a)(2) of the 
Electrical Equipment Rule of 1982. The
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servicing of sweat residues that do not 
require repair to prevent-further leaking, 
requires proper cleanup within 48 hours, 
and the PCB-contaminated materials 
disposed of in a timely fashion.

One comment related concern over 
EPA’s draft PCB policy on the possibility 
of changing “background levels” to 
"specific levels of detection.” This 
comment is not related to this 
amendment of the definition of “ totally 
enclosed,” but is instead related to a 
PCB cleanup policy. Since this rule does 
not deal with the PCB cleanup policy, it 
is inappropriate for EP A to respond to 
this issue in the context of this rule.

IV. Agency’s Position on Health and 
Environmental Effects of PCBs

A. Human Health Effects From 
Exposure to PCBs

The effects of PCBs have been 
previously described in various 
documents that are part of the 
administrative record for the various 
PCB rulemakings. Copies of these 
documents are available through EP A ’s 
TSCA Assistance Office (see address e 
above listed under “ FOR f u r t h e r  , 
INFORMATION CONTACT” ).

EPA has determined that PCBs are 
toxic and persistent. PCBs can enter the 
body through the lungs, gastrointestinal 
tract, and skin; circulate thrughout the 
body; and be stored in the fatty tissue.

In some cases, chloracne may occur in 
humans exposed to PCBs. Chloracne is 
painful, disfiguring, and may require a 
long time before the symptoms 
disappear. Although the effects of 
choloracne are reversible, EP A  
considers these effects to be significant.

In addition, EP A  finds that PCBs may 
cause reproductive effects, 
developmental toxicity, and 
oncogenicity in humans exposed to 
PCBs. Available data show that some 
PCBs have the ability to alter 
reproductive processes in mammalian 
species, sometimes even at doses that 
do not cause other signs of toxicity. 
Animal data and limited available 
human data indicate that prenatal 
exposure to PCBs can result in various 
degrees 6i developmental^ toxic 
effects. Ppstnatal effects have been 
demonstrated in immature animals after 
exposure to PCBs prenatally and via 
breast milk.

Since the administration of PCBs to 
experimental animals results in tumor 
formation, reproductive effects, and 
developmental toxicity, EP A  finds that 
there is the potential to produce these 
effects in humans exposed to PCBs. EP A  
finds no evidence to suggest that the 
animal data would not be predictive of

the potential for oncogenic effects in 
humans.

Available data indicate little or no 
mutagenic activity from PCBs. EPA  
believes, however, that more 
information is needed to draw a 
conclusion on the possibility of 
mutagenic effects from PCBs.

B. Environmental Effects o f PCBs
In previous PCB rules, EP A  concluded 

that PCBs can be concentrated in 
freshwater and marine organisms. The 
transfer of PCBs up the food chain from 
phytoplankton to invertebrates, fish, and 
mammals can result ultimately in human 
exposure through consumption of PCB- 
containing food sources. Available data 
show that PCBs affect the productivity 
of phytoplankton communities, cause 
deleterious effects on environmentally 
important freshwater invertebrates, and 
impair reproductive success in birds and 
mammals.

PCBs also are toxic to fish at very low  
exposure levels. The survival rate and 
the reproductive success of fish can be 
adversely affected in the presence of 
PCBs. Various sublethal physiological 
effects attributed to PCBs have been 
recorded in the literature. Abnormalities 
in bone development and reproductive 
organs also have been demonstrated.

EP A  conducted an environmental risk 
assessment of PCBs including a review 
of available environmental data. This 
assessment can be found in the support 
document entitled “Environmental Risk 
and Hazard Assessments of 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls” (September 
1983). EP A  concluded that ambient . 
concentrations and food chain transport 
of PCBs may impair the reproductive 
potential of commercially valuable fish 
and certain wild mammals. PCB  
residues also are strongly correlated 
with reductions in natural populations of 
marine mammals and may be correlated 
with declines in river otter populations. 
High PCB residues have been found in 
various birds, especially gulls and 
carnivorous birds, but no resulting 
effects have been demonstrated.

In addition, EP A  estimated the 
toxicity for the monochlorinated through 
hexachlorinated biphenyls and for 
decachlorinated biphenyls. These 
estimates show that as the number of 
chlorine atoms on the biphenyl molecule 
increases, the no observable effect 
concentration (NOEC) for fish 
decreases.

V . Judicial Review
Judicial review of this final rule may 

be available under section 19 of T S C A  
in the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit or 
for the circuit in which the person

seeking review resides or has its 
principal place of business. To provide 
all interested parties an equal 
opportunity to file a timely petition for 
judicial review and to avoid so called 
“races to the courthouse,” EP A will 

/  promulgate this rule for purposes of 
judicial review 2 weeks after publication 
of the final rule in the Federal Register. 
The effective date will be calculated 
from the promulgation date.

V I. Official Record of Rulemaking

In accordance with the requirements 
of section 19(a)(3) of T S C A , EP A  is 
issuing the following list of documents 
which constitute the record of this 
rulemaking. However, public comments 
and the transcript of the informal 
meeting are not listed, because these 
documents are exempt from Federal 
Register listing under section 19(a)(3). 
The public record is available for review 
and copying in Rm. E-107,401 M  Street, 
SW ., Washington, D .C . from 8 a.m. to 4 
p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding 
legal holidays.

A . Previous Rulemaking Records
(1) Official rulemaking record from 

“ Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs); Disposal 
and Marking Final Regulation” published in 
the Federal Register of February 17,1978 (43 
FR 7150).

(2) Official rulemaking record from 
“ Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 
Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution in 
Commerce and Use Prohibition Rule” 
published in the Federal Register of M ay 31, 
1979 (44 FR 31514).

(3) Official rulemaking record from 
“ Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs); 
Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution in 
Commerce and Use Prohibitions; Use in 
Electrical Equipment” Published in the 
Federal Register of August 25,1982 (47 FR  
37342).

(4) Official rulemaking record from 
“ Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs); 
Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution, and 
Use in Closed and Controlled W aste 
Manufacturing Processes” published in the 
Federal Register of October 21,1982 (47 FR  
46980).

(5) Official rulemaking record from 
“Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs); 
Exclusions, Exemptions and Use , 
Authorizations” published in the Federal 
Register of July 10,1984 (49 FR 28172).

B. “Federal Register” Notices
(6) U SEP A , “ Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

(PCBs) Disposal and Marking Final 
Regulation.” 43 FR 7150; February 17,1978.

(7) U SEP A , “ Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, 
Distribution in Commerce, and Use 
Prohibitions.”  44 FR 31514; M ay 31,1979.

(8) U SEP A , “Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, 
Distribution in Commerce and Use
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Prohibitions; Use in Electrical. Equipment.”  47 
FR 37342; August 25.1982.

[9) U SEP A , “ Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs) Manufacturing; Processing; 
Distribution in Commerce and Use 
Prohibitions; Use in Closed and Controlled 
W aste Manufacturing Processes.”  47 FR  
46980; October 21,1982.

(10) U S E P A , “ Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs); Exclusions, Exemptions, and Use  
Authorizations." 49 FR 28154; July 10,1984.

VII. Executive Order 12291
Under Executive Order 12291, issued 

February 17,1981, EP A  must judge 
whether a rule is a “major rule” and, 
therefore, subject to the requirement 
that a Regulatory Impact Analysis be 
prepared. EP A has determined that this 
amendment to the PCB rule is not a 
major rule as the term is defined in 
section 1(b) of the Executive Order, 
because the annual effect of the rule on 
the economy will be substantially less 
than $100 million; it will not cause a 
major increase in costs or prices for any 
sector of the economy or for any 
geographic region; and it will not result 
in any adverse effects on competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, 
or innovative or on the ability of United 
States enterprises to compete with 
foreign enterprises in domestic or 
foreign markets: This final rule merely 
modifies the definition of “totally 
enclosed manner” under section 
6(e)(2)(C) of T S C A  (without changing 
the regulatory effect of the definition) 
and is consistent with the Agency’s 
current policy on assessing of PCB  
exposure.

This amendment was submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) prior to publication as required 
by the Executive Order.

V III. Regulatory Flexibility A ct
Under section 605 of the Regulatory 

Flexibility Act, 5 U .S .C . 605, the 
Administrator may certify that a rule 
will not, if promulgated,, have a 
significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities and, therefore, 
does not require a regulatory flexibility 
analysis.

This rule modifies the definition of 
"totally enclosed manner” in the 1979 
PCB Rule. Since EP A  expects this rule to 
have no negative economic effect to any 
business entity, I certify that this rule 
would not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. Therefore, a regulatory 
flexibility analysis is not required and 
will not be completed for this 
rulemaking.

IX . Paperwork Reduction A ct
This final rule does not contain, any 

information collection requirements

subject to OM B review under the 
Paperwork Reduction A ct of 1980* 44 
U .S .C . 3501 et seq.

List of Subjects in 40 C F R  Part 761
Hazardous substances, Labeling* 

Polychlorinated biphenyls, 
Recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements, Environmental protection.
(Sec. 6, 90 Staf. 2020, Pub. L. 94-469 (15 U .S .C . 
2605))

Dated: November 1,1984.
William D. Ruckelshaus,
Adm inistrator.

PART 761—I AMENDED]
Therefore, 40 CFR  Part 761 is 

amended as follows:
1. In § 761,3, the definition of 

“ significant exposure” is removed, and 
the definition of “ totally enclosed 
manner” is revised to read as follows:

§ 761.3 Definitions.
* * * # *

“Totally enclosed manner” means any 
manner that will ensure no exposure o f  
human beings or the environment to any 
concentration of PCBs. 
* * * * *

2. In §, 761.20, the introductory text is 
revised to read as follows:

§ 761.20 Prohibitions;
Except as authorized in § 761.30, the 

activities listed in paragraphs (a) and (d) 
of this section are prohibited pursuant to 
section 6(e)(2) of T S C A . The 
requirements set forth in paragraphs (b) 
and (c) of this section concerning export 
and import o f PCBs for purposes of 
disposal and PCB Items for purposes o f  
disposal are established pursuant to 
section 6(e)(1) of T S C A . Subject to any 
exemptions granted pursuant to section 
6(el(3)(B) of T S C A , the activities listed 
in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section 
are prohibited pursuant to section 
(6)(e)(3](A) of T S C A . In addition, the 
Administrator hereby finds, under the 
authority of section. 12(a)(2) of T S C A , 
that the manufacture, processing, and 
distribution in commerce of PCBs at 
concentrations of 50 ppm or greater and 
PCB Items with PCB concentrations o f  
50 ppm or greater present* an 
unreasonable risk of injury to health 
within the United States. This finding is 
based upon the well-documented human 
health and environmental hazard o f PCB  
exposure, the high probability of human 
and environmental exposure to PCBs 
and PCB Items from manufacturing, 
processing, or distribution activities; the 
potential hazard of PCB exposure posed 
by the transportation of PCBs or PCB  
Items within the United States; and the 
evidence that contamination of the

environment by PCBs is spread far 
beyond, the areas where they are used. 
In addition, the Administrator hereby 
finds, for purposes of section 6(e)(2)(C) 
of T S C A , that any exposure of human 
beings or the environment to PCBs* as 
measured or detected by any 
scientifically acceptable analytical 
method, may be significant, depending 
on such factors as the quantity of PCBs 
involved in the exposure* the likelihood 
of exposure to humans and the 
environment, and the effect of exposure. 
For purposes of determining which PCB 
Items are totally enclosed, pursuant to 
section 6(e)(2)(C) o f T S C A , since 
exposure to such Items may be 
significant, the Administrator further 
finds that a totally enclosed manner is a 
manner which results in no exposure to 
humans or the environment to PCBs. The 
following activities are considered 
totally enclosed: distribution in 
commerce of intact, nonleaking 
electrical equipment such as 
transformers (including transformers 
used in railway locomotives and self- 
propelled cars)* capacitors* 
electromagnets, voltage regulators, 
switches (including sectionalizers and 
motor starters), circuit breakers; 
reclosers, and cable that contain PCBs 
at any concentration and processing; and 
distribution in commerce of PCB 
Equipment containing an intact, 
nonleaking PCB Capacitor. See 
paragraph (e)(1) of this section for 
provisions allowing the distribution in 
commerce of PCBs and PCB Items. 
* * * * *
(FR Doc. 84-29274 Filed* 11-7-84; 8:48 am]
BILUNG CODE 6560-50-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration

50 CFR Part 663

[Docket No. 40453-4053]

Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery
AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), N O A A , Commerce. 
a c t i o n : Notice of continuation of fishing 
restriction and request for comments.

s u m m a r y : N M F S issues this notice 
announcing continuation of current 
fishing restrictions for the Sebastes 
complex of rockfish north of Cape 
Blanco, Oregon, This notice rescinds 
that part of the Federal Register notice 
(49 FR 30948, Augus t 2,1984) which 
announced intent to close the target 
fishery when landings reached a certain
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level, allowing only small incidental 
catches for the rest of the year. This 
action is authorized under regulations 
implementing the Pacific Coast 
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan 
and is necessary to minimize discards 
and disruption of the fishing industry. 
DATE: This action is effective November
7,1984. Comments will be received 
through November 23, 1984.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Dr. T.E. 
Kruse, Acting Director, Northwest 
Region, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, 7600 Sand Point W ay N E, BIN  
C15700, Seattle, W A  98115; or Mr. E .C . 
Fullerton, Director, Southwest Region, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, 300 
South Ferry Street, Terminal Island, C A  
90731.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
T.E. Kruse at 206-526-6150, E .C.
Fullerton at 213-548-2575, or the Pacific 
Fishery Management Council at 503- 
221-6352.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: O n  
August 2,1984 (49 FR 30948), N M F S

announced its intent to reduce the trip 
limit for the Sebastes complex of 
rockfish caught in the fishery 
conservation zone between Cape 
Blanco, Oregon (42°50'20" N. latitude) 
and the U.S./Canada border if the 
10,100-metric-ton harvest guideline w as  
reached before the end of the year. This 
reduction, which essentially would 
eliminate the target fishery for the 
Sebastes complex, would reduce the 
current trip limit of 7,500 pounds, one 
landing per week (or 15,000 pounds, one 
landing in two weeks, if declared) to
3,000 pounds with no limit on the 
number of trips.

The Pacific Fishery Management 
Council (Council), which initially 
proposed this action, reconsidered the 
recommendation at its September 
meeting in Portland, Oregon, and 
decided to rescind it because (1) 
imposition of a 3,000-pound trip limit 
without a trip frequency limit could 
result in greater discards than under the 
current regulations, (2) extending the

current regulation through the remainder 
of the year could help maintain markets, 
and (3) continuance of the current 
regulations is not expected to greatly 
exceed the harvest guideline. Data 
available in early October indicate that 
the harvest guideline will be exceeded 
by eight percent if  current regulations 
continue.

N M F S  concurs with the Council’s 
recommendation to maintain the current 
trip limits for the Sebastes complex (49 
FR 30948, August 2,1984) until they are 
modified, superseded, or rescinded.

List of Subjects in 50 C FR  Part 663

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Fish, Fisheries, Fishing.
(16 U .S .C . 1801 etseq.)

Dated: November 2,1984.
W illiam  G. Gordon,
Assistant Adm inistrator fo r Fisheries, 
National M arine Fisheries Service*
[FR Doc. 84-29402 Hied 11-7-84; 8:45 am}

BILLING CODE 3510-22-M

/


