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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Commander
Naval Base Norfolk
1530 Gilbert ST STE 200
Nortolk, VA 23511-2797

IN REPLY REFER TO

5090
N42B/226

JUL 7 0 1995

Mr. Dinesh Vithani

DEQ-Waste Management Division
P. O. Box 10009

Richmond, VA 23240-0009

Re: Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) Meeting of June 7, 1995

Dear Mr. Vithani:

Enclosed please find a copy of the minutes from the RAB Meeting
held on June 7, 1995 and a list of the upcoming review schedule.
Also enclosed is a copy of the May 26, 1995 Memorandum from the
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental
Cleanup). This memo explains a Federal Register Notice for
several technical assistance options that are being considered
for RABs.

The final version of the Site Management Plan is now available at
our three Information Repositories and our Administrative Record
location.

The next RAB meeting is tentatively scheduled for 7:00 p.m. on
Thursday, September 7, 1995 at the Navy Lodge, 7811 Hampton
Boulevard, Norfolk. We will contact you several weeks before
hand to remind you of the meeting.

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Dianne Bailey at 444-
3009.

Sincerely,

SHARON L. WALIGORA
Director, Hazardous Waste Division
By direction of the Commander

Encl:

(1) RAB Minutes

(2) RAB Review Schedule

(3) Memorandum for RAM Members



ENCLOSURE 1

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING MINUTES

June 7, 1995

Commander Naval Base (COMNAVBASE) Norfolk, conducted a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting
on June 7, 1995, at the Navy Lodge on Hampton Boulevard. The meeting commenced at 7:05 p.m. with the

following people in attendance.

RAB ATTENDEES:

Dianne Bailey, Navy Co-Chair
Jack Ruffin, Community Co-Chair

Dave Forsythe

Patricia McMurray
Dinesh Vitham
Robert Thomsen
Stacie Driscoll
Hank Sokoclowski
Nathamel Riggins
Junior Johnson
Karen Gates

Lee Rosenberg
Karen Gulley
Stephen Dembkowski

PRESENTERS:

Jen Trageser

Don Jower

Dave Forsythe
GENERAL PUBLIC:

Beth Baker

NOT IN ATTENDANCE:

Robert Vazquez
Peggy Menzies

Robert Gray

Marjonie Mayfield
Raymond Alden

Fred Adams

Carol Ann Greenwood
Bertram Myers

COMNAVBASE Norfolk Environmental Programs Department
Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Atlantic Division
(LANTDIV) .

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

US Environmental Protection Agency

US Environmental Protection Agency

US Environmental Protection Agency

Titustown Civic League

Titustown Civic League - Alternate

Suburban Acres Civic League

City of Norfolk

Norfolk Health Department

Glenwood Park Civic Center

Naval Base Norfolk Activity Coordinator
Project Manager, Q-Area Drum Storage Yard
Remedial Project Manager/Navy Technical Representative

COMNAVBASE Public Affairs Office

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (INOAA)
Willoughby Civic League

Browning Ferris, Inc.

Elizabeth River Project

Old Dominion University

Sierra Club

Tidewater Community College

Algongun Park Civic League



RAB PRESENTATION SUMMARY:

The meeting was called to order at 7:05 p.m. by Ms. Beth Baker who provided an introduction of the first
presenter, Ms. Jeri Trageser of Baker Environmental, Inc.

Camp Allen Landfill Presentation

Jeri Trageser provided a brief update of the Camp Allen Landfill project. After receiving comments on the
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) which was reviewed by the RAB in March 1995, the Draft Final
Decision Document was submitted to the RAB for review at the end of May 1995, This document, which
presents the selected remedial action(s), is the legal statement of the project - signed by the Commander of the
Naval Base. Commeats received on the PRAP were addressed in the Responsiveness Summary included in the
Decision Document. The Decision Document is expected to be finalized by July 1, 1995.

Post-Remediation Ecological Monitoring will be performed at the Camp Allen Landfill to address concerns
recently expressed by the Biological Technical Assistance Group (BTAG) regarding the possible impact Camp
Allen Landfill contaminants may have had on the ecology of Willoughby Bay. Future work will include surface
water and sediment sampling of the drainage ditches in the vicinity of the site, as well as sampling of the Bousch
Creck outfall at Willoughby Bay. In addition, a regional environmental perspective will be prepared by
researching existing information on the Bousch Creek watershed and Willoughby Bay estuary (such as studies
completed by Old Dominion University, the Elizabeth River Project, etc). This environmental perspective will
provide a baseline for the evaluation of the groundwater treatment system's impact to ecological conditions in the
vicimty of the site. The Navy expects to authenze the additional work by July 1, 1995 with a Fall 1995
completion date.

Comments and Responses:

L Mr. Lee Rosenberg (City of Norfolk) - Does the BTAG usually look at the reports?
Regulators do not usually review non-National Prionty List (NPL) site reports. However, the regulators
have been involved with the Camp Allen Landfill project for about two years. BTAG has become
involved only recently. Therefore, the Navy has responded to their comments by imitiating the Post-

Remediation Ecological Monitoring Program.

(Q-Area Drum Storace Yard Presentation

Don Jower presented a brief project update of work accomplished to date on this site’s soil and groundwater
remediation design effort. A pilot-study using soil vapor extraction (SVE) and air sparging techniques was
conducted at the site in May 1995 to assess the effectiveness of the proposed technologies and determine specific
design parameters. The process of soil vapor extraction and air sparging was explained to the RAB members
To save time and cost, additional soul samples needed to complete the risk assessment portion of the project were
also collected during the pilot-study.

The soil remediation design will be completed in June 1995; the groundwater remediation design is expected to

be completed in July 1995. The Draft Final RI/RAJFS for this site is expected to be submutied for RAB review
in September 1995.
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Comments and Responses:

2

(V3]

M. Junior Johnson (Titustown Civie League) - Off-site disposal was mentioned; where is the soil
dumped?

Another contractor bids on the work to dispose of the soil, most of which is contaminated with petroleum
products. There are several methods available to appropriately dispose of the soil. If the soil is
contarmuinated with only low levels of petroleum, landfilling is an option (disposal at a landfill pemmitted
to accept this type of waste). Another method is to treat the soil thermally and then recycle it. In the
latter alternative, treated soil would not be "re-used" at this site, but would be replaced with clean fill.

Ms. Beth Baker (COMNAVBASE Public Affairs Office} - How deep is the shallow groundwater?

Shallow groundwater at the site 1s encountered from 4 to 7 feet below ground surface. The vicinity of
the Q-Area is tidally influenced with a groundwater fluctuation of about 2 feet per tidal cycle.

Mr. Junior Johnson (Titustown Civic League) - Is anyone using the hazardous materials properry
store on Gilbert Street? Are drums still stored on the site?

There is a Hazardous Materials Re-use Store on base which regulates hazardous matenals usage via a
sign-out system based on each shops authorized user’s list. Various tenant activities on base can bring
unused hazardous material back to the "store" for distnibution to other activities on base. Another
program on base accepts household chemicals which otherwise might be improperly disposed when Navy
personnel transfer from this base. These chemicals/paints, etc. can be obtained by other consumers for
individual use; thereby reducing the amount of waste to be disposed.

Activities at the Q-Area Drum Storage Yard ceased in 1987. Presently, no drums are stored on site. It
should be noted that drums containing hazardous waste were not stored at the site; only drums
containing new products (solvents, lubricating oils, etc.)

Mpr. Stephen Dembkowski (Glenwood Park Civic Center) - How large an area has been affected? Is
the tidal influence affecting cleanup? Could the contamination be caused by the ships?

Soil contamination primarily is limited to within the fenced area and slightly beyond the fence in the
northwestern portion of the site. Groundwater contamination extends from the site west under the
parking area and to the piers.

Tidal affects will not prevent the technology from being used to remediate the site; however, tidal
nfluence is considered when designing the systems. The SVE wells will be placed at locations shallower
than the groundwater elevation at high tide. Air sparging will not be affected; however, the pumping
system will be designed to work harder during high tides. An analogy was used to explain how tides will
affect the air sparging system as follows: The effort used to blow bubbles into a glass with very little
water (low tide) takes less energy than to blow bubbles into a full glass of water (high tide).

All information obtained to date points to contamination from the storage yard and not from the ships,
including: 1) groundwater flow direction (west towards the nver and north towards the bay); 2) depth
of contamination; and, 3) chemical concentrations at various locations in the vicimty of the site.



Mr. Jack Ruffin (Chesapeake Bay Foundation) - If chiorinated solvents sink, why are they not found
in the soils or deeper in the groundwater? Would "pump and treat” technology be more effective?
Is air sparging less effective at depth?

Leaking drums were moved to one specific area of the storage yard (northwest comer). Therefore, soil
contamination is localized. Soils are primarily petroleum-contaminated; the groundwater-contamination
reflects the chemicals which result from the breakdown of petroleum products and some solvents.

Pumping and treatment of groundwater was evaluated as a remediation alternative; however, due to the
depth of groundwater contamination (40 to 50 feet below ground surface), an enormous volume of
groundwater would have to be extracted and treated over a longer period of time.

Alr sparging requires a shorter remediation penod. Again, sparging deeper in the aquifer will require
more energy (larger pump capacity); however the groundwater will clean itself as the bubbles move up
through the water column. The SVE system is placed to control the area of remediation.

Mr. Robert Thomson (US Environmental Protection Agency) - Did the pilot-test run at a depth of 40
Sfeer?

The pilot-tests were conducted in two locations; Q-8 1 near the piers and at the fenced storage vard. The

sparge points were set at 43 feet and 37 feet below ground surface at Q-81 and at the fenced storage
yard, respectively.

Site Management Plan Presentation

Dave Forsythe presented an overview of the Site Management Plan. Comments to the Draft Final SMP document
reviewed by the RAB members are due by June 15, 1995.

Several changes were made to the Site Management Plan since the Draft Final version was mailed to the RAB
members.

The schedule for the Q-Area has most likely changed due to reporting delays. About $3.5 million was

lost for cleanup in 1995 due to Congressional cutbacks. Therefore, remediation at the Q-Area will be
delayed until fiscal year (FY) 1996.

Two sites (Site 14 and 15) bave been deleted from the IR Program list because they are petroleum sites
and will be addressed in the Underground Storage Tank (UST) Program. Current site numbers will not
be changed. The list will remain 1-13, 16, 17, etc.

Comments and Responses:

14

Mr. Junior Johnson (Titustown Civic League) - Will the SMP updates be identified by year or revision
number? How will we know which is the latest version?

At present the SMP is identified as FY 95. A revision number could very easily be used in conjunction
with the FY designation to determine latest version of the document. If there are linuted changes to the
document, most likely the next version would not be issued until there was sufficient reason to amend.

Therefore, the latest version may include two or more fiscal years - a future document (1.2., Version 3
may address FY97 through FY99).



2 Ms. Beth Baker (COMNAVBASE Public Affairs Office) - How does the fiscal year run?
The fiscal year runs from October st to September 30th.

Administrative Issues

Dianne Bailey discussed administrative issues as follows:

i Mission statement and procedures have been accepted as revised by the RAB at the last meeting.

b

If a RAB member or interest group misses two meetings (beginning tonight), they may be replaced.
Therefore, the use of an alternate is strongly encouraged.

3. RAB Members Review Schedule
® Camp Allen Landfill PRAP - comments due 4/6/95 (completed)
@ Site Management Plan - comments due 6/15/95
° Camp Allen Decision Document - comments due 6/15/95
° CD Landfill Draft Final RI - to be i1ssued by 7/15/95
®

Q-Area Drum Storage Yard RUES - delayed until 9/95

4. Fact sheets and a brochure are being developed for future presentations and will be available to RAB
members. These include:

® Building LP-20 Site - fact sheet discusses RI activities
® Camp Allen Landfill - fact sheet discusses remediation activities
® Naval Base - Base-wade brochure discusses [R sites and includes photographs of each site.

W

A second tour of the IR Program sites will be conducted on Thursday, June 15, 1995 at 6:30 p.m. for
those RAB members who mussed the initial tour. Please meet at the NAVBASE Tour/Information
Center on Hampton Boulevard across from the Base Pass Office.

[=A]

Next RAB meeting will be conducted in early September. Notification of the tentative date will be sent
out with the RAB mesting minutes.

=~

RAB meeting minutes will be sent to the RAB members and will also be available within the next few
weeks at the designated repositories.

Beth Baker provided her phone number (444-2163) and closed the meeting at approximately 8:30 p.m.



RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD
Review Schedule

Project Item Received by RAB Members Completed
RAB Members Return Comments
Camp Allen Landfill PRAP March 1, 1995 April 6, 1995 X
Site Management Plan May 1, 1995 June 15, 1995
CAL Decision Document May 25, 1995 June 15, 1995
CD Landfill - RI/FS July 15, 1995 August 30, 1995 Est /Delay

Q-Area Drum Storage Yard - RUFS August ? August ? Delay

Enclosure (2)



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000
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ACQUISITION AND
TECHNOLOGY

2 6 MAY 1995

DUSD(ES)/CL

MEMORANDUM FOR RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD (RAB) MEMBERS

SUBJECT: Technical Assistance for Public Participation in the Defense Environmental
Restoration Program--Federal Register Notice of Request for Comments

The FY 1995 National Defense Authorization Act gave DoD new authority to provide
technical assistance funding to citizens affected by the environmental restoration of DoD
facilities. A working group compnsed of representatives of the Secretary of Defense,
the military depariments and defense agencies has been working over the past 6 months to
identify options for providing this assistance. The working group identified three options:

Option A: Use EPA’s Technical Assistance Grant Mechanism
Opticn B: Procure One or More Technical Assistance Providers
Option C: Issue Purchase Orders to Assistance Providers.

The enclosed Federal Register Notice describes each opuion, and solicits comments from
the public. Comments are due by July 24, 1995. Once comments are considered, and we
identify a preferred option, we intend to publish in the Federal Register, an interim rule
outlining how citizens may apply for technical assistance.

Since you are involved in a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), I felt you shouid have a
copy of the notice, for information, and comment should you choose to do so. Please

share this notice with others who may want to comment, especially the community co-
chair of your RAB, and other citizen members.

% S ;
;jﬁ;\"‘/m ’Z‘ FMM
/'v Patricia A. Rivers
Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Cleanup)

Enclosure

cc: Community RAB Members

&
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expense of $200.000 on research to test a
product in response 10 requirements imposed
by the United States Food and Drug
Administration [FDA). X is able to show that.
even though country Y imposes cernain
testing requirements oo pharmaceutical
products. the research performed in the
United States is not accepted by country Y
for purposes of its own licensing
requirernents, and the research has minimal
use abroad. X is further able to show that its
FSC sells goods 1o countries which do nat
accep! or do not require research performed
in the United States for purposes of their own
licensing standards.

{ii) Allocation. Since X's research expense
of $200.000 is undertaken 1o meet the
requirements of the United States Food and
Drug Administration. and since it is
reasonable to expect that the expenditure
will pot generate gross income (beyond de
munimis amounts) outside the United States.
the deduction is definitely related and thus
allocable to the residual grouping.

(iii) Apportionment. No apportionment is
necessary since the eatire expense is
allocated 1o the residual grouping. general
limitation gross income Tom sales within the
United States.

Example 8—Research and
Expenimentation—{i) Facts. X, a domestic
corporation. is engaged Ln continuous
research and expenimentation to improve the
quality of the products that it manufactures
and sells. which are floodlights, flashlights,
fuse boxes, and solderless connectors. X
incurs and deducts $100.000 of expenditure
‘or research and expenimentation in 1997
which was performed exclusively in the
United States. As a result of this research
activity. X acgquires patents which it uses in
its own manufacturiog activity. X licenses its
floodlight patent to Y and Z. uncontrolled
foreign corporations. for use in their own
territories. countries Y and Z, respectively.
Corporation Y pays X an arm’s length royalry
of $3,000 plus 50.20 for each floodlight sold.
Sales of floodlights bv Y for the taxable vear
are $135.000 {a1 54.50 per unit) or 30.000
units. and the rovalty is 59.000
[$3.000+50.20x30.000}). Y has sales of other
products of $500,000. Z pays X an arm's
length rovalty of $3,000 plus $0.30 for each
unit sold. Z manufactures 30.000 floodlights
in the taxable vear. and the royalty i1s 512.000
(53,000+50.30x30.000). The dollar value of
Z’s floodlight sales is oot known and caonot
be reasonably estimated because. in this case,
the floodlights are not soid separateiy by Z
but are instead used asa component in Z's
manufacture of lighting equipment for
theaters. The sales of all Z's products.
inciuding the lighting equipment for theater
are $1,000.000. Y and Z each sell the
floodlights exclusively within their
respective countries. X's sales of floodlights
for the taxablz year are 5500.000 and its sales
of its other products. flashiights. fuse boxes.
and solderless conzectors. are $400.000. X
bas gross income of $300.000. consisting of
gross income from domestic sources of
$479.000. and rovaliv tncome of $9.000 and
$12.000 from foreign corporat:ons Y.and Z
respectively.

111} Allocarion. X's research and
expertmental expenses are definutelv relaiea

to all of the products that it produces. which
are floodlights. flashlighis. fuse boxes. and
solderless connectors. All of these products
are in the same three digit SIC Code category.
Electric Lighting and Wiring Equipment [SIC
Industry Group 364). Thus. X's research and
experimental expenses are allocable 10 all
items of income attributable to this product
category. domestic sales income and royalty
income from the foreign countries in which
corporations Y and Z operate.

(iii) Apportionment. [A) The statutory
grouping of gross income is general
limitation income fom sources without the
United States. The residual grouping is
general limitation gross income from sources
within the United Siates. X's deduction of
5100.000 for its research expenditures must
be apportioned between the groupings. For
apporiionment on the basis of sales in
accordance with paragraph (e)(3)(ii) of this
section, X is enlitled to an exclusive
apportionment of 50 percent of its research
and experimental expense to the residual
grouping, general limitation gross income
from sources within the United States. since
more than 50 percent of the research activity
was performed in the United States. The
remaining 50 percent of the deduction can
then be apportioned between the residual
and statutory groupings on the basis of sales.
Since Y and Z are unrelated licensees of X,
only their sales of the licensed product.

“floodlights. are included for purposes of

apportionment. Floodlight sales of Z are
unknown. but are estimated at ten times
royalties from Z. or $120,000. All of Xs sales
from the entire product category are included
for purposes of apportionment on the basis
of sales. Alternatively. X may apportion its
deduction on the basis of gross income. in
accordance with paragraph (e)(3){iii) of this
section. The apport:onment is as follows:

(1) Tentative Apportionment on the basis
of saies.

(/) Research and experimental expense to
be apportioned berween statutory and
residual groupings of gross income: $100.000.

(ii) Less: Exclusive apportionment of
research and expenimental expense to the
residual groupings of gross income (S100.000
x 50 percent): $50.000. s

(:17) Research and experimental expense to
be apportioned between the statutory and
residual groupings of gross income on the
basis of sales: $50.000.

(iv) Apportionment of research and
experimental expense to the residual
groupings of gross income
{$50.000x5300.000/
($900.000+5135.000+5120,000)): $38.9561.

{v] Apporticament of research and
experimental expense to the statutory
grouping, royalty income from countries Y
and Z {$50.000x5135.000+5120.000/
{$900.000+5135.000+5120,000)): $11.039.

{v1) Total apporticned deduction for
research and expenmen:ation: $100.000.

(vii} Amdunt apportioned to the residual
grouping (S50.000+538.361): S88.961.

{vin} Apportioned to the statutorv grouping
of sources within countries Y and Z: 511.039

(2) Tentotive apportionment on gross
income basis.

(s} Apportionment of research and
experimental expense to the residual

grouping of gross income
[5100.000x5479.000/5$500.000) $95.300.

{71} Apportionment of research and
experimental expense to the statutory
grouping of gross income
{$100.000x59.000+312.000/5500.000):
53.200.

(#ii) Amount apporticned 1o lhe residual
grouping: $95.800.

(ivl Amount apportioned to the statutory
grouping of general limitation income from
sources without the United States: $4,200.

(B) Since X's apportionment on the basis
of gross income 1o the statutory grouping,
$4.200, is less than 50 percent of its
apportionment on the basis of sales to the
statutory grouping. $11.039 it may use
Option two of parsgraph {e][3)(iii)(B) of this
section and apportion 55.520 {50 percent of
$11.039) to the statutory grouping.

Examples [9) threugh (16}—{Reserved)

Example (23 }—|Reserved]
- - - - -
B;iargmt Milner Richardson.
Commussioner of [nternal Revenue.
fFR Doc. 95-12621 Filed 5-19-35. 9:25 am|
BILLING COOE 4830-01-U

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary
32 CFR Part 203~

Technical Assistance for Public
Particlpation

AGENCY: Department of Defense, Office
of the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defease for Environmen:al Secunty
(DUSDIES)).

ACTION: Notce of request for comments.

SUMMARY: Consistent with seclion 326 of

. for Flscal Yee.r 1993 (N‘D:’LA—Q:;), the

Department of Defense intends to
publish intenim rules for providing
technical assistance funding to citizens
affected by the environmental
restoration of Department of Defense
facilities. This request for comments
discusses and solicits comments on
several options the Department of
Defense is considering for providing
assistance to community members of
Technical Review Committee (TRCs)
and Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs)
to obtain technical advisors and
facilitate the panticipation of these
members and affected citizens in
environmental resioration activities at
their associated installations. The
Deparument of Defense will consider
these comments in formulating an
Interim Final Rule.

DATES: Written comments must be
received on or beflore July 24, 1995
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ADORESSES: Send writlen comments o
the Office of the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Enviranmental
Secunty/Cleanup, 3400 Defense
Pentagon. Washington, DC 20301—-3400.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia Ferrebee or Marcia Read.
telephone (703) 697-7475.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Tadav's
request for comments has the following
sections:

I. Background

IL Options for Providing Assistance

{ll. Requests for Comments

I. Background

The Department of Defense is engaged
in environmental investigations,
removal actions. treatability studies,
community relations efforts, interim
remedial actions. cleanups, and
operation and maintenance activities at
approximately 1800 active installations.
70 closing installations, and 2200
formerly utilized defense properties in
the United States under the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program
{DERP, 10 USC Chapter 160).

The Department of Defense has issued
policy for establishing Restoration
Advisory Boards (RABs) at all
installations. On September 9, 1993, the
Department of Defense issued policy for
establishing RABs at installations
designated for closure or realignment
under Base Realignment and Clesure
{BRAC) Acts of 1988 and 1990 where
propeny will be available for transfer
the community. On April 14, 1994, the
Department of Defense issued RAB
policy for non-closing installations as
part of Management Guidance for
Execution of the FY94/95 and
Development of the FY36 Defense

Environmental Restoration Program.

The policy called for the establishment
of RABs at Deparument of Defense
installations where there is sufficient,
sustained community interest. Criteria
for determining sulficient interest are:
(1) A governmen? requests that a RAB be
formed; (2) fifty local residents sign a

- petition requesting that a RAB be
- formed:; or (3] an installation determines
" that a RAB is needed. On September 27,
v 1994, the Department of Defense and the
.. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

issued joint RAB guidelines on how to
develop and implement a RAB. The
guidelines are now in effect for all
installations.

The purpose of 2 RAB is to bring
together people who reflect the diverse
interests within the local community.
enabling the early and continual flow of
information between the affected
community. the military installauon,
and environmental oversight agencies.

The Department of Defense has
established, or is in <he process of
establishing, RABs to ensure that all
stakeholders have a voice and can
actively participate in a timely and
thorough manner in the review of
environmental restoration activities and
projects at an intallation. RAB
community members provide advice as
individuals to the decision-makers on
restoration issues. This forurm 1s used
for the expression and careful
consideration of diverse points of view.
The RAB complements other
community involvement efforts. but
does not replace them.

On October 5, 1994, Congress passed
the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1995 (NDAA—-95. Public
Law 103-337), which contained specific
provisions for RABs (amending 10 USC
2705 which contains requirements for
Technical Review Committees (TRCs)
under the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act). Section 326(a)
[Section 2705(d)(2); of the NDAA-95
requires the Secretary of Defense to
prescribe regulations on the
characteristics, composition. funding.
and establishment of RABs. Section
326(b) of the NDAA [Section
2705(e)(2)(C)} authorizes the
Department of Defense to make funds
available to community members of
TRCs and RABs to: {1) Obtair technical
assistance in interpreting saentific end
engineering issues with regard to the
nature of environmental hazards at an
installation and the restoration activities
propased for or conducted at the
installation; and (2) assist such members
and affected citizens to participate more
effectively in environmental restoration
activities at the installation. Section
326(b) [Section 2705(e)(3)(A) and (B)]
specifies that funds for community
members of TRCs and RABs at closing
and non-closing installations be
provided from the BRAC and Deiense
Environmental Restoration Account -
(DERA). respectively, and that the total
amount of funds from these accounts
not exceed $7,500,000. This paragraph
{Section 2705(e)(2)(B) and (C)] further
states that funding can be given to TRC
and RAB members only if they reside in
the vicinity of the installation and are
oot potentially responsible parties.

e Department of Defense has
developed a number of options for
providing technical and public
participation assistance to community
members of TRCs and RABs. The
Department of Defense is issuing this
request for comments to notify the
public of its efforts, and 1o solicit
comments on a number of promising
funding options. The Department of
Defense will publish an interim rule

specifying available funding
mechanisms after considering any
comments recetved.

11. Options for Providing Assistance

The Department of Defense is seeking
to provide technical and public
participation assistance to community
members of TRCs and RABs at its
facilities in the most efficient manner.
Technical assistance under this program
means the provision of technical
advisors, facilitators. mediators. and
educators. Public participation
assistance means the provision of
training and related expenses. Three
options are being considered for
providing expeditious assistance to
TRCs and RABs. These options are
described separately in the following
sections, but are not mutually exclusive.

Option A: Use EPA TAG and TOSC
Mechanisms-

This option for providing assistance
to community members of TRCs and
RABs at Department of Defense facilities
involves the use of existing vehicles
under EPA’s Technical Assistance Grant
(TAG) and Technical Outreach Services
to Communities (TOSC) program. The
TAG program provides funds for
qualified citizens’ groups affected by a
site on EPA's National Priorities List
(NPL) to hire independent technical
advisors to help interpret and comment
on site-related information. Under this
option, the Department of Defense and
EPA would sign a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) authorizing EPA
to provide additional assistance to
communpity organizations subject to
existing TAG reguiations. EPA Regional
TAG specialists would provide outreach
to community members of TRCs, RABs.
or other members of the community
desiring technical assistance and would
assist them throughout the application
process and during the post-award
administration phase. The Department
of Defense would reimburse EPA for all
awarded TAGs at Department of Defense
facilities. Under this option. community
members at NPL installations would
obtain funds directly for technical
assistance. Under this option. the TAG
regulations published in the Federal
Register on October 1, 1992, page 45311
through 45321, and recorded in 40 CFR
Part 35, Subpart M, would be followed.
These regulations allow for one TAG
award per NPL facility but would oot
preclude the same community group
from applying for additional technical
assistance.

The TOSC is a pilot program funded
by EPA to provide communities aifected
by hazardous wasie sites with a variety
of technical suppon services. The TOSC
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program complements EPA's TAG
program by serving as a mechanism for
providing technical assistance to
communities near non-NPL hazardous
waste sites. The TOSC program provides
services to communities through five
geographically-based Hazardous
Substance Research Centers (HSRCs)
created in 1986. Each HSRC is a
consortium of universities which
supports two EPA Regions (i.e. Regions
1&2, 3&4, 5&6, 7&8, 9&10). Each HSRC
provides independent technical
resources and services that are flexable
and tailored to the identified needs of a
community. HSRC researchers and
professionals are available to conduct
technical and educational programs in a
community, assist in the review of
technical documents, provide comments
on proposed actions. and answer
questions. Under this option, the
Department of Defense and-EPA would
sign an MOU that makes the TOSC
program available to community
members of TRCs. RABs, and other
ommunity groups through EPA
Superfund Regional Community
Relations Staff. EPA Regional
Community Relalions Staff would
provide outreach near a Department of
Defense facility to community members
desiring TOSC support, would review
proposals for assistance from
community members, and would work
with them throughout the approval and
post-approval process. The Department
of Defense would reimburse EPA for
TOSC service rendered. Under this
option. community members of TRCs
and RABs at non-NPL installations
would obtain technical advisors and
related services from designated HSRCs.

Dption B: Procure One or More
Technical Assistance Providers

This option would involve the
competitive procurement of one or more
independent technical assistance
providers to provide technical and
public participation assistance to
community members of TRCs and RABs
at Department of Defense facilities. This
assistance would be above the
administrative support to TRCs and
RABs already provided by the
installations. One or more technical
assistance providers would provide this
assistance and would tarry out many of
the administrative and financial
management requirements associated
with a technical and public
participation assistance program. An
announcement, a procurement for
technical assistance providers, would be
mace via the Federal Register in
conjunction with the publication of the
Interim Final Rule mentioned in Section
[ Actual awards to one or more

qualified technical assistance providers
would be made via grants or cooperative
agreements based on the results of an
independent selection process. Recent
experience with a similar grants process
in the Department of Defense suggests
that this option will involve a five or six
month procurement process beginning
with a formal announcement of a
competition in the Federal Register and
ending with awards to technical
assistance providers.

At a later date, the Department of
Defense plans a Federal Register
announcement requesting expressions
of interest to serve as a technical
assistance provider. As indicated in that
announcement, the technical assistance
provider would provide technical
assistance and public participation
assistance lo community members of
TRCs and RABs. The provider would be
responsible for receiving, evaluating,
and making recommendations on !
applications from RABs for support and
for providing the applications to the -
appropriate DoD approving official
based on DoD established criteria. Once
the approving official has selected the
applications. the technical assistance
provider would assume full
responsibility for ensuring that the
technical services and public
participation support provided are
delivered in a timely and effective
manner to community members of TRCs
and RABs, and that all funds are
managed and-dispersed in full
compliance with appropriate
Deparument of Defense regulations. The
technical assistance provider would be
responsible for supporting TRC and
RAB requests nationwide or within a
particular geographic area. Minimum
qualifications for a technical assistance
provider are:

(1) Perceived as neutral and credible.

(2) Either have or be able to obtain an
interdisciplinary staff with
demonstrated expertise in hazardous
substance remediation. investigation.
management and/or research.

(3) Management capability, for both
financial and scientific management,
and a demonstrated skiil in planning
and scheduling projects of comparable
magnitude to that discussed in this
Announcement.

(4) Ability to provide facilitation and
mediation services.

(5) Knowledge and experience in
environmental restoration activities
preferably at federal facilities.

(6} A demonstrated ability to
disseminate results of hazardous
substance information through an
interdisctplinary program to locally
affected and concerned citizens

{7) The ability to perform the required
tasks either nationally or within a
defined geographic area.

(8) Not-for-profit. )

Under this option, communily
members of TRCs and RABs would be
responsible for making requests to the
community co-chair or designated
members of the TRC or RAB responsible
for applying to the designated technical
assistance provider for assistance and
for preparing facility specific statements
describing the type and level of support
requested. The technical assistance
provider would be responsible for
allocating available resources among
these competing requests using general
guidelines and established criteria
provided by Department of Defense

Option C: Issue Purchase Orders to
Assistance Providers

This option would involve the
issuance of purchase orders to technical
and public participation assistance
providers up to the allowable
government purchase limit per purchase
order (now at $25.000). If multiple
purchase orders were needed to assist
community members of a particular
TRC or RAB. the combined sum of these
purchase orders could not exceed a
specified allotment. Qualified assistance
providers would be selected by the
community members of a TRC or RAB
at each Department of Defense facility
using guidelines provided by the
Department of Defense. Under this
option, community members of the TRC
or RAB would provide a description of
the services it is requesting to a '
Department of Defense contracting
office, along with a cost estimate, and
would identify the assistance provider
and the provider's statement of
qualificadons. A minimum set of
organizalional qualifications for
receiving a purchase order would be
specified under this option by the
Department of Defense. These
qualifications would be promulgated as
part of an Interim Final Rule.

Under all options described in the
preceding sections, the local

- installations will continue ta be

responsible for providing administrative
support in accordance with joint EPA
and Department of Defense Restoration
Advisory Board Implementation
Guidelines issued September 27, 1994

1. Requests for Comments

Today the Department of Defense
solicits comments on the options for
providing technical and public
participation assistance to community
members of RABs or TRCs. Each of the
options described in Section II of this
notice have strengths and weaknesses

(A}
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Option A is the most timelv option with
the advantage of using existing EPA
mechanisms to provide support. but
also has the attached limitations of the
TAG and TOSC programs as lo the tvpe
of support which could be provided.
Option B would procure independent
technical assistance providers jor the
program and would relieve community
members of TRCs and RABs of much of
the administrative burden associated
with managing government grants:
however, it requires the time needed for
a competitive procurement and does not
provide the funds directly to
cormmunity members of TRCs and
RABs. Option C allows greater control
and flexibility by community members.
but imposes greater administrative
burdens on community members of
TRCs and RABs and on the contracting
office issuing the purchase order. The
Department of Defense is interested in
determining the opinions of affected
ctizens and groups on these aptions.
This would include preferences for
particular options over others. It would
also include comments on the
individual options and the components
of those optons as described in Section
[0. There also exists the possibility of
combining one or more of the Section II
options. The Department of Defense
solicits any comments or suggestions
regarding option combinauoas. Tke
Department of Defense also solicits
comments on specific aspects of each
option as well as on additiopal options
desired to provide for technical and
public participation assistance.

Within the options are specific items
for which the Department of Defense
salicits comments. These inciude the
qualifications given for the independent
technical assistance providers described
in Option B. Comments on either the List
of qualifications provided or on
additional qualifications which should
be added are encouraged. Both Cptions
A and B have provisions for the division
of the country into geographic areas
with different service providers for each
area. Do those commenting have
preferences regarding nationwide versus
regionalized coverage by service
providers for these options? All options
will be subject to an allotment cap. Do
those commenting have suggestions as
to the size of such a cap or the cnilena
which should be use ta establish a cap?
The Department of Defense has
developed a list of public participation
services it believes should be provided
under Options B and C in addition to
hiring technical advisors. facilitators,
mediators and educators. These services
are: ranslalion and interpretation:
training: transportation to meeungs; and

pavment of approved travel. Comments

on these or other services to be included

under Options B and C are encouraged.
Dated: May 18, 1995.

L.M. Bynum,

Alternate OSD Federal Register Ligison

Officer, Department of Defense.

{FR Doc. 95-12628 Filed 5~23-93: 8:45 am|

BILLING CODE 500004

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 165

[CGD13-50-028)

RIN 2115-AED6

Requlated Navigation Area: Puget
Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca, WA;
Grays Harbor, WA; Columbla River &

Willamette River OR; Yaguina Bay, OR;
Umpqua River, OR; Coos Bay, OR

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of termination.

SUMMARY: This rulemaking project was
initiated to adopt regulations requiring
an emergency tow-wire on tank barges
while transiting certain port areas of the
Pacific Northwest. The project is no
longer necessary because the Coast
Guard issued separate regulations on
December 22, 1993, which require an
emergency tow wire or tow line on all
offshore oil barges. The Coast Guard is
therefore terminating further rulemaking
under docket number CGD13-90-028.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
LCDR . Bigley or LTJG M. L. Kammerer,
Thirteenth Coast Guard District. Port
Safety and Security Branch. (208) 220—
7210.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May
22, 1990, the Coast Guard published a
"Request for comments; notice of -
hearing™ at 55 FR 21044 seeking public
comment on six navigation saiety
initiatives for port areas in the Pacific
Northwest. These six safety initiatives
involved the use of tug escorts.
emergency towing plans, speed criteria.
additional bridge personnel, emergency
low-wire requirements for tank barges,
and requirements for extended pilotage.
A public hearing was held on june 22,
1990, in Seattle, Washington. to hear
comments on the six iniuatives and
alternative courses of action. The
comments pertaining (o emergency tow-
wire requirements for tank barges were
addressed and incarporated in a notice
of proposed rulemaking {NPRM)
published on October 24, 1991 at 56 FR
$5104.

The rule proposed by the October 24.
1991. NPRM would have required all ~
tank barges to carry an emergency tow-
wire while transiting certain port areas
of the Pacific Northwest. This rule was
proposed in response to the growing
concemns of the citizens of Washington
and Oregon that regulatory action was
necessary to prevent the discharge of oil
or other hazardous substances during
transportation. The proposed rule was
intended to enhance navigation safety,
thereby reducing the risk of pollution
and environmental damage from
collisions and groundings.

Subsequent to publication of the
October 24. 1991 NPRM, the Coast
Guard issued regulations requiring that
all offshore oil barges carry an
emergency tow wire or tow line
(December 22. 1993, 58 FR 67988).
These separate regulations became
effective on January 21, 1994, and are
codified at 33 CFR 155.230. Because
these separate regulations adequately
addressed the same issue addressed by
the proposed rule. the proposed rule has
become unnecessary, and the Coast
Guard 1s terminating further rulemaking
under docket number CGD13-90-028.

Dated: May 16. 1995.
John A. Pierson.
Captain. U.S. Coast Guard, Commander,
Thirteenth Coast Guard Distnct, Acting.
[FR Doc. 95-12735 Filed 5-23-95: 8:45 am]
BILLING COOE 4910-14-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52

[KY-83-6927b; FRL-51848-8]

Approvai and Promulgation of
implementation Plans State: Kentucky

Approval of Revisions to State
Implementation Plan (SIP)

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: EPA is proposing to approve
a revision to the state implementation
plan (SIP] submitted by the
Commonwealth of Kentucky through
the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet
(Cabinet). This revision will incerporate
inta the SIP an operating permit issued
to the Calgon Carbon Corporation
located in the Kentucky portion of the
Ashland/Huntington ozone (Os)
nonattainment area. This permit will
reduce the emissions of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) by requiring
reasonablv available control technology



