
SY IRP Status 

Tech Memo for contingency sampling/field investigation for Sites 8-13 
being written; workshop scheduled for 5 June. 

Draft Final Addendum RI/FS Workplan & Risk Assessment for West Basin, 
dated 3-22-95, in review. 

West Basin (Site 7) Tech Memo due for review and comments in June 1995. 

Draft RI/FS due 27 Oct 1995, comments due 27 Dec 95. 

DCN 1599
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Summary of Potentially Contaminated Sites 

Site 
N~ttnbc~r 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6A 

6 B 

7 

H 

9 

1 0 

I l 

12 

13 

Site Nirslr  

Mole Solid Wasle Opcratio~is 

Cl~en~ical Material atril SIUI.~I~C 
Area 

Industrial Waste Disposal Pits 

Mole Extension Operations 

Skeet Range Solid Waste Fill 
Area 

Boat Disposal Location 

Fuel Tank Farm and Old 
Scrapyard 

Hubor Sctliments 

Building 2 10 Trichloroethcne 
(TCE) Disposal Site 

Building 129 Ground Floor 
Spills and Quonset Hut 

Lot H Past Operations 

Hillside East of Drydock 1 

Lot X Toxic Sandblast 
Disposal 

Tank Farm Area Near 
Building 303 

Site 
I .oc';rtion 

SI;rrion 

Statiu~r 

Station 

Station 

Station 

Station 

Slalion 

St;triorl bt 
SIril~y;~rd 

Shipyiud 

Shipyard 

Shipyard 

Shipyard 

Shipyard 

Shipyanl 

Naval Complex Long Beach 

Disposal Period 

mid-1940s to mid-1960s 

mid- 1 ')OOs lo 1980 

late-1940s to early 1970s 

1950s - 1972 

mid-1930s to 1968 

1942 to 1965 

early 1940's to 1982 

early 1940s lo mid-1970s 

1974 to 1980 

1940 to 1973 

1952 to 1957 

1950s to 1975 

1971 to 1975 

1970 to Present 

Wirste 1)escription 

Trash. garbage, metal scrap, s;u~dblast gril, asbestos 

W~LSIC oils, ucitls. soIvc~~~.\ .  I) ; I I I I IS .  C ~ I I C I I I I (  ; I ~ . I ~ I  

Waste oil, caustic wastc, acidic wasrcs, sludgcs, [rash 

Construction debris, sandblast grit, pcln)lcu~il products, 
asbestos, trash, soil 

Bed frames, desks, solid wastc, construction debris 

Sandblast grit, old boats, wasrc oil, solid wastc 

Lead batteries, mercury, wutc oil, spcnt sar~dblasr grit, 
possible fuel releases 

Boilcr blow-down, rusl prcvc~ltalivc, Icird caulking 
rnarcrial, solvc~rts, PCB&. ;~citlh, wahlc l ) i l .  gtc;lhc 

Triclilorocthcnc 

Oil, grease, solvents, trichlorocthenc, cosmolinc, paint 

Batteries, sandblast grit, bartcry acid, wastc oil, solvents, 
mercury 
-- --- 

Sandblast grit, cuprous oxidc 

Sandblast grit, tributylrin, solvcnrs, petroleum products, 
paints, trichloroethenc, stoddard solvcnts 

Podable storagc [arks containing: Sodiurn nitritc, 
sulfides, citric acid, trisodium phosphalc, oil, solvents. 
Lhimers 



Fact Sheet No. 1 July 1993 

Environmental Programs at  

O N G  BEACH 
Naval Complex 

This fact sheet describes the investigation of 
possible hazardous waste contamination at 
Long Beach Naval Complex under the 
Department of Defense's Installation 
Restoration Program. This is the first in a series 
of fact sheets that will be issued periodically 
throughout the investigation process. Future 
fact sheets will update you on the site 
conditions, provide information on the 
proposed cleanup alternatives, and inform you 
of upcoming public participation activities. 

The Navy is cleaning up Long Beach Naval 
Complex through the Installation Restoration (IR) 
Program. The IR Program is the Navy's 

ntal Protection Agency (EPA), 
known as the "Superfund program. 

cies. In addition, the Navy will work closely 
the public through the Community Relations 

of the IR Program are to identify, 

ardous materials operations are in 
with all applicable federal and state 

agency and the California Department of 
Substances Control is the lead state agency 

anup of Long Beach Naval Complex. 

the Long Beach Naval Complex, the IR 

CRA) Corrective Action 



PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS 

investigations was 
an industrial waste study completed in December 1969. This 
study reported the discharge of industrial wastewaters into the 
West Basin of the Long Beach Harbor, burial of industrial waste 
liquids and sludges in disposal pits on the breakwater known as 
"the Mole", and landfilling of solid waste and sandblast grit to 
enlarge the Mole. 

The Initial Assessment Study for the Naval Complex was 
completed in August 1983. The purpose of this study which was 
similar to a Preliminary Assessment (see page 5) ,  was to identify 
and assess potential threats to human health or the environment 
caused by past hazardous materials storage, handling, or disposal 
practices. The study 
included information on 
waste generating sources, 
waste handling, storage 
and transportation 
procedures, waste 
processing procedures, 
and descriptions of 
disposal sites. It identified 
12 potentially contami- 
nated areas. 

A RCRA Facility Assess- 
ment (RFA) of the Long 
Beach Naval Complex, 
dated 30 November 1989, 
was prepared by the 
California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC). Under the RFA 
records review, DTSC evaluated existing data and conducted 
personnel interviews and a visual site inspection to evaluate the 
potential for releases of hazardous constituents. The RFA 
recommended further action at the 12 sites identified during the 
Initial Assessment Study, as well as one additional site: Site 13. 
The 13 Sites are shown in Figure I .  

Two Site Inspections were conducted concurrently in 1991 at the 
Naval Station and Naval Shipyard to investigate the 12 sites 
identified by the Initial Assessment Study. The purpose of the 
Site Inspections was to verify the presence of hazardous substance 
contamination and to assess whether further action is warranted. 

A total of 86 soil samples, 27 groundwater samples, and 15 
sediment samples were collected. The results of the laboratory 
analyses were ~lsed to evaluate observed releases to groundwater, 
soil/sediment, :;urface water, and air pathways. Further investiga- 
tion was recommended for each of the 12 sites in the final report 
completed in hlovember 1992. 

A RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) was conducted at Site 13, 
the tank farm near Building 303, in December 1991. The purpose 
of the RFI was to assess whether there have been releases of 
hazardous con:;tituents into the subsurface environment at the 
tank farm and whether additional investigation or corrective 
measures are required. Releases were confirmed at Site 13, and 
the area was recommended for further investigation in the final 
report completed in December 1992. 

CURRENT ENVIRONMENTAL 
INVESTIGATION 

Currently, Rernedial Investigation (RI) activities to define the 
magnitude, exl:ent, direction, and rate of movement of potential 
contaminants in soil and groundwater are being planned. In 
addition to characterizing the extent of the contamination, the RI 
will provide d,ita to support the subsequent Feasibility Study (FS) 
which will identify and analyze potential cleanup measures. 

Health and Safety Plan 

A Health and Safety Plan will be prepared to support the Long 
Beach Naval Complex field investigation efforts. This plan will 
include procetiures for personal protection, personnel and 
equipment safety, medical assistance, and general work practices. 
All members of the site investigation team have been trained on 
proper emergency procedures including emergency response and 
first-aid capatlilities associated with the Long Beach Naval 
Complex environmental investigation. 

THE CC)MMUNITY RELATIONS 
PROGRAM 

The Community Relations Program is an essential element of the 
IR Program. The goals of the Community Relations Program are 
both to infor111 the community about the environmental cleanup 
and to provid~: the community with opportunities to participate in 
the decision-rnaking process. To accomplish these goals, commu- 
nity meetings will be held, and public comment periods will be 
conducted at (critical decision points in the process. During public 
comment periods. concerns expressed by the community will be 
considered and responded to in the Responsiveness Summary. 

Public notice:; about upcoming public comment periods and 
meetings will be published in the Los Angeles Times-Long Beach 
Edition, Long: Beach Press Telegram, San Pedro News Pilot, 
Downtown Gazette, Wrigley Journal, and the Long Beach 



THE INSTALLATION 
RESTORATION (IR) PROGRAM 

Each of the following steps will be conducted at 
Long Beach Naval Complex 

PRELlMlffARY ASSESSMENTI 
SITE INSPECTION 

Discovery and Verification of I 
Potential Hazardous Waste I 

/ 
- --  

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (ill)/ 
FEASIBILITY STUDIES (FS) I 
Conduct Site Studies (RI) 

and Develop Clean-Up Solutions (FS) I 

" 
public comment period)u I 

for Sites I 
/ 

REMEDIAL DESIGN IRD/ I 
REMEDIAL ACTION RA 
Construct the Clean-Up 

Solution(s) 

/ 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE I 
Cleanup Technology; Measure 

How Well the Clean-Up 
Solution(s) Perform Over Time I 



HOW THE INSTALLATION 
RESTORATION PROGRAM 
WORKS 

The Process 

that have been 
identified as potentially hazardous to the public's health and 
the environment. This step includes collecting and reviewing 
all available information and may include off-site surveys to 
evaluate the source and nature of hazardous substances 
present. Site Inspections routinely include collectirtg surface 
water, groundwater, and soil samples to determine if contami- 

j nation is present. 
1' 

Once the site or sites have been identified, the Rernedial 
Investigation (RI) is started. This investigation in\ olves taking 
numerous soil and water sample$ and drilling mor~itoring 

1 wells. Each sample of soil and water is carefully packaged, 
placed in ice, and rushed to a laboratory certified oy the State 

i of California and EPA. Each sample is then subjezted to a 
number of different tests to determine if contamiriants are 

I present. All field work is performed according to sampling 

I plans approved by the regulatory agencies. 
6 ' The field work produces thousands of individual "datapoints." 

These datapoints are stored in a computer data base that is 
used to develop a picture of the site, and to deter nine the 
extent of contamination and evaluate potential ri jks to human 
health and the environment. The conceptual picture and the 
risk information are then evaluated in the Feacibility Study 

i (FS). The FS looks at the possible clean-up alternatives for 
each site, and evaluates the suitability of these alternatives. 
The FS helps the investigators determine the most effective 
way to clean up each individual site. Results from the FS are 

1 used to develop the proposed clean-up plan, i.e., so11 removal, 
groundwater treatment, etc. 

After formal public review during which the public can give 
oral and written comments that will be responded to in a 
document called a Responsiveness Summary, a clean-up plan 
is selected in the Record of Decision (ROD). M1ork plans are 
then developed and the clean-up plan is implenlented. The 
final step in the process is operation and maintenance, which 
involves continual testing and monitoring to ensure that the 
cleanup was successful. 



LONG BEACH NAVAL 
COMPLEX DESCRIPTION 

Business Journal. Fact sheets will also be issued periodically 
about the progress of clean-up activities. For information 
concerning the community relations program, please contact 
LT Karl Johnson, Long Beach Naval Station (3 101831-8729) or 

Claire Best, DTSC (3101590-4949). 

A Technical Review Committee (TRC) has been established to 
review and comment on proposed actions for cleaning up Long 
Beach Naval Complex. The TRC includes representatives from 
state and local regulatory agencies, the City of Los Angeles, the 
City of Long Beach, and neighborhood associations, and the 
Navy. The TRC meets as needed to discuss project progress, 
review reports, and comment on investigation and clean-up 
activities. After each TRC meeting, summaries of the meeting 
are mailed to those individuals on the mailing list and to the 
designated information repositories listed on the back of the this 
fact sheet. 

Since 1938, the United States Navy has occupied the 
Long Beach Naval Complex on the south side of Termi- 
nal Island in the cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles. 
The Naval Complex covers approximately 655 acres and 
harbor areas which include three naval facilities: the 
Naval Station, Naval Shipyard, and the Fleet and Indus- 
trial Supply Center. 

The Naval Station was established in 1946 as a compo- 
nent of the U.S. Naval Base Terminal Island, and was 
renamed Long Beach Naval Station in 1948. As of May 
1990, 38 ships were homeported at the Naval Station. The 
Naval Station includes the Mole, which is a breakwater 
constructed in 1944 that forms the western and southern 
boundaries of the West Basin of Long Beach Harbor. 

The mission of the Naval Station is to provide coordination and 
support to ships and other naval activities in the area. The Fleet 
and Industrial Supply Center is part of the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center San Diego, and provides supply support to the 
Station, Shipyard, and designated shore activities. 

The Naval Shipyard was commissioned in 1943. In June 1950, the 
Shipyard was placed on inactive status; it was reactivated again in 
February 195 1. The mission of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is 
to maintain, modernize and provide emergency repair of Navy 
Ships. 

Past Disposal Practices 

From approximately the mid-1930s to 1980, some areas of the 
Naval Complex were contaminated as a result of disposal and 
accidental releases of hazardous substances used in support of the 

Station and Shi~vard operations and mission. In 

PA- DQAN BREAKWATER 

L, 

/ addition to construction debris and other solid 
wastes, spent sandblast grit, waste oil, plating 
materials, solvents, and paints have been dis- 
posed of at various locations at the Naval Station 
and Naval Shipyard. Also, hazardous substances 
have, in the past, been discharged to the harbor 
via the storm drain system. These past practices, 
together with leaks and spills, were common, 
accepted and legal at the time. Today we recog- 
nize that some areas of the contamination may 
potentially be harmful to human health and/or the 
environment. Previous investigations indicate 
that none of the past waste disposal practices 
present an immediate threat to public health or 
the environment. However, the Navy is working 
with the State of California to continue extensive 
studies to confirm this information and to charac- 
terize potential long-term risks. 



Where You Can Get More Information 
Copies of documents and correspondence relating to the environmental cleanup are on file and can be reviewed at the information repositories listed below. 
The Administrative Record, a legal file of documents upon which the Navy bases its cleanup response action, is on file at Long Beach Naval Station. 

Long Beach Public Library Long Beach Naval Station 
101 Pacific Avenue Library, E;uilding 398 
Long Beach, CA 908 10 Naval Station 
3 101437-2949 Long Beach, (:A 90822-5000 

3 101547-7'349 

San Pedro Public Library Wilmington Public Library 
93 1 South Getty Street 1300 North Avalon Avenue 
San Pedro, CA 90731 Wilmington, CA 90744 
3 101548-7779 3 1 01834- 1082 

If you have any questions or comments, would like to be put on the mailing list to receive fact sheets and other infomation, or would like someone to 
make a presentation to your group, please contact: 

Commander, Long Beach Naval Shipyard Commander, Naval Surface Group Long Beach 
Public Affairs Officer Public Al'fairs Officer 
John Ryan-Code 1 160 LT Karl .fohnson 
300 Skipjack Road Naval Station 
Long Beach, CA 90822-5099 Long Be;ich, CA 90822-5000 
3 101547-7798 3 10183 1-8720 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control Commandirlg Officer, Long Beach Naval Station 
Claire Best Facilities Management Department 
Public Participation Specialist LCDR John Snyder (Code N4) 
Region 4 Naval Station 
245 W. Broadway, Suite 350 Long Beach, CA 90822-5000 
Long Beach, CA 90820-4444 3 101547- 75 13 
3 101590-4949 
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INSTALLATION RESTORATION 
PROGRAM 

REMOVAL ACTION 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Site 11 

FACT SHEET #2 JANUARY 1994 

Introduction 
To Obtain More Information 

The Navy is stabilizing an embankment slope and This fact sheet is one of a series of 
level area at Site 11 of the Long Beach Naval information releases designed to inform the 

Shipyard (refer to Figure 1). f h e  slope and level public about environmental cleanup 
activities at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. area are covered with sandblast grit that was placed The Navy welcomes your interest in 

as fill material in 1975. The sandblast grit, which interim removal action. If vou would like 
originally was used to remove paint from ships and more information or have questions or 
vehicles, will be sealed in place pending the final comments, please contact the Navy Public 

removal action. The contaminants of concern are Affairs Office. 

metal deposits from paint residue and cuprous Public Affairs Officer 
oxide, a toxicant that is part of the grit material. John Ryan - Code 1160 
These contaminants are toxic when ingested. 300 Shipjack Road 

Long Beach, CA 90822-5099 

This interim removal action is being conducted 310/547-7798 

( under the Navy's Installation Restoration (IR) Please see the following page for additional 
Program. The IR Program was established under sources of information. 
the Federal "Superfund" program (CERCLA and 
SARA) to address contamination and potential 
public health and environmental impacts resulting from past hazardous waste management 
and disposal operations. Through the IR Program, the Navy identifies, investigates, and 
remediates contaminated sites to maintain compliance with applicable Federal, State, and 
local regulations and to correct or prevent endangerment to public health and the 
environment. The Navy is overseeing the Site 11 construction activities, which are being 
performed under a contract with IT Corporation. 

Concrete 
Stairs7 

Lot F 
Harbor Dept. 
Oil L i n e s 7  

i 
r concrete f 

I Retaining Wall - LotG 121 I 

I 

I 

Figure 1 

Site 11, Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

11 Lot H ' 

I 



Site Description and Environmental History 

Site 11 consists of an embankment slope and a level area in the eastern portion of the Naval 
Shipyard; the boundaries of the site are shown in Figure 1. Building 300 (Engineering 
Management Building) and parking lots A and F are directly east and parking lots H and G are 
directly west of Site 11. An east-west running asphalt road bisects the site into a north slope 
that is 460 feet long and a south slope that is 735 feet long. The level area, located adjacent to 
Buildings 98 and 110, is 350 feet long. Because vegetation (ice plant) covers only a portion of 
the site, sandblast grit is exposed in many areas. 

In 1975, approximately 6,400 cubic yards of sandblast grit was used as fill to extend the natural 
hillside east of Drydock 1 (Site 11). The sandblast grit contained approximately 46,000 pounds 
of cuprous oxide. The slope and level area remained undeveloped areas until their inclusion in 
the Navy IR Program. 

Previous Investigations 

Under the IR Program, the Navy performed a preliminary assessment/site inspection (PA/SI) of 
the Site 11 embankment slope and level area in 1991. Black sandblast material was encountered 
near the surface of the hillside and east of Buildings 174,98, and 110. Laboratory analyses 
confirmed the presence of elevated concentrations of lead and copper in the surface soil. The 
highest concentrations were found in soil collected from the level area. The level area was 
covered with plastic to limit windblown dispersion of the grit. A remedial investigation/ 
feasibility study (RI/FS) was initiated to determine the appropriate approach for the final 
removal action. 

Removal Action 

This is a time-critical removal action involving interim tasks necessary to minimize further 
dispersion of the sandblast grit during the ongoing RI/FS process. Construction activities 
began on January 3,1994, and will be completed by February 15,1994. The interim removal 
action work plan has been reviewed and approved by the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 
The interim action consists of two tasks. 

Task I - Hvdroseeding 
The goal of Task 1 is to stabilize the embankment slope through revegetation (hydroseeding) 
and installation of erosion control blankets. This will limit the dispersion of sandblast grit. 
The existing erosion-prone vegetation will be removed, and the broken irrigation system will 
be replaced. 

Task 2 - Shotcrete 
The goal of Task 2 is to prevent windblown dispersion of sandblast grit in the level area east of 
Buildings 174,98, and 110. The area will be graded, and shotcrete, a cement-containing 
material, will be placed over the exposed sandblast grit. 



Health and Safety During Construction 

All site activities will be performed in compliance with a site-specific health and safety plan to 
provide for the safety of all on-site workers and the surrounding community. The appropriate 
level of protective clothing will be worn by all workers involved in the interim removal action. 
In addition, a health and safety officer will monitor site activities throughout the work. 

Future Activities 

This interim removal action is designed to stabilize the site and reduce any potential threats to 
human health and the environment. The ongoing RI/FS involves completion of soil borings 
and installation of groundwater monitoring wells to identify the vertical and horizontal extent 
of sandblast grit and its impact to groundwater. A detailed review of remedial alternatives will 
be conducted during the RI/FS, and the Navy will then select a final remedial action. 

Community Involvement 

The Navy encourages the public to share their 
comments and concerns at any time during this 
interim removal action (refer to cover page for 
the Navy contact). If community interest so 
warrants, additional fact sheets will be developed 
to address inquiries about the site and cleanup 
activities. Please complete the mailing list 
coupon if you would like to remain on the 
mailing list for the Site 11 activities (see last page 
of the fact sheet). 



I Mailing List Coupon I 
I If you would like to be on the permanent mailing list to receive future information about I 
I environmental cleanup activities at Site 11, please fill out this coupon and mail it to I 
I John Ryan, Public Affairs Officer, Code 1160, 300 Shipjack Road, Long Beach, California I 
1 90822-5099. I 
I I 
I 

Name I 
I I 
I 

Address I 
I I 
I I Telephone Number 

I 
I 



REMOVAL ACTION 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, S i t e  12 

FACT SHEET #3 JULY 1994 

Introduction 

The Navy is asphalting an unpaved area 
of Site 12 on the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard (LBNSY) (refer to figure 
below). Site 12 the site of a former 
drum crushing facility and a disposal 
area for sandblasting grit. The 
contaminants of concern are volatiles, 
semivolatiles and petroleum based 
products in the soils of the former 
drum crushing facility, and heavy 
metals in the sandblasting grit; 
including organotins. (See Glossary). 

This interim removal action is being 
conducted under the Navy's 
Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP). The IRP was established under 
the Federal "Superfundw program 
(CERCLA and SARA) to address 
contamination and potential public 
health and environmental impacts 
resulting from past hazardous waste 
management and -disposal practices. 
Through the IRP the Navy identifies, investigates and remediates contaminated 
sites to correct or prevent endangerment to human health and the environment, and 

1 1  r -TI I - I L I I  I 

i 
01 

omJntAB(wcUM 

UNPAVED AREA 

L-SMPE 
KEY MAP 

Site 12, Long Beach Naval Shipyard 



to maintain compliance with applicable Federal, Stat.e and local regulations. 
Site 12 removal action activities are being performed under a contract with Brown 
& Root. 

GLOSSARY 

Site Deecrigtion and Environmental Hietory 

r 
mad C8lifornia Department of T d c  

Substances Control 

PAf BI Prmliminary ~msassmant/~itm 
Inispeetion 

CgPCLA Cmrehensive Environmental 
Reoponse, Compensation and 
Liability Act 1980 

-VAL & nhort-term action taken to 
Af3IOW address a release or threatenad 

relmaee of lr hazardous mubstance 

VOLkTILB The tmdency of a subst.nce to 
evaporate er volatilize rapidly at 
a given temperature, ie. 
Tricbloroethtne (TCE) , a ~olvant 
u ~ e d  as a cleurer/dagreaser. 

r 

Site 12 is located in Parking Lot X on LBNSY, east of Skipjack Road. 
Sandblasting grit containing tributyltin (TBT) paint chips was reportedly 
disposed between 1971 and 1975 at an unknown location in Lot X. The TBT 
containing grit was reportedly disposed in a 1 5 x 1 5 ~ 1 0  foot area. Based on the 
results of an aerial photographic review, a distinct pit was not identified; 
however, a "Ln shaped depositional area of sandblasting grit was noted. The grit 
can be seen on the surface in the northern and eastern edges of the site. In 
addition, empty drums which containedhazardous material were crushedin a fenced 
area in Lot X. The previous contents of the drums included epoxy-based paints, 
solvents used for degreasing and paint removal, lube oils and other petroleum 
based products. 

Rx/BS ~emedial 2nvesr;igationt 
Peanibility Study 

R ~ Q C B  Regional Watea Quality control 
Board 

SAIUL Superfund Amenbent snd 
Reauthorization Act  of 1986 

ORGANOTIN A tarnfly of orgaeit tin 
compounds. This f h l y  of 
tins includes ttibuty1tin.s 
(TBT) , which arm manufactured 
for use in anti-fouling paint. 

SEMf- The tendency of a subetance to 
VOLATILE evaporate at a lesser rate 

than a volatile eubstanca, ia. 
X'-nitrosodiphenyldne, a 
soluble lubricant addl tive. 

Previous Inveetigatione 

Under the IRP the Navy performed a preliminary ~ssessmctnt /Site Inspection (PA/SI) 
of the drum crushing area of Site 12. Previous investiigations have detected the 
presence of organics (compounds containing carbon, ie. petroleum products) and 
metals in the soil in this area. Borings were condilcted in the northwest and 
southwest corners of Lot X to sample soils where the TBT contaminated 
sandblasting grit was reportedly deposited. No organotins were found at a 
concentration above detection limits. 

Removal Action 

This is a removal action involving interim tasks necessary to minimize the 
migration of contaminated soils from the drum crushing area via storm water 
runoff and the possible air dispersion of surface sandblasting grit. 
Construction activities commenced July 5, 1994 and will be completed October 3, 
1994. The interim removal action has been reviewed and approved by the 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) and the California Regional Water Qua:Lity Control Board (RWQCB), 
Los Angeles Region. The interim action consists of minimal grading and fill, if 
necessary, and asphalting of the unpaved area of Site 12. 



Health and Safety During Conetruction 

All site activities will be performed in compliance with a site-specific health 
and safety plan to provide for the safety of all on-site workers and individuals 
in the surrounding areas. The appropriate level of protective clothing will be 
worn by all workers involved in the interim removal action. In addition, a 
health and safety officer will monitor site activities throughout the project. 

Future Activities 

This interim removal action is designed to provide a protective covering for the 
site to prevent migration of contaminants and to reduce potential threats to 
human health and the environment. Future RI/FS activities at the site will 
include the completion of soil borings and groundwater sampling of the drum 
crushing area, shallow groundwater samples of the "L" shaped area of concern 
identified during the photographic review of the site, and perimeter well points. 

The intent of ongoing RI activities is to identify the potential vertical and 
horizontal extent of possible contamination, and its impact to groundwater. The 
results of the RI will be used to develop a FS, which will evaluate cleanup 
options. From this study a proposed plan will be prepared, and reviewed by the 
regulatory agencies and the public prior to the selection of the remedy. The 
public's review process will include a public meeting and 30 day public comment 
period. The final remedy selected will incorporate appropriate community 
concerns. 

Community Involvement 

The Navy encourages the public to share their comments and concerns at any time 
during this interim removal action. Please refer to the cover page for the Navy 
Point of Contact (POC). If the community interest so warrants, additional fact 
sheets will be developed to address inquires about the site and removal 
activities. 

Other Information Sources 

Copies of documents and related correspondence are an 
f i f e  and can be reviewed a t  the locations l i s t e d  below: 

Long Beach Public Library 
101 Pacific Avenue 

Long Beach, CA 90810 
(310) 570-7500 

Long Beach Naval Station Library 
Building 398 

Long Beach, CA 90822-5000 
(310) 547-7349 



----- - - -  -____-_-__-----------_---.__- --.----,----- 1 
I 

I -ING LIST COUPON 
I 
I 

I I 

I I 
I 
It you would like to be on the permanent mailing list to receive future / 

I infarn~ition about environmental cleanup activitie-3 at the Long Beach Naval I 
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July 1994 - Fact Sheet 1 

w Defense Fuel 
Support Point 

REMOVAL ACTION SITE EVALUATION BEGINS 
This fact sheet is one of a series written to 
keep you updated on environmental cleanup 
activities at the Defense Fuel Support Point, 
Sun Pedro Facility (Sun Pedro Facilityl. It 
includes the results of site 
investigah'ons and tells how 
cleanup at the facility is 
being accelemted through 
the Removal Action process. 

Future fact sheets will 
provide more information on 
the cleanup work, proposed 
cleanup alternatives and 
upcoming public participa- 
tion activities. 

Environmental protection 
work at the Sun Pedro 
Facility is being done 
through the Department of 
Defnse 's Installation 
Restoration Progmm (IR 
Program) which is equiva- 
lent to the 'Superfund" 

Environmental Protection Agency. The 
goals of the IR Progmm are to idenah, INTRODUCTION 
investigate and remediate abandoned or 
inactive waste disposal sites. The San Pedro Facility includes the Defense 

- - 

Fuel Support Point San Pedro (DFSP) and 
the Palos Verdes and San Pedro Navy 
Family Housing areas (see Fig. 1). The 
Navy and the Defense Fuel Region-West 
(DFR-W) have been conducting an environ- 
mental assessment of these properties that 
will lead to the cleanup of potentially 
hazardous waste sites that are located on 
these properties. To date, eight CERCLA 
sites have been identified and investigated. 
The results of these site investigations are 
summarized in this fact sheet (see Investiga- 
tion Results). 

The Navy manages and is responsible for 
remediating the housing properties while the 
DFR-W operates the DFSP and is respon- ' 

sible for its remediation. Next to the DFSP is 
a third Navy family housing property (Taper 
Avenue) which is a part of the Military Base 
Closure Program. 

process used by the US. 
Figure 1 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Community participation is a very impor- 
tant part of the environmental program at 
the San Pedro Facility. A Community 
Relations Program has been developed 
that is designed to keep the public 
informed of environmental cleanup 
activities at the facility and to provide 
interested community members the 
opportunity to participate in the decision- 
making processes. The Community 
Relations Plan includes the following public 
participation and information activities: 

Information Repositories have been 
established at the Son Pedro Public Library 
and at the Naval Station Long Beach 
Library to provide public access to 
technical documents and information that 
relates to the environmental work being 
performed. Copies of the community 
relations plan are in the repositories. 

Administrative Record files that include the 
documents that are used to select the 

response actions at each site will be kept 
at the Son Pedro Public Library, the Naval 
Station Long Beach Library and the Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command, Southwest 
Division, San Diego, California. 

Fact Sheets like this one will provide 
periodic updates on ;he environmental 
work being done at the Son Pedro Facility. 

Door-to-Door Notices that announce field 
work and schedules are distributed in 
special cases to residents that live adja- 
cent to the work. 

Press Releases are distributed to the local 
media to announce upcoming public and 
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meetings 
and to provide updates on the cleanup 
process. 

Public Meetings are held in conjunction 
with Restoration Advisory Board meetings, 
at the conclusion of the Removal Site 
Evaluation process and as needed. 

Public Comment Periods will be con- 
ducted at critical points in the decision 
making process. A minimum of 30 days is 
allocated for the public to submit written 
comment on the proposed plan. At the 
conclusion of the comment period a 
Responsiveness Summary will be prepared 
and accompany the final decision 
document. 

Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) will 
replace the Technical Review 
Committee that was established in 
1990 as part of the Installation 
Restoration Program for the San 
Pedro Facility. In 1993, the Depart- 
ment of Defense issued guidance to 
increase public participation in the 
cleanup of government facilities 
with the creation of RABs. 

f O R  MORE INFORMATION SEE: 

RAB FACTS - BACK PAGE 



LOCATION AND 
BACKGROUND 

DFSP SAN PEDRO 

The DFSP is located west of Long Beach and 
covers 331 acres. Since 1943, it has been 
used to receive, store and distribute diesel 
and jet fuels for military use in California, 
Arizona and Nevada. In 1980, the Defense 
Fuel Supply Center branch of the Defense 
Logistics Agency assumed operations from 
the Navy. The DFSP currently utilizes 4 1 
tanks to store various fuels and waste oil. 
Thirty four of these storage tanks are 
underground and seven are aboveground. 
All the tanks and their piping are regularly 
inspected. 

Site Investigations have been completed that 
describe contamination at four sites on the 
DFSP. These have been designated Sites 
3A, 3B, 4 and 6 (see Enclosure, Figure 2). 

NA W FAMILY HOUSING AREAS 

The Navy maintains three properties that are 
next to the DFSP. This land was deeded to 
the Department of Defense by the City of 
Los Angeles in 1942. 

The Palos Verdes Navy Family Housing area 
consists of 300 housing units that were built 
on 59 acres of land just north of the DFSP. 
Investigations have identified three contami- 
nated sites (Sites lA, 1B and 2) on this 
property (see Figure 2). 

The San Pedro Navy Family Housing area 
consists of 245 housing units and is located 
on 62 acres immediately to the southwest of 
the DFSP. Site 5 is next to the San Pedro 
housing area (see Figure 2). 

INSTALLATION 
RESTORATION PROGRAM 

As previously stated, cleanup at the San 
Pedro Facility is being conducted through the 
IR Program. Two Congressional acts, the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
and the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA), outline the 
ways that under Superfund hazardous waste 
sites are to be cleaned up. The IR Program 
follows those guidelines. 

Public Participation and consultations with 
the project's lead agencies factor into each 
step in the process and will determine the 
over-all remediation strategy for the San 
Pedro Facility. 

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS INVESTIGATION RESULTS 
SAN PEDRO FACILITY 1 

REMOVAL ACTION PROCESS 

A QUICKER WAY TO REMEDIATE SITES 
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DFSP SAN PEDRO 

Central Ravine (Site 3A) 

Constmction demolition debris including @ 
concrete, asphalt and steel was deposited 
with fill dirt in the early 1970s. Metals, 
total petroleum hydrocarbons, semi-volatile 
organic compounds and PCBs have been 
housed identified as the potential chemicals 
of concern. The site is currently being tested 
to determine the types of remediation options 
that are best for it. The results of these tests 
will be available in 1994. Access to the site 
is restricted and groundwater is estimated to 
be deeper than 100 feet so there is no 
apparent immediate risk from contamination 
to either human health or to the environ- 
ment. 

Southeast Ravine (Site 3B) 

In the early 1970s, construction debris was 
deposited in the ravine. In 1979, one of the 
facility's underground storage tanks released 
fuel into it. Metals, total petroleum hydrocar- 
bons. semi-volatile oreanic communds. 
PCB; andorganic lea2 have bein identified 
as the potential chemicals of concern. More 
testing is planned to determine the best 
remediation options. There is no apparent 
immediate risk to the environment and 
because access to the site is restricted 4 
is none to humans as well. 

Oil Spill (Site 4) 

In 1954, approximately 147,000 gallons of 
fuel oil spilled from Tank 5. In the early 
1960s another release of the same grade fuel 
oil occurred. The amount of oil that spilled 
ranged from 4,200 to 21,OO gallons. Little of 
the fuel from either spill was recovered. The 
site is estimated to cover approximately 
three acres. Ongoing tests and monitoring 
are being conducted in select areas at the 
spill site. 

South Ravine (Site 6) 

Specific waste disposal practices at this site 
are unknown. Visible debris includes 
residential and construction debris such as I - 
and 5-gallon cans, tires, pipe, concrete and 
furniture. The ravine may also have been 
contaminated by the fuel spills from Site 4. 
Semi-volatile organic compounds, organic 
lead and total petroleum hydrocarbons have 
been identified as the potential chemicals of 
concern. This site also has limited access, so 
the apparent immediate risk to human hcalt a or to the environment 1s little to none. Bette1 
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GLOSSARY 

Arsenic - an element used in insecticides that reacts easily wth moist air. 

Carbon - an element in all living organisms. Coal, oil, natural gas and diamonds are primarily made of carbon. 

Cleanup - broadly used to describe different types of RESPONSE ACTIONS that deal with hazardous substances. 

Exposure - contact between a substance and an animal or plant. Exposure does not imply that the substance is absorbed or that it will produce an effect. 

Hazardous Waste - any solid waste listed as hazardous under the RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT, or that according to specific tests poses a 
si&cant threat because it is toxic, ignitable, corrosive or reactive 

Heavy Metals - metallic elements with like lead, mercury, arsenic, cadmium, chrormum and zinc. Chronic exposure to heavy concentrations is associated 
with adverse health effects. 

Hydrocarbons - chemical compounds that primarily contain carbon and hydrogen. 

h a d  - a toxic metal found in air, food, water soil, and old paint. It is regulated in the CLEAN AIR ACT, CLEAN WATER ACT, s m  DRINKING WATER ACT and 
others. 

Mitigation - actions to lessen an adverse impact on the environment. 

Monitoring - sampling and analysis of air, water and soil to determine the concentration of c o n t a n m t s  in it. 

Monitoring Well - a well drilled near waste to keep track of leakage. 

Organic - a substance that contains CARBON atoms. All living matter is organic. 

Petroleum - a liquid fuel that is made up of various HYDROCARBONS. It is found naturally in the pound and is refined to produce gasoline, fuel oil, kerosene 
and asphalt. 

Pollution - the addition of one or more chemicals to the air water or land in an amount or at a location that threatens human health or well-being. 

Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) - in the past were used in electrical transformers and to manufacture waxes, paper and ink and are widely distributed in 
the environment. 

Radium - a white, radioactive metallic element used in radiation therapy and as a constituent in luminescent paints. 

Remedial Action - taken to prevent or minimize the release of a hazardous substance into the environment. The need for remedial action is determined on 
the basis of potential hann to human health that could result from 1) releases into the air, groundwater or surface water, 2) direct conta* or 3) fire 
explosion. a 
Removal Action - removes the threat of potential harm from a contaminant. Does not imply physically removing the contaminant. 

Removal Site Evaluation W E )  - used at sites that need little additional sampling to evaluate for removal action. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - provides for the management of nonhazardous and hazardous solid wastes. The EPA implements it 
by setting minimum standards for hazardous waste, disposal facilities, treatment, storage and transfer. 

Response Action - either a REMOVAL ACTION or a REMEDIAL ACTION that may include removing hazardous materials; containing the waste safely on-site to 
eliminate further problems; destroying or treating the waste on-site; or removing the source of groundwater contamination and preventing the movement of 
contaminants. 

Sludge - a general term for waste products with the consistency of soft mud. 

Volatile Organic Compound (YOC) - a major category of air contaminants. Most are hydrocarbons like the unburned hydrocarbon compounds emitted 
from automobiles or industries. Others are organic solvents that evaporate h m  cleaning and painting activities. 

Volatilization - the process of evaporation. 

Water Table - the uppermost level at which the ground is saturated with water. 

If you did not receive this fact sheet in the mail then 
you are not on our mailing lid. If you want to be placed 

NAME: on this mailing list to receive fact sheets and future 
information on public medings and the RAB, please 
fill-out and return this coupon to: 

ADDRESS: 

c m / z I P :  

Lieutenant Karl Johnson 
Public Affairs Officer 

0 
Naval Station Long Beach 
Long Beach, CA 90822 



characterization of the site is planned to Beneath a sail cover, metals, arsenic, volatile AGENCY C O O R D ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
determine what remediation alternatives are and semi-volatile organic compounds and 
applicable to the site. heavy petroleum hydrocarbons were AND OVERSIGHT 

identified as the potential chemicals of 
PALOS VERDES NA W F M L  Y concan at the site. Removal Action is also The IR effort at the San Pedro Facility 

HOUSING AREA planned for this site and tests are currently 
public and among 

a cooperative effort between the 

w being done to determine appropriate ways to various government . 

1 Shir, Disposal Areas (Sites 1A and 1B) 
remediate it. The results will be available agencies. The agencies are 
this year. currently working together on the IR 

Program at the Sari Pedro Facility. 
Unspecified amounts of waste materials from 
ships returning from World War II were SAN PEDRO N4 W FAMILY HOUSING Southwest Division (-IV), Naval 
disposed in former ravines at Sites 1A and AREA 

Facilities Engineering Command - is the 
1B. This waste may have included paints, 

Fire Firrhters School (Site 5) lead federal agency responsible for 
solvents, scrap metal, cables, gas masks and 
metal drums. Disposal continued from 1947 

managing and coordinating the IR Program 

to 949, Radium we reportedly used This site covers eight acres of open fields to site investigation and cleanup for the sari 

on at that time and may have been a the southwest of the San Pedro housing area. Pedro Facility. 

part of the waste. surveys to determine if It site a 
'om Depadment o f ~ a v  - has 

radium is present are currently being 1944 to 1950 to train fire fighters and it was 
overall responsibility for the not used for waste disposal. Activities ~nstallation 

conducted. Restoration Program at sari Pedro related to fue fighting 
training may have Facility. 

The materials at Site 1A were subsequently contributed to the of contaminants in 

covered with from 15 to 20 feet of soil. This the Heavy metals, heavy petroleum 

covering of soil minimizes any potential risk hydrocarbons and semi-volatile organic California Ewkonmentrl protection 

hydr&ns were i d e n ~ e d  as the potential Agency (CalEPA)~ Deprrtment of Toxic 
to human health or to the environment. 

chemicals of concern. Removal Action is Substances Control @TSc)- provides 

planned for this site. Current testing will oversight as lead state agency for all IR 
Underneath the cover, heavy petroleum Programs at the Sari Pedro Facility. This is 
hydrocarbons were identified as the potential the Ws of prw- the lead h t e  Bgmcy nsponsible for 
chemicals for Further investigations d u e s  that are best for the site and those will 
have determined that there are also elevated be this year. reviewing and approving all proposed work 

PI- and overseeing the investigation and 
levels of total petroleum hydrocarbons and 

TAPER A mhWE NA W FAMILY cleanup. It is also tfie lead state agency 
arsenic. 

HOUSING AREA responsible for Public Participation 
oversight. 

A Removal Action is recommended for this 
site. Testing is c-tly being done that This is next to the 

help determine the method fenceline of the DFSP. It is scheduled for Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

that is most approMate for the site. These in 'qtember lgg4 under the Control Board - W w Q C B )  - provides 

tests will be completed this year and 
oversight of project work that relates to Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act. 

quality. 
recommendations be presented to the The Los Regi0na1 Water Quality 

public and all participating agencies early in C0nt.1~1 Board has asked that sampling be 

1995. done to determine if chemicals from old he1 
spills on the DFSP could have migrated off- 

During Navy housing approxi- site to the Taper Avenue property. These 

mateiy 2,000 to 3,000 cubic yards of material tests are cmently underway and the 

were removed from Site 1A and redeposited wll be in 'qtember. 

in a ravine next to it (Site 1B). Site 1B 
covers approximately 2.5 square acres and HEALTH AND SAFETY 
may be overlapped by Site 2. Heavy metals, 
arsenic and heavy peboleum hydrocarbons The Installation Restoration Program's 
were identified as the potential chemicals of Health and Safety Plan includes procedures 
concern at the site. A Removal Action is that are designed to protect the health and 
recommended for this site so tests are personal safety of the public and of workers. 
currently being conducted to identify the The plan has guidelines for personal 
types of remediation methods that will be protection, personnel and equipment safety, 
best for it. AS with site 1A the results of medical assistance and for general work 
these tests will be available this year. practices. The plan also outlines methods to 

ensure that workers will have been trained in 
Drilling Mud Disposal Area (Site 2) the proper safety procedures for the work 

they will be doing and that they will be 
During the 1950s oil exploration drilling wearing protective clothing that is appro~ri- 
muds and fuel sludge wastes were deposited ate for that work. To ensure public safety at 
in these ravines. It is not knonn how much job sites, exclusion zones that are marked 
of these materials were deposited or for how "Please DO Not Enter - For Workers Only" w long, Grading may have mixed materials are posted. Field activities are monitored at 
from Sites 1A and IB into the area of Sitc 2. all times to ensure that there are no hazards 

to local residents or the general public. Tel: 3 10 590-4949 



RESTORATION ADVISORY 
BOARD (RAB) FACTS 

Environmental cleanups are being conducted at 
federal facilities in wmmunlties throughout the 
United States. Some of these faalities, like 
several of the Naval Station Long Beach 
properties, will be closing. Other faalities, like 
the DFSP, will continue to operate. The 
environment cleanups at these faalities can be 
technically challenging, but equally as challeng- 
ing zre the ways that the deasions for these 
cleanups are made. 

In the past, deanup decisions were often made 
without including input from all parties with a 
stake in the deanup. But the decision-making 
process has been changing. The Department of 
Defense and the Navy have issued guidelines 
that provide for ways to bring all stakeholders 
into the decision making process as early as 
possible and in a way that will provide for safe, 
efficient and cost effective deanups. These 
guidelines direct that Restoration Advisory 
Boards (RABs) be established to increase 
public participation at faalities where environ- 
mental cleanups are currentty underway or 
planned. 

WHAT IS A RAB? 

A RAB is a group of individuals that gives 
advice on the cleanup process at a speak 
facility. The RAB does this by bringing the 
concerns of the local community to the board, 
by reviewing and commenting on actions and 
proposed actions that pertain to the faality's 
cleanup and by providing the community with 
information on Ule deanup. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF A RAB? 

A RAB is to act as a forum b discuss and 

the agenaes responsible for the cleanup and 
the regulatory agencies. The RAB does not 
funcbon as a deasion making body; however, it 
will revlew and comment on proposed cleanup 
actions. It will expand the existing Technical 
Review Committee concept by providing a more 
complete f m m  for discussing cleanup issues. 

WHAT ARE THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF 
A RAB? 

a RABS must hold regularly scheduled 
meetings that are also open to the public. 
These meetings must be held at a location 
that is centrally located and convenient to 
the community. Since the meetings are open 
to the plrblic they should be scheduled at 
times when the greatest number of 
community members can attend. 

The minutes from ead'~ RAB meeting must 
be recorded and mailed to interested 
communtty members and published in a 
local newspaper. 

The RAB will develop and use a mailing list 
of interested community members who wish 
to redeve information on the deanup 
program. 

The RAB provides a forum for individual 
members to give advice and make recom- 
mendations on environmental deanup 
issues at the RAB's faality. 

The RAB establishes a procedure for 
reqxmdng to questions and comments at 
puMi  meetings. 

WHO CAN BECOME A MEMBER? 

Membership in the San Pedro Facility RAB 
is open to interested community members. 

Each member must be available to serve in 
a voluntary capacity on the board for two 
years. 

Each member will be expected to review 1(1) 
project documents, identify project require- 
ments and recornmend priorities. 

All backgrounds are needed. No technical 
experience is required. 

exchange information between the community. 
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Nurre, Deirdre 

From: Creedon, Madelyn 
To: Nurre, Deirdre 
Subject : fyi 
Date: Friday, April 14, 1995 12:50PM 

if you should ever need them, i have the dera reports from fy89-93 on the bottom shelf of the bookcase in 
my office. 
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BCP ABSTRACT 

NAVAL STATION LONG BEACH, NAVAL HOSPITAL LONG BEACH Prepared: 20 February 1995 
and ASSOCIATED HOUSING 
Department of the Navy, BRAC II 

INSTALLATION SUMMARY 

Naval Station Long Beach (NAVSTA) Naval Hospitel Long Beech (NAVHOSP) 
Closure Date: 30 September 1994 Closure Date: 30 March 1994 
Location: Long Beach, CA Location: Long Beach, CA 
Size: 959.2 acres Size: 65.2  (includes Parcels A & B) 
Final Property Transfer Date: TBD Final Property Transfer Date: 1995 

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY 

BRAC Cldanup Team - DoD member, Alan K. Lee; State member, Alvaro Gutierrez; USEPA Region IX 
member, Sheryl L. Leuth. 

Restoration Advisorv Hoard - 25 members total (1  9 community members); Community Co-chair, Dan 
Cartagena; M~li tary Co-Chair(s), Alan K. Lee, and C. Anna Ulastewski. Meetings are held bi-monthly. 

Requlatory Proqram - Non-NPL installetions. NO FFSRA. 

Fast-Track Initiatives 

The following five DoD initiatives are being implemented: 

ldentificetion of Clean Properties Partnering 
Overlapping Phases of the Cleanup Process Improved Contracting Procedures 
lnterfacing with the Community Reuse Plen 

Environmental Condition of Property 

A CERFA Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) was performed for both the  NAVSTA and the 
NAVHOSP which included a review of past installation octivities/uses, a review of aerial photographs, 
discussions wi th past and present installation personnel, a review of previous envlronmcntnl 
investigations and a review of regulatory databases. 

NAVSTA NAVHOSP 
Draft EBS issued 30 September 1993 Dratt EBS issued 09 December 1993 
Final EBS issued 15 December 1993 Final EBS issued 05 January 1994 
Revised Final EBS issued 12 April 1994 Revised Final EBS issued 12 April 1994 

NAVSTA Property Leased: 0 acres NAVHOSP Property Leased: 0 scrbs 
NAVSTA Property Transferred: 79 acres NAVHOSP Property Transferred; 0 acres 

LC? Classification 
' Percent of Total Land Area 

FINANCIAL SUMMARY (Funding Requirements 3000) 

1 2 1 .+.. 
1 %  1 1 

5 
( < I % )  

NAVSTAIN-AVHOSP 
Programs 

IR Program 
Compltance Program 
Natural and Cultural 
Resources - 
Total 

3 

FYS6 kY95 

4 
3% 

6 

83% 
7 

1% 

FY97 F Y 9 8  kY 99 

- 

TOTAL 



REUSE PLAN STATUS 

The Reuse plan 
The Reuse plan 
Spring 1995, er 

for the NAVSTA is in the drafr stage with anticipated completion, Fall 1995. 
for the NAVHOSP states that Parcel B will revert back to the City of Long Beach, 

7d proposes the development of a retail center on Parcel A. 

REST0 RATION PROGRAM 

The NAVSTA IR Program consists of 7 IR sites, currently being evaluated in RI/FS (CERCLA) 
documents; and 20 AOCs identified for environmental investigation in March 1995. Site 7 (herbor 
sediments), presents a challenge in  evaluating the extent of contamination, negotiating issues with the 
numerous regulatory agencies and determining the best cleanup option. RllFS for Sltes 1 lhrough 6A 
complete September 1995; RI/FS for Site 7 complete February 1996. vpm* b 9  m r*\iL 5 

The NAVHOSP has no IR sites end, thus, no IR Pro~ram.  w& 5$01ki(.'~ 

COMPLIANCE PROGRAM 

An esbestos survey was performed for the NAVSTA and NAVHOSP. The results of the survey 
recommended a management in place program and stated that no abatement or mitigation was required 
at this time. The survey excluded some of the buildings on the Mole end Mole corridor, now 
scheduled to be surveyed in 1995. 

Lead-based Point 

A lead-based paint survey was done for the NAVSTA housing, NAVHOSP housing, and NAVSTA 
Building 685 (Child Development Center) only. The only lead-based paint abaterner~t planned at  rhis 
time is for Building 685. 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs1 

The remaining PCB-containing equipment at the former NAVSTA is currently rnotnt~ined by the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
The NAVHOSP identified end removed all PCB-containing equipment In 1989. 

Testing for radon was completed for the NAVSTA end NAVHOSP in 1991. No further action is 
required. 

Und-eraround Storaae Tanks (USTsL 

NAVSTA 
22 USTs removed - environmental investigation or sampling complete 1995 
3 USTs in use - future action TBD 
2 USTs temporary closure - future actlon TBD 
4 USTs abandoned in plece - tank removal anticipated 1995 
3 USTs not located - confirmatory investigation 1995 

NAVHOSP - All 10 USTs have been removed, environmental investigation is complete, end 
Qroundweter monitoring began in  September 1994. 

Solid Waste ~ a n & e m e n t  Units (SWMUs1 None 

Other - None 

EXECUTION ISSUES 

None 
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Chapter 3 

Installation-Wide Environmental Program Status 

3.1 ENVlRONMENTAL PROGRAM STATUS 

This chapter provides a summary of the status of environmental 
restoration projects and community involvement. At this time, there 
are no Installation Restoration sites that are significant impediments to 
reuse and property transfer. 

Restoration Sites 

NAVSTA 

An Initial Assessment Study (IAS), equivalent to a Preliminary 
Assessment (PA), for the Long Beach Naval Complex (LBNC) was 
completed in August 1983. The IAS identified 12 potentially 
contaminated sites. Sites 1 through 6A are located at the NAVSI'A, 
and Sites 8 through 12 are located at the LBNSY. Site 7 (Harbor 
Sediments) is divided between the two activities, but is managed as 
one site under NAVSTA projects. The IAS concluded that none of the 
12 sites posed a significant threat to human health or the environment 
to warrant a confirmation study, but recommended varlous 
precautionary measures. 

A Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility 
Assessment (RFA) for the LBNC, dated 30 November 1989, was 
prepared by the DTSC. The RFA recommended further action at the 
12 sites identified in the IAS, as well as one additional site (Site 13. 
located in LBNSY). 

A Site Inspection (SI) for Sites 1-6A and 7 was conducted in 1991. 
The purpose of the SI was to verify the presence of hazardous 
substance contamination at the seven sites identified by the IAS for 
the NAVSTA. The S1 Report was finalized in November 1992, and 
further investigation was recommended for each of the seven sites. 

A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIIFS) Work Plan for the 
NAVSTA was completed in September 1993 and approved by the 
DTSC in November 1993. The objectives of the work plan were to 

-- - -- - .-- - 
BRAC Cleanup Plan 3- 1 March 3, 1995 
NAVSTAINAVHOSP, Long Beach, CA 



Chapter 3 Installation-Wide Environmental Program Status - 

examine the nature and extent of contamination at Sites 1 through 6A 
and 7, to evaluate the potential risk to human health and the 
environment, to determine if remedial actions were needed for these 
sites, and to select the most cost-effective remedial alternative 
protective of human health and the environment. 

Implementation of the RIIFS Work Plan for Sites I - 6 A  started in 
February 1994, with field investigation activities complete in July 1994. 
Implementation of the RI/FS Work Plan for Site 7 started in June 1994, 
with field investigation activities complete in August 1994. Currently, 
data collected from these investigations are being evaluated. Two 
draft RIIFS reports will be prepared, one for Sites 1 4 A ,  available in 
June 1995; and one for Site 7, available in October 1995. 

Installation Restoration Sites at NAVSLA 

Site 1 - Mole Solid Waste Operations. For approximately 20 years, 
the site was used to landfill solid wastes by cut and fill methods. 
Occasionally, wood and other debris were burned to reduce volume. 

Site 2 - Chemical Materials and Waste Storage Area. From the mid- 
1960s until 1980, pallets of containerized wastes and containerized 
raw materials were stored at the site. Many of these containers had 
leaked through the years. 

Site 3 - Industrial Waste Disposal Pits. From the 1940s to the early 
1970s, industrial wastes and trash were dumped in pits at this site. 
When the pits were filled-up, they were covered over. 

Site 4 - Mole Extension Operations. Fill material was deposited 
along the edge of the Mole and bulldozed into the ocean. Sandblast 
grit, construction debris, ship's fire brick, trash, and soil were disposed 
of at this site. 

Site 5 - Skeet Range Solid Waste Fill Area, From the mid-1930s to 
1968, lead shot residual, solid waste, including bed frames, desks, fire 
brick, and construction wastes were disposed of at this site. 

BRAC Cleanup Plan 3-2 
NAVSTAINAVHOSP, Long Beach, CA 

March 3, 1995 
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Site 6A - Boat Disposal Location. From 1942 to 1965, old boats, 
sandblast grit, and shipyard solid wastes were buried at this site. Oily 
waste was used for compaction and dust control. 

Site 7 - Harbor Sediments. From the 1940s to the mid-1970s, 
drainage from various industrial areas and cleaning/process tanks was 
discharged into the Long Beach Harbor's West Basin. This occurred 
directly through storm water discharge and from flushing dry docks. 

See Table 3- la for a summary of NAVSTA Installation Restoration 
sites. 

Housing. No lnstallation Restoration sites have been established at 
SavannahICabrillo or Taper Avenue housing. 

NAVHOSP 

No Installation Restoration sites have been established for the 
NAVHOSP (Table 3-1 b). 

Installation-Wide Source Discovery and Assessment Status 

A facility-wide investigation for the NAVSTA will be included in the 
RIIFS. 

A CERFA EBS was prepared for the NAVSTA Main Base which 
identified specific Areas of Concern (AOC) not included in the IRP. 
The AOCs summarized in Table 3-2a are a combination of AOCs 
found during the EBS evaluation and AOCs established by the BCP 
project team. A further discussion of these AOCs is in Chapter 4, 
Section 4. I .6. 

An additional area, Site 66, has been identified for study. Site 60 was 
not included in the IAS due to a real estate transaction which occurred 
at the time the IAS was conducted. The site was included in a parcel 
of land leased to the POL..  A PA was completed in October 1993 
which recommended a limited soil and groundwater investigation. An 
Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) work plan was developed and 

BRAC Cleanup Plan 3-3 
NAVSTA/NAVHOSP, Long ~ e a c h ,  CA 

March 3, 1995 
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4.0 SITE 8 - BUILDING 210 TRICHLOROETHENE DISPOSAL SITE 

4.1 Site Description 

Site 8 Is located along the southern fenceline of Lot S, north 01 Build~ng 21 0, as shown 

in Figures 4-1 and 4-2. The site dimensions are approximately 85 feet by 300 feet. The 

area is flat and consists of an unpaved parking lot presently used by base personnel. 

Primary activity in the area is industrial. Active oil wells are located just north of the site 

within Lot S. The nearest surface water body is the West Basin of Long Beach Harbor, 

which lies about 1,600 feet to the south. Access to Site 8 is limited by the security 

provided for the controlled industrial area section of the LBNSY, but no additional 

security to the area exists. 

Between 1974 and 1980, an estimated volume of approximately 200 gallons of 

trichloroethene VCE) generated by the electronics shop in Building 21 0 was disposed 

of in small quantities along the fence l~ne  in the area defined as Site 8 (NEESA, 1983). 

Since 1980, the area has been an empty lot used for parking, 

4.2 Summary of Existing Data 

4.2.1 Previous Investigations 

Site 8 was identified during the IAS completed in January 1983 (NEESA, 1983), 

and included in the RFA (DTSC, November 1989). The RFA recommended further 

action be taken to evaluate the potential for the release of hazardous constituents. 
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5.0 SITE 9 - BUILDING 129 GROUNDFLOOR FLOOR SPILLS 

5.1 She Description 

Site 9, as shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2, includes the following areas: 

o The ground surtace beneath Building 129, located in the north-central portion of 

the LBNSY. 

o The area north of Build~ng 129, referred to as the "Former Quonset Hut" site 

Site 9 is located in the controlled industrial access section of the LBNSY. A marine 

machine shop currently operates within Building 129, and the area directly adjacent to 

Building 129 is flat and paved with asphalt. Structures near Building 129 include the 

shipfitters shop (Building 128) and the abrasive blast building (Building 202); two 

hazardous waste staging areas are situated north of Building 129. Access to Site 9 is 

limited by security provided for the CIA section of the LBNSY. 

From 1949 to 1973, an electrical shop and a weapons shop operated on the first floor of 

Building 129, generating waste oils; greases; and solvents associated with degreasing 

and paint removal operations. These industrial wastes reportedly were disposed into 

two concrete trenches located inside Building 129 at the base of the east and west walls 

(SWDIV 1992b). The trenches sloped to drain into four underground sumps located at 

each corner of the building; these sumps were pumped out once per week by the 

transporlation shop. The trenches would reportably overflow when clogged by dirt and 

oil sludges. Also, spillage occurred from process tanks during daily operations. The 



floor of Building 129 was a concrete slab overlain with a wood block floor; the quantity 

of wastes spilled onto the wooden floor is unknown. 

In 1973, the electrical shop and the weapons shop moved to Building 210, and Buildir~g 

129 was renovated under the LBNSY's Modernization Program. Work included the 

removal of the trench system and the replacement of a portion of the wood block floor 

with concrete pavement. S~nce 1973, additional wood blocks have been removed, as 

requlred by deterioration, and disposed of at a Class I landfill. 

The second release at Site 9 was a spill of TCE that occurred in 1974 or 1975 on the 

paved area immediately north of Building 129. The spill reportably involved 

approximately 15 drums (825 gallons) of TCE and caused the asphalt pavement to 

buckle. The TCE was reportably washed into the storm sewer by the fire department 

(SWDW 1 992). 

5.2 Summary of Existing Data 

5.2.1 Prevlous lnvestiqations 

Site 9 was identified during the Initial Assessment Study (IAS) in 1983 (NEESA, 

1983). The site was also included in the RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) 

conducted in 1989 by DTSC, which recommended that further action be taken to 

investigate potential releases and exposure pathways. 
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6.0 SITE 10 - LOT H PAST OPERATIONS 

6.1 Site Descrlptlon 

Site 10 is located in Parking Lot H in the northeastern portion of LBNSY, as shown in 

Figures 6-1 and 6-2. Building 142 (personnel/employment) is adjacent to Site 10, and 

Building 147 (industrial relations) is approximately 150 feet to the west. Drydock 1 is 

located south-southeast of the site, and off-base oil wells are located along the northern 

border. Subsidence on Terminal Island has lowered the elevation in the area to 

approximately 10 feet bsl. The site is flat and is currently paved with asphalt. Access to 

Site 10 is limited by the security provided for the LBNSY There is no additional security 

specific to Site 10. 

From about 1952 to 1957, an unpaved scrapyard was situated where Parking Lot t 4 now 

exists. The hazardous material stored there included batteries, waste oil, mercury, and 

spent sandblast material. Prior to selling the batter~es for reclamation, Ihc battery acid 

was disposed of by pouring it onto the ground. An estimated 1,700 to 2,400 gallons per 

year may have been disposed of in this manner (NEESA, 1983). 

Occasional releases of mercury also occurred from radar equipment stored in the area. 

The total quantity of mercury spilled could not be ascertained during the IAS. The 

standard procedure for disposing of the mercury in the equipment was to return it to the 

vendor. 
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7.0 SITE 12 - LOT X TOXIC SANDBLAST DISPOSAL 

7.1 Site Description 

Site 12 is located in Parking Lot X, east of Skipjack Road on the eastern part of the 

LBNSY, as shown in Figures 7-1, 7-2, and 7-3. The nearest building is Building 31 4.  the 

hazardous waste storage facility, which is approximately 150 feet to the northwest. S~te 

12 is flat and covered mostly with gravel or asphalt. Access to Site 12 is limited by the 

security for the LBNSY. 

Approximately 72 to 100 tons of sandblasting waste containing paint ch~ps with 

tributyltin were disposed of somewhere In Lot X between 1971 and 1975. Based on the 

estimated quantity of sandblast waste disposed, the d~sposal area is estimated to be 

15 feet by 15 feet by 10 feet deep (NEESA, 1983). Because the location of the sand 

blast girt disposals is unknown, the boundaries of Site 12 are currently defined by Lot X. 

- Other releases of potentially hazardous materials occurred at Site 12 as the result of 

drum crushing operations in Parking Lot X that took place between 1986 and 1988 

(DTSC, 1989). The contents of the drums included epoxy-based paints, cleaning 

solvents, such as TCE and stoddard solvent, lube oils, and other petroleum-based 

products; all drums were empty prior to being crushed. The area where these activities 

were conducted (as shown on Figure 1-3) is approximately 100 feet by 120 feet and is 

enclosed by a chain-link fence. 



8.0 SITE 13 - TANK FARM NEAR BUILDING 303 

8.1 Site Description 

Site 13 is located on the eastern boundary of the LBNSY, northeast of Building 303 and 

south of parking lot H, as shown in Figure 8-1. The site 1s a hatardous waste storage 

area (tank farm) that is used for portable waste-storage tanks containing sodium nitrite, 

citric acid, trisodium phosphate, fire-fighting foam, waste otl bilge, and sulfides 

generated by the sh~ps or by onboard service operations (SWDIV, 1992~) .  The tank 

farm is approximately 220 feet by 98 feet and is enclosed by a chain-link fence. A strip 

of unpaved area outside the eastern fenceline, where some soil stains have been 

observed, is also included in Site 13. Access to the site is lirnlted by the security 

provided for the LBNSY. 

Site 13 has operated as a storage area for approximately 20 years, from the early 1970s 

until the present (OHS, 1989). There have been no reports of any large spills or \eaks, 

but some areas of the asphalt are stained, indicating occasional leakage from damaged 

drums Qr releases from tank-flushing operations conducted onsite. The site is currently 

bermed and containment trays have been added to the portable storage tanks (SWDIV, 

I 992c). 



9.0 SITE 11 - HILLSIDE EAST OF DRYDOCK 1 

CLE C01.0lF250 R7 0007 

9.1 Stte Description 

Site 11 is located on a hillside in the eastern portion of LBNSY as shown in Figure 9-1. 

The site covers approximately 188,000 square feet and is bordered by Parking Lots A. 

E, and F to the east and Parking Lots G and H to the west; an asphalt roadway bisects 

the site between Parking Lots A and F. Vegetat~on (ice plant) covers part of the site. 

but deposited sandblast grit and topsoil are exposed in the southern portion. The area 

has a surface relief of approximately 20 feet. Active oil wells are located east of the site 

wlthin Lot E and are separated from Site 11 by a chain-link fence. The primary activities 

in the area are industrial. The southern edge of the site is approximately 150 feet from 

the West Basin of Long Beach Harbor. Access to Site 11 is limited by the security 

provided for the LBNSY, but no additional security speciflc to the area exists. 

Around 1975, spent sandblast abrasives were used as fill to extend the natural hillside 

where Site 11 now ex~sts. No records were found to documen! the quantity of spent 

sandblast grit disposed, but .based on the original topography and reasoned 

3 assumptions, an estimated 6,400 yd of sandblast abrasives containing approximately 

46,000 pounds of cuprous oxide were, used as fill (NEESA, 1983). 
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I A S  of Nava l  Complex Long B e a c h  

The l a u n d r y ,  and  dry c l e a n i n g  o p e r a t i o n s ,  w h i c h  h a v e  b e e n  
conducted a t  B u i l d i n g  4 6  s l n c e  1 9 4 4 ,  have a lways  d i s c h a r g e d  1 
w a s t e w a t e r s  i n t o  the sanitary sewer (Brown a n d  C a l d w e l l ,  
1 9 6 9 ) .  The steam plant a n d  air c o m p r e s s o r  o p e r a t i o n s  were , :,/ , , 

H a r b o r  C r a f t  S e r v i c e  
H a r b o r  C r a f t  S e r v i c e  
H a r b o r  C r a f t  S e r v i c e  
A l r  C o m p r e s s o r  B u ~ l d l n g  
Air  C o m p r e s s o r / S u b s t a t i o n  1 

f o r m e r  B o i l e r  B u i l d i n g  

yo;;' ,.: ' , .  .- 

,: / 
Table 5-1 Locations of industrial Waste Generation, Naval Com~lex Long Beach ' . , ,  - 

, . . L 

F a - v e r  A c e t y l e n e  P l a n t  
A b r a s i v e  B l a s t e r s  a n d  P a i n t e r s  
M e t a l  Cleaning B u l l e i n q  
E l e c t i c n l / E l e c t r o n l c s  B u i l d l n g  

P l a t e  A b r a s l v e  B l a s t e r s  

-- I 
--- . I 

t 
1 ,  

/ J ,  < '  , 

i/' Shops i n v o l v e d  ( s h o p  number ) 
-.- -- - . , , ' :A, ,  

U t ~ l l t y  (0.1) 
J 1 :  

E l a l n t e n a n c e  ( 0 7 )  < \ 
M a i n t e n a n c e  ( 0 7 )  
H a ~ n t c n a n c e  (07), f o r m e r  Naval S t a t l o n  

P u b l l c  Works 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  ( 0 2 )  

N a v a l  S t a t i o n  
Utility (03) 
T r a n s m r t a t i o n  ( 0 2 )  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  (02 ) V- 
I n s u l a t o r s  ( 5 7 )  

&b-. 

P h o t o g r a p h y  k& 
E q u i p m e n t  C l e a n e r s  (72) .Ll 
U t i l i t y  (03) 

$!@$ 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  (02) 
T r a n s p o r t a t ~ o n  ( 0 2 )  

?J' &( $ 
/ cjy '+ q) 

E o i l e m a k e r  ( 4 i  ; , W e l d i n s  ( 2 6 1  . 
S h o p f i t t i n g  ( ? 1 )  

Q u a l l t y  A s s u r a n c e  L a b o r a t o r y  (code 1 3 4 ) .  
M a c h i n i s t  ( 3 8 1 ,  f o r z e r  Piatin5 ( 5 1 )  

S h e e t m e t a l  ( 1 7 )  
P l p e f i t t i n c j  ( 5 6 ) ,  l n s n l a t o r s  ( 5 7 1  
Heavy T o o l s  ( 3 1 )  

B u i l d l n q  
number 

4 
5 
7 
8 

& 4 ~ \ J 4 3  4 6 &y.n\,' :: 
7 3 

O@,: 9 8  \I 
f, 1 0 0  

,L 1 0 2  

.!$ E 
122 

c.4 K:* 
\ L  LC<* 

\ 1 2 6  
dL 

$5 '29 

130  
1 3 1  
i3? 

N a v a l  S , t a t i o n  ' 
K a v a l  S t a t i o n  
S a v a l  S t a t l o n  
U t i l ~ c y  ( 0 3 )  
Utility ( 0 3 )  

B u i l d i n g  name 

Boiler B u i l d i n s  
p u b l i c  works 
pest C o n t r o l  
P a i n t i n q  

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  P a i n t i n g  

L a u n d r y  a n d  Dry C l e a n i n g  
F o r m e r  A c e t y l e n e  P l a n t  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  A u t o m o t i v e  S h o p  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  T i r e  S h o p  
I n s u l a t i o n  Warehouse  

T r a i n i n q  and  S u p p l y  
E q u i p m e n t  C l e a n e r s  
utilities S h o p  a n d  Power  B u i l d i n g  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  I n s p e c t l o n  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S h e e m i e t a l  

S h i p f i t t e r  S h o p  

M a r i n e  M a c h i n e  S h o p  

S h e e t m e t a l  S h o p  
P i p e  a n d  C o p p e r  S h o p  
; 4 a c h i n e  S h o p  

utility (03) 
A b r a s i v e  B l a s t i n g ,  P a i n t i n q  ( 7 1 )  
14ach ine  S h o p  X e t a l  C l e a n l n g  
E l e c t r i c a l / E l e c t i o n l c  GrouF  S h o p s  ( 3 6 ,  

5 1 ,  66, 67) 
Rbrasive E l a s t i n o  ( 7 1 )  

P l e s s  1, 1 I S h i p b o a r d  H a i n t e n a n s e  m d  Repa11 

E n g i n e e r i n 9  Planacjement 
Power P l a n t  
S e r v i c e  C r o u p  B ~ i l d i n g  
A i r  C o m p r e s s o r  

2,3,6 
Dry Docks I 

P u b l l c  Works ( C o o l i n $  T o w e r  t !a intenar~ctu . )  
U t i l i t y  ( 0 3 )  
S e r v i c e  G r o u p  S h o p s  ( 6 4 ,  7 1 ,  7 2 ,  9 9 )  
U t i l i t y  ( 0 3 )  

/ 9hlpb0diC N a i n f r n a n c r  a n d  Hepair  

7 transferred from the Naval S t a t i o n  t o  t h e  Nava l  S h i p y a r d  i n  
1 9 7 4 .  P a s t  industrial waste discharges f rom b o t h  o p e r a t i o n s  
a t  B u i l d i n g s  4 and 727  are discussed i n  d e t a i l  i n  sect ion 
5 . 4 . 2 . 2 .  
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' . COR~AN D. CO:~TLL 

A.tr Foliut~on Contro! Officer 

SACRAAIEYTO M E T R O P O L I T A N  

A I R  Q U A L I T Y  
M A N A G E M E N T  DISTRICT 

December 16, 1994 

James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for installations 
The Pentagon 
Room 4C 940 
Washington D.C. 20330 

SUBJECT: Emission Reduction Credits Available to McClellan AFB 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

In November 1994, the Board of Directors of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District (District) adopted Rule 205, PRIORIN RESERVE BANK. The 
purpose of the rule is to facilitate future siting of specified projects by providing a 
mechanism for the District to collect and then allocate emission reduction credits for such 
projects. Specified projects include: 

? . Essential public services 

2. Reuse of a closing military base or expansion of an existing military base. 

This rule has particular importance because of the creation of emission reduction credits 
resulting from local base closures (Mather AFB and Sacramento Army Depot) and the 
need for emission reduction credits for reuse plans and continued operation of McClellan 
AFB. 

The source of emission reductions funding the Priority Reserve Bank in Rule 205 is a ten 
percent adjustment of all emission reduction credit transactions and emission reductions 
due to shutdowns not claimed for credit by the source. The emission reductions 
deposited in the Priority Reserve Bank will be allocated to essential public services except 
for emission reductions created by the closing of a military base. Those emission 
reductions will be allocated for military base reuse plans and for continued operation of 
McClellan AFB. 

District staff is in the process of allocating emission reduction credits to essential public 
services and to military base related usage pursuant to the rule requirements. Under the 
current rule language, emission reduction credits that have been obtained to this date for 
funding the Priority Reserve Bank, are targeted for the Essential Public Services 
subaccount. However, District staff will be recommending at the January 5, 1995 Board 

RICHARD G. JOHNSON 
Assistant Air Pollution Control Officer 

916-386-6650. FAX 91 6-386-66740 SMAQMD. 841 1 Jackson Rd.0 Sacramento CA 95826 [I!? \ 9 \[C(O 



James Boatright 
December 16, 1994 

of Directors meeting that 50% of the emission reductions available for essential public 
services be allocated to military base related usage. This assures that emission reduction 
credits :ill be available to McClellan AFB with District Board of Directors approval. The 
amount af credits initially allocated to military base usage will be 27 tonslyear of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) and 12 tonslyear of volatile organic compounds (VOC). 

District staff is also in the process of quantifying the emission reduction credits resulting 
from the aircraft operations that have ceased at Mather AFB. Staffs preliminary 
quantification of the credits indicates that there may be up to 120 tonslyear of NOx and 
585 tonslyear of VOC available for military base related usage. The California Air 
Resources Board and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency will be given the 
opportunity to comment on the validity of the emission reduction credit analysis before 
they are finalized. 

If the Mather AFB aircraft emission reduction credits are certified and deposited into the 
Priority Reserve Bank, then McClellan AFB could have up to 120 tonslyear of NOx and 
585 tonslyear of VOC available for future use. The following table provides you with a 
relationship of these potential emission reduction credits to the existing stationary source 
emissions at McClellan AFB. 

TonsN:ear TonsNear 
NOx VOC 
Boilers, ovens 29 Paints 9 1 
Engines 20 Paint removers 9 
Jet engine test cells 9 Degreasers 4 

Miscellaneous 10 
Total NOx 58 Total VOC 114 

The Mather AFB aircraft emission reduction credits could be available for expansion at 
McClellan AFB beyond the above listed existing emission sources. If the California Air 
Resources Board and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency agree with the District's. 

-'--, 
assessment of the Mather AFB aircraft emission reduction credit amounts, then McClellan 
AFB could potentially double the base's emissions of NOx and more than triple emissions 
of VOC. In addition, McClellan AFB has purchased emission reduction credits from 
another source in the amount of 39 tons of VOC to use for expansion at the base. 



James Boatright 
December 16, 1994 

If you have any questions please call me at (916) 440-5485 

Sincerely, 
- .  

/ . . 
( . ; r~- ,~~~----  

' Rog,er Dickinson 
chair, Board of Directors, Sacramento Air Quality Management Distnct 
Supervisor, 1 st District. Sacramento County Board of Supervisors 

c: SMAQMD Board of Directors 
Congressman Vic Fazio 
Norm Covell, APCO 
Paul Brunner, McClellan AFB /EM 



MCCLELLAN AFB 
AIR EMISSION CREDITS - VOC AND NOX 

OZONE PRECURSORS 
MILITARY PURCH.ASED 
BANK CREDITS 
CREnTTS 38 TONS CURRENT UNUSED 

CURRENT 
WORKLOAD 
EMISSIONS 
185 TONS 



SENT BY: ENV MGT DEPT- 

$ACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN 

N ~ R M A P J  0. COVELL 
Air Pollutinrl C0nt1'0l i ) f r i c  PI, 

A I R  Q U A L I T Y  
M A N A G E M E N T  D I S T R I C T  

June 2. 1995 

TO : DEIRDRE NURRE (FAX 703-696-0550) 

FROM: NORM COVELL 

Attached are the t w o  transactions wherein McClellan requested NOx credits f rom the 
Military Base Account. The chart reflects the rernairiir~g balance of  NOx credits 
available. 

In addition, I havo attached the balance o f  ROG (reactive organic gases). No requests 
for withdrawals o f  ROG have been made. 

fax sent by Lynda Holt 
91 6-386-61 82 - office 
91 6-386-7040 - fax 

916-386-6182 FAX 916-306-7040 SMAVMU 841 1 Jackson Rd. . Sacrdmento CA 95826 



SENT BY: 6- 2-95 : 14:05 : ENV MGT DEPT- 7036960.550:# ?/  .5 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

State of California 

For Agenda of :&v 4, 1995 

Date: April 18, 1995 

To : Board of Directors 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

From: Norm Covell 
Air Pollution Control Officer 

Subject: CONSENT MATTER: Withdrawing of emission reduction credits from 
the Military Base Account in Rule 205, PRIORITY RESERVE BANK, for 
use by McClellan Air Force Base 

Recornmen- Approve the attached resolution (Attachment 1 ) that transfers 
dation nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission reduction credits of the following 

amounts from the Military Base Account of the Priority Reserve 
Bank to McClellan Air Force Base: 

Background On November 3, 1994 the SMAQMD Board of Directors adopted 
Rule 205, PRIORITY RESERVE BANK. The rule established the 
Priority Reserve Bank that provides loans of banked emission 
reduction credits through t w o  subaccounts, the Essential Public 
Services Account and the Military Base Account. 

On January 5, 1995 the SMAQMD Board of Directors transferred 
75% of the funding in the Essential Public Services Account to the 
Military Base Account. 

On March 2, 1995 the SMAQMD allocated emission reduction 
credits from the Military Base Account to  McClellan AFB. 



SENT BY: (3- 2-95 : 13:u.j  : ENV MGT DEPT- 

May 4. 1995 
Board of Directors 
Page 2 

Background Under the provisions of Rule 205, McClellan Air Force Base is 
Continued requesting a loan of emission reduction credits from the Mil i t~ry Base 

Account for two addltlonal emissions units at the base: two IC 
engines that wlll be used in an experimental CO, bead blast cleaning 
system. The determination of how much credit is needed for these 
two sources can be found in Attachment 2. 

The withdrawing of emission reduction credits from the Military 8ase 
Account for use by McClellan Air Force Base would result in the 
following account balances: 

Services Account 

Rule requim- Rule 205 Section 307 states, 
ment 

"Priority shall be given to applications to the Military Base Account 
as determined by the Board of Directors of the District, with the 
recommendation of the Air Pollution Control Officer." 



SENT BY 

May 4 .  1995 
Board of Directors 
Page 3 

... . . 

6- 2-95 : 1 ~ : ( ~ 6  : ENV MGT DEPT- 7~369fjU.;.5(~ : # 4 /  .? 

p*"w These are the only pending requests to obtain emission reduction 
deterrnlnatlon credits from the Priority Reserve Bank, Military Base Account. 

Air ollution Control Officer r 
c: ' Dick Johnson 

Bruce Nlxon 
Aleta Kennard 



SENT BY: 6- 2-95 : 13:ue  : ENV MGT DEPT- 

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

MILITARY BASE ACCOUNT FOR ROG 

from Essential 
Servlces Account 

Balance as of 



SENT BY: 6- 2-95 : 1 ~ : 0 6 :  ENV MGT DEPT- 7U369GU55U : # I /  .5 

SACRAMEN I'n MFTROPOLITAN 

NORMAN D. COVCI I 
A I ~  ~'ollu~iul-r Control Cjfficcr 

A I R  Q U A L I T Y  
M A N A G E M E N T  D I S T R I C I  

TO: DEIRDRE NURRE (FAX 703-696-0550) 

FROM: NORM COVELL 

Attached are the two transactions wherein McClellan requested NOx credits flrorn The 
Military Base Account. The chart reflects the remaining balance of NOx credits 
available. 

In addition, I have attached the balgncc of ROG (reactive organic gases). No requests 
for withdrawals of ROG have been made. 

fax sent by Lynda Holt 
91 6-386-61 82 - office 
9 16-386-7040 - fax 

91b-386-hlfl2 FAX 916-386-7040 SMAQMD 841 1 Jacksorl Rd. Sacramento CA 95826 
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

State of California 

For Agenda of : Mav 4, 

Date: April 18, 1995 

To: Board of  Directors 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

From: Norm Covell 
Air Pollution Control Officer 

Subject: CONSENT MATTER: Withdrawing of emission reduction credits f rom 
the Military Base Account in Rule 205, PRIORITY RESERVE BANK, for 
use b~ McClellan Air Force Base 

Recornmen- Approve the attached resolution (Attachment 1 ) that transfers 
dation nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission reduction credits of the following 

amounts f rom the Military Base Account of the Priority Reserve 
Bank t o  McClellan Air Force Base: 

11 pounds NOx per calendar quarter 11 

Background On November 3, 1994 the SMAQMD Board of Directors adopted 
Rule 205, PRIORITY RESERVE BANK. The rule established the 
Priority Reserve Bank that provides loans of banked emission 
reduction credits through t w o  subaccounts, the Essential Public 
Services Account and the Military Base Account. 

On January 5, 1995 the SMAQMD Board of Directors transferred 
7 5 %  of the funding in the Essential Public Services Account t o  the 
Military Base Account. 

On March 2, 1995 the SMAQMD allocated emission reduction 
credits f rom the Military Base Account to McClellan AFB. 



Background Under the provisions of Rule 205, McClellan Air Force Base is 
Contlnued requesting a laan of emission reduction credits from the Military Base 

Account for two additional emissions units at the base: two IC 
engines that will be used in an experimental CO, bead blast cleaning 
system. The determination of how much credit is needed for these 
two sources can be found in Attachment 2. 

The withdrawing of emission reduction credits from the Military Base 
Account for use by McClellan Air Force Bass would result in the 
following account balances: 

Board Transfers 
from Essential 

Service8 Account 

Rule requlm- Rule 205 Section 307 states, 
ment 

"Priority shall be given to applications to the Military Base Account 
as determined by the Board of Directors of the District, with the 
recommendation of the Air Pollution Control Officer." 

SENT BY: 

Mey 4, 1995 
Board of Directors 
Page 2 

_ ....... _ .... - - -  
~- 

ti- 2-9.5 : 13:(j7 : ENV MGT DEPT- 703ti96u.5.5(j:# 3,' 5 
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6-  2-35 : 14:07  ; ENV MGT DEPT- 

May 4, 1995 
Board of Directors 
Page 3 

Prlortty These are the only pending requests to obtain emission reduction 
determination credits from the Priority Reserve Bank, Military Base Account. 

Air ollution Control Officer P 
\. 

c: Dick Johnson 
Bruce Nlxon 
Aleta Kennard 



SENT BY 

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

MILITARY BASE ACCOUNT FOR ROG 

-- 

6-  2-35 : 14:08 : ENV MCT DEPT- 7036980.550:# 5/ 5 

r=-- 
pounds ROG per calendar quarter 

Beginning Balance 
as of 1 1/3/94 

Board Transfers 
from Essential 

S ~ N ~ C ~ S  Account 

1 at 

0 

2"d 

0 

3rd 

0 

4th 

0 
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1 June 1995 

MEMORANDUM (DRAFT) 

To: Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Rick DiCamillo, Air Force Senior Analyst 

From: Deirdre Nwe ,  Senior Environmental Analys 

RE: Aircraft Receiver Options for MacDill 

CC: Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 

This memorandum summarizes air quality constraints of aircraft receiver options for 
MacDill AFB. Commissioner J.B. Davis had requested clarification of our analysis. 

We examined whether MacDill could add 48 KC-135Rs without having to demonstrate 
conformity with the Clean Air Act. Note that even if a conformity determination were required, 
it would still be possible to add aircraft, but the Air Force might need to make various 
operational tradeoffs (retrofitting engines, acquiring emissions offsets from other sources, 
limiting takeoffs and landings, or other tradeoffs). Note also that question we examined was 
more specific than asking "how many aircraft can McDill add?" 

Analysis of air quality limitations considers a number of variables, including air district 
attainment status, type of aircraft and associated emissions, model of engine and associated 
emissions, number of takeoffs and landings, personnel and structures associated with aircraft 
operation and maintenance, and so forth. In developing its BRAC-95 recommendations the Air 
Force used software designed to test conformity with the 1995 Clean Air Act. The software, 
known as Air Conformity Applicability Model vl . 1 a (ACAM), is available to commission staff 
for use in our office. The ACAM software was used to develop the air quality analyses presented 
in the BCEG minutes. The Base Closure Working Group made certain assumptions for 
modeling purposes, which included number of landings and takeoffs per mission type per year, 
number of personnel per aircraft and mission type, and so forth. Once an assumption was made 
it was applied consistently for each aircraft and mission type. 

After running the model according to the assumptions recommended by the Air Force 
BCEG staff, I found that the Air Force could add at least 48 KC- 135Rs without triggering the 
need for a conformity determination. 

The assumptions included in my analysis are as follows: 

48 KC-135Rs added in 1995 
2500 personnel added with KC-135Rs in 1995 
96 F- 16 CIDs subtracted by 1994 



1562 sq. ft. squadron operation facility space per KC- 135R 
450 landings and takeoffs (LTOs) and 950 touch and gos (TGOs) per F-16 per year (standard 
Air Force assumption) 
130 LTOs and 225 TGOs per KC-135R per year (standard Air Force assumption) 

The user of this information should be aware that these assumptions, if altered, could 
change the conformity predictions. The user should also be aware that a local air quality district 
could potentially use different assumptions for modeling purpose and thus arrive at a different 
conformity prediction. The ACAM model is most useful for making broad predictions. It cannot 
create the conformity determination itself. 

Please let me know if you require additional information. 
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FEATHER RM3R AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Sewing the Counties of Yuba and Sutter 
463 Palora Avenue, Yuba City. CA 95991 -471 1 
91 616367659 FAX 91 616347660 Bum Information 91 61741 -6299 

Kenneth L. Corbin 
Air Pollution Control Officer 

December 15, 1994 

Mr. Joseph Benatar 
Chairman, Sutter County Board of Supervisors 
1 160 Civic Center Boulevard 
Yuba City, California 95993 

Dear Mr. Benatar; 

This letter is with reference to local air quality as it may concern the mission at Beale Air Force Base and the 
impact, if any, that expansion of Beale Air Force Base may have on local air quality. 

The California Air Resources Board has several air monitoring stations located in the Sacramento Valley which 
measure wind speed, wind direction, and ozone concentration. The monitoring station in Yuba City is located 
approximately 10 miles west of Beale Air Force Base. That monitoring station is the closest monitoring station 
to Beale Air Force Base. The California Air Resources Board supplies air quality information from all of its 
stations to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) San Francisco office. This information is 
used in determining the attainment status for each air quality district. 

In California there are two ambient air quality standards. The federal standard is twelve (12) parts of ozone per 
one hundred (100) million and is attained when it is not exceeded more than one day per year, averaged over a 
three year period. The California standard is nine (9) parts of ozone per one hundred (100) million and it may 
not be exceeded. 

Typical ozone measurements at the Yuba City station show that the highest concentrations are four (4) to five 
(5) parts ozone per one hundred (100) million in the winter months (November through May) and as high as ten 
(10) to eleven (1 1) parts ozone per hundred million in the summer months (June through October). 

The California standard of nine (9) parts per one hundred (100) million was exceeded an average of fourteen (14) 
days per year for calendar years 1991 thorough 1993. Therefore, the local area is designated as a moderate 
nonattainment area by the state. The federal standard of twelve (12) parts per hundred million has not been 
exceeded in the last five years. Therefore, the area including Beale Air Force Base is designated as a transitional 
non-attainment area by the EPA and could be redesignated to an attainment area by the EPA upon application 
and submittal of supporting data. 



A substantial part of the air pollutants measured locally are a result of prevailing southerly winds which carry air 
pollution from the Sacramento metropolitan area. As the Sacramento area continues implementation of measures 
contained in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) andfor the Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) for the 
Sacramento area, our local air quality should show substantial improvement. 

The Feather River Air Quality Management District and Beale Air Force Base staffs have worked together 
cooperatively to resolve any air quality issues and to insure that air quality requirements are met. Because of the 
continued improvement we have experienced locally, I believe that expansion of Beale air Force Base can be 
accomplished without a significant impact on our air quality. 

Very truly yours, 

Kenneth L. Corbin 
Air Pollution Control Officer 
Feather River Air Quality Management District 

c: Jay Palmquist, Chairman 
Yuba County Board of Supervisors 









To: Frank Cirillo 

From: Deirdre Nurre 

CC: Bob Cook 

RE: Options of Sending Activities to Beale AFB 

Your team is considering various options of sending activities to Beale. You asked for 
the air quality limitations associated with such decisions. 

Attached is a copy of a submission to the BCEG which estimates certain scenarios :or 
Beale. I had looked at this briefly in assessing Kirtland's air quality, and have looked at it in 
greater detail in assessing Beale's. I discussed these estimates this morning with Capt. Roop, 
who derived the estimates. We also reviewed the computer model whch calculates scenarios. 

I understand that the missions which concern us are the McClellan aircraft and associated 
personnel resulting from '91 and '93 BRAC decisions, the I(lrt1and SOF, and B-52's fiom 
Minot. You will note fiom the attached table that Beale's acceptance of certain activities will 
present air conformity challenges, particularly if your team is considering sending all of these 
missions to Beale. Conformity may be achieved, but it might require a lot of effort. We can 
discuss what those efforts might entail. 

Beale's air quality situation may be more flexible than some other air regions in 
California. The district is in marginal nonattainment for ozone. It has achieved one year of no 
violations of air quality standards, and if it achieves two more years EPA could redesignate it to 
attainment with maintenance status. Redesignation would give the base more flexibility to add 
activities. 

Let me know if you'd like to discuss this table. 
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I 

Gaining Base 

Beale 
(No KC1 35E) 

Beale 
(No KC l35E) 

Beale 
(740 KCl35E) 
"ljrl; & 
,i.Y"Dt " 

Digw& 
E - L ~ &  

Y= Yeliou. (BCEG Emissions are lVithin ~ o d e r d t e  Range of rhe 1990 Bzseline) 4 

R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantl!, Greater Than 1990 Baseline) fldZ..kkq - 

VOc odpd,  
f 5 h h e ~ -  

~ lb -4 .  
Beale 

(No KCl35E) 

Beale 
(No KCl35E) 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft % Personnel Realignment) 

A / I  A-r= 
~ d d  AFSOC I-t+" ' ' ' 

b y  
10 AIO, 17 CljOH, 2661 Pax 

Add AFSOC 
10 AlO, 17 .CljOH. 2661 Pax 

Add ANG (Moffen) 
4 C130H, 5CH53. 255 Pax 

4 MC130,4 HCljO, 5 MH53 
and 250 Personnel 

and 1 152 Personnel 
Add ANG (Moffen) 

4 C!jOH, 5CH55,255 Pax 
Add AFSOC 

10 AlO, 17 CljOH, 2661 Pax 
Add 12 B-52 Aircraft 

I 1 S: Personnel 
Add AFSOC 

10 A10.17 C130H. 2661 Pax 
Add 13 B-52 Aircnft 

I IS.: Personnel 
Add .4NG (Moffen) 

4 C 130H. 5CHSf. 155 Pas 

Conformity 
Analysis 

Add SOF Schoolhouse 
4 MCI30,6 MH5;, 7 HH60, 1 1 

Required 
YES . [ 

YES 

YES 

Emissions ,Status 
Above1990 ' t t o q ' 5  

YES 

YES 

Beale .4dd AFSOC 
(withKC135E) 1 1OAlO.17Cl ;OH.2661P~~ 

i ~ - & s s l i n c  
28 NQ$ 
0 VOC 
45 NO, 
0 \'OC 

75 NO, 
0 VOC 

I'ES 70 NO, 

Btale 
(with KC I5SE) 

+A'; t~ 

G 

Y 

Y 

I 

YES 

YES 

Add AFSOC 
10 -410, 17 Cl;OH,2661 Pas 

Add Kinland SOF 
4 MCl;O, 4 HCl3O. 5 MH53 
and 250 Personnel 

Add SOF Schoolhouse 
4 MCl3O. 6 MH53, 7 HH60, 
and 1 153 Personnel 

Add ANG (Moffen) 
4 C l  3OH. jCH53.255 Pax 

129 NO, 
64 VOC 

146 KO, 
93 VOC 

Beale Add AFSOC 
(with KCl35E) I IOA10.liCl3OH,2661Pax I Add ANG (Moffen) 

4 Cl :OH. 5CH53.255 Pax 
C F m )  c- 
G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Le2Than or Equal 10 1990 

R 

R 

,LaGnr/. &ST.)(& u/rr/T. .EST. 
Baseline) 

89 NO, 
0 VOC 

99 NO, 
0 VOC 

1' 

?' 

I 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
(311 6/95)  

Reccivcr Bases in Nonattainmcnt Areas 
fo r 

Candidate Closures 

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y= Yello\i (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range ofthe 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significanrly Greater 1990 Baseline) 

(Capt R0oplCE\~Cl'7~360i3/16'95) 

- 
Gaining Base 

Beale 
(with KC 1 9  

Beale 
(with KCl35E) 

Beale 
(with R C I ~ @  

Beale 
(with KC135R) 
. Beale 
(with KC135R) 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft 6: Pcrsonncl Realignment) 

Add 12 B-52 Aircraft 
1 184 Personnel 

Add 12 B-52.4ircraft 
I 184 Personnel 

Add ANG (Moffett) 
4 Cl3OH. 5CH5;,255 Pax 

Add 13 B-52 Aircraft 
1 184 Personnel 

Add AFSOC 
10 AlO, 17 C130H. 2661 Pax 

Add AFSOC 
I0 AlO, 17 C130H,2661 Pax 

Add Kinland SOF 
4 MC130,4 HC130,5 MH53 
and 250 Personnel 

Add SOF Schoolhouse 
4 MC130,6 MH53,7 HH60, 
and 1 152 Personnel 

Add ANG (Moffen) 

Status 

Y 

R 

Y 

Y 

R 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

1 4 CIPOH, SCH53.355 Pax I 

Emissions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 
70 NO, 
119 VOC 

108 NO, 
143 VOC 

88 NO, 
0 VOC 

97 NO, 
0 VOC 
107 NO, 
0 VOC 

YES Beale Add AFSOC 
I 

1 14 NO, 
I 

R 
I 

(with KC 13 5R) 10 A10. 17 Cl3OH, 3661 Pax 0 \'OC I 
Add ANG (Moffen) 

4 Cl ;OH. 5CH53.255 Pzx 
Beak Add 12 B-52 Aircraft YES 126 KO, R 

(with KC 135R) I IS4 Personnel 85 VOC 
Add ANG (Moffen) 

I 
4 Cl3OH. 5CHS3,255 Pax /-? 

Cannon AFB I Add Kiniand SOF ( \NO> 1 N/A 
Dobbins Add Pittsburgh AFRES 1 4 Cl3OH and 207 personnel 

Dover AFB Add 13 C-jA Aircraft / arirh 958 Personnel 
Ed\vards AFB ( Add 8 KC- l35E Aircraft 

with 570 Personnel 

(9 I 

Ed\vards AFB Add 12 KC-l35E Aircraft 
with 1 120 Personnel 

R 

R 

R 

YES I IS0 NO, 
I 8 2 V O C  

YES 

YES 

15; NO, 
0 VOC 
197 NO, 
0 VOC 



G= Green (BCEG Enlissions arc Less Thnn or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
J'= L'ellow (BCEG Emissions are iyithin Moderzte Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

Receiver Bascs in Nonattainrnent Areas 
for 

(Capt RooplCE\'C '73360:3:16/95) 

Gaining Base 

Falcon AFB 
(See Peterson) 
Falcon AFB 

(See Peterson) 
Falcon AFB 

(See Peterson) 

Fort Monmouth 

Fort Monmouth 

Fon Monmouth 

I 

Candidate Closures 
BCEG Action 

(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab v ~ i t h  FFRDC 
with 4600 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab with FFRDC 
with 4600 Personnel 

Add GriffisslRome Lab 
with 869 Personnel 

Add Griffiss/Rome Lab 
with 869 Personnel . 

Add Hanscom ESC (w/o FFRDC) 
with 2 156 Personnel 

Add GrifissIRome Lab 
with 869 Personnel 

Add Hanscom ESC (wlo FFRDC) 
with 2156 Personnel 

Add LA AFB (wl Eonon) 
with 2600 Personnel 

Hanscom AFB Add GrifilssiRome Lab 
I I I 

( with 869 Personnel 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

Hanscom AFB 

En~issions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 
291 CO 

1623 CO 

1972 CO 

N/A 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

Add Wrtghr Lab 
u.ith I " A  Personnel 

.4dd SPA\VAR 

Status 

Y 

R 

R 

G 

UNKN 

UNKN 

with 9; I Personnel 
Hill AFB I .Add K~niand 

I with 1 172 Personnel 
Hill AFB Add LA AFB and Kiniand 

with 3353 Personnel 
Hill AFB Add S K C l j j E  

I I , 

0 NO, / with 570 Personnel 

NO 

Kiniand AFB / Add Scor Comm Center 
with 635 Personnel 

Kirtland .4FB Add LA AFB with Nonon I with 2600 Personnel 

K,'A 

J'ES 

J'ES 

HO Los Angeles AFB 

G 

IS0 CO 

424 CO 

NIA 
I 

G 

J 

Add Ed~vards (Space Launch Veh) 
with 240 Personnel 

Add NSGCD (Navy Tasker) 
with 32 Personnel 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
(311 6/95) 

Recciver Bases in h'onattainment Areas 
for 

Candidate Closures 

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Tnan 1990 Baseline) 

(Capt RooplCE\?C~iZ360i3/16~95) 

Gaining Base 

MacDill AFB 

MacDill AFB 

March AFB 

March AFB 

March AFB 
March AFB 

McChord AFB I 

Emissions 
Above 1990 

Bascline 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 

I93 VOC 
403 CO 

.264 VOC 
817 CO 

840 CO 
264 VOC 
817 CO 

21 CO 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft 6: Pcrsonncl Realignment) 

Add 24 KC-135R Aircraft 
with 14 13 Personnel 

Add 12 KC135R (Malrnstrom) 
with 533 Personnel 

Add S KC1 35R (Bergstrom) 
with 570 Personnel 

Add 12 KC l35R (Robins) 
with 2 VCl37B & 546 Pax 

Add 8 KC-l35E Aircraft 
with 570 Personnel 

Add 8 KC-135E Aircraft 
with 570 Personnel 

Add 14 C-5 Aircraft - .- . 
with 958 Personnel 

Add AFSOC 
Add 8 KCl35E 

With 570 Personnel 
Add 14 C5 

with 958 Personnel 
Add Kinland NCO Academy I 

Status 

G 

G 

R 

R 

R 
R 

with 1 1 84 Personnel 1 YES 1 369 VOC 
152s co 

X!A 

1 1 1  
McClellan AFB 1 8 KC135E Remaln in Place I 0 / I G /  

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 
114 NO, McChord AFB Add 12 B-52H Aircraft 

Nl'A NO 

YES 

McClellan AFB G Add \Vright Lab 
with 131 Personnel 

Add SPAWAR 
with 93 1 Personnel 

Peterson AFB Add Pittsburgh AFRES 
I 

/ with 4 Cl3O. 5 CHSB. 8; 207 Pax 

0 NC, 
0 VOC 

McClellan AFB I Add LA AFB 
with 2 158 Personnel 

Peterson AFB Add Pinsburgh AFRES 
I IrES 1 Co 

\rrES 24 CO 
1 

with 4 Cl50, 5 CH53, & 207 Pax 
Add Lowry (2 I st Space Wing) 

with 49 Personnel 

G ,  



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
(7:ZI AM3116195) 

Rccciver Bascs in h'onattainmcnt Areas 
for 

I I I I I \vi~h 4600 Personnel I 
I I Peterson AFB I Add Kirtland I YES I Z90 CO I R 1  

. . 

I \r.ith 1 172 Personnel I 
Peterson AFB I Add Kinland and LA AFB 

I 
I YES I l IS7 CO 

I 
I R I  

I 

Gaining Basc 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

I with 3253 Personnel 1 I 
Travis AFB I Add Kirtiand NCO Academy I J'ES / 21 CO 

I 
I G 

(Capt Roop!CEVC:7:360!';/16!95) 

Candidate Closurcs 
BCEG Action 

(Aircraft 6: Pcrsonncl Realignment) 

Add Pittsburgh AFRES 
wi th  4 C130,5 C H S ,  6 207 Pax 

Add Lowry (21 st Space Wing) 
with 49 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add Pittsburgh AFRES 
with 4 C130,5 CH53, & 207 Pax 

Add Lowry (2 I st Space Wing) 
with 49 Personnel 

. Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab with FFRDC 
with 4600 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab with FFRDC 
\vW 1600 Personnel 

\+'PA FB 

Add Onizuka Space ( S 1 I972CO 
with 955 Personnel 

I 
Add LA Lab with FFRDC I R I  

Conformity 
Analysis 
Rcquircd . 

YES 

'YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Add Springfield ANG 
with I2 FI 6C/D and 78 Pax 

Add Mesa Lab (\Villiam Redirect) 
\vith 160 personnel 

Add Brooks AFB 
\vith 2293 Personnel 

Emissions 
A bovc 1990 

. Baseline 
373 CO 

2054 CO 

291 CO 

291 CO 

j'ES 

Status 

J' 

R 

Y 

1625 CO 
I 

30 NO, 
0 VOC 

G 
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FEATHER RIVER AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

S e ~ n g  the Counties of Yuba and Sutter 
463 Palora Avenue. Yuba Crty, CA 95991471 1 
91 61634-7659 FAX 91 61634-7660 Burn Information 91 6ff41-6299 

Kenneth L. Corbin 
Air Pollution Control Officer 

December 15, 1994 I /  7 . 

VL'l,, ~T I~UA V -- -- - Mr. Joseph Benatar 
Chairman, Sutter County Board of Supervisors C 4 / )  LA 5 / ~ Y L , ,  L ~ I  I& owf ~ d ? / i r  

1 160 Civic Center Boulevard n 
Yuba City, California 95993 c . c V ~  . ' 

Dear Mr. Benatar; 

This letter is with reference to local air quality as it may concern the misHion at $ale k r  Force Base and the 
impact, if any, that expansion of Beale Air Force Base may have on local air quality. 

The California Air Resources Board has several air monitoring stations located in the Sacramento Valley which 
measure wind speed, wind direction, and ozone concentration. The monitoring station in Yuba City is located 
approximately 10 miles west of Beale Air Force Base. That monitoring station is the closest monitoring station 
to Beale Air Force Base. The California Air Resources Board supplies air quality information from all of its 
stations to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) San Francisco office. This information is 
used in determining the attainment status for each air quality district. 

In California there are two ambient air quality standards. The federal standard is twelve (12) parts of ozone per 
one hundred (100) million and is attained when it is not exceeded more than one day per year, averaged over a 
three year period. The California standard is nine (9) parts of ozone per one hundred (1 00) million and it may 
not be exceeded. 

Typical ozone measurements at the Yuba City station show that the highest concentrations are four (4) to five 
(5) parts ozone per one hundred (100) million in the winter months (November through May) and as high as ten 
(10) to eleven (1 1) parts ozone per hundred million in the summer months (June through October). 

The California standard of nine (9) parts per one hundred (100) million was exceeded an average of fourteen (14) 
days peryear for calendar years 199 1 thorough 1993. Therefore, the local area is designated as a moderate 
nonattainment area by the state. The federal standard of twelve (12) parts per hundred million has not been 
exceeded in the last five years. Therefore, the area including Beale Air Force Base is designated as a transitional 
non-attainment area by the EPA and could be redesignated to an attainment area by the EPA upon application 
and submittal of supporting data 

- 7  h &4 . 
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:NT COMMISSION 

CORD OF INTERVIEW 

DATE: April 24, 1995 
TIME: 1 1 :00 a.m.-1 1 :45 a.m. 
PLGCE: 302 Airlift Wing, Air Force Reserve, Peterson AFB, Colorado Springs, 

Colorado 
PARTICIPANTS: Brigadier General Walter T. Hatcher, US.4F, 302 Airlift WingICC, tel.: 

DSN 834-7309 
Colonel Dennis Thompson, USAF, 302 OGICC (Operations), tel.: DSN 

834-45 15 
Colonel Richard Koepp, USAF, 302 LGICC (Logistics), tel.: DSN 

834-7559 
Lieutenant Colonel Jim Stan, USAF, 302 Air WingKP (Plans), tel.: DSN 

834-7347 
Lieutenant Colonel Lee Maddox, USAF, 21 Strategic WingKPR (Plans 

and Resources), tel.: DSN 834-6253 
Lieutenant Colonel Jerry Straw, Headquimers, Air Force Space 

Command/XPPB (Plans, Programming, and Budget), tel.: DSN 
692-5947 

Randall Gililland, 302 Air WingICCE (Executive), tel.: DSN 834-4546 
Chief Master Sergeant Carolyn A. Rice, USAF, 302 Missile Support 

SquadronIDPM (Director of Personnel for Manpower), tel.: DSN 
834-7227 

Mark A. Pross, Senior Analyst, Air Force Team, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, tel.: (703) 696-0504, ext. 166 

PURPOSE: To discuss the impact on Peterson AFB, Colorado, as a receiver base, of the DoD 
recommendation to (1) close Greater Pittsburgh International Airport Air Reserve 
Station, (2) inactivate the 9 1 1th Airlift Wing (AW), and (3) distribute 91 1 th AW 
C-130 aircraft to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins AFB, Georgia, and 
Peterson AFB. 

INFORMATION PROVIDED: 

Additional Mission and Current Authorization 

In addition to its AFRES mission, the 302 Airlift Wing (AW) has a forest firefighting 
mission. The 302 AW is reimbursed by the U.S. Forestry Service for services it provides. The 
302 AW uses two modular airborne firefighting systems that :ire placed in the C-130s. The 302 
AW currently is authorized four HC-130 aircraft and 12 C-130 aircraft. 





A substantial part of the air pollutants measured locally are a result of prevailing southerly winds which carry air 
pollution fiom the Sacramento metropolitan area. As the Sacramento ares continues implementation of measures 
contained in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and/or the Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) for the 
Sacramento area, our local air quality should show substantial improvement. 

The Feather River Air Quality Management District and Beale Air Force Base staffs have worked together 
cooperatively to resolve any air quality issues and to insure that air quality requirements are met. Because of the 
continued improvement we have experienced locally, I believe that expansion of Beale air Force Base can be 
accomplished without a significant impact on our air quality. 

Very truly yours, 

Kenneth L. Corbin 
Air Pollution Control Officer 
Feather River Air Quality Management District 

c: Jay Palmquist, Chairman 
Yuba County Board of Supervisors 







I3CEG CLOSE HOLD 
(7:2 1 AM311 6/95) 

Receiver Bases in Nonattainment Areas 
for 

Add Edtvards (Space Launch Veh) 
with 240 Personnel 

Add NSGC:D (Navy Tasker) 

Status ' 

Y 

R 

R 

G 

UNKN 

UNKN 

G 

G 

I with 635 I'ersonnel 
Kirtland AFB I Add LA AF'B with Norton 

G= Green (BCEG Enlissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y= \r.ello\v (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

Eniissions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 
291 CO 

1623 CO 

1972 CO 

N/A 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

KIA 

b. A 

(Capt RoopICEVC '73360/3,'16/95) 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Candidate Closures 

Hill AFB I Add K ~ r t l a n z  
I with 1 I 7 1  Personnel 

Hill AFB Add LA AFB and K~rtland 
with 3353 Personnel 

Hill AFB ~ d d  s KCIZE / with 570 I'ersonnel 
Klrrland AFB 1 Add Scot: ~Gornrn Cen:er 

YES 

' 
u ~ t h  9; 1 I'ersonnei 

I 
I 

Gaining Base 

Falcon AFB 
(Zee Peterson) 
Fycon AFB 

(Sez Peterson) 
Falcon AFB 

(See Peterson) 

Fort Monmou:h 

No I I 
1 I G  

0 NO, YES I 0 \'OC 
YES 1 ISOCO 

I 
I 

424 CO I 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft 6; Personnel Realignment) 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab 1311th FFRDC 
with 4600 Personnel 

Add On~zuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab with FFRDC 
with 4600 Personnel 

Add GriffisslRome Lab 
with 869 I'ersonnel 

Fon Monmouth j; Add GriffisslRome Lab 
with 869 Personnel 

Add Hanscom ESC (w/o FFRDC) 
with 2 156 Personnel 

Fort M o ~ q y t h  , Add ~ r i f f i s s z o m e  Lab 
.r ," with 869 I'ersonnel 1 Add Hanscom ESC (wlo FFRDC) 

with 2 156 Personnel 
Add LA AFB (w/ Norton) 

with 2600 Personnel 
Hanscom AFB Add Griffiss 'Rome Lab 

with 869 I'ersonnel 
Hanscom AFB 1 Add Wright Lab 

I \vith 11-1 I'ersonnel 
i ~ d d  SPAWAR 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
(311 6/95) 

Receiver Bases in Nonattainment Areas 
for 

Candidate Closures 

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less 'Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y= Yello~v (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

Gaining Base 

MacDill AFB 

\ 
~ a c ~ i l l  AFB 

March AFB 

March AFB 

March AFB 
March AFB 

McChord AFB 
McChord AFB 

McClellan AFB I 

(Capt RooplCEVC.'73;60/'3iI 6/95) 

BCEC; Action 
(Aircraft 6: Personnel Realignment) 

Add 24 KC- 135 R Aircraft 
with 14 13 Personnel 

Add I2 KCISR (Malmstrom) 
with 533 Personnel 

Add S KC I3 5 R (Bergstrom) 
with 570 F'ersonnel 

Add 12 KC l3SR (Robins) 
with 2 VC 13 7B & 546 Pax 

Add 8 KC-I ZE Aircraft 
with 570 Personnel 

Add 8 KC- l35E Aircraft 
with 570 Personnel 

Add 14 C-5 Aircraft 
with 958 Personnel 

Add AFSOC: 
Add 8 KC135E 

with 570 Personnel 
Add 14 C5 

with 958 Personnel 
Add Kirtlancl NCO Academy 
Add 12 B-52H Aircraft 

with 1 184 Personnel 
I 

McClellan AFB Add Wr~ght Lab NO 1 N,A 

Ci 1 I a ith 144 Prnonnel 

8 KC1 35E Remaln ~n Place I KO N'A I G 

Confornlitg 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 
i 

McClellan AFB 

Emissions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 

193 VOC 
403 CO 

264 VOC 
817 CO 

840 CO 
264 VOC 
817 CO 

21 CO 
114 NO, 
369 VOC 
1328 co 

Add SPA WAR 
w ~ t h  93 I PI-rsonnel 

Status 

G 

G 

R 

R 

R 
R 

G 

Add LA AFB 
with 2 158 Personnel 

YES 

YES 

YES 

0 NC, 
0 VOC 
6 CO 

34 CO 

Peterson AFB Add Plnsburgh AFRES / with 4 C130, 5 CH53. Br 207 Par 

G 

G 

G ,  Peterson AFB Add P~ttsburgh AFRES 
with 4 Cl30, 5 CH53, Br 207 Pax 

Add Lowry (2 l st Space Wing) 
\vith 49 Personnel 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
(7:21 AM3116195) 

Receiver Bases in Nonattainment Areas 
for 

I with 3353 Personnel 
Travis AFB 1 Add Kirtland NCO Academv 

I 
YES 

I 
I 'I co 

I 
G 

Gaining Base 

i 
Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

Peterson AFB 

with 12 F16C/D and 78  Pas 
Add Mesa Lab (William Redirect) 

\vith 160 personnel 
Add Brooks AFB 

Emissions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 
373 CO 

2054 CO 

291 CO 

291 CO 

1623 CO 

1972 CO 

I I I 

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less 'Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

Status 

Y 

R 

Y 

R 

R 

R 

I 

1 with 1 172 Personnel 
Peterson AFB 1 Add ~ i r t l a n d  and LA AFB 

Candidate Closures 
BCEG Action 

(Aircraft 6: Personnel Realignment) 

Add Pittsburgh AFRES 
with 4 Cl30, 5 CH53.8: 207 Pax 

Add Lowry (2 1 st Space Wing) 
with 49 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add Pittsburgh AFRES 
with 4 C130, 5 CH53, & 207 Pax 

Add Lowry (2 1 st Space Wing) 
with 49 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab with FFRDC 
with 4600 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add Onizuka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab with FFRDC 
\vith 4600 Personnel 

Add Onizu ka Space 
with 955 Personnel 

Add LA Lab with FFRDC 
with 4600 Personnel 

Add Klnlarid 

WPAFB 

(Capt RooplCEVCi'7:360!3/16!95) 

'.ES i Co 
YES 1 I l 8 7 C O  

I R t  
R 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Add Sprin~gfield ANG YES I 3ON0,  1 G 



OUTLINE FOR MEETING 3.1 7.95 

DBCRC AND AIR FORCE STAFF 

RE: AIR FORCE APPROACH ON AIR QUALITY COMPLIANCE FOR CONSIDERATION 
IN BRAC 95 

Tell us what you want us to know; 1'11 ask questions. I won't have an evaluation of your process 
today. 

h7dt"p'- @W7IRf "qJ, 
/-- 

5 LA&, I / ~  

1; (; Ti.,/ A' I q l y  

&ationship of air quality to concerns to 8 criteria in t o t c  ~ V C - L ~  I, 'nb). 
h e r e  discussions held outside AF to determine conform.? - -f i~ac J I -  4- F* iC- iir- 

2. Discuss Roop's handout on air decisionmaking 

3. Discuss BCEG minutes & documentation 

4. Discuss issues specific to Kirtland 
[ b'& d l  6 jcw 

( n f l / d  ; %L4L 
,-e-=- 

,/' 7 16 L & l S / 5  W '  . .  

// . 4% 









DON BR4C 95 Analytical Approach 

Introduction 
This paper describes the analyt~cal approach the Department of the Navy Base Structure 

Evaluation Committee (BSEC) used in its deliberations to develop recommendations for base closures and 
reahgnments. This approach was applied to all types of facilities, :hus, providmg a consistent methodology 
for use during the BSEC deliberations. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-510), as amended, establishes the legal requirements that each military department's base closure 
and realignment process must meet. The law requires that the proc.ess followed by a department be 
consistently and fairly applied to all categories of installations. Within each category, installations are to be 
treated equally. The approach described here satisfies these requirements. This approach emphasizes 
procedure and the use of quantitative methods to exploit quantitative data. 

Optimal sets of installations were identified using a mathematical programming approach. By 
varying some parameters for these models, the BSEC could do sensitivity analyses. Alternative solution 
sets, besides the optimal solution set, were then reviewed by the BSEC. These solutions served as inputs 
to the process of iden+g closure and reahgnrnent scenarios for COBRA' and economic impact 
analyses. 

The remainder of this paper presents a description of the analytical approach and examples of its 
application. Two fictional examples are used to explain the approach. One is a naval air station case that 
is typical of operational bases. The other is a naval shipyard case that is typical of industrial facilities. The 
paper ends with a summary. 

Analytical Approach 
The analyhcal approach went through three stages: 

1. Perform capacity analysis. 

2. .&sess military value. 

3. Perform configuration analysis. 

Capacity Analysis 

A capacity analysis was conducted in each subcategon2 to decide if excess capacity exists in the 
subcategory. If the BSEC determined that the subcategov had excess capaciy, installations in the 
silbcategory would be assessed for military value and a configuradon anaiysis would be done for the 
category. 

Throughput measures were used to measure capaciy. For example, the maximum number of 
students that could be processed in a year could be the measure for a training center. For operational air 
stations, the number of squadron modules available for hosting aircraft squadrons is the measure of 
capacity. The number of CG-sized ships that can be homeported is the measure for naval stations. The 
number of technical workyears performed is the measure for technical centers. These measures, although 
complex and sometimes difficult to assess, avoid the false sense of precision that follows from simple 
measures such as square feet of floor or ramp space or linear feet of pier space. 

Cost of Base Realignment Actions model. This is the DOD-mandated model for estimating the costs and savings 
associated with a closure and/or realignment scenario. 

Major categories included Operabond Support, Industrial Support, Technical Ccnters and Laboratories, Education 
and Training, and Personnel Support and Administration. Subcategories include such installation types as training 
air stations (Education and Training), shipyards (Industrial Support), operational air stations (Operational Support), 
and administrative activities (Personnel Support and Administration). 
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Comparing the total capacity in all of the installations to the future total requirement determined 
the excess capacity in a subcategory of that type. A positive difference between these two numbers 
suggests excess capacity. The presence of excess capacity in a subcategor). does not necessarily imply that 
a closure is possible. Many factors wdl ultimately determine whether future requirements can be assigned 
to a lesser number of installations. The examples will further illustrate this idea. 

Assessing Military Value 

The BRAC process specifies four criteria for assessing military value. The four criteria are as 
follows: 

Readiness - current and future mission requirements and operational readmess. 

Facilities - availability and conditions of land, facilities, and air space. 

Mobilization - ability to accommodate contingency, mobhation, and future force requirements. 

Cost and manpower - cost and manpower implications. 

For each subcategory, a set of yesjno or truefialse questions was created based upon the 
information available in the data calls. An installation would be given credit for a question if the answer to 
the question for that installation was true or alknative. The BSEC reviewed the list of questions for each 
subcategory and made changes as necessary. 

For each subcategory the BSEC assigned a positive value to each of the military value criteria. 
The values always sum to 100. The value assigned to a criterion reflected the relative importance that the 
BSEC gave to that criterion in assessing the mihtary value of installations in that subcategory. For each 
question, the BSEC determined for which of the four criteria the question was relevant A question could 
be relevant to more than one criterion. 

The BSEC also assigned a relative score to each question or statement The relative score was 
always a number from one to ten. The total weight assigned to a question was computed as follows: 

For each of the four militan; value criteria, for which the question is relevant, do the 
following. Multiply the relative score assigned to the question by the value assigned to the criteria and 
divide by the sum of the relative scores of all questions relevant to that criteria. Repeat this calculation 
for each of the relevant criteria for the question. The sum of these calculated numbers is the total 
weight associated with the question. 

Table 1 shows an example of calculating military value question weights. In this example the 
value given to the readiness criterion is 40, the facilities criterion 30, the mobilization criterion 20, and the 
cost and manpower criterion 10. Question A is relevant to the readiness and facilities criteria, but not to 
the remaining two criteria. The weight that question A receives for the readiness criterion is calculated as 

40 x 
l o  

= 25 the denominator of the second term in the product is the sum of the scores from all of 
10+5+1  

the questions that are relevant to the readiness criterion. Note that the weights in the readiness column 
sum to the value given to the readmess criterion. Note also that the weights in a column corresponding to 
a criterion are proportional to the scores in the relative score column. Total weights for questions are, 
usually, not proportional to the relative scores. For example, the weights computed for questions C and D 
are not proportional to the relative scores for these two questions. It should be noted that the BSEC 
completed the calculation of question weights before the answers to the questions for specific installations 
were made available to them. 
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Table 7 .  Mililary value queslwn wegbs. 

-. . . 

16 February 1Yj5 

Table 2 canies this example further by applying the weights to a set of three installations. This 
table shows the questions for which each installation received credit The military value for installation I is 
computed as 1 x 52.27 + O x 26.79 + 1 x 12.38 + 1 x 8.56 = 73.21. 

Table 2. Military value matni. 

Configuration Analysis 

Configuration analysis is a mathematical programming approach to finding the set of installations 
in a subcategory that can meet future requirements, maintain average military value, and minimize the total 
retained capacity. % approach minimizes capacih, rather than cost, because obtaining comparable cost 
data for activities is exceedingly difficult The BSEC considered capacity an acceptable surrogate for cost 

This stage of the analysis is called configuration analyszi because the configuration of retained 
bases or installations may be constrained by operational necessity. For example, fleet assets must be 
distributed between east and west coast facilities regardless of military value assessments. The process of 
assessing the military value of each installation in a subcategory is myopic in that it does not consider the 
conskaints that may exist on the assignment of supported units to the installations. 

Question 

A 

B 

The basic capacity minimization problem has the following form: 

Qyestion 
weight 

52.27 

26.79 

Installation 

minimize x:=, c , Z,  (Minimize total capacity.) 

I C 1 12.38 

su'bject to: 

I11 
1 

1 

0 

I 
1 

0 

1 

I1 
0 

1 

1 
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EL, u,, = K, for all i (Number of units assigned must equal the number needing 

assignnnent), 

x:, rk, ci, 5 Rkjz, for all j and k E (1. - - 1) (Each installation has LMted 

resourc:es.), 

C C,Z, 2 O (Maintain average military value.), 

where 

n = the number of installations in the subcategory, 

m = the number of types of units to be assigned to installations, 

1 = the number of resource types, 

Z, = 1 if installation j is retained and 0 otherwise, 

U.. = the number of units of type i assigned to installation j , 
r/  

C, = the capacity of installation j , 

K, = the number of units of type i that must be assigned. 

rk, = the amount of resource type k required by each unit of type i , 

RkJ = the amount of resource k available at installation j , and 

c, = the military value of installation j minus the average military value for all of the 

insda~ions in the subcategory. 

The decision variables in this mathematical program are the Z, and U,, variables. The optimal 

solution to this mathematical progarn has the following characteristics: 

the total retained capacity is as small as possible, 

all units have been assigned to an installation, 

no installation has more units assigned than it can support in terms of resources, and 

the average military value of the retained installations is equal to or greater than the average 
military value for all of the installations in the subcategory. 

Note that the optimal solution to this formulation may retain an installation having a lower d t a r y  value 
than one excluded from the solution. This may happen because the process of assessing military value for 
individual installations cannot consider all of the basing restrictions such as dividing squadrons between 
coasts. 

The actual configuration models used by the BSEC sometimes included additional constraints. 
Additional constraints were added to preclude solutions that were not operationally feasible. 



DON BRAC 95 Analytical Approach 

Air Station Example 
In this fictitious example, eight naval air stations, PAC1, PAC2, PAC3, PAC4, LNT1, LNT2, 

LNT3, and LNT4, currently accommodate 60 aircraft squadrons as shown in table 3. Table 4 shows the 
number of squadrons of each aircraft type that will be in the force in the future. The analyses of 
operational, reserve, and training air stations conducted for BRAC 95 did not use the analysis described 
here. This example was constructed to illustrate the general approach 

Table 3. Current squadron assignments. 

Table 4. Future force structure and allocations. 
Step 1 : Capacity Analysis 

Squadron 
types 

F-14 

FA-18 

A-6 

P-3 

H-60 

Total 

Capacity analysis for this example begins with 
noting that the eight air stations currently support 60 
squadrons while the future requirement is to support 47 
squadrons as shown in table 4. The number of squadrons 
the air station can support measures the throughput, or 
capacity, of an air station. Thxi data shows 13 units of excess 
capacity in tlu subcategory. The process, therefore, must 
proceed with the military value and configuration analyses. 

Step 2: Assessing Military Value 

PAC1 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

The questions and military value weightings for 
these questions appear in table 5. In this example, readiness 
has been given a value of 35, facilities a value of 30, 
mobilization a value of 25, and cost and manpower a value 
of 10. In this example, the presence of a bombing range is the most important factor in the military value 
matrix. An air station having a bombing range will receive 26.126 points. Note that the only other 
question receiving a score of 10 is only worth 9.459 military value points. This question only applies to the 
readmess criteria. The bombing range question applies to both readmess and mobhation and, therefore, 
receives a much higher military value weight . 

PAC2 

0 

10 

0 

0 

0 

10 

The remainder of the military value matrix for the eight air stations is shown in table 6. Table 6 
shows how each of the eight air stations was scored on each of the nine questions and the resulting military 
value for each. 

Squadron 
tYPe 

F-14 

PAC3 

0 

0 

4 

3 

4 

11 

Pacific 
Fleet 

4 

PAC4 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

4 

Atlantic 
Fleet 

4 

8 

3 

4 

5 

2 4 

F.4- 18 

Air 

P-3 

H-60 

Total 

8 

3 

4 

4 

23 

PAC 
totals 

5 

10 

4 

5 

6 

30 

LNT2 

0 

10 

0 

0 

0 

10 

LNTl 

5 

0 

4 

0 

0 

9 

LNT3 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

5 

LNT4 

0 

0 

0 

2 

4 

6 

LNT - 
totals 

5 

10 

4 

5 

6 

30 
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Table 5. Air station mildary value qus fwnr .  

Table 6. Military values for the cxample air s tdwnr.  

I Rlllllan anc! clvlha~l mcdica! =d a c n d  c u e  are avaiable I , I 1 1 I I 1 I 0 1 0 / 1 I 0 
mitarv r 92 96 ) 6"89 1 85 49 1 69 14 1 95 36 1 74 43  66 62 1 90 65 I 

Table 7 summarues the r&g of 
t;le eight au stations and theu m i l i t q  value 
scores. Tulip 7 M i l d a ~  v a i u ~  assessmeni results 

Air station Military value 
Step 3. Configuration 
Analysis LNTl 95.38 

In this example, five types of air- PAC 1 92.96 
craft squadrons must be allocated to the air LNT4 90.65 
stations. Each of the five types of aircraft PAC3 85.49 
squadrons requires certain resources to m 74.43 
maintain their operational readiness. The 
allocation is constrained by the resources 

PAC4 69.14 

available at each air station and the re- LNT3 68.82 
quirement for resources by each allocated PAC2 65.89 
squadron. Table 8 shows the resource re- 
quirements for each type of squadron. All of the aircraft may be assigned to a type II hangar, but a P-3 
aircraft squadron may only be assigned to a type II hangar. Type I hangars are not tall enough to fit the 
P-3 tail. 
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this optimization problem in the AMPL modelmg language3 is included in appendix A along with the 
correspondmg data file. Optimal solutions were obtained using the OSL solver4. Table 10 shows the 
retained air stations and the total number of hangar modules at the retained air stations. The table also 
shows the average military value of the retained air stations. 

Table 70. Air stdwn optimal solulionr. 

In this example, the second-best solution. whde having only two more hangar modules, has an 
average d t a r y  value that is more than two points higher than the best solution. If this was a real case. 
these results would be briefed to the BSEC for consideration in their deliberations. 

LNT3 

LNT4 

Hangar modules 
retained 

Average military 
value 

- 

Note that these solutions do not eliminate all of the excess capacity identified in the capacit). 
analysis. The optimal solution retains 52 hangar modules, five more than the number required. There is 
no solution with a smaller number of retained hangar modules that satisfies the constraints on the potential 
solutions. 

Naval Shipyard Example 

1 

1 

52 

81.246 

For this example, six shipyards are considered. Three of the shipyards are on the Pacific Coast 
SW1, SYP2, and SW3. SYLl, SYL2, and SYL3 are shipyards on the Atlantic Coast Two types of work 
are done in these shipyards: nuclear and non-nuclear repairs. Throughput capacity is measured in millions 
of direct labor man-hours (MDLMH) of repair work that can be fit into each shipyard. Each shipyard has 
the capacity to do a certain amount of these types of work and each shipyard has a total capacity for both 
types of work. Sometimes the total capacity is less than the sum of the individual work type capacities 

R. Fourer, D. M. Gay, and B. W. Kernighan, AMPL A Modelirg Language for Mathematical Programming, The 
Scientific Press, San Francisco, 1993. 

1 

1 

54 

83.740 

M. S. Hung, W. 0. Rom, and k D. Waren, Optimization with IBM OSL, Boyd and Fraser Publishing Co., Danvers, 
Massachusetts, 1994. 

1 

1 

60 

83.198 
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because some flexibility between the facilities is required for each tlpe of work. The capacities for each of 
the six shipyards are displayed in table 11. 

Table 7 7. Shiflard capacdics ( M D M H ) .  

Step 1: Capacity Analysis 
For this example, 9.75 million direct labor man-hours are required for nuclear work and 7.95 

d o n  direct labor man-hours are required for non-nuclear work. Given 41 percent excess capacity for 
the nuclear work and 18 percent for non-nuclear work, the process must go on with military value 
assessment and configuration analysis. 

Type of work 

Nuclear 

Non-nuclear 

Total capacity 

Step 2: Assessing Military Value 
The questions used in this example to assess the military value of shipyards are shown in table 12. 

Table 12 also shows the applicability of each question to the military value criteria and the score and 
military value weight for each question. 

Table 13 shows how each of the six shipyards was scored on each of tic 13 questions ad the 
resulting military value for each. The average military value for the six shipyards is 43. 

Pacific Coast shipyards 

Step 3: Configuration Analysis 

SYPl 

4.0 

0.5 

4.0 

The configuration analysis finds the set of shipyards whose sum of total capacities is the smalies: 
and sum of nuclear and non-nuclear capacities are sufficient to do the requisite amount of nuciear and 
non-nuclear repair work. In addition, the retained shipyards must have an average military value of at 
least 43. Table 13 displays the best, the second-best, and third-best solutions. 

The optimal soiution in this example has a total capacity ha t  exactly matches the total 
requirement, 17.7. On the one hand, this appears to be the perfect solution. On the other hand, if the 
requirement is understated, the capacity will be insufficient Of the three solutions given here, only the 
third one has sufficient capacity to perform at a level that is 10 percent higher than the estimated 
requirement The third solution also has the hlghest average mil~tary value. It is likely that if the BSEC 
were to be presented with a situation similar to this, it would consider the possibility that the esbmates of 
future requirements were understated. If the real requirements were 10 percent higher than the figures 
used here, only the third solution would have the necessary capacities. Given the higher average military 
value of the thlrd solution and its extra capacity, the BSEC might elect to pursue that alternative. The 
formulation of this optimization problem in the AMPL modeling language is included in appendix A along 
with the corresponding data file. Optimal solutions were obtained using the OSL solver. 

Total 

16.5 

9.7 

24.2 

Atlantic Coast shipyards 

SYP2 

5.0 

3.0 

7.0 

SYL1 

0 

2.7 

2.7 

SYP3 

4.5 

2.0 

6.0 

SYL2 

3.0 

1 .O 

4.0 

SYL3 

0 

0.5 

0.5 
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T a h l ~  I.?. Sh9yayard militaly valur questwnc. 

I I I I I 

Can the NSY drydock a CVNPV? I 1 l 1 1 I 0 1  lo I 14.92 1 
Question 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN6886, si~nul!aneously? 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more CG/DDG/DDs simultaneously? 

Can the NSY drydock 1 or more SSN637s. simulmeously? 

- 
MV 

weight 40 20 

Were more than 500 apprentices trained over the past 5 years? 

The two closest fleet homeport concentrations average less than 500 
miles from the NSY. 

Score 

1 1 1 0  

1 1 1 0  

1 1  

I , 

R F M C  

25 

1 

Site is in an 'attainment" or 'maintenance" air quality control area 
for CO, ozone, PM-10. 

15 

1 . 0  

1 Is the average age of industrial plant equipment less than 25 years? 

Can CVNs be berthed at this NSY for surge berthing? 

Did the level of effort of nuclear shipwork exceed 3000 DLMYs on 
the average, annually from FY 1991? 

0 0 0 1  

0 

1 0 
0 ) 1 

1 1 0 1  

Did the level of effort of non-nuclear shipwork exceed 2000 DLhfls 
on the average, annually from FY 19917 

10 

9 

4 

1 

I I I I I 1 1 

14.92 

13.43 

5.97 

0 

10 

1 

Are more than 10 percent of crews of customer sh~ps berthed 
on harees? 

3.24 0 

18.51 

0.80 1 
O I 1 U ! 4 1 5 05 1 

1 I I , 

1 

7 

, 

1 Is the violent crime rate < 758/100,000? 

I Total ' lo<' 

0 0 1 0  

0 

I 

I 

0 0 0 1  

4 

6 

0 0 

0 0 

3.20 

8.33 

0 

1 

10 

9 

0.44 

5.86 

L. ; .- 39 
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Tu6k 73. Mifilaty values for fhe example shipyardr. 

Differences from BRAC 93 

Question 

Can the NSY drydock a CVN/CV? 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN-, 
simultaneously? 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more CG/DDG/DDs 
simultaneously? 

Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN637s, 
simultaneously? 

Were more than 500 apprentices trained over the past 5 
years? 

The two closest fleet homeport concentrations average 
less than 500 miles 6om the NSY. 

Is the average age of industrial plant equipment less 
than 25 years? 

Site is in an 'attainmentn or 'maintenance" air quality 
confxol area for CO, ozone, PM-10. 

Can CVNs be berthed at this NSY for surge berthing? 

Did the level of effort of nuclear shipwork exceed 3000 
DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1991? 

Did the level oi  efion of non-nuciear shipwork exceed 
2000 DLMYs on the average, annually from R' 1991? 

Is the violent crime rate i 758/100,000? 

The analpcal process used in the BRAC 95 process is a refinement of that used for the 1993 
process. The major Merence is the added capability that the AhIPI@SL mixed-integer linear 
programming solver gave to the modeling process. Many models used for the various subcategories are 
richer in the level of detail modeled. For example, the configuration model for the technical centers 
models the technical support functions and lifecycle support functions of the technical centers. This model 
had to consider the capabilities of each technical center in arriving at a solution. The technical center 
model was very complex, having nearly 10,000 variables and almost 1,000 constraints. This level of 
modeIing would not have been possible with the tools available to the BSEC for the BRAC 93 process. 

In several models, notional squadrons or other units were assigned to activities as part of the 
computations to assure that the retained sites could fit the worldoad. In some of these cases, fitting the 
units into a given set of retamed activities in many different ways is possible. In these cases, the military 
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value was used to help the 
solver to determine that it had 
the best solution regarding 
retained sites. These features 
were designed such that they 
did not affect the choice of sites 
for retention. 

Table 74. Naval shipyard qfimnl so l~~~wns .  

Summary 
The analyt~cal 

approach described in this 
paper was only a part of a much 
larger process by which the 
BSEC anived at its 
recommendations. The 
analytical approach was a tool 
used by the BSEC. As can be 
seen in the record of the BSEC 
deliberations, the information 
that the BSEC considered went 
far beyond the information 
included in the configuration analysis. Recommendations, therefore, cannot be expected to follow exactly 
the optimal solutions from the configuration modeling. The configuration analysis did serve the purpose of 
harning a reasonable solution space for the BSEC to consider as they constructed the alternatives that were 
subjected to the COBRA analysis. 
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Rocurrmtnl Urt 

ZO pcrntnt cd Covrmme 

CI D&for. 
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Dmprmftt of Men*. &IMlon 
CrtUN for Cloalng :md RdlgnW 
~ i ~ l t r y  Inrtrrnrtlm, Inwo ma Unfted 
Stater 

ralncv: Department of Defense @OD]. 
rcrtorc Flnnl relectic~o criteria. ... 
SUMMARY: Tha Sscratary of Defenre, in 
accordance with setc?jon 2803(b). title 
XXUL pert A of ihe FY 196l N a t i o d  
D e f m  AuthorfiPUon AM is required 
to publlrh the pro red selection 8" trfterfr to be use by the Department of 
D e f e n ~  la making re commeadatioru for 
the closure or realignment of military . 
inrlrllatioru insikde the Umkd States. 
tmm DATE Fabnrary l6.1Qvl. 
FOR W m  M A -  
W. Jim Whfttaket or W. PaMcia 
Waker, Bare Cloruhc and Utilization, 
OASDcpat], (77x4) m4435a 
W C I L W R l t U I W I S ~ n o R  

ml8.hha Crrltmh A.--"-- 
T h e  hal &reria to be ursd by tbe 

Department of Defenne to make 
mcommendstionr for the dosure or 
maEgnment o! military inrtallations 
tnside the Unlred Stater under titla 

XXX prrl A of thr N ~ l o n d  D.itnw 
Authori;t.Mon M for hd Y e u  lOPl 

- 1. Ihc m t  and futma mlrrion 
r t ~ m m n t s  and the h p a a  on 
~ d ~ i  rsrdfnerr of the Department 
of Defense', total force. - Z The nvlllnbility md condition of . 
land fa 'tiar and arrocirtad rimpace 
at both %' e d 8 t f . q  and potential 
rataiving l o u t l 0 ~ .  - 8. 'Jbe ~bllfty to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and future 
total f o m  nqdernmtr at bob  the 
exl~tlng and potential nttivfng 
locations. - 4. The cost and manpower 
implications. 

Return on lnvesment - 5. The extent nnd timipz of potcntlel 
cortr and savings. hcludlng the number 
of y a m ,  l x g i m b g  with the dale of 
completion of the d o r w  or 
rualignmtnt for the rsringe to exceed 
h e  coUt6, 

fmpoclf 

- a. T h t  economic impact on 
commmitias. - 7. The ability of both the existing and 
potential mcelving communities' 
infrastnrcnve to rupporl forces. 
mfrsloru and personnel. - 6. The tnvlronmental Impect. 

B. Analysis of PubUc Commenb 
The Department of Defenre POD] 

rccslved 2M publfc commenta in 
msponoe to the proposed DoD @election 
criteria for closing and realigning 
military hatallations inside the Unlted 
Stater. Tbe public'r comments can be 
gmuped Into four topics: Central. 
military value, costs and "payback", and 
lmpectu The followiq in an analytit of 
there commmb. 

(1) Geneml Comments 
(a) A rubrtantial number of 

commenton orpremed concern over the 
proposeddtdr ' r  broad nahue and 
rlmiliarity to the 1988 Defense 
Secretary', Bare Realignment and 
Closure Commlrrion criteria. Many of 
Ibe commenta noted r need lor objective 
measurer or facion Tor the dteria.  
Some commenton 8180 rusgested 
vafiour standard meaaurcr or factorc for 





mdyrfr  of potential ucchanter of b m r  
wlth otbtr DoD Chmporientr. 

(d) %me oommmton xecommended 
we indude the avrUlbUity of ainpam In 
aur cooriderations of mllituy value. We 
*grw and have revised criterion number 
two accordingly. 

- (e) Several mmentora  rvquertcd a 
geographic bdance be maintained when 
coruIddqj Inrtallatlonr lot re8 Ymt or clo$ora. DoD I t  nquimd by Pu lit 
~ s w  IOl-610 to w d u e k  nll tnrtallationr 
qually, axclurtvt of thorns covered 
under Public Law loodza or thorns 
falltng k l w v  the lhmshol& of section 
2687, tide 10. U.S. Code. Howevsr, rome 
measurua of mllltaty value do have a 
tographic component and therefore 
r d i r u y  mlulon rrquhrnulta can drive 
gaogrsphlc locat!on conaidera tions. 
(0 &me commenton mommendad 

that the avdabilfty of treined civil 
rervfm employear be wnsldered a well 
as tbe capacity of the rivate sector to 
support or perform d t a v  missions. 
DoD's civil rsrvfct empfoyees ure an 
integral part of rucrsssful 
rccomplisbment of defense missions. 88 
w defense co~ t r~c to r r  whether they be 
nationally or locally based. To the 
axtent that tbe availability of b a k e d  
civilian or contractor work forcer 
induences out ability to accomplfch the 
mtrion. It L already included in criteria 
number one and four. 

I @) several conmentors recommended 
that mobiiization potentla1 of bares be 
considered m d  that those bases 
requtnd for rnobUization be retained. 
Contingency md mobilization 
requitemenis are an important militer). 
value consfdetalIon and were dready 
included in uiterion number three. The 
potectfal to rccommodate contingency 
rnd mobilization requirements is o 
factor at both existing m d  potential 
receiving loc~tlons. and we have 
amended uiterion number three 
rccordihgly. 

@) One commentor recommended 
retaining rll be- rupporling operation. 
DtM ShJtldlStom md mother 
mcammtnded including overseer baces. 
DoD murt balance its future base 
rtructure with the forces described in 
tho foru  rtructure plan, and not on the 
cnnrnl baaing titurdon. Some forcer 
currently supporting Operation Desert 
Storm rrr rcbedded for drawdown 
between 1992 and 1997. DoD murt adfurt 
Iu base t b u m  sceordtngly. Ovenera 
barer Will alro bt dosed in the f u m  a t  
we drawdown DoD'r ovmras  forcer. 
Hotvevmr, Conpu specffIuIly left 
ovsneas b u t  closures out of the base 
dosure pmcrdurcr established by the 
Act. 
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( J )  Cost and "Rayback " Comm#nu 
(a) Soma aruunenton reccrmmended 

caidatlng total fedem1 pvlmuarnt 
cork in DoD'? cost and ' alrbadt" 1 caldntions. A number o rr~ch 
comments gave ar .xarnpler of ftdenI 
gavemutent costa, hadth cam and 
unemployment torts. Tbe DoD 
Camponuntl ulnudly bud@ for health 
urr, nnd aatmplopmcat ~oclitr. Wa brvc 
lnrtn~cted the DoP Componsob ts 
iaduda DoD tort8 for hcrltl~ culc a d  
unemployment urodrtsd 3 ~ 1 t h  c l m r  
or rtrllgninentr. & tbr mt mhdatlonr. 

(%) Several commsntm ttotsd Lhe 
absence of a wyback" miod md 
m a  felt that perhaps rie)lcL at ten yeara 
ahould be specifled. We dedded not to 
do Us:  we did not want to d r  out 
making changss that wem Iw~lefidd to 
the national mcurlty that'arould have 
lcmger retarn# on lnvedmazt Tbe 19Hl 
Base Clorure C d r s i o n  I'elf that r rix- 
year "paybeck" unnecsfirarify 
constrained their choices. :be DoD 
Componentes have been directed to 
calculate mtum on inv~tV10111 for each 
cloaure or rsnllgnment recommendation, 
to conrider it in thair deliberrtions. and 
to report it in their jlutlfics Lionr. 
Criterion number flva bes been amended 
according1 y. 

(c) Some cornmentorr rwcommended 
indading en\~mnmental dam-up caste 
in base closure cost and prryback 
calculations. Soma also noted thet the 
cost of environmental dean-up at a 
particular base codd be ro gna t  thet 
the Department abouid rernove the base 
fmm further doaure mnaideratlon. 

The DoD ir required by law to addresa 
two distinctly different types of 
envLonmental costs. 

The firat coct involveo the dean-up 
and disposal of envinnunc!ntel beards 
in order to coned past prlacticer and 
return the site to a safe condition. Thfr 
in  commonly refcmd to r c  
environmentd mutoration. DoD haa a 
legal obllgatfon uader the Defenre 
Environmental Restoration Pmgma a d  
the Comprchuuive Eauittmrntal 
Responrc. Comptnutioa and tlab&ty 
Act for envbnmentsl n a t o t a ~ o n  at 
rltsi. regarda t  of decision to Jose  a 
b w .  T h a n f o n  tbrrc mu w i b i ~ h c  
cansidered fa DoD'r mot c9larlptl 
m e n  hstaliedolu h8vs &L 
coat amination a rob la ti rxg&@ 
envimnmentd rws~ornth~ h u e  wfll be 
1iiiSB5sd ru a potential II Fm4 Ktur-term communjty mum o the2 

existin# practlcsr us in rmpllencc 
with b e  Clam Ah. Clauri Water, 
Rnoura Conaervrtlon and Recovery 
Act, a d  other environm~:ntd acts, in 

bxirting pirr~tlcr thmugh the cloiwe or 
re&bmtnt of r base. On the other 
h d  a-nld cornpllance cost8 
may be factor fra dekrmfnlne 

. rppropif.18 dorurs. n.lignment. or 
neafviae locotlon opttonrn. h dther 
uw, Ba mvkoamtntd oompUane 
ooru or am1 avoidancec may be r factor 
canrtdmd hl rhr cort and -turn on 
tmratmtnt &tiam. Tbe 
hp-t hat iuusd @dance to the 
DoD C o m m n t r  on lbtr h u e .  

. 
[d) &me commentotr rscommended 

DoD &nge tbs cott rad "payback" 
uit&r to W n d r  anlfotm gddeIiner for 
calntlatlag coru w d  mvhgs. We agree 
lhat msb md uvh@ must be 
epicdated anifotmly. We have hpmved 
!be Cost of Bars Realignment Actions 
(COBRA] model ured by the 184K) Baae 
Closure Commirrfon and have provided 
it to the DoD Componentr for 
calcdrtions of contr. ravings, and rev- 
on investment. 

(4) Lnpoclr Comments 
(a) Many conmentors were concerned 

about nodal and econbmic impaat on 
communltlea and how they would be 
factored into h e  decision process. We 
have issued hstructims to the DoD 
Componsntr to c a l d a t e  economic 
Lapact by mearurfng the effect3 on 
direct md indirtst employment for each 
rrcomrnrrndcd clorw or reafilprment. 
These effect5 will be determined by 
uring rtntisicat informaHon obtained 
born the Department: of Lebot end 
Commerce. This ir conrfstcnt with the 
methodology wed by the 1- Base 
Clooura Commission to measure 
economic fmpoct. We incorpoteted Lhe 
Generd Acoountiag Offics'r suggested 
improvemenu for calculation of 
economic WptlcL DoD will also 
determine the dLact md Indimcl 
employment fmpactr on meej 

to nUed tbi, d&oa. 
-%base'. We have amended criterion nurn er six 

(b) ?be me* of criterion number 
wvss ?he cornmuafty ruppott at the 
ltcciving locrlfoar" war not dear to 
wveral c o m m c a ~  Sans  wondered if 
tb.! memt popular rupport Others 
recognized that tbir criterion refcrred lo 
r r.nmmudty'a hh*WhPa wch. a8 
m& water cnd rawer treatment plans. 
dooh urd Be Urn. To cluify thir 
crftaaioa we have ampletely rt-written 
It. wbile alro mqdzhg that r 
cumparison muat be mede for boQ the 
existing m d  potentiel rtceivjng 
cornmunitlcs. 
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Ic] )rJllry cummenton arktd bow 
envhnmend lmpach wodd be 

' coarldsred A, we r l r~ed  In topic I(c). 
Dab will mntldrr certain e n ~ n m e n t d  

) wstr. In rddltloa we Lve hrtructed 
the. DoD Cornponenu to conalder, at a 
mjnimum, the following tlemanb when 
anmlyrkrg envfronmental consequencer 
of r closure or rsaiipmenl rcUon: 

fhtcrottntd and endangered rpecles 
Wttlandt 
Htrlorfc and Archeolqlcal eitcs 
hUutlon Conml 
Hazardour Maltrialr/Wastes 
k n d m d A h u w r  
Rcgrmmed eavironmenral caul 

cost rvoldnnce~ 
( d )  A ~umbsr  of commentem 

questioned tho meaing of dter lon 
number nlne. 'The hplcmantation 
pmcescl Involved". n e  intent of thir 
dterlon war to desdbe  the 
hplementation plan flr milestones. and 
the DoD millfary and dvil'an employee 
adjurtmenb Fcrearer  and decreases) 
at each base, that would result through 
implementation of the closure or 
realignment. After further consideration, 
we have determfned that developing the 
implementation plan fa a necessary 
requirement and conclunion of epplyfng 
the other eight criteria. A description of 
the implementation plan, while 
Imponant to the understanding the 
recommended cl,onue or realignment. ir 
not In Itrelf a specific criterion for 
deci~ionmakhg. Consequently, we bave 
deleted criterion number nfne. We bave 
instructed the Military Departments and 
Defense Agenciea to include r 
deacription of their hplementation 
p l ~ n o  for each recobended  clo~ure or 
malignment. aa part of the justlflcation 
lo  be submitted to the Commisrlon 

C. Pmvfow Federal Register Rtfemncer 

(1) 55 FR49670. November 80.1880: 
h p o s d  relection d t n f a  and request 
!or comment.. 

(2) 35 FRS3538, December 31. Ipw: 
Extend mmmenf perlod on proposed 
releaion crltsris, 

D. Papwork Reduction Ad 

Tbe Paperwork RuduclJon Act (Pub. L 
96-611) does not apply. 
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ANALYSIS OF GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

CRITERION 8 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

DESCRIPTION: Pursuant to Public Law 101-510, as amended, on May 5, \ 

1992, the Department of Defense (DOD) issued guidance with 
selection criteria for the 1993 base closure and realignment 
recommendations. This guidance includes criterion 8, the 
environment impact. On December 4, 1992, DOD issued further 
guidance on how the environmental impact should be considered for 
closing, realigning, and receiving locaticns. The December 4, 1992 
guidance requires a summary statement and status on seven . 
environmental attributes for each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These seven environmental attributes are: 

- Threatened or Endangered Species 
- Wetlands 
- Historical or Archeological sites 
- Pollution Control 
- Hazardous Materials/Wastes 
- Land Use and Airspace Implications * &  

n - Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 
ANALYSIS: General compliance with these procedures is analyzed for 
each Service as follows: 

Army: The Army compiled Installation Envir~nner~ral Easeline 
\ \  Summaries for each Army instzlla'cion eligible for closare or 
,' f realignment. The Total Ar.:y Bzsing- alsc p~ovided 

suppl.ementa1 information in respons to qxestrons r ror. :-?s Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRCj . ;ne Army's 

allation summaries directly address six of e seven 
ronmental attributes in DODrs guida~ce. Under tne seventh 
ibute, Programmed Environmental - --- Costs/Cost Avoidances, the 

ation-summaries do not consistently followDO_Q& guidance. 
cases the Installation Sumn 

s is inconsistent with 
ts the Services not to 11s 
calculations. However; 

provi-the DBCRC 
@ ~ ~ c o m ~ l i a n c e  costs were determined 

w"' A programmed cost/cost avoidances for This supplemental information documents that program ccsts 
ox  receiving installations were evaluated. 

The Armyr s Analyses and Recom:~endations Report (Volume 111) 
summarized the environmental impact on closing and realigning 
installations, and appropriately addressed six of ~ h e  seven 
attributes. A ~ i n ,  the evaluation of Programmed Environmenr,al 



Costs/CostAvoidances was clarified by the supplemental information 
.I) provided by the TABS to the DBCRC. 

Navy: The Navy compiled summaries of environmental conditions 
for each installation eligible for closure or realignment. The 
Navy considered criterion 8 in detail for installations that were 
recommended for closure or realignment after a review of the 

5 , Military Value criteria (criteria 1 through 4). The Navy's 
"Summary of Environmental  consequence^^^ is included in their 
Analyses and Recommendations Report (Volume IV). For closing and 
realigning bases, the Navy evaluated each installation with respect < 2 to the seven environmental attributes laid out in DODrs December 4, 

+i \ 1992 guidance. Summaries of environmental impacts at receiving 
2 J bases are also included. These summaries on receiving bases 

generally address six of the seven environmental attributes, but do * i; 6 not specifically address Progranmed Environmental costs/cost 
Avoidances. The Navy addressed the attribute of environmental 
costs at receiving installations in their Cost of Base Realignment 
Action (COBRA) model. The cost:s necessary to comply with 
environmental requirements due to ntaw functions at these receiving 

6 7  

2- bases are documented in the COBRA reports. 

Air Force: The Air Force completed base-specific 
questionnaires on environmental issues for each Air Force 
installation eligible for c1osu:re or realignment. These 
questionnaires address all recommended closing, realigning and 
receiving bases. Documentation was provided on six of the seven 
environmental attributes. These qc.estionnaires did not directly 
address the attribute of Programmed Environmental CostsjCost 
Avoidances. Several questions are included under the citle of 
"Environmental Cleanup/Compliance Costs." However, estimzlted costs 
were provided only on environmental restoration costs, znd DODrs 
guidance specifically notes that restoration costs are not to be 
considered in the cost of closure. The Air Forcers environmental 
analysis was summarized in their Analyses and Recommendations 
Report (Volume V). This documented the status of all environmental 
attributes except Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances. 

The results of the Air Forcers Cost of Base Realignment Action 
(COBRA) Model runs were consulted in an attempt to determine 
whether Programmed Environmental CostsjCost Avoidances were 
considered. Financial Summary reports indicate that environmental 
costs were entered 2s zero for all ba:ses impacted by major actions. 
The possibility that environmental costs were merged with Military 
Construction costs in the COBRA model was reviewed. It was learned 
that Military Construction costs considered the cost of 
constructing mission-related facilities, such as base housing, on 
receiving installations. Military Construction costs also include 
the impacts on the capacity of utilities at receiving 
installations. Utility costs can include water supply and sewage 
treatment capacity. These were the only environmentally-related 
costs that were considered, however these only address receiving 



bases, and no specific environmental compliance costs as described 
3 in the December 4, 1992 DOD guidance were included. 

Defense Aqencies: Two Defense ~gencies are impacted by the 
1993 Realignments and Closures, the Defense Logistics Agency, and 
the Defense Information Systems Agency. However, only the Defense 
~oyistics Agency (DLA) is involved in installation closures or 
realignments with environmental impact. DLA completed 
installation-specific questionnaires that address the seven 
environmental attributes for all facilities where DLA has host 
responsibilities. At other DLA facilities, they are the tenant, 
and the property owner (e.g. Tooele Army Depot) addressed the 
environmental criterion. In DLA1s Detailed Analysis Report (part 
of Volume VI), DLA considered Criterion 8 for installations 
recommended for closure or realignment based on DLA1s Military 
Value Criteria. All seven environmental attributes were addressed 
in DLAfs analyses. Consideration was given to closing, realigning, 
and receiving installations. 

DIFFERENCES IN APPROACH ACROSS THE SERVICES 

The Services used different perspectives in considering the 
relationship between closure decisions and the seven environmental 
attributes from DODrs guidance. When the Army made its 
recommendations on closure or realignment in Volume 111, the 
analyses addressed the environmental impact on closure. (i-e. How 
does a wetland impact the decision to close?) Both the Navy and 
Defense Logistics Agency considered the impact of closure or 
realignment on the environmental attribute. (i-e., Kill closure 
impact a wetland?) The Air Force's perspective was to consider the 
impact of the environmental attributes on the continue2 military 
mission of the installation. (i.e. How does a wetland impact the 
future military mission at the base?) 

CONCLUSIONS 

DOD's December 4, 1992 guidance on evaluating the 
environmental impact of closure and realignment is sufficiently 
general and flexible to allow the Services to apply varied 
perspectives to the environmental attributes. All Services have 
addressed most of the considerations required by the DOD guidance. 
The documentation provided by the Army, Navy and DLA, including the 
supplemental information from the Army's TABS, addresses the seven 
environmental attributes pursuant to DODfs guidance. Therefore the 
Army, Navy and DLA are in general compliance with DOD's guidance on 
Criterion 8 pursuant to Public Law 101-510, as amended. 

The Air Force did not demonstrate that their decision-making 
considered the environmental attribute of Programmed Environmental 
Costs/Cost Avoidances pursuant to DOD1s December 4, 1992 guidance. 
Since the Air Force properly addressed the remaining six 

wv attributes, and because it is very unlikely that the decisions made 



by the Air Force would be different had they fully followed DODfs 
W guidance, it can be concluded that the Air Force is in general 

compliance with the requirements to evaluate Criterion 8. 
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ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
CRITERION 8 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the 
Department of Defense Servicesf consideration of environmental 
impacts in their recommendations of specific installations for 
closing and realignment. The environmental data used by the 
Services in their installation-specific conclusions were evaluated, 
The methodologies used to consider environmental impacts were 
reviewed for consistency within each Service. A determination was 
made on whether the Services complied with Department of Defense 
(DOD) policy guidance issued pursuant to Public Law 101-510, as 
amended. Based on the analysis on how the Services considered 
environmental impacts, recommendations were made on whether a 
specific installation's status pursuant to BRAC-93 could be 
revised. 

The specific compliance analysis is broken down by Service. 
The following steps were taken in this analysis: 

1. Installation-specific data (compiled in base questionnaires 
or data calls) were reviewed and compared to the Servicesf 
conclusions on environmental impacts in the Recommendations and 
Analyses Reports (Volumes 111-VI). 

2. The Servicesf summaries of the environmental impacts at 
specific installations were evaluated for consistency within each 
Service, and for compliance with DODfs December 4, 1992 policy 
memorandum. In this policy memorandum, guidance is provided to the 
Services for considering the environmental impacts on installations 
affected by closure and realignment actions, including receiving 
installations. 

3. Discrepancies pursuant to the first two steps were 
considered in recommending whether a specific installationfs status 
pursuant to BRAC-93 could change. - 

After evaluating each Service, recommendations for 
improvements to the environmental impact evaluation process for 
BRAC-95 are presented. 

ANALYSIS 

ARMY 

1. Data Evaluation 

All Army installations impacted by major closures and 
realignments were reviewed to determine whether the Army's 
Recommendations and Analyses Report (Volume 111) accurately 
reflected their Environmental ~aseline Surveys (EBS). In several 



recommended actions, the conditions documented were in agreement. 
In the following cases, issues were raised in the EBSfs that were 
not carried through to Volume 111. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA is recommended to receive missions 
from Letterkenny Army Depot, PA. The EBS for Tobyhanna notes 
potential constraints related to obtaining air permits. The Volume 
I11 report does not specifically evaluate the environmental impacts 
at Tobyhanna. 

Rock Island Arsenal, IL is recommended to receive missions 
from Fort Monmouth, NJ. The EBS for Rock Island notes that new 
operations may be constrained due to difficulties with air permits. 
This point is not mentioned in the environmental evaluation of Rock 
Island Arsenal in Volume 111. 

Fort Belvoir, VA is recommended for realignment. The Volume 
I11 report states that there are Itno significant environmental 
issues involved." However, the EBS for Fort Belvoir notes several 
environmental issues, including the presence of wetlands, 
threatened or endangered species, and leaking underground storage 
tanks. 

Fort Huachuca, AZ is recommended to receive missions from 
Presidio of Monterrey, CA. The EBS for Fort Huachuca notes that 
air permits may be a limiting factor to the receipt of additional 
missions. This is not noted in the Volume I11 report. 

Fort Jackson, SC is recommended to receive missions from Fort 
Monmouth, NJ. The EBS for Fort Jackson notes that permits for air 
emissions may be a limiting factor for the receipt of new missions, 
and notes that the presence of threatened or endangered species, 
I1must be considered and may impact receiving additional personnel 
or missions.11 The Army's Volume I11 report did not evaluate 
environmental impacts on Fort Jackson. 

Red River Army Depot, TX is recommended to -re,geive missions 
from both Letterkenny Army Depot, PA, and Tooele Army Depot, UT. 
The EBS for Red River notes that the receipt of new missions may 
lead to delays due to the need for permits for increases in solid 
waste disposal and air emissions. ~dditionally, the EBS indicates 
that a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulated 
landfill has been ordered to close and a new facility must be 
constructed. The Army's Volume I11 report did not evaluate 
environmental impacts from the recommended moves to Red River. 

Anniston Army Depot, AL is recommended to receive missions 
from both Fort McClellan, AL, and Letterkenny Army Depot, PA. The 
EBS for Anniston notes that the receipt of new missions may lead to 
delays due to the need for permits for solid waste and air 
emissions. The environmental impacts from these recommended moves 
were not evaluated in the Army's Volume I11 report. 



Fort Leonard Wood, MO is recommended to receive missions from 
Fort McClellan, AL. The EBS for Fort Leonard Wood notes possible 
constraints on expansion due to wetlands and endangered species. 
The Volume I11 report notes that there is no impact from this 
realignment on these resources, but does not mention how this 
conclusion was reached. 

The Army's consideration of environmental programmed 
costs/cost avoidances may not have been consistent. The output 
from the Cost of Base ~ealignment Actions (COBRA) model was 
reviewed to check for how specific bases considered environmental 
costs. ~iscrepancies were found between the costs noted by the 
Army in the EBS and Volume I11 report, and the funds noted in COBRA 
reports. Annual environmental costs were entered into COBRA for 
fiscal years through 1997. These COBRA costs appear to be 
environmental compliance costs, and did not match the compliance 
costs given in the EBSfs or Volume I11 report. 

The Army's evaluation of criterion 8 at specific facilities 
made use of environmental restoration costs in a way that may be 
inconsistent with DOD's policy. DODrs "Policy Memorandum TwoIt1 
December 4, 1992, states, nEnvironmental Restoration costs at 
closing bases are not to be considered in cost of closure 
 calculation^.^^ The memo goes on to stipulate that these costs can 
be I1considered as a potential limitation on near-term community 
reuse of the in~tallation.~ Thus, simply by noting restoration 
costs, the Army is not necessarily in non-compliance, they are only 
in non-compliance if these restoration costs are used in the cost 
of closure. 

In its base specific EBS's, and in its Volume I11 report, the 
Army often cites environmental restoration costs, along with the 
environmental compliance costs. In one specific case, Tooele Army 
Depot, the documentation provided is only for restoration costs in 
Volume 111, and the EBS does not distinguish betwwn restoration 
and compliance costs. This documentation for Tooele does not allow 
for consideration of compliance costs, pursuant to DODfs direction, 
in the evaluation of Programmed Costs/Cost ~voidances. 

The Army's use of environmental restoration costs in decisions 
on Fort Monroe, VA is unclear. ~ocumentation on briefings given by 
the Army's Total Army Basing Study (TABS) in late January, and 
early February, 1993, discuss environmental restoration impacts on 
the possible closing of Fort Monroe, VA. On February 3, 1993, the 
Secretary of the Army and Army Chief of Staff were briefed on a 
recommendation for deferral of closure of Fort Monroe due to 
 environmental and operational considerations.~~ ~uring the March 
16, 1993 Commission Hearing, Brigadier General Ballard of TABS, 
stated that the "primary reason" for not closing Fort Monroe was 
due to environmental restoration costs. During the March 22, 1993 



Commission Hearing, Mr. Newsome of the Army stated that the 
application of military criteria was the basis for the decision not 
to close Fort Monroe. 

On April 26, 1993, the Commission requested information from 
the Army on the process used in evaluating environmental impacts at 
Fort Monroe, the discrepancies in cost information, and the EBS 
questions that were not addressed in the Volume I11 report. The 
Commission's letter requested a response by May 10, 1993. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

The status of Fort Monroe, VA could potentially be revised 
given the possible improper use of environmental restoration costs 
in the Army's decision-making process. 

Pending the Army's response to the Commission's April 26 
letter, based on the Army's evaluation of criterion 8, there are no 
other recommended changes to the status of specific bases. 

NAVY 

1. Data Evaluation 

The base-specific conclusions in the Navy's Recommendations 
and Analyses Report (Volume IV) were checked for accuracy by 
reviewing a subset of the individual Navy data calls on 
environmental issues. Each recommended closing, realigning, and 
receiving Navy installation was not reviewed, due to the large 
number of installations involved. The specific bases were selected 
based on the magnitude of the closure or realignment, and the 
environmental significance of the action (based on the judgement of 
the Commission staff). The conclusions documented by the Navy's 
Volume IV report accurately reflected the information from the 
Navy's data calls. 

One issue noted in the Volume IV report that is-not identified 
in the Navy's data calls is the status of air pollutant non- 
attainment areas. This information was included in the Volume IV 
report after the installation data calls were submitted, as the 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command compiled and entered data on 
non-attainment status from the Environmental Protection Agency. 

In some specific cases, cost figures in cited in the Navy's 
Volume I11 report could be reconciled with costs noted in the base- 
specific data calls. In other cases these costs did not exactly 
match. Environmental costs were entered into COBRA for the Navy's 
recommended actions. Based on the Navy's BRAC-93 Scenario 
Development documentation, these costs include additional 
environmental compliance costs incurred as a result of closure or 



realignment actions, and cost avoidances for environmental projects 
which are no longer necessary as a result of closure or 
realignment. Specific costs in COBRA could not be exactly 
reconciled with other cost documentation provided by the Navy. 

The Navy's installation-specific data summarizes the 
environmental attributes consistently with DOD1s policy guidance. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

No recommended change in any specific base's status due to the 
Navy's evaluation of criterion 8. 

AIR FORCE 

1. Data Evaluation 

All Air Force installations impacted by major closures and 
realignments were reviewed to determine whether the Air Forcers 
Recommendations and Analyses Report (Volume V) accurately reflected 
the information compiled in base-specific questionnaires. The Air 
Force assigned ratings (red, yellow, green) for twelve 
environmental factors in their Volume V report. These ratings did 
not accurately reflect the base questionnaires. For example, 
Plattsburgh AFB, NY is rated as I1YM for air quality, which means 
the base is located in a non-attainment area, and pollutants are 
classified as moderate or marginal. However, the base 
questionnaire for Plattsburgh indicates that it is not in a non- 
attainment area. In some cases the discrepancies are widespread. 
For example, on K. I. Sawyer AFB, eight of the twelve ratings in 
Volume V do not reflect the base questionnaire. Through 
discussions with the Air Force's Environmental Planning Division, 
it was learned that, in some cases, the Air Force's Base Capacity 
Evaluation Team, upon reviewing the questionnaires, revised the 
answers to the questionnaires. Revisions were based on the Teamfs 
evaluation of the base, and their knowledge of how the base 
completed the questionnaire. These revisions werg based on the 
Team's professional judgement and are not documented. 

The Air Force rated twelve environmental factors, and combined 
these into one overall environmental rating for each base. In 
assigning these overall ratings, the Air Force concluded that the 
twelve factors are not of equal value. However, they chose not to 
assign numerical values to weigh these factors. Instead, a 
qualitative approach was used, based on the judgement of the Air 
Force decision-makers. This qualitative approach was not 
documented. 

Because the Volume V recommendations did not reflect the base 
questionnaire results and since the methodology for determining an 



overall environmental rating was not documented, the Air Force has 
not demonstrated that their methodology was applied consistently 
within each base category. 

As noted in General Compliance with Criterion 8, the Air Force 
did not consider Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances in 
their environmental analyses in either the base questionnaires or 
the Volume V report. On April 2, 1993, the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission wrote to the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) requesting the Air Force's 
explanation for not evaluating this environmental attribute. The 
Air Force responded that their evaluation process did include 
environmental compliance, but referred to a section of the base 
questionnaires that does not address these costs. A follow-up 
letter to the Air Force was signed by Chairman Courter on May 6, 
1993. 

Results of the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model 
were reviewed for specific bases, and it was found. that 
environmental costs were only entered for McClellan AFB and Newark 
AFB . For other recommended actions, the Air Force entered 
environmental costs of zero into the COBRA model. 

Relative to the other Services, the Air Force's approach to 
evaluating criterion 8 provides minimal information on the 
environmental impacts of specific recommended closure or 
realignment actions. Whereas the other Services compiled baseline 
data, and subsequently evaluated environmental impacts from each 
specific recommended action, the Air Force compiled data on the 
current status of environmental conditions and summarized the 
impact of environmental attributes on continued military mission at 
each installation. The Air Force's approach does not examine 
specific actions to determine environmental impacts from closure or 
realignment. Despite the absence of this discussion regarding 
specific recommendations, the Air Force's approach is not 
inconsistent with DODfs guidance on considering environmental 
impacts, as environmental conditions at all impacged bases were 
summarized. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

It is unlikely the discrepancies in the Air Force's use of 
questionnaire data in assigning ratings would dramatically change 
the overall environmental ratings. Again, using K.I. Sawyer AFB as 
an example, four of the eight discrepancies give llhigherlt ratings 
(e.g. Yellow instead of Red), while four discrepancies give lllowerll 
ratings (e.g. Yellow instead of Green) . None of the recommended 
bases had discrepancies in ratings that would lead to major swings 
in the overall environmental ratings. 

Although the documentation provided by the Air Force does not 
demonstrate an internally accurate or consistent methodology, and 



apparently does not fully follow OSDts policy for evaluating 
environmental impacts, because the overall environmental ratings 
would not significantly change, and since this criterion was not a 
primary factor in the Air Force's decisions, it very unlikely that 
the status of any base would be revised due to the Air Force's 
analysis of the environmental criterion. 

DEFENSE AGENCIES - Of the Defense Agencies impacted by BRAC- 
93, only the Defense Logistics Agency is being considered for major 
closures or realignments with environmental impacts. 

1. Data Evaluation 

The Defense Logistics Agency's (DLAts) Recommendations and 
Analyses Report (Part of Volume VI) accurately reflects the 
information compiled in DLAts environmental questionnaires for the 
recommended installations. 

COBRA environmental costs were entered for DLA1s recommended 
action at DPSC-Philadelphia, however these costs were not entered 
into COBRA for DESC-Dayton. The installation questionnaire for 
DESC-Dayton indicates.that environmental costs at this facility are 
relatively low. 

3. Impact on Base Status 

140 recommended change in base status due to evaluation of 
criterion 8. 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES FOR BRAC-95 

1. Specific, detailed direction should be given t.0 the Services on 
how to evaluate environmental impacts. Guidance s h o k d  be given on 
the perspective the Services should use to address each of the 
environmental attributes, and how the environmental impact of the 
Servicest recommended actions should be evaluated. 

2. The consideration of environmental costs should be modified to 
consider incremental restoration costs associated with closure. 

There are several unique factors that contribute to additional 
restoration costs at closing bases. 

a. The Community Environmental Response, Facilitation Act 
(CERFA) includes requirements unique to closing bases. There must 
be an assessment of the property to identify clean parcels in order 
to attempt to facilitate reuse. The costs of these assessments are 



typically in the same order of magnitude as many of the compliance 
costs that are currently tracked under Programmed Costs/Cost 
Avoidances. 

b. Investigation and cleanup acceleration is necessary due 
to pressure to convert to civilian use. Deadlines, unique to 
closing bases, for the completion of the investigation phase have 
been established by Congress. This acceleration will often lead to 
additional costs due to: 

1) The need to use uoff-the-shelfll cleanup technology 
rather than seeking more cost-efficient innovative approaches, 
which by their nature require more testing prior to application. 

2) Spending incremental funds in near-term fiscal 
years, that is not currently programmed 

c. In some cases, cleanup standards for converting to a new, 
civilian use may be more stringent than standards for continuing 
military use. This could result in significant incremental costs 
at closing bases, relative to restoration costs at bases that 
remain open. 



NAVAL AVIATION DEPOTS 
Capacity Data Call # 8 
Military Value Data Call # 41 
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Naval Aviation Depot 

Title 
- 

Commander, Naval Air Systems Command Systems 



NADEP STEP 1 CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Activities Included: Cherry Point 
Jacksonville 
North Island 



NADEP Mil i tary Value Matrix (Post Audit) 
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From: Deirdre Nune, Interagency 'Teal" Environmcnlal Allalyst 

Througll: Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis 

RE: DRAFT costs Compliance and Costs of Cleanup for Air 1:orce Logistic 

Centers (ALCs) 

you requested me to provide data on costs of colupliance and costs of cleanup for Air 
Lagislic Centers li,llowillg draft rerpoilsc presents such infornlation budgeted for the Air 

Force Bases hosting ALCs for Fiscal Year 1995. 

analysis of compliance costs derives from the comprehensive base questiolulaires 
which were answered at the base level. The questionnaires permitted individual bass some 
flexibility in categorizing eniirc~llmental compliance costs. Thus, comparing costs from one base 
to dllother cannot be done with lnuch specificity. Enviromental cleanup costs for ALC bases 
were submitted io the Co~nmissioll by ihe Base Closure Esecuti\le Group. 

C~F~IROR;MENTAL COMPLIANCE BUDGET AT 4LC BASES FOR 
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ALCs 
Hill 
Robins 
Tinker 
Kelly 
McClellan 

CN\'IRONMEKTAL CLEA5UP BUDGET .IT ALC BAS' I 



I .  Environmcn tal Compliance Costs: 

13azardous Waste I)isposal/Hcmcdiation: This figure includes ccls~s nt'storing, treating. and 
disposing of'hazardous and toxic wastes, as well as immediate spill response activities. This 
figure could rz;irjr from one year to the nest according to the kinds of~vaste-producing industrial 
activities and status of storage compliance efforts \vhich incrense or decrcase from year to year. 

Natural licsourccs: This figure funds the basc's natural rcsources management plan, wetlands 
inventory, forest surve!', and timbci management including the planting of new trees as needed. 
The figure varies from one base to anotl~er depcading upon natural factors such as existence of 
wetlands and endangered bpecies, and could vary over time depending upon scheduled 
requircrnents to conlplete survcys and inventories. 

Permits: ~ ~ u n d s  identified in this category pay for permits including National Pollution 
Discharge Elinination System (NPDES) Permits for wastewater, permits for stornlwater ru,!off, 
and operating permits established under Title V of the Clean Air Act. Note that the amounts 
identified purchase the permits and do not pay for cost of co~npliance with permits. T!ie cost of 
one permit at one base was estimated; all other permits costs reported are reflected in the base 
questionnaire. 

General: This categns>- g!.oux 2 numbe~- of cost cztt.g!::-ies ri.ysrhc-:- hr pu;77c?-;2s of this brief' 
. T.. 

analysis. because the .JL311: :OTCS en\,ironmental ofiices \~-hicl-! : .::;::lit:ed cia::: identified :heir 
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Capital puschases r'or ~ ~ i i u t i o n  control e q u i p ~ ~ e n ?  such as air scrub5a-s. etc. 

11. Cleanup Costs: 

Costs to complete cleanup are estimates whicll could change depending upon several 
factors. Additional contamination discovered as investigation and cleanup proceeds. 
contaminated areas which prove not to be as extensive as initially estimated. and changing costs 
of developing technologies for investi2ation and cleanup could increase or decrease estimated 
costs. In gencral, the earlier a bas: is in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIIFS) 
process. the more uncertain is the knowledge of contamination. and the less accurate is cost to 
compleiion. 





A v e r a g e  - 42.75 



NSYDs 1 SRF CONFIGURATION MODELING RESULTS 

Note : Per cent excess Is based on conslanr (FT  2001) requlrernent. 

= Closed Initial Average MilVal: 42.75 

Rules Applied to the Model 

1 .  Average military value is maintained 
2. Nuclear workload accomplished only by nuclear-capable shipyards 
3. Nuclear capacity can be utilized to meet both nuclear and non-nuclear requirements 
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PRELIMINARY MATRIX FOR GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITi 
/ 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

YES = ATTRIBUTE HAS BEEN SUMMARIZED CONSISTENTLY WITH OSD GUIDANCE 

NO = REVIEW TO DATE INDICATES THAT OSD GUIDANCE HAS NOT BEEN 
FOLLOWED 

AF - all 
bases 

SERVICE EVALUATION APPROACHES: 

Army - 
impacted 
bases 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES, 
impacts 
from 
contam. 
documented 

NO, IRP 
costs only 

Thrtnd or 
Endngrd 
Species 

AIR FORCE: Environmental Attribute Impact on Continued Military 
Operations 

YES 

ARMY: Environmental Attribute Impact on Closure 

Navy - 
impacted 
bases 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES, no 
mention of 
contam. 

YES, 
include 
asbestos 
(IRP? ) 

NAVY: Closure Impact on ~nvironmental ~ttribute 

DLA - 
impacted 
bases 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES, 
uncertain 
on 
contam. 

YES 

Wetlands - 
Hist or 
Archeol 
Sites 

~ollution 
Control 

Haz. 
Mtls/Wst 

Land Use 
and 
Airspace 

P9-m 
Costs/ 
Cost 
Avdnce 

DLA: Closure Impact on Environmental Attribute 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES, but no 
land use 
constraints 
due to 
contamination 

NO, IRP costs 
only 



ENVIRONMENTAL CARRYING CAPACITY 

Q 1. DEFINITION: Composite consideration of various environmental factors. 

2. PURPOSE: Measure the ability of the Army to conduct current missions, receive additional 
units and expand operations in light of environmental constraints. 

3. METHODOLOGY: This is a measure of the following aspects of environmental carrying 
capacity: 

FACTOR 
Archaeology & Historic Buildings 
Endangered Species 
Wetlands 
.Air Quality 
'Xater Quality 
Noise Quality: 

Zone 11 off post 
Zone I l l  off post 

- 
l o tal 

4. REFERENCES: The most recent reference as identified for each factor. 

5. UNIT OF MEASURE: Composite index. A sub-model is used with the factors defined as: 

Factor = A 5  

A = (Number of sites/structures listed on the National RegisterWR)) + (Number of sites 
determined eligible or potentially eligible for the NR) 
B = Total installation acres. 

DATA Sources: Installation Cultural Surveys, Installation environmental ofice,  National 
Register (NR), Installation Historic Preservation Plan, Installation EIS, SHPO. 

actor = Number of FEDERAL endangered and threatened species (plant or 
animal) present on the installation. 

: 
1 : DATA Sources: Installation biological surveys, Installation Master Plan NEPA document or 

I equivalent, Installation Environmental Office. 



W e t l a n d s r  = AtTotal Installation Acres 

A = Total wetlands acreage. 

DATA Source: Installation wetlands inventory, National wetlands inventory, Installation 
master plan NEPA document or equivalent. 

- - 
1 if air quality region is in attainment. 
10 if air quality region is in attainment. 

DATA Source: AEHA surveys, Installation master plan NEPA document or equivalent, 
Installation Air Quality inventory. 

W a t e w  = Number times the installation has exceeded the parameters of the NPDES 
permits during FY 1992. 

DATA Source: Installation Environmental office, Installation Master plan NEPA document or ' 
equivalent. - -- &. 

" P 
--* 

Z'JoiscQ&t~ 
-* - 

v Facm = Total area (acres) of AICUZ/ICUZ zones I1 and/or I11 that extend :%-:- f 

offpost. 

DATA Sources: Installation Master plan NEPA document or equivalent, Installation 
ICUUAICUZ. 

Sk-d S- = A+B 

A = Total number of IRP sites 
B = Total number of NPL sites 

DATA Sources: USATHAMA surveys, Installation environmental office. 

6. ATTRIBUTE SCORING: Composite number larger value is a better sccre. 
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3/30/93 
THE COST OF REMEDIAL ACTION MODEL w 

EPA developed the Cost of Remedial Action (CORA) model in 
1987, and updated it most recently in May, 1990. CORA was 
developed to enable EPA to estimate outyear remedial action 
budgets. The U. S. Navy purchased CORA and has used it in their 
Installation Restoration Program since FY-1989. 

The CORA model can give cost estimates for the use of 42 
different cleanup technologies with a target accuracy of from -30% 
to +50%. Costs are based on the type of contamination, extent of 
contamination (concentration and volume), type of technology, 
desired cleanup standard, and information on the contaminated media 
(e.g. soil type, aquifer characteristics). 

During the March 22, 1993 Commission Hearing, the Navy 
estimated that the restoration costs for all 23 Round I11 closing 
bases was $600 Million. Chairman Courter expressed doubt as to 
whether this estimate was high enough. In response, Ms. Munsell of 
the Navy stated that an EPA model was used to come up with the 
estimate. This is the CORA model. 

It is important to understand that the CORA model does not 
address two important parts of a typical cleanup. CORA does not 
estimate costs for the investigation phase (RI/FS) of work. It is 
not uncommon for this work to cost several $ Million for a 
relatively simple facility. Facilities with widespread 
contamination usually incur investigation costs greater than $10 
Million . Additionally, CORA does not estimate the long term 
Operation and Maintenance costs of groundwater extraction systems. 
Cost for these systems, which may sometimes need to operate for 
decades, can run in the tens of $ Million each. 

Although CORA can give accurate cost estimates when accurate 
information on contamination, etc. is known, many DOD facilities 
are not yet far enough along to enter accurate input. Three of the 
23 Navy facilities proposed for closure in Round I11 are on the 
Superfund National Priorities List (NPL). One of these, MCAS El 
Toro, is still in the process of identifying the number of 
contaminated sites on the facility. Based on El Torofs current 
schedule, it is unlikely the Navy will have appropriate information 
to input into CORA before 1996. Given priorities for funding 
within the Navy, it is likely that the characterization of 
contamination at non-NPL sites is not as far along as it is at NPL 
sites. 

Considering the limits on what the CORA model considers, and 
the status of characterization work by the Navy, the estimates of 
cleanup costs should be considered very preliminary. 

An EPA fact sheet on the CORA model is attached for additional 

w information. 



Un~ted States Ottrce of Publicalion No. 
Environmental Prolection Solid Waste and 9375 5-06alFS 
Agency Emergency Response May 1991 

Re'medial Action Model 

41) 

Office of  Emergency and Remed~al Response 
Hazardous Site Control Division (0s-220W) 

GEPA The Cost of 

Ouick Relerence Fact Sheet 

INTRODUCTION 

The Cost of Remedial Action (CORA) model is 3 cornputenzed expen advisor usxi ro silzcr 
remedial scuons for Superfund hazardous wasre sires and estimate the i rcc ,~~~.  It may also be used 
for RCRA corrective actions. The mde l  is used for both current site-spxlr~c estimates, md for 
p r o m  budgeting and planning. 

The expen system, with iu technical information and regulatory interpreutions. inrerscrs wirh 
rhe user to guide in the selection of a remedy and to recommend a range of remedral action 
technologies a[ a specific sire. The cost system is used to develop cost estimates for h e  ren~cdial 
action scenario. The system provides order-of-magnitude estimates for borh capiul md annu31 
OBrMcosls. The user must manually exnapolate thesecosts todetermine mu1 present and f ~ w e  
wonh. The model is nor currenrly designcd lo dcvclop multiyear groundwater trearmenr 
scenarios. Both the expen system md the cost system have been validated, and the mde l  has 
gmcd w~despread use since its first release in 1987. Version 3.0 was released in kf3y 1930 

This shon sheet describes h e  following aspecrs of h e  CORA modcl: 

MODEL I - ,ORA 
* Dcvclopmcnr 

Testinn 
~vuct&e and funcrjon 
AppLi~aLionS. 

I Finally, the shon sheet provides addiuonal sources of informawn on the CORA model. i 
DEVELOPMEXT O F  THE CORA MODEL 

The Superl'und pmgnm requires accurate cost estimates to manage current activities and develop budgets. In order to improve 
the accuracy and objectivity of cost eslimatrs, EPA conducted a sludy in 1953 to quantitarjvely define pricing factors Ibr 
remedial actions.. A modeling approach was selccwd LO develop pncing facmrs because of limiled historical consmction cost 
informalion. Information u x d  todcvclop thcsecily cost models included data aboutcondiuonsata sample of Superfundsites. 
categorizations of site types, and guidance crimia for selecting remedies. This infomianon was aggregared to obtain budget 
pncing factors. 

I n  1985. EPA suempted 10 dis-agpegate early modeling rewl~r  m obtain site-specific estimates. The variability of h e x  
es~imaies confirmed the need for different modeling tools lo deernine accurarc sire-specific cosrs. In addiuon. EPA needed 
a method toestimate remedial action costs in thepre-feasibilily stage ofanalyzis. The CORA model wasdeveloped in resmnse 
to these needs. and is used to select r e m d a l  acuon technologies and csamstc Superfund cosu on a site-specific basis. 



'TESTING OF THE CORA MODEL 
Iii vrdcr lo c o n f i  the accurscy of Ole CORA model. a validxion entrclse was performed by an independen1 consultat. The 
mrlhodology employed by rhc study included examining the technology bang implemrntedst a c h  stie. loading dlis ci;ll;l Inlo 
[he CORA model, and cornparins CORA eslimsrcs wilh actu~l coss (either bid or construction). In .May of 1987. Ihr mudcl 
was used u, examine cost estirn;ltrs for 17 sites. The r\velve sites were c ~ h c r  In Tmal design, had bids establishtd, or were in  
construction. Results of the analysts showed nine of the 12 were i n  the range of -30% to +SO90 of fie CORA projection\. 
h~lodifica[ions wcrc made to the model and rhc results obraincd in June of 1988 showed all 19, sltes lo be wirhin range. 

The consulunt also conducied r\ suhjectivc evaluation of the expcn system of h e  model. This aspect of the vslidatron exercise 
sought 10 dcterm~ne whether the CORA model recommendetionsconfonned with good hazardous wasteenginecnng practice. 
and were reasonsble solutions from an engineering perspective. Results showed rhc model to be successful in mwt~np both 
criteria 

In a separate validation study conducted in 1990, the D r p m e n c  of Energy reviewed 25 RODS against h e  recommendations 
generated by h e  COFU rnodcl on thcsc 25 sites. Rcsults of this cornpariwn reveal& a;il 97% of lhc CORA m d c l  
recornmcndations appeared as ROD altem3tives. 

I S'I'KUCTURE AND FUKCTION OF THE CORA MODEL 

The CORA model includes two independent subsystems: an expert system and a cost syslem. The expert sysrem uses sire 
information generally accessible ar the remedial invcsugalion suge lo recommend a range of remedial response =Lions horn 
among 42 different technologies (see fable). The cost system is used ~odcvelop esthales for the te€hnologi~s selected, or may 
be used to independenlly assess remedy recommendations from other sources. The following subsecnons describe the cxpzn 
system and rhe cost system more fully. 

CORA SYSTEM COMPONENT DETAILS 
Technolou Cost Modules 

Soil Cap 1 Asphal~Cap 
' h4ultilayered RCRA Cap 

Surface Controls 
Slury Wall 

4. 

Removal Technologies: 

Containment 
Technologies: 

Drum Removal 
Soil Excavafion 
Sediment D n d p g  
Pumping Contained Wastes 
Groundwater Exuaca'on 
Active Landfill Gas Collection 

Air Stripping 
Vapor Phase Carbon 
Acuvared Carbon 
Metals Precipitation 
Activallld Sludge 
SOU Vapor Exuaction 
Soil Flushing 
Home Carbon Units 
Offsite RCRA Treatment 
Offsite RCRA Incineration 
Onsire Incineration 
Solidi ficstion 
lnSitu B iodegredation 
Ion Exchange 
Rressure Filrnuon 
Fla-ing 
Soil Slurry Bioreac~or 
Insitu Sabilization 

Treatmeat 
Techr,.;logies: 

Offsiu R C M  Lanafill 
Onsite RCRA Landfill 

Below Grade 
Above Grade 

Offsite Solid Waste Landfill 
Discharge to P O W  
Discharge to Surface Waer 
Water Reinjecuon 
W a r  Infiluarion 

Disposal 
Tec hnolqies: 

Miscellaneous 
Technologies: 

Transportation 
Municipal Water Supply 
Groundwater Monitoring 
Access Resmc lions 
Health and Safety 
Site Preparation 
Site Administnuon 



Expert Sysfcrn 

Thc txpensystcmcontains the d?~? lhatcnablcs 
b e  CORA model to cvaluate ~ h c  ~niomatioa 
provided by thc user. The user defines dlc sile 
by responding to system-slccrcd quesrions for 
waste types wilhin a conumin~ed  area of  he 
sie. Thc expert system analyzes the site hsej 
on user responses by focusing on up to 13 
different types '.'I waste marnces ranging from 
conwninared soils to bayous, ta drums, lo 
buildings, and offers ~ommenCations to 
remedy h e  site. The CORA e x p n  system's 
knowledge bases have approx~mately 670 
decision rules IIY apply the 32 available 
[eihnologies. The cleculon mIes incorporale 
technology-specific enginecnng experuse. 
statute inkrpreulions. and policy issues. The 
user can change responses lo questions posed 
by the sysrem, bul cannol alter the decision 
rules. The system provides paper output of 
questions and responses ID questions for fururz 
use. Thus, the system enables rhc user to 
perforin scnsiriviry analyscs by exploring 
altcrnarjve outcomes based on different site 
information. 

Cosr System 

The CORA cost syslern is used to develop 
ordcr-ol-magnittrde cost esrlmaws (-30% lo 

+SO%) lor sites after h c  response action 
xenariosarr: developed. wmg Ltjeexpnsyslem 
or olher sources. The CORA cosi system 
orgar~izcs coqt esomaLcs by SIIC, operablc un l t .  
scrnmo. and technology. The system and the 
user lnrcract w complrtr 011s ~nfomauon for 3 

stte previously cnrcred mto ~ h c  d;lu base or for 
a ncw sltc. The CORA cost sysrem calculares 
capital and 1-ust-year operadon and rnaintenmce 
(O&M) cost estimaies for each technology 
sc.lc~ted The uscr may save outputs to 3 &m 
base for subsequent malys~s. In addition. h e  
CORA model generates a rod summary repon 
for 3 site or operable unil for bolh cap id  and 
0&M cosrs. Thcsurnrnary report includtscos~s 
incurred by consuucuon and operation of 
indivtdual unit processes and operations, c.osu 
for items such 35 site preparation and 
administntion. stanup. permitling and legal 
sen ius ,  pcrmi t and insurance renewal. services 
during consuucuon, and b ~ d  and scow 
contingencies. 

Hardware Requiremrnfs 

The CORA model requires rhe following computer hardware 
specifications: 

IBM comparible PC 
MS-DOS environment 
WOKRAM 
3.MJ3ofharddiskspxice. 

The CORA model is a smd-alone application, nor dcsigncd 
for LAN use. 



1 * PRESENT AKD FUTURE APPLICATIONS OF THE CORA MODEL 
The CORA model is a powerful mI h a t  saves time and Increases Lhc user's awareness of the scoping process. policy Issues. 
rtchnology costs, and desib! f ~ c r o r s  when selecting remediabon schemes. Users have reponcd h a t ,  in panicular. thc cxpcrr 
sysrem increases awareness of regulatory requirements md rcsmcuons. The model also f m i l i a n z e r  them wir.h b w ~ c  dcsltn 
elements m d  indi\.iduiil technology cosrs. The C O W  modcl h3s k e n  uslsd for several purposes since ir was developed. 12';1;;1. 
and 2pproved. Thc CORA modcl was used to make cost cstlrnrties for 97 Supcrt.und sics l ~ k e l y  ro be N 1989 remedial 2c:Ion 
c.mdidnrcs. The resulu of rhc CORA expensystem andcos~s)~srem runs were combined u irhoiher inl'orma~ion todcvclop EP.L\'z 
FY I989 budgcr. The model has cutrsequ~ndy k c n  used to develop costs for components of FY 199 1 and 1992 hudge~s.  COR.4 
model data has helped P A  s h q e  thc selec~ion of remedies under SARA. 

The CORA model w s s a p p l ~ a  to Navy instnllation restoration program slws tocsumatr: Dcfense Environmenral Restoration . \ i t  
funding for PI 1989. 1990. and 1991. In addition, h e  D e p m e n r  of  Dtfcnsc uses Lhe C O M  modcl lo develop rtmcdral nc- 
lion sualcgies and eslimale their total rzmcbauon  costs. 

(# APPLICATIONS OF THE CORA MODEL 

User: PUQJOSC: Benents: 

Other Federal 
Agencies 

I regulations. design 
I 

All of rhc ( Screer. scope. .md budget for uchnology of RCRA facrors. and i 

1 
Develop Superfund rernediauon budgen 1 Savestme-. 1-3 
Perform uu~ial sib=-specific remedlauon scoping / horns (o scope and 

Private Industry 

1 sues 

~ b o v a  1 Corrective Acdonr and closures technology costs ,) 
, 

horns v~ttiour h e  I 
Grimate outyear and lod Fog&mntic 
remediation budgets 

cost a remedial acuon ! 
s k n s i o  vs. 20-60 

h u c i p a ~ c  cost cffcrs for Regulatory Impact model 

Analyses of new environmcntd regulations Increases users' ! 

I TO OBTAIK THE CORA MODEL OR MORE INFORMATION I I 

Etrimals site-specific rcmcdiation budgedng and scaping 

'(I 

The  CORA model may beobtained from EPA forSl80.  rhecostolrepro3ucLion and suppon. Th:: CORA model psclogeconststc 
o f  8 chskettes, a comprehensive user's rn3nu3.4 and one hour of telephone information and ~is:.,nc;e. T h e  user's manual concans 
required information about remedial ~ h n o l o g i e s ,  cost assumptions, design ranges. technology uses.a.d schcmaucs for the tech- 
nologies. The following publ ic i~ ion  provides addiuonal detail on h e  CORA model: 

awareness of 
scoping, plicies. j 

As the model i s  u p p d e d ,  new venions  wiU become availsble. The n e w e n  version war released in May 1990 and includes rev- 
e r d  new tcchnologics, new cost algorirhms, and new lnarket prices for offsire technologies. 

"The Cost of Remedial Actions (CORA) Model: Overview and Applications." Richard K. Biggs. Kevin Klink. Jac- 
queline Crcnca. subrniDcd for proceedings o f  H4ZMACON 89.  Santa Clara, California. April 1989. 

I Informarion may be obtained through hc following: I I 
The CORA Hotline - (703) 478-3566, to obtain the model md technical a s s i s m c e .  dernonstnuons,  
rrainlng seminars. and CORA c o s h g  scrvrces 

T h e  RCR.LVSupcrfund I-Iodine - (703) 920-9610 o r  (800) 324-9346, for p r o g n m  information. 



COMPLIANCE WITH DOD DIRECTION ON CRITERIA VIII &>fi T c ( K ~  - 
w L' 

12/4/92 Memo from Colin McMillen lists sevt 
llattributesN : 

1. Threatened or Endangered Species 
2. Wetlands 
3. Historical or Archeological Sites 
4. Pollution Control 
5. Hazardous MaterialslWaste 
6. Land Use and Airspace Implications 
7. Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

There is apparently no guidance on how these attributes are 
considered. The 12/4 memo states that the status of the attributes 
should be discussed. It appears that the services are evaluating 
how continued and/or expanded military operations are influenced by 
these attributes. 

- AIR FORCE ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS (VOL. V) 
Volume V summarizes the impacts of attributes 1, 2, 3 on 

future operations. 

Pollution Control is not explicitly addressed. There is 
discussion of Air Quality in noting whether the base is located in 
an attainment area. ~ h e - ~ u a l i t ~  and quantity of Water supplies is * aiso discussed. 

Hazardous MaterialsIWaste are discussed by results of surveys 
on asbestos and radon, along with a discussion of future capacity 
for the disposal of solid waste. The presence of soil 
contamination and its impact on operations was evaluated. 

Attributes 6 and 7 are not addressed. The 12/4 memo directs 
land value estimates to be adjusted due to contamination problems. 
It appears that this has not been done. 

Volume V also rates the presence of "Prime and unique 
farmlands," and llMineral and Energy  resource^.^ 

- AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRES 

The base-specific questionnaires provide details on the 
attributes summarized in Volume V. Questions on the attributes not 
discussed in Volume V. (6, 7 )  are additionally included. The focus 
on these questions on Attribute 6 is on how base activities 
interface with local land use or airspace constraints. 

The only environmental costs (#7) discussed in the 
questionnaire are restoration costs. Questions under the title of 
llEnvironmental Cleanup/Compliance Costsw also ask about the status 
~f permits and ground water contamination, but do not seek costs on 



these activities. It is unclear how new environmental costs (e.g 
for receiving bases) or cost avoidances (for closing bases) could 

w be determined from this information. 

Under ~ttributes 4 and 5, the questionnaires provide more 
details on the status of pollution control (wastewater treatment, 
drinking water treatment) and the presence of hazardous 
materialslwaste. 

RESTORATION COSTS 

The 1214 memo states that "environmental restoration costs at 
closing bases are not to be considered in the cost of closure 
calculations.~ The apparent rationale was noted by Chairman 
Courter during the 3/22 Environmental Hearing when he noted that 
bases that disregard environmental protection (thus requiring 
elevated cleanup costs) should not be rewarded by remaining open. 
Ms. Munsell of the Navy noted that cleanup costs are "a washw if a 
base is closing or remaining open. While this could theoretically 
be true in rare circumstances, in most cases there will be 
additional incremental costs associated with the restoration of 
closing bases. At least three factors lead to these incremental 
costs: 

1. As Commissioner Levitt noted on 3/22, distinct future uses 
of closing bases may lead to more stringent cleanup requirements. 
This has been supported by experiences at Norton AFB (San 
Bernadino, CA) and Hunter's Point Naval Annex (San Francisco, CA) 
where cleanup objectives are impacted by future use considerations. 
Incremental cleanup costs will be incurred for these bases that 
would not be incurred if the bases remain open. The current 
estimated cleanup at McClellan AFB is $1.1  illi ion (not $1.1 
  ill ion as stated by Mr. Vest on 3/22) were this base to remain 
open. The Air Force has estimated that if the base clcses, the 
cleanup costs could reach $10 Billion due to the residential 
surroundings. 

2. The Community Environmental Response and Facilitation Act 
(CERFA) requires that uncontaminated property at closing bases be 
identified to facilitate reuse. This results in incremental costs 
that are not incurred by non-closing bases. 

3 .  The FY-92 Defense Authorization Act established deadlines 
for the completion of Remedial Investigation/Feasibility (RI/FS) 
work at Round I and Round I1 closing bases on the Superfund NPL. 
The impact of these mandated deadlines is that work must be 
accelerated, resulting in incremental short-term costs. 

The 1214 memo also notes that when environmental restoration 
is required, that this will be "a potential limitation on near-term 
community reuse of the installati~n.~~ It would apparently be 
appropriate to consider this under criteria VI (Economic Impact on 
communities). The Air Force's Volume V report notes comparative 

1 cleanup durations in their Criteria VI summary. 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES AIR F O R C E  

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Ms. Dierdre Nurre) . O  3 A ~ R  1995 
FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (AFIRT Tasker 320) 

In response to your telephone request of April 3, 1995, the attached roster is provided. 
This roster was developed fiom the certified Air Force database, and lists each base, whether the 
base is in maintenance or nonattainrnent status for air quality, and ifin nonattainrnent the pollutant 
for which it is in nonattainrnent and its severity. 

I trust this responds to your need. Lt Col Bryan Echols, 697-6560, is my point of contact. 

hQ/&/ . BLUME, Jr. 

/ &&cia1 Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 









ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION COSTS IN CLOSURE DECISIONS 

1. BACKGROUND - Environmental costs incurred by DOD are 
segregated into compliance costs and restoration costs. 
Environmental compliance costs are those costs that are associated 
with the day-to-day operations of a base. These costs can include: 
industrial wastewater treatment, disposal of hazardous waste 
generated in maintenance activities, disposal of dredge spoils, and 
air pollution control equipment. Compliance costs may be funded 
through the military construction budget, and the base8s 
environmental compliance budget. 

Restoration costs, on the other hand, are those incurred in 
the investigation and cleanup of contamination that has resulted 
from DOD8s use of base property. Typical contamination problems 
include landfills, lagoons that were historically used in 
industrial wastewater treatment, and areas where chemicals were 
spilled or mismanaged. Since the majority of restoration work is 
currently in the investigation phase, most of the dollar figures 
cited for restoration costs are rough estimates. In order to 
accurately forecast restoration costs, it is necessary to know the 
type and extent of contamination, the cleanup standards that will 
be required (which are dependent on the future use of the 
property), and technologies to be used in cleanup. These details 
are subject to change as base-specific knowledge increases. Most, 
if not all, significant DOD installations that have ever handled 
any chemicals are engaged in some degree of environmental 
restoration. Restoration costs come out of DODfs Defense 
Environmental Restoration Account (DERA). For BRAC-88 and BRAC-91 
closing bases, distinct accounts were established for restoration. 
DOD is planning on having legislation introduced this summer to 
roll the BRAC accounts back into DERA, so that all restoration will 
be funded out of one account. 

2. DOD POLICY - DODts December 4, 1992 Policy Guidance to the 
Services gives direction on considering environmental costs in 
recommending bases for closure and realignment. This guidance 
distinguishes between compliance costs and restoration costs. The 
Services are directed to consider compliance costa for closing, 
realigning, and receiving bases. DODfs guidance states that 
Services are not to consider restoration costs in the cost of 
closure. The rationale given for not considering restoration costs 
is that DOD is obligated to cleanup the bases regardless of whether 
bases close or remain open. 

3. SERVICE IMPLEMENTATION - All the Services demonstrated their 
consideration of environmental compliance costs except the Air 
Force. The Commission staff have requested information from the 
Air Force on their consideration of these costs. 

In the Servicest consideration of the cost of closure, they 
followed DODts guidance in that environmental restoration costs 
were not considered. A possible exception is the Army's decision 
on Fort Monroe, VA, where potentially high restoration costs may 



have been used in the Army's recommendation to leave this base 
open. A letter has been sent to the Army requesting an explanation 
on Fort Monroe. 

4 .  ANALYSIS - DOD direction on consideration of environmental 
compliance costs has resulted in useful information being 
considered in the base evaluation process. 

It appears that there are flaws in the DOD direction on 
considering environmental restoration costs. While it is true that 
bases must be cleaned up regardless of whether they close or not, 
it doesn't necessarily follow that restoration costs at a given 
base will be the same regardless of whether it closes or remains 
open. An argument can be made for the value of considering 
Nincrementallt restoration costs for a closing base. These are the 
additional restoration costs that will be incurred as a result of 
the decision to close a base. There are several factors 
contributing to higher restoration costs at closing bases. 

In October, 1992, President Bush signed the Community 
Environmental Response Facilitation Act. This directs DOD to 
identify uncontaminated parcels of land on closing bases. This has 
resulted in closing bases conducting investigatory and 
documentation tasks that are not required in the investigation of 
non-closing bases. 

There is a need to accelerate investigation and cleanup work 
at closing bases. This is pushed by local community desire to 
reuse the base, and more formally, by statutory deadlines that were 
established in the FY-92 DOD Appropriations Act. The impact of 
acceleration has more than one component: 

The pace of work under existing schedules has to be 
speeded up by spending funds more immediately on contracts for 
investigation. It has been argued that this "onlyw results in 
greater short-term spending of funds that would be spent anyway in 
the long run. If this were the only impact, it ~ould still be 
significant in its impact on the budget of DODrs restoration work 
nationwide. In addition, DOD1s ability to efficiently oversee 
these expanded contracts has suffered in some cases, resulting in 
inefficiencies, and spending that would not otherwise occur. 

For many of its complex contamination problems (e.g. 
McClellan AFB) , DOD is exploring new, innovative technologies in an 
attempt to find cost-efficient means of investigation and cleanup. 
This is essentially a research process, which requires time to test 
technologies to ensure they operate correctly. This technology 
development process is in conflict with the need for acceleration. 
If the overriding objective is to complete investigation and 
cleanup as soon as possible, more expensive, woff-the-shelfw 
technologies will be used. 



Another factor that could lead to incremental restoration 
costs is the potential for more stringent cleanup levels at closing 
bases to accommodate future civilian use of the property. 
Restoration costs at a closing base can be significantly greater 
than corresponding costs for a cleanup to accommodate continued 
military use. It can argued that the future users of closed bases 
should pay for cleanup that is necessary for their use. In some 
cases, this may be valid, in others the political reality will 
result in DOD cleaning up land it has contaminated in order to make 
reuse possible. 

5. CONCLUSION - DODfs reasoning that environmental restoration 
costs will be the same regardless of a base's closure status 
appears to be based on an incomplete analysis of the factors 
involved. Legislative actions that have been taken since BRAC-91, 
and experience with the bases being closed under BRAC-88 and BRAC- 
91 point to the need for revised consideration of these costs. 

It would be useful for the Commission to consider these 
incremental restoration costs in BRAC-93 decisions, if other 
criteria do not lead to clear-cut choices between comparable bases. 
However, it is unlikely that accurate data on these incremental 
costs can be collected in time for use in this year's 
deliberations. 

It is recommended that incremental environmental restoration 
costs be considered in the BRAC-95 analysis. In most cases it will 
be very challenging to quantify these costs in a consistent manner. 
If incremental restoration costs are to be considered, DOD will 
need to lay out very specific guidelines for how future uses can be 
considered, and what should be considered in estimating these 
costs. 



ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES FOR CHAPTER 4 OF BRAC-93 REPORT 

1. CLEANUP COSTS 

DODfs guidance to the Services provides direction on the use 
of environmental costs in the BRAC process. This guidance states 
that the services are not to consider environmental restoration 
(cleanup) costs in the cost of closure, since DOD is obligated to 
clean up bases regardless of whether they close or remain open. 
While it is true that all bases will be cleaned up, it doesn't 
follow that the restoration costs at a given base will remain the 
same if that base closes. Subsequent to the BRAC-91 Commission, 
there have been new laws passed, intended to facilitate reuse of 
closing bases, that impose unique environmental requirements on 
closing bases. These laws require the acceleration of 
investigatory work, and documentation on the presence of 
uncontaminated land at closing bases. As a result of these 
requirements, restoration costs can be incurred at closing bases 
that are not incurred at active bases. Additionally, it is 
possible that a given base's cleanup may need to be more extensive 
if that base closes, given possible changes in land uses.  his can 
result in significant increased cleanup costs at closing bases. 
Because of the potential for increased environmental restoration 
costs at closing bases, it is recommended that incremental 
environmental restoration costs at closing bases be considered in 
the BRAC-95 process. 

2. NEED FOR CONSISTENT ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATIONS 

DOD provided general guidance for considering environmental 
impacts in the BRAC process. Implementation of this guidance 
varied widely between Services. These inconsistencies include 
differences in the perspectives taken by the Services. One Service 
looked at how environmental issues may impact BRAC actions, another 
addressed the impact of BRAC actions on the environment, and a 
third examined the impact of environmental attributes on baseline 
military operations. Additionally, environmental impacts were 
evaluated at varying stages in the Servicesf recommendation 
process. One service compiled upfront baseline surveys and did not 
document the environmental impacts as a result of specific 
recommended actions. Others did not consider the environment until 
after recommendations were made, and only analyzed environmental 
impacts for the recommended actions. Further, when specific 
guidance was provided by DOD, the services did not consistently 
follow the guidance. For example, DOD directed the Services to 
estimate environmental compliance costs in return on investment 
calculations, but two Services did not follow this guidance. It is 
recommended that DOD provide more detailed guidance on 
environmental analysis to the Services early in the BRAC-95 
process, and provide direction to the Services throughout the 
analyses to ensure a more consistent approach to the evaluation of 
environmental impacts. 



June 4, 1993 

Bob - Based on Matt's comments on the "Cleanup Coststt 
environmental issue for chapter 4 of the BRAC-93 report, it's not 
clear to me how this issue should be revised. Perhaps you can 
explain his perspective to me, or maybe I need to meet with Matt to 
explain my point. - John 
1. "Maybe should be given - but not as part of a formal COBRAN 

I don't know of a vehicle (other than COBRA) to consider 
increased closure costs. The point I'm trying to make is that 
DODfs guidance ignores costs that are incurred when bases close. 
By not considering these costs, DODfs ttcost to closett estimates are 
unrealistically low. If we recognize that it costs more to clean 
up a closing base than it costs to clean up the same base if it 
remains open (my assertion), these incremental costs will be 
factored into COBRA. 

2. "Environmental cleanup does impact reuse and therefore 
economic impact. Should be considered only in that light." 

 his seems to raise a different issue that is not directly 
related to the magnitude of cleanup costs. I agree that when a 
base is very contaminated, reuse will be impacted and there can be 
an economic impact on the local communities. However, it is my 
understanding that we currently look at economic impacts using a 
worst-case scenario; by assuming there is no reuse and all base 
employees become unemployed. Therefore, it appears that we would 
need to use a fundamentally different approach to evaluating 
economic impacts in order to take into account the impact of 
contamination on reuse. It seems that this is more than an 
environmental issue, and would require a discussion that is much 
longer than what wetre doing for Chapter 4. 
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C A L H O U N  C O U N T Y ,  ALABAMA 

Figure 2.-Some of the general soil areas, or soil associations, in relation to topographic position and parent material. 

General Soil Area 2 terraces. 'rhc other minor soils are the well drained 
IIuntit~gtoll, local alluvium phase, the moderately well 

General soil area 2 (:01151st~ Of deep, I\ ell-clrained, level drained I,jndsidr Pl1ilo, and the poorly drained 
to moderately steep soils in vi~lleys unclerlnin by limestone Melvin. 
and shale. The ~ O I U I ~ ~ : L ~ I ~  bolls are tile Anniston, Allen, Most of f:lrms ill this general soil area are 
Decatur, and Cunlberlantl. This soil area is in the 81- well artd productive and are oJvlled by full- 
exandria ancl C'llo~c~o10cc.0 V:~lleys near Piedmont, in two ti,, operators. ~l~~~ are mainly of the general type, 
small places in the soutllnesteru part of the county, and but a ff:Tv are elairy and beef-cattle farms. cotton and 
in one place in the northern part. It malrcs: up about corn (lle crops (fig. 3) vegetables are grown 
25 percent of tlle county. Blost of tlie soils :tre gravelly for home I,se. 
loam, loam, silt lomn, ant1 silty clay lo:im, but some are ~ h ~ ~ ~ ,  G.', percent of ,jIe general soil is in 
stony loam. bility c l n s ~ s  I, 11, ancl 111. The rest is in  classes I V  and 

The L l n ~ ~ i i t  0 1 1  :llltl . ~ I I C I I  soils 111:~li(' 111) :~ l )o~l t  26 percent VT1. Old iron mines i n  ca1houn county are 
of tlle ~ c I I ( ~ ~ : L ~  5011 : I I . ~ > : I :  I I I P  I)c\i(~y. :ll)o~lt i I I C T C B ~ I ~ ;  t l l ~  in t l i i s  gel lcl .~ll  soil area. Decatut ancl (:~~ml)el.l:tnd. about 26 1)ercent; and all 
minor soils, about 41 pel7cent. 

The 1Znnisto11 and ,\lien soils 11ave tlr\ eloped from old 
local alluvinm that ~~nshecl  fi.o~n sandstone and shale. 
They orcur on the fool slopes of (~l~occolocco Mountain 
and other mou~~tnins.  Their snbsojls are red to dark-red 
fine sandy clay to clay  loan^. The Decatur and Cumber- 
land solls have clevelopecl in thicl< beds of old general 
alluvium or in the residillull frorl~ limestone. Their sub- 
soils arc dark-red silty clay or clay. 

The ~ninol. so~ls :11*(. tlle ~re l l  (irnillc(1 Dewey and 
Etowah, the motlt.1-:ltcly well cll*ail~ccl Captina, the some- 
what poorly drained 'I':~ft, :lncl the pool-ly drained Iiob- 
ertsville. Tliese so115 t l e ~  elopecl on npln~tds or stream 

General Soil Area 3 
General soil :Ire2 3 consists of well drained to mod- 

erately xvell drained, stony o r  cherty soils on ridgetops 
and steep .lopes and in local alluvium on foot slopes o r  
in draws. The dominant soils are the Clarksville and 
Fullerton. This soil area occurs in the southwestern 
part of tltt: colmty. Large areas are in the Anniston 
Ordnance Depot and in the vicinity of Duke School. 
About 29 percent of the co~xnty is in this general soil area. 
Most of the .soils are stony loam and cherty silt loam, but 
some are silt loan1 and gravelly fine sandy loam. 

The Cla1.1tsville-Fullerton stony loams make up about 
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Figure 3.-Cotton and corn growing on Decatur and Cumberland 
loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes. The yield of lint is estimated to be 

550 pounds per acre. 

50 percent of this general soil area; Fullerton soils, 15 
percent ; Clarksville, about 13 percent ; Lobelville, 1 per- 
cent; and the Landisburg aiid Lee soils togetlzer, about - 
21 percent. 

The Clarksville and Fullerton undifferentiated soils 
have develo~ed from the residuum of chertv limestone. 
The ~ l a r l r s ~ i l l e  soils have a light yellowi~h-brown to 
strong-brown, faintly mottled cherty silty clay loam sub- 
soil. The Fullerton have a red to yellowisll-red cherty 
silty clay loam to silty clay subsoil. 

The minor soils are the moderately well drained Land- 
isburg, which occupy foot slopes between the uplands and 
recently deposited alluvium, the somewhat poorly drained 
Lobelville, and the poorly drained Lee soils. The latter 
trvo soils liave developed in narrow valleys from recent 
general alluvium aiid local alluviuni. 

111 this general soil area, inost of the farms itre s~l i i~l l ,  
moderately well managed, crop-and-lirestocli farms. 
About half of the farms are operated full time and the 
rest part  time. Cotton and corn are the main row crops; 
vegetables are grown for  home use. 

More than 60 percent of the area is in capability classes 
V I  and VII .  Most of the chert pits and bauxite mines 
are in  this general soil area. Paper companies liave pur- 
chased a large acreage for  conversion to woodland. The 
U.S. Government owns several square miles of land. 

General Soil Area 4 
Ge1ier:~l soil area 1 collsists of nioclerately deep 01. sllal- 

low soils on riclgetops and steep slopes and in local al- 
luvium in dran-s. The major soils are tlie Rarden, 
Montevallo, and 1,ellew. Tliis getleri~l soil area 1t1>~1c~s 
1113 about 17 percent of t l ~ e  c o ~ ~ l ~ t y  and ic, nitlinly in tlw 
~lorthern and wester11 parts. Most o f  the soils :(re silt 
loam, but some arc slialy silt loaiil and gravelly loam or 
fine sandy loam. 

The Rarden soils make up  about 40 percent of the gen- 
eral soil area; hlonterrallo, 28 percent : Lehen--3lontevallo 
complexes, 10 percent; and the Camp, C:\ne, Locust, End- 
ers, Atkins, and St endal soils togethel-, about 22 percent. 

The Rarden, RTontevallo, and Lelie\r soils have de- 
 rel loped from tlie residuum of slixle zinc1 fine-grained, 
platy sanclstonr 01. linlestone. The 1i;trtlen soils are ]nod- 
er:~tely well dr :~i~led,  and the Monte\.:~llo :ind I ,e l~c~r  :we 
well clrt~ined. TIte Rnrclen soils 1ia1.e a yellowish-red silty 
clay or clay subsoil lilottled with strong b ro \~n .  The 
Montevallo hare a yello~vish-bro\~n shaly sllt loain snbsoil. 
The Lehew soils are weak-red shaly loaiii tliroughout tlie 
solum. 

The minor soils nre the well drained Camp and Enders, 
the moderately well drained Cane and Locust, and the 
poorly drained Litlrins. Of these, tlie Enders are on np- 
lands; the rest are in narrow valleys and have derelopecl 
from local and general alluvium. 

Most of the farnls in this general soil area :Lre fairly 
]:I rge, are SOIIIPU lmt poorly I I ~ : L I I : I ~ ( > ~ ~ ,  : L I N ~  11:~re low pro- 
duct~vity. They :tI*e generally ownetl by part-time op- 
erators. Cotton or corn is groivn in snla11, scattered 
fields. A few beef-cattle farms are in the area. 

About 50 percent of the area is in capability classes 111 
and IV ;  tlie rest is in classes V I  aiid TTII. Most of the 
acreage is idle or in second-grolvth pine. 

General Soil Area 5 
General soil area 5 consists of well-draiiled soils 011 

stream terraces underlain by sand, gr:~\rel, and clay. The 
major soils are the Sequatcliie, Holston, and Xolicllucky. 
This general soil area makes up about 2 percent of the 
county and is mainly along tlie Coosa River in the soutll- 
western part. The broad, gently sloping stream terraces 
on which i t  occurs are dissected by steep-walled drains 
and valleys. Most of the soils are fine sandy loam; some 
are gravelly. 

The Sequatcliie, Holston, and Y ~ l i c l l ~ c l i y  soils are well 
drained, and they have developed from tlticb beds of 
general alluvium that has  lashed from sfinclstone and 
shale. The Sequatchie soils occupy the lo\\-er stre:t111 trr-  
races. 'I'hey have n browti to retltlisli-brow11 line sill~tl! 
clay loam subsoil. The IIolstoil soils occupy higller ter- 
races. They have s strong-brown to yellowish-brorvn fine 
sandy clay loam subsoil. The Nolicllucky soils are on the 
stronger slopes. Tlieir subsoil is red fine sandy clay loam. 

The minor soils are the Montrvnllo, the \yell drained 
Pope, the moderately well dr:linetl l'llilo, a i ~ d  the poorly 
drained Atkins. The &fontevallo are on escarpiize~lts 
between the strean1 terraces nncl tlie valleys. Tlie others 
are in narrow valleys and have del-eloped fro111 nllnrinm. 
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locally grown crops, their suitnbility is sonle\vll:~t limited 
by the fragipan. They are f t~ir ly ensily c.onser\.ctl. The 
natural vegetation is pine, oak, and hickory. 

A typical profile of a Captina soil is described in the 
mapping unit Captina silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes. 

Captlna silt loam, 0 to 6 percent slopes (CcB1.-This 
soil has n thicker surface soil, a higher rate of infiltration, 
and slower runoff than Captina s ~ l t  loani, 2 to G percent 
slopes, eroded. 

The soil has goocl tilth and a thiclr root zone. I t  re- 
sponds to management and can be used n1oder:ttely in- 
tensirely. Runoff is a hazard on the more sloping areas. 

Most of the acreage llxs been usecl, chiefly for cotton 
and corn. Now, about 60 percent is in row crops; the 
rest consists of wooded, pastured, and idle areas. Cnpik- 
bility unit IIe-5. 

Captina silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded 
(CcB2).-This moderate1 deep soil is orr stream terraces. 
A fragipan layer inter i' eres with drainage. 

,4 profile description of this soil from a moist, culti- 
vated site located in the SE1/4SE1/4 sec. 3, T. 15 S., R. 
7 E., 1.8 miles south of Alexandria, is as follo\vs: 

A, 0 t o  6 inches, dark-brown t o  very d;rrk g r a y ~ s h - b r o ~ n  
(IOYR 413-312) silt loam; weak, fine, crumb struc- 
ture .  friable: small collcretlo~ls nrrhcant. ~ t r o n ~ ' 1 v  u d 

acid; abrupt; smooth boundary; l'aycr raliges from 
2 t o  9 inches in thickness. 

Bzl 6 t o  15 inches, yellowish-brown (10Yli 518) t o  strong- 
brown (7.5YR 5/61 siltv clav loam: weak. fine. and 
medium, subangular biocky" s t r u c t b e ;  friable\ few 
small concretions; strongly acid; gradual, diffuse 
boundary; layer ranges from 8 t o  11 inches in 
thickness. 

BZZ 15 to  21 inches, strong-brown (7.5YR 516) silty clay 
loam: few. medium. faint mottles of nale brown 
(10YR 61% in the  lower par t ;  weak, medium, sub- 
angular blocky structure; friable; small concretions; 
strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges 
from 4 t o  14 inches in thickness. 

Bzm 21 t o  37 inches, strong-brown (7.5YR 5/8),  light silty 
clay loam; common, medium. distinct mottles of 
light brownish gray and very dark grayish brown; 
moderate, medium, subangular blocky and platy 
structure; compact in place but friable wh(.~i dug 
out ;  numerous concretions; strongly acid; gradual, 
smooth boundary; layer ranges from 4 t o  20 inches 
in thickness. 

C 37 t o  42 inches, mottled brown, red, and brownish-yel- 
low silt, clay, and sand; stratified; ~nassive; friable; 
strongly acid. 

The subsoil ranges from yellowish brown to yellowish 
red. The fragipan ranges in thickness from 4 to 20 
inches and in compactness from to strong. 

Includecl with this soil are severely eroded places in 
which the plow layer is brown to retldish-brown silty 
clay loam. 

This soil has medium runoff, a nioderate capacity for 
available moisture, and slow permeability. The root 
zone is fairly thick; natural fertility and the supply of 
organic matter are low. Except in severely eroded areas, 
the plow layer hns good tilth. The soil responds to man- 
agement, and it is suited to a fairly wide range of crops. 
I t  can be used moderately intensively, but runoff is a 
hazard. 

Most 0.f the acreage has been used, chiefly for  cotton 
and corn. Now, about 73 percent is cropped; the rest con- 
sists of wooded, pastured, and idle areas. Capability 
unit IIe-5. 
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Clarksville Series 
Tlrc (:larBsrille series consists of strollply acitl, \\-ell- 

dr:lined soils that have developed in the residuum of 
cherty limestone. These soils generally occur in large 
areas on the tops of fairly wide ridges. Two extellsire 
areas of the Clarl~svillt? soils are near TT'illiwms Scllool. 

'I'lre sllrface soil is d;lr!i-bro\\-ll to dark grayish-brown 
or very dark gr:tyisl~-bro~~.n cherty silt loam or stony 
loam. Tlle subsoil is yello\\-ish-bro\r~l to light yello\rish- 
b~nonn, faintly mottled, che~.ty silty clay loan?, or p;~le-  
I)ro1\-11 to light yello\~isll-I)ro\v~~, stony, liplit silty c*l:~y 
IO~LIII.  I'i(2ce:s of (sl~:>t*t : L I I ( ~  l i ~ ~ ~ ( ~ s t o t ~ t ~ ,  3 i11c11os to S it~(*Il(>s 
or more in dix~neter, 011 the s~irfilce :tt~d in tlle profile. 

ClarBs\.ille soils :II.~: ilssoc.i:~ted wit11 t l ~ e  1i7~~lle~*toll, 
Dewey, :\lid I)ec:ltn~ soils. They have t11ill11e1' sol:1, 
are less red, ; ~ n d  11or11\:1lly :Ire nlore cherty t11:111 the as- , 

sociated soils. i 
Areas on slopes in tlre ~.illlge of 2 t o  10 1)ercv11t :I IY fi1i1.1~ ' 

easily censer\-ed nlid suited to a \ride range of ci.ops. 
Those on slopes stlcnpel* th:~n 10 percent sho111tl I-)? i l l  I 

forests or o t h e ~  I)el.rn:~l~e~it \.egetntio~~. 1 I ~ t -  " 
apt: of tlre :tc.reage is i l l  foltrst vol~sist i11g of l)ost, \ v l ~ i t c > .  ; l ~ l ( l  

' 

bli~~l<,j:~(:k o i ~ l i ~ ,  l~i(*lio~.y, i111(1 ~1101~tlt~i1f i111(1 l ~ l ) ~ l l ~  l)it~vs. 
A typical profile of ('l:~~~l<s\;ille cherty silt loam is riven 

in the mnpping lullit (~lar1;sville clierty silt loi~nl, 6 to 10 ;. 

perc,ent slopes. T11:~t for (\larksrille stony loam is given : 
in the mnpping unit Clarksrille-F1111erton stony lonlns, 1 
10 to 15 percent slopes. il 

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 1 

ICkB).-This soil has milder slopes, slower r~uroit', and n 
thiclrer solum than Clarksvillr cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes. 

Tilth is fairly good. Tlle root zone is thick. The soil I 

responds to management, and can be used fairly illten- 6 
sively. Runoff is a hazilrd. 

Most of the acreage lins been used, chiefly for cotto11 E 
ancl corn. At present, nlore t l ~ a n  45 percent of tlre acre- 
age is in forest, and less than 30 nercent is in crons. The 
revst is pastured, idle, and i l l  I I I '~ ) : ; I~  de\relol)t~ients: C;ll)a- 
bilitv unit IIe-3. 1 

~farksv i l l e  cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes 
[CkC).-This well-drained, cherty soil has developed in 
residuum derived from cllerty linrestone. 

8. profile from n moist, idle site 1oc:lted in the 
NIV1/4SE1/4 sec. 34, T.  12 S., R. 9 E., 1.7 miles east of the 
Shady Grove Church, is described as folio\\-s: 

A, 0 to  5 i~iches, dark grayish-bro\\rl~ (2 .5Y -112) t o  dark- 
brow11 ( I O Y R  413) cherty silt loam; \ye&, f i l l ? ,  grill>- 
ular strncturc3; very friable;  fin^ ro0t.s abundant ;  
strongly acid; gradual, smoot,h boundary: layer 
ranges fro111 2 to 7 i~iches in t h i c k ~ ~ ( ~ s s .  

B1 5 to  13 inches, yc3110wish-brown (10YR 514) t o  light 
vellowish-brow11 (10YR 6/4), cherty, light .silty clay 
ioam; weak, fine, suba~igular blocky structure; few 
clay skins; friable; roots ple~it~iful; strongly acid; 
gradual, wavy boundary; layer riL1lgt.d from 4 t o  10 
inches ill thickness. 

I32 13 to  25 inches, yellowish-bro~v~i (10YR 516) to strong- 
brow11 (7.5YR 516) cherty silty clay loam ; few, me- 
dium, fitir~t riic~tt,l(~s of p:tl(. brown : L I I ~  light t)ro\v~lish 
gr21y; \ v c ~ : L ~  t,o ~ i ~ o d ~ ~ r : ~ t ( s ,  ~ ~ ~ ( a d i l ~ r ~ l ,  s l ~ b f ~ ~ l g u l i ~ r  hlocky 
structure; clay skills or films over peds; friable; 
strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges 
from 8 t o  12 i~rchrs  iri thickness. 



CALHOUN COU 

light bro\vnish gray and light red;  weak t o  moder- 
a t r ,  medium, su t~a i ign l ;~~ .  blorky structure;  few clay 
films; fri:~bl(s; strongly acid; abrupt ,  wavy boundary; 
layclr is 6 to 7 inches thick. 

C 30 to  50 i ~ i c ~ l ~ c ~ s  +, mottled u-hit,c~ ( 5 P  812) or light-gray 
( 2 . 5 ) .  7 / 2 ) ,  strong-brown (7.5l.It 5/6) ,  and yellowish- 
red (5Yli  516) chcrty l i~n r s tone ;  clay material 
between fragrilents of chert,; very firm in place; 
strongly acid. 

The surface soil is darlier in wooded areas, and i t  is 
lighter in cultivated fields. The size and amount of chert 
are variable. The snbsoil ranges from light olive brown 
.or light yello~vish bro\vn to s t ro l~g  brown. Depth to the 
C horizon ranges fronl 20 to 36 inches. 

Includecl ~vitll tllis soil are a. few small areas almost 
free of chert. Some severely eroded places are also in- 
cluded. 111 tllese tlle plow layer is a bro~vn to yellou~ish- 
brown cherty silty clay loam. There are also a few 
shallow gullies. 

This soil has mecliunl runoff and infiltration. Perme- 
ability is rnpicl, and the capacity for a\yailable moisture 
is moderate to low. The root zone is thick. Because of 
chert, the soil has only fair tilth. The soil is low in 
natural fertility ant1 organic matter. I t  responds to 
management, especlnlly to fertilization and additions of 
org~~iic  matte^.. It r a n  1)e nsed fairly intensively, and 
it is suitable for :I fairly \vide range of crops. Early 
spring c,rops 01 .  tlt.ca1)-1.ool ctl pl:r~~ts  are 1)est suited to this 
soil. 

AIost of tlie acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton 
and corn. Sow, only about 15 percent of the acreage is 
in crops, and nbol~t 60 percent is in forest. The rest is 
pastured, idle, and in urban tlevelopments. Capability 
unit IIIe-3. 

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes, 
eroded lCkC2).-This soil differs from Cla.rksoille cherty 
silt loam, 6 to  10 p e r c e ~ ~ t  slopes, in having more runoff 
and a thinner solum. Most of the original surface soil 
has been lost throltph erosion. Tlie plow layer is now a 

!' brown to yello\~ isll-l)ro\\ n ,  1le:ivy c~llrsty silt loam, 3 to 6 
, inches thicli. 'I'1le1.e are some s11:lllow gullies and a few 

deep ones. 
, This soil 1las poor tilth, a thin root zone, and a low 
, capacity for available moisture. It is not suited to cul- 
t tivation; the 11nzal.cl of erosion is great. 
I '  Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton, 
" conl, and hay. I\bout 52  percent of the acreage is cropped, 
' pastured, and iclle. The rest is in forest, a iise for which 

the soil is best suited. Capability tinit VIe-1. 
Clarksville cherty silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes 

[CkD].-This soil has stronger slope5. more runoff, and a 
thinner solum than C'lnrlts\.ille chert?; silt loam, 6 to 10 
percent slopes. I t  11ns poor tilt11 ;mtl :i lo\\. capacity for 
available nloist111.e. 'I'lle root zone ic; tllii~, :1nd tillage 
~ i t h  rnac11inr1-y i5 clifiic~l~lt. 'I'l~e soil i i  1101 s~litecl to 
regular cultil ation, because the hazartl of erosion is 
great. 

About 7 percent of the acreage is ci~lti\-;ited. The rest 
is wooded, idle, l)asturecl, and in nrbi~n clevelopments. 
Most of the acrenge is in IT-oodlancl, a nsc. for which this 
soil is best suited. C:~pnbilit?; unit IT'e-2. 

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes 
(CkE].-Stronger slopes, more l n ~ ~ ~ l ~ l f ,  and n thinner solum 
distingnisll t l l i s  ,oil ~ ' I , O I I I  ('l:~~-l,s\-lllc. c.l~c,~.ty qilt loam, A 
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to 10 pt?rcrnt slopes. Some of the original surface soil 
has been lost through erosion. The plow layer is now a 
bro\~-~-n to yello~vish-brown, heavy cherty silt loam. Slial- 
low gullies are common. 

Tlie soil has poor tilth, a thin root zone, and a low 
capacity for available moisture. These cl~aracteristics 
and the hazard of erosion make this soil unsuited to cul- 
tivation. 

Most of t,he acreage has been used, mainly for  cotton, 
corn, and hay. About 35 percent is now cropped, pas- 
tured, or  idle. 'I'he rest is in forest, a use for  which 
the soil is best suited. Capability unit VIIe-1. 

Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams, G to 10 percent 
slopes lCIC1.-These two soils occur in an intricate pattern 
and could not be mapped separately. They have milder 
slopes, slower runoff', and a thicker solum than Clarks- 
ville-Fullerton stony loams, 10 to 15 percent slopes. I n  
cultivated areas, the A, horizon is a mixture of the A, 
and A, liorizons. and the color is brown to dark brown. 

I n  this mapping unit, tilth is poor and the capacity for 
available moisture is moderate. The soils are not suited 
to frequent cultivation. I f  stones are removed from the 
surface and man:gement is good, tlie soils mill produce 
moderate yields of hay or forage. 

A few of the less stony areas are in crops or pasture; 
nearly a l l  the :tcrenge is in forest. Capability unit I V e 4 .  

Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams, 10 to 15 percent 
slopes (CID).-The soils in this mapping unit have devel- 
oped on uplands in the residuum of cherty limestone. 
Stones, shallowness, and a high erosion hazard make 
these soils unsuited to row crops. 

A profile of Clarksville stony loam in a moist, woodccl 
site located in the SE1/4NIV1/4 sec. 27, T. 13 S., R. 8 E., 
is described as follows: 

A, 0 to  1 inch, very dark  grayish-brown (2.5Y 3/2) 
stony loam; weak, fine, granular structure;  very 
friable; fine roots abundant ;  high in organic 
rn:t.tter; medium acid; gradual, wavy boundary; 
layer ranges from O t o  2 inches in thickness. 

.4 1 1 to  5 inches, very dark  grayish-brown (2.5Y 312) 
stony loam; weak, fine, granular structure;  very 
friable ; fine roots abundant ;  medium t o  strongly 
acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges from 
2 to  6 inches in thickness. 

.4, or B, 5 t o  8 inches, light brownish-gray (2.5Y 612) t o  
ernvish-brown (2.5T 512) stonv loam: weak. 
gne", granular td weak, 'fine, sub"angula; blocky 
structure;  friable; fine roots plentiful; strongly 
acid to  mediurn acid; gradual, n a v y  boundary; 
lavrr ranges from 1 to  6 inches in thickness. 

13? 8 t.o 2% inches, light yellowish-brown (2.5Y 614) t o  
pale-bro11.n (10YR. 6/3), stony, light silty clay 
lo;tm; wrak, fine to  medium, subangular blocky 
structure;  f r i e b l ~ :  few clay films; medium acid; 
:tl)rupt, wavy boundary; layer ranges from 12 
to 20 lnchcs in thickness. 

C 21 ~ ~ i c h o s  +, mottled vellowish-brown (10YR 
514-5/6), \.erv pale bkown (10YR 7/3),  and 
z t r o n ~ - h r o ~ v n -  (7.5TR 516). partlv weathered 
ctlcrtl firm t,o very firm in piace;'layer ranges 
from 1 foot t o  more than 50 feet in thickness. 

I)c>pth to hedrock or to the (' layer ranges from 15 to 
:<-I inches. Veins or  lavers of hard chert are in the bed- 
rock. 111 c~iltivated areas, tlle *I, horizon is lacking and - 
tlie s1lrf:lce is l i ~ h t e r  colored. 

.\ p~.oiile of Fullerton stony IO;LIII in a ~lloist, ~~oocled  
site loc.:~ted in the K 1 ~ : l ~ N l i : ~  sec. 22, T. 13 S., R. 8 E., 
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1 mile southeast of FVilliams School, is described as 
follows : 

Al 0 to  6 inches, very dark grayisll-brown (10Ylt 312) stony 
loam; weak, fine, granular structure;  very friable; fine 
roots abundant ;  s t ro~lgly  acid; gri~dual,  wavy hound- 
ary;  layer ranges from 3 to 8 inches in thickness. 

Az 6 to  8 inches, strong-brown (7.5YR 516) stony loam; weal<, 
fine, granular structure;  friable; fine roots a b l ~ n d a n t ;  
strongly acid; gradual, wavy bou~idary;  1ayt:r ranges 
from 3 t o  6 inches in thickness. 

B, 8 to  11 inches, red (2.5YR 416-516)) stony silty clay loam; 
weak, fine, subangular blocky structure;  friable; 
strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges 
from 3 t o  6 inches in thickness. 

B2 11 t o  19 inches, red (2.5YR 4/6), stony silty clay; weak, 
medium, angular blocky and sr~barlgular b1ocl;y struc- 
ture ;  friable t o  firm; st,rongly acid; diffuse, wavy 
boundary; lnyer ranges from 7 t,o 20 il~cl~c.s in thick- 
Iless. 

C 19 t o  42 inches +, red (2.5YR 416) chert, clay,, and  silt; 
moderate, medium, angular blocky or rnasslve struc- 
ture ;  firm t o  very firm in  place bu t  friable when dug 
out ;  strongly acid. 

The surface layer varies in thickness, and in the culti- 
vated areas, i t  is lighter colored. The color of tlle sub- 
soil ranges from red to strong brown, and the texture 
grades to a silty clay loam. The profile ranges from 16 
to 40 inches in thickness. Stones vary in size and abun- 
dance from place to place. 

I n  this mapping unit), runoff : ~ n d  inlilt,r;rf ion :we 
medium. Permeability is rapid, and tlle capacity for 
available moisture is moderate. These soils have poor 
tilth because of the stony surface soils, and they are low 
in natural fertility. They respond to management, espe- 
cially to fertilization, and are suited to a fairly wide 
range of crops. Pasture or  meadow should be kept in 
thick, vigorous sod. The erosion hazard is high. 

About 93 percent of the acreage is in forest,, the use for 
which these soils are best suited. Capability unit VIe-2. 

Clarksville-Fullerton stony Ioams, 15 to 40 percent 
slopes lCIF1.-Stronger slopes, more runoff, and a thinner: 
solum distinguish this mapping unit from Clarksville- 
Fullerton stony loams, 10 to 15 percent slopes. I n  culti- 
vated areas, the plow layer is a mixture of the A, amnd 
horizons, and the color is brown to dark bromn. 

The soils in this mapping unit have poor tilth. Their 
capacity for  available moisture is low, and they are not 
suitable for  cultivation. 

About 99 percent of the acreage is in forest. Capa- 
bility unit VIIe-1. 

Conasauga Series 
The Conasauga series consists of moderately well 

drained soils that  have developed in tlle residuum of 
interbedded limestone, calcareous shale, and fine-grained 
sandy shale. The surface soil is strongly acid, dark- 
brown to pale-brown silt loam. The subsoil is mildly 
alkaline, yellowish-brown, plastic silty clay. 

Conasauga soils are associated with tlle Rarden and 
Montevallo soils on uplands. They are not so red or so 
strongly acid as the Rarden soils. They are deeper, less 
well drained, and not so strongly acid as the Montevallo 
soils. 

Conasauga soils are among the least extensive in the 
county; the largest area of them is in the north-central 

part. They are ~lloderately dclep but  lo\\ in fert i l  ity ill1 

in organic in:at trr. T l ~ e y  :tre only fairly wr~ll suited t 
cultivation I)ec.a~lse perme:tl)ility is slo\v, tilth f ; ~ l r ,  an 
the range of crops narrow. More than 11:~lf the acreage 
in shortleaf and loblolly pines, white, post, and black 
jack oaks, and hicliory and sweetg~~m. 

A typical pi<ofilr of a. ( ~ O I ~ ~ I S : L I I ~ : L  soil is descri1)ed in t h  
mapping unit Conasuuga silt loam. 2 to 6 percent slope' 
eroded. 

Conasauga silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, erode1 
(CnB2).-This moderately well drained upli~nd soil has 
heavy clay subsoil, which retards the lnovement of ai 
and water and the growth of roots. 

A profile from :L moist, cultivated site in the SEXNW1/ 
sec. 33, T. 13 S., It. 1) I<., 0.4 itlile nor(ll\vest of Shad: 
Grove Church, is described as follo~.is: 

A, 0 t o  3 inchcs, dark-brown (10YR 413) silty loam; weak 
fine, c r u ~ n b  structur'; fr iablc;  roots :~hilr~dilnt 
st,ro~rgly acid; clear, x a v y  I ~ o r ~ l ~ d a r y ;  1ayr.r range 
from 2 to 4 inchcs i l l  t ,h ick~~ess .  

A) 3 to 5 inchcs, p:tlc-bronn (10YR 613) silt, loalll; ivc~ak, finc 
crumb structllrc; friable; roots abundant ;  strong]: 
acid; clear, wavy b o u ~ ~ d a r y ;  layer ranges from 0 to 
inches ill thickness. 

B, 5 t o  7 inches, yrllowish-brown (10YSt 5,'8) silty clay 
conlrnon, rncdium, distinct 111ott1t.s of  ?;c:llo\~ish red 
111o(lor:11(~, ~ ~ ~ ( v l i i ~ t n ,  ~ I I I ) : L I ~ ~ I I I : I ~  l)locli>. at t.tt(,t tlr('; fir11 
Lo 11li~st.i~ i i ~ ~ i  st icky; f t ~ \ \ .  roots; slight,ly acid; #riitiual 
wavy bourrtlary; 1iiyr.r ~.allgc~s f r o ~ ~ ~  1 to 4 it~ches it 
t h i c l i~~css .  

132 7 t o  32 inches, yellowisll-bron.11 (101-R 5/6) silty clay 
mussivc or moderate, coarscl, sl~h:tngul;lr : L I I ~  ~11g111a 
blocliy st,ructrlre; vcar?. firrrl t o  ~ ~ l a s t i c :  fen' roots all( 
clny sliiris; mildly itlkilline; clt:;ir, n.ii\.y l ) ~ i ~ l l d i ~ r y  
layor ranges from 17 t,o 25 i11c11c.s in thickness. 

C .'32 t o  40 inches, n ~ o t t l c ~ I  vello~viuh-hron.n (10Y11 5/61 
white ( 2 . 5 Y  8/2), and light, brow~rieh-grtty (2.5Y 6;/2' 
silty clay loam; ~nass ive;  f irm; ~ ~ ~ o d e r a t e l y  alkaline 
gradual, wavy boundary; 1 ~ y ~ r  ranges fro111 6 to 1E 
inchos in thickness. 

n, 40 t o  50 i ~ r c l ~ e s  +, d:irk-#ray to  d:lrk-bro\vn c:tlcareoue 
shale artd limestone. 

The surface soil ranges from dark bron-n or very dark 
brown to pale brown in color. The subsoil ranges from 
yellowish brown and strong brown to light olive brown.  
I n  places i t  is mottled yellowish red, gray, or brown, and 
the pH grades to strongly acid. The C layer in some 
locations is acid. 

Included with this soil are some areas having a 
gravelly silt loam to fine sandy loam surface soil. I n  
some severely eroded spots, the plolv layer is yellowish- 
brown or pale-brown silty clay loam. Son~e  areas have 
a few shnllom gullies. Stnnll, scnttered arcas wit 11 slopes 
of more than 6 percent Ltre :~lso included. 

This soil has slorr. permeability and s l o l ~  to very slow 
infiltration. Runoff is medium. The capacity for avail- 
able moisture is low. Except in severely eroded areas, 
tilth is fair. The response to management is fair to poor, 
and the risk of erosion is high. Firm clay in the subsoil 
limits productivity and the crops that can be grown. As 
a whole, the soil is only fairly well suited to cultivation. 

Most of the axreage 1121s been usetl, i ~ ~ : ~ i i ~ l y  for cotton, 
corn, and small grains or  hay. About 22 percent of the 
acreage is now in crops; the rest is forested or idle. 
Capability unit IIIe-6. 



56 SOIL S.UR\'EY SERIES 1 ~ 1 3 s .  S O .  9 

Decatur Series 
Tlle Decatur series consists of s t r o ~ ~ g l y  acid, well- 

drained soils that have developed on upla~lds from lime- 
stone residuum and old valley fill of similar origin. The 
surface soil is dark reddish-brown loan1 and the st~bsoil. 
a dark-red silty clay. The Decatur soils occur in the 
valleys of Alexandria and Choccolocco Creclis, and in the 
area east of Piedmont. 

I n  many places the Decatur soils are associated with 
the Dewey, Fullerton, ancl Clarlisrille soils. The Deca- 
tur subsoil is darker red and finer t e s t l~~ . rd  tllnn that 
of the De\vey, Fullerton, ancl Cl~~rltsville soils. 111 atltli- 
tion, it laclis the chert that is cl~nractc~.isticc 111 rlrc> I711llrr- 
ton ancl the Clarltsville soils. 

Decatur soils are suited to LL \~icle I ' : L I I ~ C  o f  croljs, ni~cl 
about 48 percent of the acreage is cultivated. The natural 
vegetation is mainly pine, oak, and llicltory. 

I n  Calhoun County the Decatur soils are nlapped with 
the Cumberland soils as mldiiferentinted lunits. Tlie soils 
of both series are well clrainecl and t1ifI'c.r c.l~icflg i l l  that 
the Decatur soils have developecl in lin~rhtol~r rc151(11111111 
on uplands, ~vhereas, the C ~ u n b e r l i ~ ~ ~ t l  so~ l s  Ilare tle- 
veloped in old general allu\-ium (11 nsllrxtl from soils 
underlain by limestone) on strcam lc~.~.:~c.c~s. 7'ypicc:xl 
profiles for both of these soils are descri1)ctl i l l  tllr Iililp- 
ping unit Deoatur and Cunibei.lal~cl loanls, 2 to 6 1)ercent 
slopes, eroded. 

Decatur and  Cumberland clay loams, 2 l o  6 percent 
slopes, severely eroded (DcB31.-This mappi~lg unit lzas 
slower infiltration, poorer tiltlz, and more runoff than 
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, 
eroded. Erosion lzas removed all or nearly all of the 
origiilal dark reddish-brown surface soil. The 4- to 6- 
inch plow layer is now reddish-brow11 clay loiun. I t  
forms clocls if tilled when too wet. 111filt1-ation is slo\v, 
and there is risk of erosion. A few sllxllo\v pr~llies have 
formed. 

Most of the acreage has been nsecl, nri~il~ly for cotton 
and corn. About 66 percent of the acreape is llom in 
cram: the rest is forested, p,zsturecl, 01% itlltb. C:~p:thility 
u n 2  IIIe-1. 

Decatur  and  Cumberland clay loams, 6 to 10 percent 
slopes, severely eroded (DcC3).-This n1xpl)ing 1111it d ~ f -  
fers from Decntur and Cumberland lo:~111~, 2 t o  6 percent 
slopes, eroded, in lzaving more rlu~otf :~ntl :L retltlish- 
brown clay loam surface soil. Erosion 11:1s 1~111o\ed a11 
or neai-ly all of tlle original d:~~.l; ~-edtl~.,lr I ) I . O \ \  11 5111 1o:tnl 
sl~rface soil. 'Llw s111 I';I(Y so11 j'o1.1115 ~ a l o ( l ,  0 1 1  (11 > I I I ~ .  

Infiltl-ution is sloir, ant1 tllt~rc is 1.151i ol' t l ~ ~ o \ l o ~ ~ .  Ut>\\ 

s l ~ a l l o \ ~ ~  gullies have formed. 
Most of the acreage has been usetl, cl11efl1 for cLottoll 

and corn. About 27 percent of  the acreilge is c~lltirnted: 
the rest is wooded, pastured, or idle. C:11)ability unit 
IIIe-1. 

Decatur and  Cumberland clay loams, 10 to 25 percent 
slopes, severely eroded (DcD3) .-This ~nappillg unit clif - 
fers from Decatur and Cnmberlancl loanls, 5! to 6 percent 
slopes, eroclecl, in having stronger slopes, more runoff, a 
thinner solum, and a cl:~y Ion111 plow layer. T*;rosion lzixs 
removed all the original darlc retltlisl~-l)~.o\\ 11 s~lt  lorrni 
surface soil. There are many shallow gullies and :I few 
deep ones. Tlle reddish-brown clayey plo\\ layer is pre- 

, .  c l o 1 i 1 1 1 t 1  s l s o i l  I I I I ~ I ~ : ~ .  1311~ 1 1 1 1 i t  II:IS 1)oor t i l t l l  

I S  it  ~ I I I I ~ I I  o r  l o  I I I .  'J '11t~ 
ci111acit.y for  a\-ailable 111oistl11.e is lo\\- to ~ r ~ o t l e ~ . : ~ t t ~ .  T I \ -  
filtration is slo~v, ancl there is g~.eat risli of e ~ w s i o ~ ~ .  ;\lost, 
of the :Lcre:lpe is too l~oor  lo allo\\- f ~ . e c ~ l ~ r ~ ~ t  c,lllr i \ . :~t io~l .  

Al11cl1 of t11e : I ( . IY~: I~ (~ ,  II:IS I ) ~ Y I I  11st~(1, I I I ; I ~ I I ~ J .  f o ~ ,  I Y I ~ ~ O I I .  

corn, : ~ u d  hay. r\l)o~it S pr~,c:c~lt of' filth :~c.~,c~:~,r_rr is i l l  

crops: tile rest is forcsletl, p i \ s t~~~ , r t l .  or itllch. (':\l~i\l)ilitx 
~111it lye-1. 

Decatur and Cumberland loams, 0 t o  2 percent slopes 
(DdA1.-This n~apping  r~llit differs from T)ecntur :\r~tl 
i 'unrl)er l~~.~~tl  lo;t~~rs, 2 to (i lx>~.cont s l i ) l )~s,  r~*otlcd, i l l  I I : I \ - -  
i11g 111il(lt~r sIol)t>s, ~ I O \ Y ~ > I *  I , I I I ~ C I ~ ~ ,  :111cl :I ll~.ic.l;e~. S I I I . ~ ' : I ( Y >  

~(~111. rl'lio S I I I . ~ ' : I ( Y >  soil is 5 to 10 i11(.111bs I I I ~ I , I < ,  : I I I ( I  i t  i s  
f:ii~.ly cl:~sily t i I l t h ( 1 .  IC1~osio11 is 1101 :I ~ I ; I X : I I Y ~ .  'I'l~(>st,  oils 
Iln\-e gooti t i l l l~.  'r11cby 11:1\rt\ :L t l ~ i ( , l <  I * O O ~  X O I I ~ ~  : I I I ( !  I Y , S ~ ) O I \ ( ~  

to manageme,nt. 'rlley c:ln be used inte~~sively. 
Most of tile acrcnge 11;as I)t?rl~ 11sei1, cllic.fly for cot to^^. 

corn, i~nd rni11-ket \;eg!.rt:~l)les. ;\l)ollt 52 l)ei.tarllt of the 
acreage is i l l  clops : tlrtl IY>SL is fo~.clst t.il, I ) : I . G ~  111.c1d? : ~ n ( l  ill lc. 
i7:ipnbi1ity u11it 1-1. 

Decatur and C,umberland loams, 2 t o  6 percent 
slopes, eroded (DdB21.----'I'llis I I I : I I ) I ) ~ I I , ~  I I I I ~ I  i.ol~>i<t+ of 0 1 1 1 ~  

01. lkot11 of tliese ( l c ~ k l ) .  \ \ . C ~ I I - ( I I * : I ~ I I ( ~ I I .  ~ ) I , O ( I I I I , I ~ \ . I ~  -oil--. 
A& profile ~ l t ~ s ~ , ~ , i l ) t  io11 of  I ) ~ Y . : I I  1 1 1 ,  lo:1111 i n  :L ~ ~ ~ o i s t ,  

\vooded site i l l  111e XlCl/\SI\ ' l~ s(v2, 10, '1'. 1;; S.. 1;. !) I.:., 
1.2 miles r~o~.tli of' ; \ l t ~ ~ . ~ ~ > l l t c ) ~ ~ ,  *\I:I.. is : IS  l'ollo\vs: 

roots i i l ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ l i ~ l ~ t ;  I I ~ I > ( ~ ~ I I I I I  ircicl: ( l i l f ~ ~ . . ~ ~ .  \ \ - : IVY t)o111111- 
a r y ;  1:ryc~r I.:~II~:(~.: fl,olrl :3 1.0 7 i l ~ c l ~ c , .  i l l  t l r i c k ~ i ~ , - - .  

(i t , ~  12 ~ I I C I I I & > ,  (l:r~.I<-rp[i (IOIt : 3 , 1 i )  s i l ly  t,l:i>- I : ) ; I I I I :  \ \ I Y I I , ,  
rriediuln, ~ I I ~ J : I : I ~ I I ~ : L ~  hloclcy st r.11~-t rlrc,: f l , i : r t ) l ~ b :  .lizl~t I! 
h ; ~ r d  \v11('11 d r y  : L I I ( ~  slight I!. i.tic,!;y \\ 1 1 1 5 1 1  \ v i , l  : f i ' \ \  

~ O I I C I Y ~ ~ ~ ~ : I I >  of' I I I : I I I < : I I I I ~ ~ :  f e . 1 ~  f i l l ( ,  I , I ) I I ~ - ,  - l i t 1 1 1  I \  : i i , i i l  

clifFusc~, \ v : I ~ , I .  I x ~ l l ~ ~ d a r y :  1i1y1.1. I . : I I I ; I ~ .  ~ I . : J I I I  I 1 0  h 

i ~ ~ c h r . . :  i l l  ( . l ~ i c ! i~~c~ss .  
B2 12 t.o 70 il1~11c.s f ,  d;~rk-~.csd (IOl? :(!(i) .illy (.li t> : I I I I J ~ ! ( ~ I . : I ~ I ~ ,  

r l l c ~ ~ i i l l l l l ,  s l l l J ~ ~ l l ~ ~ l l 1 : L ~  l ~ l l > c l ~ v  .l r11c1 l l l . l L ,  fil.111 : l l : l l ~ l l  \ ~ I l ~ ~ l l  

TV1ler.e c!ulti\~ated, tlre s\~~.fi~cae soil is :I 111ixt 111.t' of t 1 1 1 2  

-1, and A ,  l~orizons. 'I'l~e t e s t ~ ~ ~ . e  of lilt) sr11)soil I.~II!:I~:. 

from silty (:1:1!. I ~ : I I I I  f o  (21:ty. 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 .  s(~\.(>l.t.ly c , ~ . o t l t ~ ~ l  

: I I X ~ ; I S ,  i l l ( ,  ~ I I I , ~ ' : I I Y ~  I : I > , ( I I .  is :I il :11.1< ~ ~ ~ ~ e l ~ l i s l ~ - l i ~ ~ o \ \  1 1  b i l l > ,  i , l : ~ ~  

IO;IIII. l h ~ l ~ ~ o ( ~ l <  i s  ; k t  ( l ( 1 1 1 1  11s I ~ : I I I , ~ ~ I I , ~  I ' I , O I I I  ;; I ' I Y * ~  1 1 1  20 
fret 01. il1ol.r. 111 :I f e i ~  l)I:~(*cls ~ I I ~ > I Y  : I I Y  I ~ I I C ~ I , I  ~ I ~ : I ~ I I ~ ~ ~ I I ~ . - .  

:IS 11111c>11 iIS '3 i l~(-llt~s i l l  ( l ialllc~t~'~~. 011 t l i t )  s11~~1':11~(' : 1 1 1 i 1  

t hrougl~out t lle profile. 
A profile of ( " ~ ~ r n l ~ r r l i ~ r ~ t l  lonllr fr.olrr :I ~ l ~ o i l ; ~ .  idle sift' i l l  

the SEl/l?l'n'lh ssec. 28,  ' r .  16 s., I<. (; I.:.. 0.2 111i1c nor t l~  o f  
1 I s f  o I . ,  : i r l  c o s s i g  is 1 1 e s i l t  :IS 
follo\Ts : 

&\, 0 to 7 inchrs, (lilrli retidish-l)ro\\x (2.51'11 314) I U : I I I I ;  
~ v c ~ i ~ k ,  f i l l? .  crilttlt) s t , r ~ ~ c t r ~ r ( ~ ;  fritrhlo: fine. root- 
nhiltld;tnt; strongly :~cir l :  gr; tdu:~l,  s l r ~ o o t l ~  1)01111d:rry; 
1;~yc.r r;~llge+ ~ I , O I I I  0 to X i~ rc , l l c>s  i l l  t l i i c ~ k ~ ~ c ~ ~ s .  

1 7 to 12 ilrcfic~s, d a r k  rc.citlish-l~ro\\.~~ (2.5Y11 3,-11 - i l t > -  cl:~!. 
1o:im; \ v ( , i ~ k  to I ~ I O ~ ( > ~ : I ~ I * ,  I I I I ~ ~ I I I I I ,  ~ I I I J : I I I ~ I I I : I I ~  t)Io(.k.v 
struc:tr~rc'; f r i ; ~ l ) l r , ;  fc>\\- t i t l e s  root>;  t r o ~ ~ g l y  : i c n i l l .  
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gr:~tlr~:~I, s1110otIl bollrldi~ry; layer ranges frorn 2 to Dewey Series 
10 inchc>s i l l  t l ~ i ck~ le s s .  

Bz 12 t,o 36 i~ rc l~c :~ ,  r1:rr.k-rotl (101t 316) silty clay; moderate, TIlt: UeITey series consists of deep, strollgly acid, rTel]- 
~ ~ l o d i l l r ~ ~ ,  S I I ~ ~ L I ~ R I I ~ : I ~  I,locky strrlctnre; friable; hard 
\,.llc,l d r y  t L  IIc ,  ,,.tlCI, \,.(',; fCM. CoIICrC'tiollS Of drained soils that have developed from residuum of lime- 
~ l r l L ~ l , l  , I i I S I ~ I  s f o n ~  or old valley-fill material. These soils are fairly 
I)orl!~d:iry; L : L ~ ( , I .  ~ ~ I I ~ C S  fro111 2-1 t~ 48 ~ ~ ~ C I I C S  i l l  exteIlsil~e ill t,lle T~icillities of Iron City and Alexandria. 
thirkncss. 

B3 36 to 4s illc\lc:s +, dkLrk-r1yj (101% 3/61 wl'ere severely eroded, comm0lz1Y ha'7e a dark red- 
\vi th  yello\vish I1ron.n; n~od(~rnt ,c ,  nleditrnl, s ~ ~ b a n g u l a r  dish-bro.ivi1 silty clay loam surface soil and a red to darli- 
block\. .;tr~~c.t,lrrc:; f r i :~I~Ic  to firm; ftt\v piecc!~ of rorrllded red silty clay loam to light silty clay subsoil. The cherty 
r l~c r t ;  clr~:trt,z, : ~ r ~ t i  .*:z~~dst.olle gr:~vel rangilrg from 3 ;  types have cllert fragments, as mucll as 3 inches ill di- 
to  1 i r ~ c h  i r l  di:n~rc~ter t11.e in  the lower part,; gravel 
ir~c.l.csascts \\.it11 C I I X ~ ~ I I ;  very s t , ro~~gIy acid. ametel-, on the surface and througlzout the soil. 

hl most. pl:i.ces the Dewey soils are associated wit11 the 
The subsoil Y : ~ I . I ~ ~ > s  f1'0111 silty clay loan1 to clay in tex- Clarksville, Fullerton, Decatur, and Culnberland soils. 

ture and from rrti to dnlsli red in color. The alluvial T]lc3y are rei;jder ancl contain less chert the Clarks- 
parent lnaterixl ranges flwlll 19 feet Ol' more ill and Fullerton TIIey have a lighter colored 
thickness. Sonle :lr.r:~s :ll'(> incl~~iled thnt have a silt loalrl surfncy: soil a friable and less clar]r-red subsoil 
to gravelly fi~re salldy lon~l-I s~~rf : lce  soil. Other areas t,lln.n f,lle Decantur alld -Cumberland soils. 
have roul~decl pa l -e l  r a ~ ~ g i n g  ftw~n 1 to 3 inches in di- I)e\l-ey soils on slopes of 2 to 10 percellt are fairly 
allleter 011 lll(> surf:lcxt. : L I ~ C ~  f l l l ~ ) ~ ~ l l O l l t  the soil. Solne easily collser\.(\d, allc] they are suited to a. \\-ide range of 

C ~ L P S  Il:~\.tl :I silty c,lnv loalll plow crops. Tllose 011 slopes of 10 to 15 percellt require per- 
maneilt; vegetation for the control of erosion. 

Decatur ant1 Crtn~l)erlal~tl lloan>s, 2 to 6 percent slopes, ~ b ~ ~ t  41 percent of acreage is jvooded, 30 percent 
eroded, are 111ocle1.ntely fertile soils, and they contain a cultivated, and the rest pastured or idle. TIle present 
moderate tunor~nt of organic ninttel.. Tilt11 is good, and llatllra.l vegetation is pine, oak, and hickory. 
the root zone is clcrl). R~tnoff :11ltl infiltrat,ion are me- A typical I)l.ofile of a I)ewey soil is described ullcler 
dinm ; penr~~:~. l) i l  it? is 11loclt1l.n t i.. 'Sllr cn l~ac i t ,~  t,o hold r)e\\-ey cllert silty loam, 6 to 10 percellt slopes, 
moisture is I I ~ , ~ I I .  ' 1 '11~ soils ~.i.sl)ontl to m:~l~a,genlent, and srvel.ely eroded. 
they are sltilccl 1 0  :I \vitlc I.:\llgc O f  c*l'O])S. Itulloff and Dewey cherty silty clay loam, 6 t o  10 percent slopes, 
erosion are I~ : I%:L~ '~/S ,  I)tlt, tjl(: soils (':\I1 1)e usetl nloderately severely eroded [DeC3).-This deep, mell-drained, friable 

soil has developed on uplands. 
his 111lit.. 11:~s bee11 ~ ~ s r d ?  I I I : \ ~ I ~ ~  for c~ t to l l  and I)lofile from a moist, cu]t,ivated site in the 
t- ti3 l ~ r c ~ l f  of tlle :Icrr:\ge is ~ I O W  cultivated; S \ J T I / ~ N E ~  set. 31, T. 14 s., ft. 7 E., 3.5 miles \vest of 

the rest is \ ~ ~ ~ t l t ~ c l ,  l j :~st~~t.ed, :~ntl idle. Capability unit c\lesanclrin, hln. ,  follows: 

Decatur and Cumberland loams, 6 t o  10 percent A, 0 to 8 ~ ~ ~ c t l e s ,  dark reddish-brown (5TR 314-313) cherty 
silty clay loam; weak, fine, c r u ~ n b  structure; friable; 

slopes, eroded (DdC2j.-?'his unit tliffel-s from T)ecatur roots abundant; very strongly acid; clear, wavy 
and Cumberl:~nci lo :~n~s ,  9 to 6 perc'trnt slopes, eroded, in t~o i~ndary ;  layer ranges from 3 to 9 inches in thick- 

s. nlorr: ru~roff, ;uld n greater erosion ncLss. 

(. soil gc>l~cl.:~Ily is 3 to C, iric.llcs tliic:l<. 13, 8 t,o 1 2  ir~chcs,  dark-red (2.5YR 3/61 to red (2.5YR 4/61 
silt,!. cl:~y lo : t~r~;  \tro:~k, I I I ( , ~ ~ L I I I I ,  sllbangular blocky 

( ~ r ~ o c l v c l  l)l:\c~'s, :\llil :i f'ew SI I :L I~O\V  s t ruc t ,u re ;  friable; very strongly acid; gradual, wavy 
I~oul~clary;  layer ranges from 3 to 7 inches in thick- 

Tilth is f:lirly gootl, and tilt. ~.oot zone is t hicl;. This II(:ss. 

3 12 t,o 3(i inchrs, dark-red (2.5T12 3/61, light silt,y clay; 
unit respoll~ls to ~Il;lll : tp~lnP~t. It ~ : 1 1 1  be llsrrl motlerntely ~r~ot lcra tc ,  mcdiu~n,  subangular blocky s t ruc ture ;  

fri:~l,lc to firm; a few clay skins, small concretions, 
: ~ l r t i  chert fragments; very strongly acld; gradunl, 
.smootl~ boundary; layer ranges from 18 to 32 inches 

Most of this 1111it 11;l.q l)erll 11se(1, c.l~iefly for c'ofio~i. C O I ~ ,  i l l  t,llickness. 
and hay. :\l)orit- 2-1 ])i.l.cst>nf o f  illr :~c~l.e:tge is non- culti- C 30 t,o 42 ~l lchcs  +, mottled red, yellonish-red, and reddisll- 

otletl, lnst 111.t~l, or itlle. Capithility yellow, cherty, light silty clay loam; weak, medium, 
subangular blocky structure; firm; very strongly acid; 
Inycr ranges from 6 to 30 inches in thickness. 

''cat'' and ('"m'e"~n" 'o'm'. 10 fo 25 percent r~ . i ,o  srl l . f ; , i ta  ill color fl-olll dark redclisll slopes, eroded [DdD2).---'l'l1is I I I I ~  1; 11:ts st I . O I I ~ ( ' I .  slol)es, I)l.o\vll :11111 t.~((disIl 1)ro~v11 t,o clarli br0n.n. The subsoil 
rallges in c-olor fro111 dark red to yello\~~ish red. Some 

fi ~ ) r t . ( ~ t ~ t  slol)(.s, el.otled. Severely areas collt;Li,, chel.t, alld are very ~l~~ 
ore nlllnt.l,orls, : L I I C ~  a few SIIWIIO\T C; ~lorizOL, is .:lt depths ranging fro]ll 24 to 48 inches. 

Some s~~ :LI Io \~~  ggullies and a few deep ones have formed. 
the c';tp:icti ty for arai1:~ble moisture Sdllle areas aye illcluded tllat have a silt loam to fine 

l i t  is poo~-ly s l~i trd to frecj~lent cl~lti- sRlldY lonln sllrface soil. 
tion becanse of r:tl)itl rn11otY. This soil has fair tilth, but i t  fornis clods on drying. 
Most of the unit Ilas heen nstvl, chiefly for rotton, corn, Infiltraiioil and internal drainage are medium. Permea- 

percent of  the aclmge is ~voorlland; bilit,y is moderate. The capacity for available moisture 
, ~)i~sttr~~.ctl, or itlli>. : ~ : t l i l i t  i t  is Ilipl~. S:\tr~~.:ll  fertility mlcl the supply of organic 

nlattc>r :try n1ot1r1-ate. The root zone is tllicl;. The soil 

F 



6 0 SOIL SURI1I<1' SERIES 19.58, KO. 9 

A profile fro111 a moist, cultivated site ill tlie 
.NE1/4NE1/4 sec. 29, T. 14 S., R. 7 E., 2.6 1niles \yest of 
Alexandria, Ala., is described as follows: 

A, 0 to 8 inches, dark-brown (7.5YR 312) t o  d:wk reddish- 
brown (5YR 312) silt loam; weak, fine, crumb struc- 
ture; friable; fine roots abunda~lt; slightly acid; clear, 
smooth boundary; layer ranges from O to 10 inches 
in thickness. 

R,  8 to 12 inches, reddish-brown to dark reddish-brow11 (5YR 
414 to 3/4), light silty clap loam; wcak,  fine, c r u n ~ b  
and weak, fine, subangular blocky st,ructuro; friable; 
strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layrl. ranges 
frorn 2 to  8 inches in thicknr~ss.  

13? 12 to :<ti i~~c l i c~s ,  rcbddish-bro~v~r t.o yc.llo\visl1-1~.(1 (5 1' I t  
111-416) silty clay loaol; nrcitk, f i l l ( %  i ~ n t l  ~~ ied i i l l~ l ,  

subangular blocky i t r uc tu re ;  friiiblr; st,rongly acid;  
gradual, wavy boundary; litycr rungcXs ~ I . ~ I I I  I Ci to -18 
i~lches in thickness. 

BS 36 to 46 inches, yellowish-red (5Y R 4/8), light silt,y c lay;  
weak, fine to  medium, subangrl1:tr I)locl<y s~ , r i~c t r l r c . ;  
friable; strongly acid; gradual, witvv borllitlnry; l:iyer 
ranges from 8 to 14 inches i n  thickness. 

1) 46 inches +. mot,tled vellowish-red i i l ~ c l  st rotla-bro\vri 
clay and'sand; massive; friable: strongly acid 

The surface soil in some areas is ve1.y clt~rl; I)ro\vn. 
Tlle subsoil is darker red and heavier testul.et1 \\-here 
this soil grades to the Cumberland soils. 'I'lle old :\I- 
1u1.iuni is at depths ranging from 2 to G or 7 feet. A 
few small areas have gravel and small concretions on the 
surface and tlirougli the profile. Sonle areas hnviiig a 
loam and fine sandy loam surface soil are inclucled. 

This soil has slow to medium runoff', moderate perrnea- 
bility, and medium infiltration. The capacity for avail- 
able moisture is nzoderate to high. Tilth is good. The 
root zone is tliick, and natural fertility is moderate. The 
soil responds to management and is suited to a wide 
range of crops. I t  is fairly well supplied wit11 organic 
iiiatter and it can be used intensively. 

Most of the soil has been used, mainly for cotton and 
corn. About 76 percent of the acreage is no~v  ill crops; 
the rest is in forest and pasture. Capability unit 1-1. 

Etowah silt loam, 2 to  6 percent slopes, eroded 
[EtB2).-This soil has stronger slopes, more runoff, and :L 
thinner surface soil than Etowah silt loam, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes. I n  a few areas severe erosion has occurred and 
the surface layer is reddish-brown to dark reddish-brown 
silty clay loam with fair tilth. I11 places a few shallow 
gullies have formed. 

Most areas of this soil have good tilth. The soil re- 
sponds to management, and i t  can be used lnoderately 
intensively. Runoff is a hazard. The root zone is thick. 

About 63 percent of the acreage is in crops; the rest 
is pastured, forested, and idle. Capability unit Ile-I. 

Fullerton Series 
The Fullerto~l series consists of strongly acid, well- 

drained soils that have developed froin the residuum of 
cherty limestone. These soils occur on wide ridges with 
sloping to gently sloping tops and strongly sloping to 
moderately steep sides. 

The  color of the surface soil ranges froni yellowish 
brown to light brownish gray, or from strong brown to 
very dark grayish brown. The texture ranges from 
cherty silt loam to stony loam. The subsoil ranges from 
red to yellowish-red cherty silty clay loam to silty clay 

or stolly silty (*1:13.. Fi.:rg~lt(>~lts o f  ( ~ I I ( ~ I ~ I .  : IS  11111(.11 :IS :3 
ili(~11es i l t  (li:1111~ter? i11.c; 1toi~t11:11Iy O I I  t l t e x  s t ~ i ~ f ' ; ~ ~ ~  :t11r1 
illroughout the soils. 

Fullertoil soils are associ:~tetl wit11 the 1)ewey. Dcc.ntl~r, 
ancl Clarlrsville soils. 'L'liej. nre lighter c.olorri1 and gcn- 
era,lly more cllerty tlla~i tllc? l-)ewey ant1 the I)ec*:~tur soils. 
They have a t11iclrc:r so11111l untl :L 1.etldrr. s~~bsoi l  :1nc1 
geiierally contniil less c1~rl.t tll:tn the Cln~~lisvjlle soils. 

'l'he present n:~turxl \.(:geti~lio~l is 11t:li111y l ~ I ~ t ~ l i j i ~ ~ l < .  
post, and white o:~lis, Itic~lio~~y, 1111~1 ~11~11.1 leaf :111d lol)loll!~ 
pines. The ,gently slol)i lip t o  s lol j i l l~ L.:lt,c:ls : I I Y  Sit i r<ly 
v:tsiI~, ( ~ 0 1 1 s c ~ t ~ ~ c ~ 1  : I I I ( ~  stlit ( , ( I  1 o :I \ \ . i ( l ~ ,  1 , : 1 1 t , ~ c ~  o f  ~ . I Y J I , ? ,  ' I ' I I I ~  
stevper sIo1)es s l ~ o t ~ l ~ l  I ) ( )  i 1 1  ] ) P I , I I I : I I I ~ > I I ~  \ . ( y c 1 t  :I t io11 to ro~ i -  
1 rol e~.osion. 

, 1 Y he st r o ~ ~ g ' - ~ ~ r ~ \ V l l  :~it(l  1~e1.y (1:Ll'Ii g ~ ~ : t y i s ~ ~ - ~ ~ r o \ v ~ i  1..111- 
lerton stol13. 1o:11ns : I I * ~  111:1pl)(~l \ \ - i t 1 1  ( ' l i t ~ ~ l i s ~ i l l i ~  soils :IS 
:L C O I I I ~ ) I P X  ( ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ l i ~ \ ~ i l l c ~ -  Ij'ttI I ~ b 1 . t  O I I  st O I I ~  IO!I I I IS) .  

,I typical proiile of  n IJtillcrrtor~ soil is pii.c.11 i l l  I 
mapping u~lit, Flillertotl cl~ert!, silt 1o:111i, (i 1 0  I 0  [> I~ I . (Y~I I I  
slopes, eroded. 

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 
(FcB).--This soil 11:~s nliltler slopes, slo1vi~1. i.~rtloll', a l l ( ]  it 

t lliclter surface soil 1 l1n11 l 'r~llcrto~l cl~tlt-tj. silt IO:IIII .  f i  t o  
10 1)wt;':nt slol)~" (c~~otltl~l----t 11r soil 101. \ \ . l t i c , l l  t l ~ c >  ~> l~ ic . :~ l  
profile. is desc~,il)ctl. 

r . ' i l i l~ is t i  g o o  I I  1 o o is l t i l  ' l ' l ~ ( l  
soil responds to n~i~ll:\genl(>nt :ind is suitetl to nlode~.ntcly I 
intensive use. Erosioil, Iro\\-ever, is a Ilnz:l~,tl. 

Most od the : I C I . C : ~ ~ C  11:ls Leo11 nsetl, n-i~iinly f o l  c>ot I otl , 

and corn. Abollt 50 pr~-cr,nt of tllc ;Irr,enge is non- i n  i 
crops; the rest is forrsted, lxlstnretl, : I I I ~  i(1le. Capal,ility { 

~ m i t  IIe-3. ? 
Fullerton cherty si l t  loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, ; 

eroded (FcC2).-This clecp, well-clr:linetl,, cllerty soil is 0 1 1  

~~plrtnds. I 

A profile fro111 :t n~oist,  culti~.ntetl site i l l  the SI':lh- 
NJV% sec. 9, 'l'. 16 S., 1:. 7 E., 0.3 niilr sor~tltcbnsr of Sew 
Molllit Liberty Cllai-(211, is t1cscril)ed :IS folio\\-s: 

.2, 0 t,o 7 il~cllcbs, y c ~ l l o \ v i s l ~ - l ~ r c ~ \ v ~ ~  (101'1t ,514) vl1141. t~ .  h i l t  

loaln; \\,c.>tk, f i l ~ c t ,  gr:illulwr stl.rlc.t~irc.; fr1:1111(.: ~ ~ I I C  
roots : L ~ I : I I ~ : L I I ~  ; s t r o~ lg ly  a c i d ;  g r t ~ r l ~ ~ a l ,  \\-n\.y 
bound:try; 1nyc.r ranges froni O to 1 0  inch(,* i l l  

thickncss. 
Bl 7 t,o 14 inchc~s, strol~g-bro\vll (7.5YR 518) cllc~rty s i l t y  

clay loaln; ~vc ' i ik ,  fil~e, subangr~lar  hlocky strrlcturc.:  
friable; filly roots plcl~t.iful; strongly ac'iti: diH'~l,*c., 
\va\.jl hottnd:~ry; I:~!,c.r rti1lgc.r fro111 2 to 8 i11clic.s i l l  

t tiicklrc~ss. 
132 1.4 to :I1 illch(xs, y1sllo\vish-ret1 (51.11 1 / ( i )  to rc~d (2.5\-1{ 

518) ch( ,~ . t ,y  s i l t y  c1:i.y l o : ~ n ~ ,  motic~r:ttc~, r r l c ~ t l i ~ ~ ~ n ,  an- 
g i i l i~ r  ~ L I I ~  ~ I I I I : I I I ~ I I I : L ~  l ~ l o v k > ,  st r r ~ v t  t~ r c , :  fir111 : > I  re111gly 
acid: ~ r n d ~ ~ : i l ,  \\.;ivy I)ou~rti:iry: l t iy~ , r  ritligrs f roln  I 2  
to 24 ~ n c h c ~ s  i l l  t llickiic~ss. 

1 :34 to 10 i l~c l~c l s ,  yc~llo\visl~-rc.d (51-It l / X ) ,  cll(,rty, light 
silty clay I ~ : L I I I  ; colnltlorl, ~ n c ~ d i u r n ,  dist inct  rl~ot t 1t.s 
of yellow, rcddish ycslloa., i i l ~ d  11ro\v1iish yello\r: 
weak t,o rriotictriite, rnc:di~lrn, subilngi11;tr :trrd :ing111:1r 
b l o c k  st,l.ucturo; firm t,o very f i r n ~ ;  strongly ac id ;  
gradual, \v:tvy bonlld;try: lay(:r rallgcls fro111 1 to 8 
iilches il l  thickncss. 

C: 40 to 50 inches +, mottled yellon-isli-red (5YR 1!8), 
strong- brow^^ (7.5Ylt 5/6), and pale-hron-n ( I 0 1  R 
613) t,o light-gr:iy (1OYIt 712) cliclrt, silt, :ind c l : ~ y ;  
massive; \.cLry f i r n ~ :  st,rongly acid. 

Tlle surface soil in uilerodetl wooded areas is thiclier 
than described and is very darli grayish bron-11. I n  cnlti- 
vatecl areas the snrfttce soil ranges froin yrllon-is11 l ) ro \~n  
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CALHOUN COU 

to light 1)ro\\ 1 1 1 4 1  gr:1y. 'l'litl 5\11)5011 r;Liiges from red to  
yel lo~~lsh iwl 111 ro lo~  ;11lt1 t~ o111 cl~el ty sllt y clay loan1 
to c1:1y I l l  l ( i \ f  I l l  (1. 'I'll(> 1 I l l (  l \ l l t ~ 5 ,  of  t l l f  \0111111 ranges 
froiri 18 l o  > ( )  II~(*II(+.  

Inclutletl \\ it11 t I I I ~  io11 ii1.c 5o11lt. Ye\ errly crotled places 
111 ~vl11c 11 t 11t. l)lo\\ I : I > V L  15 51 I o ~ ~ g - h ~  O M  11 to y t~ l l o \~ i s l~ -  
red cherty i l l t >  (,1;1> lo:1111. -1 -te\\ sll:tlIo\r gullies have 
formed 111 tllew :I 1 r:l\ *\lie ~~~c-lr~clc~cl are sollie areas in 
~ l l ic l i  tllc ,111 t ,~c t> ,011 15 5111 l o o ~ l ~  to  cllcrty fine sandy 
loam. 

This sol1 II:I\ 111et11nnl r111ioH' (111~1 i~lfiltration. Perine- 
abllitp and ille ( s :~ l ) :~( '~fy  for a\:111:1l)le ~rlnist~ire are mod- 
erate. T ~ l t  11 15 0 1 1 1 , ~  f:11r to gootl I)ecwt~se of chert. The 
root zone is 1111(~1,. S:~lrll,~l i t > ~ t ~ l ~ t ~  :IIIC~ tlie supply of 
organic m : ~ t t r ~  :llr lo\ \ .  'TII(> i o ~ l  rcsponds to manage- 
ment, espec1:1ll~ to Frl I ~ I L : I ~  loll, ,11111 it 15 s111tec1 to a m d e  
range of crops. It t2:~11 I)t. 11wt1 1110derwte1y jntenslr-el?. 
Erosion IS :I n~orlernte 11;lz:t1tl. 

Most of the :\c.l.e,lgcx l1:1i I ) C C I ~  11ced. c111efly for cotton 
and corn. . \ l ) o r l t  2 1  IWI c.c11t of tllc :Lcsre:igc IS nolr- 
cropped : the re+t I ,  \I ootltvl, 1),1\t  ~ l l ed ,  wild idle. Capabil- 
ity unit IIIe-3. 

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, 
eroded (FcD21.-This soil d i f l ~ r s  f rom Fullerton cherty 
silt loam, G to 10 pr~.c~ent slolwi, (11 odccl, 111 11aring stronger 
slopes, niore rl~llotl, :t11t1 :I ~ I I I I I I I ( ~ ~  \o111111. 

A fen tleel) g r ~ l l ~ e i  :111(l I I I : ~ I I >  511;1llon ones I l a ~ e  formed. 
Tilth is pool.. 'l'll(1 ca:11)~1( 10 $01 :1\:~11;tI)le n ~ o i s t ~ ~ r e  is 
low. Tlle soil i i  t l ~ t h ( . ~ ~ l t  to I : I I I I I  \\1t1i m:~cl~inery, and 
it is not sultetl t o  f~-c>cllir~rt I I o n .  Erosion is a 
great hazard. 

Most of tlle acle:Lgr 11~1s bcbcn ukcd. 111:~inly for  cotton 
and corn. ,Il)o~lt C,(i pt>icrnr oi' the acl.rage is non- in 
forest and o~l ly  8 percent 111 c ~ l l t i \  ntion. The rest is pas- 
tured and idle. C:tpability lulit 1T'e-2. 

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes 
(FcE).--This soil dikl'ers fl.oi11 Fnllerton cherty silt loam, 
6 to 10 percent slopes, el.oclerl, i11 I1n1 ing a. darker hro\vn, 
thicker surf;ice 5o1l :111(1 \ t  1.011g~1 ~Iopes,  inore runoff, and 
a thinner solun~. 'l'lie so11 1s onl? sl~glltly eroded. Hon  - 
ever, \\,here it has beell cltwretl. 1.1.oq1011 is moderate ancl 
s h a l l o ~ ~  gullies :\re c30nlinoll 

Tilth 1s pool . tlrr c':~ ~ ) : I ( . I  t ?  for a \  ,111:tble moisture is 
low. The so11 is 1101 i l~~t : t l ) l r  Sol. lo\\ crops. The erosion 
hazard is 111211. 

dbout 81 perreilt of the :\(.I P : I ~ C  1s in forest ; the rest 
is cultivated, pastnred, ant1 ~tlle.  C:~pnbility unit VIe-1. 

Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 6 to 10 percent 
slopes, severely eroded (FIC3J.- -'l'liis soil t1ifle1.s froin 
Fullertun cherty silt lo:1111, G f o 10 percent slopes, eroded, 
in that it lias :I filler t c . ~ l ~ ~ ~ t > t l  5111 f : ~ c * c l  5011. Surface run- 
off is more rapltl I< I .O~IOI I  11:15 1~~11io \  t ~ l  :~ l l  or  nearly all 
of the original yellou lsli-l)~ o\\ n c lierty sill loan1 surface 
soil. Tlie 3- to 6-incll plov ];I> el is now a strong-1)rolrn 
to yellowish-red cherty silty (,la! loam. A few shallo\v 
gullies have formed. 

Tilth is poor. ancl t l i ~  soil 1):ll;es or clods on drying. 
Irlfiltration is slow. Tlle so11 can he used moderately 
intensively, but erosion is a 11az:~rd. 

Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton 
RIICI ~01'11. About 22 perccAnt of tlie acreage is now in 
cultivation ; the rest is Porestecl. p:lstnrrtl, ancl idle. CR- 
pabilitp llnit IVe-2. 

XTT. ALABAMA 6 1 

Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 10 to 15 percent 
slopes, severely eroded (FID31.-This soil has stronger 
<lol)r\, :I fi~icr textured surface layer, more runoff, and a 
I I I I I I I I ~ , I '  \ol11111 tlian Fullerto11 cherty silt loan?, G to 10 
1xi'rt>i>t ilopes, erocled. Erosion has removed all of the 
o~ '~g i i l :~ l  >(~I lo \ \ i s l i -b ro \~~i  cllerty sill loam surface soil. 
' l ' l~ r .  snrf:~tte layer is now a strong-brown to yello\~ish-red 
t~lirrty s ~ l r ~  clay loam. Shallo\\- gullies are common, and 
I I I  some pl:~cbes a few deep ones have forined. 

7'11th I \  poor. The soil bakes easily w ~ d  forms clocls if 
tillecl n l1c.11 too wet. The capacity for  available nloisture 
1s  lo^. I21.osion is a serious hazard. Tlie soil is not suit- 
:ILI(> for cl~ltiv a t '  ion. 

;\lo51 ol I lle ac*reape has been used, inaiiily for cotton, 
c.oill, :lntl 1 1  I ? . .  ,lbout 5 percent of the acreage is no\v in 
rnlt 11 : I ~ I ~ I I  : most of the rest is forested and ~clle. Capa- 
1)111t? 111111 1-1e-1. 

Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 15 to 25 percent 
slopes, severely eroded (FIE31.-This soil has stronger 
.lol)e\, :I f r ~ w r  textured surface layer, more rnnofl', ancl 
:I tlllnnel w l ~ u i ~  than Fullerton cllerty silt loam, 6 to 10 
percZellt slol,es, eroded. Erosion has removed all of the 
original ~cl lo\~is l i - l ) ro~vii  cherty silt loarn surface soil. 
I n  cult11 ated areas the surface layer is now a strong- 
I)ro\\n to ~ello\vish-red cherty silty clay loam. ;\tally 
<l~nllo\\ c r ~ l l ~ e s  and a. few deep ones hal-e formecl. 

'I'iltli IS poor. The soil bakes easily, and it breaks into 
c lotli I F  11ll1xl \\hen too \yet. The  capacity for available 
1 1 1 o 1 t  1 1 0  I<rosion is a great liazarcl. The soil 
1, not illltctl to cultir a t '  ion. 

Jlost of the acreage 1x1s been used, chiefly for cotton 
:~ncl cor11. About 5 percent of tlie acreage is now in 
crops; most of tlie rest is wooded and idle. Capability 
llr1it TIIe-1. 

Georgeville Series 
'l'llr Gcol.ge\-ille series consists of strongly acid to  very 

i t lo~re ly  :~c.id, n-ell-drained soils that  have developed 
fro111 the ~.esicluum of Talladega slate or of mica schist 
ant1 pllyllite. These soils occur i11 the eastern part  of 
t l ~ e  r.oni1t J on the foothills of Talladega Mountain. 

'I'l~e S I I I . ~ : I C ~  soil is dark-bro\~i i  g r a ~ e l l y  silt loam, and 
tilt. s11l)soil i.: recl silty clay loam. 

(;col.~e\ ille soils are associated wit11 the Tate  and tlie 
l'allntleg:~ soils and with Stony rough land, slate. They 
are r(1cldei- :lilcl deeper and have a better developecl profile 
t11:lll the Tallaclega soils or Stony rough land, slate. 

'l'l~r 1)1x+ent natllral  lege eta ti on is mainly sliortleaf and 
lo1,lolly 1)ines 2nd  oak and hickory. About 60 percent of 
t11e ;\(al.c>:lgt' is ill cultivated nreas ancl idle areas. Runoff 
allcl c~l.os~o~l sl~olilct be controlled by suitable conserl-ation 
practices. 

The Grorgeville soils are mapped with tlie Tate soils 
as uliclifTere,ntiated mapping units. A typical profile of a 
Geol-geville soil is given in the mapping unit Georgeville 
and Tate soils, 2 to  10 percent slopes, eroded. 

Georgeville and Tate soils, 2 to 10 percent slopes, 
eroded (GeC2).-This mapping uni t  consists of one or 
both of these mell-drained, friable soils. I t  occurs in 
small nreiis in the foothills of Talladega Mountain. 

A 1)rofilc of Georgeville gravelly silt loam in a moist, 
idle site i l l  the SE1/4SE1/4 sec. 16, T .  16 S., R. 9 E., 2.5 
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TABLE 5.-The suifabiliiies of the soh.for earth comtmc6ion a d  
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sod c/mrmlerislics lhal affect engiwer-ing w o r k  C O I I ~ ~ I I I I C , ~  

-- - - -. 

I Soil ehr~ractcristira nRectilng-C:orrtlnuc<l 

Sail spries 

E t o w a h ~  . . . . . -. . 

Construction of b r m  ponds 
-- I I m ~ ~ d i g  1 E b n n k q  A ~ r c u l t u r d  Irrigation 

drainage 

Mnp symbols 

Use of terraces 
nrrd diversions 

Sttila- 
Suitability of soil for- Soil charxcteriatic~ 

aReeting- 
--- 

grading Constructron of highways 

grade a Road cuts I Drainage 

.. 

Fair to 
good. 

Eta, EtB2 ......- Goad i t ~  
surface 
soil. 

Good in 
surface 
soil. 

Good ..-.. l - I  Poor -... C w d - .  I Fair to 
poor. / 

- - 

Shaping and 
vcgctntiou 
n~edvd.  

Needed an 
sloping areas; 
farrlv build and easy to 

mailllain. 

Unsuitable . 

Unsuitable.. 

Unsuitable.. 

Sedltnentntion is 
a problem in 
lerr.1 %V~L!. watrr- 

Good--.-- .  

Good.. ~. .  

2 to 5 feet 
of silty 
clay 
foam 
over 
stratified 
material. 

3 to 10 feet 
of chert? 
silty 
clav 

1.5 td 3.5 
feet of 

Fairly imper- 
YIOUS. 

I 

ssltj- clay ! over 

Excel- 
lent 

Good 

- 

Low strength 
and stability, 

FcB. FcC2. 
FcD2. FcE. 
FIC3, FID3. 
FIE3 

GeC2 . . . - - -  

Excess seepage Moderate 
strength and 
stability. 

Moderately 
permeshle. 

G o o d .  

F s i r  

Moderately 
permeable. 

Medium tion, hlgh ir~filtra- 

mtcr-holding 
cnpsett? 

hIrd!un~ ~ttfiltril- 
tion; water-holding rnodcrnte 

capaeit?. 
Mcdinxa it~filtra- 

tlon; wst~r-lrolding moderate 

cnpxrlty. 

G o o d .  

F a i r  . 

Fairly easy to 
build and 
maintain. 

 good^. 

Fsir to 
poor 

Georgewlle and 
Tate. 1 

Vegetation 
needed; some 
shaping needed Very good 

>n surface 
u i l .  

\!'here severely 
eroded, siltixlg 
of terraces 1s a 
prohlei~l. Fairly imper- 

vious. V~getatioo Slltiog of I L I T ~ C P S  
needed 1 is n problem 

Noderate to low 
atrength and 
stability. 

Fairlr ehsv to 
build sGd 
mairrtain. 

Good. . Some 
places are 
good a t  
depths 
of nhout 
40 incha. 

Good in 
surface 
soil 

schist. 
2.5 to 4 

feet of 
salld? 
luafr~ 
aver 
shale. 

~iioderatr 
tlo!l. !~lodc<itl(. h l ~ l l  to , , ~ O I W . ,  frozn highrr 

, cBPil(.lty I i I 
over 

! I llmc- 
tal,le. 1 I 

I Good 1 Good 
Stone 

Very good P o o r  1 1.5 to 4 
11) SLIT-  feel of 

I over 

I ::::;, 
; shale. or 

l Poor 1 Puor to I Fair 
I fiur , ' 

lime- 
sto~le 1 U~sui taDIe  1 10 CIL + 
of elrertr / silty el;, 
loatn 

I'nsuitnble 1 to 4 frct 

chert? 
silty cloy 

' o\cr 
lrrrl  of 

I 

Hsgh water 
table 

I Poor 

I (.hl.rt or ' silt 
l ~ ~ ~ . u i t : ~ I ! l ~ ~  ' I 1 0  2 5 f ~ c , t  (;,,,,<I , <,l.l,:,l, 

I 
I I ~ i l l l l  "\,.i 

~ 1 
.I,:,lt. ~ ~ 3 l ~ u ~ t : ! l ~ l c  4 1.5 of S <.;t. c~c,:kl 

; I I :  Illgll 
! C I \ 1 ' 1  111>1<  \ I . i t < ' T  

I StOrlc 1:111lc 
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Map 
symbol 

AaA 
AaB2 

AbB3 
AbC3 
AbD3 
AbE3 
Ac A 
AcB2 
AcC2 
AcD2 
AcE2 
AdC 
Ad E 
A k A  
AsA 
Ca B 
CbB2 
CbC2 
CcB 
CcB2 
CkB 
CkC 
C kc2 
CkD 
CkE 
CIC 
CI D 
CIF 
Cn B2 
CoB2 
CrB3 
CrC3 
CrD3 

DcB3 

DcC3 

DcD3 

DdA 
Dd B2 
DdC2 
Dd D2 
DeC3 
DeD3 
DsB3 
DsC3 
DU A 
EnB2 
EnC2 
E n  D 
EtA 
EtB2 
Fc B 
FcC2 
Fc D2 
Fc E 
FIC3 
FID3 

FI E3 

GeC2 
GI 
HoB2 
HoC2 
HuA 
JeB2 
JeC2 
JeD2 
JfB 
Jf D 

SOIL SURVEY SERIES 1 9 5 8 ,  S O .  9 

GUIDE TO MAPPING UNITS AND CAPABILITY UN 

Soil name 
Altavista and Masada silt loarns, low terraces, 0 to 2 percent slopc,~. . - 
Altavista and Masada silt loarns, low terraces, 2 to 6 pcrcc~it slopes, 

eroded. 
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 2 to  6 percent slopes, severely crodod.._. 
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded__. 
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, severcly c:rodc:d.. 
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely erodetl. .. 
Anniston and Allen gravelly lo~trns, 0 to 2 percent slopes -..___. 

Anniston and Allen gr;ivclly lo:~ms, 2 to  ti percent slopes, crotlc~tl . . . _. . 

Anniston and Allrn gravelly lo :~~ns ,  6 t,o 10 pcrcr811t slol,css, c ~ ~ . o d ( ~ l  . 

Anniston a ~ ~ d  1\11(:11 gr:t.vctlly lo:tn~s, 10 Lo 15 pc~rc.c~rlt, slol)c~s, c:~,otl(.tl . -. 
Anniston und Allc:11 gr:rvcslly loanis, 15 to 25 ~)crcc:~~t, slopc~s, c~~.oclc~l . ._ _ 
Anniston and Allen st,o~iy loanls, 0 to 10 percent slopes --.-... . -.. _ . 
Anniston and Allen stony loa~ns,  10 to  25 percent slopes _.___. .. . . . . 
Atkins silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes - - - -  . _. 

Atkins and Stcrtdnl soils, local allr~vium, 0 t o  2 pcrccnt s1ol1c.s. - - -. . ~ 

Camp silt loam, 2 to  6 p e r c e ~ ~ t  slopes _ . ._. 

Cane fine sandy loam, 2 to  6 pf:rcer~t slopes, eroded _______.. . . . .-. 

Cane fine sandy loam, O to 10 pcrcent slopes, eroded _.______... 

Captina silt loarn, 0 to 6 percent slopes -_.-.__. . _  . . . . _ -  ~ .- . -. 

Captina silt loam, 2 to (i pcarccnt slopes, croded _---.-. -.  - -  -. 

Clarksville chert,? silt I O ~ L I I ~ ,  2 t,o tj percent slopes . . -. . . . . . 

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 t.o 10 percclrlt slopc:~. . .  . . . . 

Clarksville cherty silt loitrn, Ci t.o 15 pcrcrrlt slopes, eroded. _. . . . -. 

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes. _-_.._. . - . .. . 

Clarksville cherty silt loa~ri, 15 to 25 perc*cnt slopes_. ._. . - - .. -. 

Clarksville-Fullert,oll stony loarns, 6 to 10 percent slopes.__. . ._ . . . 

Clarksville-Ftlllerton stony loanis, 10 t80 15 percent slopes__. . . . . . 

Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams, 15 to 40 percent slopes_.-. _. . _. . _ 
Conasauga silt loarn, 2 to  6 percent slopes, eroded- _ _-_.______..__.. 

Cumberland gravelly loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded .__.. _. ..._ 

Cumberland gravelly clay loarn, 2 to 6 percent slopes, severely rroded_ 
Cumberland gravelly clay loam, 6 t o  10 percent slopes, severely eroded- 
Cumberland gravelly clay loam, 10 to 25 percent slopes, severely 

eroded. 
Decatur and Cumberland clay loarns, 2 to  6 percent slopes, severely 

eroded. 
Decatur and Cumberland clay loams, 6 t o  10 percent slopes, sc\~erely 

eroded. 
Decatur and Cumberland clay loams, 10 to 25 percent slopes, sc:\.erely 

eroded. 
Decatur and Cuniberland loams, 0 to 2 pt,rcerit slopes._. ... . . .  ~ . . 
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded-. . . . . - .  

Decatur and Curnberland loams, 6 to  10 percent, slopes, eroded .. . . . _ _ 
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 10 to 25 percent slopes, eroded__ -. - _ 
Dewey cherty silty clay loarn, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely cbroded._ 
Dewey cherty silty clay loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, severely eroded- 
Dewey silty clay loam, 2 to  6 percent slopc:s, severely eroded__-_ _. . _ _ 
Dewey silty clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded___ _ .. . . 
Dunning silt loam, overwashed, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
Enders gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to  6 percent slopes, eroded___ _ _ _ _ _ 
Enders gravelly fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, e roded-  _ _. _ - 
Enders gravelly fine sandy loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes _ _ _ _ .  _. 

Etowah silt loarn, 0 to 2 percent slopc?s. - -  .-_.__ _.. 

Etowah silt lo:~ni, 2 to (j perac:nt, slopcs, erodc~ri-. _.  _ - .  . _ _ ._ . . 

Fullerton cherty silt loaln, 2 to 6 pcrccnt slopes- _. -_._-. .. ._ .__.-  - 

Fullerton cherty silt loanl, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded.. . _. .. 
Fullerton cherty silt loarn, 10 to 15 percent slopes, eroded.. . _ _ .  ._. . 

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes- _ - ---___.._.-__. 

Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 6 to  10 percent slopes, severely eroded- 
Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, severely 

eroded. 
Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely 

eroded. 
Georgeville and Tate soils, 2 to  10 percent slopes, eroded- .____-.____ 

Holston fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded .___.__-_.-_.-- 

Holston fine sandy loam, 6 to  10 percent slopes, eroded ___--_....____ 

Huntington silt loam, local alluvium, 0 t,o 2 percent slopes- - _. . . _ _ _. _ 
Jefferson gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to (5 percent slopes, eroded _ .. _. _ - 
Jefferson grsvelly fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded . . _. 

Jefferson gravelly fine sanP.y loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, eroded_ _. . 

Jefferson stony fine sandy loam, 0 to 10 percent slopes- - -__..-_.____ 
Jefferson stony fine sandy loam, 10 to 25 percent slopes- - -  __-__._. . _ 
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CALHOUN COUNTY, ALABAMA 

GUIDE TO MAPPING UNITS AND CAPAHILITY UNITS-( 

Map 
symbol 

Capabil i ty  
unit 

IIe-5 
IIIe-.5 
IVw-1 
IVw-1 
IVe-3 
VIe-3 
VIIe-2 
IIIa--1 

Soil name 
Landisburg cherty silt, loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded --__---.---- 

Landisburg cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded - _ - - - - _ _ _ _ -  
Lee silt l o a n ~  ixr~d cherty silt loam, 0 to  2 percent slopes- ---...-..__-- 
Lee silt loam, loc:~l alluvium, 0 to 2 percent slopes _----._-__.._. . - -  
I,che\v-Montcvallo soils, 2 to 10 percent slopes, eroded-- - - .  _. __..._. 

Lehe\v-Montevallo soils, 10 to 15 percent slopes, eroded- --_---_-..._ 

1,ehen.-blontevallo soils, 15 to  30 percent slopes- - -----..-. . - -  _-. ._-- 

1,intlsidc silt lo:~ni, loc>rl allrlvi~l~n, 0 to 2 percent slopes-_ _ -  .. ... . . . . .- _ 
I,i~lclside and K\'r.n.:~r.lc silt loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes --.-- .--. .._. ... 
1,inkcr (rr:rvclly fil l( :  s : ~ ~ ~ t l y  lo;l~n, 6 to 10 percent slopes, crotlcd - -. 

1,obclville cI1c1,t.y silt Io;lrll, local nllu\'iu~n, 0 to 2 pcrccnt, slopes- . . . . . 
1,obcl~illc silt lo:m a ~ ~ t l  chrrt,y silt loam, 0 t,o 2 percent slopt:s._. . . . . . 
1,ocrlst. gr:ivelly fin(: s: l~~tl?; lo;tm, 0 to 2 percent slopcs -. .. 

1,ocust gravelly fi11c s;l~iciy loam, 2 to  6 percent slopes, erod(:d. -_. . _. _ 
I , o c ~ ~ s t  gravclly f i ~ ~ e  snntly loam, 6 to  10 percent slopes, croded- - _. _. . 

l lelvin silt loan], 0 to 2 perccnt slopes __---------------.-.-.--.-.-. 

hline was11 -__.-----.-.-------------------------------.---...--- 

Millvale cherty silt loan~ ,  2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded --..-.--..._.-. 
;\lonong:~heln lo:~m, 0 t.o 2 percent slopes- .-____._. 
3'Iorlong:~hel;~ loa111, 2 t,o F percent slopes, eroded- - - ----. .. ---. - -  .. - 
Montevallo sh:tly silt, lo:ln~, 10 to 15 percent slopes __--.-____-._._._. 

>Io~~tev:tllo sllaly silt. lo:irn, 15 t,o 40 percent slopes ___--. - _. _ - _ _ _ _. _ _ 
R l o ~ ~ t  cv:lllo sll:~ly silt y cl:iy l o : ~ ~ n ,  G 1.0 10 percent, slopes, sc:vc:rc-ly eroded. 
AIo11tev:i11~ s11:lly silty cI:~y 1oii111~ 10 to 40 percent slo~)cts, scvcrely 

erotlt:tl. 
hluski~lgum storly fine sandy loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes_.--.-__ .-- 
RIuskingrlxn st,oliy fine s:~ndy loam, 15 to  25 percent slopes_.._-..- _ _  - - _ 
Nolichl~cky gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percerit slopes, eroded_--_ 
Nolichucky gravelly fine sandy loam, 6 to  10 percent s l o ~ ~ e s ,  eroded_-_ 
Philo a11d Stcudttl fiuc sandy loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
Philo and Stendal silt lo:\ms, 0 to  2 percent slopes -..-----__..--.--_-- 
Philo and Stcndal soils, local alluvium, 0 to  2 percent slopes. - -. - _ - _ _ 
Pope fine sandy loam, 0 to  2 percent slopes- - ---..-- --.-....-. - -.__-_ 

Pope silt loam, 0 1,o 2 percent slopes- - -----------_-......--..----_._.. 
Purdy silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes- - - - - - - - - - - -_--- - - - . - . . - - - -__- 
Rarden gravelly loam, shallo~v, 2 to  6 percent slopes, eroded. - - - _ - - - - 
Rarden gravelly loam, shallow, 6 to  10 percent slopes, eroded -. .. - - _. . 

Itarden silt loam, shallon., 2 t,o 6 percent slopes, eroded 
R:~rclet~ silt lo:~tn, sll:lllon, 6 to  10 percent slopes, eroded -_-_. -..._- 

1t:lrdrn silty ckry lo:lrll, sl~xllow, 2 to G percent, slopes, severely t:rodcd- 
1t:rrderr si1l.y cl:~y loan], shallonr, 6 to  10 percent slopes, scvcrely eroded- 
Itnrdetl-l\lontevallo complex, 2 to 10 percent slopes, eroded-. -. -. _ _ - _ 
Robertsville silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes. .---___- 

Robertsville silt loam, o\.er\vashed, 0 to 2 percent slopes__- _ _-. - - _ _ _ _ 
Sequatchie fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes - - -_-- - - -_.  . --_____ 

Sequatchie fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes ---_----._. ..-_.__- 

Sequatcllie fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded .-__-_.._--- 

Sequatchie gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded- - a - 
Stony rough land, limestone - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A -  

Stony rough land, sandstone- - .._--__-_---__.-._.__--_.-__..--..__. 
Stolly rough land, slate - _ - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
Taft silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes ----_-_---.._------------------ 
Tnlliidcga soils, 10 to 40 percent slopes ._- 

T:ite gr:lvcll,y silt lo;un, 2 to (i percent slopes, eroded .--. . - - _ - - - - - . A -  

'I'ate gr:~\.clly silt 10:1111, (j to 10 percent slopes, erodetl_.- . -__---_ _ _  _ -  
Tute gravelly silty clay loztrn, 2 t,o 6 percent slopes, severely eroded __... 
Tate gravelly silty clay loam, 6 to  10 percent slopes, severely eroded-- 
Terrace esct~rpnients. .. . . . . . _ - .. - _. _. .. .. - _. _ _ -  - _. - _. . .. . . . . . - - .. -.. - -. 
Tyler silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes --__---...._-_..-. . __.----_.-- 
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Le A 
LhC2 
Lh D2 
LhE 
LkA 
LIA 
LnC2 
Lo A 
LPA 
LsA 
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MaA 
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TaA 
Td E 





Red River Defense Committee 

Fax to: Ms. Diedre Nurre 
Fax Number: 703-696-0550 

From: Ms. Reon Ha22 

Corrected infornlntior? on package subrnittecl5 June 1995 



ANAD ELECTRICAL CAPACITY 

2 - 44h2.47 KV SUBSTATIONS: 

aYGILA B U  l23-C- 

NICHOLS INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 14,000 KVA 9,000 KW 

WEST ARlEG AND RESTRICTED AREA 7,000 KVA 3,000 KW 

ANAD DEMAND IS APPROXIMATELY 12,000 KW 

EXCESS CAPACITY 
NTCHOLS INDUSTRICAL COMPLEX 36Yo 
WEST AREA AND RESTRICTED AREAS 57% 

RRAD USAGE 

Assumptions: 
NichoIs Industrial Substation supports vehicle maintenance and storage 
9,000 KW represents current demand at 64% of K V A  



ocument S eparator 



Red River Defense Committee 

Fnx to: Ms. Diedre Nzlrre 
Fax Number: 703-696-0550 

From: Ms. Reon Hall 

Informationprovidedpe?- reqriest of Mr. Bob Cook, f Jrln 1995 



TREATMENT CAPACITY TO ACCEPT TRANSFER OF 
RRAD MAINTENANCE WORKLOAD 

ANAD TOTAL INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT CAPACITY 270,000 * 
ANAD AVERAGE DISCHARGE 130,000 

EXCESS CAPACITY 140,000 

RRAD AVERAGE DISCHARGE 335,971 

RNAD CAPACITY SHORTFALL 195,971 GALLDA Y 

TRANSFER QFRRAD MAINTENMCE MlSSION TO ANAD WOULD REQUIRE 
CONSTRUCT'XON OF NEW ~NITL~STRIAL WASTE T R E A I ' M E ~  PLANT 

* Maxinluni capacity including surgc: 



INDUSTRIAL WASTE 
TREATmNT PLANT 

i L 

RE- WMTEWATER EROM: 
- WASH RACKS / S W  CLEANING 

- METAL cI~AMNG / P A ~ T  STFWPWG 

- ~ C T R O P L A T I N G  
-. 

Y - 
- PAINTING 

1 

'- % - J L 

• TREAmm P R O C E S S  CAPACXTES (GAVDAY) 

-CY&NDE/ChDMIUM a0.000 

- OIL & GREASE REMOVAL . 130,000 * 

--GENERAL WASTE (ACIDS, BASES) 120,000 * 
- 

- CHROMIUM ---. 6Q,ooo 

~ H E N O L  (NOT LN USE) 28,000 * +. - 
TOTAL CAPACITY 270,000 *(GAL'DAY) 

AVERAGE DISCHARGE 130,000 
% OF CAPACITY 

IN COMPLIANCE -4r% 

&3fSCHARGE TO SEWAGE T R E A m  PLANT - -  

* PLAN TO ADD MICRO FILTRATPON IN N % 

FUUUTION PREVENTION I N T I ' I A W  WILL  
RELDUCE DISCHARGES 



RRAD INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT EFFLUENT 

DEC 94 
NOV 94 
OCT 94 
SEP 94 
AUG 94 
JUL 94 
m 94 
MAY 94 
APR 9p 
lMAR 94 
FEB 94 
JAN 94 

128.101 / 365 DAYS/YR = 0.350 DAILY AVG OR 350,000 GALJDAY 

RUBGR PRODUCTS (BLDG 193) 
DLA & LNFXLTRATION 

335,971 AVG G A W A Y  FOR RIRAD MAINTENANCE M[I[SSION ONLY 



ANAD NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST (NPL) 1989 

SITE OF SEVEN HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL TRENCHES 

EXHUMATION AND REMOVAL OF 62,000 TONS OF CONTAMINATED 

EARTH 

RCRA CLOSURE IN 1983 

THREE SEPARATE TREATMENT FACILITZES FOR PREVENTION OF 

FUTURE CONTAMINATION 

AVERAGE 100,000 GAL/DAY WATER EXTRACTION 
3 - d .  

I 

%77M PROGRAMMED FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMlNATION 

CLEANUP 

ESTIMAmD COMPLETION - YEAR 2030 



ENVIRONMENTAL 
TOTAL COMPLIANCE WITH ALL PERMITS 

AIR 
WATER 
HAZ 1 SOLID WASTES $40 MIL INVESTED 
UNDERGROUND ST. TANKS SINCE 1982 
ASBESTOS 
RADON 

HAZARDOUS WASTE MINIMIZATION 
50 % REDUCTION SINCE 1984 

LED ARMY EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT TECHNOLOGIES 
IJ 4 
1 1 1  

4 

HIGH PRESSURE PARTS WASHERS 
4 ION VAPOR DlSPOSlTlON OF ALUM. 
8: 
IJ 8 

4 I 
NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST (NPL~IN 1989 

8 i l  1x1 
I - 
=I - 
I- 

* OROUMDWATER CONTAMINATION 
CLEAN-UP - $77M1L THROUGH 2030 . . 



, 

SITE 2 - 1  REMEDIATION 
1 

," .. 

a FOliUdERLY SITE OF SEVEN -US 
WASTE DISPOSAL TRENCWES. 

LANDFILLING OF HAZARDOUS 
W A K E  CEASED IN SEE) 1981. 

- EXWUMATION PLND REMOVAL 
62,000 TONS OF 

- CONTAMINATED EARTH 

SOUACF : A N A  b ZFJFoRmr3hbd f 3 o o ~ 1 - e ~  
F o a  

66 s A m e s  E .  S H A m e ,  

& D e e ~ ~  m. r n ; l I e r , r u .  and 

R c r ~  H*m*R 



I GROUNDWATER TREATMENT : I 
FACILITIES (DSN 003) I I 

* DESIGNED TO MmGATE AND CONTROL 
"HIGHLY C O m M A T E D  P-TS 
OF GROUNDWATERw. / 

* - e AVERAGE - 100,000 GAL/DAY EX~RACT~@ - 
- -ac - L 

m T M E . N T :  AIR STRIPPING AND =COAL 
mmnoltd 

SIXTEEN WITHDRAWAL WEL3-S IN 1P'iKl 

PUMPING CAPACITY OF 600,000 G W A Y  



1 I GROUNDWATER TREATMENT 
i - -  FACILITIES (DSN 002) I 

-. 
AIR ST'RPPmG , 

d. b .. 
- . - 

- '7- I i - 
L 

KEXAVALENT CHROhaLrm l t E D U m O N W O V A L  
? 'mmrLndnr-rn~ 



ANAI) ELECTRICAL CAPACITY 

2 - 44/12-47 KV SUBSTATIONS: 

NICHOLS INDUSTWAL COMPLEX 9,000 K W  

WEST AREA AND RESTRICTED ARE;A 3,000 KW 

TOTAL CAPACITY 12,000 KW 

ANAD DEMAND IS APPROXIRlATELY 12,000 KW 

EXCESS CAPACITY 0 KW 
-* 

y - * 

RRAD USAGE 58.5M hW 



1 1 UTILITIES I 

Anniston Army Depot's u t i l i~es  
are in excellent condition. 

- T h e  systems are maintained by a cornbmatwn 
i i  - .  . . of in-house labor and contract work. ,-*>% 1* '.. 
" 

ELECTRICAL CAPACITY 
* /  

2 - 4412.47 KV SUBSTATIONS: 
- NICHOLS I N D U ~ ~ U ~ .  COMPLEX 1- KVA- w i W  

.- -,# W E . S T A & . E A ~ D R E S T R I ~ W  - 7 m K V A - & Q 8 9 W  

. - 
* -  -s - - 4  - 

; I :  * b 

CURRENT DEMAND TO DATE IS 
APPROXIMATELY 12,000 KW 

NATURAL GAS CAPACITY 
-- 

- 

ANAD LS SERVICED BY A 6 INCH MAIN 
\. -- ANAD KAS USED UP TO 19,000 KCF 

hLAGhSC.3 STATES THEY CAN EASILY MEFT OUR ~ D S  

AlAGASCO BUDGETING FOR FUTlrTE NEEDS 

CENTRAL BOILER PLANT CAPACITY 
, , 

- -  - - -  . so.ood~arusorn&natr,~ 
& 0. -- -- . 1 a m t g H H O U I D U A L m -  

(NATUIIALwwnTnoa.ulllrtvr) 



ANAD BOILER PLANT CAPACITY 

5 - 30,000 LB PER HOUR COAL FIRED 150,000 LB PER ELR 

1 - 50,000 LB PER HOUR GASIOIL FIRED 50,000 

TOTAL CAPACITY 200,000 

ANAD USAGE 933 - - .  
ANAD PROVIDE USAGE FOR ALL 'UTLlTlES EXCEPT STF,AM 

EXCESS CAPACITY ? ? ? 
F - A. I 

RRAD USAGE SUMMER 
WINTER 

40,000 LB PER ElR 
120,000 

ANAD AIR EMISSIONS PERMITS LIMIT COAL SULFUR CONTENT AND 
GAS/OJZ-FUEL QUANTITIES. INFORMATION ON LIMITS UNKNOWN. 

COVERED STORAGE OF COAL AT ANAD IS REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE 
COAL RUN-OFF. ANAD'S GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION REQUIRES 
SIGNIFICANT AND EXPENSTVE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROLS FOR 
INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS. ADDITIONAL WORKLOAD INCREASES 
THESE CONTROLS AND COSTS, 



.TI-11 1-06- 1'3'35 1 1 : ~7 F'. 13 

UTILITIES 
Anniston Army Depot's utilities 

are in excellent condition. 

The systems are maintained by a combination 
of in-house labor and contract work. 

ELECTRICAL CAPACITY 
.d 

2 - 44/12.47 KV SUBSTATIONS: 
. - .a NICHOLS INDU- COMPLEX 14,000 KVA- $,OM- 

- .. w w -  = AND ~ C T E D  ~REA - 7 . m  EVA - 3,000 sw 
TOTAL KVA AVAILABLE 2 1,000 KVA - 12,000 1;Y 

9 - J 

- -  .% - 3 .  
-: +? L 

CURRENT DEMAND TO DATE IS 
APPROXIMATELY 12,000 KW 

NATURAL GAS CAPACITY 
- 

-.-. 
ANAD IS SERVICED BY A 6 INCH MAIN 

- -  
a ANAD HAS USED UP TO 19,000 KCF 

ALAGASCO STATESTHEY CAN EASILY MEET OUR ~ D S  

U G A S C O  BlTDGETING FOR F L W F E  NEEDS 

CENTRAL BOILER PLANT CAPACITY 
a 

- - - - -  • i ~ . o o d ~ . ~ ~ r a ~ o ~ c ~ ~ n a ~ o a o x ~ m s  
'<3 3rf . . 

1 3 0 , O O O L B P l ! X H O U R D U N ~ ~  
w m  GAS wnn an. wtn) 



CHART 10 

COAL STORAGE FACILITY 

228' LONG X 100' WIDE COVERED FACILITY. 

CAPACITY: APPROXIMATELY 8,000 TONS. 

THIS FACILITY HAS EIJMINATED OPEN STORAGE 
OF COAL THUS ELIMINATING ENVIRONMENTAL 

. PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH COAL RUN-OW. 

COAL HANDLING FACILITY 

PROVIDES ANAD WITH RAILCAR UNLOADING 
FACILITY FOR COAT* 

BENEF'TTS INCLUDE: 

ABILITY TO RECEIVE COAL BY RAIL. 

FLEXIBILITY OF RECEIVING COAL BY 
TWO TRANSPORTATION MODES. 

COVERED STORAGE FOR APPROXIMATELY 
5,000 TONS. 
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COMPARISON OF SOIL SURVEYS 
OF 

BOWIE COUNTY TEXAS 
AND 

CALHOUN COUNTY ALABAMA 

Characteristics of Soils in areas 
suitable for storage or construction 
at the Red River Army Depot (FtRAD) and 
the Defense Distriiution Depot Red River (DDRT) 
in Bowie County, Texas. 

This area is primarily made up of three soil types. They are Annona loam, S a y e r  
silt loam, and W~~ightsville-Rodessa complex. All three of these soil t*es are 
characterized by &ells&& slow permeuBiiiQ. 

Characteristics of Soils in areas 
suitable for storage or construction 
at the Anniston Army Depot (ANAD) and 
the Defense Distribution Depot Anniston (DDAA) 
in Calhoun County, Alabama. 

This area is primarily made up of five soil types. They are ClarksviIIe loam, 
Clarkmiilc-Fullerton loams, Decatur & Cumberland loarns, Dewey loams, and Fullerton 
loams. All five of these soil types are characterized by moderate to rqidperrneabili~. 
Although there are several subdivisions of soil properties in each of the five mentioned soil 
types, they dl have the same permeability tabg. 

Sources: Soii Survey, Calhoun County Alabama Issued Septmlber 1961 

Soil Survey, Bowie County Texas Issued October 1980 



SUPPLY DISTRIBUTION TO ARMY FORCES 
Impact of Closing Red River 

ARMY AREA ORIENTED DEPOTS 

b 
- Based On Distribution Of Army Forces 

2 - West & Pacific - Sharpe (San Joaquin), CA 

C4 
- Central - Red River, TX 
- East & Europe - New Cumberland (Susquehanna), PA 

FORCE DISTRIBUTION PATTERNS REMAIN 
- Some Shift From Europe To Central US 

CLOSE RED RIVER (DDRT) 

n - DLA Policy To Move Stock To San Joaquin or Susquehanna 

W - Stand Alone Depots - 

5 - Collocated Depots Do Not Have Major Distribution Mission 

8 - Stock NOT Moved to San Antonio, Corpus Christi, Oklahoma City or 
Anniston 

e?l 
C4 - Vehicles Moved To ????? 

- Hardstand Requirements 
- Regional Central Distribution Support Lost 

DLA DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES 
- West & Pacific - San Joaquin 
- Central - ????? 
- East & Europe - Susquehanna 
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LEGEND 

DOMINANTLY GENTLY SLOPING SOILS, ON UPLANDS 

~ w y e , . ~ v ~ a u . w o ~ t e ~ .  Moderawly LU drained, moderately slowb' w ' m ~ a b "  
to w r y  permeable loamy rotls - R ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ M ~ K ~ ~ ~ ~ .  wel l  drained, moderately permeable to verv slowly permeable 

( loamy roils 

~ ~ ~ l , ~ . ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ .  wel l  drained t o  excerravely dra~ned. moderately permeable to 

( rap,dldly permeable randy 1 0 l l S  

DOMINANTLY NEARLY LEVEL SOILS ON UPLANDS 

Wr,shts~,lle poorly dralned. verv SIOWIV permeable loamy rolls 

Annona Alura Somewhat poorly dratned and poorly drasned. very slowlv 

Ashford Poorly dranned. very slowly permeable clayey ~ l l s  

DOMINANTLY NEARLY LEVELSOILS ON BOTTOM LAND 

Gladewater Texark Poorly dranned. very slowly prmeable clayey rolls that ( are frequently flooded 

8111Vha.rPerv, Somewhat poorly dranned and poorly dratned. very slowly per 1 meable clayey rotlr that are rarely or occas+onally flooded 

Severn Well dra~ned. moderately rapndly pecmeable loamy rolls that are rarely 

~ h , s  roll survey tncluder areas o f  McCurtaan County. 
Oklahoma. and Little Rwer County. Arkanrar. south 
01 the Red Rwer Areas o f  Bowae County. Texas 

of ihe ~ c d  River are tnclilded ~ 4 t h  McCurtahn 
Cnl,n,u Oklahoma and wdll be lncluded ~ 8 t h  Little 

U S DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCULlUHF 
SOlL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

X A S  AGRICIJL71JHAL I XPERIMENTAL ST ATION 
N 

4 GENERAL SOIL MAP l \O \ '~J l l~ ;  ('OL~Nr1'~', T E X A S  
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Th~s so11 IS poorly sulted to crops Frequent floodlng Included wlth thls so11 In mapplng are small areas of 
and poor dralnage are the maln llmltlng features Adaton, Alusa, and Sawyer solls Also ~ncluded on 

Thls so11 IS poorly sulted to most urban and mounds are a few areas of so~ls that have a thlck 
recreational development Frequent flood~ng and surface layer Included so~ls make up less than 15 
wetness are the maln l~mlt ng features percent of any mapped area. 

Thls so11 1s In capab~lity subclass Vw woodland group Th~s  Annona so11 IS used mostly for pasture and 
G 2w 
g:" 

4-Annona loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes. Thls gently 
sloplng soil IS on uplands Slopes average about 2 
percent Soti areas are broad and lrreg~~lar In shape 
They rangc ‘ram 20 to 500 acres I r i  s l rp and average 
about 200 acres 

Typically th~s $011 has a silrface idyer of  very dark 
graylsh brown loam about 2 inches thtck Below thls IS 

brown loam about 10 inches thlck The subsoil extends 
to a depth of 00 Inches or more I t  1s clay that IS mottled 
~n shades of red brown and gray In the upper part and 
IS graylsh browri ~n the lower part Th~s 5011 IS sl~ghtly 
acld to very strongly a c ~ d  

Thls Annona sol! s somcwhat poorly dralned Runoff 
IS slow and permcabil~ty IS very slow Available water 
capaclty 1s hiqh The rooting zone IS  deep but the clayey 
subs011 restrict5 t h ~  movement of roots water and alr 
The eroslor t i a z ~ ~ r t i  1 5  moclerate 

woodland. 
This soil is moderately well suited to pasture. Proper 

fertilizing, the addition of lime, and proper grazing are 
necessary to produce moderate yields of improved 
grasses. Improved bermudagrass, bahiagrass, and 
fescue are adapted to this soil as well as white and 
arrowleaf clovers. 

This soil is moderately well suited to crops such as 
soybeans, grain sorghum, and corn. The hazard of 
erosion and low fertility are the main limiting features. 
Crop residue and cover crops left on the soil surface 
help maintain soil tilth and organic matter content. 
Erosion control is needed. The addition of lime and a 
complete fertilizer increases yields. 

The soil is moderately well suited to trees such as 
loblolly pine, red oak, and sweetgum. Proper woodland 
management, such as selective cutting, removal of 
undesirable trees and shrubs, and protection from fire. 
Increases timber yields. 



16 So11 survey 

This soil is poorly suited to most urban development. 
High shrink-swell and wetness are the main lrmiting 
features 

Thls so11 is well suited to paths and trails, but ~t IS 
poorly suited to plcnic areas and campgrounds because 
of very slow premeabil~ty 

This soil is in capability subclass Ille, woodland group 
4c 

5-Ashford clay. This nearly level soil is in broad, flat 
areas of uplands. Soil areas are irregular in shape. They 
range from 50 to over 1,000 acres and average about 
300 acres. 

Typically, the surface layer is light olive gray, slightly 
acid clay about 4 inches thick. The subsoil extends to a 
depth of 80 inches or more. It is gray, very strongly acid 
clay that IS mottled with reds and brown in the upper 
part and IS olive gray, strongly acid clay in the lower part. 

This soil is poorly drained. A high water table is at or 
near the surface durrng the cool season. Runoff and 
permeability are very slow. Available water capacity is 
high. The rootlng zone is deep, but the movement of 
roots, water, and arr is restricted by the clayey texture. 
The erosion hazard is slight. 

Included with thrs soil in mapping are small areas of 
Wrightsville and Bryarly soils. These rncluded soils make 
up about 10 percent of any mapped area. 

This Ashford soil IS used mainly for hardwood forest 
and wildlife habitat, but a small percent is used for crops 
and pasture. 

Th~s soil is moderately well suited to pasture and to 
plants such as fescue and bahiagrass. Proper fertilization 
and proper grazing increase yields. 

This soil IS moderately well suited to hardwood trees 
such as southern red oak and water oak. Proper 
woodland management, such as control of undesirable 
hardwood, selectrve harvesting, and fire protection, is 
needed to increase timber yields. 

Th~s soil is moderately well sulted to crops. Soybeans 
is one of the main crops. Poor drainage, very slow 
perrneabll~ty, and clay texture are the main limiting 
features. The addition of lime and a complete fertilizer is 
needed for good yields. Cover crops and plant residue 
left on the surface of the soil help to maintain organic 
matter content and soil tilth. A drainage system is 
needed for best ylelds. 

This soil is poorly surted to urban and recreational 
development. Wetness and high shrink-swell are the 
main limitations. Low strength is a limitation for local 
roads and streets. 

This sc~ l  is In capabllrty subclass Illw; woodland group 
3 w 

6-Billyhaw clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes. Thls nearly 
level soil is on flood plains. So11 areas are irregular In 
shape They range from 100 to over 1,000 acres and 
average about 600 acres 

Typically, the surface layer is neutral clay about 25 
inches thick It is dark brown In the upper part and dark 

reddish brown in the lower part. Below this, to a depth of 
57 inches, is reddish brown, calcareous, moderately 
alkaline clay. The underlying material to a depth of 75 
inches or more is reddish brown, calcareous, moderately 
alkaline silt loam that contains few thin strata of reddish 
brown silty clay loam. 

This soil is somewhat poorly drained. A water table is 
near the surface for brief periods during the cool season. 
Runoff is slow to very slow, and permeability is very 
slow. Available water capacity is high. The rooting zone 
is deep, but the movement of water, air, and plant roots 
is restricted by the clayey texture throughout. The 
erosion hazard is slight. This soil shrinks and cracks 
when dry (fig. 6). 

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of 

Figure 6-Profile of Billyhaw clay, 0 lo 1 percent slopes 
Note large cracks extending deep into the profile 
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production. Bahlagrass, bermudagrass, crimson clover, 
and arrowleaf clover are the main plants. 

These soils are moderately well suited to loblolly pine, 
shortleaf pine, and eastern redcedar. Woodland 
management, such as selective cutting, removal of 
undesirable trees and shrubs, and protection from fire, 
increases yields. 

Thls soil is poorly suited to crops. Droughtiness, the 
erosion hazard, the high gravel content, and low fertility 
are the main limitlng features. However, the addition of 
lime and fertilizers will increase production. Terraces and 
diversions help control soil washing. Crop residue left on 
the soil sdriace helps to maintain organic matter content. 

This soil is well suited to most urban development. 
Small stones or gravel are limitations for shallow 
excavations. In some areas, slope is a limitation for small 
commercial buildings. 

Thrs soil is well suited to recreational development 
except ior playgrounds, which are limited by slope and 
small stones or gravel. 

Th~s so11 is in capability subclass Ille; woodland group 
4f. 

34-Saffell-Urban land complex, 3 t o  8 percent 
slopes. This deep, gently sloping and sloping complex is 
on forested convex upland terraces. Slopes average 
about 5 percent. Areas are long and narrow. They 
average about 75 acres. This complex is about 45 
percent Saffell soils, about 35 percent Urban land, and 
about 20 percent other soils. Areas of these soils and 
Urban land are so intermingled that they could not be 
shown separately at the scale selected for mapping. 

Typically, the Saffell soil has a slightly acid gravelly 
sandy loam surface layer about 14 inches thick. It is 
brown in the upper part and yellowish red in the lower 
part. The subsoil to a depth of 80 inches or more is red, 
very strongly acid gravelly sandy clay loam. 

Cuts for leveling purposes have removed the gravelly 
sandy loam surface layer and exposed the more clayey 
subs011 In some places. The Saffell soils are well drained 
and moderately permeable. The available water capacity 
IS low. The erosion hazard is moderate. 

Urban land is occupied mostly by commercial 
establishments and their paved parking lots. In places 
there are s~ngle-unit dwellings, streets, driveways, 
sidewalks, and patios. 

Information on the use of these areas for urban 
development IS contained in the sections on engineering 
and recreation. 

This complex is not assigned to a capability subclass 
or woodland group. 

35-Sardis silt loam, frequently flooded. This nearly 
level so11 1s on flood plains along the major creeks and 
drainageways. Slopes are less than 1 percent. Soil areas 
are long and narrow and parallel to streams. They range 
from 50 to several hundred acres and average about 
200 acres. 

Typically, the surface layer is brown silt loam about 9 
inches thick. The subsoil extends to a depth of 62 inches 
or more. In the upper 41 inches, it is s~l t  loam that is 
yellowish brown in the upper part and brown in the lower 
part. The lower part of the subsoil is pale brown fine 
sandy loam. Typically, this soil is neutral In the upper 
part and grades to very strongly acid in the lower part. 

This soil is somewhat poorly dralned. It floods briefly 
two to four times a year. A water table is 1 to 3 feet 
below the surface during winter and spring. Runoff is 
slow, and permeability is moderate. The available water 
capacity is high. The rooting zone is deep, and roots, 
water, and air move easily through the soil. The erosion 
hazard is slight. 

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of 
Amy and Thenas soils. The included soils make up less 
than 30 percent of any mapped area. 

This Sardis soil is used mainly for woodland and 
pasture. 

This soil is moderately well suited to pasture. The main 
forage plants are bermudagrass, fescue, bahiagrass, 
crimson clover, and arrowleaf clover. Frequent flooding 
and wetness limit yields to some extent. Proper grazing 
and the addition of lime and fertilizers increase yields. 

This soil is well suited to trees such as loblolly pine, 
yellow-poplar, water oak, and sweetgum. Proper 
woodland management, such as selective cutt~ng, 
removal of undesirable trees and shrubs, and protection 
from fire, increases timber production. 

This soil is not recommended for cultivation because 
of frequent flooding. 

This soil is poorly suited to urban and recreational 
development because of the hazard of flooding. 

This soil is In capability subclass Vw; woodland group 
l w .  

36-Sawyer silt loam, 0 t o  3 percent slopes. This 
nearly level and gently sloping soil is on uplands. Areas 
are broad and irregular in shape. They range from 20 to 
500 acres and average about 100 acres. 

Typically, the surface layer is dark grayish brown silt 
loam about 6 inches thick. The subsoil extends to a 
depth of 80 inches or more. It is yellowish brown silty 
clay loam in the upper 9 inches, yellowish brown clay 
loam that has grayish and reddish mottles in the next 11 
inches, and mottled gray, red, and strong brown clay in 
the lower part. Typically, this soil is slightly acid in the 
upper part and grades to very strongly acid in the lower 
part. 

This soil is moderately well drained. Runoff and 
permeability are slow. Available water capacity is high. 
The rooting zone is deep, but the clayey texture in the 
lower part slows the movement of roots, water, and air. 
The erosion hazard is moderate. 

Included with this soil in mapping are a few areas of 
Adaton and Eylau soils. Some areas have small mounds. 
Included soils make up 10 to 20 percent of the area. 

These Sawyer soils are used mostly for pasture. A few 
areas are used for woodland and crops. 
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such as picnic areas and paths and trails. It is 
moderately well suited to camp areas and playgrounds. 
Slow permeability and slope are limitat~ons. 

Thrs soil IS in capability subclass Ile; woodland group 
2w. 

37-Sawyer-Urban land complex, 0 t o  3 percent 
slopes. This nearly level and gently sloping soil is on 
upland interstream divides. Slopes average about 2 
percent. Most areas are broad and irregular in shape. 
They range from 20 to several hundred acres and 
average about 50 acres. 

T h ~ s  complex is about 60 percent Sawyer soils, 30 
percent Urban land, and 10 percent other soils. Areas of 
these soils and Urban land are so intermingled that they 
could not be shown separately at the scale selected for 
mapping. 

Typically, the Sawyer soil has a surface layer of dark 
grayish brown silt loam about 6 inches thick. The subsoil 
extends to a depth of 80 inches or more. It is yellowish 
brown silty clay loam that has grayish and reddish 
mottles In the upper 26 inches. Below this is gray, red, 
and strong brown, very strongly acid clay. The upper 
layers of most of the soil have been altered by cutting 
and filling. 

Sawyer soils are moderately well drained. Runoff is 
slow, and permeability is slow. Available water capacity 
is high. The rooting zone is deep, but the clayey texture 
in the lower part slows the movement of water, air, and 
plant roots. The erosion hazard is moderate. 

Structures on Urban land are mostly commercial 
buildings, streets, parking lots, and residences. 

lncluded with this complex in mapping are small areas 
of Eylau and Ruston soils. The included soils make up 
about 10 percent of each mapped area. 

The main soil characteristics that affect construction 
are high shrink-swell and wetness. Low strength limits 
use for streets and roads. Information about the use of 
these soils for urban development is contained in the 
sect~ons on engineering and recreation. 

This complex is not assigned to a capability subclass 
or woodland group. 

38-Severn very fine sandy loam. This nearly level 
soil is on flood plains that rarely flood. Soil areas are 
long and narrow and parallel the river. They range from 
100 to over 1.000 acres and average about 300 acres. 

Typically, this soil has a surface layer of reddish brown 
very fine sandy loam about 8 inches thick. The next 
layer, to a depth of about 42 inches, is yellowish red very 
fine sandy loam. Below this to a depth of 65 inches or 
more is reddish brown, moderately alkaline silty clay 
loam stratified with other textures. Typically, this soil is 
moderately alkaline throughout. 

This soil is well drained. It is rarely flooded. Runoff is 
slow, and permeability is moderately rapid. Available 

water capacity is high. The rooting zone is deep, and 
roots, water, and air move easily through the soil. The 
erosion hazard is slight. 

lncluded with this soil in mapping are small areas of 
Severn silty clay loam and Kiomatia soils. Also included 
are areas of a soil that has a thin clayey horizon on the 
surface and stratified sandy horizons below. These soils 
make up less than about 20 percent of the mapped 
acreage. 

Most of this Severn soil is used for crops. 
This soil is well suited to pasture. Bermudagrass, white 

clover, and alfalfa are common pasture and hay plants. 
Proper grazing and fertilization increase production. 

This soil is well suited to trees such as eastern 
cottonwood, black walnut, pecan, and sweetgum. 
Woodland management, such as selective cutting, 
removal of undesirable trees and shrubs, and protection 
from fire, increases timber production. 

This soil is well suited to soybeans, grain sorghum, 
cotton, and corn. Crop residue left on the soil surface 
helps to maintain organic matter content. Fertilizers 
increase yields. 

This soil is moderately well suited to urban 
development. Limitations are flooding and low strength. 
Low strength is particularly a limitation for roads and 
streets. 

This soil is well suited to recreational development. 
This soil is in capability class I; woodland group 20. 

39-Severn silty clay loam. This nearly level soil is 
on flood plains that rarely flood. Areas are circular or 
long and narrow. They range from 10 to 100 acres and 
average about 50 acres. 

Typically, the surface layer is dark reddish brown silty 
clay loam about 8 inches thick. The underlying material 
extends to a depth of 72 inches or more. It is silt loam 
that is reddish brown in the upper part, yellowish red in 
the middle part, and reddish brown in the lower part. 
This soil is typically calcareous throughout. 

This soil is well drained. Runoff is slow, and 
permeability is moderately rapid. Available water capacity 
is high. The rooting zone is deep, and roots, water, and 
air move easily through the soil. The erosion hazard is 
slight. 

lncluded with this soil in mapping are small areas of 
Billyhaw clay, Severn very fine sandy loam, and Redlake 
clay. lncluded soils make up less than 20 percent of any 
mapped area. 

Most of this Severn soil is used for crops. Minor 
acreages are in pasture and woodland. 

This soil is well suited to pasture. Bermudagrass, white 
clover, and alfalfa, are the main pasture plants. Proper 
grazing and the addition of fertilizers increase production. 

This soil is well suited to trees such as eastern 
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This Woodtell soil is used for pasture and woodland. 
This soil is moderately well suited to pasture. The main 

forage crops are bermudagrass, bahiagrass, crimson 
clover, and arrowleaf clover. Proper grazing and the 
addition of lime and fertilizers can increase yields. 

This soil is moderately well suited to trees such as 
loblolly pine and shortleaf pine. Woodland management, 
such as selective cutting, removal of undesirable trees 
and shrubs, and protection from fire, increases timber 
productton. 

This soil is not recommended for cultivation because 
of slope and the hazard of erosion. 

This soil is poorly suited to urban development. The 
maln limitations are the high shrink-swell, high clay 
content, and low strength. Low strength is a limitation for 
local roads and streets. 

This soil is well suited to recreational development 
such as paths and trails. It is moderately well suited to 
ptcntc areas. Limitations for camp areas and playgrounds 
are very slow permeability and slope. 

This soil is in capability subclass Vle; woodland group 
4c. 

47-Woodtell gravelly sandy loam, 3 to 8 percent 
slopes. Thts gently sloping soil is on narrow convex 
ridges. Slopes average about 5 percent. Soil areas are 
oblong. They range from 5 to about 25 acres and 
average about 15 acres. 

Typically, this soil has a surface layer of brownish 
gravelly sandy loam about 12 inches thick. The subsoil 
extends to a depth of 44 inches. It is red clay in the 
upper part and red clay loam in the lower part. Gray 
moitles are throughout. The underlying material to a 
depth of 70 inches or more is red sandy clay loam. This 
soil is typically strongly acid in the upper part and very 
strongly acid in the lower part. 

This soil is moderately well drained. Runoff is medium, 
and permeability is very slow. Available water capacity is 
medium. The rooting zone is deep, but the clayey subsoil 
slows the movement of roots, water, and air. The erosion 
hazard is moderate. 

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of 
soils like the Woodtell soil that has loamy subsoil and 
small areas of the gravelly Saffell soils. The included 
so~ls make up less than 15 percent of the mapped 
acreage. 

This Woodtell soil is used for pasture and woodland. 
The surface layer has been removed from much of this 
soil for gravel. 

This soil is moderately well suited to pasture. 
Bermudagrass, bahiagrass, crimson clover, and arrowleaf 
clover are the main forage plants. Proper grazing, the 
addition of lime, and heavy applications of fertilizers can 
increase yields. 

This soil is moderately well suited to loblolly and slash 
ptne. Woodland management, such as selective cutting, 
removal of undesirable trees and shrubs, and protection 
from fire, increases timber yields. 

This soil is poorly suited to crops. Crops can grow 
successfully, however, with intensive management that 
includes erosion control, proper management of crop 
residue, and recommended applications of lime and 
fertilzers. The main crops are corn and soybeans. 

This soil is poorly suited to urban development. The 
main limitation is the high shrink-swell, and low strength 
is a limitation for roads and streets. 

This soil is well suited to recreational development 
such as paths and trails. Very slow permeability and 
slope are limitations for camp areas, picntc areas, and 
playgrounds. 

This soil is in capability subclass IVe; woodland group 
4c. 

48-Wrightsville-Rodessa complex. This nearly level 
complex is on broad, upland terraces. Slopes average 
less than 1 percent. Soil areas are irregular in shape. 
They range from 10 to over 1,000 acres and average 
about 300 acres. 

This complex is characterized by broad flats of 
Wrightsville silt loam and circular mounds of Rodessa 
loam in a random pattern. The mounds of Rodessa soil 
are so small and the soil pattern is so intricate that the 
soils could not be shown separately at the scale 
selected for mapping. The mounds are 2 to 3 feet high, 
60 to 120 feet in diameter, and 100 to 200 feet apart. 

This complex is about 75 percent Wrightsville soils, 15 
percent Rodessa soils, and 10 percent other soils. 

Typically, the Wrightsville soil has a surface layer of 
brown, strongly acid silt loam about 4 inches thick. The 
next layer, which extends to a depth of 16 inches, is light 
brownish gray, very strongly acid silt loam. The subsoil to 
a depth of 80 inches or more is light brownish gray, very 
strongly acid clay that has strong brown mottles and 
vertical streaks of uncoated sand and silt. 

Wrightsville soils are poorly drained. A water table is at 
or near the soil surface during the winter and spring. 
Water stands on the surface for 2 or 3 weeks during the 
cool season. Runoff is slow, and permeability is very 
slow. The available water capacity is high. The rooting 
zone is deep, but the excess water and clayey subsoil 
restrict the movement of air and plant roots. The erosion 
hazard is slight. 

Typically, the Rodessa soil has a surface layer of 
brownish loam about 14 inches thick. The subsoil 
extends to a depth of 70 inches or more. It is yellowish 
brown loam to a depth of 26 inches. Below this to a 
depth of about 42 inches, it is clay loam that is yellowish 
brown in the upper part and pale brown in the lower part. 
It has common tongues and streaks of uncoated sand 
and silt and has reddish, brownish, and grayish mottles. 
The lower part of the subsoil is mottled gray and red 
clay. 

Rodessa soils are somewhat poorly drained. A water 
table is 2 to 3 feet below the surface during the cool 
season. Runoff is slow, and permeability is very slow. 
Available water capacity is high. The rooting zone is 
deep. The erosion hazard is slight. 
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Included w~th th~s complex In mapping are small spots The soils in this complex, are moderately well suited to 
'Adaton, Ashford, and Sawyer so~ls Included soils crops such as soybeans and rice (fig. 11). Wetness, very 
k e  UD less than 10 percent of the m a p ~ e d  acreaae. slow permeability, low fertility, and droughtiness are the 

ce and soybeans and for pasture 
ese so~ls are moderately well su~ted to pasture 

ts such as bahlagrass, dall~sgrass, and tall fescue P 
bson clover and arrowleaf clover w~ l l  grow on the 
Idessa part of the complex A drainage system w~ l l  

excess water and provde a better envlronment 
pasture plants Proper grazlng and complete 

kizers can Increase torage y~elds 
bese  so~ls are moderately well sulted to loblolly pine, 
lter oak, w~llow oak, and sweetgum Woodland 
bagement, such as selective cuttlng, removal of 
aesirable trees and shrubs, and protect~on from f~re, 
%eases t~mber ~ ~ e l d s  

surface improves infiltration and helps to maintain 
organic matter content. The addition of lime and a 
complete fertilizer can increase yields. 

These soils are poorly suited to urban development. 
The main limitations are wetness, low strength, and high 
shrink-swell characteristics. Low strength limits use for 
roads and streets. 

These soil are poorly suited to most recreational 
developments because of very slow permeability. 
However, they are well suited to paths and trails. 

This complex is in capability subclass Illw; woodland 
group 3w. 

F,Q,,,C i i -Combinlng rice on Wr~ghtsv~lle-Rodessa complex. 
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T A B L E  13.--SANITARY FACILIrIES 

[Some t e r m s  t h a t  d e s c r i b e  restrictive s o l 1  f e a t u r e s  a r e  d e f l n e d  In t h e  G l o s s a r y .  See t e x t  f o r  d e f i n l t l o n s  of 
" s l i g h t , "  l l m o d e r a t e , "  "good , "  " f a i r , "  and o t h e r  t e r m s .  Absence o f  an e n t r y  i n d ~ c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  s o l 1  was 
n o t  r a t e d ]  

Mu skogee----------- 
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I t o o  c l a y e y .  
I I 1 4 , 

I I I I 

2- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
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4- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

5------------------- 
Ashford  
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I I 

6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
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7------------------- 
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4 I 

8--- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
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1 I I I 1 
I I I I I 
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4 I 
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I w e t n e s s .  \ t o o  c l a y e y .  , 4 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 

Eylau-------------- 
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I I 

I 5 , I I 
I I I I 

Urban l a n d .  I I I I I I , 
I I , I 

I I I 
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d 
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----- T---- 
I I I r 

Map symbol and I S e p t i c  tank I Sewage lagoon I Trench I Area I Daily cover I 

s ~ i l  name I a b s o r p t i o n  I a r e a s  I s a n i t a r y  I s a n i t a r y  I f o r  l a n d f i l l  
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I I I I I 
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seepage.  I s eepage .  I I 

I I I 

I I I I I 
I I I 

40------------------ !Moderate: ;Severe :  :Sl ight-----------  ;Moderate: I F a i r :  
Smi t h d a l e  I s l o p e .  

1 

41------------------ 
Texark 

4  2 ------------------ 
Thenas 

43.' I 
Udorthents  I 

I s eepage ,  
I s l o p e .  
I 

Severe:  ;Slight----------- 
p e r c s  s l o w l y ,  I 
f l o o d s ,  I 

wetness .  I 

Severe :  ;Severe :  
f l o o d s ,  f f l o o d s .  
wetness .  I 

44------------------ !Slight-----------;Severe: 
Vesey I I seepage.  

I 
I I 

45------------------ I Seve r e :  ;Moderate: 
Woodtell I percs  s lowly ,  I s l o p e .  

I wetness .  I 

f I 

46------------------ I Seve r e :  ;Severe :  
Woodtell I percs  s lowly ,  I s l o p e .  

I wetness .  I 

47------------------ 
Woodtell 

Severe :  ;Moderate: 
percs  s lowly ,  1 s l o p e .  
wetness .  I I 

1 I 

I 

Severe:  Is l ight-----------  
wetness ,  I I 

p e rcs  s lowly .  I 
I I 

Severe:  
f l o o d s ,  
too c l a y e y ,  
wetness .  

I 

[Severe :  
I f l o o d s .  
I 
I I 

1 I 

Severe:  
seepage.  

Severe :  
too  c l a y e y ,  
wetness .  

Severe :  
t o o  c l a y e y ,  
wetness .  

Severe :  
; too  c layey .  

wetness .  

I s l o p e .  
I 
I 

ISevere: 
I f l o o d s ,  
I wetness .  
I 

I 

; S e v e r e :  
I f l o o d s .  
1 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I Severe:  
; seepage .  
I 

I s e v e r e :  
I wetness .  
I 
I 
I I 

t Severe :  
I wetness .  
I I 

I s l o p e .  
I 

I Poor : 
I t o o  c l a y e y ,  
I wetness .  

; F a i r :  
I we tness ,  
I 

I I 

I I 

I 

! F a i r :  
t t o o  c layey .  
! 
; Poor: 
I t h i n  l a y e r .  
1 I 
I 

j Poor: 
I t h i n  l a y e r .  
I I 

I I 
I I 

; S e v e r e :  I Poor: 
I wetness .  I t h i n  l a y e r .  
I I 

I 
I I 
I I 

I I I 

Severe:  !Severe:  I Poor: 
wetness ,  ; wetness .  I wetness ,  
too  c l a y e y .  I I t oo  c layey .  

I I 

See f o o t n o t e  a t  end of t a b l e .  





the frequency or  severity of any existing violation of h e  NAAQS, 
or;  delay Virginia's attainment of the NAAQS. 

1 .  
I 

The BRAC Commission is only making a recommendation to the 
President and Congress and the recommendation is not  i n  ; i tself  an 
ac t ion  which w i l l  result in an increase in emissions, and thus, 
would not require a conformity determination. While 
environmental impact is one of t h e  fac tors  which the BRAC must 
consider i n  developing its recommendation, the requirement t o  
prepare a conformity determination rests with the N a v y .  This 
needs to be done before the t r ans fe r  is executed. 

I appreciate this 
that t h i s  information w i l l  be 



Doculllerlt Separator 



UNrrED STATES ENVIRONMEMAL PROTECTION AGWCY 
WASHlNGTOt$, D.C. 20460 

Honorable Lauch Faircloth 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

: OFFICE OF 
AIR AND RADlAllON 

Dear Senator Faircloth: 
I 

I 

3 
This is in response to your letter of June 8, 1995,, 

concerning the applicability of the Clean Air Act's conformity 
requirements to the proposed Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) recommendation to redirect certain F/A-18 
squadrons from the Marine Corps Air Station at Cherry Point, 
North Carolina, to the Naval Air Station at Oceana, Virginia. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established 
the health and welfare-based national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS) and States have developed programs, known as 
State implementation plans (SIX'S), to attain and maintain those 
NAAQS. To ensure that Federal actions will not interfere with 
the SIP'S, sectlon 176(c) of the Clean Air Act and the EPA 
implementing regulation requires Federal agencies to make 
conformity determinations. These determinations are necessary 
when the Federal action will result in significant increase in 
emissions of air pollutants which will impact areas not attaining 
the N M Q S .  

It is my understanding that an earlier BRAC had recommended 
closing Cecil Field in Florida and relocating several squadrons 
to Cherry Point, North Carolina. Cherry Point is located in an 
attainment area in eastern North ~arolina. The new Commission is 
recommending that the squadrons go to Oceana, Virginia. Ocema 
is part of the NorfoU-Virginia Beach-Newport News (Hampton 
Roads) marginal ozone non-attainment sea. 

In y o u  letter, you requested E P A 1 s  inte.rpretation.of the 
general conformity requirements as applied to the BRAC 
recommendations. Specifically, you asked, "Is a conformity 
determination or conformity analysis required prior to a BRAC 
decision?" It is my understanding that a preliminq analysis by 
the Navy indicates that relocation of the squadrons will result 
in a significant increase in emissions of ozone precursors at the 
squadrons' n e w  base- Thus, if the Navy relocates the squadrons 
to a base in a non-attainment area, such as Ocezna, it must make 
a conformity determination, Ln order to demonstrate conformity, 
the Navy must prepare a year-by-year estimate of the total direct 
and indirect emissions and demonstrate that the transfer will not 
cause or contribute to any new violation of the NAAQS; increase 



t h e  frequency o r  s e v e r i t y  of any existing v i o l a t i o n  of the NAAQS, 
or; delay virginia's attainment of the NX2iQ.S. I 

The BRAC  omm mission is only making a reccmmendatio; to the 
P r e s i d e n t  and Congress and the recommendation is not  i n  iitself a 
action which will result in an increase in emissions, and thus, 
would n o t  require a conformity determination. While 
environmental impact is one of the fac tors  which the BRAc must 
consider in developing its recommendation, the requirement to 

p r e p a r e  a conformity determination rests w i t h  the Navy. This 
needs to be done before the transfer is executed. 

I a p p r e c i a t e  this oppor tun i ty  t o  be of ice and t r u s t  

t h a t  t h i s  informat ion w i l l  be helpful t o  you 

f o r  fir and c a d i a t i o n  
/ 



- 
DEPARTMENT O F  THE N A V Y  

OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSAT/BL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nune of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the 'current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 

{_d the input from operational commanders on spcifrc transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premahlre at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 1 

Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation 4 ommittee 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The ~quirement for executing a conformity hetenination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentlnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 

0 serious, etc). 

Answer: 

Non- Attainment 

Marginal 

Pollutant 

CO 

Ozone 

PM- 10 

SO2 

NO2 

Pb 

Attainment 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the ) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 
-u 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 

. the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight F/A-18 squadrons, an F/A-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between N 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

, moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001. netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tons/yr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
) Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which willJmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
B SATIBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the 'current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

/.\ Sincerely, 1 

Ch s P. Nemfakos w w  
Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee a 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEAN* AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentinonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 

I* 
) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BR4C 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between N 1990 and N 2001. The personnel 

, moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tondyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992193, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tonsfyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BR4C 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of pIanes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
) Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which wiWmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 

. '  determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 





D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  NAVY 
O F F I C E  O F  THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSAT/BL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

. ' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation 

Attachment 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? It not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity betermination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentlnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 

Pollutant I Attainment I Non-Attainment II 
co X 

Ozone Marginal 

PM- 10 X 

SO2 X 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
, BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

I- 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA- 18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between N 1990 and N 2001. The personnel 
moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992193, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 

f> of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specifk years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which willlmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSATBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

. ' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nune of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. N u e  submitted a list of questions pertaining to the 'current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
infomation on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

A Sincerely, 1 

Ch s P. Nemfakos m m  
Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee a 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 
IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentlnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 
moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonsfyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tonslyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which will/may not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 



Document S eparator 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSAT/BL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

' ' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft - following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

A Sincerely, 7 

Ch s P. Nemfakos m a  
Attachment 

Vice Chairman, t Base Structure Evaluation ommittee - 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
,? RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND TIIEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity betermination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentlnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 
moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Reportn that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question. 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
\ Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
a changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which wiWmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 

. '  determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSATBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the 'current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area, Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

A Sincerely, 7 

Ch s P. Nemfakos m m  
Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee a 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 
IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the ) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight F/A-18 squadrons, an F/A-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

. moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However. 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



. 
Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and N 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which willlmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 

. '  determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
g , , b J ( .  

OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSATBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I ' ' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfok area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Attachment 

Sincerely, 7 

Ch s P. Nemfakos m m  a Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee 



-* 

QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 

11 pollutant I Attainment I Non-Attainment (1 

Ozone 

PM- 10 X 

Marginal 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 

_r 

) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

. moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Reportw that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
) Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confornity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which wilVmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 

.' determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF T H E  N A V Y  
OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSATBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

, ' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 

(3 the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee 4 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 

. Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentlnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 

>" 

) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 

. the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

. moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tons/yeat, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992f93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
) Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
* changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which wWmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quaIity issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSAT/BL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the 'current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 7 

Ch s P. Nemfakos m m  
Attachment a Vice Chairman, 

Base Structure Evaluation ornmittee 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
j RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND TaEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 

. Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 

_.. ) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? . 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 

. the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between N 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

, moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tons/year, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992193, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
) Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
a changes between FY 1995 and N 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which wilVmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (I) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  

OFFICE O F  THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

LT-0768-F15 
BSATBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the 'current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 7 

Ch s P. Nemfakos w w  
Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee a 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 

. Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 

0 serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the ) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight F/A-18 squadrons, an FIA- 18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

, moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tondyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Reportn that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which will/may not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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LT-0768-F15 
B SATJBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre N m  of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. N w e  submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee t 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEAN* AND THEIR 

, ' , IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity delemination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



. \ Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 
moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tondyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
j Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which wiWmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 

tl) the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee a 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEAN* AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity .determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 

. . Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it t& 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentlnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA- 18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

. moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between N 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tondyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
\ Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which willlmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 

. '  determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSATBL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

' Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
infoxmation on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

A Sincerely, 7 

Ch s P. Nemfakos am 
Attachment 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee a 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 

IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity 'determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 

. Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (mqinal,  moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the j BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an F/A-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

. moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonsfyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
i Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 

a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which willlmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chainan Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nune of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee a Attachment 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 
IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 

. Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentJnonattainrnent status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refrned through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

, moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992193, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
\ 

I 
Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which willfmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 

' 

determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
OFFICE OF T H E  SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  D.C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSAT/BL 
19 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nurre submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

n Sincerely, 1 

Ch s P. Nemfakos am 
I Vice Chairman, 

Base Structure Evaluation ommittee 4 Attachment 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
) RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 

. ' , IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainmentfnonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 



- .. Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the ) BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight FIA-18 squadrons, an FIA-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 

. moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
determination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992/93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minimus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
Hampton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which will/may not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (I) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 
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SUMMARY OF CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY CONCERNS: 
[DoD Recommended Redirect of Cecil Field F-18's to NAS Oceanal 

+ Air quality impacts of the proposed DoD redirect to 
NAS Oceana a a significant issue arising both 
under expressTBRAC Commission selection criteria 
and ~1ea.nlA.kf'~ct conformity requirements. 

+ The Hampton Roads area, which includes NAS Oceana, 
presently is designated "marginalu nonattainment 
for ozone; EPA presently is contemplating elevation 
of this classification 60--"-the moFe serious 
"moderate1I category. 

+ Combined impacts, direct and indirect, resulting 
from the proposed NAS Oceana redirect, coupled with 
expected growth surges associated with completion 
of the Lake Gaston Pipeline water project, likely 
would exacerbate an already significant air quality 
problem. 

+ The Navy concedes that, at the present time, C- 
essentially no air quality impact analysis has been 
performed for this proposed redirect. . f 

+ Regardless of whether the Navy is correct in 
asserting that & formal Clean Air Act conformity 
obligations are not yet ripe, by failing to provide 
the BRAC Commission with adequate information and 
analysis on significant air quality issues at NAS 
Oceana, the Navy has left the BRAC Commission 
vul-ngr-able to legal attack for failure to comply -- - --- 
w i t h e xp r e sspro~l-ZiZE~~T"--rthe -~a-sG?---n-o su re -and 
Realignment Act -. and/or -- -- - - the Clean Air Act. --- - - - 

+ Unlike NAS Oceana, MCAS Cherry Point does not 
suffer from any nonattainment conditions and does 
not present significant Clean Air Act conformity 
problems in connection with assimilation of the 
Cecil Field F-18 squadrons. 

950193 ( A )  
WSMF.IN/146596 



WARD AND SMITH, P.A. 
Attorneys at Law 

FROM : 

COPY TO: JTS, ARB 

FILE NO. : 95-0193 (A) 

OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

DATE : June 5, 1995 

CLIENT : North Carolina 

MATTER : BRAC 95 

SUBJECT: Clean Air Act Conformity 
Requirements Applicable 
to BRAC 95 Decisions 

INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum describes Clean Air Act (I1CAA") conformity requirements 
applicable to the proposed 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
(I1BRAC1l) decision to redirect Cecil Field F-18 Navy fighter squadrons 
and related support personnel from Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point 
(I1MCAS Cherry Point") in North Carolina to Naval Air Station Oceana 

: (I1NAS Oceana") in Virginia. This memorandum also discusses the role CAA - environmental considerations will play in the BRAC 95 decision process, 
the substance and procedures of CAA conformity determinations, the 
Navy's position with regard to compliance with such requirements, and 
the relationship of CAA conformity requirements to the pending BRAC 95 
Commission decision on relocation of the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons. In 
discussing these issues, the memorandum documents reasons why the 
Department of Defense's recommended decision to redirect the squadrons 
from MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Oceana is not justified on environmental 
grounds. 

ROLE OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS IN BRAC DECISIONS 

Environmental considerations are among the factors to be weighed by the 
Commission in making BRAC decisions. The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, P.L. 101-510, 10 U.S.C. 5 2687 sea., 
required the Secretary of the Department of Defense ("DoDU) to publish 
final criteria to be used in making recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of military installations inside the United States. 10 
U.S. C. § 2903 (b) (2) (A) . The eight final criteria promulgated by the 
Secretary are divided into three categories: 

military value; 
return on investment; and 
impacts. 

Impacts which must be considered include economic impacts, community 
impacts, and environmental impacts. Therefore, environmental impacts 
are clearly among the impacts that must be considered by the Commission. 
While environmental impacts are expressly subordinate to the military 
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value of each closure or realignment decision, such impacts are 
sufficiently important to merit express identification as one of only 
eight selection criteria to be applied by the BRAC Commission. 

Many environmental impact concerns, such as underground storage tank 
leaks and landfill contamination are to varying degrees common to all 
DoD facilities. However, air quality impacts often are unique to a 
facility and the air quality of proposed receiving areas can be 
materially affected by realignment decisions by the BRAC Commission. 
For purposes of CAA compliance, acceptability of receiving area impacts 
is determined by answering whether the decision would comply with the 
conformity requirements of the 1990 CAA Amendments, 42 U.S.C. 8 6  7401 & 
m. 

As can be seen from a review of summary environmental documentation for 
the proposed 1995 DoD BRAC 95 recommendations, analysis of air quality 
impacts is intended to be an integral part of the BRAC process. Prior 
to developing its recommendations to the President, the Commission is 
required to take into account, among other impacts, whether a proposed 
realignment will adversely affect air quality in the receiving area. In 

1 the present case, because the Commission is deciding between NAS Oceana 
-, and MCAS Cherry Point, comparative impacts of the pendinq choice on _t.-e 

air quality in the two c-date receiving areas must be analyzed before 
a defensible decdion can bee reachTd. As discussed below, the ultimate 
standard to be applied regarding air quality impacts is whether the 
proposed action conforms to the requirements of the applicable State 
Implementation Plan ("SIPu) . 

Though environmental considerations play an important role in the BRAC 
decisionmaking process, -__ decisions of the BRAC Commission itself are not 
subject to the formal EIS requirements of the National Environmental 
~o~ic~-?i-cf-~~$~~~), 42 U.S.C 4321 sea. Section 2905(c) oi the Base 
closure anCi Kea-gnment Act exempts from NEPA the actions of the 
President, the BRAC Commission and the Secretary of DoD in reaching 
their respective BRAC decisions. However, once the BRAC process 
culminates in a final decision, subsequent federal actions to close an 
installation or relocate equipment and personnel from one installation 
to another are subject to NEPA. The fact that the actual relocation of 
the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons and support personnel to either MCAS 
Cherry Point or NAS Oceana may significantly affect the environment 
explains why the Navy has prepared internal draft EIS1s discussing the 
proposed relocation to both potential receiving facilities. 

CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS 

The requirement that federal actions conform with SIPS first appeared 
- in the 1977 CAA Amendments (P.L. 95-95) . The CAA requirement is 

analogous to the consistency requirement contained in the federal 
Coastal Zone Management Act and the 401 Certification requirement 
contained in the federal Clean Water Act. The 1990 CAA Amendments 
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expanded the scope and content of the conformity requirement by defining 
conformity in relation to air quality, expressly linking conformity to 
an applicable SIP, and requiring the ~nvironmental protection ~ ~ & t c ~  
( " E P A u )  to promulgate procedures for making conformity determinations. 

Statutory Provisions. 

Section 176(c) of the CAA requires that all Federal actions conform to 
an applicable SIP. Specifically, § 176(c) (1) of the 1990 Amendments 
provides that: 

No department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal Government 
shall engage in, support in any way or provide financial assistance 
for, license or permit, or approve, any activity which does not 
conform to an implementation plan after it has been approved or 
promulgated under 7410 of this title . . . .  The assurance of 
conformity to such an implementation plan shall be an affirmative 
responsibility of the head of such department, agency or 
instrumentality. 

d 42  U . S . C .  § 7506 (c) (1) . 
Conformity to a state's implementation plan is defined to mean: 

(A) conformity to an implementation plan's purpose of eliminating 
or reducing the severity and number of violations of the national 
ambient air quality standards and achieving expeditious attainment 
of such standards; and 

( B )  that such activities will not-- 
(i) cause or contribute to any new violation of any 
standard in any area; 
(ii) increase the frequency or severity of any existing . 
violation of any standard in any area; or 
(iii) delay timely attainment of any standard or any required 
interim emission reductions or other milestones in any area. 

Id. - 

The CAA1s conformity requirements address two principal types of Federal 
actions : 

a transportation-related activities, such as funding highway 
construction projects by the Department of Transportation 
( "transportation con£ ormity" ; and 

a general actions of Federal agencies, such as construction of 
non-transportation Federal buildings and laboratories and 
miscellaneous other activities affecting air quality ("general 
conf orrni$y" ) . - 
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Base realignment and closure actions fall into the latter category. 

Conformity Resulations. 

~egulations promulgated by EPA to implement the general conformity 
requirements were published in the Federal Register on ~overnber 30, 1993 
(58 FR 63214). The general conformity rule covers direct and indirect 
air emissions of criteria pollutants or their precursors that are caused 
by a Federal action, are reasonably foreseeable, and can practicably be 
controlled by the Federal agency through its continuing program 
responsibility. 58 FR at 63214. 

Kev Definitions. 

"Direct emissionsn are those that are caused or initiated by the Federal 
action and occur at the same time and place as the action. 40 C.F.R. § 
93.152. In this case, such emissions would include jet exhausts, 
fueling operations, maintenance and repair, and painting operations. 

"Indirect emissions" are those that are: 

(1) caused by the Federal action, but may occur later in time 
and/or may be further removed in distance from the action 
itself but are still reasonably foreseeable; and 

(2) the Federal agency can practicably control and will maintain 
control over due to a continuing program responsibility of the 
Federal agency. 

Id. Examples of such emissions include automobile exhausts from base - 
and employee vehicles, support facility construction emissions, and 
emissions from base facilities and residences resulting from personnel 
increases. 

'Criteria pollutants or their precursorsn includes any pollutant for 
which a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (IINAAQSu) has been 
established [includes, inter alia, volatile organic compounds ("VOCs") 
and nitrogen oxides (IINOxn), which are the precursors of ozone or smog] . 

Id. - 
"Federal action" includes a 9  activity engaged in by a department, - - ---------- -- 
agency, or 4%~-krumentali ty -0-C _ t h e ~ r a l ~ g o v ~ n m e n t ,  or any activ2Ty 
T3iaf_aTep3-rtment1 agency or instrumentality of the Federal government 
supports in any way, provides financial assistance for, licenses, 
permits , or approves. 
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This definition is ver~broad and clear11 encompasses the proposed 
relocation of t h e ~ x i l  - S F - 1 8  fighter--%gua rons =d__strpport: --c 
pFFsinne -- 1 . a 1 a1 so - encompass e s the BRAC Te c 1 s 1 o n F e T  f , 
because the Commission is "appr~ving~~, or at least "supporting" through 
its recommendation to the President, the specific activity of relocating 
the Cecil Field F-18 fighter squadrons and support personnel from Cecil 
Field to one or more specific receiving areas. 

' I 
The preamble to the final conformity rule indicates that multiple 
Federal agencies may be required to make a conformity determination for 
a related project. See 58 FR at 63238, 63239. In such cases, the 
responsibility remains on each agency, but the rule gives flexibility in 
how the conformity analysis is conducted. An agency may either undergo 
its own analysis or it can rely on a proper analysis undertaken by 
another agency. Thus, it is arguable that the BRAC Commission itself 
may be subject to the CAAJs conformity requirements; if so, it can 
either rely on an analysis of air quality impacts by the Navy, or 
undertake its own analysis. In either case, the analvsis must be 

L 

completed prior to the ~ R A C  f i n ~ l ~ ~ e c & s i o n . ~  -------_I_ . 

--- - 

J Should it be determined (by litigation or otherwise) that the CAA does not require the BRAC Commission to perform a full conformity analysis 
prior to issuing its final decision, that conclusion would not relieve 
the Commission of its authority and responsibility to weigh and consider 
the relative Clean Air Act conformity merits of alternate receiving base 
candidates as part of the statutory BRAC decisionmaking process. Put 
another way, the BRAC statute itself and the implementing DoD criteria 
expressly require that the Commission consider the relative 
environmental impacts associated with MCAS Cherry Point versus NAS 
Oceana as receiving sites for the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons. With 
regard to air quality concerns, this environmental impact review 
requirement applies regardless of the timing of the formal conformity 
analysis required under the CAA and regardless of the timing of the 
formal NEPA EIS process. 

CAA Conformity Exem~tions. 

Certain Federal actions are exempted from the conformity requirements, 
either categorically or due to their & minimis emissions impact. 
Categorical exemptions include: 

(viii) routine movement of mobile assets, such as ships and 
aircraft, in home port reassignments and stations (when no new 
support facilities or personnel are required) to perform as 
operational groups and/or for repair or overhaul. 

40 C.F.R. § 93 . I 5 3  (c) ( 2 )  (viii) . 

As apparently conceded by the DoD, permanent relocation of fighter 
aircraft squadrons from one station to another does not fall under this 
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exemption. As discussed below, the Navy does not (and cannot) claim an 
exemption for the proposed relocation of the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons 
action under this CAA rule. 

Federal actions are also exempt if the total of direct and indirect 
emissions caused by the action fall below certain specified & minimis 
emission levels. The levels vary by pollutant and the air quality 
status of an area. NAS Oceana is part of the Hampton Roads ozone 
nonattainment area (i.e., the area has been designated under CAA § 107 
as nonattainment due to air quality monitoring data which shows a 
violation of the ozone NAAQS). The EPA has classified the area as a 
"marginal" ozone nonattainment area. Under the general conformity rule, 
the & minimis exemption level for a marginal ozone nonattainment area 
is 100 tons per year (tpy) of NOx or VOC. 

If the Navy can show that the net emissions change within the Hampton 
Roads area resulting from the relocation of the squadrons to NAS Oceana 
would be less than 100 tpy of NOx and VOC, the proposed action would not 
require a formal conformity determination under EPA1s general conformity 
rules. In the answer to Ms. Diedre Nurre's Question 5, contained in Mr. 
Charles P. Nemfakost letter of May 19, 1995 (copy attached), the Navy 

-) has raised the possibility that net emission levels at Oceana could be 
below & minimis levels for NOx and VOC. Unfortunately, at the present 
time is that it is impossible for the Commission to reasonably weigh the 
relative impact of CAA conformity requirements on the DoD recommendation 
to move F-18's to Oceana because of the absence of any analysis or 
modelling of potential air quality impacts. What is clear, however, is 
that MCAS Cherry Point is located in an area that already is in full 
attainment status for all regulated air pollutants and, therefore, there 
are no CAA nonattainment hurdles to be cleared if the Cecil Field F-18 
squadrons are directed to Cherry Point as recommended by the final 1993 
BRAC Commission process. 

Conformitv Determination Substance and Procedures. 

Emissions Budqet. The essence of a conformity determination 
is that the emissions increase associated with a particular Federal 
action must be able to be accommodated within the llemissions budget1! of 
the nonattainment area in question. An emissions budget is the level of 
emissions of each criteria pollutant for mobile (i.e., motor vehicles), 
stationary (i . e. , buildings, factories) , and area sources (i . e. , small, 
numerous sources such as dry cleaners, auto body shops, etc . ) , which are 
necessary to meet CAA requirements to attain and maintain the applicable 
NAAQS . 
According to Jim Sydnor, Director of Planning, Air Quality Section of 
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, the State of Virginia 
has not yet developed an emissions budget for the Hampton Roads area and 
other nonattainment areas. A budget is currently under development, as 
required by EPA. 60 FR 21451 (May 2, 1995). Similarly, the State 
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is currently developing state conformity regulations to implement the 
Federal requirements. Public hearings are anticipated soon. A review 
of the draft rules suggests that state procedures will closely adhere to 
federal requirements. 

It is important to note that the Navy's emission estimates to-date for 
the DoD-proposed transfer to Oceana appear to represent only a gross 
approximation of emissions over the FY 1995 - FY 2001 period. No effort 
has been made to break down an estimate for each year. Under the CAA, 
however, the State is required to develop an annual estimate of NOx and 
VOCs and set milestones for annual reductions in each pollutant. In 
addition, Virginia is required to demonstrate full attainment with the 
federal ozone NAAQS by no later than November 15, 1996. See 60 FR 3349 
(January 17, 1995). Following attainment of the NAAQS, the State must 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of EPA that the NAAQS will be maintained 
for a period of at least 10 years. CAA § 175A. Thus, if emission 
increases will occur in the early years and decreases will occur only in 
the latter years, the Navy may be unable to demonstrate conformity with 
Virginia's SIP provisions to attain and maintain the NAAQS without 
documenting additional, costly on-or off-site improvements in other 

P ozone pollution sources. In summary, without an emissions budget and a - detailed year-by-year breakdown of emissions attributable to the 
proposed F-18 relocation to Oceana, it is virtually impossible for the 
Commission to determine whether and at what cost the proposed action 
will comply with CAA conformity requirements. 

Com~uter Modelinq. In the absence of an emissions budget, the 
Navy must demonstrate conformity through computer modeling analyses or 
an equivalent method. Through this method, the Navy might be able to 
demonstrate that the Oceana action will not violate or increase the 
number or severity of violations of the ozone NAAQS. Once again, the 
results of any such analysis are unknown at this time. Importantly, 
such an analysis could show that this proposed action, coupled with the 
increased development associated with the (anticipated) completion of 
the Lake Gaston water pipeline project and resulting Virginia Beach 
growth spurt, will cause additional or more severe violations of the 
NAAQS within the Hampton Roads area. 

Emissions Offsets. An important component of the general 
conformity rule is that a Federal action must either offset emissions 
from within the project itself or offset emissions elsewhere within the 
nonattainment area in an amount equal to or greater than total direct 
and indirect emission increases. Thus, in order to demonstrate 
conformity for the proposed NAS Oceana decision, the Navy must at some 
point demonstrate that emission reductions equal to or greater than any 
potential increases will occur within the project or Hampton Roads area. 
According to the Nemfakos letter, the Navy projects that a total of 228 
aircraft will be leaving NAS Oceana, whereas only 202 will be arriving, 
as a result of the BRAC closure recommendation. See Answer to Question 
4. Thus, the Navy may be able to show that any emission increases will 
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be more than offset by decreases within the project itself. To satisfy 
conformity requirements, however, such increases cannot violate or 
increase the number or severity of an existing NAAQS violation, or delay 
the attainment of the NAAQS. Any decreases must be certain and fully 
mitigate the impacts of the emission increases. A BRAC decision to add 
squadrons and personnel to NAS Oceana without a binding commitment to 
remove other squadrons and personnel would not appear to satisfy CAA 
conformity requirements and, more importantly, may not satisfy the 
implicit requirement that the Commission have adequate environmental 
impact information on which to satisfy its own statutory and regulatory 
obligations. 

Miticfation. Barring offsets within the activity, the 
conformity rule makes it clear that a Federal agency may take other 
measures to mitigate the impacts of any non-conforming Federal action. 
See 58 FR § 160. Thus, the Navy could adopt measures to reduce NOx and 
VOC emissions from various emission sources within the nonattainment 
area under the Navy's control. Examples include Navy employee car or 
van pooling, additional air pollution controls on existing sources at 
NAS Oceana or other nearby military installations, and implementation of 
staggered work schedules at Oceana to minimize rush hour emissions. 

Alternatively, the State, in conjunction with the Hampton Roads District 
Planning Commission, could implement mitigation measures to "make roomv 
within the emissions budget for any emissions increase associated with 
the BRAC decision. As with any Navy mitigation measures, mitigation 
measures implemented by other entities in the Hampton Road area must be 
identified and be the subject of written commitments from the entities 
involved. In short, to qualify mitigation measures must be concrete and 
enforceable. 

Timinq of Conformity Determination. One of the most 
problematic issues raised by the need to comply with CAA conformity 
requirements is whether a formal CAA conformity determination is 
required before or after the BRAC 95 decision is made. In Nemfakos' 
letter, the Navy asserts that a conformity determination prior to the 
final BRAC recommendation becoming law is premature. Regardless of the 
accuracy of this conclusion as to the timing of the formal CAA 
conformity analysis, it is obviously of concern that the Commission 
itself undertake its own air quality analysis before its decision is 
finalized. Otherwise, how can the Commission be said to have discharged 
its independent obligation to consider environmental impacts? Hence, 
the issue of adequate information and analysis on the issue of the 
timing and cost of CAA conformity requirements at Oceana may prove to be 
an important part of the BRAC 95 decisionmaking process. 

The general conformity rule requires only that a determination be made 
prior to the Federal action being taken. The rule does not speak in 
terms of "prior to a final decision regarding the action." Action is 
not necessarily equated with the decision. Thus, the Navy's current 
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position that a conformity determination is appropriate only after the 
BRAC decision is final, but prior to the actual relocation of aircraft 
and personnel, is not entirely unreasonable. 

The Navy1 s position, however, also is arguably unreasonable and, more 
importantly, contrary to the independent obligations set forth in the 
Base Closure and Realignment Act that environmental impacts, including 
air quality impacts, of recommended decisions be fully and adequately 
evaluated bv the Commission. If the Hampton Roads area cannot 
accommodate, or will have difficulty accommodating, the potential 
emissions increase associated with the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons, and 
there is inadequate information in the record on this issue, a final 
BRAC decision a£ firming the DoD1 s recommendation will be flawed. At the 
very least, the Commission must weigh this factor together with other 
factors to ensure that an appropriate decision is reached. 

SUMMARY OF CONCERNS RE THE DOD PROPOSED RELOCATION TO NAS OCEANA: 

1. The air quality of the Hampton Roads area is already poor; the 
redirection of the Cecil Field F-18's will only exacerbate the condition 

1 

il and make attainment of the ozone NAAQS more difficult. 
-, 

The Hampton Roads area is already nonattainment for ozone, whereas 
eastern North Carolina is classified as attainment for all criteria 
pollutants. According to EPA Region I11 official Paul ~inthrop, EPA has 
proposed to elevate the Hampton Roads area from marginal to moderate (a 
more severe category), due to continuing ozone problems. Mr. Winthrop 
recently stated via telephone communication with the author that such 
elevation by EPA may be imminent. 

In a January 1995 Federal Register Notice (60 FR at 3350; copy 
attached), EPA stated that the Hampton Roads area has failed to 
demonstrate attainment with the ozone NAAQS by the November 15, 1993 
deadline. According to EPA, eight exceedances of the standard were 
recorded in the 1991-1993 time period, with measured concentrations 
triggering potential reclassification of the Hampton Roads area to the 
more serious "moderateu nonattainment category. This information from 
EPA indicates that air quality in the area is not improving and, in 
fact, may be deteriorating with regard to ozone. Relocation of the 
Cecil Field F-18 squadrons into such an environment likely would make 
matters worse and certainly could trigger significant CAA conformity 
concerns. 
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2. The State of Virginia has not yet developed an emissions 
budget for the Hampton Roads area, and apparently no computer modeling 
has been conducted; thus, neither the Navy nor the BRAC Commission can 
determine whether the new F-18 squadrons can be accommodated without 
causing or contributing to further violations of the ozone NAAQS. 

The BRAC decision process is running ahead of Virginia's efforts to 
develop an emissions budget and general CAA conformity rules. In the 
absence of computer modeling or other analyses, no one can determine 
whether the DoD recommended decision complies with Virginia SIP 
requirements on the issue of overcoming the present Hampton Roads ozone 
nonattainment status. At a minimum, the Commission should require a 
year-by-year analysis of ozone air-quality impacts at Oceana before a 
final decision is made to locate significant new pollution sources 
within a growing metropolitan area that already is nonattainment for the 
priority pollutant ozone. In contrast, it appears that the air quality 
impacts of locating the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons at MCAS Cherry Point 
would be not raise similar informational or substantive concerns. The 
fundamental point with regard to NAS Oceana is that we know the area 
already is nonattainment for ozone; what we do not know is how the 
proposed permanent relocation of the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons into 
this nonattainment area would be accomplished, under what timeline CAA 
conformity would be documented, and at what cost. 

3. The Oceana F-18 relocation proposal should be evaluated 
together with other growth impacts reasonably anticipated for the 
Hampton Roads area. The aggregate impacts of future development 
activity in the area may pose even more serious air quality problems in 
the near future. 

The synergistic effect of the proposed NAS Oceana redirect and the 
construction of the Lake Gaston pipeline has apparently not been 
considered. For many years the ~orfolk/~irginia Beach area has been 
under a virtual moratorium on development due to a chronic shortage of 
water. Now that a settlement agreement has been reached between North 
Carolina and the City of Virginia Beach, it is possible that the 
existing moratoria on new water connections will be lifted in less than 
three years, thus triggering a surge of development activity as long- 
pent-up demands for development are unleashed. The aggregate impact of 
growth induced by the relocation of the F-18 squadrons and thousands of 
associated personnel, and the growth spurt induced by a (partial) 
alleviation of chronic water shortages could be very significant. In 
sum, the DoD recommended NAS Oceana redirect arguably will result in 
unacceptable cumulative environmental impacts due to the already 
polluted and congested nature of the receiving area's air and the 
prospect for significant additional pollution sources, should the 
pipeline be completed. 
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4. The Navy should make a conformity determination, or at least 
undertake a more detailed conformity analysis, prior to the BRAC 
decision. .Without such information, a final BRAC decision redirecting 
the Cecil Field F-18's to NAS Oceana may be vulnerable to legal attack. 

Potential air quality impacts are clearly an issue with respect to NAS 
Oceana. The final BRAC 93 Report to the President states that NAS 
Oceana has a "lower military valuew than MCAS Cherry Point and 
environmental impact concerns played an important role in the decision 
to transfer the Cecil Field F-18 squadrons to MCAS Cherry Point. In the 
absence of a CAA conformity determination or analysis, the BRAC 95 
Commission cannot document that it has fully discharged its mandate by, 
among other things, considering fully all material environmental impact 
criterion. The Navy's recent explanation that a formal CAA conformity 
determination for NAS Oceana is premature should be rejected as self- 
serving. Regardless of whether the Navy or the BRAC Commission have 
formal conformity obligations under the CAA, the decision-making process 
established by the Base Closure and Realignment Act itself requires that 
the BRAC Commission conduct an adequate analysis of all material 
environmental impact concerns in order to carry out its mandate. Once 
the BRAC Commission's decision on the Cecil Field F-18's is made, it 
will be too late to determine whether likely adverse air quality impacts 
at the receiving site are unacceptable in terms of time, costs and long 
term outlook. Without such documentation, numerous third parties with 
standing may be able to challenge any final BRAC 95 redirect to NAS 
Oceana on the grounds that the decision fails to comply with Base 
Closure and Realignment Act requirements and, possibly, with express 
Clean Air Act conformity requirements as well. 

Attachment 
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(T) Consent Order 23-1993 effective 40 CFR Part 81 
October 12.1994 issued by the MDNR. 3,-,-sar FRLdl 39q 
This Order limits the PM emissions for 
the M&3uth Steel Company., Trenton. Clean Air Act Promulgation of 
Plant.. ~ - .  Reclassification of Ozone 
(U) Consent Order 24-1993 effective Nonattainment Areas in Virginia, anfl 

OctoGr 12,1994 issued by the MDNR. Attainment Deteminations, , ' . 
This Order limits'the PM emissions for . AGENCY: ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ l  protection . 
the Michigan Foundation Company, A~~~~~ (EPA). x 

Cement Plant ' - ACTION: Direct final rule. 
(V) consent Order 25-1993 effective. 

Odober 12,1994 issued by the 

the Michigan Foundation Company, 
Sibley Quarry. . . . ' . ' nonattainment area from marginal ' ': 

nonattainment to moderate - ' 
(W) Consent Order 26-1993 effect 

This Order limits the PM emission 
the Morton hteITlati0nal. I~c . .  Morton A]toona, PA; Erie, PA; Harrisburg- 
Salt Division. * .= Lebanon-Carlisle, PA; Johnstown, PA;. 

(X) Consent Order 27-1993 effective Lancaster, PA; Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, 
October 12,1994 issued by the MDNR. PA: Youngstown-Warren-Sharan, PA- 
This Order limits the PM emissions for OH; York, PA; and Greenbrier, W V  
the National Steel Cowration, Great ozone nonattainment areas classified as 
Lakes Division. - marginal have attained the ozone air 

quality standard by the November 15, (v Consent Order2~-1993 effective- 1993 attalnnient date. this October 12,1994 issued by the MDNR .,tion determines that the K~~~ 
This @der limits the PM emhiions for ween counties, MD marginal 
the National Steel Corp?rition, ozone nonattainment area attained the 
Transporntion and Materials Handling omne standard by November 1994. ' ' 
Division. . - ., , These adions are based on monitored 

(Z) ~ o & ~ n t ' ~ r d e r  261993 effective air quality readings for ozone during the 
October 12,1994-issued by the MDNR. years 1991-1994. This is not a , 

This Order limits the pM emissions for redesignation action for these marginal 
the Peerless Metals Powders, areas for which air quality monitoring 
Incorporated. data indicates attainment of the 

standard. The Clean Air Act requires Consent Order 30-1993 effective that a separate redesignation request be October 128 lgg4 by the submitted by the appropriate states to 
This Order limits the PM emissions for EPA. ~ i ~ ~ l l ~ ,  this document sets forth 
the Rouge Steel Company. the method which EPA will use 

(BB) Consent Order 31-1993 effective throughout the country henceforth to 
October 12,1994 issued by the MDNR. notify the public that areas have 
This Order limits the PM emissions for attained an air quality standard. EPA is 
the Keywell Corporation. taking no action in this document 

(CC) Consent Order 32-1993 effective regarding the County1 
October 12,1994 issued by the MDNR. nonattainment area. 

 hi^ order limits the p~ emissions for DATES: This action will be effective 
the St. Marys Cement Company. March 20,1995, unless notice is 

received by February 16,1995 that 
(DD) Consent Order 33-1993 effective someone wishes to submit adverse or 

October 12* 1994 issued by the MDNR. critical comments. If the effective date is 
This Order limits the PM emissions for delayed timely notice will be published 
the United States Gypsum Company. in the Federal Redstere 

.a 

(EE) Consent Order 34-1993 effective ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to 
October 12,1994 issued by the MDNR. Thomas J. Maslany, Director, Air, 
This Order limits the PM emissions for Radiation, and Toxics Division, U.S. 
the Wyandotte Municipal Power Plant. Environmental Protection Agency, 
IFR Doc. 95-1067 Filed 1-13%5; 8:45 am] Region 111, 841 Chestnut Building, 

BILLING CODE 656&60+ 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107. 
Copies of the documents relevant to this 
action are available for public 

.I. inspection during normal business 
hours at the Air, Radiation, and Toxics 
Division, U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region.I11,841 Chestnut 
Building, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
19107. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACf: - - ' 

Maria A. Pino, (215) 597-9337, at the . 
EPA Regional office listed above: . - 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: , . . * 
I. Background - . ., 
A. Clean Air Act Requirements and EPA 
Actions Concerning Designation and - '- 
Classification . . . . : --- . c', q 

section i07(d)(4) ofthe c i k k ~ i i ~ c t  - '.- - , 

(the Act) required the-states and EPA to :, . - , -' 
designate are& as attainment. - - . . , 
nonattainment, or unclassifiable for - '  

ozone as well as other pollutants for - . 
which national ambient aii quality 4 - - 
standards (NAAQSs) have been set. ' 
Section 181(a)(l) (table 1) required that 
ozone nonattainxhent areas be classified 
as marginal, moderate, serious; severe, 
or extreme, depending on their air . 
quality,. I ,  

In a series of Federal Register 
documents. EPA completed this 
designation and classification process. - 
See 56 FR 58694 (November 6,1991); 57 
FR 56762 (Nov. 30,1992); and 59 FR 
18967 (April 21,1994). By these ' : 
documents, EPA designated and , . 
classified all areas of the country for . . ' 
ozone. -., ..,. . 

h a s  designated nonattainnient fbr 
ozone are required to meet attainment 
dates specified under the Act. For areas 
classified Marginal through Extreme, the 
attainment dates range from November 
15,1993 through November 15,2010. A 

' 

discussion of the attainment dates is 
found in the General Preamble, 5 7 FR 
13498 (April 16. 1992). 

The Sussex, DE; Kent and Queen 
Anne's Counties, MD; Allentown- 
Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ; Altoona, PA; 
Erie, PA; Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle, 
PA; Johnstown, PA; Lancaster, PA; 
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA; 
Youngstown-Warren-Sharon, PA-OH; - 
York. PA; Norfolk-Virginia Beach- 
Newport News (Hampton Roads), VA; 1 
Smyth County, VA (portion of White 
Top Mountain]; and Greenbrier, WV 
areas were designated nonattainrnent 
and classified marginal for ozone 
pursuant to 56 FR 56694 [November 6, 
1991). By this classification, their 
attainment date became November 15, 
1993. 

B. Clean Air Act Requirements and EPA 
Actions Concerning Reclassification 

Section 181(b)(2)(A) requires the 
Administrator, shortly after the 
attainment date, to determine whether 
ozone nonattainment areas attained the 
NAAQS. This provision states: 
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Within 8 months followin@ha applicable Aerometric Information Retrieval 

attainment date (including m y  extension System (AIRS). 
thereof) for an ozone nonattainrnent area, the ~f this takes effect, r u m  EpA 

determine* based On the determinations of whether ea ozone 
areas desfgrrmlueh rJEcheaaaiamant dalcf..,- nonattainment area 

the. ors in the Hampton Roads area i whether h ~ a u a i n e d  thestandud by the by its attainment date wiH be made . , 

date. * , . , . Virginia recarded eight exceedances o' 
solely by reference t'o + . h E l ' A  ,:': the azone NAAQS in the three year 

- *  This provisimhuthsr dates th&, ~ O E  . would not be ,required to pub&,h a. - * period 199f to 1993. In theHampian 
. . areas classified as Federal Register documant c o i d n g .  Roads area, &he Snffolk monitor @&~..5 

. r 

- or serious* if the - - .- areas that attained the ozone NMQS, - 800-0004) recorded five &cee&mces 
dete-s that the arftcr did not attain . EPA would continue to be required to that time period. Consequentb, the 
- ~ e * a d d b ~  its att-?t d a e ~ t h e  ' publish a Federal Kegister dbcument fbt average annual expected exceedances 
area must be redassiffed up-.ds : : - areas that failed toattain the ozona;i:. . . for the Hgmptan Rmda -was fc 

> I  (bumped-up):- NAAQS and that are subject to %:. the T991-1993 period Tfre ozone data 

. . .Exceptfor any severe or extremem,ahy reclassjficatim w e ~ e r ;  this..wth 3 . measured d w  that + wd far 
area~th~thAdministratorfinds has not would b e a  h a l  d n ,  n o t e e &  ta = this m a  indicates a design valueof 
attained the standard by thee eFatesh+"b notice and conupentunder the / 0.131 parts per million (ppm). 
reclassified byoperationlof law in Administrative Procedures Act, 5 USC. Mpnitofing data in the Harnptm - 
accOrdanewi& *la ofsubsedion Caf of 553b). Instead. FPA will. invoke the ,Roads erea for the 1992-1994 period 
this sectioa to the hi@= a£- - 

"good cause" exemption £COPE no&ic? indicates that the expected number oi 
(i) The next higherela&zidn~ for the and:comment demakins undQ area . - exceedanas remains 1 .T and the desi 

U.SC 553&1)(J3). 'lb"g,,d cause" value remains 0.131 ppm ozone . ' 
or 

(iil Theclassifrcation 8epiiwble tO tie exemption applieswhen the agency *fo Therefore, the area did not attain the 
design value as determined at be good cause h d s  * * *,that notice a d  NAAQS for ozone by Nouepber 15. 

of the notice required under subparagraph public p r o c e b  them-.- 1993 and d u e s  to vidate the-oeo 

(B). , - ' impractkabk, u n n e c e w q ~  or cantmy standarb Pursuant to secth,l&f oft 
to the puhlicigmest",Thisexempai.sll Act, EPA is required to kclassib . - '  subpmgraPh(BJ of sectinn applies to mezely &teri$ actions. . (bymp-up) the area to moderate . 18l(b)@j mandates that the - . . . and EPA takes the positipn @ta , This docnment &Ifilk EPPk 

publish in rec1as-t- b s e d  on &ty bbligaticns under s d m  181(b)fZ] b the m e r a l R W &  id-% 'a'' 
tn a - - - - de-ineon,**e-pm &, area &at fi3d k attain the N M Q S  The system described abvewoulcf . Virginia m a r g ~ p z o n e  rnrmtkhke As quofedabas,sedion 181@1@1(A1 hlml the - 

states that the determination of areaattained theau~neWQShytk 
' 181&1)(21 of the Ad. EPq intends to. -attainment'&te, and to publish its 

; 
- attainment status be based on the a r e a l  undenae.lh6 same sYStemi far making determinatian in the FedemL RegLstei - ' attainment determinati'bns-with;kq& - Under Section 182(3 of the Act.' 

. ~mvhimgenern l l~  '0 refer to *A's. - ' -to areas *atareaonatment  for reclassifying the HampfopRo~ds, 
%W - methodolo~ attainment- carbon-mxide (q under section Virginia area to moderate rn-s that 

status. See Comm' Rep * 186@)(2]. By this action, EPA is issuing Commonweahh of Vir@rn'a d r  be 
lMrilS0 lg7* 235 [' 990t wouse a final rule to this effect, which will be . required to submit State Implementa~ 
Energy and Commerce Committee effective March 20,1995.unless notice Plan (SIP) revisions for this area 
Report). 

For ozone, EPA determines is pceived by-February 16.1995 that , appropriate formodetste areas anda 
someone wishes to submit adverse or section 182b). Section 182(i), fuslher 

On the basis of the critical comments. ~f the effective date it provides that deadlines provided UII~ 
expened of eaeedances of the delayed, timely potice will be publishei the requirements of sectinn 182(b) 
NMQS mer thsthne-par period UP in the ~~,~~~l R~~,~~~- remain applicabk to these areas, excc 
to, and includi'ng, the attainment date. that the Administrator [or fhe 
See 57 FR 13506 [April 19 1992) (the B. Region I1E Nonattainment Arms Administrator's delegate] "may adju: 
"General Preamble"). Under these EPA is today determining that the any applicable deadlines fother than 
requirements, for margin& ozone Hampton Roads nunattainment area in attainment dates) to the extent such 

-- nonattainment areas. EPA reviewe& air failed adjustment is necessary or appropria 
q u a b  d ~ n g & e y e a r s  1991-1993 to by its attainment: date of to assure consistency ~XIXEI~ reqtimc 
determine whether the area met its November 15,1993. The Harnpton submissions." Accordingly, 
attainment date. Roads ozone nonattainment area is reclassification to moderate results ii 
11. Summary of Action comprised of Chesapeake, Hampton, attainment date for the Hampton ROL 

- James City County, Newport News, area of November 15,1996 under 
A. Determinetions of Attainment Norfolk, Poquoson, Portsmouth, Suffolk section 181(a)(l) (table I). 

By this action,EPA is  issllinga final Virginia Beach, Williamsburg, and York However, EPA is exercising its 
rule that determinationsunder section 'County in Virginia. This determination authority to adjust the SIP subrnissic 
18l(b](Z).)tA) of whether an area W n e d  is based on air quality monitors schedule for the moderate area cant! 
the ozone NAAQS by its attainment date revealing exceedances of the ozone All SIP submissions required u d a  
will be made on,the basis of air quality NAAQS during,the three ye= p&od section lam) must be submitted 

, mon-itodng data for rhe three-year 1991-1993, . November 15, p95.  All required 
period up toand i d u R f i q  the In order ta attain the NAAQ-5 br  controls and emission reductions in 
attainment date, The air q+uality data ozone, e& modboring site in a: 1 be implemented or achieved on K 

relied on for these determinati.ons must .nonattainment area must averageno schedule that facilitates attainment 1 
be consistent w i d 4 0  CFR part 58. more than 1.0.expectd exceedanced November 15, 1996 (the attainment 
requirementsand other W a n t  EPA . the stanctaod (0.12 parts per million . for marginal areas). This submittal d 
guidance and ~ c o r d e d i n  EPKs (ppm) ozone) per year in a h e y c a r  ill assure consistency in SIP subm 
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schedules and d a d  2he States Johnstown, Zancaster, Scranton-Wilkes- the Act, if the criteriatof that provision . 
sufficient time to prepare the submittals, Barre, Youngstown-Warren-Sharon, and aremet. 
~vl~ilealso assoring &at the mquired Yorkareas, PA; -and GembrierGmmty. This action is %ing takendthout 
controls may & imp+ted by the WVhave attained the,omne NAAQS. - prior-3 *me%e<*anges?~r_e , 
attainment&+ EPAcautiansthat they wilcont@ue to .nny-% n o n c o n ~ d ~ 3 E f A ~ m t i ~ ~ ~ ?  ; 
because fhe determination of whether designamnofnwattnimntmd-h . _no 5-&nificent-wments o n d e m . % ~  '.' ' : 
the areas attain &re NAAQS%y.Lheend classifiatiw df marginal. They are public shauMhe advise8 thattEs'~- . . . 
of 1996 mustbe%asedron.sir.quality eligible to $e redesignated  to atiainment action?riillbe e m ' 6 0  d a ~ ' T h n ~ ~ '  , 

during the AW4-1996period tbe m n e r  under section 107(d)(3), if the criteria of date o f z ~ i s ~ ~ ~ ' l * e ? t f f . ~ e n t .  ' - 
the moderatecont.mJs areirnplemented, that provision am met. A -gnation However, ifaotice isqrec;eid y i ~ n 3 b '  
the morelikdy.thearea will reach . of an area~to attainment must be a days that someone wishes to sdmr$ - '.. - . 
attainmentby the end of 1996. formal =questby a State'to'Ef~ and -. . a d m e  orcritical comrnents.'thisa&i~n 
, In addition, this no t icermes  to .. include, among other things,a public . ~ i l  be ~ i ~ . a n d ~ ~ s ~ u e ~ t  . . . + 

announce EPA's determination that the hearing, all section E) ~ e n t s ~ ' f ~ b e  pubTihedbt3ore%q. - . - ; 
Sussex, Delaware; .Allentown- requirements, and a ten year 

. . ,;, . - effective date..ORe&cumetn a.'- '*;': ' 

Bethlehem-Easton, Pennsylvania-New maintenance.plan. EPA m w  =&:the withdrawthe ~ l ~ o n  a n d - d ~ r  ' j : 
Jersey; Altoona. Pennsylvania; Erie, request and follow the usual procedures wiJl anewmlem&ng%' . - -, . 
Pennsylvania; Harrisburg-Lebanon- of completeness review, a notice of announcingapropasai.of4he adlion and 
Carlisle, Pennsylvania; Johnstown, proposed rulemaking, and .a final action establishing a comment~eriod- 

Under section 307(b)(l) of the CAA. . a Pennsylvania; Lancaster, Pennsylvania; after reviewing public comments. 
42 U.S. C. X I J ~ I I l ) ,  peai~ons for . S c r a n t o n - W i ~ e s g a r r s l ~ n i a :  There was n o  ozone air quality judicialreviewofrhis action must be - Youngstown-Warren-Sharon, monitoringin SmytbCounty, Virginia 

Pennsylvania-Dhio;Ynrk, Pennsylvania: in fie 1991-1993 consequently, filed in the United States Court of 
and GrebWa Ywwinal no detemiination can be made as to Appeals lofthe .appmpriateckmft+y 
ozone nonattainment areassucceeded il~ ornot ms area attainea fie 20.1995:'F51hg a ppltitim'br - - 
demonstrating auainmmt of tbei~zone ozoneNMQs~refore,  is taking mconsidaration Adminbtmm of , 

this &a1 rub does not affect the finality Nm*theirmahlmentdae-of . , ~ a ~ i a  thir notice regarding this ~mlefmporposes .o i jUdidid~ . - 
N o d e r l 5 , l Q g l . T M s  determination Smyth County.s 
is a h  b e d  onmone sir quality data rerimnor does-it exten8Thedfime ' , . 

m d d u r i n g  thel991-1993 period. -w.xillmmain in place. ~iithin which a petition for -+ - . - - - 
All of &me areas harreavepge annual review may b e  filed, and sha l lad  ' -' . 
expedted excee~ances~ss.~an9r equal A detaileil discussion of the air . postpone the effectiveness of suohmle i . 

to 1.0 forfhe.1991-'1993 b e y e a r  ' aata used in EPA's attainment ,don.  ~b action , . . 
p e r i d  - , _ -  detenn'mations is contained inthe - challenged later in proceedingSb 

F*~~~, EPA,hasd&-ed tecZlnical support document [TSD) , edmceitsquirements .  (5eesedtiun ' - -: 
that the Kent and Queen Anne's - - , prepared for this - 307(bj(2) of the CAA, 42 U.S.C. 
counties area, ~ ~ l ~ ~ d  did not gttain TSD are available from the EPA . . 7607[b)(2).1 
the ozone standsrd%y 8 s  atttiinment ~ ~ o n a ~ ~ f f ~ ~ i s t e d m t f i e  Uhdm E(3.12291,EPAis required ta 
date, rnYYattained& section of this document. judge whether an action is "majar" and 
During the 19944993 period. eight 'Final Adtion ;therefore.djezt to %he require-ment .of e 
exceedances were monitored at the only - regulatory impact analysis. The Agency 
monitoring site in the area, the In this action, EPA is promulgating a has determined that the reclassification 
Millington site (NO. 24-029-0002). The reclassification to moderate for the made fmal today wouldresult in  none 
average annuel exceedances Hampton Roads, Virginia nmattainment of the significant adverse economid ' 

. 
was 2.8 for the Kent and Queen Anne's area. Also in this action, EPA is effects set forth in Section I@] of the 
areas in that paid, and the design notifying the public fiat f u h w  EPA E.O. asgrounds for a finding?hat an 
value was 0.133 qqm Harsrewr, aata for ~ ~ ~ ~ o n s  of whetheran wane action is "major." The Agency has, 
the most recendthree yewperiod,  onat attainment a ~ e  attained & e a A M @  therefore, concluded that this action is 
1992-1994 indicates that & Gea hs by its attainment date will be made not a "ma'or" action under E.O. 12291. 
now attained h e  m e  standad. solely by reference to the AIRSdata. Under &e Regulatory Flexibility Act. 
two exceedace were recorded in that EPA would not be required to p ~ b h s h  5 U.S.C. 600 et.seq., WA must prepare 
time period, making the average annual a Federal Register notice concerning a reguiatorp ilexiiility analysis 
expected e x u d a m x  0.66and the areas that attained the ozone NAAQS. assessing h impact of any pmposed or 

' 

ozone design value 0.121 ppm, (bus Finally, this action servesto notify the final rule onsmall entities. 5 U.S.C. 603 
the ozone standard is 0.1Qprn ozone. public that the marginal nonattainment and 604. Alternatively, EPArnaycertify 
design values S0.124 ppm. which arc areas of Sussex County in Delaware; that the rule will not have a significant 
rounded off to 50.12 ppm, meet this Kent and Queen Anne's Counties in impact on a substantial number of small 
srandard. Design values20.125 ppm do Maryland; Allentown-Bethlehem- entities. Small entities include small 
not meet thestandard because they are Easton, Altoona, Erie, Harrisburg- businesses, small not-far-profit 
rounded off to  20.13 ppm)'Since this Lebanon-Carlisle, fohnstown, flancaster, enterprises, and-govenunent-entities - 
area is no longer violating the ozone Scranton-WiIkes-Bame. Youngstown- with jurisdictionaver popdatians of 
~tandard;reclassiTication to moderate is Warren-Sharon, and York areas.in less than 50.000. 
not wananted. Pennsylvania; and h e n b r i e r  County in Reciassifications of nonattainment 

Although EPA%as determined that West Virginia have attained themone areas undersection 181+of the Addo 
the marginal nonattainment areas of NAAQS. These areas .will contimeto not. by hmsdves, create any new 
SussexCnunty,i)E Kent and Queen carry the clesignaiion sfmnattainment req~~irements. Therefore, because fhis 
Anne's Counties, rn Allentown- and the c l d l c a t i o n  of marginal. Tfiese actiondoes not imposeany new - . , 
Bethlehem-Eastun, Altoma, Erie, areas are eligible to be redesignated to requirements, I certify that it does not 

% 

Hamisburg-~ebm-on-~arlisle, attainment under section 107(d)(3) of have a significant impact on small 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 

June 8, 1995 

Carol M. Browner 
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M. Street S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

RE: Applicability of Clean Air Act Conformity Requirements 
to Proposed BRAC Decision to Redirect F/A-18 Squadrons 
from MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Oceana 

Dear Administrator Browner: 

The purpose of this letter is to raise a matter of considerable 
urgency. Under the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 10 
U.S.C. 2687, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission ("BRAC 
Commission") is required to make recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1995, regarding the closure and realignment of 
military installations, equipment and personnel in accordance 
with the Force Structure Plan. As you may know, the 1993 BRAC 
process resulted in a decision to close Cecil Field in Florida. 
Among the actions now being considered, by the 1995 BRAC 
Commission is a recommendation by the Department of Defense to 
redirect several F/A-18 Navy squadrons based at Cecil Field from 
MCAS Cherry Point in North Carolina to NAS Oceana in Virginia. 

It is of great concern that the air quality impact of the 
proposed DOD "redirect" to NAS Oceana raises a significant issue 
under-express BRAC Commissi~~,selection criteria and-Clean_ai _ _  p- 

Act general conformity requirements which has not &en adequatefy 
addressed. 

The Navy concedes that, at the present time, essentially no air 
quality impact analysis has been performed for this proposed 
r e d l  ypp+ - T h g a v y  has  take^-the position that anyconformi typ 
analysis is premature until operational commanders determine the 
times and dates of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, after 
the 1995 BRAC Closure recommendations have become law. 

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act mandates that any Federal 
agency which approves an action affecting air quality undertake 
such an analysis. I understand the question of military 
operations was considered in developing the general conformity 
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Carol M. Browner 
June 8, 1995 
page 2 

rule, and that an exemption for routine movements of ships and 
aircraft when no new support facilities or personnel are required 
was added to the final rule. I am advised that the BRAC process 
is not expressly exempt. 

My concern over the apparent disregard of this requirement is 
heightened by existing air quality conditions of the proposed NAS 
Oceana receiving area. The Hampton Roads area, which includes 
NAS Oceana, is presently classified as nonattainment for ozone. 
Your agency is in the process of reclassifying the area from 
marginal to moderate due to the failure of the Hampton Roads area 
52 2<+?i2 tYAe SZZG", S ~ Z Z % Y ~  Ly ?<G-G&~~I"UGT 15, i%, as reqLireG by 
the Clean Air Act. Under Section 181(b) (2) of the Act, by 
operation of law the Hampton Roads area must be reclassified as a 
moderate ozone nonattainment area. Given the nondiscretionary 
nature of such a reclassification, the area should be treated as 
a moderate nonattainment area for the purposes of any BRAC 
decision. 

The combined impacts of the proposed NAS Oceana redirect, coupled 
with the expected growth surges associated with completion of the 
Lake Gaston pipeline water project, likely would worsen an 
already significant air quality problem. To my knowledge, the 
combined air quality impacts of these major developments have not 
been analyzed by any state or federal agency. 

Unlike NAS Oceana, MCAS Cherry Point does not suffer from any 
nonattainment conditions and does not present significant Clean 
Air Act conformity problems in connection with assimilation of 
the Cecil Field F/A-18 squadrons. 

I would like to know EPArs interpretation of the general 
conformity requirements as applied to 1995 BRAC decisions. Is a 
conformity determinati~_n or conformity analysis required prior to 
a BRAC decision? Given the timing of the BRAC Commission's 
action, a response to my urgent concerns at your earliest 
convenience prior to June 21, 1995, would be appreciated. Please 
direct your response to Sean Callinicos, telephone number 202- 
224-3783, the staff director of the Senate Subcommittee on Clean 
Air+_EI-_PrivatcPmperty, and Nuclear Safety, which I 
chair. dzq* 

Lauch Faircloth 

cc : Honorable Alan J. ~ixon,/ 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 
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GENERAL CONFORMITY GUIDANCE: 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards 
(MD- 15) 

U. S . Environmental Protection Agency 
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711 

July 13, 1994 
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BACKGROUND OF GENERAL COWORMITY 

Statutory Obligation 

1. Why did EPA promulgate this rule? 

I A: This rule was a stamto; obligation under section 176(c)(4) of the 1990 Amendments as 
set forth by Congress. Extensive meetings before the proposed and final rules were 
conducted by EPA with interest groups including, the building industry, environmental 
groups, STAPPNALAPCO, and diverse Federal agencies, to solicit and incorporate their 
input. 

2. Why is section 176 necessary if Federal activities are treated just like private activities 
under section 1 18? 

A: Section 176 authorizes EPA and the States to regulate Federal activities to a greater extent 
than they regulate private activities. All activities, private, State and Federal. must 
comply with specific SIP requirements and obtain pre-construction permits, if applicable. 
However, pursuant to section 176, only Federal agencies are required, as an additional 
matter, to determine, prior to taking that action, that such action, when taken, will 
conform to the SIP. 

AttainmentlUnclassifiable Areas 

3. Will EPA promulgate a rule for attainment/unclassifiable areas'? When'? 

A: It was announced in the final rulemaking that the current conformity rule only applies to 
' nonattainment areas. A separate rulemaking process would establish a conformity rule 
for attainment/unclassifiable areas. No schedule has been established yet for writing this 
rule. 

4. How will the fact that attainmenu'unclasifiable areas are not required to submit a SIP 
affect the rule for these areas? 

A: EPA's current rule only applies to nonattainment and maintenance areas. Any subsequent 
conformity rule would establish relevant confomity criteria and procedures for 
attainment/unclassifiable areas. 
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1. How do you decide when a general conformity determination is required? 
F 

Before any approval is given for an action to go forward, an agency must apply the 
applicability requirements to a pFposcd k-ederal actionio determine if a co- . -- 

-anon is required. The applicability analysis can be completed um.curr ---.--- ently with 
the NEPA analysis. It probably would occur TurinB the environmental assessment. The - - - - ---- ---- 
spTctlc -a be a e t e m n ~ d - 5 ~ - t h e ~ ~ e d e c n c y .  _ __--------- -6 

2. What is the difference between indirect and direct emissions and what are the implications 
of classifying the emissions? 

A: Direct emissions are those emissions caused by or initiated by the Federal action and 
occur at the same time and place as the action. Such emissions include, for example, 
operational emissions of a Federal facility or the emissions from dredging equipment used 
in a section 404 permit action. Indirect emissions are those caused by the Federal action, 
but may occur later in time and/or may be farther removed in distance from the action 
itself. Direct and indirect emissions must be reasonably foreseeable and the Federal 
agency must be able to practicably control them as part of its continuing program 
responsibility. It must also be possible to locate and quantify direct and indirect 
emissions at the time a conformity determination is made.-The Federal agency is not 
obligated to account for possible emissions that might result from the Federal action, but 
cannot be specifically identified, quantified or located., 

3. Can you address the issue of "potential to emit" versus "actual emissions"'? 

A: Only those emissions from the project that are reasonably foreseeable should be identified 
at the time the conformity determination is made (i.e., the location of emissions must be 
known and they must be quantifiable). The analyses should consider the greatest 
expected level of direct and indirect emissions. Potential indirect emissions that are 
possible, but not known and quantifiable, need not be considered. 

4. Are the U.S. territories of Puerto Rico and Guam subject to the general conformity ruleo! 

A: There are PM-I0 nonanainment areas in Puerto Rico and SO, nonattainment areas in 
Guam Those territories are treated as States for the purpose of air quality control. Thus. 
the general conformity rule does apply in the nonattainment or maintenance areas in these 
territories. 



13. Does a State NSR or PSD program that may be more stringent than the Federal proceram 
have to be Federally-approved in order to qualify it as an exemption under the conformity 
rule? 

A: In order for a State NSR permit program to be Federally enforceable, it has to be 
Federally approved. Even if a Statc NSR or PSD program is more stringent than the 
Federal NSR or PSD program but is not Federally-approved, then the fact that an activity 
receives a State permit is not enough to qualify as  an exemption under the general 
conformity rule. EPA has to review the State program to ensure that it complies with 
Federal requint men ts. 

14. Does rulemaking require a conformity determination? 

A: No, rulemaking is exempt from the conformity determination process. Section 
93.153(c)(iii) states that "rulemaking and policy development and issuance" are not 
subject to conformity. 

1 11' 1 15. Does a base closure require a conformity determination? 

16. Are crnissions from CERCLA's non-National Priority List (non-NPL) sites exempt from 
the general conformity deterrnination'? 

A: If the base closure involves only sale of property, and the military is no longer 
maintaining authority over the base, a conformity determination is not required. 

A: Yes, to the extent that direct emissions from the cleanup activities on non-NPL sites are 
permitted under NSR or emissions are exempt from other regulations under CERCLA by 
the statute itself. Emissions not so addressed, though, are subject to conformity. 
Although EP.4 can spend Superfund money only on NPL sites, other agencies, such as 
the Department of Defense, can take action on non-NPL sites. 

($;& 
q , , ~  
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17. How does the rule apply to wildfire-response time? 

A: Responses to wildfues are considered emergency actions and as such are exempted from 
the conformity requirements. 

land is certified as meeting the requirements of CERCLA, and where the Federal agency 
does not retain continuing authority to control emissions associated with the land>, 
facilities, title or real properties" are exempt from the conformity process. However. if 
the military leases the base and sets conditions regarding the future use of the base. then 
a conformity determination is required. 

I 

Exemption XD( under section 93.153(~)(2) of the rule states that '*actions (or portions 
thereof) associated with transfers of land, facilities, title and real propemes through an 
enforceable contract or lease agreement where the delivery of the deed is required to 
OCCW prompdy after a specific, reasonable condition is met, such as promptly after the 



~ecurring Actions 

5. How often should recurring actions that require a conformity determination be reviewed'! 

A: Revision of a conformity determination is not required if the recurring action fits within .I 
any of the exempt categories listed in the rule, such as recurring activities with no 
increase in activity levels, as described in section 93.1537(c)(2)(ii). . .  

.i 
Inter-Agency Issues 

6. 1s there a conflict-resolution process in the conformity rule? 

- -A: NO, but Federal projects cannot be implemented unless all the agencies with jurisdiction 
over the project find the project to conform. 

7. What stimulus and procedures are available for developing an inter-agency review 
committee? 

A: The stimulus for inter-agency review is the fact that without the agreement of all parties 
with jurisdiction over the projec~ the project cannot go forward. Procedures for inter- 
agency review are not provided for in the conformity rules. However, agencies may 
choose to adopt a NEPA-like review process where one agency is designated as the lead 
agency and the others are cooperating agencies. Nonetheless, all agencies must make 
their own conformity determinations. 

8. What is the difference between "adopting an agency's analysis" and "an agency making 
its own determination'?" 

1 A: if a Federal action is subject to the conformity rule, the Federal agency must decide I 
whether a conformity determination should be made. For example. if two different -- Federal agencies have jurisdiction over the same Federal project, one agency cannot rely - 
61 the fact that the other agency made a positive conformity determination and forego __ __ -____1__--- - ---- ----- 
making its own conformity deterrninatjo2. -- -- If one agency makes a positive determination. 
t h e - n i s h b u n  e%&-go through it; own conformity analysis and make its own 
conformity determination or choose to adopt by reference or other means. the analysis. 
assumptions, and conclusions made by the fist  agency, as long as this analysis includes 
the entire scope of the project. if each of the agencies has jurisdiction over puts of the 
emissions from that action, then each agency must complete its own analysis and make 
separate conformity determinations for the portion of the action over which it has 

I 
1 
I 

responsibility. i .  



TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY 

Relationship of Transporkdion and General Conformity 

1. How do the transportation and general conformity rules work together'? 

A. If the action (or pomon of it) is subject to the transportation conformity rule, then the 
action (or poreion) is presumed to conform. If the action (or portion of it) is not subject 
to the transportation conformity rule but is specifically included in a current conforming 
transportation plan and transportation improvement program (TIP), then documentation 
of this is sufficient to determine that the action (or portion) conforms under the general 
conformity rule. However, any project emissions not accounted for under the 
transportation conformity regulations would have to be analyzed according to the 
requirements set forth by the general conformity rule. As an example, if an airport 
expansion had been planned and emissions from vehicles commuting to and from the 
airport were already estimated and incorporated into the transportation plan and TIP and 
found to conform, these emissions would not have to be re-analyzed under the general 
conformity requirements. However, once vehicles enter the airport area, new emissions 
from vehicles picking up and discharging passengers, from shuttle buses, and parking lots 
and aircraft emissions would have to be considered under general conformity as new 
emissions of the airport expansion project. 

2. What is EPA's position on a State choosing to include airports, for example. under 
transportation conformity rather than general conformity? 

A: Emissions resulting from commuting to and from the airport may be considered through 
the transportation conformity process. However, any emissions associated with the airport 
itself will have to be considered as part of the general conformity determination. Non- 
highway or transit emissions cannot be covered by EPA's transportation conformity rule. 

3. Should commuters to and from a new office location be considered in transportation 
conformity'? Would redistributing trips be considered in an existing transportation plan? 

A: The MPO should be able to answer this question after it examines the conformity analysis 
done for the transportation plan and TIP. When transportation activity is modeled for the 
purpose of transportation conformity, the modeling process estimates trips that are 
generated due to office buildings, retail space, etc. li the modeiing process considers the 
new office building, then no modeling is needed for the purpose of general conformity. 
Nevertheless, the general conformity determination must document that the emissions 
have been accounted for in the existing transportation plan and TIP. If the modeling does 
not consider the new office building, then new transportation modeling should be 
completed and the estimated emissions should be accounted for in the general conformity 





WATER SUPPLY CONCERNS - -  UPDATED CHRONOLOGY 
(Through June 6, 1995) 

+ 1980-81: Southeastern Virginia suffers drought. Navy 
Oceana Command constructs two emergency water supply 
wells and, in supporting documentation, determines that: 

Efforts to curtain consumption were successful, but these 
measures were at the expense of operational readiness. 

The need for the N a v y  to have sufficient quantities of 
potable water to maintain operational readiness is of 
qreat importance for national security reasons. 1 

+ 1985: Suffolk and Chesapeake require emergency water 
supplies; 

+ 1986 : Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Suf folk and Portsmouth 
call for voluntary water conservation; Chesapeake 
requires emergency water s~pplies;~ 

+ 1987: Norfolk and Virginia Beach renew calls for 
voluntary water con~ervation;~ 

+ 1988: Chesapeake requires alternate water supplies due 
to salt water intrusion in groundwater well sources;5 

+ 1988: The Virginia State Water Supply board estimates 
that the five-city area will need an additional 81 mgd of 
water by the year 2030 to avoid water storage depletion 
and mandatory water use restrictions during periods of 
drought. " 

+ 1991: Norfolk, Virginia Beach, and Chesapeake impose 
mandatory water use restrictions' 

+ 1991-1992: Norfolk imposes a 30 mgd limit on water 
deliveries to Virginia Beach; in response, Virginia Beach 
imposes mandatory, long-term water use restricticns and 

'~ecember 1980 Navy Oceana Environmental Assessment, page 1. 

*January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-5. 

3~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-5. 

4~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-5. 

5~anuary 1995 FERC DEIP, page 1-5. 

6~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-17. 



places a moratorium on all new water svstem connections. 
These restrictions remain in place to the present day. 

+ 1994: The U.S. Corps of Engineers concludes that the 
five-city area (Norfolk, Portsmouth, Chesapeake, Virginia 
Beach, and Suf folk) is very vulnerable to drouqht and, 
without an additional water supply, faces water problems 
of extreme pro~ortions.~ 

+ January of 1995: FERC publishes its Draft EIS on the 
Lake Gaston Pipeline project in which it concluded that: 

The 60 mgd Lake Gaston Pipeline will only provide 
54 mgd of available treated water safe yield due to 
pipeline transmission losses;' 

The five-city area of Chesapeake, Norfolk, Suffolk, 
Portsmouth, and Virginia Beach is growing faster 
than previously projected, thus increasing long 
term water demand needs;g 

Per capita water consumption in Virginia Beach is 
very low (about 89 gpd) relative to state and 
national averages, due to present water use 
restrictions - -  the national average is 185 gpd and 
the average for the adjacent cities of Norfolk and 
Portsmouth is about 160 gpd. FERC stated that 
(w)e would expect the per capita water use in the 

urbanizing cities (Virginia Beach, Chesapeake, and 
Suffolk) to increase as they become independent 
employment centers and their proportion of non- 
residential water use increases;"1° 

Virginia Beach, the State's largest city, has no 
independent water supply and the emergency wells 
drilled by the City during the 1980-81 drought 
cannot be relied upon in the future to provide anv 
safe yield water;'' 

With regard to the Navy's two emergency supply 
wells, FERC stated that " (t)he Navy restricts use 

7~uoted in January 1995 FERC DEIS at page 1-5. 

'~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page i. 

'January 1995 FERC DEIS, pages 1-8 to 1-10. 

'O~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, pages 1-10 and 1-11.. 

"January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-13. 



of these wells to droughts that threaten military 
readiness, and theref ore, (they) are not included 
in our safe yield  calculation^."^^ 

a In addressing long term water supply deficits for 
the five-city area, FERC stated: "We adopt the 
Corps' criteria and estimate that the five-city 
area would need 48 mgd of additional water to avoid 
water rationing and 71 mgd of additional water to 
avoid water use restrictions during droughts." 
(parentheticals omitted) ;I3 

a In concluding that the Lake Gaston Pipeline project 
was needed to help address long term water supply 
deficits in the five-city area, FERC found that: 
"Mandatory water use restrictions could be avoided 
by providing an additional 71 mgd of water. 
Although 71 mgd would meet acceptable risk levels, 
decisions on whether to supply an additional 71 mgd 
to the five-city area needs (sic) to be balanced 
against the environmental consequences of 
developing that supply."14 

+ March 13, 1995: Virginia Beach provides official 
comments to FERC on the January 1995 DEIS, stating that: 

a "the (FERC) deficit water calculation is subject to 
several sources of underestimation, such as its use 
of inaccurately high safe yield estimates."15 

a "The City believes that FERC' s population 
projection is lower than that which likely will 
occur through the year 2030."16 

a "FERC's deficit estimate is highly sensitive to the 
(per capita) value it uses here. With a value of 
130 gpd, which is closer to but still less than the 
Virginia average, the 2030 treated water demand 
would be 11 mcsd sreater than FERC proiected."17 

12~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-15. 

13~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-17. 

14~anuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-18. 

15Narch 13, 1995 Virginia Beach comments, page 1. 

16Narch 13, 1995 FERC DEIS Comments, page 1. 

17Narch 13, 1995 FERC DEIS Comments, pages 2-3. 



" (Elxcept in the early days of the project when 
supply will be greater than demand, the Lake Gaston 
Project will not eliminate the need for Virqinia 
Beach or Chesapeake to restrict water use. Norfolk 
has been required to implement water restriction 
measures on numerous occasions when demand was less 
than the theoretical safe yield of the system. 
With projected system demands durins the period 
2000-2010, Virqinia Beach, Norfolk and Chesapeake 
will be required to institute water use 
restrictions durins severe drouqhts just as occurs 
now, even with a fully operational Lake Gaston 
Project. " I s  

+ April 27, 1995: The City of Virginia Beach writes to the 
Federal Energy REgulatory Commission replying to issues 
raised by the State of North Carolina in the proceedings 
on VEPCO1s pending federal power license amendment 
application. In the letter, the City of Virginia Beach 
states that: 

"The City wishes to stress that the water supply 
situation in southeast Virginia is critical." 

+ April 28, 1995: The City of Virginia Beach and the State 
3 of North Carolina enter into a Settlement Agreement 

designed to resolve all pending Lake Gaston Pipeline 
litigation. The Settlement Agreement requires, among 
other things, that: 

The creation of a bi-state Water Advisory 
Commission; 

Approval of portions of the settlement by the 
General Assemblies of both North Carolina and 
Virginia ; 

Approval of VEPCO1s federal power license amendment 
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission; 

Approval by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 

Approval by the U.S. Senators from both states; 

Approvals and agreements to be reached with other 
municipalities, such as Norfolk and Chesapeake; and 

All settlement contingencies must be resolved on or 
before June 27, 1995. 

1 

 arch 13, 1995 FERC DEIS Comments, page 9 (emphasis added). 



+ May 11, 1995: News reports indicate that negotiations 
between the City of Virginia Beach and Norfolk regarding 
the Settlement Agreement are not going well and that the 
Governor of Virginia may not call the required special 
session of the Virginia General ~ssembly. 

+ Mid-May, 1995: Additional news reports indicate that 
negotiations involving Virginia Beach and Norfolk are at 
an impasse and the June 27, 1995 deadline likely will not 
be met. 

4 May 25, 1995: Numerous ~irginia cities and counties file 
in Federal District Court for the District of Columbia 
challenging the Lake Gaston Settlement Agreement as 
unconstitutional and asking that the Court rule that the 
agreement is void. 

+ May 31, 1995: News reports quote Virginia Beach 
officials as saying that even with Lake Gaston Pipeline 
water, Virginia Beach may need additional sources of 
water in only 10-12 years. 

.,s 950193 ( A )  
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Nurre, Deirdre 

From: Brubaker, Jim 
To: Nurre, Deirdre 
Cc: Yellin, Alex 
Subject : Air Conforfity 
Date: Tuesday, June 06, 1995 6: 12PM 

I Deirdre 

On June 6, 1995 a group of people representing theCherry Point Community were onboard 
representing their interests concernin t h e 1  995 DOD redirezt o ecil I- lA-78'~. Among the things 
'they wanted to  discuss, was a r  Nemfakos's letter of M&%s1:95 to  ChaEinZIi Dixon, re: Oceana 
air conformity general discussion, ECTS # 950524-8. Obviously since you were not present we collected 
some documentation for your review. Their point of contact on this issue is a Mr. Clark Wright of "Ward & 
Smith, P.A.", and can be reached at (91 91633-1000. When you return could you please give him a call 
and discuss with him the air qualitylair conformity issues of Oceana with him. If you've got any questions, 
please don't hesitate to  bring them to my attention. 

I Thanks, 

I Bru 

P.S. For planning I'II be on a base visit to  NAS Meridian on the 8'th of June and will return to  Washington 
on Friday the 9'th. I'II also be in the office on the weekend of the 10'th & I  I 'th of June as well. 

Page 1 



Nurre, Deirdre 

From: Flippen, Ed 
To: Bivins, Bob; Cook, Bob; Nurre, Deirdre 
Subject: Cherry Point Meeting 
Date: Tuesday, June 06, 1995 12:26PM 

On 616 1 attended a meeting with the Navy Team and the Cherry Point community group.. 

Major community concerns were; 
In the Cecil redirect, changing receiver from Cherry to Oceana 
incorrect number of aircraft used in COBRA data which gave incorrect milcon avoidance figures 
incorrect numbers of available or required housing and VHA allowances 

air quality determinations in the Oceana area 
water availibility in the Oceana area 

I'm sure Alex or Jim Brubaker will be contacting the distinguished Cobra and Environmental members of the 
Inter Agency Issues Team 

Page 1 



Nurre, Deirdre 

From: Flippen, Ed 
To: Cook, Bob; Nurre, Deirdre 
Subject : Springfield-Beckley 
Date: Monday, June 05, 1995 2:46PM 

On June 5, 1995, 1 attended a meeting with the community group from Springfield which included reps of 
the governor and congressman. 

An issue that they raised was environmental concerns at Wright Patterson, the proposed receiver base, not 
for aircraft, but for support ops such as a paint shop. Lead paint removal and asbestos were also 
mentioned. 

Craig Hall is doing a base visit to  Wright Pat and Springfield on 616, he may bring these issues up to the 
distinguished environmental representative of the Renowned Inter Agency Issues Team. 

Hope ya'll had good trips 

Page 1 
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MCAS CHERRY POINT. NC 

THE NAVY HAS PROPOSED REDIRECTING PLANES TO NAS OCEANA, VA THAT 
WERE PLANNED IN 1993 FOR RELOCATION TO MCAS CHERRY POINT, NC AND NAS 
LEMOORE, CA. EXCESS CAPACITY HAS BEEN CREATED AT OCEANA SINCE THE 
1993 BRAC ROUND BY THE RETIREMENT OF A-6 AND F-14 AIRCRAFT. BY USING 
THIS CAPACITY THE NAVY WILL SAVE MOST OF THE SUBSTANTIAL 
CONSTRUCTION PLANNED FOR CHERRY POINT AND LEMOORE. 

1993 RECOMMENDATIONS In 1993 the Conlmission closed NAS Cecil Field, FL and moved all 
of its active duty F/A-I 8 squadrons to Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, NC. This was the 
longest payback (1 3 years) of any of the Navy's major closures in 1993, primarily due to the size of the 
construction required at Cherry Point. In 1993 the Commission compared the cost of moving these 
units to NAS Oceana, VA with the cost at Cherry Point and found them comparable. An additional 
Navy action in 1993 moved the F-14s from NAS Miramar, CA to NAS Lemoore, CA to make room at 
Miramar for planes from the closing MCAS EL Toro, CA. 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES Since 1993 the Navy has announced an accelerated retirement 
schedule for A-6s and F-14s. This creates a large amount of excess space at Oceana because they are 
the primary planes based there. Most of this excess capacity at Oceana was not available for 
consideration in 1993 because the force structure reduction plans did not eliminate them in our analysis 
window (through 1999). Therefore, the high construction cost estimates done in 1993 for Oceana are 
no longer valid. The staff has reviewed the Navy's 1995 construction estimates to support the redirect 
( $28.4 mil at Oceana and $32.3 mil at Jacksonville) and they are reasonable. The staff has reviewed 
the construction cost projected for implementing the 1993 recolnmendation at Cherry Point ($332.3 
mil included as cost avoidances in the current COBRA). These costs include facilities no longer 
needed due to force structure reductions since 1993 and we have asked the Navy to revise them. The 
reduction, however, is not expected to make a substantial change in the construction requirements at 
Cherry Point and the construction cost differential for the redirect is expected to remain over $200 mil. 

JOINT OPERATIONS The Navy Dept. noted in their justification for the 1993 Cherry Point decision 
that the movement of Navy aircraft to Cherry Point was consistent with the recent decision to have 
more Marine squadrons participate in Navy carrier operations. The joint operations potential of the 
1993 decision was limited because the Marine Corps squadrons planned for carrier operations were 
located at Beaufort, SC not Cherry Point. The 1995 redirect actually provides greater joint operating 
potential by moving two of the Navy's F/A- 18 squadrons to Beaufort. 

PRIOR DOD SPENDING The Navy has spent planning funds to implement several 1993 
recommendations which they now want to change. The Navy considers the funds spent are sunk costs 
and not a consideration; staff agrees that the valid issue is to examine funds still to be spent. The cost 
of planning the new construction that the redirect will require is included in the COBRA. The costs 
that communities and commercial sources incur in anticipation of a BRAC recommendation's 
implementation have not been coilsidered in the past by the Commission, in the same way we do not 
consider a community's costs related to a closure. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES The Cherry Point con~munity has commented on air quality, water 
availability and congestion at Oceana. The Navy has responded that the aircraft and personnel loading 
proposed at Oceana is less than the base's actual figures in the '90-91 timeframe. Considering this and 
the overall substantial force structure reductions planned by the Navy in the Norfolk area, the Navy 
believes that none of the environmental concerrls would have any effect on their ability to implelnent 
the redirect or operate the units after they arrive. The staff is still reviewing the docunlents recently 
provided by the Cherry Point community. While it is difficult to judge air quality conformity prior to a 
formal determination by the Navy, the staff does not currently believe that the air quality and other 
environmental concerns are reasons to reject the Navy's redirect. 

AIRCRAFT RETIREMENT UNCERTAINTY Concerning the Navv Times article which discusses 
potential delays in retirement of A-6 and F- 14 aircraft. It is our understanding that the reductions at 
Oceana are still planned; the cover article of the June 19 Navy Times is about the A-6 retirement and 
does not mention delay. The Navy has disestablished the A-6 training squadron and has not made 
plans to create a new A-6 maintenance facility, which is now at the closing depot in Norfolk. The 
article is very speculative, but does highlight one consistent issue - overall budget problems - that the 
redirect helps by eliminating very significant construction costs planned for Cherry Point. 

S A YELLIN, 13JUN95 





The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Sueet 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D C. 20350-1000 

LT-0768-F15 
BSAT/BL 
19 May 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is in response to a request from Deirdre Nurre of your staff for information 
regarding air conformity at NAS Oceana. 

Ms. Nune submitted a list of questions pertaining to the current status of the air 
conformity determination which may be needed due to the transfer of additional aircraft and 
personnel into the Norfolk area. Additionally, she requested information on the air quality 
status of NAS Oceana. Her questions and our answers are provided in the attachment. We 
have provided the certified data that addresses the air quality for NAS Oceana. However, no 
information on a conformity determination could be provided since one has not yet been 
initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and 
the input from operational commanders on specific transfers of personnel and aircraft 
following enaction of the recommendations, deem a conformity determination premature at 
this time. 

As always, if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know 

,,q Sincerely, 7 

s P. Nemfakos 
Vice Chairman, 
Base Structure Evaluation 4 ommittee 

Attachment 



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING 
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR 
IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY: 

Question 1. Has a conformity determination been drafted in anticipation of the receipt of 
additional planes and personnel at Oceana? If not, has one been intitiated? Has the local air 
district been contacted to work with the Navy on the conformity determination? 

Answer: The requirement for executing a conformity 'determination does not apply until the 
Navy executes, or prepares to execute a Federal action. Considering the steps of the Base 
Closure process, until the recommendations become law and the potential for change during 
Base. Closure process ceases, any work on a conformity determination at this time would be 
premature. The conformity determination has not been initiated and the local air district has 
not been contacted. 

Question 2. What is the baseline year for conformity purposes? Is it the 1990 baseline, or 
has a more recent SIP been passed which should be used as a baseline? 

Answer: The baseline year for conformity is 1990. 

Question 3. What is the current attainment/nonattainment status of the local air district for 
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate, 
serious, etc). 

Answer: 

Pollutant 

co 
Ozone 

PM- 10 

SO2 

NO2 

P b 

Attainment 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Non-Attainment 

Marginal 



Question 4. What is the number of planes and personnel coming to Oceana as a result of the 
BRAC-95 proposed redirect? 

Answer: 
The numbers of aircraft and personnel that would relocate to Oceana as a result of the BRAC 
95 recommendations will be determined by the operational commander and refined through 
the budget process. However, for the purpose of our analysis, we assumed seven F-14 
squadrons, eight A-6 squadrons, an A-6 RAG, and 1 adversary squadron were leaving for a 
total of 228 aircraft, with eight F/A-18 squadrons, an F/A-18 RAG, and four F-14 squadrons, 
or 202 aircraft, were transferring into Oceana, between FY 1990 and FY 2001. The personnel 
moves into and out of the greater Norfolk area, between FY 1995 and FY 2001, netted an 
eleven thousand personnel decrease. This figure also reflects decreases outside the base 
closure process, due to force structure downsizing. 

Question 5. What estimates of emissions in tonslyear, if any were the basis for the statement 
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report" that a conformity 
detennination would be needed as a result of redirects? 

Answer: The order of magnitude of emission data for 1992J93, which was provided in 
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required. 

Since no conformity determination was performed and no calculation of emissions was 
initiated, no estimates can be provided. It is not known if NOx and VOC emissions will fall 
above or below the de minirnus levels for NOx and VOC, or 100 tondyr each. However, 
using 1990 as a baseline, coupled with offsets, it is possible that a conformity review for the 
BRAC 95 recommendation will be below threshold levels and a conformity determination will 
not be required. 

Question 6. If declining numbers of planes and people are contemplated as a possible offset 
for conformity purposes, what were the years in which these losses took place? Was this 
offset sufficient to make up for BRAC 95 gains? (Note: this is the type issue that a 
conformity determination would document.) 

Answer: 
See answer to question four. The DON'S Base Closure analysis of air quality impacts was a 
macro look at long term trends in air quality. When the conformity determination is 
conducted, it will seek to look at projected impacts over a wide range of years, many of 
which are in the future. Operational commanders will have to determine the times and dates 
of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendation 
becomes law. Any analysis needing outyear data would be premature at this time. 



Examining the specific years of the reduction in planes, personnel, and ships within the 
Harnpton Roads air quality control district will be part of the analysis conducted in support of 
a confomity determination. The analysis conducted looked at net aircraft and personnel 
changes between FY 1995 and FY 2001 and did not look at individual year impacts. 

Question 7. Who can Commission staff call at Oceana, the local air district, and U.S. EPA 
regional office to discuss these conformity questions? 

Answer: 
These questions relate to recommended actions, which willlmay not be law until the end of 
the BRAC 1995 process (Sept 95). As such, there is no requirement to initiate a conformity 
determination prior to Sept 95 because (1) until that time the realignment is only a 
recommendation, and (2) operational commander input will be required to determine exact 
numbers of planes, ships and personnel movement involved. A point of contact at the Navy's 
Engineering Field Division, who oversees air quality issues at Oceana is Mr. Dan Cecchini at 
(804)322-4891. No contact has been initiated with the local air district or EPA. 



ATTACHMENT C-5 

RECOMMENDATION FOR REALIGNMENT 

NAVAL AIR STATION, CECIL FIELD, FLORIDA REDIRECT 

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 199~C.ommission-(1993 
Commission Report, at page 1-20) from "Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North 
Carolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia; and MarineCorps-Air-StationJI-eaufort, 
South Carolina" to "other naval air stations. primarily -- Naval Air- Station, Oceana, 
Viruinia; Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval Air Station, 
b 
Jacksonv~lle, Florida; and Naval Air Station, Atlanta, Georgia; or other Navy or Marine 
Corps Air Stations with the necessary capacity and support infrastructure." In addition, 
add the following: "To support Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, retain OLF Whitehouse, 
the Pinecastle target complex, and the Yellow Water family housing area." 

Justification: Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished 
during the 1993 round of base closure and realignment, since DON force structure 
experiences a reduction of over 10 percent by the year 2001, there continues to be 
additional excess capacity that must be eliminated. In evaluating operational bases, the 
goal was to retain only that infrastructure necessary to support the future force structure 
without impeding operational flexibility for deployment of that force. This recommended 
redirect achieves several important aims in furtherance of current Departmental policy and 
operational needs. First, it avoids the substantial new construction at MCAS Cherry Point 
that would be required if the FIA- 18s from NAS Cecil Field were relocated there, which 
would add to existing excess capacity, and utilizes existing capacity at NAS Oceana. This 
avoidance and similar actions taken regarding other air stations are equivalent to the 
replacement plant value of an existing tactical aviation naval air station. Second, it 
permits collocation of all fixed wing carrier-based anti-submarine warfare (ASW) air 
assets in the Atlantic Fleet with the other aviation ASW assets at NAS Jacksonville and 
NAVSTA Mayport and support for those assets. Third, it permits recognition of the 
superior demographics for the Navy and Marine Corps reserves by relocation of reserve 
assets to Atlanta, Georgia. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $66.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $335.1 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $1 1.5 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The 
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $437.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
NORTH CAROLINA 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305 
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June 13, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, B M C  Commission 
1700 West Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: Adequacy of Air Quality Impacts Analysis re Proposed Redirect FIA-18's from 
MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Ocean 

ah 
Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am very concerned about the adequacy of the BRAC Commission's analysis of air 
quality impacts regarding the proposed redirect of the Navy FIA-18 squadrons from MCAS 
Cheny Point to NAS Oceana. I am convinced that a thorough analysis by the Commission of 
air quality impacts would lead to the conclusion that air quality conditions in the Hampton 
Roads area pose a significant constraint to relocating the squadrons to NAS Oceana 

The Navy concedes that it essentially has done no analysis of potential air quality 
impacts associated with the 1995 recommended redirect to NAS Oceana. No year-by-year 
analysis has been done to determine the magnitude of emissions in any given year, and the 
Navy concedes that there have been no discussions with federal, state or local officials to 
determine whether, and how, the Navy's present plans can be accommodated within state 
strategies without further endangering air quality in the Hampton Roads area. 

As you may h o w ,  the Hampton Roads area is presently classified as an ozone 
nonattainment area. The area has registered several violations of the national ozone standard - 
in recent years. TheEnvironrnenta1 Pr~tecmn Agency is in the process of "bumping up" the 
n o n ~ ~ 3 z ~ c l a s s i f i ~ a t i o n  of the Haxnplon Roads area to the more serious "moderate" 

_2__ 

category due to a failure to achieve the national ozone standard by November IS, 1993, as 
required by the Clean Air Act. Under the law, EPA must take this action. However, a last 

1)) minute appeal by state and local officials has forestalled this required stiffening of air quality 
enforcement measures. 
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In a May 19, 1995 letter to you from Charles P. N d a k o s ,  the Navy points to a 
possibly accelerated phase-out of -4-6 and F-14 aircrafts over the next five years as mitigating 
the air quality impacts of the proposed new F/A-18 squadrons at NAS Oceana. However, as 
indicated by a >lay 22. 1995 Naw Times article (copy attached), the retirement date for Navy 
A-6's and F-14's may be pushed back. As this article illustrates, there is no certainty as to 
what planes may be leaving Oceana, or when. What is certain, however, is that redirecting 
Cecil Field FIA- 18 squadrons to Oceana would have a significant, negative impact on what 
already is an unacceptable air quality situation. 

Ample evidence exists to indicate that air quaIity is a significant issue regarding the 
Commission's decision. On the one hand, NAS Oceana presents significant air quality issues 
to poor local air quality conditions in the Hampton Roads area. On the other hand, MCAS 
Cheny Point does not have any nonattainment air quality conditions and does present 
any Clean Air Act problems in connection with receiving the Cecil Field F/A-18's. The 
bottom line is that the Navy has failed to provide the Commission with adequate air quality 
impact information to support its recommended redirect to NAS Oceana. More importantly, 
all available information confirms that MCAS Cherry Point is superior to NAS Oceana on 

A this significant issue. 

As discussed in my recent correspondence to EPA Administrator Browner (copy 
attached), the Commission itself may be required by the Clean .Air Act to make a conformity 
determination regarding potential air quality impacts. Beyond that, the Commission clearly is 
obligated under its own enabling law to analyze and give due regard to all environmental 
impacts, including air quality impacts, in developing its ha1 recommendations to the 
President I am concerned that the inadequate analysis conducted to date has masked the true 
air quality problems posed by the proposed NAS Oceana "redirect". 

I b-trongiy urge the Commission to weigh each option carefully in terms of potential air 
quality impacts. I trust that the Commission will recognize that MCAS Cherry Point offers a 
distinct advantage over NAS Oceana in this regard. This is just one among several important 
reasons why the Commission shodd reject the 1995 DOD recommendation and affirm the 
1993 BRAC Commission to assign the Cecil Field FIA-18 squadrons to MCAS Cherry Point 

/ Lauch  airc cloth 
Ah 

cc: Mr. Charles Smith 
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH 
4 NOKW CAROLINA 

WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5  10-3305 

June 8, i395 

Carol M. Browner 
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M. Street S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

RE: Applicability of Clean Air Act Conformity 3equirements 
to Dropos?2 BRAC Decision to Redirect 1/4-18 Squadrons 
from MCAS Cherry Point to N U  Oceana 

Dear Administrator Browner: 

The purpose of this lttter is to raise a matter of considerable 
urgency. Under the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 10 
U.S.C. 2587, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission ("BRAC 

a CommissionM) is required to make recommendations to the President 
by July 1, 1995, regarding the closure and realignment of 
military installations, equipment and personnel in accordance 
with the Force Structure Plan. As you may know, the 1993 BRAC 
process resulted in a decision t3 close Cecil Field in Florida. 
Among the acticns now being considered by the 1995 aRAC 
Commission is a recommendation by the Department of Defense to 
redirect several F'/~-18 Navy squadrons based at Cecil Field from 
MCAS Cherry Point in North Carolina to NAS Oceana in Virginia. 

It is of great concern that the air quality impact of the 
proposed DOD "redirecttt to NAS Oceana raises a significant issue 
under express BRAC Commission selection criteria and Clean Air 
Act general conformity requirements which has not been adequately 
addressed. 

The Navy concedes that, at the present time, essentially no air 
quality impact analysis has been performed for this proposed 
redirect. The Navy has taken the position that any conformity 
analysis is premature until operational commanders determine the 
times and dates of actual aircraft and personnel transfer, after 
the 1995 BRAC Closure recommendations have become law. 

Section 175(c) of the Clean Air Act mandates that any Federal 
agency which apFroves an action affecting air quality undertake 
such an analysis. I understand the question of military 
operations was considered in developing the general conformity 
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Carol M. Browner 
June 8 ,  1995 
page 2 

rule, and that an exemption for routine movements of ships and 
aircraft when no new sucoort facilisils or oersonnel are req~ired 
was added to the final rde. I am advised that the BRAC prccess 
is not ?:q~ressly exempt. 

Ply cgncerz o v e r  the appar3nt disresard 3f this requirement is 
height2ned by existing air quality conditi~ns of the proposed XAS 
Oceana receiving area. The Hampton Roads area, which inclu2es 
NAS Cceana, is presently,classFfied as nonattainrnent for ozone. 
Your agency is in the process of reclassifying the area from 
marginal t3 rncderate due to the failure of the Hampton Roads area 
to a~tain the ozone standard by November 15, 1993, as required by 
the Clean Air Act. Under Section 191 (b) ( 2 )  of the Act, by 
operation of law the Hampton Roads area must be reclassified as a 
moderate ozone nonattainment area. Given the nondiscreciona-ry 
nature of such a reclassification, the area should be treated as 
a moderate nonattainment area for the purposes of any BRAC 
decision. 

The combined impacts of the proposed NAS Oceana redirect, coupled 
with the expected growth surges associated with completion of the 
Lake Gaston pipeline water project, likely would worsen an 
already significant air quality problem. To my knowledge, the 
combined air quality iinpacts of these major developments have not 
been analyzed by any state or federal agency. 

Unlike NAS Oceana, NCAS Cherry Point does not suffer from any 
nonattainment conditions and does not present significant Clean 
Air Act conformity problems in connection with assimilation of 
the Cecil Field F/A-18 squadrons. 

I would like to know EPAJs interpretation of the general 
conformity requirements as applied to 1995 BRAC decisions. Is a 
conformity determination or conformity analysis required prior to 
a BRAC decision? Given the timing of the BRAC Commission's 
action, a response to my urgent concerns at your earliest 
convenience prior to June 21, 1995, would be appreciated. Please 
direct your response to Sean Callinicos, telephone number 2 0 2 -  
224-3783, the staff director of the Senate Subcommittee on Clean 
Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nuclear Safety, which I 
chair. 

dzq* 
Lauch Faircloth 

cc: Honorable Alan J. DLxon, 
Chairman, BRAC Commission 

bcc: Sean Cdl inicos  
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Environmental 
Protection Agency 
40 CFR pads 6, 51, and 93 

Determining Conformity of General 
Federal Actions to State or Federal 
Implementation Plens; Final Rule 



Federal Register / VO!. 58,  

lead (Pb). nitrogen dioxide, ozone, 
padculate matter (PM-101, and sulfur 
dioxide (S02). 

This rule does not apply to Federal 
procurement actions. The March IS. 
1993 proposal was silent on the 
application of confornity requirements 
specifically to procurement actions. 
however, a number of comments were 
received on procurements. Although the 
comments genorally indicated that 
procurements should be exempt from 
the final conformity rule. EPA is 
inclined to believe that Congress 
intended for certain ronvement 
actions to be covere c! by the general 
conformity provisions. It is impossible 
at this time to resolve the competing 
concerns regarding which procurement 
actions should be covered and which 
should be exempt since the existing 
record is inadequate. Themfore. the EPA 
will propose to cover certain 

rocuremenb in a future rulemaking. 
gut will take comment on other 
interpretatians, 

The EPA will also propose ' 

exemptions for certain procurement 
actions which it believes would fit the 
de minimis criteria or result in 
emissions which are not reasonably 
foreseeable. The EPA believes the 

. 

majority of procurement actions would 
be de minimis or not reasonably 
foreseeable. Given the complexity of 
Federal p m m e n t  and the 
government's desire to streamline 
procurement activities, the EPA will 
seek comment on its proposed 
exemptions &d the process ior applying 
conformity to procurement activities. 

11. Backgmund 
The gene:al confonnity ru1e.was 

proposed on March 15 ,1993 ($8 FR 
13836). Additional backgiound 
information can be found in the 
pro osal notice. ' 

dnformity is d e h e d  in section 
176(c1 of the Act as conformity to the 
SIP'S purpose of eliminating or reducing 
the severity and number of violations of 
the N M Q S  and achieving expeditious 
attainment of such standards, and that 
such activities will not: .. . 

(11 Cause or contribute to any new 
violation of an standard in any area, 

(2) In=- &e frequency or txw~rity 
of any existing violation of any standard 
in an m a ,  or 

(3)r)elay timely 

emission 

conformity to attainment and 
m b t e n a n c e  of the NMQS. Thus, a 
Federal action must not adversely affect 
t..e h e ! y  andnment &7d maintenance 

. ,  . 
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of tho N M Q S  or emission reduction 
progress plans leading to attainment. 
The Act as amended in 1990 includes a 
new omphasis of reconciling the . 
emissions from Federal actions with the 
SIP, rather than simply providing for die 
implementation of SIP measures: This 
integration of Federal actions and air 
quality planning is .blended to protect 
the inte 'ty of the SIP by helping to 
ensure C t  SIP growth projections are 
not exceeded, emissions reduction 

December 30.1993 notice is received 
that advcrsc or critical comments will 
be submitted regarding the changes to 
40 CFR 6.303. If final action on the 
changes to 40 CFR 6.303 is delayed 
pending public comment, the '. 
requirements of k e  new part 51 and 93 
rules will still supersede the 
requirements of 40 CFR 6.303. 

111. Discussion of Major hsues and 
Response to Comments 

progress targets are achieved, and air For additional background 
quality attainment and maintenance information on the major issues, the 
efforts are not undermined. reader should refer to 58 FR 13837- 

The rule amends part 51 of title 40 of 13847. March IS, 1993. Unless 
the Code of Federal Regulations by otherwise noted, the discussions in 
adding a new subpart W. Part 51 is Sections fiI and N below only'address 
entitled: "Re uirements for preparation, issues where public comments were 
adoption, an! submittal of received. For portions of the proposed 
implementation plans." Amendment to rule where comments were not received. 
part 51 is necessary to require States to the final rule is consistent with the 
revise their implementetion plans to proposed rule for the set forth 
include conformity requirements. Once i, the p ropod  n d c e .  Further . 
the Hate plans am revised, the Federal discussion of such i s u e s  is not 
a&mcies would be subject to those addressed in thlr preamble. Portions of 

.T men ts. . the proposed d o  wers &o changed so 
addition, the rule adds a new that the final rule more dearly states the 

sub art to Part 93 of title 40 the intended me-g. Sections m and IV 
Co8. of F e d e d  Re ationcThis is iuues the rame they 
necessary to make i? e conformity were addressed in the Proposal which is 
requirements ap ly to F e d d  agencies &o the regulalov 
as soon as the n$e is effective and in the poAm ofthi. notice. 
5nteri.m period before the States revise 
their implemantation p l u  The part 93 A. E.elective h t e s  

'requirements are identical to the part 51 ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ l  requirements with one fixcaptian: they 
do not require a Stale to revise its The e f f d v a  date of this rule was 
implementation plan. To avoid proposed to be 30 days after the final 
du lication, the preamble language cites. ~ l e m h g  notice published- At that 
on f y the part Sl sections, however. the time, however, scme ~ r o i e a  that are 
relevant part 51  discossion a t o  applies 4 dependent on Federal actions will, have 
to the equivalent part 93  rules. already commenced or completed 

As noted in the proposal (58 FR planning activities, perhaps including 
13837), FSA promulgated confonnity their environmental assessment. Such 
rules in 1979 and 1985 to implement the projects would then be faced with the 
confonnity provisions for EPA actions at uncertainty of new conformity 
40 CFR 6.303. Today's final rule applies requirements that could not have &en 
the conformity provisions of the Act as antidpated prior to the h a 1  d e s  being 
amended in 1990 to all Federal published. This uncertainty could 
activities, includhg EPA adivities. threaten the viability of projects for 
Thus, the conformity requirements of 40 which considerable time and funds 
CFX 6.303 are su etseded by these already have been or are about to be 
d e s .  Accor+n&. pamgiphs (a) iniiested. 
through (f) of 40 CFR 6.303 are replaced The preamble to the proposal ' 
with a new paragraph (a1 which refem speci6dly invited comments on 
to the conformity rules promulgated transition (or grandfathering) rovisions 
today and a new paragraph Ibl which for on-going projects that are ependent 
retains the requirements of (old) 

S 
on Federal actions (58 FR 138371. Two 

paragraph 0, which addresses other ' o tions were proposed which would 
requiramentr of section 316b) of the d o w  grandfathering based on activities 
Act. The EPA is taking this action that will have eitber already 
without specifically having proposed to commenced or completed their 
make these changes to 40 CFR 6.303 in environmental assessment by the time 
the March 15,1993 proposal because the final rulemaking notice is published. 
the Agency views this as a 
noncontroversial action and anticipates 2. Comment 
no adverse comments. This action will  The EPA received comments on this 
be effective January 31. 199.1 unloss, by issue w h ~ c h  recommended e vanety of 
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. . implement that Federal ection'within a is to make emissions from Federal sovereign immunity, like that in section 
reasonable time. This 5-year provision actions consistent with the Act's alr 118, narrowly. See Deportment 
olso applies with resped to conformity , quality planning goals. The conformity Energyv. Ohio, 1 1 2  S . n .  1627,1633 
doterminetions grandfathered as requirement is different from most other (1992); Mchfohon v. United Stoles, 342 
described above. roqutrements of the Act because it is V.S. 25.26,72 S.CT. 17.18 (1951). The 

The information collection imposed solel on Federal agencies, and EPA believes that such purely 
roquirements in 10 CFR pa* 51 and 93 is not requirw!of nonpvernmental discriminatory more-stringent State . 
have not yet beon approved by the OMB entities. Themfore it Is approbriate for programs would be prohibited under 
and sre not effective until OMB EPA to establish the criteria and such case law. 
approvss tharn. procedures for the conformity of Federal The EPA recognizes that States have 

B. SIP Revisions-State Authority ' 

adions as specified by d i m  historically developed their own 
176(c)(4)(A) of the Act. It is also conformity requirements despite the . 

I. .Proposal ~ r e q u h d t l u t S l a t e c ~ ~ S I P r e v i c i m  a~oFary.F.dsrrl~ukc.funha. 
that indudes  these c r i t d a  and Stabshave frequdy adopted desuhd in lb.hkd7S*1993 proesdums, as indicated by ssction requirements that differ from State to pnunUeemA m*ed thn Staesmay 176(c)(4)(C) of the Act. Fanlhhmbsrmo~. State. both with nrpn t o  w f m i t y  adopt criteria and-procedures more interpretr be requiramentc and general air qurtity.murrgsmrrt. in s ~ n g . n t  Ihe in (he imposed by rsaion 116 bf the Act to, order to address different air quality EPA rules (58 FR 13838). mean that the aiteria mdprocedmas needs and regulatory authorities. There 

2. Crrmment . set by S b t e  cohfonnity dss may not be are several statemezlts excerpted b l o w  
any leu S-BO~ than those e+blizhed from the congressional R e a x d  which - . - 

, Several wmmenten suppoxtad PN'i . by (his A- 
-. view. These cornmentars stated that ...suppim the condudan that States xmy 

The EPA interprets the section' 118 - . edopt conformity rules that us more F e d d  agencies are'to be afforded no 
' requirement that ~ , , d ~ - d  

Q 
stringent than the rules promulgated by special privile es and that the Act in no ,, ly with pollution uhments EPA. 

8.l same nisnner and to 3 me 
. , 

way prevents e imposition of more 
r t r i n g a n t m t m l ~ i n ~  .-t SIlch l F e d d ]  rugulrs;rmc will pmvidc 

~ n ~ e n r m m t a l ~ ~  .- ~ofhC~htes*the adoption of w~p"b'icbeahh=d-'hm~ to m* 
mi.fist~danl agenaes mast mnfmityraguinnenrt in SIP ,,,ill at risk. comply with any air pol.lution rule govern the conformity dqcisions of federal . 

Other cOmmdnurs; however* established under the M to no leqs an agena~s ~d wt ropo l i~n  plawing that Federal be held extent than nongovernmental entities. o:ganitation, (MPOS) squired to make . 
to a hbber  standard State The genemi conformity rule and.State conformity determinations. Fedcnl agencies 
than adjacent or nearby private or State rules adopted p-mt to it are rnles will also have to comply with 8ppliable 
activities. These Comments Suggest that . established under the provisions of the SIP if stronger than the 
this provision may be inconsistent with under 118, federal agencies underlying basic federal regulations. Cang. 
Section 118 of the Act. Section 118 of, ., must comply. Consquently, EPA does R e c .  S16958 (October27. 19901 (Stalementor 

Senator (3afee). the Act states that Federal agencies are not agree that then, is no  waiver of 
' to comply with State air pollution sovereign at Staus are also b e  under sectior; 116 to . 

insection continue to apply any more stringent project "in the manner and 176(c). The EPA conclud6s that section r , ~ e w  &teria in undu date or leal 
- to the same extent hs any . '176(c)/4)(c) uims Slate conformity . law. The criteria in seuioq 176(c)(31 ue 

nong~vernmsntd  dntity.'. Sinw the ~ p ' s  that' w2d rnslllte ~ d ~ ~ l  .. merely the additicnal federal crl!erii'that 
general conformity requirement is not activities. must be met to qualify for f e d 4  approval 
imposed on any non-Federal.entity, However, the language of the'relevarh or funding of tmisportation projects. . 
these agencies argue that there is not a sections does leave unclear the extent to propuns, and plans prior to the date when 
waiver of sove re ie  immunity which which the waiver bf sovereign immunity a revised implementation plan takes effect 
would allow State regulation of Federal may limit the manner in which a State's under these amendments. R c *  S16g7j 
activities in either sections 118 or 176 section.116 authority is applied to [October 27.1990) (Statement of Senator 
of the Act; therefore, these agencies Federal agencies. After careful Baucus). 

Such regulations will provide guidance 10 ague ,  the Act does not permit States to conridention of the legal and olicy nates for adoption of anfodt,, 
set more stringent conformity u s l m e n k  Pmmtd to PA d e r  the requirements in (a& SIP and will govern the 
requirements than those set by EPA. March 15,1993 notice of proposed confomity decisions of fedenl agencies and 
Some commented that multiple Stato rulemaking.(NPR), EPA has concluded MPOs required to make conformity 
rules would cause confusion to Federal that State c o n f o d t y  rules which do not decisions. Federal agencies will.also have to 
agencies trying to meet the cqnformity apply to non-federal entities and comply with applicable provisions of the SIP . 
requirements. apply'more stringent requirements than if stronger Lhan the underlying basic federal ' 

One comment stated that only areas the P A  general conformity d e  to regulations." Cong. R e c ,  S16973 (October 27. 
designated "extreme" should be fededy-assisted faslities would be 19901 (Statement of Senator Baucusl. .. .- . 
allowed to'require more stringent State inconsistent with the waiver of Consequently, the EPA believes that If 
or regional general conformity rules in a State wishes to apply more stringent 
its SIP. conformity rules for the purpose of 

3. Response 
- attaining air quality, it may do so, but 

C only if the same conformity . 
In considering the comments received any more stringent conformity requirements are imposed on non- 

on this issue, EPA has taken the requirements since conformity Federal as well as Federal actions. 
provisions of sections 116,118 and requirements do not apply statutorily to States adopting more stringent 
176(cl of the Act into account. The new nongovernment entities, would have an conformity rules may not cause a more 
language added to section 176(c) by the unjustifiably discriminatory effect. significant or unusual obstacle to 
1990 amendments to the A d  makes it Under current case law, a reviewing Federal agencies than non-Federal 
clear h a t  h e  purpose of section 176(c) court would construe waivers of agencies !or h e  szme type of action. 
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(4)  It establishes an overly broad rolo transportation conformity review covers wetland fill for a twenty acre shopping 
for the Federal government in attaining direct and certain indirect emissions mall. 
the NMQS.  associated with the highway The Federal agencies might also have 

b. Inclusive definition-enforcernent. interchange action itself. been required to exgend substantial 
The EPA sees no value to the The general conformit inclusive resources in an attempt to enforce 
environment in promulgating a rule that approach could rely on &e mitigation measures for actions that ore 
is unenforceable. The EPA agrees with transportation conformity review with outside their jurisdiction. Some delay to 
the point made by some commenters ms ect to vehicle activity to and on tho these public and private activities 
that it is unreasonable to expect Federal hig !I way intedange. In addition. the would have been expected as fie 
agencies to control indirect emissions general conformity inclusive spproach conformity quirements wem w i e d  
over which they have no continuing, would specifically consider d i m  and out. In some cases these Federal actiins 
authority to control. As stated in the. indirect emissions at the airport itself would not t&e place at aU as a result 
March IS, 1993 preamble, this approach and at the cargo facility. la contrast, the of conformity consideration. In 
might result in a Federal agency exclusive approach, similar to the addition, the threat of litigation over 

, imposing conditions on the project (e.g., project level trans ortation conformity this expansive list of actions would 
mitigation) to demonstrate conformity approach, mven t!mct and have been significant. That is, projects 
that would be meaningless since there indirect emissions assodated with the could have been delayed through 
would be no affective Federal airport expansion action itself, but does litigation simplqduh to w m e n ~  over 
enforcement mechanism. not s ~ d f i c a l l ~  consider additional application of the conformity rule to the 

For example, the inclusive approach indirect emissions (i.e., the cargo project. even where the air quality could require a Federal agency to facility). Thus. the exclusive approach impacts were very minor. 
impose restrictions on the title to land appears to be more consistent with the ~ h ~ ~ ~ ~ h  public comments and by 
that is being sold or developed. In such trims ortation conformity approach. 
cases these deed restrictions might communication with other Federal . d. Rdusive d e f i n i t i o ~ ~ o n ~ b I e  the rrcrlved a lvge 
remain forever with the land. ' burden. The inclusive definition could number of eramples of Federal Enforcement of these types of be fnterpretedt0 'dude advities, a few of which are listed restrictions is very dif5cult and is not Federal activities, since all  Fed& . belo,,,, that u. not nomdly coesidered likely to be an effective approach. a d v i t i ~  could w e d  to give h e  to. SIPT, but a d d  not cleuly b.uid to Further, it k not reasonable to attnch a at least in some remote way. an action have absolutely no ties to that restxiction to a deed forever, since the that ultimately emits pollution. This emlrrions of pollutantr. land use might change over time and, broadest interpretation of the statute (1) COE permit actions. certainly, the envimnmentwlll change' could impose an unreasonable burden The de of Federal kod. over t i m e d o t h  of which may remove on the Federal agenaes and private 
or alter the need for the deed restriction, entities that would have been affected (3) National Pollutant Discharge 
which would nonetheless remain in by that definition. For example, since Elimination 'ystern INPDES) permit 
place since there is no mechanism to the Federal government issues licenses issum". 
remove it. In this example, EPA blieves for any export activities, an inclusive (4) Transmission of electrical power. 
that it is impractical to use deed de6nition approach could go so far as to (5) Export license 
restrictions to control emissioiu and require the manufactura of the e on (6) Bank W i c  
that the Federal agency would not mate ria^ and the baor oat ion z t h e '  g 

(7) Mortgage insuarrce. 
maintain control since there is no same materiel to be su 'ect to a Based on the public comments and 
continuing rogram responsibility for conformity xwilv. suck an ap ma&. ~ n ~ l b t i o n w i t h  the 0 t h ~  Fedmil 
that Federafagency to contml future however, is very burdensome fue  to the agencia* EPAbfieves that & n p s s  
emissions assodated with that land. large number of export activities, the did not intend the general 

c. Indusive definition- fact that the limnsin process is not a rule to affect innumerable Fedetal 
transportation. In the inclusive factor in any SIP. an! that the vast actions, impose analytical requirements 
approach, the Federal agency is made majority of these manufeMng and on aaivities that am very minor in 
responsible for emissions that are w r t a t i o n  activities may have little terms of Fedeml involvement and air 
reasonably foreseeable. This would . to no impad on air quality. Thus, the .quality impacts, and result in the 
include emissions from on-site or off- inclusive ap roach goes far beyond the signidant axpense and delay that is 
site facilities. Assume, for exnmple, that u t  of ~ e d A  activities wonab ly  .likely in an inclusive debition. Thus. 
the Federal Aviation AdmMsmtion nrlated to the SIP. 'adoptin the inclusive debition 
(FAA1 ap roves an sirport expansion L The many F d e n l  agencies subject to appmcf~  could have imposed an 
project w ch would require a general the inclusive approach would have been unreasonable burden on these public 
conformity determination. The airport required to document air quality and private activities. 
expansion also includes a highway im acts h m  tens of thausands of g The Federal agencies would, in many 
interchange construction pmject pu lic and private business activities cases, be unable to reduce emissions 
needing a project level transportation each year, even where the wodated h m  sources that they cannot 
conformity approval. Additionally, it is Federal action is extremely minor. For practicably control. This would result in 
k m ~ ~  that a cargo handling facility example, the Army Corps of Engineers the Federal action having to be 
wi!l be constructed near that (COE) estimates that 65,000 of their prohibited because a positive 
fnterchange due to the airport regulatory actions would have required conformity determination could not be 
expansion. The project level a conformity review in 1992 under the made. TheEPA believes that the Act 
transportation conformity rsviow would inclusive dewtion. The COE permits does not intend to unreasonably restrict 
cover emissions from vehicle activity to are oAen limited to a small portion of Federal actions so that they are 
and on the highway interchange, but a much larger project and, thus, may not generally prohibited in areas with air 
t~ould not cover indirect emissions be the &st mechanism to review the quality problems. Instead, the Federal 
possibly essoaated with.the airport or larger project: e.g., one river crossing for agencies are requirsd to control 
cargo facility. Thus, the pmjea level a 500 mile gas pipeline or a half-acre emissions in a reasonable manner and 
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nearby but on privately-owned land. In 176(c) of the Act.2 If read in the broadest "support" subsequent projects similarly 
this case, emissions frornthe conceivable manner, the "su port in could rmge ftom mere facilitation to . 
construction and operation of the resort any w a y W r h i b i t i o n  might Ee continuing responsibility. T?ie.EPA does 
are a continuing program responsibility interpret0 to include virtually all not believe that Congress intended thi 
of the Forest Service and emissions from Federal actfvities, since all Federal term "support in any way" to 
the housing activities are not. Again. if activities could be argued to support, at encompass each and every one of  these 
the Forest Service had authority to least in some remote way. an action that separate definitions, including those 
impose conditions on activities at the ultimate1 emib pollution. The EPA where the relationship between the 
llousing development and chose to does not a l i e v e  that Con- intended Fcderal agency's action and the 
exercise that authority to impose . the "support in any way" prohibition to subsequent activity is attenuated. Thus. 
conditions that would result in air be interpreted in a manner &at would EPA believes it is reasonable to s l e d  a 
pollutant emissions, air emissions from lead to such egregious or absurd definition of "sup ort" that focuses on 
those conditions imposed would be applications of section 176(c) of the Act. the extent to whit ! the Federal agency 
within the Forest Service's continuing Where the language of a statute is has continuing program res onsibilities. 
pro ram responsibility. an~biguous. as is the case here. an and wbeher it can practica ! ly control 

d i t h  respect to the issuo of indirect agency has the dismtion adopt an emissions born its own and other party 
emissions, the proposal pointed to the interpretation that is reasonable.3 activities. The exclusive definition 
language in section 17 6(c)(l) of the Act One possible approad in determining rs uires Fedeml agencies to consider 
which prohibits a Federal agency from how far the "support in any way on$ those direct and indirect emissions 

roviding "support in any way prohibitionw extends is to m i n e  the over which. under their legal . 
for] any activity which does not I' word "SUP ikelf. sedan 176(c)(l) authorities, they can exercise and 

conform to an implementation plan." bfthe ~ c t . % y  its t e r n .  prohiits maintain practicable control and over 
"Conformit to an implementation X Federal agencies from "support[ingl" an which they have continuing Program 
plan" is de ned to mean that an activity activity which itself"dms not conform responsibilities. AS noted previously, 
f'will not--C~US~ or contribute 10 any to an implementation ~ h u s ,  the this approach is consistent with the 
new violation *- , increase the support prohibition cannot be triggered Purpose of section 176(ci of the 
fre uency or severit of any existing unless a d  until a Fedcra] agacyes P d That section laces certain prohibitions 

, or elay timely vio ation *. constitute rupport ofa m c u l a r  m d  responsi~ilities on Federal agencies. 
attainment of any standard. * "@ - activity. ~n the i b s n w  of a atut0r-y The EPA does not believe that Congress 

Given the "support in m y  way" . ' definition for a word, typically intended to extend the prohibitions and 
language, EPA has. in this rule. turn to the word*s everyday responsibilities to cases where, although 
interpreted section 176(~1 of the Act as ~ h ,  dictionary to licensing or approving action is a 
requiring Federal agencies, in making . mean [among other ~ ~ $ 1 :  required initial dep  for a subse uent 

' their conforrnit determinations. to 
, *.to uphold by .id, c o ~ t e n ~ ~ ,  or activity that causes emissions. %e 

consider both d e  d h c t  and indirect actively promote the agency has no control over that 
emissions resulting h m  their own interests or cause of'; subsequent activity, either because there 
actions or horn actions that they "to uphold or defend sc valid. right, i s  no mnhuing Program res~ons ib ih t~  

i .. support. However, nothing in those just, or authoritative-; or ability to mcticably control. For that 
words serves to clarify a precise "to provide means. f o m ,  or . reason, EPA !m lievesTt is not reasonable 
congressional intent pgarding the =ope ,mngth that is secondary to: ba& upw; to conclude tha tue  Fedeal agency 
of coverage of indirect emissions [a term . -to pay the r "supports" that later activity, within the' 
which is no: expressly referred to in "to supply with the means of meaning of section 176(c) of the Act. 
section 176(c)(l) of the Ad]. In other rndntenance or to or furnish AS im lemented by this d e ,  t i d o n  . 
words, the words "support in dny way" fun& for maintaining-; 176(c) o I the A d  requires that a Federal 
do not, in themselves, didate a . "to provide a basis for the existence agency ensure conformity with an 
congressional pmference between the or subsistence: serve as the s o w e  of approved state SIP for those air 
inclusive or exclusive definition of material or immaterial apply a"  emissions that would be brought,about 
indirect emissions proposed by EPA. Webster's Third N~~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ t j ~ ~ a l  by agency action, an$ that the agency 
The exclusive definition, which this Dictionary. the above l i f i d e s  can practicably control, and that are 

conformity rule adopts, requires evident. the evejday meaning of subject to r continuing program 
that Federal a endes  take into account could m g e  from d d t y  that responsibility of that a edcy. A Federal 
only those infirect emissions that the is merely f a d t a t i o n  or --gemen\ agency his no mponsi  b ility toattempt 
Federal action would suppoh thakthe to ,,-tj,,ity wherein the ador  wumes an to Limit emissions that do not meet 
Federal agency Can practicably control, ' ongoing responsibility &das those lests. or that are outside the - . and are under the continuing p r q  . continuing.assistance J er for the Federal agency's legal control. 

of the agency. The EPA subsequent endeavor to be &zed. Moreover, neither sedtion 176M of the . 
believes this interpretation is the most ~ ~ ~ l f i ~ ~  the dictionary deml ion  of A d  nor this regulation requires that a 
reasonable because it assures that "support" in the context of tho Federal agency attempt to "levelage" its 
Congress' primary intent under section conformity mle, it is apparent legal outhority to influence or control - 176(c) of the Act is met, namely, that ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ l  actions that might be said to nonhdenl activities that it cannot 
Federal agencies advance the p ose of practicably control, or that are not 
the SIP by controlling e m i s i o n x m  ,, ,,,, , de,itio, _,, ,,,,, , ,,,, subject to a continuing pmgram 
those actions which the support, aver r a d o n  I71 (42 U.S.C 7d01). r ~ o  da! ~ o t  d e b e  responsibility, or that lie outside the 
which they a n  practice i ly exercise *-support.- agency's legal authority. 
contml, and for which they retain J Olevmn. U.SA.. h c .  v. N O ~ U ~ I  ~esourrrs ' For example, neither section 176(c) of 
continuing program responsibilit . Defence buncil .  Inc, 467 V.S. 837. M ~ J  (19(14). the Act nor this regulation requires a 

' O f  c o m e .  rac(loo 17a[c)[i) du, problbiu The Clem Air A n  does not de lne  
F.dad ogeo cia enw,o .Federal agency to withhold e Federal 

"support" for the purposes of section noand J ruirtaDce lor, licsnring or psrmi,tiog, or grant of financial assistance to a grant 
epproving, such activities. applicmt that olhenvise satisfies legal 
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volatile organic compounds (VOC) duo the Fodernl agency has the authority to permit conditions to control those 
to vehicle and airport related emissions, impose lease conditions controlling emissions. 
and (2) assume that the adjacant f u t m  activities on the leased Federal (0 Wastewater treatment plant 
industrial park would emit 200 tons1 land. these emissions must be analyzed construction or expansion actions: 
year of VOC. in the conformity determination. Construction projects funded by EPA 

Under the exclusive dehition. the Example 4: m e r e  a COE permit is may be conditioned So the new 
F M  must show that the 50 t o n d ~ e a r  of needed to fill a wetland to that a treatment apecity confonns to growth 
VOC from the ahport related activities shopping center can be built on the fill, assumptions in the SIP. The EPA 
conforms to the SIP. The F M ,  however. pnerally speaking, the COE could not maintains a continuing control authority 
is not responsible for the 200 tons/year pmctiably maintain control over and since future expansion would need a 
of VOC fiom the industrial park. The would not have a continuing program new approval action. Emissions from 
conformity rule provides several ways responsibility to control indirect this activity can be quantified and 
to show that the SO tonslyear of VOC emissions born subsequent located only on a regional scale; they 
conforms to the SIP: construction. operation. or use of that cannot be located in a precise manner 
(1) The airport expansion Is . shopping center. Therefore. only those and subject a microscale 

spedficelly included in the applicable emisions from the equipment and Such emissions ate nevertheless 
SIP'S attainmen! demonstration. motor vehicles used in the 6Ung considered reasonably foreseeable, if 
(2) Ths 50 tons are offset by operation, support equipment and only on a regional scale. The SIP 

- reductions obtained elsewhere by the emissions frorn movement fill planning generally takes into account 
F M ,  material itself would be included in the the gmwth limiting effects 

(3) The 50 tons are determined to be analysis, lfsuch emissions are below the wastewater treatment capadty and, 
consistent with the SIP emission budget de minimis levels d e d b e d  below for thus, changes to the capacity mud be 
by the State air quality agency, applicability purposes (section 51.853), to to the 'IP. This is an 

(4) The State commits to revise the . no mnformity d e t e r ~ a ~ o .  ( s d o n  area where Congress clearly desires a 
SIP to accommodate the 50 tons, 51 858) would be required for the conformity review. as evidenced by 
(5) airport e l p m d o n  is included i&anco dm@ fill section 316 of the Act. 

in the conforming transportation plan, (5) Federal construction proje&puch 
0r " Exc'usive dewtiowes 'f ' y bui]&g* laboratOrie~, and m m o h  

(6) In some cases, it i s  demonstrated Fedend fOuOwing 00 Fede& Q n b N  10 complete 
that there is no  in- in emissions in we' ac(ionso conmctjon pmjeck funded by CSA or 
a buildfno build scenario. (NOD that are liLely be rubjen mnlormity other F e d e d  agencies may be 
project-spedfic modeling for ozone is . review under the conditioned so that the new 
not generally considered an option Some of these actions M likely to be coDrnvctiou mitigation 
since, as a t e c h d c - l  matter, ozone . above the de minimis levels, ss needed to show conformity. The 
models not suffidenfly prsdse to conbollable currenay by the Federal F + O ~  c o n b c t  m.nager would 
show such impacts unless the pmjed is agency@ and the an oversight role to wure that 

4 a large portion of the total area maintain an ability to control the 
emissions in the future through d l  tbe contract a eemenb lve m e t  

inventory.) (6) Project leve minerals management 
Example 2: In another case, the same oversight activities. 

Y 
leasing activities: The lease agreement ' 

airport expansion d g h t  be in a CO or ('1 Prescribed burning activities b~ may be structured as described in item 
PM-10 nonattainment area where a Federal agencies or on Federal lands: b at,,-,ve. . . 
local scale modeling anal sis is r, The burning Is conducted by the Federal (7) New airports or airport expansion 
determined to be needed y the State agency itself or is approved by the actions: Grants to fund projects or 
agency primarily responsible for the hdera l  agency, consistentwith a approval by the FAA to build projects 
SIP. In such cases, the modeling IWeral land management plane and the may be conditioned so that the new 
analysis must consider emissions due to Federal land manager maintains an projects meet mitigation measures as 
the airport activity and emissions due to oversight role in either case. needed to show conformity. Under 
any existing sources, including (2) Private actions taking place on F M e s  funding statute, grants for new 
background concentrations. Emissions Federal land under an ap roval, permit. &pa, new runways, and major t3 from the future industrial park would or leasing agreement, a as mf.neml Nnway extensions must include such 
not, however, be required as part of the extraction, timber harvesting, or ski .conditions. The p t  conditions are 
modeling analysis s h o e  such emissions resort c o n ~ ~ ~ o n :  A lease W e m e n t ,  enforceable through the grant . 
are not covered b the conformity d e .  for example, may be subject to agreements. Failure of the airpott 

hxmplr S: A d d e r a l  action to lease mitigation conditions needed to show omer/opentor to comply wih p m t  
. land to a private developer does not in conformity and the Federal land conditions may result in suspension or 

itself have any immediate direct or mane er will maintain an oversight role, termination of Federal assistance. 
indirect air pollution emissions. Tbe indu8mg the ed-meat of lease (8) Actions taking place on Federal 
lease does, however, allow future agreements. The conditions needed to lands or in Federal facilities: The _- activities by the private developer on show conformi would also be Z Federal agency has and wjll.rnaintain 
the leased Federal land that could result enforceable by e State and EPA the ability to control emissions in'many 
in indirect air pollution emissions. This through the SIP (as described elsewhere other activities, such as activities in 
can be seen clearly in cases where the in this notice). National Parks, on military bases, and in 
leasing action is accompanied by a (31 Direct emissions from COE permit Federal office buildings. 
description of future activities that the actions: The COE will evaluate the j Exclusive definition--types of 
developer plans to undertake on the direct emissions from the activity Federal actions not covered. The 
leased Federal land which would result involving the discharge of dredged or follou.ing types of Federal actions. 
in emissions and where @e lease fill material. Ifthese direct emissions among others, are not covered by the 
contains emission limits imposed on the were to exceed the de minimis level, the conformity rule under the exclusive 
use of the leased Federal lmd.  Where COE has legal authority to impose def i r :~on approach 
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indirect source review programs under 
section 110(c) for certain federally 
assisted indirect sources. However. tho 
EPA also believes that section 176(c) 
provides independent authority for EPA 
to require SIP revisions concerning 
conformity requirements that include 
provisions addressing indirect . 
emissions resulting from Federal 
actions. Such provisions are necessary 
to prevent Foderal actions, as required 
by section 176(c)[l)(B), from causing or 
contributin to N M Q S  violations. 

The ~ ~ A % e l i e v e s  that the comments 
do not fully reflect the legislative 
history of the 1977 amendments to the 
Act regarding the congressional 
concerns that prompted adoption of . 

section llO(a)(S)(A). The congressional 
Conference Committee report does 
indeed discuss attempts by EPA,to 
promulgate measures controlling 
parking supply, but, unlike the 
commenters' statements, points out that 
these efforlJ came only after the EPA 
Administrator had determined that all 
the SIP's.submitted to meet the 1970 Act 
requirements had failed to ensure 
maintenance of the NMQS,  especially 
those for motor vehicle-related 
pollutants. Conpess objected to .EPA1s 
proposed parkin restrictions, not 
simply because & ey were intended to ., 
control indirect sources, but primarily 

- because Congress believed it was a 
.misdirected attempt to reduce motor 

. vehicle traffic that only succeeded in 
shifting the air pollution control 
emphasis away b o r n b e  major source of 
the problem, namely the cars . 
themselves. 

lfhe EPA'sl efforts based on indirect 
' 

control of the use of automobiles through 
restrictions on parking Lots, shopping centers 
and other indirect sources, rather than full 
and prom t controls for new autos. tmcks. 
buses. ani'motorcycles are inherently 
inequitable. It transfers h m  the motor . 
vehicle manufacturers to the public and to 
indirect source owners md  operators the 
burden of protecting publichealth from 
dangerous vehicle emissions. KR Rep. No. 
1975,941h Cong., 2d Sess. 221 (1976). . 

So, while it is true that Congress 
sought to reverse these specific indirect 
source rpeasures and, thereby, reallocate 
the regulatory burdens, it also 
acknowledged that even after new car 
emissions requirements were adopted. 
additional contml measures would be 
needed by many nonattainment areas if 
the N M Q S  were to be attained and 
maintained, and such meanues.could 
include regulation of indirea sources. 
such as "new facilities which attract 
hea\y automobile traffic." ~ d .  at 222. 
Consequently, although Congress 
restricted the Administrator's authority 
10 require States to adopt an indirect 
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source review program, it purposely did 
not remove that authority completely. 
Again, as stated in the Conference 
report: 'The Committee believes that its 
proposal meets the specifications ' ' ' 
of an acceptable and workable program. 
It tightly restricts the Administrator's 
authorit with respect to indirect 
sources r, y assuring that necessary 
reviow programs for non-federally 
assisted indirect sources will be 
designed and implemented by local and 
State governments." Id. at 227. And, as 
the report notes elsewhere: "Of course, 
the rohibitions on the Administrator's 
imprementation and enforcement of a 
review program' ' 'are not applicable 
with respect to federally-owed or  
federally-assisted indirect sources." Id. 
at 224. Nothing in section 176(c). which 
is only concerned with federally- 
assisted actions. is inconsistent with 
this expression of Congress' intent with 
respect to section llO(a)(S). Moreover, 
the fact that the section 110((1)(5) . 
prohibition and the requirement that 
Federal actions conform to the SIP 
under section 176(c) were both added 
when the Act was amended in 1977 
does nothing to further the commenters' 

. argument since it supports EPAes 
position as well. Given the thorough 
and detailed consideration Congress 
expended when it limited EPA's 
authority to review indirect sources, it 
would have been easy for Congress to 
add language in section l76(c) stating. 
for 'example, that f i e  section ilO(a)(SI ' 
restriction on indirect source review , 
applied there also. Not only has 
Congress not Limited this provision, but 
on the two separate occasions it has 
addressed section 176(c) of the Act it 
has consistently stated the scope of the 
provision's coverage requires a 
determination of conformity for "any 
activity" that a Federal agency 
"supports in any way." Indeed, EPA's 
view is consistent with the exception to 
the prohlbltion in section llO(p)(S) for 
federally-assisted, operated, or owned 
indirect sources, since seclion 176(c) of 
the Act applies only to actions 
'supported or undertaken by F e d e d  
agencies. T h e  EPA, therefore, concludes 
that the prohibition in section 110(a)(S) 
of the Act does not limit EPA's 
independent authority under section 
176(c) of the Act. 

The EPA also does not agree with the 
comment that the authority provided 
EPA under seaion IlO(a)(S)(B) to 
control certain lndirect sources is 
limited only to major indirect sources, 
6uch as the ones enumerated therein. 
The discussion in the legislative history 
stmngly suggests that the use of the 
word "major" was not intended to 

denote a limitation on the type of 
indirect sources EPA may review. . 
Rather. the term as used merely . .. . , 

describes certain large-scale', hence . , 

"major." projects of the type which,.like 
the ones listed, normally qualify for . 
Federal funding assistance. For .. . . 
example, the Conference Committee 
reporl states: "An exception to this 
[section llO(a)(5)1 prohibition is made 
for major Federally funded public works 
projects such as highways and 
airports. . ." S. Rep. No. 16. Vol. 3 ,  
95th Cong.. 2d Sess. 506 (1978); But . 
other statements in the report show that 
EPA's review is not limited to such 
projects only: "The Administrator is 
.prohibited from promulgating . . 
regulations relating to indirect source - 
reviews except with respect to Federally 
assisted highways, airports or other . 
indireci sources assisted, ownedpr . . 

operated by the Fedeml government." 
Id. at 4382 (Vol. S)[emphasis added). 

Moreover. the conformity rules 
regulate emissions, not local land use or 
zoning requirements. These rules d o  not 
in£ringe on the authority of 1-1 : 

governments to contro1.lind use; rather. 
they restrain the ability of Federal . 
agencies to support projects that cause 
certain air quality problems. Nothing in 
these rules inhibits the ability of local 
governments to set their own 
requirements with respect to 'such 
projects. Thus the conformity rules are 
not inconsistent with section 131 ofthe 
Act. . . 

F. Indirect Emissions-Reasonably 
Foreseeable Emissions 

1. Proposal 
As described in the preamble to the 

hlarcb IS, 1993 proposal, the indirect 
emissions that are "reasonably 
foreseeable" must be identified at the 
time the conformity determination is 
required, though this would indude 
emissions that would occur later in time 
andlor at a place other than the'action 
iwl f .  The pro$osal statedthat an 
agenq  is not uiFed to speculate or 
guess at potenti "9 future indirect 
emissions which are conceivable but not 
identifiable. In addition, the proposal 
indicated that descriptions of emissions 
contained in documents such as 
employment and financial forecasts and 
NEPA documents should be considered 
reasonably foreseeable emissions. 

As described in the proposal, certain 
types of Federal actions occur on the 
programmatic level rather than on a 
project level, and the specific air quality 
and emissions impacts associated with 
individual projects under such 
programs may not be known. h 
instances where a Federal action is on 
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however, made it clear that EPA 
intended the concept to include futuro 
development activities associated with a 
Federal action, under either definition 
of indirect emissions. Under the 
exclusive definition, EPA proposed that 
consideratiin of such emissions would 
be limited to those future development 
activities which the Federal agency 
could control and would continue to 
maintain some authority to control. 
2. Comment 

The building industry commented 
that under Adontic Terminol Urbbn 
Renewal Area Coalition v. New York 
City Deportment of Envimnmentd 
Protection, 705 F. Supp. 988 (S.D.N.Y. 
1989), Qe definition of Federal activity 
should be limited to the immediate 
Federal action, in that case a 
Department of Commerce W C )  grant 
for demolition, and should not include 
.any subsequent activities evexi where 
they are facilitated by the Federal 
action, in that case a subsequent 
housing development built on the site of 
the aemolition. Several commenters 
also requested that EPA clarify which 
activities are covered under the 

' 

conformity rule. . 
3. Response 

The EPA does not agiee that Federal, 
actions should always be interpreted so 
narrowly. The EPA acknowledges that 
the court in Adantic Tenninal indicated 
in dicta that, in that case, the Federal 
activity under consideration should be 
limited to the demolition activity. 
However, that assessment was made in 
the context of a factual situation in 
which the subsequent development 
cctivity was being funded by a 
Department of Housing .and Urban 
Development (KUD) block grant. The 
court based its decision on the 
unreasonable burden and duplicative 
efforts that would be placed on the 
Federal government should both DOC 
and HUD be required to analyze the 
same subsequent development. The 
court did not address the situation 
where only one Federal aglency had ' 
jurisdiction over a project, and was not 
presented with the statutory language 
nor legislative history concerning 
transportation activities under the 1990 
amendbents to sectionG176(c) nor EPA's 
interpretation of Federal actions and 
indirect emissions (described below). 

If it were the case that through an 
agency's approval of a demolition grant 

. an agency were able to practicably 
control construction of the housing 
development, and hed continuing 
program responsibility over such 
development, then EPA believes that the 
agency ~ ~ o u l d  have "supported" the 
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housing devclopment by making the 
grant. For these reasons. EPA believes 
that a court specifically addressing the 
issue of the definition of Federal activity 
undor such circumstances would not 
reach the same decision as in Atlantic 
Terminal. 
In order to clarify which activities are 

covered under ihe general conformity 
rule, the final rulo incorporates changes 
in the definitions of "Indirect 
emissions" (discussed in section U.C.) 
and "Federal action" (discussed below 
and in section N.D.). The definition of 
"Federal action" is revised by adding 
the following sentenceto the end of the 
definition in the proposal: Where the 
Federal action is a pennit, license, or 
other approval for some aspea of a 
nonfederal undertaking, the relevant 
activity is the part. portion, or phase of 
the nonfederal undertaking that requires 
the Federal permit, license. or approval. 
The following examples illustrate the 
meaning of the revised dehition. 

Assume, f0.r examp1e;that the COE 
issues a permit and that rmjtted fill 
activity re resents one p ase of a larger Y F 
nonfedera undertaking; f.e., the 
construction of an office building by a 
nonfederal entity. Under the conformity 
rule, the W E  would be responsible for 
addressing all emissions bum that one 
phase of the overall o5ce  development 
undertaking that the W E  permits; i.e., 
the fill activity at the wetland site. 
However, the COE is not responsible for 
evaluating all  emissions horn later 
phases of the overall o5ce development 
(the construction, operation, and use of 
the office building itself), because later 
phases generally are not within the 
COE's continuing program 
responsibility and generally cannot be 
practicably controlled by the COE. 

In another case, assume the Forest . 
Service permits a ski resort and imposes 
conditions on the construction and 
operation of the ski resort. Also assume 
that housing development will occur 

. nearby but on privatelyowned land. In 
this case, the conformity review might 
cover emissions due to construction and 
operation of the ski resort since they ere 
activities permitted by the Forest 

' Service. Emissions fmm the housing 
activities, however, would not generally 
be covered since the Forest Service does 
not gonerally take actions covering the 
portion.of the overall development that 
is on privately-owned land and not 
subject to a Forest Service permit. 
license, or approve action. 
H. Applicability-Altainment Areas 

1. Proposal 
As discussod in the preamble. EPA 

proposed to interpre! the statute such 
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that tho conformity rules apply only to 
nonattainment areas and those 
attainment areas subject to Ihe 
maintenance plans required by section 
175A of the Act (58 FR 13841). 
2. Comment 

The EPA received many comments 
which agreed with the proposal and 
many other comments stating that the 
statute should be read such that 
conformity requirements would apply 
in a11 or portions of attainment and 
unclassified areas as well. Similar 
comments were received arguing that 
conformity should not apply in 
attainment areas. 

One commenter noted that 
development in attainment areas on the 
binge of nonattainment ereas is likely to 
increase the size of the nonattainment 
areas, increasing the impact on public 
health and welfare and necessitating 
more costly pollution control measures 
to retrofit sources. The commenter also 
stated that development in rural 
attainment m s ,  even many miles away 
bom urban nonattainment areas, may 
delay timely attainment of the NMQS 
or emission milestones in 
nonattainment areas. Another 
commenter cited an example of a 
conformity analysis in an attainment 
area which showed a Federal action 
would cause a new violation of the 
NMQS unless mitigation measures 
were implemented and/or planning 
provisions were revised. 

3. Response .' 
In the proposal. EPA indicated ;hat 

the statute was ambiguous with respect 
to whether conformity applied only. in 
nonattainment areas, or in attainment 
areas as well. As noted above. EPA 
received significant public comment 
arguing that the statute should be read 
to apply conformity also in attainment 
areas, based on the wording of Act 
&on 176(c)(l) and the policy merits 
of such applicability. Similar comments 
were received arguing that conformity 
did not a ply in attainment areas. 

The d~ continues to believe that the 
statute is ambi ous, and that it 
provides EPA ~f' 'suetionary authority to 
apply these general conformity 
procedures to both attainment and 
nonattainment areas. The EPA plans to 
cany out a separate rulemaking 
proposing to apply general conformity 
procedures to certain attainment areas. 
The EPA sees strong policy reasons not 
to apply conformity in all attainment 
areas, given the significant burden 
associated with making conformity 
determinetions relative to the risk of 
NAAQS violations in clean areas. Thus. 
EPA believes that it would be 



.*. - 
Tile de minimis level for lead is 25 

tonslyoar in the final rule. The 
definition of major stationary source for 
lead is 100 tonstyear. Relatively small 
increases in load omissions, however 
[compared to other criteria pollutants) 
may threaten the lead standard; also, the 
level proposed for lend (0.6 tonslyearl 
was proportionately much smaller than 
100 tonslyear. Themfore. a 100 tonlyear 
level appears unprotective of the 
conformity requirement. The 25 ton/ 
year value is based on the source size . 
in 40 CFR pad 51 tllat triggers an 
attainment demonstration requiring 
dis ersion modeling. 
. &e de minimis levels proposd were 
generally those used to define when 
modifications to existing rtationary 
sources require preconstructlon review. 
It was pointed out to EPA In comments 
on the proposal that these thresholds 
would result in the need to perform a 
conformity analysis and determination 
for projects that c o ~ t i t u t e d  a 
"modification" to an existing souroe but 
not a "major" source in some cases. The 
EPA agrees that conformity applies 
more appropriately to "major" souroes 
and after careful consideration has 
decided to revise its original proposal in 
the final rule to use the emissions levels 
that define a major source, except as 
desuibed above for lead. The dofinition 
of a major source under the amended 
Act 1s explained in more detail in the 
April 16,1892 Federal Regier  in the 

-- EPA'r Cenerd Preamble to Title I S 5 7  FR 
13498). Sectfon 51.853@)(3) of the mle 
bas ako been revised tommove the 

rovision that would automatically 
rower the de minimir bvels to that 
established for stationary sources by the 
local air quality agency. In keeping with 
its conclusion that only major sources 
should be subject to conformity review. 
EPA agrees that a zero emissions 
threshold, ar established by some local 
agencies. should not be requimd by this 
aule. 
Further, the EPA believes that Federal 

actions which are de minimls should . 
u h d  b .this rule to make an 

: ; ;paty  ana&sls. A diflenmt 
interpretation could result in an- 
extremely wasteful process which 
generates vast numbera of useless 
conformity statements. Paragmphs (c) 
(11 and (2) of 5 51.853 are added to the 
final rule to pmvide that de minimis 
actions are exem t from the 
requirements of %is rule. Therefore. it is 
not necessary for a Federal agency to 
document emissions levels for a de 
minimis action. Actions that a Federal 
agency recognizes as clearly de minimis. 
such as actions that do not cause an 
i n a e s e  LI ernlssions, do not require a 
positive conformity determination. 
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Instoad, such actions are exompt from activities listed in 5 51.853(d) (3) and (4) 
tho rule as provided In 5 51.853(~)(1). are rolated to air quality and necessary 

In order to illustrate and clanfy lhot environmental ulations and, 

types of Fedeml actions. several de 
1 the de minimis let~elc exempt certain therefore. EPA be ieves they should be 

exempt. The exemption for certain 
minimis exemptions are listed in CERCLA activities is discussed in the 
5 51.853(~)(2). Tbere are too many lollowing sectlon. 
Federal actions that are de minimis lo In contrast, the provisions of 
completely l id in either the rule or this 5 51.853(fl are presumptions of 
preamble. In addition to the list in the conformity that must be su ported by 
rule, the EPA believes that the following documentation as providefin 0 51.853. 
actions are illustr~tive of de minimls paragraphs [gl and (h) (which establish 
actions: criteria and rocodures for Federal 

(1) Routine monitoring andlor agencies to f evelop additional 
sampling of air. water, soils. effluent. categories of actions which would then 
etc. 

(2) Air traffic control activities &d 
adopting approach, departure and 
enroute prooedures for air operations. 

(3) Acquisition of ropertres through 
foreclosure and slmi f' ar meanr 

be presumed to conform), and that they 
may be rebutted as provided in . 
§ 51.853(j). .. . 
J. ~ ~ ~ ! i c 4 6 i l i t ~ x e m ~ t i o n s  and . . 
Presumptions of Conformity 

(4) Assistanae or subsidy for social 1. proposal 
services such as health cam, day care, or 
nutrition Krvicac, as well as I" addition to Federal actions with de . 
under public assistance. minimis emission levels that do not 

(5) or account insurance for require conformity determinations. EPA 
customers of Cnandal institutions and identified mieral b'Pes of Federal 
flood insurance. : actions when, EPA believed that ' 

(6) Routine mal!atjon and operation confonnity of such activities or a 
of aviation and maritime navigation. portion of ~ c h  activities can be 
aids. . presumed. The NPR provided several 
. (7) Participating fn "air Aows" and cases where conformity is presumed 
*'fl -oversw by milibry aireraR (5 51.853 (c) and (d)), including the 
. 6) Educational and informational following: 

programs and aMvitier. .. (1) Actions subject to preconstrudion 
(9) Advimry and consultative NSR or PSD programs .mder the Act; 

aaivities, such as legal counsebg and (21 Wastewater tmatment works . 
representation. projects funded by the State Revolving 

(10) Coartrudionof htfringtmils. Fund (SW under the Ciean Water ha; 
(11) Regeneration of an a m  to native , (3) Superfund activities under the 

trees ecies Comprehensive Environmental 
(12r~ imber  stand andlor habitai Response. Compensation and Liabiiity 

improvement activities which do not Act (CERCLA); 
include the use of herbicides, prercribed (41 Federal land transfers; and 
fire or do not require mom than one (5) National emergencies. 
mile of low standard road conotruction. The proposal indicated that Federal 

Ar noted above, the provisions in  actions identified under g 51.853, 
S 51.853(c) (or in SS1.853(d~e)) are not aragraph (c). an, presumed to conform 
rebuluble presumptions and not subject L u r e  the mquimd air quality analyses 
to documentstion a h a ,  they are that would be conducted under a 
exemptions to-the rula The EPA conformity review must be completed to 
believes that the nature ofthe comply with other statutory 
exemptions listed in ths d o ,  taken in reqhments .  Tbat is, air quality 
context of the defidtions of8 Federal analyses are Ln the NSR 
action and indtred emfsriaat, which are programs under the Act and the 
limited to those adionr over which the applicable or relevant and appropriate 
Federal agency has a continuing standads process under the CER(=W. 
program responsibility and can The EPA believes these analyses are 
practicably control, renders these adequate for purposes of conformity. 
actions truly de mlnimIs and thepfore 
exempt from conformity requirements. 2+ 

The exemptions llsted in 551.853(d) A number of commentes supported 
are for actions that may be above the de these provisions in the proposal, while 
minirnis levels Usted in $51.853(b). The others objected to them. Some 
rationale for'the exemptions listed in commenters felt that the following 
§ 51.853(d)(l) for new source review actions should be subject to conformity 
(NSR) and prevention of s'@ficant review o: that the proposed 
deterioration (PSD) and 5 51.853(d)(2) presumptions of conformity were too 
for emergencies is explained below. I h e  vague and zecd greater clarification: 
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romoves the a d o n  from the rovlnce of exempt. Other commenters B impossible to accurately locate and 
"Federal actlon" and the Fe era1 agoncy recommended that a broader set of quanhfy emissions and therefom 
has no continuing authority to control emergencies should be covered and that imposs~ble to accurately complete the 
the private entities' future advitles. an exemption is appropriate for such air qual~ty analysis, such omissions 
The DOD stated that. "Although [they] actions. includin responses to natural should not be considered 
will a n a l p  the i m k N  h m  disasters such as % umcanes and foreseeable." Further, the preamble 
masonab y foreseen le reuse pro{osals. earth uakes. stated that on-going programs or 
the mning of the pmperty that l b w a  (3)\esponsc. AS proposed, certain operations, such u cemin permit 
the spedflc m osed reuso io t % 

transportation projects are exem t from renewal actions, that do not in-ase 
determined y e local zonlng this rule as specified in 5 51.855&). emissions over previous levels fall 
authority." Furthemom, they said: Those actlonr an, rubj to the below Lhe de minimis levels in the rule 

transportation coqformity rule. (58 FR 13842); that is, only emissions 
The PWom of the conformity lsquhmen' ne a p s  that fmmediate 

is to a r m  Federal agencim consult with increases are counted toward the de 
and local ak quaUty responses to natural disasten such as minimir levels. 

these regulatory authoritiec b o w  about the hUdmes* -quaks and (2) t2mment. Several commenterr 
expsaed hprcu  of^&& dedsio&g events such t~ m ~ n s e c  to terrorist recommended that p w r n e n t  adions 
a d  caa bclude expected emlcsioru In thek a m ,  civll or mtlltary by a Federal agency should not be 
SIP emlrrion budget Ln r clomm and muae rnobilitatio~ &odd bs exempt The covered by the conformity rules and that 
scenario, the future development p h  of the exemption is needed where a Federal the annual cost of c~nformlty analyses 
community reuse group am known. agency cannot racticably complete a for the total of all such actions could be Y approved and N P P O ~ ~ Y  the local .Ir conformity ana ydr piior to taking . greater than SiOO million. The wea Lothsrwse actions In raspanso to ao emergency. commenterr argued that most 
group meeting local ak regulstlo~c for Accordingly, a definition of procurement actions should be viewed ~rmiu'ml'puon' commdty. wo 

and with l d d r  When a "emergency" is conhind in the final as a separate categoy of Federal adivity 
regulators, hat ded "s ed it dsrksrto d e  and the exem tion is contnined in for urposes of sn environmental L implement an - r~ plan with 5 51.853(d)[2). Ad 'tjonal axamples of an IJ ysk. Pmcurement actions would 
usdated & &om and wlll adfurt ftr emergendes that are exempt from this merely implement the decision to 
emission budget to rllow for mch r p h  the nde are: emergencies under CWCLA, conduct or carryout a policy, plan. 
mitionale for 1- DoD Into wnformlty immediate 18s orrses to the release or m or reject The environmental 
llmitatlona k absent &use Ir most discharge of 01 or hamdow material in '3. ysu an % thus the conformity 
appmprfatsly a local declcioa nth= than a with apptoved spill 
Federal dedsion, with local authoritlea - determination would be made on the 

Prevention and Rerponse Plans or Spill decision to go forward with the program enluaw the PO* t h ~ - t  or Contingency PLN which am consistent or project, not on the follow-on 8 need and adjust@ their SIP .Uocatlonr for . with the nguirsmenb of National new growth accordingly. procurement adion. Contingency Plen, and response to life- (3) Response. The March 15,1993 
(3) Res~ome. under the e ~ ~ u s f v e  and p rope r tyk ten ing  em e n d s  proposal was silent on the application 

definition of lndina~mlssibns~ Fedenl .  he d e  is chrified to stab%t t h ~  of confomitynquirernents to 
land transfers are unllkely to be covered provision includes continuing actions . procurement acti,ons. Many comments 
since the Federal agency wiU not which are, in effect, commenced were received on procurements and 
maintain authority over reuse activities immediately aAer the emergency is 1 generally indicated that rocurements 
on that land. Consequently, Federal detarmined and an, not limited to should exampt bom $0 w 
land transfers are included tn the "national" emergencies. Tbit does not  conformity d e .  However, the EPA 
regulator). list of actions that will not however, include long-term Federal believes that certain procurement 
exceed the de minimis levels and thus actions talcen in response to such events actions may constitute Federal actions 
are exempt from.the final conformity unless, as r squhd in § 51.853(e), the under the general conformity 
rules. Federal agency makes a periodic provisions. It is impossible at this'time 

fi Emergencies and Lmnsporfntion determination that the emergency to resolve competing concerns re ardLng 
actions. (1) ~ r o p o s d  Section 51.853, conditions still exi& In such cases it which rocurement actions sho d d be 
p a m ~ a p h  (dl. propored ~ Y W  of actions would be l m p n d l d  for the P e M  covem$and whtch should be exempt 
that would be resumed to . emegency adons to be delayed so that since the exfsling record is inadequate. 
( d m 6  the FJ~A agency determines a conformity determinatlon could be Therefox. the EPA will propose to 
othenvfse based on its own idomtation made. For purposes of this rule, cover certain procurements in a future 
or after reviewing any information immediate responses am actions nilernakin 
presented to the Federal a m ) .  commenced on the order of h o w  or ht noteJ;EP~ htends>o issue an 
Section 51.853, paragraph [d)(l), listed days after the emegency is determined NPR regarding attainment areas. The 

Federal actions in response and long-term responses occur on the EPA intends to include in thls proposal 
~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ e r n e r g e n d e s s w  'Ib. r o p o d  order of montha or y w  thereafter. B request for comment an exemptions for 
noted that thfs provtsian woul cuver g. Procurement requests. [I) Roposal. certain procurement actions whfch it 
Federal activities which utre The prsamble to the proposed rules believes would fit the de rninids 
extremely quick action m?e put of the dirntued the need Iar edssiona criteria or result in emissions which are 
Federal agencies involved. Where the associated with the Federal action to be not reasonably foreseeable. The EPA 
timing of such Federal activities makes "reasonably foreseeable" at the time the believes the vast majority of 
it impossible to meet the uimments conformity determination is required procurement actions would be de 
of lhir rule, EPA bdicated?&at it would (58 FR 13839) and staw &at an agency minimis or not reasonably foreseeable. 
be appropriate to presume mnformity. is not required to speculate or guess at Given the complexity of Federal 
Several examples are Listed in the indirea emissions which are p m m e n t  and the government's 
preamble to the proposal (58FR 13843). conceivable but not actually d e s h  to streamline procurement 

(2) Comment. One commentbr stated identifiable The preamble also aaiviaes as discussed in the Notional 
that  hsporta+-ion projects should be indicated (58 FR 13840) that whore it IS 
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the final rulo provides that emissions to bo p& of the decision-making participation requirements outlined in 
h a t  are exem t or msumed to conform process for Federal actions that have the the new  ans sport at ion statute. Some 
are not part o P the 1 eh i t ion  of "total of potential to impact land under their commenters wanted to expand the 
di- and indirect emissions" and. &us jurirdidion. Consequently. 5 51.855 was requirements for public announcement 
are not required to be part of the amended to require a Feded  egency of Federal agency determinations end J 
applicability or determination analyses. taking a Federal actlon that rsqulm a longer public comment period. while 

The final rule requires the inclusion conformity determination and that is others wanted these requirements 
of the total direct and indirect emissions within 100 km of a Class I arer to further restricted. It was pointed out 
in the applicability (5 51.853) and consult with the affected RM when the that the 45-day comment period was 
conformity (5 51.858) determinations. Federal action is proposed and to notify incdnsislent with the statutory 
except the portion of emission8 which the F N  within 30 days of the draft requirements for shorter public 
an, exempt or presumed to conform conformity determination and again comment peiiods of a number of Fedcral 
under 5 51.853. For example, assume within 30 days of the final conformity agencies. 
that a Federal action includes determination. This 30-day t i m e h e  is Certain commenters asked EPA to 
construction of a new industrial boiler also consistent with the timeframe in clarify where the prominent 
(whose emissions are subject to the public parlicipation requirements of advertisement is to be made. Another 
preconstrudion review and, thus. the rule. as described in the following comment suggested that the 
exempt) and a separate office building. discussion. advertisement should be in a "daily 
and assume hrnher that direct emissions PorriCiPQtibn . newspaper of general circulation." 
from the boiler exceed the de minimis Comments were also received 
levels in3 51.853. but the direct and 1. Proposal suggesting that the State and local air 
indirect e d s s i o ~  from the office Under the proposed rule, Fedea! agencies should have a concumnce role 
building alone are less than the de agencies making conformity in the conformity analysis. 
minimis levels In that w e .  the actlon. determinations would be to Several comments recommended that 
as a whole, would not exceed the de pmvide 45 days for public the NFSA requirements for public 
midmis levels and, therefore, would ,mment prior to t h g  any formal puticipation should be met at the same . 
not need a conformity determination. ,don on a d r a ~  determination time as the 'conformity requirements in 
L. Reporting Requirements . (5 51.856). This period may be order to straamli~e the process and 

concurrent with any other public reduce any time and resource burdens. 
I. Proposal involvement, such as occurs in the 3.desponse 

The proposed rule contains . NEPA process or as otherwise required 
requirements for a Federal agency to by the Administrative Procedm Act The final rule is revised somewhat to 
notify EPA and the State and local air (APA), where applicable. clarify the requirements of 5 51.856 and 
quality agencies of draft and final In p m x d u ~ s s  that might exiend to adjust the public comment.period. A 
conformity determinations. beyond the usual NEPA proccru. Federal agency is not required to 

conformity to a SIP must specifically ma.lntah mailing lists and make 
2. Comment . involve the appropriate mA'RegloaaI information automatically available to 

The EPA m i v e d  comments Office(s1. State and local air quality . those JWuesfing to be on the list- Such 
suggesting that additiopal, early agencies. The Federa! agency must make uirement codd be unduly 
notification should be requid. available for review to all interested + t z e n s o m e  and U n n e c e W  since 
including notification of the parties the draft determination qnd those on the list would not necessarily 
Metropolitan Pknning Organization sup orting materials which desaibe the review all the material automatically 
(MPO) and affected Federal Land an8 N c a ]  and condusions supplied. Thus, the rule requires only 
Manager (FLM). 

P 
relied upon in making the . that the Federal agency respond to an 
determination. The agency sbould information request which is related to 

3. Response provide, upon request, a description of a specific action. If inf0rXnation is 
The proposal required notification of significant wumptions, the m m  of q u e s t e d  of the Federal agency. it 

%e State and local aLr agencies since data and assumptions not nemted by should be provided in a timely manner. 
their expertise should be sought when the sponsoring agency, an !r a ' The rule does not prohibit a Federal 
interpretation of the SIP is needed. The remndliation ofthe estimates of agency h m  voluhtarily maintaining 
final rule also requires noti6cation of population, employment travel, and and responding to a m$iliig list. . 
the MPO and affected FLM's. The MPO congestion with those -tly in use & addition, the &el rule is changed 
needs to be involved and consulted in the air quality planhing prooess, from the proposal to specify that . 
where planning assumptions are at information must be made available 
Issue. Although the conformity 2. Comment only in the case of a conformity 
determination is a Federal The EPA received a wide range of deteminatlon under 5 51.858. As . 
responstbility, the State and local comments on public participation. described in the discussion on de 
agencies must, in some cases, provide Many supported the EPA p r o e l .  minimis levels elsewhere In W s  
important information For exainple, the Some comrnenters thought that neml preamble, no documentation is required 

r T Federal agency would need to consult confomit determinations shou d by this rule for de minimis 
witb the State andlor local agency to requlre ru emakJng actions and determinations under 5 51.853 in order 
determine the status of an area's nouflcation In the Federal Regiier. to avoid unreasonable administrative 
emissions budget or population Others felt that no public pcuticipation burdens on the Federal agencies. This 
projections. Therefore, the final rule is necessary. It was also suggested that approach is also consistent with the 
includes these requirements. each Federal agency should define Its requirements in 5 51.855 in the 
In addition, Class I areas can be own public participation requirements proposed and final rules which apply 

se:iously affected by air emissione. It is One commenter wanted the geneml the reporting requirements on1 to B be:efore important that FLM's be able conformity mle to follow &e public conform~ty determinations un er 
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Any measures that are assumed to 
mitigate air quality impacts must bo 
identified and the process for 
implementation and enforcement of 
such measures must be described. 
Under the proposal, it was indicated 
that if the Federal agency, other 
governmental agency, or private sponsor 
of the project failed to im~lement the 
mitigation measures committed to and 
found necessary in the conformity 
'determination, then the conformity 
determination automatically became 
invalid and resulted in the revocation of 
a11 pennits, approvals. and licenses 
originally supported by that conformity 
detennlnation. Thin revocation would 
result in the need for a new conformity 
detennination. 

Mitigation measures should generally 
be hcluded by the Federal agency in 
enforceable d m e n t s  such as permit 
conditions. Mitigation measures may 
need to be revised due to unforeseen 
circumstances that may arise as the 
action andlor related activity is 
completed. Where the revised 
mitigation measures are subject to 
public review and it is demonstrated 
that the revised msasures continue to 
support the conformity determination. 
such revision would be acceptable. 

The proposal indicated that States 
may choose to malre mitigation . 
measures committed.to by a project 
sponsor as part of a conformity 
determination automatically enforceable 
through the SIP. One poasible 
mechanism for incorporating mitigation 
measures into the SIP is for States to 
include a generic provision in their 
conformity SP's  adopting in advance 
and incorporating by reference the 
mitigation measures identified as 
necessary for making a conformity 
determination. 
2. Comments 

One commenter stated that the 
automatic revocation of the conformity 
determination fs not im enformable 
mechanism and injects too much 
uncertainty into the overall program. 

Another commenter recommended 
that minor changes in mitigation 
measures which do not incsease 
emissions should not need public 
comment 

Several comments s gested that 
SIP*, should be requtreY to include a 
generic enforcement provision, similar 
to other pemit  programs. Such a 
provision could make enforceable any 
conditions made pursuant to the SIP 
conformity rule and needed to show an 
action conforms. 

A comment raised the concern that 
direct enforcement against non-Federal 
parties could violate the prohibition 

against indirect source review programs 
in section llO(a)(S). 

One commenter sated that local air 
agencies could provide the Federal 
agency with suggested mitigation 
measures to offset the project related 
emirsions. 

Another commente; e ested that a 
community, working wi8oca l  air 
agencles. could decide to adjust its 
emission budget to allow for a specific 
Federal action. 
3. Response 

The EPA agrees that automatic 
revocation is not an appropriate or 
enforceable mechanism. Therefore. the 
propased 5 51.860(c) does not appear in 
the final rule. Semnd. EPA agrees that 
a generic enforcement provision in the 
SIP is  needed for mi ation agreements. 
~ m f o r s .  the =a1 3 e  inclubs the 

ments in § 51.860 IbHf) which 
x e  that States must adopt a 
enforcement provision which wJZ2 
any agreements, including mitigation 
measures, necessary for c confonnity 
detennination both State and federally 
enforceable. Section 51.860(a) is also 
revised to indicate that a funding 
commitment is not needed in all cases. 

The final rule includes the provision 
in § 51.860b) of the proposal which 
requires any licenses, permits or 
approvals of the action to be 
conditioned on the governmental or 
private entity meeting the mitigation 
m a s u m  necessary for the conformity 
determination. This provision Is 
renumbered in the final rule as 
§ 51.860Id). 

In addition to requiring in §51.860b) 
and (dl that witten commitments and 
conditions to mitigation measures be 
obtained from project sponson prior to 
making a positive conformity 
determination, 551.860(c) and (0 of the 
final rule requh that project sponson 
comply with such commitments and 
conditions once made. Consistent with 
these provisions, § 51.858(d) provides 
that the analysis, which results fn a 
conformity determination or identifies 
mitigation necessary for a conformity 
determination, must be completed ' . 
before the confoimity determination is 
made. Pursuant to these final d e s  
issued under Title I of the Ad, =A i=an 
enforce mitigation commitments and 
conditions directly against project 
sponsors under section 113 af the Act, 
which authorizes EPA to enforce the 
provisions of rules promulgated under 
the A d  

As provided in § 51.860(g), once a 
State revises its SIP to adopt the Federal 
general conformity rule and EPA 
approves that revision, then any 
agreemonts or commitments, including 

- 
mitigation mCaSUreS. necessary for a 
conformity determination will be both 
State and federally enforceable. In 
addition. after EPA approves that SIP 
revision. citizens can enforce against 
responsible parties for violations of 
requirements under section 304 bfthe 
A c t . *  

The concern was raised to EPA that 
direct enfomment against non-Federa] 
parties could violate the prohibition 
against indirect source review programs 
in section 110(a)(5). However, EPA 
coucludes that this prohibition is not 
relevant to the requirement that projea 
sponsors comply with mitigation 
commitments. The EPA is not . 
promulgating a generally applicable 
requirement for review of all indire& 
sources. Rather,EPA is enabling Federal 
agencies to make positive.confomity 
determinations under section 176(c) 
based on voluntary commitments by 
projecl sponsors to.complete mitigation 
measures. Roject sponsors are not 
obligated to make such commitments. 
Where they volunteer to do so to . 

facilitate Federal conformity 
determinations, EPA is requiring them 
to live up to-such commitments. 
Without such a requirement, EPA could 
not allow positive confonnity 
determinations based on mitigation 
measures prior to actual construction of 
mitigation measures. 

The EPA does not agree certain 
changes in mitigatijn measures should 
avoid the public participation ' ' , 

requirements. The detennination.that a 
change is a "minor" change or the 
calculation that there is no emissions 
increase maybe subject to coxlsiderable 
judgment As such there is a need for 
public participation. Section 51.860(e) 
reflects this provision. 

As mentioned previously and as 
provided in 5 51.858(a)(5)(il of the final 
rule. EPA agrees that the State and local 
air agencies can play an important'role 
in the conformity. process. These 
agencies can provide the Federal agency 
with suggested mitigation meisurns to 
oeEset the project related em.issions. The 
Fedeml agenu,= can take such a list and 
work with the local planning and 
regulatory agencies to effect necessary 
emissions redu.gions. . . 

mCumoUy. the s.pnson olrny projea yki& 
M S- to Fed& pmpms idonlified in h e  
SIP. a&.NSR psrmlb m d  PSD requirements. ue 
subject to Sbte and Fedmd salorcement actiona If  
rppllable procedum and permit mnditions u e  
not followsd R o J M  rponsorr of Federal actions 
rsquhbg a mnformity determination will be 
s u b i a  to rimjlu enlortarnent actions if they tail lo 
~~~~~1 mjllgatioo maatumr p-ibed by the 
q p m d  SIP nvblon Enforceability through the 
SIP will apply to dl parties who agree to mitigate 
dbm and LnCirbcl emissionr associated uith r 
Federal rcuon for e confomi~y do~srrcinal~on. 
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B SIPRertision-Deadline 

I. Proposal 
Although the statute specifies that 

EPA should require States to submit 
their conformity SIP revisions by 
November IS. 1992, the congressional 
intent was also that EPA would have 
promulgated final conformity mles by 
November 15, 1991. In light of the delay 
in EPA promulgation of these rules. it is 
now clearly impossible for States to . 
submit confonnity SIP'S by November 
15.1992. Therefore, EPA requires States 
to revise their SIP'S within 1 year after 
the date of publication of the conformlty 
rule. This approach is consistent with 
the congressional intent to provide 
States with a 1-year timeframe to 
complete their rulemaking once EPA 
bad established the Federal criteria and 
procedures for confonnity 
determinations. 
2. Comment 

Several commenters supported the 1- 
year timekame as being consistent with 
congressional intent One commenter 
suggested 18 months. Another - 
commenter reoommended that the SIP 
revision be required as soon as possible 
and that those revisions should be due 
not later than March 15.1994. The EPA 
also received comments requesting 
clarification as to which agency is to 
submit the SIP revision. . 

4 : 3. Response 
The final rule incorporates a I-year 

timeframe since that tepresents an 
expeditious schedule for the State 
agencies and since this t i m e h e  is 
consistent with congressional intent 
considering the actual date of final 
Federal rulemaking. The SIP revision 
must be submitted by the Governor or 
Governor's designee responsible for 
submitting SIP revisions. Responsibility 
for implementing the conforplity rule 
itself should fall to the primary agency 
responsible for implementing the SIP. 
usual1 the State air quality agency. 

 fa ltate doas not n v i m  its SIP 
within the 12 months followin Federal 
Register publication of the fin 3 general 
conformity rule, then EPA will make a 
finding of failure to submit the revision. - which would start the sanctions clock 
Since, in this case, the State would not - have a revised SIP and also would not 
have adopted the general conformity 
regulation, any conformity . 
determinations made prior to State 
adoption and EPA approval of the SIP 
revision would be subject to the Federal 
rule and Federal enforceability 
p:ocedures. 
In addition, the rule is clarified with 

respect to application in areas newly 
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designated as nonattainment. In such 
cases. the requirement for the State SF 
revision by 1 2  months after ublication 
of the goneral conformity ru f' e could be 
unreasonable. Therefore. the rule 
pmvides that r State mud revise its SIP 
to include the general conformity 
provisions within 12  months of an 
area's redesignation to nonattainment. 
Tho EPA goneml conformity rule would 
apply in any interim period. 
C. SIP  isio ion--~enem-i'~onfomit~ 
1. Proposal 

As described in the proposal, EPA 
believes that section 176(c)(l)(A) and 
(C) of the Act clearly requiie EPA to 
promulgate 'criteria and procedures for 
determining conformity for both general 
and transportation activities (58 FR 
13838) and to uire States to submit 
SIP revisions in "9 uding conformity 
criteria and procedures for both types of 
activities. . 
?.Comment ' 

Certain commenten disagreed with 
EPA's interpretation of section 176(c)(4) 
of the Act, arguing that SIP revisions 
should be required only for . . 
transportation activities. However, no 
new information was provided by the 

%ommenten. 

For the reasons described in full in 
the proposal. EPA continues to believe 
that a SIP revision is required'for 
general conformity by sedion t 

176(c)(4)(C) of the Act " 

takon by Stat0 or rogional non-Federcll 
agencies. 
3. Response 

As described in section III:C.. the 
definition of "Federal action" in the 
final rule is changed from the . 
description in the proposal notice (58 
FR 13838) in order to clarify its 
meaning. The following responses cover 
additional concerns re d i n  this term. 

While section 176[c)f2) of k e  Act may 
be interpreted to impose certain 
obligations on non-federal aaions 
under the transportation confgrmity 
provisions, the aame interpretation does 
not apply for general conformity (such 
as Stateissued NPDES permits) since 
the relevant sta-Utory language is . ' 
different. ' 

Section 176(cj(l) does not impose any . 
obligations on non-Federal parties other 
than MPO's. Thus. EPA cannot require 
non-Federal actions to make conformity 
determinations under the general 
confonnity mle. Where a State is taking 
an independent action without Federal 
suppoh even under an EPA approved 
program such as a State NPDES 
program, there is no Federal action 
subject to these ~ l e s .  On the other 
hand, where a Federal agency delegates 
its responsibility to take certain actions 
to a State or local agency, as in the case 
of certain block rants under Housing 
and Urban Deve f opment programs or 
Federal NPDES programs, the action 
remains a Fedeml'adon and the Sp te  
must make a confonnity determination 
on the Federal agency's behalf. ' ' 

The EPA agrees that permit renewal 
actions or any action that does not 
inuease emissions, would be exempt ' 

1. Proposal from the conformity rule and is so - 

stipulated in § 51.853(c)(2)(iiI. 
The descri tion of a "Federal action" 

is set out in t i e  preamble (58 FR 13838) E. ~ ~ p l j c o b l e  ~mplementatjon plan 
and in the regulatory I. Roposal 
(definitions) of the proposal notice. "Applicable i,mplementation is 

2 Comment d e h e d  as the most recent EPA- 
One commenter requesledPA to 

clarify that a renewal of an existing 
permit or approval does not give rise to 
a new c o n f o d t y  uirement; . 
assuming the mnewa "\ does not 
materially alter the t pe or amount of 
emissions associate with the originally 
permitted activity. 

B 
Some commenters requested that the 

NPDES a d o n s  should all be required to 
undergo a conformity analysis and 
others supported the proposal which 
calls for a conformity analysi3 where it  
is an EPA-issued hTDES permit, but not 
where it is a Stateissued pennit under 
a delegated NPDES program. 

One comrnenter stated that Federal 
ections should include ceriain ections 

approved or promulgated S F  (58 FR 
13.849). ' 

2. Comment 
The-EPA received comments 

suggesting that the conformity ' ' 

determinations should.be based on the 
mosi recent SIP revisions submitted by 
the State, even if EPA has not approved 
them, until such revisions are . 
superseded by a more recent State 
submittal or by a Federal 
implementation plan (FIP): basing 
conformity determinations on outdated 
and inadequate SIP'S is "very 
unproductive." Other comments 
suggested that actions in regions that do 
not have an approved SIP should be 
exempt from conformity. 
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determination to develop its own 
analysis or adopt that of another Foderol 
agency, gives flexibility to the Federal 
agency and fulfills the agency's 
responsibility for making a conformity 
detennination. A Federal agency retains 
the ability to conduct its own air 
analysis or use that of another Federal 
agency and make its own confonnity 

' 

decision. If an agency, due to one of its 
analyses. determines that the project 
does not conform. then it may not make 
a positive conformity determination. If 
there are differing conformity 
determinations for a Federal action by 
several Federal agencies involved, the 
respective agencies would have to 
reconcile their differences before the 
entire project could proceed. 

If another Federal agency disagrees 
with a Fedem1 agency's conformit 
determination. but does not itself lave 
jurisdiction for the Federal action, then 
the Federal agency should provide 
written comments to the Federal agency 
with jurisdiction. The Federal agency 
with jurisdiction is required to consider 
the comments of other interested 
agencies under the proposed rules. 
2. Comments . 

A number of commenters supported 
the procedures outlined in the proposal. 
One commenter suggested that the 
general conformity rule use the same 
interagency coordination procedures as 
those in the new transportation statute. 
Some commenters felt that a lead 
agency, similar to that used in NEPA, 
should have responsibility for the 
confonnity determination; one 
commenter suggested the lead agency 
should be the one with continuing. 
authority over the project. 
3. Response 

The final rule requires that each 
Federal agency be responsible for 
making its own conformity 
determination as described in 5 51.854. 
The rationale for this is explained in the 
response to comments on the EPA and 
State review roles. Because section 
176(c) indicates that each Federal 
agency is responsible for making its own 
confonnity determination, EPA cannot 
remove that authority &om the Federal 
agency and assign it elsewhere. 
Although the general conford d e  
does not specifidly identify a r ead 
agency, coordination of conformity 
determinations will be necessary 
because all Federa! agencies with ' 

jurisdiction over the project will have to 
make a positive confonnity finding for 
the project to proceed. Therefore, 
differences among Federal agencies will 
h e w  to be resolved through 
cozsult6tion among those egencies. 7he 

EPA is not mandating formalized 
consultation and dispute resolution 
procedures, but rather leavesthis to the 
discretion of the Federal agencies 
involved to allow for greater flexibility. 
K. Air Qudity Related Values IAQRV'sJ 

1 .  Froposal 

The proposal did not specifically 
address AQRV's. 
2. Comment 

One commenler stated that 
conformity should be applied broadly. 
so that Federal actions will not 
adversely affect the AQRV's of protected 
Federal lands. . 

3. Responso - 
To the degree that a SIP includes 

requirements related to AQRVk, a 
Federal action would need to conform 
to those SIP provisions. The =A 
believes that section 176(c) of the Ad is 
intended to protact the NMQS and the 
SIP. Section 176(c)(l)(A) and @I define 
confonnity, and do not include 
reference to any arameten beyond SIP 
requirements an 1 NMQS. Thus, the 
conformity rule does not require the 
conformity analysis to cover values 
other than the NMQS, unless they are 
specifically contained in the SIP. For 
example. if a SIP contains PSD 
requlrementa, a Federal actlon must 
conform to those requirements to the 
extent they apply; in general, actions 
subject to PSD would not need a 
conformity analysis since the stationary 
source emissions would be exempt 
under 5 51.853(~)(1) or $51.853(b)(i) 
and any vehicle emissions assodated 
with the action would not usually be 
subject to the PSD requirements. 
L Frequency of Conformity 
Detenninations 
1. Proposal 

A conformity determination expires if 
the actlon Is not taken in a reasonable 
time period (58 FR 138441. The EPA 
believes that conford determinations 
should not be valid in 2 efinitely, since 
the environment surrounding the 
proposed action will change over time. 

The EPA proposed that the 
conformity status of a general Federal 
action automatically lapses 5 years from 
the date of the initial determination if 
the Federal action has not been 
completed or if a continuous program 
has not been commenced to im lement 
that Federal acllon in a reasonasle time. 
"Commenced" as used hem has the 
same geneml-meaning a9  used in ths 
PSD program (40 CFR 51.166). 

2. Comment 
The EPA receivod comments both 

supportin and criticizing the s-year a ~er iod  an other comments suggesting a 
3-year period to be consistent with b e  
transportation rule. One commenter 
suggested that a "continuous programw 
of on-site construction includes design 
and engineering work 

3. Response 
The 5-year timeframe for conformity 

determinations, ss described in the 
NPR. is contained in the final rule. The 
3-year timeframe for the transportation 
conformity rule is specified in section 
176(c)(4)[B)iii) of the Act. However. 
there is no similar specification in 
section 176(c) for the bquency of - 
general conformity determinations. 
After extensive consultation with the . 
Federal agencies and review of the 
comments, EPA bas decided to keep the 
5-year renewd timeframe for general . 
confonnity decisions because it !s 
consistent with the renewal frequency 
of NEPA decisions rather than the 3- 
year timeframe required for ' 

transportation conformity. Consistency 
wi!b NEPA is important in order to 
allow Federal agencies to incorporate 
the new conformity procedures within 
their existlng NEPA procedures. Most 
general conformity actions also need 
NEPA analyses, but would not need 
transportation confonnity decisions. 

The EPA agrees that a continuous 
p r o w  of onaite consmction may 
include design &d engineeripg work. 
'Where on-site construction has been 
commenced and meaningful design and 
engineering work is continuing, this 
represents the .kind of commitment to an 
action whlch should not be jeopardized 
bv ex~iration of a previous conformity 
dster&ination. - 

The rule is clarified in 5 51.857(a) to 
refer to the "date a final confonnity ~. 
determination Is re orted under 
5 51.855.'' This re eces the phrase the 
"date of the idt l  a r  conformity 
determination" since it is clearer. The 
rule is also clarified in 5 51.857'bl to 
replace the vague phrase "the scope of 
the project" with "the scope of the final 
conformity determination reported 
under S 51.855." The final mle also 
contains a provision in 5 51.857(c) 
which clarifies that actions whichare 
taken subsequent to a conformity 
determination must be consistent with 
the basis of that determination. 
M .  Tiering 
1. Proposal 

The P A  proposed that Federd 
agencies could use the concept of tiering 
and anslyze  actions in a staged manner 
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3. Response designatod nonattainment aRer the 1990 The approach in the final iule uses 
The EpA believes that the language amendments to the Act. the approach to 1990. which is the baseline year 

proposed in 5 51.858(a)(l) L establishing baselines in the proposal specified in the Act from which to 
appropriate. Specificity is needed in may be measure progress toward attainment, the 
order to avoid letting thls provision One cornmenter pointed out that PM-10 emissions inventory years (not 
become a significant loophole, open to using 1990 as a baseline is inappropriate specifically included in tbe proposed 
varying Interpretations. On the other in many since many Federal rule). or the designationlcla~sificati~~ 
hand, the emissions budget provision in adions related to the military took place time period. which is representative of 
5 51 858(a)(5)(1) provides a mechanism the timeofDesertStorm.ASan emission levels that must be reduced tn 
similar to that suggested by the alternative they suggest the rule allow order to provide for attainment. Use of 
commenter. use of a baseline established from the more recent emissions inventories may 

highest estimated emissions over a 3- not be appropriate since such 
Q. Tmnsportafion Conformity year period from 1989-91. Regarding inventories might not be representat~ve 
1. Proposal military base closure actions, one of the full extent of the emissions 

commenter stated that the baseline associated with the air qualit problem 
Section 51.858(a)(5)(ii) provides that a emissions should be the preclosure 

Federal action that is specifically 
The EPA sees no basis for t i e  rule to 

announcement baseline operating select certain activities for "credit" due 
in a confOming innsportation conditions. appfoa& d w s  not alter to reviou~ly implemented emission 

plan* be the emis iom budgd ih.t would have re union measures. whether at airporu 
2. Comment 

P 
existed If a base continued to opra te .  or military bases. Such decisions reside 

one commenter stated that the ~ p o  Such emissions were contained in-the with the State when the control strategy 
should be involved in determining exisring m d  future emissions inventory and  emissions budget ate developed. 
when a project is specifically included numbem being used by the south ~ a s t  Since the final rule allows use of the . 

in a transportation plan. Air Quality Man ment District in its Years other than 1990 where 
l9El.9 air quality pX. h o u l d  be the appropriate. it could. in effect. pmvlde 

3. Response emissions budget used to make the some of the "credit" the commenter is 
The final rule i s  clarified to indicate conformity determination for that suggesting in some cases. 

that the MPO must determine that an Distrin As described in the proposal, baseline 
action is "specifically included" in a ~h~ EPA also received a comment emissions are defined as the total of 
conforming plan since the MPO is likely stating that if 1990 emissions inventory direct and indirect that are 
to be better qualified to make that levels an, used as a baseline, it is estimated to have occurred during 
interpretation than the Federal agency important that some type of "credit" be calendar Year I990 Or an alternate 
making the conformity determination. . given to a Federal agency that is penod based on the classification or 
The rule is also clvified to state that a .required to make a conformity designation as promulgated in 40 CFR 
conforming plan refers to a determination with resped to an airport P a  81. The proposed rule intended 
transportation plan and transportation related improvement or modification provide for a Positive conformity 
improvement program which have been project at an airport that has already ifthe future use the' 

. found to conform under 40 CFR part 51 implemented significant emission area resulted in  equal or less emissions. 
or part 93. . reduction measures prior to 1990. This However, the prcposal did not take inlo 

=edit could be made by incrsasing the # BCCOUnt that any motor vehicie emission 
R Base1:ne h i s s i o n s  de rnlnimis amount for ce*in airport activities occurring in the baseline year 
1. Proposal actions. would, in fact, emit less in the future 

Where EPA has not approved a Several commenters re uested 4 
year scenario (at the same, historic 

revision to the relevant SF attainment clarification on how to ca a l a t e  the activity levels) due only to improved 

0: maintenance demonstration since basekne emissions. One commenter emissions controls in newer vehicles. 

1990, a Federal action may be recornmended that the comparison Thus, the ppposed rule was skewed in 

determined to conform if emissions should between the -adon- versus a manner that unjustifiably could 

from the action d o  not increase "no action" and not between the appear to allow future actions to 

emissions with respect to the baseline "fdon" and "1990 base." conform. Therefore, 5 51.858(a)(5)(ivl(BJ 

emissions (paragraph (d) of 5 51.858). ' 3. ResponM 
of the final rule is revised to focus on 
the bareline activity levels rather than 

2. Comment The baseline calculation is discusred* the baseline emissions and the emission 
A commenter su  ested that the rule in the proposal (58 FR 13845) and ca!culations must use emission factors 

or preamble s h o u l f h r I f y  that federal s ecifies calendar year 1990 or an appropriate to the future years analyzed. 
agencies may use the t t e s t  emirriopr a\ernate time eriod, consistent with In lhe s~n i f i e s  a 
inventory available born State and local the time erio used to deslpate or IK S "buildlno build" test, not a "build/ 
agencies in gauging the baseline. classify e area in 40 CFR part 81. Use 1990" test- 

Further, conformity determinations of the "latest emission inventory" S. Annual Reductions 
based on such inventories sbouId should, in many cases. coincide with 
remain valid, and not be manalyzed use of the 1990 inventory since the 1990 
when a new inventory Is corn lete. amendments to the A d  required d l  Paragraph (c) of 5 51.858 of the 

Another cornmenter stated %at it is omne nonattainment usas  to develop a proporal stater that a Federal action 
not appropriate for areas which were 1990 inventory. For PM-10, the Act also may not be determined to conform 
designeted nonattalnrnent befonr the required an emissions inventory. But, unless emissions from the action are 
1990 amendments to the Act to use a for the initial PM-10 amas designated . consistent with all relevant 
year before 1990 as the baseline. Such nonattainment as of enactment, the requirements and mileslones contained 
areas are rqu i red  to submit 1990 inventories are generaIly for 1 of the in the applicable SIP, such as elements 
emission lnventories For areas calendar years in the mid- to late-1980's identified as part of the RFP schedules 
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as the MPO or appropriate agency has 2O(+l-year timehme I s  also (reference In § 51.859) requires the 
authorized the change, so as not to delay unnecessary. Rather, the emission modeling to include emisslons from 
the conformity analysis. scenarios should be keyed to the existing sources as well as the potential 
V. Forecast Emission Years relevant years for RFP, attainment and new emissions due to the Federal action 

maintenance lanning specified in the in order to accurately determine the 
1. Proposal SIP. In some, 1 ut not all, cams a 20(+)- effed of the a d o n  on the NMQS and 

Paragraph 51.859(d) in the proposal ye* timehe in fad* m*hether the eaion might cause or 
identified the emission scenarios to be necessary under the final mle to meet contribute to a new violation or worsen 

Total direct and indirect one of the specified emission scenarios. an existing violation. 
emission estimates were proposed to be W. Total of Direct and Indirect In addition, the definition is revised 
projected, consistent with key dates Emissions to clarify that emissions of criteria 
with respect to the amended Act, the pollutants and emissions of precursors 
project itself, and the applicable SIP. P r O p O ~ l  of criteria pollutants (as defined In the 
Thus, the analysis was proposed to The preamble states that "net" final rule) are included within the 
contain: emissions hm the various and meaning of "total of direct and indirect 

(I) The Act mandatod attainment year indirect sources should be used in the emissions." Further* the final definition 
or, if applicable. the farthest year for applicability and conformity analyses makes it the portion of 
which emissions are projected in the (58 FR 13847). However, the nde uses emissions w'hicb are exempt Or 

maintenance plan;. the wtolal dim and indirea presumed to conform under 5 51.853 are 
(2) The year during which the total emissions." not included in the "total of direct and 

direct and indirect emissions fiom the 2. Comment indirect emissions." 
action are expected to be the greatest on ' X. New or Revised Emissions Models 
an annual basis; and A commenter suggested that EPA . .  

(3) b y  year for which the applicable should expressly state in the h a 1  d e  Pm~Osal 
SIP specifies an annual emissions that "net" emissions h m  the particular Tbe proposed d e s  uire use of the 
budget - Federal action under review should be most current version of e motor 
2. Comment evaluated in determining both 

";b 
vehicle emissions model specified by 

applicability and conformity. EPA and available for use in the 
One commenter indicated that the Another comment stated that the preparation or revision of SIP'S (58 FR 

emission scenarios requirement should conformity analysis should include the 13852). 
be omitted and lead agencies be allowed direct and indirect impacts of the 
to determine the scenarios on a project- Fedeml activity alon with all other 2. 
specific basis. Another commenter reasonably foreseeab f e projects (Federal One commenter suggested that the 
stated that the analysis should include and non-Federal) in the area. h a l  rules should provide that 
a maintenance period. The EPA also 

3, Responre conformity determinations be made 
received a comment that all Federal with the same mobile source emissions 
actions must be analyzed for their The ha1 rule is revised to clarify that .model as was dl in the development 
impad in the ZO(+)-year2imebe. tha total direct and indirect emissions of the SIP until such time as EPA 
3. Response may be a "net" emissions calculation. ' approves a SIP revlslon. based on a new 

For example, where an agency has model. 
The scenarios proposed by EPA are several offices in one metropolitan area Another commenter noted that the 

also reflected in the final rule because and is considering consolidation into 
late* 

wumptions may not be 
they are the minimum possible one large centralized office, vehicular consistent wi assumptions contained 
scenarios which still meet the statutory activity may actually decrease, @ the SIP. In such cases, the commenter 
requirements that relate conformity to depending on the location of the new suggests that the h a l  rule &ould aUow 
attainment, maintenance, SIP office buildin availability of mass the affected agencies to determine 
milestones, and RPP. The above transit. and oker factors. In such cases, which pmvaik The commenter also 
emission estimates are necessary in the Federal agency rhould consult with suggested that the general conformity 
order to assure that the Fedend action the MPO in determining the "net" d e  should provide a transition period 
would not "delay timuly attainment of emissions from such an action. similar to that in the transportation 
any standard or any r equ id  interim Consultation with the MPO is also conformity nde, where mA updates the 
emission reductions or other milestones important to help assure that indirect motor vehicle emissions model. 
in m y  area" (rectlon 176(c)Il)(B)(W) of edssions, once attributed to a s o w e .  

3. the Act). This provision links emissions will not be doublecounted by 
from the action to the emission attributing the same emissions to nearb The statute r uires the determination 
reduction targets required by the Act to projects that an subsequently reviewed: of conformity to based on the most 
demonstrate prior to the attainment The conformi uirements for 

*b, 
T3 recent estimater of emissions, and such 

date. Emission estimates are also needed applicability an an ysis generally do estimates shall be determined from the 
to provide for determinations of not include reasonably foreseeable most recent population. employment. 
conformity with respect to maintenance projects other than those caused by the travel, and congestion estimates as 
plans as required by section Federal action. Thus, the calculation of determined by the MPO or other agency 
176(c)(4)(B)(iii) of the A R  For an action emissions for de minimis or offset autborimd to make such estimates. As 
to conform to the applicable SIP, it must purposes includes only the (net) d h a  noted in the proporal (58 FR 13846- 
conform at all of the above times. and indirect emissions caused by the 13847) EPA recognizes this issue and 

The inclusion of a maintenance Federal action in question. However, urges that these estimates should be 
period is not reasonable sin- many where an air quality modeling analysis consistent with those in the applicable 
SIP'S may not have identified a is part of the conformity determination. SIP. to the extent possible Ho\oever. 
maintenance period. The rigld~ty of a the EPA guideline on air quality models based on the clear statutory language. 
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- Regarding the timing of prescribed 
bums. if a bum occurs during a tlme of 
year when a nonattainment area does 
not experience violations of the NAAQS 
and the applicable SIP'S attainment 
demonstration specifically reflects that 
finding, than such a burn may be . . 
determined to conform pursuant to 
5 sl.a58(a)(l). 

Regarding the directlon of smoke 
emissions. for the reasons noted above 
EPA has selected an emissions-based 

' 

threshold for conformity applicsbility 
purposes. Such an  approach does not 
account for emissions direction or 
dispersion. Dependingpn the nature 
and scope of the activity and conformity 
option selected pursuant to section 
51.858. the confonnity 'analysis may or 
may not explicitly address these factors. 
Section 51.855 was amended, however. 
to require the consultation and 
notification of FLM's by other Federal 
agencies when a Federal action, 
requiring a conformity determination is 
within 100 lun of a Class I area. 
4. Comment, 

Two commenters noted that the a l e  
could affect many of their agenciese 
activities. One commenter stated the 
rule becomes less focused as it attempts 
to address the different types of Federal 
actions. The commenter stated the-rule 
i s  unclear about how the Federal agency 
should make a conformity 
determination for prescribed fire, among 
other activities, to take intb account the 
complex issues involved. The . 
commenter stated that the rule should 
encourage pollution prevention by 
exempting actions consistent with an 
agency's pollution prevention plan. 
Another comment indicated that most of 
its agency's managepent plans. which 
are programmatic, include emissions 
that are not reasonably foreseeable. 
5. Response 

The final rule applies t o  
nonattainment and maintenance areas 
and requires confonnity determinations 
for Fedefal actions where the total of 
direct and indirect emissions exceed de  
minimi; levels as described in 
5 51.8531b). Section 51.858 provides 
several options for showing conformity 
for Federal activity generally. including 
FLM activity. The conformity showing 
includes an air quality test where the 
Federal agency must demonstrate that 
the action does not cause or contribute 
to any new NAAQS violation or 
increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation. Tbe Federal agency 
can either make this showing explicitly 
through air quality modeling or by 
selecbng a surrogate option such as 
cozsistency with an emissions budge!. 
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The conformity showing olso includes 
an emissions test where the Federal 
agency must show that the action is 
consistent with all SIP requirements and 
mllestones. 

In general. EPA recognizes the 
complex problems posed by the goals 
and missions.of the air quality and land 
management agencies and EPA intends 
to work with the FLM's and States to 
find solutions. One such area of concern 
is ecosystem management and forest 
health and the challenges posed to air 
quality and visibility by the need for 
more prescribed buming expressed by 
the FLh4. 

Regarding reasonably foreseeable 
emissions, the rule does not require 
Federal agencies to include emissions in 
conformity applicability determinations 
or analyses which are not reasonably 
foreseeable. Reasonably foreseeable 
emissions (as defined in 5 51.852) are 
projected future indirect emissions that 
are identified at the time the conformity 
determination is made and for which 
the location and quantity is known. 

Regarding pollution prevention plans. 
while the'final rule does exempt certain 
actions or presume them to conform. it 
does not specifically exempt actions 
qonsistent with a Federal agency's 
pollution prevention plan. Paragraph 
[c)(2) of 5 51.853 of the final rule 
exempts actions whose total direct and 
indirect emissions are below.the de  
minimis rates and other actions which ., 
would result in no emissions increase or , 
an emissions increase that is clearly.de 
minimis. Certain actions Listed in 
paragraph (cI(3) of 5 51.853 where the 
emissions are not reasonably foreseeable 
are also exempt Ln addition, paragraphs 
[dl and (el of § 51.853 of the final ru!e 
identify other actions which are exempt 
from conformity, such as ~ e d e r a l  
actions in response to emergencies. 
Therefore, since this rule does not 
exempt them or presume them to 
conform, actions consistent with an 
agency'~pol1utiod prevention plan that 
inaease'emissions beyond the'de 
minimis levels are subject to 
conformity. However, 55 51.8531s) and 
51.853(h) of the rule provide Federal 
agencies with the requirements and 
procedures to establish activities that 
are presumed to conform which could 
conceivably include actions consistent 
with a pollution plan provided the 
rule's appropriate requirements are met. 
Further, to address those situations 
where prescribed burns are part of a 
conforming smoke management plan. 
§51.853(~)(4)(ii) was added to exempt 
such actions. 
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6. Comment 
One comment concenled the air 

pollution emissions information E ~ A  
maintains in a document entitled 
"Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission 
Factors (AP-421." The commentel 
indiqted the document does not 
correctly represent emissions'irom 
prescribed buming. The commenter also 
stated that the rule should not require 
the development of demographic and 
other data from urban nonattainment 
area6 when they are not relevant, nor 
should the rule dictate such data in 
suburban or rural areas in the agency's 
planning process. In addition, the 
commenter stated that the rule would 
require the use of inappropriate air 
quality models. Another commenter 
stated that models for use in analyz~ng 
prescribed burning emissions in 
mountainous terrain have not yet been 
developed. 
7. Response - - 

Regarding emission factors, the final 
rule allows for alternative emissions, 
data to be w d  where it is more 
accurate than that provided in EPA's 
A P 4 2  document. Regarding 
demographic data, the final rule 
requires that all planning assumptions 
must be derived from data most recently 
approved by the MPO where available. 
Such data are avallable for urban are* 
the rule does not require its use in 
suburban and rural areas if it is 
unavailable. 

Regarding modeling, if EPA guideline 
1 modeling techniques are not appropriate 
in a conformity determination, then the 
rule provides for the use of alternative 
models rovided written approval is . 
obtainelhorn the EPA Regional 
Administrator. If no model is available 
for a particular application, then 
modeling may not be an option 
available for that conformity 
determination. 

BB. Fedemlism Assessment 

The preamble to the proposal states 
that there am no federalism effects 
associated with this rule (58 FR 13848). 

2. Comment 
One commenter stated that a 

federalism assessment should be 
conducted under Executive Order 
12612. 

3. Response 
A federalism assessment has not been 

conducted under Executive Order 
12612. However, federalism effects are 
considered throughout this rule (e.g . 
discussions regarding State. Federal 
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Nitrogen oxldos. Ozone. Particulate Subpert W--Determlnlng Conformity of designotion to nonottoinment, 
mettor, Reporting and recordkeeping General Federal Actlonr to State or whichever date is later. 
requirements. SulFur dioxide, Volatile Federal lrnpltmentatlon Plans (b) The Fedoral conformity rules 
orgonlc compounds. under this subpart and 40 CFR part 93. 

5 51.050 Pldrlbhlon. 
Datod Novernbor 15. 1893 In adbtlon to any existing applicable 

cuol hi. I)rowncr, (a) No department, agency or State requiromen?. establish the 
Instrumentality of the Federal conformity uitena and procedures 

Adrnlnislrolor. Government ha l l  engage in, cuppod in  necessuy to meet the Act requirements 
The Code of Federal Regulations. title m y  way Or provide finandel asistance until such time as the required 

40. chapter I. is amended as fo l l~ws  for, Ucense or prmit,  or appmve m y  conform*y SIP revision is approved by 

PART -AMENDED] 
activity whIch does not conform to an EPA. A State's mnfonnity provisions 
opplJcable implementation plan. must contain criteria and mcedures 

I. l h e  authority citation for pan e is (b) A Federal agency must make a that are no less stlingent J a n  the 
revfsod to read as followe: determination that a Federal action requirements described in this subpart. 

Authority: I? U.S.C 4321 el reg., 7401- cOnfO"ns tothe A State may establish more stringent 
7671q: 40 (PR par( 1500. Implementation plan kr awrdance conformity criteria and procedures only 

with the requirements of&r subpart if they apply equally to non-Federal as 
2. Section 6.303 is amended by before the action ls taken. well as Federal entities. Following EPA 

mmOh&? and romrvin8 p q r i p h r  (c)  (c) p m p p h  &) Chi. rsdlon.does appmva! of the State confom$y ' ' 

(g) and revising para@phs not include Federal a&om where- provisions (or a ~ 0 ~ 0 ~  thfnm0fl.h a ' 
and (b) to read hs follows: elther: . revision to the applicable SIP. the 
5 6.303 Alr quallty. . (1) A ~ a t i o i a l  .1~nvlronmental Policy approved (or appmved podon ofthe) 

(a) The Clean Air Act  as amended in Act (h'EPA) analysis was completed as State aiteria and procedures ' 

1990.42 U.S.C 7476(c), requtr8s evidenced by a final envirionmental govern conformity aeterminations and 
Federal actions to conform to any State assessment (EA), environmental impaa the Federal conformity ~ a t l a t i o n s  
implemen'9tion plan appmvedor statement W), or finding of no' contained io 40 CFR part 03 would 
promulgated under section 110 of the significant impact (FONSI) that was portion* i l a n ~ a  the 
ACL For EPA actions; the applicable prepared prior to J a n v  31,'1894: State's conformity provisions that 1s not 
conformity req&ments s p d f i e d  in 40 (2) [i) W o r  to January 31,1994, an EA appmved by In any 
CFR part 51, subpart W, 40 CFR'part 93, was ~ommenwd or a conbad was previously applicable SIP requirements 
subpart B, and the applicable State awarded to develo the rpecidc 3 

relating to conformity remain 
irn 1ementation.pian must be met  environmental an ysis; enforceable until the Stale reviser its 

&) In addition, with regard to (ii) Sumdent enhmmW mil~sis SIP he SIP to speafically and that re*sioD remove is them from by 
wastewater treatment works subject to L mm leted by Mvch IS. 1994 so that PA- . ,  - 
review under Subpart E of this art the the ~ e & r a l  agenry may detmnhe that B 

. . .  . 
. . 

responsible o l d a l  shall consi or the the F e d e d  amon k in malormity with 551652  DefiktiOnn2. ' . . 
- air pollution control requirements the specific repiremeats md  the. . Terms used but not deked-in &is ' 

specified in section 316b) of the Clean P U I ~ O S ~ S  of the applicable'SIP purqmnt . a r h d  have the given them 
Air An,  42 U.S.C 7616, and Aiency to the agency's dfbative obligation gy the ~ p x ~  @,,tionr; (10 im lementation procedures. - 

[R~served] . . 
under s d O n  176(c)  oft^^^ . ' (3R chapter I), io that order of priority. 
Act (Act); and Affected Fedeml land manager means 

PART Sl+AMENDED] (iii) A written determination of the Federal agency or the Federal 
conformity under section 176[c) of the official c h q e d  with direct 

1. The authority citation for part 51 Act has been made by the ~ederal  responsibility for management of an 
continues to read as follows: agency responsible for the Federal area designated as Class1 under the Act 

Authority: 42 U.S.C 7401-7671q. action by March 15,1994. (42 U.S.C 7472) that is located within 
(d) Notwithstanding an). provision of 100 km of the pro osed Federal action. 

2. Part 51 Is amended by adding a this a d e t e m t i o n  that an 
new subpart M' to read as follows: Applicable lmpfmentation plan or  

action is in conformanon with the . opplicoble SPrneans the portion [or 
Subpart W--DctmInlng '~onformlt~ of applicable .Implementation plan does portions) of the SIP or most recent 
Generd Federal Actlona to State or Fedenrl not exempt the a c l i o q . h  any other, revision thereof. which has been 
lmplementetlon Plans requhments of the ap licrble 

8l 
approved under section 110 of the Act.. 

see implementation plan, e NEPA,or the or promulgated under bection llO(c) of - 
51.850 Prohibition Act. the Act (Federal implementation DIM). 
51.851 ' State implementation plan (SIP) 

revhion. . 
51.852 Definitions. 
51.853 Applicability. 
51.854 Canfodty analysis. 
51.855 Reporting requirements. 
51.856 Public participation 
51.857 Frequency of conformity 

detemlnations. 
51.858 Criteria for determining conlomiry 

of general Federal actions. 
51.859 Procedures for codormity 

dc:erminations of general Pedera! 
ac!ions. 

5 :  250 L!!:igalloa of air qua!ity b p a c t s  

0 51.851 Skte h p t m t a t k r ;  pian (SIP) 
revljlon. 

(a) Each State must submit to the 
En\ironmental Protection Agency WAI 
a revision to its applicable 
implementation plan which contains 
criteria and procedures for assessing h e  
conformity of Federal actiom to the 
opplica5le implementauon plan. 
consistent with this subpart The State 
must submit the conformity provisions 
within 1 2  months after November 30. 
1993 or x i t h i n  12 months of an area's 

or promulgatid or ippr6ved &dirt-to. 
regulfions promulgated irn c f  er section 
301(d) of the A d  and whicb implements 
the relevant requirements of the Ad. 

Area wide air quality modeling 
analysis means an assessment on a scale 
that ,includes Lhe entire nonattainment 
or maintenance area which uses an air 
quality dispersion model to determine 
the effects of emissions on air quality. 

Cause or contribute to a new violation 
means e Federal action that: 

( I )  Causes a new violation ofa 
rla5onk: ;-Sio:ll air  q u o l i : ~  skndard 
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4 51653 ApplkrblUty. di] Judicial.and legirldw and real end porsmd p m p M i r ~  
(a) Confannity deterantnations tor pr-duyr rogordless of tire form or method o f r k  

Federal acUona nlated u, -ponathn (ii) Co. k w d e l  transfer 
plans, programs, and projedr dcWesru& a pennit mmwalswhsre (m) The d e ~ p ~ ~ ~ n s l a r n ~ o w e r t n e n l  
developed, htnded.or a p ~ d  under asUvilkmmndtadd uil l  be aimi?w In zones. entergrle mrnrnun&.o; 
title 23 ~ I C  a l h e  d8d n*Sit A d  o q ~ a d - t i m  b d v -  v~ticul~urd areas. 

(49 U . S 1  mi d qJ mest m.u the mnontly bqgmdua@d- (xvil  Act~onsby any PILbeSedarel 
pr&smd.oriteria of a ( ; F R ~ M  (iiil Rulem g r n d  pdicr banking agencies or Ehe F a d ~ l B t s m e  
5 I, .sub+ T, In lieti of the prooed~res entandLrurnar. Banks. ~ndadiagaaicurr ~ r d i w  
set forth In this subpart. mainte- and -air charlars. appl icrr t i~c aoiiar. Licenses. - 

b] f a r h d e r d  s&ns n o t  covered by  adivitiec, indudiagfip.ir .Dd the sqerv~sion or awminircionoi 
paragzaph [a] af this  metian. a r n d e n a n a ,  ofadministrative cites, d e p a s i w  institutions ordepntibr~ 
conformity dotermhation is m d  lor mads, &&.and fadlitier institutxri hddirgr~mpsnieruocess io 

pollutant dm he ntdof&rna. (v) Civi lad  aim'd e-~nt the dismunt w b d ~ * .  o r b  p m u i 9 a o  
and indirsd emissions In a activities, suchas investigations, urdits. of financial services lo bankiqg 
nonatiainmant or mainlena~ce area i t updam. .  excrmip.tim& organizatmns or losny depsrtment, 

by a F d a r d  a i a ,  rou&d-i p l S C U t i ~ & ~ d  th. ~ ~ o f ~ a w  agMCJQr i n s ~ m d t y P ( l h e  United 
or earned anyaf-therates hi w h  e n f ~ ~ P t ~ r r o d  States. 
(b)(l) or  f21 of this section. (vi) A-w actions a& US (xvii) ~ d i ~ s b y  fhe M d  

(1) Far purposes of e p h  @3 of ~ e ~ 0 ~ 8 1 a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l  Governoc~oTthe FdsalReoarve . 
& , l l o ~ ~ ~ w l y  in chaqer, deb! p l m 0 g e m e M r ~ a ~ ,  Systemm any FaaarJilRasaweBsnlr to 

nonaltaimeat W W k  cash attarwmeof inlemdqgenq effect monetary or ext3a.n Pa pscv- audit& prqgram bvdgd p p d s , - a d  (=id Actions ha! imp amaot a 
r& LI IB~K m h t i n g & o ~  a r k n i P f  n fofeign affairs funUionoTXhe Unitsd 
Veer a d d -  of bucu,* and lees. Stmes. - .  

1 Therwtine,- ixbd Actions (orporfionsQereoD 

(c) The requiremenis af ~&ss.ubpart 
shall not apply &a: 

(1) Actions where !he total ofdiFed 
and indirect emihsio3e.ace below the 
emissions levehspeciiied in  patagwph 
Cbl of this section. 

(21 The following actions which 
\vouid result ix no emissions .inuease or 
c7 increase in.enissions Lhat is dearly 
dc min in i s :  

Ozone (WC% a WJ: 
Sencus NANs ,..........-........ ..... 
Sevem M L  - - - - -  
kcremaw's -----: 
OW ouw W outdde an, 

ozow bansport reg100 - -  
Narglnal aad a~def8le W s  hrolde , 

anorone mp0rta9irc: 

O z w  F1OJ, SO2 or W: .main- 
!CnanCe meas .........-.....-.- -.-. 

Ozone -a: 
Malnte~nce areas krdde an 

~. 
and -- . 
ixif T h e g ~ d l e s s d s . ~ ~  

such as for exports and tradeqmmils. 
and easemezits wb ere abivities 
conducted w i l l b e ~ i n s c i p ~ d  
operationtn activities amady'being 
condudsd 

(xii) Planning. studies and ptorision 
of technicai assjstanca 

Ixiii] R m e  oparatim dladiities. 
mobile assets and equipmat. 

{xiv) Transfers of ownemhip. 
interests, and titles in  land, fecilities. 

50 transportationof m s t d d  assodated Hciihtransiers d a n &  
25 p e ~ 5 0 ~ e L  fscilities. titla,and propdlties 

(viii) Routine movemeddmohih throug% an arrfomble a t r a d a r  lease 
ass&.srrcbasshi+-in agrementwbarethe d&ueq.ofbre 

r o o  home past r a a w i g n r n e n b e - m  deed is required to ~ccur -fly . h t r  
(when no new support facluhes or a specific, reasonable conQBhnb meL 
pusonnel me zequiredl to pei(erra as 

such 
mpdy after the b d b  

ozone Iramputmgiorr -- 4 
!hlnteMace areat .outsibe an: 

a 2 o r w ~ < @ g l o a .  
Carbon croroxtde: A!4 mdnleMace, 

areas --,---. -.. 
PM-10: Nimatntenance areas ,,' 
Pb: Alf areas -......,, foreseeable: 

(il Mtiai Outer Corrtinend .Shelf 

VOC ---....-.-..-----..-.... .. 50 op~heal.grwpsandlorior.repair~ certifie ss m e e ' t i n g t h e e m e n t s  01 
No. .....-,- . ..-..-......-.-.......-. 'O" 'overhaul the Comprehensive En ' tall 

Carbocr m l b b s :  MI W 8  ..,.,.- : 
SO1 N01: dn WS -.----.-.... 

MO (ix) ~ t e n a n c a ~ a n d d e b r i s  Response, C o m p e d o q .  and Uabllfi~ 

1 PM-10: disposal where oo new depths am ~ c t  l C E R U 9 ,  maw%ere '2he Federal 
. Modecene'W'J ,,,,.,,.,,- ma *&* '* a s e a ~ e d , 2 ~ ? a 1  

agency does rrdlptdin c o r n -  
S e m  W s  ,-.-.,-..--.--- authnrity to umld d n i d c ~ ~  

Pb All NAA's ..,.,...........,-- 2 5  aP ro"eddir~O=J*a assodatedui i ththald,  fsdsties. .' k) ~ d a . & u ~ h h w i ~ g ,  , titb, mxal rvperticr. 
(2) For purpose'sef paragrep3 (b) af with resped io albtblg- TnmPm prnm 

his se the ahwbg wes ePPfY in kmpertier fadlitie~ udtDdrrbere induding imd, ~ f i a s ~ a r d l  Aated  - 
maintenanm ateas: ture actidtiescnndaded d b e  -personal properly %am a R d d  eniitjr 

similar in smpe and optzdkm l o  to another Federal =my m d  
a d M t i e s a m m t i y  hhgscadu&dat assignments otdproperty,indudurg 
the axkiing sbrrrctum. ~~ land, facilities,& ~latedperrmd 
fsdlibie~. srrd.lar,k &xmc, property £njm a m e d  en 

fededy-mmd 
%;" re10~~ttian ef p a m d ,  dispdka of another Federal mtlg f or m quem - - 3 - r e r .  deeding to &g%le 

pro@es.halrbes bntkreat (d! ~ ~ o m ' i g  h c?epf.mdof* 
subddieo. opexatiimandmsWaumoe Treasury to efied4scal policy and-'to 
cost subsidies, tbo scen5m d exercise ihe-gdority.afa*e 
r d - c n m d p  . United States. 
authority. rs idanp  in gttPch;ning (3)The f o ' I l o w 5 n g s c t l c n s ~ ~ ~  
stractrrre~and lh dtt&moZ~coins emissions are lndt nntso* 

50 

WJ 

1DO 
soo 

2 s  
l e d i  sales wbich w d e 4  a b m d  
scele and are$rAavedbyaqfiention 
and dwe lopmemtp~onap ro j ec t  

transnission of e~&icmerg)'. 
(4)  Actions u%id mqdement a 

dedsim to omdud or caqorrt a 
confozniqprogram such as prescribd 
b u - b g  s m o n s  w*hicb are wnsistenl 



Federal Resister 1 Vol. 58, No- 228 / Tuosday. Navamber 3 4  ~ 9 3  / Rules and Regulations 63251 

! 
proposed &on and the Fedaral such activities am uitkin the scope of in- e m i s s i a  b e  action meet 
agency's dtaR canfoki ty  determination t h m  6nal c o n h d t y  determfnaion the h n e m b s ~ a d  in p m p p h  
on t!m action. re orted\mdsr SSl-855. b, 6% - a m e a d e  
6) A ~ o d e r d  agency must n o w  h e  & K. .ha - n u b  modeling, or requirements of 

appropriate EPA Reglonal O h ( r 1 .  determination is made. the Federal p v p h  (3020f this soctSan; or 
State and local air quality agendesand. action bckanged -that them i s  an (5 ) For oznns a nitmgsp dinxide. and 
whera applicable. aEfsded Federal lend Increase h the total of diredand lor p m p ~  of -IS MOItii) and 
managers. tha agency desipcted unda krdirecl emleslonc above the leveL in (al(4)(ii) of this d o n ,  ~ h p o r t i m a f  
section 174 of the Clean Aic M and the 5 51.853&]. &new d d t y  . thedon artbe aqtbnastwhole meets 
h P 0  within 30 days a&er making a find determination fs requi~d. an of the following mquitementr 
conformity determination under When EPA has appopved a 
g 51.858. 5 51JXM Cmorta for drtmhlng revision to an -a's attainment or 

c o r r f m  d gacra)Fdaml adorto. maintenarrcr dsmonstrathm after 1990 
551.856 P U M ~  pcatklpafm (at An d o n  q* under 5 Sf 3 5 3  and ths State d s s  detsrmlnatlon rs 

fa) Upon request by any erson 
era! 

to have a conformity determination for provided in F pb (a)OHi)IAl of this 
rega&ng a specific Fed action, a a specific ponutant. will be deteunfned section a w ers the Stabmakes a 
Federal agency must make available lor to conform to the applicable SIPir, for commitment m provided lm paragraph 
review i~ &aft confmf ty  . each pollutant that exceeds the rates Ln (E,)(S](~)(B) of & sedolr: 
determination undwr 5 51 .8S  with. 5 51.853@), ar otherwise requires a CAI The t d  af dina and indirect 
s u p p o d g  materials w M  d8d~n'be the conformity determination due to the emissions h m  the action (or portion 
analytical metho& and d i o n s  total of diretL aad indlrea emissiops them0 is de(armine3 and documented 
relied upon in mat;ingthea@cability ' frum the acti~m, the r d o n  meets the by the State agency primuil 
analysis and draft conformity requirements of paragraph (ct of this responrrible far t bapp l l ab  e SIP to 
detexmination. 

r 
d o n ,  and meets any of the following renrk in r lwelafamtssiorrrwhich, 

(b) A Federal agency must make together with dotheir e d a n r  in the 
public its draft canformitg =yaiWs pollutant, the t d  n - i n m d  (p maintenan&-, 
determinationlun&r S ~ t . 8 5 ~ b y  pradng oldired an indirect emi+ons.from would not e d t h a e m t s z i o n s  budgets 
a notice by prom;nrmt advdhment fn the acdw p r e ~ p d f i d  rdenhfiedand spedaed in then lidem 

d . i t y n e w s p a p e r o f g s n ~ ~ o o  a-t.d fm the . p p k & ~ ~ ~ ' e  (B)  be total o P L m a i n ~  
in the m~ rff&hy ths actioo &by attainment or maintmmca . emissions from the sctian b r  portion 
providing 39 daysfor vrftbgn public - demo*tion; thereof) is detenaindbytheState 
comment prlar t n t a b g a n y ~  (2) For ozone or nihpgen dimide.the agency mpoluihle for the applicable 
act- err the draft d- This toCd 0' direct and fn- emissions SIP t e d  f~ levCLof &ions 
commaat perjodmaybe csm-t h m  the action an, f a y  o ~ t u i ~  which, togetherwitb all other emhians 
with any o t h e r p U f n m t ~  the -6 nonattainment or mafntanartca C p h  n m a w m ; b  maintenarm] 

. . - h NEPA p~oceu, ax& through a mvldon to the 8 p p I I d c  m e ,  wddaxcsed an ankicmsbudget 
(c) A Federal agency must d o m e &  . S P o r  a simaarly a n f i b r e  meenam ape& ed in thee'p h l aSP  and the 

its respan- & thb c a m m w  that effects emission mdudionr to that State Governor or %" e Gaoernois 
+.them fe noset increase in ernisdonsd d ~ f m S I P a c t i o n s m a k n s  a wirten 

. (bl Ongoing Federal a c t i v i h  at a determtnastburmmmviduairqarfity and 
- B i v e n * A m & g a x & k - u ~ ~  m o d e h n g a d y d s L r p p m p r k t e g n d  6) WL'riitP3 docPmentatioa including 

are not new actions and do nd mqum thsi r l a d  air qoaLitJ modeaing g~ld+is dl air quakt-j analyses suppomng the 
periodic redetenrh&- so bong- is not needed, thetoeJ o f  &red and - conformity thterrninstibn; 
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5 51.860 MlUgaUon of air quality Imprcb. 2. Part 03 is amended by adding a 
(a) h y  measures that are intended to new subpart B to road 8s follows: 

mitigate air quality impacts must be --hlng mtorm~ 
identified and the process for an-1 hdad ktlonr to State or Federal 
implementation and enforcement of Impl.mmtmtlocr n n a  
such measures must be described, 
including an implementation schedule LUlSO bhlbil,oL 
containing explicit timelines for 93.151 ~ ( r t e  imp~arnantalion plan (SIP] 
im lementation. mvltion. 6) Prior to determining that a Federal 93.15z ~ , , f i ~ ~ t h , , %  
action is In conformity, the Federal 03.1~3 ~ppUublUty. 
agency making the conformity 93.154 Confornrlty .nrlysis. 
determination must obtain written 93.155 Rspo- mquImments. 
commitments from the appropriate 93.156 public putidpation. 
persons or agencies a implement any 93.157 F ~ a o c Y  of mnf0dty 

delarminrUonr mitigation measures which ate . 
identified as conditions for making 93.158 a ta t i r  far ordstarminiqconformity 

ofgeaerrl Pedsnl rciioar 
conformity determinations. 

(c) Persons or agencies voluntarily - 93,159 W w s  for confardty 
detarminrtionr of g a n d  Fadoral 

committing.to mitigation measures to actlons. 
facilitate positive conformity 93.160 Mitigalion of rk qudily impacts. 
determinations must comply with the 
obli ations of such commitments. Subpart B--Dstermlnlng Confomlty of 

(d! In instances when  (he Federal General Federal A c t l w  to State or 
agency Is licensing, permitting or Fderal lrnplementntlon Plan? . 
otherwise approving the action of - . - 
another governmental or private entity, 58&lpo &&a 

approval by the Federal agency m u d  be (d NO de~-ent* Or 

conditioned on the other entity meeting h s t ~ ~ t a l i ~  of the Federal 
the mitigation msanues set in the Government hIJ W e b h u ~ ~ ~ f l  in 
conformity determination. any way or provide financial mistance 

(el When necessary becauso of for, license or permit or approve any 
changed circumstances, mitigation' . activity whkh do= not COllfoXIU to an 
measures may be modified so long as '.ap liable im~lemenuuon plan- 
the new mitigation measures continue 6) A ~ e d e n l  agency must make a 
to support the conformity determination that a F e d d  nction 
.determination. Any proposed change in. ~ n f ~ ~ t o t h e  a p p u d l e  
the mitigation measures is subject to the h ~ l e m e n m o n  plan in a b d a n m  
reporting rsquhments of 5 51.856 and with the re~*ments ofthis subpart ' 

the public participation requirements of before the action is taken. 4 

§ 51.857. (cl P m  ph (b) of this siction does F (f) The implementation plan revision not e Fedad  actions when: 
required in 51.851 shall provide that (1) A National Eovirsnmental policy 
written commitments to mitigation Act (NEPA) analysis was completed as 
measures must be obtained prior to a evidenced by a final mvironm@ntaI 
positive conformity determination and assessment @A), environmental impact 
that such commitments must be statement (EtS], or 6nding of no 
fulfilled. ' significant impad (FONSO that was 

(gl After a ~ i a t e  revises its SIP to prepared prior to January 31,1994; or 
adopt its general conformity rules snd (Z)(i) Prior to December 30, 1993, an 
EPA approves that SIP revision, any en*nmenaand~awummmenced 
agreements, including mitigation or a contrad was awarded to develop 
measures, necess for'a conformity the s ed6c environmental analysis; 
determination w i x e  both State and ~ . . f  u Suffident . environmental analysis 
federally enforceable. Enforceability is a m  l e t e d b ~  15,1394 $0 that 

E S through the a pliable SIP will ap ly to the Fe agency d e f e d e  that 
aU persons w o agree to mitigate i n n  the Fedend a d o n  in ~ n f ~ t y  with 
and indirect emissions associated with the s ~ d f i c  r e q h m e n k  and the 
a Federal action for a conformity oses of the applicable SIP pursuqt 
determination. yo% agency*' affirmative obligation 

under section 176(c] of the Clean Air 
PART 93--DETERMINING M (Act): and 
CONFORhtln OF FEDERAL ACTIONS (iiil A written determination of 
TO STATE OR FEDERAL conformity under section 176(c) of the 
IhtPLEMENTATlON PLANS Act has been made by the Federal 

agency responsible for the Federal 
1. The authority citation for part 93 actjon by M& 15,1994. 

continues to read os follows: (d) Notwithstanding any provision of 
A u h o r i t y :  s ?  U.S C. 7401-7671~. this subpart, a determinetion tha: an 

93 1 Rules and Regulations 63253 

action is in conforniance with the 
applicable implementation plan does 
not exempt Lhe action from any other 
requirements of the applicable 
implementation plan, the National 
En9iro'nmental Policy A a  (NEpA). or 
the Cleen Air Act (Act). 

f 93.151 SLata hplsmenUtlocr plan (!SIP) 
revlrlon. 

The Federal conformity rules under 
this subpart, in addition to any existing , 

applicable State requirements, establish 
the confonnity criteria and procedures 
necessary to meet the Act requirements 
until such time as the required 
conformity SIP revision is approved by 
EPA. A State's conformity provisions . 
must contain aiteria and p m d u f e s  ' 
that are no less &gent than the 
requirements described in this subpart. 
A State may establish m o r e e g e n t  
conformity aiteria and procedures-only 
if they apply equally to nonfedeml as ' 
well as Federal entities. Following EPA 
approval oLthe State conformity ' ' 

provisions (or a portion thereof) in a . 
revision to the applicable SIP, the 
approved (ofapproved ortion of the1 S State criteria-and proce ures would 
govern conformity detennhations and 
the Federal confonnity regulations ' 

contained in this part would apply only 
for the portion. i f  any, of the State's - 
confonni provisions that is not ' 

approved t' xEP+ In addition. any 
previously applicable SIP requirements 
relating to conformity remain' . ' 
enformable u.ti1.the State revises it; . 

I SIP to specifidly remove them from 
the SIP and that revision i s  approved by 
EPA. 

5 93.152 Dafinltlonr. 
Tenns used but not defined'in this 

art shall have the meaning given them Ly the An and *A's r e g u ~ e  (10 
CFR chapter XI, in that order of priority. 

Affected Fedeml land manager means 
the Feded agency or the Federal - ' 

, official charged wi.th direct 
responsibility for management of kn - 
aiea designated as Class I under the Act 
(42 U.S.C 7472) &a\ is located within 
100 km of the pm osed Federala&on. P Appficubfe Imp ementution plan.or 
applicable SIP means the portion (or 
poxlions) of the SIP or mod rPIcent 
revision thereof. which has been 
approved under section 110 of lhe Act, 
or promulgated under sedion 110(~)  of 
the Act (Federal implementation plan). 
or promulgated or approved pursuant tc 
regulations promulgated under section 
301(d) of the Act and which implement 
the relevant requirements of the Act. 

Areohride air quality modeling 
onolysis means an assessment on a scal 
h a :  inciudes the entire nonattainment 



Ozme (VOCr.or NOx): 
Serious NAA's ......................... 
Severe NAh's .,.. , .... ; ......-,..-- 
Extreme W s  .,..- ......... - ,,.., 
Other orone W s  ouWe an 

ccorte bansport regfon A-,, 
MargM and moderate NAA'r In- 

side an ozone transfirt re*,, . ...... .... VOC ..- ..-... " .." ,.,...-a- ................................ NOx.., ,., 
Carbon moclodde: .................................... AII NAA's :. 
SO2 or NO2: 

A I l W s  ....................................... 
PM-10: 

Moderate NAA's ........................... ....................... Serious W s  , ,., 
Pb: 

41 W s '  .........,- .....,....,.. ,i.,- 

Tons/ 
Year 

50 
25 
10 

100 

. .50 
I00 

. .  100 

loo 

100 
70 

25 

Ozone (Nod, SO2 or NO2: . 
W Maintenance Areas .................. 

Ozone (VOCs): 
Malnte~nce areas lnslde fin 

ozone transport reglon .........,... . 
t4alntenance areas outslde an 

ozone transport reglon .............. 
Carbon monoxide: 

.................. WI Mahlenance Areas 
Pt.Cl0: 

All Maln:enance Areas .................. 
PC. 

21 Idain:enarr,e Areas .................. 
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(dl, (el, or (f) are not lncluded in tho (c) The requirements of this subpart and easemonts where activities 
"total of d h c t  and indirect emissions." shall not apply to the following Federal, conducted will bo similar in sco e and 
The "total of direct and indirect actions: operation to activities cumntly peing 
omissions" includes emissions of (1) Actions where the total of direct conducted. 
criteria pollutants and emissions of - and indirect edssions are below the (xiil Planning, studies, and provision 
precursors of criteria pollutants. emissions levels specified in paragraph of technial assistance. 

5 93.153 Appllcablllly. 
(b) of this sedon. (xiii) Routine operation of facilities, 

(2) Actions which would result in no mobile assets and equipment. 
(a) Conformity determinations for emissions increase or an increase in (xiv) Transfers of ownership, 

~edera l  actions related to transpoflation emissions that is dearly de minimis: interests, and titles in land. facilities, 
plans, programs, and projects (i) Judicial and legislative 

S 
and real and personal properties, 

developed, funded, or a proved under proceedings. regardless of the form or method of the 
title 23 U.S.C. or the Fe era1 Transit Act (ii) Continuing and recurring transfer. 
(49 U.S.C. 1601 et.seq.1 must meet the activities such as permit renewals where (N) ~l~~ designation ofempowetment procedures and criteria o f l o  CFR activities conducted will be similar in enterprh communities, or 

set forth in this subpart 
I 51, subpart T, lieu of the p m  ures scope and operation to activities 

Nrnrntly bein conducted. 
viticultural areas. 

(b) For Federal actions not covered by (ifi) Rule*& and p o w  (xvil Actions by any of the Federal 
paragraph (a] of this section. a develo ment and issuance. 

banking agencies or the Federal Reserve 
Banks, including actions regarding . conformity detem.hatia k *d for (iv! I%utine maintenance and repair d.nerr, appliutions, notieas, each pollutant where the total of direct activities, bduding repair and 

and indirect emissions in a the supervision or examination of 
nonattatnment or maintenance area roads. W s ,  and of fadiities. depositoy institutions or depository . 
caused by a Federal action would equal (v) Civil and crimfnal dorcement access 

the discount window or the provision or exceed any oftlie rates in P W P ~ ~  activities. sue u investigations, audits, of Snmd. urvicsr t; bdg 
(b)(l) or (2) of this section. . inspecti011~, e d t i o n s ,  

(I) For p O S ~ S  of paragraph (b) of prosecutions, and the t r w g  of 1~ organizations or to any department* 
thh section%e following rates apply in e n f o ~ e m e n  ~d agency or instrumentality of the United 
nonattainment areas (NM's): (vi) A-tive actions such as States. 

Tonsl 
Year 

100 

50 

loo 

100 

100 

25 

1 

personnel actions, organizational (xvii) Actions by the Board of 
changes, debt management or collection. $ O ~ ~ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ $ $ ~ ~ ~ m k  
cash management, internal agency 

: audits, program budget proposals, and n*sq effect Or 
matters relating to the administration rate policy. 
and collection of taxes, duties and fees. (M) ActionS that a 

(vlil The routine, foreign afiain function of the United 
transportation of matenel and States. 
personneL (&c) ~ c t i o n s  (or portions thereof) 

(viii) Routine movement of mobile assodated with transfers of Land, 
assets, such as ships and airaaft, facilities, title, and real properties 
home pod rea-ents and a t i o n s  through an enforceable contract or lease 
(when no new support facilities or agreement where the delivery of the 
personnel are required] to perfonn as deed is required to occur promptly after 
operational groups and/or for repair or a speafic, reasonable condition is met. 
overhaul. . such as promptly after the land is 

(ix) Maintenance dredging and debris certified as meeting the requirements of 
disposal where no new depths are CERCLA, and where the Federal agency 
required, ap licable permits are does not retain continuing authorit to 
seamed, ancfdlrporal will be at an control emissions associated with e 
ap roved disposal site. 

ti 
. lands, fecilities, title, or real properties. Px) ~ c t i o o r .  such as thr i0110wing. 

(2) For purposes of P + P ~  @I of to rtrudures, I d  Transfers of d property, 
this section, the following rates apply in iacluding land, facilities, and related 
maintenma areas: properties, fadlides and lands where personal property from a Federal entity 

future activities conducted will be to mother Federal entity and 

- 

similar in scope and operation to -if- ents of real property, including 
activities currently W i g  conducted at Ian , facilities, and related personal 
the existing structures. properties, property from a Federal entity to 
facilities, and lands; for example, another Federal entity for subsequent 
relocation of personnel, &position of deeding to eligible applicants. 
federally-owned existing rtruchues, (xxi) Actions by the Department of the 
properties, facilities, and lands, rent Treasury to effect fiscal policy and to 
subsidies, operation end maintenance exercise the borrowing authority of the 
cost subsidies, the exercise of United States. 
receivership or conservatorship (3) AcUons where the emissions are 
authority, assistance in purchasing not reasonably foreseeable, such as the 
structures, and the production of coins follow~ng 
nn d curre n c)' . ( I )  Ln~bal Outer Conbnental Shelf 

(xi) The granting of leases. licenses lease sales \shich ore mode on a broad 
such as for exports and trade, permits, scale a: c e  follor\ed by explo:a:~on 
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0 93.155 Reporting roqulrunuttm. 
( 5 )  A Federal agency makin a 

conformtty deterninetion un f er 
5 93.158 must pmvide to the appropriate 
EPA Regional Office(s), State and local 
air quality egendes and, wheri, 
applicable, affeaed Federal land 
managen, the agency designated under 
section 174 of the Act and the MPO a 
30 day notice whlcb describes the 
proposed action and the Federal 
agency's draft conformity detennination 
on the action. 

(b) A Federal egency must notify the 
appropriate EPA Regiond Offids). 
State and local air quality agendes and. 
whem applicable, aflected Federal land 
managers, the agency designated under 
seaion 174 of the Clean Ak A d  nnd the 
MPO within 30 days after making a final 
conformity determination under 
5 93.158. 

5 93.156 Publk pdclp.Uon. 
(a) Upon request by any 

regarding a sp&c F e d e x z . " n .  a 
Federal agency must make available for 
review its dnft confunnity 
detendnation under $93.158 with 
sup orting materials which describe the 
an&el  methods and s n c l u l o n r  
relied upon in making the applicability 
analysis and draft conformity 
determination. 

(b) A Federal agency mwt  make 
public ils draft conformity 

. detennination under 593.158 by placing - a notice by prominent advertlsementin 
a daily news apa. of geqeral cinulation 
ir! the area a ri ected by the adion and by 
providing 30 days for writtan public 
comment prior to taking any formal 
nction oa the draft debrrnination. This 
comment period may be conaurent 
with any other public involvement. 
such as occurs in the NEPA process. 

(c] A Federal agency m u g  document 
its response to all the comments 
received on its drah conformity 
determination under S93.158 and make 
the comments and responses avalisble, 
upon request b any person regatding a 
specific ~ e d e n ~ a c t i o n .  withi. 30 duyr 
of the final conformity determination. 

. (dl A Federal agency must make 
public its b a l  conformity 
determination under 5 93.158 for a 
Federal action by pLedng a notice by 
prominent advertisement ln a dally 
newspaper of general circulation in the 
erea affected by the action within 30 
days of the final confamily 
deterrnina:ior. 

9 93.757 Frequency of m f o m l f y  
de:ermlna::ong. 

[a) The cofifo.xai:y sb!us of s Federal 
octlon al;:cmnt~ca!!:; lapses 5 ).ears h m  
1.F.o da:e Q EZE!  c o z f o ~ m ~ t ~  
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dotermlnatlon 18 reported under from tho aaion meet the 9u imments  
9 93.155. unlesa tbe Feded action has specified in pomgraph (b) of&is 
k n  completed or a continuous seaion. based.on 1-1 air quality 
program has been commenad to modeling analysis; or 
implement that Federal adlon within a (ii) Where the State a 

responsible lor the app f"?  cab e reasonable tlme. 
(b) Ongoing Fedenl adlvitias at a determines that an a=awide air quality 

given cite showing continuous progress modeling anelysis i s  apprdpriate and 
am not new adions ond do not require that a 1-1 air uelity modelins analysis 8, periodic rsdetsnniaationr m long u is not needed, e total of direct and 
such activities am within Be  rcope of indirect emissions from the adion meet 
the b a l  conformity delermination the requimments s ~ i f i c d  in pamgnph 
re fled under S 93.155. (b) of this section, ed on amwide 
. 6 I(. after lbe wfonnity modelin or meet the requirements of 
determination is  made. the Federal para ap k (aI(5) of tbis mim, or 
action Is changed so ( h t  tbes  i s  an (5k;or mne or n i w n  dioxide. and 
in- in the.totd d d i d  and for purposes of pamgraphs (aK3)(111 and 
ivdirect emirslom, above the j w e l  in (a)(4)(iil of @is sectian, srcb portion of 
§ 93.153(b), r new conformity the action or the d o n  as a whole meets 
determination k required. an of the following mquhments: g) When EPA h u  approved a 
SUZ158 Whdaiadet.rmhlng revision to an area's attainment or 
confocmhy d gemd T + & d  done.  mdntenana demonstration after r h o  

(a) An a d o n  required unda 5 83.153 and the Stale makes a determination as 
to have a conformity debrxnlnatioa for provided in gmph [aHS)(I#A)of this 
a specific pollutant. will be d s r e d n e d  section or WE the Sut. maker c 
to conform to theapplicable 3P.U for commitment as provided in paragraph 
eacb poUutant that exceeds tbe rates in (al(S)[i)(B) of this &n: 
5 Q3.153(b), or othmvh requirar a (A) The tatal of m d  in&- 
conformity detsrmbatiun due tothe emissions h m  the action (or portion 
total of direa and indired edssions lherrofl i s  determined and docuinented 
from the.action, the acticai meets the by the State agency primadl 
requiremmts of p-ph (c) of this responsible for the appliab I e SSP to . 
Section, and meets any of the following result in a level ofemissions which, 

ments: . together d tb  a11 otheremissions in the 
11 For any criteria pollutant, the total na~nainment (or rnaintenaaoe)arsi. ?-' 

of tiired and indired emissions from would not exceed the emisdons budgets 
the actian am specidcall Identified and ,spea6ed la the a licubk SIP; 
a-td for in the aPphcab1e SIP'S (8)  he t o ~ l  OF& snd i n d i m  
attainment or maintanma, . m emissions born the sdion (or portion 
demonstration; themof) is determioed b the State 

(21 for  orone or nitmpn dioldds, the egmcy responsible for & applIcab1e 
total of dbc t  m d  hdima e&~ons SIP to m l t  irr a level of e m i t r h s  
h m  the a d o n  are fully offset within which, together with all other emissions 
the same nonattalnment or mabtenance in the nonattainment (or mPintenanoe1 
area h u g b  a revision to the applicable area, would e d  an eniirsions budget 
SIP or a similarly enfaroeable masure spedfied LP the applicable SIP and the 
that effedr emhion duc t l oa s  so that State Governor or the Covemds 
them is no net in- In d s s i o n r  of designee for SIP actions makes a written 
that Uutant; commitment to EPA which i ndudd  the 

(3por  any criteria pollutan<na t folloying: 9 ozone and nf- diaxide, tb@ tot of t I.) A specific &&le Ior adoption 
direct.and bdired ernidons from the and submittal of a revkion tc the SIP 
action meet the mquhmentr: which would echieve the needed 

ti) Sped6ed in pprsgn h (b) of this emission reductions prior to the time 
section, based on ueawi d' e air quality emissions from the Federal r&n . 
modeling analysis arrd local air quality would occur; 
modeling analysir; or (2) ldmti6cation of specific measunis 

(ii1 Meet the requirements of for incorporation into the SIP which 
paragraph (a)(5) of this section rmd, for would result in a level of emissions 
local air quality modeling ma1 sis, the wbich, together with all other emissions 
requirement of pamgraph fb) o I this in the nonattainment or maintenance 
section: area. would not exceed any emissions 

(41 For CO or PM-10- bud er s w f i e d  in the applicsble SLD; 
(i) Where the Stnte agenc). primarily d A aernonstration that 1311 existing 

responsible for the applicabk SIP sp?lrceblc SIP requirements ~ . e  being 
detorrnines thet an areawide air quality in t h e  area for thc. 
modeling analysis is not needed. h e  by the Federal 
total of dire and Lndiroct emissions ac::on. md t ha t  local auehority tc 



Fcdcral Register / vo l .  58. No. 228 1 Tuosday. November 30. 1gg3 / Rulcs and Regulations G3259 

(2) Tho yoar during which the total of idcntifiod as conditions for making the public participatior. rcquircmelits of 
d i m t  and lndirect emlssionshom the conformity dotorminations. 5 93 157. 
oaion is expected to be the greatest on (c] persons or agoncies voIuntariiy ( f l  T b e  implemontolion plan revision 
a.. mnual basis; and committing to mitigation measures to required fn  5 93.151 shall provjdo that 

(3) Any year for whlch b e  a pl iablo  facilitate positivo confonnity B 
written commitments to mitigation 

SIP specifies an emissions bu get. doterminations must camply with b e  u ~ a s m s  mustbo obtained prior to a 
obligations of sucb commitments. positive conformity determination and 

5 93.160 MltIgrUon of r l r  qudtty Impacts. (dl Ln instances where the Federal that such commitments bc 
(a1 Any measures that are intended to agency i s  licensing, permitting or fulfilled. 

mitigate air quality impacts must be otherwise approving the action of @ After a State revises i~ SLP to 
identified m d  the PIOC~S for anober  gove-en:al or private entity, adopt ib genera1 conformitf rules 
implementation and enforcsrnen: of approval by the Federal agency must be . EPA 4'proves that =IP 
such measures must bo described, conditioned on the other meeting agreemenb* mitieation 
including an implementation schedule the mitigation measures set forth in the meams~ necessary for 
contsining explicit timelines for conformity determination. determination will be both State and 
implementation. (e) When necessary because of federally enforceable. Enforceability 

(bl Prior lo determining that a Federal changed circumstanoes, mitigation through the a plicahle SIP will apply to 
d l  ersons w o agree to mitigete direct 

agency making the mnformity 

1 action ls ln conformity. the Federal measures may be modified so long as lllfindirrn am~ssionl .rsodated ulth 
the new mitigetion meas- m n m u e  a Fedsral adon lo: a c o n ~ o r m i t ~  

determination must obtain written . to support the conformity determination. 
commitments from the appropriate determination. Any proposed chmge in 
persons or agendes to implement any the mitigation measures is subjed to the [Fa Doc Q)-ZBBlB Filed 11-24-93,e 4 5  am] 
nlitigetion measures which are r e p o e h g  requirements of 5 93.156 and BUNG UWE a- 








