DCN 1599

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.
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N —
Summary of Potentially Contaminated Sites
Naval Complex Long Beach
Site Site
Number | Location Site Name Disposal Period Waste Description
! Station Mole Solid Waste Operations mid-1940s to mid-1960s | Trash, garbage, metal scrap, sundblast grit, asbestos
2 Station Chemical Material and Storiage mid-1960s to 1980 Waste oils, acids, solvents, paints, chionie acid
Area ‘
3 Station Industrial Waste Disposal Pits late-1940s to early 1970s | Waste oil, caustic waste, acidic wastes, sludges, trash
4 Station Mole Extension Operations 1950s - 1972 Construction debris, sandblast grit, petroleum products,
asbestos, trash, soil
5 Station Skeet Range Solid Waste Fill mid-1930s to' 1968 Bed frames, desks, solid waste, construction debris
Area
6A Station Boat Disposal Location 1942 to 1965 Sandblast grit, old boats, waste oil, solid waslte
6B Station Fuel Tank Farm and Old early 1940’s to 1982 Lead batteries, mercury, waste oil, spent sandblast grit,
Scrapyard | possible fuel releases
7 Station & | Harbor Scdiments carly 1940s to mid-1970s | Boiler blow-down, rust preventative, lead caulking
Shipyard material, solvents, PCBys, acids, waste vil, grease
8 Shipyard | Building 210 Trichloroethene 1974 1o 1980 Trichloroethene
' (TCE) Disposal Site
9 Shipyard | Building 129 Ground Floor 1940 10 1973 Oil, grease, solvents, trichlorocthene, cosmoline, paint
Spills and Quonset Hut
10 Shipyard | Lot H Past Operations 1952 to 1957 Batteries, sandblast grit, battery acid, waste oil, solvents,
mercury
11 Shipyard | Hillside East of Drydock 1| 1950s to 1975 Sandblast grit, cuprous oxide
12 Shipyard | Lot X Toxic Sandblast 1971 to. 1975 Sandblast grit, tributyltin, svlvents, petroleum products,
Disposal paints, trichloroethene, stoddard solvents
13 Shipyard | Tank Farm Area Near 1970 to Present Portable storage tanks containing: Sodium nitrite,

Building 303

sulfides, citric acid, trisodium phosphate, oil, solvents,
thinners v




Fact Sheet No. 1 July 1993

Environmental Programs at

ONG 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.

Introduction

The Navy is cleaning up Long Beach Naval
Complex through the Installation Restoration (IR)
Program. The IR Program is the Navy’s
equivalent to the process used by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
commonly known as the “Superfund” program.
Each step of ihe iK Program is carefuily
coordinated with federal, state, and local
agencies. In addition, the Navy will work closely
with the public through the Community Relations
Program described on page 2.

The goals of the IR Program are to identify,
estigate, and clean up contamination from
dous substances. The IR Program addresses
¢ ‘cleanup of contamination resulting from past
¢ management and disposal operations. The
has also taken steps to ensure that its

ng hazardous materials operations are in
liance with all applicable federal and state
onmental regulations.The Navy is the lead
eral agency and the California Department of
oxic Substances Control is the lead state agency
esponsible for overseeing the investigation and
cleanup of Long Beach Naval Complex.

At the Long Beach Naval Complex, the IR
Program investigation is being done in
compliance with a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action
Program. RCRA is the federal law governing
hazardous waste management. This Act
estabhshed standards for safe treatment, storage,
of hazardous wastes. The primary
Hh .Progra and RCRA




PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

Between 1969 and
1992, several
environmental
investigations have
been completed at
Long Beach Naval
Complex to
identify and assess
any potentially
contaminated sites.
The first of these
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 1.

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 used to evaluate observed releases to groundwater,
soil/sediment, surface water, and air pathways. Further investiga-
tion was recommended for each of the 12 sites in the final report
completed in November 1992.

A RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) was conducted at Site 13,
the tank farm rear Building 303, in December 1991. The purpose
of the RFI was to assess whether there have been releases of
hazardous constituents 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, Reraedial Investigation (RI) activities to define the
magnitude, exrent, 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 data 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 procedures 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 capabilities associated with the Long Beach Naval
Complex environmental investigation.

THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS
PROGRAM

The Community Relations Program is an essential element of the
IR Program. The goals of the Community Relations Program are
both to inform the community about the environmental cleanup
and to provide 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 notices 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

" SITE INSPECTION
Discovery and Verification of
Potential Hazardous Waste

DY PL

Prepare Plan to Sample,
Investigate, and Analyze the Sites

FEASIBILITY STUDIES (FS‘)‘
Conduct Site Studies (RI)
and Develop Clean-Up Solutions (FS)

Proposed Clean-Up Solution(s)
for Sites (subject to 30-day
public comment period)

RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

Select Clean-Up Solution(s)
for Sites

G fﬁﬂ

 REMEDIAL DESIG! f
REMEDIAL ACTION (RA) |

Construct the Clean-Up
Solution(s)

OPERATION AND MAINTENA
Cleanup Technology; Measure

How Well the Clean-Up
Solution(s) Perform Over Time
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HOW THE INSTALLATION
RESTORATION PROGRAM
WORKS

The Process

The IR
Program begins
with a Prelimi-
nary Assess-
ment/'Site
Inspection (PA/
SI) of indi-
vidual sites
(within the
confines of the
overall site)
that have been
identified as potentiaily 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 substaaces
present. Site Inspections routinely include collecting surface
water, groundwater, and soil samples to determine if contami-
nation is present.

Once the site or sites have been identified, the Rernedial
Investigation (RI) is started. This investigation involves taking
numerous soil and water samples and drilling monitoring
wells. Each sample of soil and water is carefully packaged,
placed in ice, and rushed to a laboratory certified py the State
of California and EPA. Each sample is then subjected to a
number of different tests to determine if contamirants are
present. All field work is performed according to sampling
plans approved by the regulatory agencies.

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 determine the
extent of contamination and evaluate potential risks to human
health and the environment. The conceptual picture and the
risk information are then evaluated in the Feasibility Study
(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
used to develop the proposed clean-up plan, i.e., soil 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). Work plans are
then developed and the clean-up plan is implemented. The
final step in the process is operation and maintenance, which
involves continual testing and monitoring to ensure that the
cleanup was successful.



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 (310/831-8729) or
Claire Best, DTSC (310/590-4949).

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.

LONG BEACH NAVAL

COMPLEX DESCRIPTION

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 I[sland, 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 1951. 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

BREAKWATER
OR "MOLE"

FIGURE 1
POTENTIALLY CONTAMINATED HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

Station and Shipyard operations and mission. In
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, Building 398
Long Beach, CA 90810 Naval Station
310/437-2949 Long Beach, CA 90822-5000

310/547-7349

San Pedro Public Library Wilmington Public Library
931 South Getty Street 1300 North Avalon Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90731 Wilmington, CA 90744
310/548-7779 310/834-1082

If you have any questions or comments, would like to be put on the mailing list to receive fact sheets and other information, 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 Asfairs Officer
John Ryan-Code 1160 LT Karl fohnson
300 Skipjack Road Naval Station
Long Beach, CA 90822-5099 Long Beach, CA 90822-5000
310/547-7798 310/831-8729
California Department of Toxic Substances Control Commanding 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 310/547-7513

310/590-4949
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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 StablllZing an embankment SlOpe al"ld 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). The slope and level public about eﬂVifonment;l Cleanluphi
area are covered with sandblast grit that was placed activities at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard.

. . ) ] The Navy welcomes your interest in this

as fill material in 1975. The sandl?last grit, which interim removal action. If you 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.
mgtal depos.its from p.aint residue anc'l 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.

B-302 | B

B-300 Lot A

Concrete Harbor Dept.

Ol Lines

‘ b N RS £ Level Area
ik SR 7 Sopepealne TR | LA
Concrete B-110
1 Concrete —/ Retaining Wall -
Retaining Wall

‘, LotH Lot G X

| m ®

K

Figure 1
Site 11, Long Beach Naval Shipyard



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 1 - Hydroseeding

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).

: r
300 North Avann»Avenu

Wllmmgton, CA 90744
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Mailing List Coupon

If you would like to be on the permanent mailing list to receive future information about
environmental cleanup activities at Site 11, please fill out this coupon and mail it to

John Ryan, Public Affairs Officer, Code 1160, 300 Shipjack Road, Long Beach, California
90822-5099.

Address

| Telephone Number

Organization/Affiliation

I
|
|
|
|
|
|
Name I
|
|
|
|
|
|
i
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REMOVAL ACTION

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Site 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,
metals in the
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 "Superfund" 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,

< Thia ifact :shest: ‘ig one

.dnformation: releases ‘designe
:public about environmental clean
sat the ‘Long ‘Beach Naval Complex
-welcomes - your interest
‘removal -action. - If. you :wou
information, or have. questions
Please contact: oo B

John Ryan - Code

and hea . ; ;
v “Public Affairs Dffice:

sandblasting grit,-
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Long ‘Beach Naval :Shipya
300 :Skipjack Road -

Lony :Beach, LA 90822-5099
{310):547-7798 B

Claire Best

investigates and remediates contaminated
sites to correct or prevent endangerment to human health and the environment, and
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to maintain compliance with applicable Federal, State and local regulations.
Site 12 removal action activities are being performed under a contract with Brown
& Root.

GLOSSARY
' ‘California D-pn:mnt af 'roxic o RI/FS 'Remedial Inwiﬂ:igation/"‘ e
‘Substances Control - : : ?cuibilit:y“’study G R
Prciinini:y'unessmn:/siti o RWQCE . 'Regional Wntqr Qualit:y control
Inspection: : 5 : Boarxd :
cinreh-nbive Environmental . - ‘ SARA: - “Superfund Amandunt. and B l
Response, ‘Compensation and _— ‘neauthorization Act at 1986 G
Liability Act 1980 : ;- ) :
| REMOVAL . A short-term action taken to - ORGANOTIN: - A family of 'oiéinic tin r
XCTION" = . addrass:a release or threatened . s compounds.. Thisg family of :
Looii s o release of & hazardous substance tins includes tributyltins :
i ) (TBT), which are manufactured
for use . in anti-fouling paint.
 VOLATILE' = 'The tendency of a substance to SEMI- The tendency of a: substance to
Lo BRSarED evaporate or valatilize rapidly at VOLATILE evaporate ‘at a lesser rate
‘& given ‘temperature, ie, v - _.than a volatile substanca, ie.
Trichloroethane (TCE), .a solvent N-nitrosodiphenylamine, ‘a
‘used as ‘a:.cleansr/degreaser. soluble lubricant additive.

Site Description and Environmental History

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 15x15x10 foot area. Based on the
results of an aerial photographic review, a distinct pit was not identified;
however, a "L" 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. 1In
addition, empty drums which contained hazardous material were crushed in a fenced
area in Lot X. The previous contents of the drums included epoxy-based paints,
solvents used for degreasing and paint removal, lube 0ils and other petroleum

based products.

Previous Investigations

Under the IRP the Navy performed a Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI)
of the drum crushing area of Site 12. Previous investigations have detected the
presence of organics {(compounds containing carbon, ie. petroleum products) and
metals in the soil in this area. Borings were conducted 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 S, 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 Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
Los Angeles Region. The interim action consists of wminimal grading and f£ill, if
necessary, and asphalting of the unpaved area of Site 12.




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 individuals
in the surrounding areas. The appropriate level of protective clothing will be
worn by all workers involved in the interim removal action. 1In 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 ingquires about the site and removal
activities.

Other Information Sources

Copies of documents and.related correspondence are on
file and can'be reviewed at: the locations: listed 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




MAILING LIST COUPON

- If you would like to be on the permanent mailing-3115£ .tbb-receive'vfuture
- —information about environmental cleanup .activities 'at . the Long Beach Naval -
. Complex, ‘please fill out this coupon and mail it tos: _ : RRRT: e :

John Ryan

Public Affairs Officer

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Code 1160
‘300 Skipjack Road
.-Long Beach CA, 90822-5099

' Name

Address

Phone Number

Organization/
Affiliation
(Optional)
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Defense Fuel
= Support Point

SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA

Fact Sheet 1

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,
San Pedro Facility (San Pedro Facility). It

includes the results of site

Environmental Protection Agency. The
goals of the IR Program are to identify,
investigate and remediate abandoned or
inactive waste disposal sites.

investigations and tells how
cleanup at the facility is
being accelerated 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 San Pedro
Facility is being done
through the Department of
Defense’s Installation
Restoration Program (IR
Program) which is equiva-

lent to the “Superfund”
process used by the U.S.

Figure 1

INTRODUCTION

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.

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 San 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 pian 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 San 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 ine environmental
work being done at the San 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 crifical points in the decision
making process. A minimum of 30 days is
dliocated 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.

Resfomﬂon Advisory Board (RAB) will
replace the Technical Review
Committee that was establushed ln
1990 as: pon‘ of the lnsfa!lohon
Restoration Progrom for the' Son
Pedro Focnllfy In 1993, the Deparf-
ment of Defense issued guidance to
increase public participation in the -
cleanup of government facnlmes :
with: the creation of RABs:

 FOR 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 41
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).

NAVY 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 1A, 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
SAN PEDRO FACILITY

Prellmlnary Assessment (1990) - Existing
reports and photographs were used to
identify seven potentlally contaminated sizes.
An eighth site was added to the seven after
ﬁe]d mvestxgatzons i

Slte Inspectlon (1992) S_ml at the sites was

Slte Inspection Report (1993) Removal :
Actions are recommended for Navy and

TOpOS YD
1B; 2, and 5). This field work has started

REMOVAL ACTION PROCESS

A QUICKER WAY TO REMEDIATE SITES

Discovery or
Notification

- Y

Removal Site
Regulatory Evaiuation
Oversight 1964

Public +

=

Cost Analysis (EE/CA)
February 1995

- v

Public Comment
Period
30 Days

]

Action
Memorandum

[

Action
Implementation

!

Site Closeout

Y

Post-Closeout
Site Controf.

INVESTIGATION RESULTS
DFSP SAN PEDRO

Central Ravine (Site 3A)

Construction 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 organic compounds,

PCBs and organic lead have been 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 there‘
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 21,00 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 1-
and S-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 hcall"
or to the environment 1s little to none. Better
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GLOSSARY

Arsenic - an element used in insecticides that reacts easily with 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
significant threat because it is toxic, ignitable, corrosive or reactive

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

Hydrocarbons - chemical compounds that primarily contain carbon and hydrogen.

Lead - a toxic metal found in air, food, water soil, and old paint. It is regulated in the CLEAN AIR ACT; CLEAN WATER ACT, SAFE 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 contaminants 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 ground 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 harm to human health that could result from 1) releases into the air, groundwater or surface water, 2) direct contact, or 3) fire :‘
explosion. )

Removal Action - removes the threat of potential harm from a contaminant. Does not imply physically removing the contaminant.
Removal Site Evaluation (RSE) - 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 8 REMOVAL ACTION Or 8 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 (VOC) - 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 from 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 list. If you want to be placed
NAME: on this mailing list to receive fact sheets and future
information on public meetings and the RAB, please
fill-out and return this coupon to:

ADDRESS: )
Lieutenant Karl Johnson ‘
‘ Public Affairs Officer
CITY/ZIP: Naval Station Long Beach

Long Beach, CA 90822




characterization of the site is planned to
determine what remediation alternatives are
applicable to the site.

PALOS VERDES NAVY FAMILY
HOUSING AREA

Ship Disposal Areas (Sites 1A and 1B)

Unspecified amounts of waste materials from
ships returning from World War II were
disposed in former ravines at Sites 1A and
1B. This waste may have included paints,
solvents, scrap metal, cables, gas masks and
metal drums. Disposal continued from 1947
to 1949. Radium dials were reportedly used
on ships at that time and may have been a
part of the waste. Surveys to determine if
radium is present are currently being
conducted.

The materials at Site 1A were subsequently
covered with from 15 to 20 feet of soil. This
covering of soil minimizes any potential risk
to human health or to the environment.

Underneath the cover, heavy petroleum
hydrocarbons were identified as the potential
chemicals for cleanup. Further investigations
have determined that there are also elevated
levels of total petroleum hydrocarbons and
arsenic.

A Removal Action is recommended for this
site. Testing is cumrently being done that
will help determine the remediation method
that is most appropriate for the site. These
tests will be completed this year and
recommendations will be presented to the
public and all participating agencies early in
1995.

During Navy housing construction, approxi-
mately 2,000 to 3,000 cubic yards of material
were removed from Site 1A and re-deposited
in a ravine next to it (Site 1B). Site 1B
covers approximately 2.5 square acres and
may be overlapped by Site 2. Heavy metals,
arsenic and heavy petroleum hydrocarbons
were identified as the potential chemicals of
concern at the site. A Removal Action is
recommended for this site so tests are
currently being conducted to identify the
types of remediation methods that will be
best for it. As with site 1A the results of
these tests will be available this year.

Drilling Mud Disposal Area (Site 2)

During the 1950s oil exploration drilling
muds and fuel sludge wastes were deposited
in these ravines. It is not known how much
of these materials were deposited or for how
long. Grading may have mixcd materials
from Sites 1A and 1B into the area of Site 2.

Beneath a soil cover, metals, arsenic, volatile
and semi-volatile organic compounds and
heavy petroleum hydrocarbons were
identified as the potential chemicals of
concern at the site. Removal Action is also
planned for this site and tests are currently
being done to determine appropriate ways to
remediate it. The results will be available

this year.

SAN PEDRO NAVY FAMILY HOUSING
ARFA

Fire Fighters School (Site 3)

This site covers eight acres of open fields to
the southwest of the San Pedro housing area.
It was the site of a school that operated from
1944 to 1950 to train fire fighters and it was
not used for waste disposal. Activities
related to fire fighting training may have
contributed to the release of contaminants in
the area. Heavy metals, heavy petroleum
hydrocarbons and semi-volatile organic
hydrocarbons were identified as the potential
chemicals of concern. Removal Action is
planneq for this site. Curent testing will
determine the types of remediation proce-
dures that are best for the site and those will
be available this year.

TAPER AVENUE NAVY FAMILY
HOUSING AREA

This property is next to the southern
fenceline of the DFSP. It is scheduled for
closure in September 1994 under the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act.
The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board has asked that sampling be
done to determine if chemicals from old fuel
spills on the DFSP could have migrated off-
site to the Taper Avenue property. These
tests are currently underway and the results
will be available in September.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

The Installation Restoration Program’s
Health and Safety Plan includes procedures
that are designed to protect the health and
personal safety of the public and of workers.
The plan has guidelines for personal
protection, personnel and equipment safety,
medical assistance and for general work
practices. The plan also outlines methods to
ensure that workers will have been trained in
the proper safety procedures for the work
they will be doing and that they will be
wearing protective clothing that is appropri-
ate for that work. To ensure public safety at
job sites, exclusion zones that are marked
“Please Do Not Enter - For Workers Only”
are posted. Field activities are monitored at
all times to ensure that there are no hazards
to local residents or the general public.

AGENCY COORDINATION
AND OVERSIGHT

The IR effort at the San Pedro Facility
involves a cooperative effort between the
public and among various government -
agencies. The following agencies are
currently working together on the IR
Program at the San Pedro F acility.

Southwest Division (SWDIV), Naval
Facilities Engineering Command - is the
lead federal agency responsible for
mging and coordinating the IR Program
site investigation and cleanup for the San
Pedro Facility.

Department of Navy (DON) - has the
overall responsibility for the Installation

Restoration Program at the San Pedro
Facility.

California Environmental Protection
Agency (CalEPA), Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC)- provides
oversight as lead state agency for all IR
Programs at the San Pedro Facility. This is
the.leafi state agency responsible for
reviewing and approving all proposed work
plans and overseeing the investigation and
cleanup. It is also the lead state agency
responsible for Public Participation
oversight. ;

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (LARWQCB) - provides

oversight of project work that relates to
water quality.

FOR MORE INFORMATION

Information Repq.ﬁftéﬁes’ T

‘San Pedro Public Library

931 S. Gaffey Street, San Pedro
Tel; 310 548-7779

Né&alsuﬁon Long Beach Library ? :
Naval Station Long Beach, Building 398
Tel: 310 547-7349

Questions or comments

Licutenant Karl Johnson, Public Affairs Officer
Naval Station Long Beach

Long Beach, CA 90822

Tel: 310 547.7219

Fax: 310 519-0366

Claire Best, Public Participation Specialist
Dept. of Toxic Substances Conrol

245 W. Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, CA 908224444

Tel: 310 590-4949

Fax: 310 5§90-4932

e
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RESTORATION ADVISORY
BOARD (RAB) FACTS

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

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

WHAT IS A RAB?

A RAB is a group of individuals that gives

- advice on the cleanup process at a specific
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 facility's
cleanup and by providing the community with
information on the cleanup.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF A RAB?

A RAB is to act as a forum fo discuss and
exchange information between the community,

the agencies responsible for the cleanup and
the regulatory agencies. The RAB does not
function as a decision making body; however, it
will review and comment on proposed cleanup
actions. It will expand the existing Technical
Review Committee concept by providing a more
complete forum for discussing cleanup issues.

WHAT ARE THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF
A RAB?

RABS must hold regularly scheduled
meetings that are also open fo 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 public they should be scheduled at
times when the greatest number of
community members can attend.

+ The minutes from each RAB meeting must
be recorded and mailed to interested
community members and published in a

local newspaper.

+ The RAB will develop and use a mailing fist
of interested community members who wish
to recieve information on the cleanup

program.

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

+ The RAB establishes a procedure for
responding to questions and comments at
public 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
project documents, identify project require-
ments and recommend priorities.

+  All backgrounds are needed. No technical
experience is required.

HOW CAN YOU BECOME A RAB
MEMBER?

- Filloutan application.

* Faxor mall it as mdlcated

» The deadline to submnt apphcatxons
is August 31, 1994

If you need an apphcatlon or have :
general questlons wnte or caH

Lleutenant Karl‘ Johnson
Public Affairs Officer
Naval Station Long Beach
Long Beach; CA 9082
Tel: 310 5477219
FAX: 310:519@366

or

Claire Best
Public Participation Specxahst’
: Depanment of Toxxc Substanc
Control. -
245 W, Broadway, Sulte 425 '
. 'Long Beach, CA 90802 .
_Tel: 310 59()-4949 -

~ FAX:310 590-4932
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FROM: OMNIFAX

T0:5254921

“Neighborly
LA Solves
Dredge Dilemma
For Long Beach

By BiLL MONGELLUZZO
Journai of Commerce Stafy

LONG BEACH, Calif. — While
ports such as New York-New Jersey
and Oakland are spending millions
of dollars to dispose of dredge mate-
rial, the Port of Loag Beach plans to
give 3 million cubic yards of the
stuff to the Port of Los Angeles.

Los Angeles is being such a good
neighbor, in fact, that it will even
pay the transportation costs in-
vo{vod in moving the material
across San Pedro Bay.

s not a‘’case of a sucker

gelos is buuﬂ a 300-acre landfil)
at Pler 400, needs good-quality
material for the project.

plqm.%u the Port of Long Beach,
aftes she won approval for the
m. dosation the Long
Hardor Commission Monday.
Long Beach will have to dispose
redge material anyway.
%m Wit ‘:p. L;i‘lmtor of :?i:
program s,
there is' § small deficit of material

JUN 22, 1995 1z2:@2PM  P.B1

The federal government has
agreed to help Long Beach pay for
its dredging project, but only for the
cheapest disposal option available.
Mr. Wittkop said if there is an added
cost involved in moving the material
to Los Angeles, that port will pay
the difference.

Long Beach will deepen its ap-
proach channel at Queen's Gate to
76 feet from 60 feet, The main chan-
nel from Queen's Gate to the oll
terminal at Berth 121 already has
been deepened to 78 feet.

According to the Army Corps of
Engineers, the deeper approach
channel is needed to accommodate
the increuing‘y‘ large oil tankers
calling Long ch. Tankers up to
262,000 deadweight tons are ca
now, but they cannot eater fully
loaded.
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Navy Plan Hits Rough Waters
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the Navy hasn’t really analyzed suy
feusonablc alicrnauves for home-
porting the CVNs. **L.ong Deach i§
a vimgle ultemative,’” suggesied
Hunter,

. According to the EIS, North

Isiand was selecied for berthing the
CVNs in licu of severul other San
Dicgo mililary inswllations as well
#s (he Broadway Picr complox.

Critcria in the Navy's site selce-
tion pracess include clear uccess 1o
the sca and high voltagc shore
power as well a8 o access 1o shore
scrvices such as watcr und scwer,
Additionally, sufficiont parking,
roicls and scrvices for personnel
sich as medical, housing, shoppin

and schoaly were al) components o,
the Navy's final decision,

- Addiuonal construction  sche.
duled for North Island includes the
creation of berthing and propulsion
plani depor mainienance facilities
and a comtrolled indusyial facility
that would de used for the in-
spection and ropair of rdiologically

" comyotiod cyuipment,

.. Alo w0 be complered by 1998 ure
o ship maintenance facility . sore

. 100ls and industrial processes and &

l'\l“ww
-Bryce Willlams said that

‘maimenance support facility 10 ac-
'toWifidbdatc  administralive 2 dnd
wehnical personael ofTices™™ ™™
r City Council [membsr
: ; L.be ques-
tions the impact the carriors-would
twve on an alrcady scvore taf{ic
sityation here. “‘I'm concerned
aboul the Navy's reluctance 1o ad-
dress the homeporting of three nu-

- cleur carricrs ab North Istund—they

"keep.feferring (o it us only one,”

said Williams.

He went on 10 say that the seman-
lics in the EIS arc incongruous.
**The Navy continues to ackiress the
homeponing issuc in *San Dicgo,’
but the carticr will bc berthed in
Coronado.”’

The aversge CVN crew numbers
3217 10 tho CV crew of
3,115 (ncither figure includes an air

wing). There were 19,130 personncl
attached 10 Navth Islund in 1992
and a1 buildout in 1999 there will be
, @ projcted 18,800 personnct, ac-
! cording to the EIS, These figures
r ke o consideration the Qluc-
! tuation of the vorious suadrons
' that arc expected 10 deploy over the
scven yeur period,
! Peace Resource Cenicr Excoutive
v Direcior Carol Jahnkow said that
the ixxuc is a politically chargod
one, *“The immexine concerm is the
impact that construction and dredg- -

PRGE . Bd2-8a5
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ing would have on the underwaicr

environment,” said Jahnkow. *“The

long-term concerns include the po-

w\?(:lm for aclcsiﬁts imvolving the !

npucicar propu system.”’ :
“Thcp;hpvy says their safety re- |

cord is great—] question that— and -

I think we need an independent

agency 0 come in and 6o an analy- .

s, said Jahnkow. S
Coronado Emergency Preparcd-

ncsk Commiltee Prosident Malcolm

Jolley said that the committee .

hadn't planned 10 discuss the issue

of a nuclear spill but that if it came

up, they would address it. “Every- -

- thing wc do is applicable (0 acci-
dents,” said Jolley. “We haven't
distussed nuclenr accidents, but
then egain we haven't discussed
sunamis, floods or airplanes falling -
oul of the sky.'* '

He continued, *‘Our canh%a:lakc ‘.

planning hinges on the bridge being :

down and the Silver Strand being

closed and most likely that

{ -{ wouldn’t happen in the case of a -
.. nuclkear accideat.””

» The final EIS document is cx
1ed e be.seleassd sometime in :
ember followed by a 3Quday revicw

)
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riod. - Nortir 18land :officials; will - -
Id a public moeting on June 7217
. g Lo ~ p.m. in the Coronado High School
Tl T . suditorium. A.copywofahe EISD ¢
oo T . ' - availabie st s, Coronado Biblic -~
IR . Libgpry.c: *o 0o e :
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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.

W/ Ve /(71"’3 wi Tl g oAt £ €157

Page 1




H\C(M
gﬁﬁf&fg Conenn o
{ ‘jc/f\N‘N/ P 5 ndm
ZSWWK T A 2 %4\Iéj
A\/\MWLM I b// [ ] éﬁﬂ/}
\ - ’
~ Nore™s D/*/%Zi/ dred Kc/«m/
e B e
A £ |
o )4 st o
- 0«3 S : o c
fer N b/a/é/ Mﬂﬂ M e
A phov
otk (A N \ ( |
2 5 IP. {7
%&ﬁ > ™ i s ey Beack,
/M/)- g -
O/‘{ﬂg” é/ C o 1™ ft/é(/ &‘V‘*”Wm
ﬁ/w’ﬂ Sowr/( ) clLnn j—m/v// EL
. /é S am ¢ [ /.-
Z [ 5 7 o 1> J i
(\/ %,(; 7L# x/‘/'// e X/\c/tpcul_/b/ oM
e asi ¥ Lonann/
Y
Coﬂk;

fz e ey &7 %ﬁ/”‘ﬂ/ | N
VL Y’:‘}\ NN I/-U/S 4,(4(/1) ?

I A A 550t w18
5’(/’64/(, S‘/c;“/; 14 /'6’ /7L"\‘/Au/

J



Pegiond Gowd -

W_VA / sl Z{j oS //QJD/M @J”M,
W ded lypr (203) 266 =FC1C -
| A Wb sediimarts —
Guirirwn - Yo - ¢ Aognt- ﬂ/b)mrw,,
W H’< shon b — E/%/MA /ZM),L /S /)7&;6///147&*
Whmmshe, — g b
¥ 115¢

/\/‘1 Aade Jo ol appeul oAl
Lrione foss— 198 F

Lé y aug% a/té ﬂﬂ>¢éoué"fﬁ"‘?/- St 74\466 a-\/c%‘
g ¢ 2
b2 /f

/} /0"! SreMl s ot 1o
Jredos il hom 4 b it g
//}W‘V(“"— LN é/‘/"/%’ A Méq s %{Lm«—

}/L [(/w/ayJ/ 61,1/(2{ /“7[’ Ao £ /5. '

Lority - Hed #




/m/)/cW d%/@ -
V¥ Cala ( 5/@7 /01| ’@% SHE 0028
N

13

f)ﬂé&m Aod— <l Pt orec L1 't/
Péjivz(\fi 7 mzd i </LU\ (g e oA ]L& //&7;’ -

c;;ziu%b; \/“fﬂwzréz [rinAd féé’r/wv»ﬂ — Lol Fa
el
Cosd de
DOt~ ug by (g Aoy ol -
0%7 fnfﬂwz tlrne + e ) tummon

AETE 7Vlr)

g C AT Tf el ftiaded el recei s

’M/\*M”ﬁlﬂ’ﬁz—'/’ Mo fvéu/\/_ﬂ (cd/&isb;/;‘

VW/#S o'l ( 1/077 e i+ DL |
oo Jon et | L8[l b prpt o
Z (WMLMW \ ’

Wkl oL W Close & Sum f/‘”é/ };
v
M &mm%/ /Cgf /’/‘/Mula ///v/ : V//A/ﬁ:/ﬂ/cx/
A Coun /fﬁ w3y S,
/43 ﬂwaﬁ' <~/ A p e L S dE / %’%@/J/‘ yék/




04-20-95 THU 11:00 FAY J15 774 1916 USEPA REGION 00 HAZ

/""-! .
o Dewie Nuve

;B(z. $e.. ( [Og?u e, [ OVt Lu\ 1o
103 (- 0700

j:(uW\/\ 1474 H/l\ Lottt

’Fh D(ZL ld% -

)om} IJ\U)\(/ 50(%’@(}6* %u* @m -

0 Gales Aoy~
1 ot JW)(HA&« w«ﬁb on U 4” (ng& /LL

lo{’ AL LLwU./ [[}\{LKPLU/U/LL/Q/




04,20

05 THU 11:09 FAX 415 774 1916 USEPA REGION 09 HAZ

BCP ABSTRACT

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

INSTALLATION SUMMARY

Naval Station Long Beach (NAVSTA) Naval Hospital Long Beach (NAVHOSP)
Closura 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 Cleanup Team - DoD member, Alan K. Lee; State member, Alvaro Gutierrez; USEPA Region 1X
member, Sheryi L. Lauth.

Restoration Advisory Board - 25 members total {19 community members); Community Co-chair, Dan
Cartagena; Military Co-Chair(s), Alan K. Lee, and C. Anna Ulaszewski. Meetings are held bi-monthly.

Requlatory Program - Non-NPL installations. No FFSRA,

Fast-Track Initiatives

The following five DoD initiatives are being implemented:

e |dentification of Clean Properties . Partnering

® Overlapping Phases of the Cleanup Process L Improved Contracting Procedures
e interfacing with the Community Reuse Plan

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 ectivities/uses, a review of aerial photographs,
discussions with past and present installation personnel, a review of previous environmental
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 issusd 05 January 1994

Revised Final EBS issued 12 April 1994 Revised Final EBS issued 12 April 1994
NAVSTA/NAVHOSP

ECP Classification 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Percent of Total Land Area 13% (<1%) 0 3% (<1%) [ B3% | 1%
NAVSTA Property Leased: O acres NAVHOSP Property Leased: 0 acres
NAVSTA Property Transferred: 79 acres NAVHOSP Property Transferred: O acres

FINANCIAL SUMMARY (Funding Requirements $000)

NAVSTA/NAVHOSP FYS5 Fyae FYS7 FY9g FY99 TOTAL
Programs
IR Program
Compliance Program
Natural and Cultural
Resources
Total

rowe
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REUSE PLAN STATUS

The Reuse plan for the NAVSTA is in the draft stage with anticipated completion, Fall 1995,
The Reuse plan for the NAVHOSP states that Parcel B will revert back to the City of Long Beach,
Spring 1995, end proposes the development of a retail center on Parcel A,

RESTORATION PROGRAM

The NAVSTA IR Program consists of 7 IR sites, currently being evaluated in RI/FS (CERCLA)
documents; and 20 AQOCs identified for environmental investigation in March 1895. Site 7 (harbor
sediments), presents a challenge in svaluating the extent of contamination, negotiating issues with the
numerous regulatory agencies and determining the best cleanup option. RI/FS for Sites 1 through 6A

complete Septerber 1995; RI/FS for Site 7 complete February 1996. W 20pL (0 gkl s

The NAVHOSP has no IR sites and, thus, no IR Program. \ehiad Shahovn
COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

Asbestos

An asbestos 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 and Mole corridor, now
scheduled to be surveyed in 1995.

Lead-based Paint

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 abatermnent planned at this
time is for Building 685.

Polychlorinated Biphsenyls (PCBs}

® The remaining PCB-containing equipment at the former NAVSTA is currently maintained by the
Long Beach Navasl Shipyard
. The NAVHOSP identified and removed all PCB-containing equipment in 1989.

Radon

Testing for radon was completed for the NAVSTA and NAVHOSP in 1891, No further action is
required.

Underaround Storage Tanks (USTs)

NAVSTA
22 USTs removed - environmental investigation or sampling complete 1995
3 USTs in use - future action TBD
2 USTs temporary closure - future action TBD
4 USTs abandoned in place - tank removal anticipated 1995
3 USTs not located - confirmatory investigation 1985

NAVHOSP - All 10 USTs have been removed, environmental investigation is complete, and
groundwater monitoring began in September 1994,

Solid Waste Mana’qement Units (SWMUs) None
Other None

EXECUTION ISSUES

None
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Chapter 3

Installation-Wide Environmental Program Status

3.1

3.1.1

ENVIRONMENTAL 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 LLong Beach Naval Complex (LBNC) was
completed in August 1983. The IAS identified 12 potentially
contaminated sites. Sites 1 through 6A are located at the NAVSTA,
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 various
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 (8I) for Sites 1-6A and 7 was conducted in 1991.
The purpose of the Sl was to verify the presence of hazardous
substance contamination at the seven sites identified by the IAS for
the NAVSTA. The S| Report was finalized in November 1992, and
further investigation was recommended for each of the seven sites.

A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 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, 1985
NAVSTA/NAVHOSP, Long Beach, CA

oue
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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 RI/FS Work Plan for Sites 1-6A 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 RI/FS reports will be prepared, one for Sites 1-6A, available in
June 19385 and one for Site 7, available in October 1995,

Iinstaliation Restoration Sites at NAVSTA

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 soi! 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 Cieanup Plan 3-2 March 3, 1995
NAVSTA/NAVHOSP, Long Beach, CA

oot
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Chapter 3

Installation-Wide Environmental Program Status

3.1.2

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 3-1a for a summary of NAVSTA Installation Restoration

sites.

Housing. No Installation Restoration sites have been established at
Savannah/Cabrillo or Taper Avenue housing.

NAVHOSP

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

Installation-Wide Source Discovery and Assessment Status

NAVSTA | -

A facility-wide investigation for the NAVSTA will be included in the
RI/FS.

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 AQOCs is in Chapter 4,
Section 4.1.6.

An additional area, Site 6B, has been identified for study. Site 6B 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 POLA. 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 ) 33 March 3, 1985
NAVSTA/NAVHOSP, Long Beach, CA

Bhoos
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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 of Building 210, 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 personnet.
Primary activity in the area is industrial. Active oil wells are located just north of the site
within Lot S. The nearest surface waler 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 (TCE) generated by the electronics shop in Building 210 was disposed

of in small quantities along the fence line 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

4.21 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 1o evaluate the potential for the release of hazardous constituents.

10020954, 6 CO\WANKB 4-1
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5.0 SITE 9 - BUILDING 129 GROUNDFLOOR FLOOR SPILLS

5.1 Shte 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 Building 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 asphait. 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 concrele 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
transportation shop. The trenches would reportably overflow when clogged by dirt and

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

10020954, SCO\GNKB 5-1
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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 Building
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. Since 1973, additional wood blocks have been removed, as

required by deterioration, and disposed of at a Class | landfill.

The second release at Site 9 was a spill of TCE that occurred in 1974 or 1975 on the
paved area immediately nornth of Building 129. The spill reportably involved
approximately 15 drums (825 gallons) of TCE and caused the asphalt pavement o
buckle. The TCE was reportably washed into the storm sewer by the fire department

(SWDIV 1992).

5.2 Summary of Existing Data

5.2.1  Previous Investigations

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.

10020854.8CO\BNKB 5-2
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6.0 SITE 10 - LOT H PAST OPERATIONS

6.1 Site Description

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 situaled where Parking Lot H now
exists. The hazardous material stored there included batteries, waste oil, mercury, and
spent sandblast material. Prior to selling the batteries for reclamation, the 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.

10020954, SCO\GKE 6-1
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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 314, the
hazardous waste storage facility, which is approximately 150 feet to the northwest. Site
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 chips with
tributyltin were disposed of somewhere in Lot X between 1971 and 1975, Based on the
estimated quantity of sandblast waste disposed, the disposal 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 1886 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.

10020954 8CO\SI\KB 7-1
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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 is a hazardous waste storage
area (tank farm) that is used for portable waste-storage tanks containing sodium nitrite,
citric acid, trisodium phosphate, fire-fighting foam, waste oil bilge, and sulfides
generated by the ships or by onboard service operations (SWDIV, 1992¢). The tank
tarm is approximately 220 feet by 98 feet and is enclosed by a chain-link fence. A strip
ol unpaved area outside the eastern fenceline, where some soil stains have been
observed, is also included in Site 13. Access 1o the sile is limited by the security

provided for the LBNSY.

Site 13 has operated as a storage area for approximately 20 years, from the early 1970s
unti! the present (DHS, 1989). There have been no reports of any large spills or leaks,
but some areas of the asphalt are stained, indicating occasional leakage from damaged
drums or releases from tank-flushing operations conducted onsite. The site is currently
bermed and containment trays have been added to the portable storage tanks (SWDIV,

1992¢).

10020054 BCOWANKD 8-1
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9.0 SITE 11 - HILLSIDE EAST OF DRYDOCK 1

9.1 Site 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 1o the east and Parking Lots G and H to the west; an asphalt roadway bisects
the site between Parking Lots A and F. Vegetation (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
within 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 specific to the area exists.

Around 1975, spent sandblast abrasives were used as fill to extend the natural hillside
where Siteé 11 now exists. No records were found to document the quantity of spent
sandblast grit disposed, but based on the original lopography and reasoned
assumptions, an estimated 6,400 yd3 of sandblast abrasives containing approximately

46,000 pounds of cuprous oxide were used as fill (NEESA, 1983).
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The laundry,and dry cléaning operaticns,
conducted at Building 46 since 1944,

USEPA REGION 00 HaZ

IAS of Naval Complex Long Beach

which have been
have always discharged

wastewaters into the sanitary sewer (Brown and Caldwell,
1969). The steam plant and air compressor operations were
’C“,'-’ ’
0
Table 5-1 Locations of industrial Waste Generation, Naval Complex Long Beach S
14 ﬂ;:
Building .
n or Building name Shops involved {(shop number)
3 Boiler Building Utility (03) .
5 Public Works Maintenance (07)
7 Pest Control Maintenance (07) :
B Painting Maintenance (07), formezr Naval Station
Public Works
ffb \ Transportation Painting Transportation (02)
J{Lﬂ 46 Laundry and Dry Cleaning Naval Station
Qf Former Acetylene Plant Utility (03)
4} V 54 Transportation Automotive Shop Transportation (02)
ity 73 Transportation Tire Shop Transportation (02) Y”
Qﬂj /98 Insulation Warehouse Insulators (57) SN
\\ §] ng
5 100 Training and Supply Photography Vo
% 102 Equipment Cleaners Equipment Cleoners (72) R\ Xy
o 104 Utilities Shop and Power Building Utiliey (03) A o}_<}

o 121 Transportation Inspection ransportation (02) Y @£~ X
c/?$27$_ 122 Transportation Sheetmetal Transportation (02) (fg'¢$' <9V
U@ , >
S R OPPY Shipfitter Shop Boilermaker (41}, Welding (26,

o Shopfitting (11)

,H ¢ 129 Marine Machine Shop Quality Asgsurance Labsratory (code 134},
QXC Lfﬁy& Machinist (38), former Plating (51}

b . 130 Sheewmetal Shop Shaetmetal (17)

131 Pipe and Copper Shop Pipefitting (5€), Insulators (57)

132 Aachine Shop Heavy Tools (21)

143 Harbor Craft Service Naval Station '

1464 Harbor Craft Service Naval Station

1458 Harbor Craft Service Naval Station

149 Air Compressor Building Utilicy (03)

150 Air Compressor/Subkstation 1, Utility (02)

forme>r Boiler Building

162 Former Acetylene Plant utility (03)

1202 Abrasive Blasters and Painters Abrasive Blasting, Painting (71)

205 Metal Cleaning Building Machine Shop Metal Cleaning

210 Electical/Electronics Building Electrical/Electironic Grour Shops (36,

51, 68&, 67)

216 Plate Abracive Blasters Abrasive Blasting (71)

300 Engineering Management Public Works (Cooling Tower Maintenance)

302 Power Plant Utility (03)

303 Service Group Building Service Group Shops (64, 71, 72, 99)

727 Air Compressor Utilicy (013)
Piers 1, Shipboard Maintenance and Repauir
2,3,6
Dry Docks Shipboard Maintenance and Repair
1,2,3

I

ot

transferred from the Naval Station to the Naval Shipyard in

1874,

Past industrial waste discharges from both operations

at Buildings 4 and 727 are discussed in detail in section

5.4.2.2.
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN
* Jorman D. CoviLL RICHARD G. JOHNSON

A Polivtion Contro! Qfficer vmﬂ’.‘ ii Assistant Air Pollution Control Officer

-

AIR QUALITY

MANAGEMENT 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, PRIORITY 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:

1. 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

916-386-6650 % FAX 916-386-6674% SMAQMD ® 8411 Jackson Rd.® Sacramento CA95826 pcr 1 G RECTD




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 of credits initially allocated to military base usage will be 27 tons/year of nitrogen
oxides (NOx) and 12 tons/year of volatile organic compounds (VOC).

District staff is also in the process of quantifying the emission reduction credits resuiting
~from the aircraft operations that have ceased at Mather AFB. . Staff's preliminary
quantification of the credits indicates that there may be up to 120 tons/year of NOx and
585 tonsf/year 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 tons/year of NOx and
585 tons/year 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.

Tons/Y=ar Tons/Year
NOx vOC
Boilers, ovens 29 Paints 91
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.
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James Boatright
December 16, 1994

If you have any questions please call me at (316) 440-5485

Sincerely,

e i ¢ e e

"Roger Dickinson

Chair, Board of Directors, Sacramento Air Quality Management District
Supervisor, 1st District, Sacramento County Board of Supervisors

¢. SMAQMD Board of Directors
Congressman Vic Fazio
Norm Covell, APCO
Paul Brunner, McClellan AFB /EM
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MCCLELLAN AFB

AIR EMISSION CREDITS - VOC AND NOx

OZONE PRECURSORS

MILITARY PURCHASED

BANK CREDITS

CREDITS 38 TONS CURRENT UNUSED

70 TO PERMITTED CAPACITY
FOR EXISTING

CURRENT

WORKLOAD

EMISSIONS EMISSIONS

185 TONS CREDITS,
MATHER AFB

IRCRAFT
OPERATIONS
600 TONS
— SmMAQm D
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN

NORMAN D. COVELL
Air Pollution Control Officer

AIR QUALITY

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

June 2, 1995

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

FROM: NORM COVELL

Attached are the two transactions wherein McClelian requested NOx credits from the
Military Base Account. The chart reflects the remaining balance of NOx credits

available.

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

fax sent by Lynda Holt
916-386-6182 - office
916-386-7040 - fax

916-386-6182 ¢ FAX 916-386-7040 » SMAQMD « 8411 Jackson Rd. e Sacramento CA 95826
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

State of California

For Agenda of :_May 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 McCleltan Air Force Base

Recommen- 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:

pounds NOx per calendar quarter
1xt 2nd 3rd 4th
857 857 857 857

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 two 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.

APPROVED

—~, BOARD OF DIRECTORS i
by L ” e e M Ve N Y Continued Next Page
{C;{plu 20y NG PEN Oy~ -F
k MAY 41495 ’ }

D%f




SENT BY:

May 4, 1995
Board of Directors
Page 2

6- 2-95 .

14:05

ENV MGT DEPT-

7036960550:# 37 5

Background Under the provisions of Rule 205, McClellan Air Force Base is
Continued requesting a loan 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 experimantal 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 Base would result in the
foliowing account balances:
pounds NOx per calendar quarter
1‘( 2'\!1 3nd 4lh
Beglnning Balance
as of 11/3/94 0 0 0 0
Board Transfers
from Essential
Services Account
to Military Base
Account 28,787 20,552 29,315 23,930
Balance as of
1/5195
Withdrawal Action
to McClellan AFB 1056 412 238 758
32195 '
This Withdrawal
Action
5/4/95 857 857 857 857
Ending Balance
as of 3/2/95 26,874 19,283 28,220 22,315
Rule require- 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."
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May 4, 1985
Board of Directors
Page 3

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

Respectfully Submitted,

Norph Covell
Air/Poliution Control Officer

¢: "Dick Johnson
Bruce Nixon
Aleta Kennard

9'\agriwplaskimecel. brd
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MILITARY BASE ACCOUNT FOR ROG

7036960550:% 57 5

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

pounds ROG per calendar quarter
1'! 2nd 3rd 4('\
Beginning Balance
as of 11/3/94 0 0 0 0
Board Transfers
from Essential
Services Account
to Military Base
Account 11,320 8,872 10,606 10,692
Balance as of
115795
Ending Balance
as of 6/1/95 11,320 8,872 10,606 10,592
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SACRAMENTO MFTROPOLITAN

NorMmaN D. Coveti
Air Pollution Control Officer

AIR QUALITY

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

June 2, 19956

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

FROM: NORM COVELL

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

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

fax sent by Lynda Holt
916-386-6182 - office
916-386-7040 - fax

916-386-6182 » FAX 916-386-7040 ¢ SMAQMD « 8411 Jackson Rd. « Sacramento CA 95826
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

State of California

For Agenda of :_May 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

Recommen- Approve the sttached 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:

pounds NOx per calendar quarter
13! 2nd 3rd 4(h
857 857 857 857

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 two 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.

APPROVED :

OF DIRECTORS _ | :
NFZU\ N(' rY(T\f1*)~( () )C} Continued Next Page
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SENT BY:

May 4, 1995

6- 2-95 :

Board of Directors

Page 2

Background

Continued

Rule require-

ment

14:07

ENV MGT DEPT-

7036960550:% 37 5

Under the provisions of Rule 205, McClellan Air Force Base is
requesting a loan 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 CQ, 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 McCleilan Air Force Base would result in the
following account balances:

pounds NOx per calendar quarter

1.(

2nd

3rd

4"1

Beglnning Balance
as of 11/3/94

0

0

0

0

Board Transfors
from Egsential
Services Account
to Military Base
Account
Balance as of
1/5/95

28,787

20,552

29 315

23,930

Withdrawal Action
to McClellan AFB
3/2/9%

1,056

412

238

758

This Withdrawal
Action
5/4/95

857

857

857

857

Ending Balance
as of 3/2/85

26,874

19,283

28,220

22,315

Rule 205 Section 307 states,

"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.”
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May 4, 1995
Board of Directors
Page 3

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

Respectfully Submitted,

No Covell
Air/Pollution Control Officer

¢: Dick Johnson
Bruce Nixon
Aleta Kennard

g \egAwpaskimooiel.brd
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MILITARY BASE ACCOUNT FOR RQOG
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SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

pounds ROG per calendar quarter
1ut 2nd 3rd 4;},
Beginning Balance
as of 11/3/84 0 0 0 0
Board Transfers
from Essential
Services Account
to Military Base
Account 11,320 8,872 10,606 10,592
Balance as of
1/5/85
Ending Balance
as of 6/1/95 11,320 8,872 10,606 10,692
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1 June 1995
MEMORANDUM (DRAFT)

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

From: Deirdre Nurre, Senior Environmental Analysm&;\‘ B
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.1a (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:

e 48 KC-135Rs added in 1995
o 2500 personnel added with KC-135Rs in 1995
e 96 F-16 C/Ds 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)
e 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 RIVER AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Serving the Counties of Yuba and Sutter
463 Palora Avenue, Yuba City, CA 95991-4711 Kenneth L. Corbin
916/634-7653 FAX 916/634-7660 Burn Information 916/741-6299 Air Pollution Control Officer

December 15, 1994

Mr. Joseph Benatar

Chairman, Sutter County Board of Supervisors
1160 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 (11) 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) 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

KCl/lac

c: Jay Palmquist, Chairman
Yuba County Board of Supervisors
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5.2.95

To: Frank Cirillo _

From: Deirdre Nurre [ QIAC/\/\

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 for
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 which 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 Kirtland SOF, and B-52’s from
Minot. You will note from 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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C( 0S s Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity Emissions /,Status Mo conntrhy-
: (Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) | Analysis Above 1990  [Rog's | & Aodbs
Q(gs?g , e W Required f~_ Bascline Q?;M"'\
Beale Add AFSOC 77T Ly YES /| 28NQ,J G =
{No KCI135E) 10 A10, 17 C130H, 2661 Pax 0 VvOC \
Beale Add AFSOC YES 45 NO, Y
(No KC135E) 10 A10, 17 £130H, 2661 Pax 0 vOoC
Add ANG (Moffett) \
4 C130H, SCH53. 255 Pax >y @’# /
Beale YES 75 NO, Y
(No KCI35E) 0 voC A e
"Pirky medel : A0
o 4 MC130, 4 HC130, 5 MHS3 5 S
“’Yw\b bets and 250 Personnel qé:
Diffunvice befiw'| 4 44 SOF Schoolhouse
E + L s 4 MC130, 6 MHS53, 7 HH60,
N O0C ontpat, and 1153 Personnel
E o bra. MY~ Add ANG (Moffett)
L. 4 C130H, SCH53, 255 Pax
Beale Add AFSOC YES 129 NO, R
(No KCI135E) 10 A10, 17 C130H, 2661 Pax 64 VOC
Add 12 B-52 Aircraft
1184 Personnel
Beale Add AFSOC YES 146 NO, R
(No KC135E) 10 A10, 17 C130H, 2661 Pax 93 VOC
Add 12 B-32 Aircraft
1184 Personnel
Add ANG (Moffem)
4 C130H. 5CHSZ. 255 Pax
Beale Add AFSOC YES 70 NO, Y
(with KC135E) 10 A10. 17 C130H. 266] Pax 0 vOC
Beale Add AFSOC YES 89 NO, Y
(with KCI133E) 10 A10, 17 C130H, 2661 Pax 0 vOC
Add Kirtland SOF
4 MC130, 4 HC130, 5 MH55
and 250 Personnel
Add SOF Schoolhouse
4 MC130, 6 MH33, 7 HH60,
and 1153 Personne}
Add ANG (Moffert)
4 C130H, 5CHS535. 255 Pax
Beale Add AFSOC YES 99 NO, v
(with KC135E) 10 A10, 17 CI30H, 2661 Pax 0VOC
Add ANG (Moffen)
4 C130H. 5CH33. 255 Pax d {
- (Faen) (Prer Quan. ESTY(QuANT- EST L CEETS opmon’)
G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal 10 1990 Baseline) é&
Y= Yeliow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) '
R=Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Bassline) /Votz J Mhsar A{A
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD

(3/16/95)

Recciver Bases in Nonattainment Areas

for

Candidatce Closures

Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity Emissions Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis Above 1990
Required Baseline
Beale Add 12 B-52 Aircraft YES 70 NO, Y
(with KCl@ 1184 Personnel 119 VOC
Beale Add 12 B-52 Aircraft YES 108 NO, R
(with KCI35E) 1184 Personnel 143 VOC
Add ANG (Moffett)
4 C130H, 5CHS53, 255 Pax
Beale Add 12 B-52 Aircraft YES 88 NO, Y
(with KC136R) 1184 Personnel 0voc
Beale Add AFSOC YES 97 NO, Y
{with KC135R) 10 A10, 17 C130H, 2661 Pax 0 VvVOC
) Beale Add AFSOC YES 107 NO, .R
(with KC135R) 10 A10, 17 C130H, 2661 Pax 0 VOC
Add Kirtland SOF
4 MC130, 4 HC130, 5§ MHS53
and 250 Personnel
Add SOF Schoothouse
4 MC130, 6 MH53, 7 HH60,
and 1153 Personnel
Add ANG (Moffett)
4 C130H, 5CHS53. 255 Pax
Beale Add AFSOC YES 114 NO, R
(with KC135R) 10 A10, 17 C130H, 2661 Pax 0 vOC
Add ANG (Moffett)
4 C130H. 5CHS5. 235 Pax
Beale } Add 12 B-32 Aircrafi YES 126 NO, R
(with KC133R) 1184 Personnel 83 VOC
Add ANG (Moffett)
4 C130H, 5CHS33, 255 Pax N
Cannon AFB Add Kirtiand SOF \NO_/ N/A G
Dobbins Add Pittsburgh AFRES ( N/A G
4 C130H and 207 personnel N?
Dover AFB Add 14 C-3A Aircraft YES 180 NO, R
with'958 Personnel 82 VvVOoC
Edwards AFB Add 8§ KC-135E Aircrafi YES 133 NO, R
with 570 Personne} 0 VvoC
Edwards AFB Add 12 KC-133E Aircraft YES 197 NO, R
with 1120 Personnel 0 vVOoC

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal 10 1990 Baseline)
Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline)
R=Red {BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline)

139

(Capt Roop/CEVC/73360/3/16/95)




BCEG CLOSE HOLD
(7:21 AM3/16/95)

Receiver Bascs in Nonattainment Areas

for
Candidate Closures
Gaining Basc BCEG Action Conformity Emissions Status
(Aircraft & Personne] Realignment) Analysis Above 1990
Required Baseline
Falcon AFB Add Onizuka Space YES 291 CO Y
(See Peterson) with 955 Personnel
Falcon AFB Add LA Lab with FFRDC YES 1623 CO R
(See Peterson) with 4600 Personnel
Falcon AFB Add Onizuka Space YES 1972 CO R
(See Peterson) with 955 Personnel
Add LA Lab with FFRDC
with 4600 Personnel
Fort Monmouth Add Griffiss/Rome Lab. NO N/A G
with 869 Personnel
Fort Monmouth Add Griffiss/Rome Lab YES UNKNOWN UNKN
with 869 Personnel . :
Add Hanscom ESC (w/o FFRDC)
with 2156 Personnel
Fort Monmouth Add Griffiss/Rome Lab YES UNKNOWN UNKN
with 869 Personnel ‘
Add Hanscom ESC (w/o FFRDC)
with 2156 Personnel
Add LA AFB (w/ Norton)
with 2600 Personnel
Hanscom AFB Add Griffiss/Rome Lab NO N/A G
with §69 Personnel
Hanscom AFB Add Wright Lab NO N/A G
with 124 Personnel
Add SPAWAR
with 93] Personnei
Hill AFB Add Kirtiand NO /A G
with 1172 Personnel
Hill AFB Add LA AFB and Kirtiand NO N/A G
with 3333 Personnel
Hill AFB Add 8§ KC133E YES 0 NO, G
with 570 Personnel 0VOoC
Kirtiand AFB Add Scor: Comm Center YES 180 CO Y
with 635 Personnel
Kirtland AFB Add LA AFB with Norton YES 424 CO R
with 2600 Personne!
Los Angeles AFB Add Edwards (Space Launch Veh) NO N/A G

with 240 Personnel
Add NSGCD (Navy Tasker)
with 32 Personnel

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)

(W3]

(Capt Roop/CEVC '73360/3/16/95)




‘BCEG CLOSE HOLD
(3/16/95)

Recciver Bases in Nonattainment Arcas

for
Candidate Closures
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity Emissions Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis Above 1990
. Required Bascline
MacDill AFB Add 24 KC-135R Aircraft YES 0 NO, G
with 1413 Personnel 0vOoC
MacDili AFB Add 12 KC135R (Maimstrom) YES 0 NO, G
' with 533 Personnel 0vVOC
Add 8§ KC135R (Bergstrom)
with 570 Personnel
Add 12 KC135R (Robins)
with 2 VCI37B & 546 Pax
March AFB Add 8 KC-135E Aircraft YES 193 VOC R
with 5§70 Personnel 403 CO
March AFB Add 8 KC-135E Aircraft :
with 570 Personnel YES .264 VOC R
Add 14 C-5 Aircraft N 817 CO
with 958 Personnel ’
March AFB Add AFSOC YES 840 CO R
March AFB Add 8 KC135E YES 264 VOC R
with 570 Personnel §17CO
Add 14 C5
with 958 Personnel
McChord AFB Add Kirtland NCO Academy YES 21 CO G
McChord AFB Add 12 B-52H Aircraft 114 NO,
' with 1184 Personnel YES 369 VOC R
: 1328 CO
McClellan AFB | 8 KC133E Remain in Place | NO | N/A G
McClellan AFB Add Wright Lab NO N/A G
with 144 Personnel
Add SPAWAR
: with 931 Personnel
McClellan AFB Add LA AFB YES 0 NG, G
with 2158 Personnel 0 vVOoC ’
Peterson AFB Add Pinsburgh AFRES YES 6 CO G
with 4 C130, 5 CH53. & 207 Pax
Peterson AFB Add Pinsburgh AFRES YES 24 CO G
‘ with 4 C130, 5 CHS3, & 207 Pax
Add Lowry (21st Space Wing)
with 49 Personnel

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal 1o 1990 Baseline)
Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline)
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline)

(Capt Roop/CEVC/73360/3/16/95) 4




BCEG CLOSE HOLD
(7:21 AM3/16/95)

Recciver Bases in Nonattainment Areas

for
Candidate Closures
Gaining Basc BCEG Action Conformity Emissions Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis Above 1990
Required .| . Baseline
Peterson AFB Add Pittsburgh AFRES YES 375 CO Y

with 4 C130, 5 CHS3, & 207 Pax
Add Lowry (21st Space Wing)
with 49 Personnel
Add Onizuka Space
with 955 Personnel

Peterson AFB Add Pintsburgh AFRES YES 2054 CO R
with 4 C130, 5 CHS53, & 207 Pax
Add Lowry (21st Space Wing)
with 49 Personnel
_ Add Onizuka Space
with 955 Personnel
Add LA Lab with FFRDC
with 4600 Personnel

Peterson AFB Add Onizuka Space YES 291 CO Y
with 955 Personnel

Peterson AFB Add Onizuka Space YES 291 CO R
with 955 Personne])

Peterson AFB Add LA Lab with FFRDC YES 1623 CO R
with 4600 Personne]

Peterson AFB Add Onizuka Space YES 1972 CO R

with 953 Personnel
Add LA Lab with FFRDC
with 4600 Personnel

Peterson AFB Add Kirtland YES 390 CO R
with 1172 Personnel
Peterson AFB Add Kirtland and LA AFB YES 1187 CO R
with 3333 Personnel
Travis AFB Add Kirtland NCO Academy YES 21 CO ! G
WPAFB Add Springfield ANG YES 30 NO, G
with 12 F16C/D and 78 Pax 0VOC

Add Mesa Lab (William Redirect)
with 160 personnel

Add Brooks AFB
with 2293 Personnel

G= Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Egual 10 1990 Baseline)
Y= Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline)
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline)

(Capt Roop/CEVC/73360:3/16/93)
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FEATHER RIVER AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Serving the Counties of Yuba and Sutter
463 Palora Avenue, Yuba City, CA 95991-4711 Kenneth L. Corbin
916/634-7659 FAX 816/634-7660 Burn information 916/741-6299 Air Poliution Control Officer

@ ls (+ " ~ i hfrian e & a7
17

December 15, 1994

Mr. J ' 2) el praed e b e d Mesd
. Joseph Benatar y " é ot elogd

Chairman, Sutter County Board of Supervisors /ﬁ //( S . q,L,,‘Lw/ 5 MW

1160 Civic Center Boulevard [

Yuba City, California 95993 Ctrt

Dear Mr. Benatar; (\\9 Ty G (wtc 1 /'f/ 'H/g A need *

Ao conlonarty wipht]
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 (11) 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. o :
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DATE:
TIME:
PLACE:

PARTICIPANTS:

April 24, 1995

11:00 am.-11:45 a.m.

302 Airlift Wing, Air Force Reserve, Peterson AFB, Colorado Springs,
Colorado

Brigadier General Walter T. Hatcher, USAF, 302 Airlift Wing/CC, tel..
DSN 834-7309

Colonel Dennis Thompson, USAF, 302 OG/CC (Operations), tel.: DSN
834-4515

Colonel Richard Koepp, USAF, 302 LG/CC (Logistics), tel.: DSN
834-7559

Lieutenant Colonel Jim Starr, USAF, 302 Air Wing/XP (Plans), tel.: DSN
834-7347

Lieutenant Colonel Lee Maddox, USAF, 21 Strategic Wing/XPR (Plans
and Resources), tel.: DSN 834-6253

Lieutenant Colonel Jerry Straw, Headquarters, Air Force Space
Command/XPPB (Plans, Programming, and Budget), tel.: DSN
692-5947

Randall Gililland, 302 Air Wing/CCE (Executive), tel.: DSN 834-4546

Chief Master Sergeant Carolyn A. Rice, USAF, 302 Missile Support
Squadron/DPM (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 911th Airlift Wing (AW), and (3) distribute 911th 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 are placed in the C-130s. The 302
AW currently is authorized four HC-130 aircraft and 12 C-130 aircraft.
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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) 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

KC/ac

c: Jay Palmquist, Chairman
Yuba County Board of Supervisors
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(Aircraft & Personnc\ Rea\ignmem) Analysis
A o Required |
YES
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inment Areas

YES

YES

and 250 Persorme\
Add SOF Schoolhouse
4 MC130, 6 MH53, 7 HH60,
and 1153 Persom\e\
Add ANG (Moffen)

4 C130H, 5CH33, 255 Pax

Beale C YES
No KC133E) 10 A10,17
Add 12 B-52 Ajrcraft
1184 Persorme\
YES

Beale
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BCEG CLOSE HOLD
(7:21 AM3/16/95)

Receiver Bascs in Nonattainment Areas
for
Candidate Closures
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity Emissions Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis Above 1990
Required Baseline
[ Falcon AFB Add Onizuka Space YES 291 CO Y
(See Peterson) with 955 Personnel
MCon AFB Add LA Lab with FFRDC YES 1623 CO R
(Se: Peterson) with 4600 Personnel
Falcon AFB Add Onizuka Space YES 1972 CO R
(See Peterson) with 955 Personnel
Add LA Lab with FFRDC
with 4600 Personnel
Fort Monmou'h Add Griffiss/Rome Lab NO N/A G
) with 869 Personnel
Fort Monmouth . Add Griffiss/Rome Lab YES UNKNOWN UNKN
with 869 Personnel
S Add Hanscom ESC (w/o FFRDC)
» with 2156 Personnel
Fort Monmouth |, Add Griffiss/Rome Lab YES UNKNOWN | UNKN
T with 869 Personnel
Add Hanscom ESC (w/o FFRDC)
with 2156 Personnel
Add LA AFB (w/ Norton)
with 2600 Personnel
Hanscom AFB Add Griffiss’/Rome Lab NO N/A G
with 869 Personnel
Hanscom AFB Add Wright Lab NO N/A G
with 144 Personnel
Add SPAWAR
with 931 Personnel
Hill AFB Add Kirtland NO N/A G
| with 1172 Personnel
Hill AFB Add LA AFB and Kirtland NO N/A G
with 3353 Personnel
Hill AFB Add § KC133E YES 0 NO, G
with 570 Personnel 0VvOC
Kirtland AFB Add Scot: Comm Center YES 180 CO Y
with 635 Personne]
Kirtland AFB Add LA AFB with Norton YES 424 CO R
with 2600 Personnel
Add Edwards (Space Launch Veh) NO N/A G

Los Angeles AFB

with 240 Personnel
Add NSGCD (Navy Tasker)
with 32 Personnel

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)

(Capt Roop/CEVC 73360/3/16/95)
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o BCEG CLOSE HOLD
= (3/16/95)

Recciver Bases in Nonattainment Areas

for
Candidate Closures
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity Emissions Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis Above 1990
Required Baseline
MacDill AFB Add 24 KC-1335R Aircraft YES 0 NO, G
\ with 1413 Personnel 0vOoC
MacDill AFB Add 12 KC135R (Malmstrom) YES 0 NO, G
with 533 Personnel 0vOC
Add 8 KC135R (Bergstrom)
with 570 Personnel
Add 12 KC135R (Robins)
with 2 VC137B & 546 Pax
March AFB Add 8 KC-135E Aircraft YES 193 VOC R
with 570 Personnel 403 CO
March AFB Add 8 KC-135E Aircraft
with 570 Personnel YES .264 VOC R
Add 14 C-5 Aircraft .. 817 CO
with 958 Personnel '
March AFB Add AFSOC YES 840 CO R
March AFB Add 8 KCI33E YES 264 VOC R
with 570 Personnel 8§17 CO
Add 14 C5
with 958 Personnel
McChord AFB Add Kirtland NCO Academy YES 21 CO G
McChord AFB Add 12 B-52H Aircraft 114 NO,
with 1184 Personnel YES 369 VOC R
1328 CO
McClellan AFB | 8 KC1335E Remain in Place NO N/A G
McClellan AFB Add Wright Lab NO N/A G
with 144 Personnel
Add SPAWAR
with 931 Pzrsonnel
McClellan AFB Add LA AFB YES 0 NG, G
with 2158 Personnel 0VOC
Peterson AFB Add Pittsburgh AFRES YES 6 CO G
with 4 C130, 5 CH53. & 207 Pax
Peterson AFB Add Pittsburgh AFRES YES 24 CO G
with 4 C130, 5 CH33, & 207 Pax
Add Lowry (21st Space Wing)
with 49 Personnel

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)

(Capt Roop/CEVC.73360/3/16/95) 4




BCEG CLOSE HOLD
(7:21 AM3/16/95)

Receiver Bases in Nonattainment Areas

for

Candidate Closures

Gaining Base

N

BCEG Action

(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment)

Conformity
Analysis
Required

Emissions
Above 1990
Baseline

Status

Peterson AFB

Add Pittsburgh AFRES
with 4 C130, 5 CHS3, & 207 Pax
Add Lowry (21st Space Wing)
with 49 Personnel
Add Onizuka Space
with 955 Personnel

YES

3753 CO

Peterson AFB

Add Pittsburgh AFRES
with 4 C130, 5 CHS3, & 207 Pax
Add Lowry (21st Space Wing)
with 49 Personne!
Add Onizuka Space
with 955 Personnel
Add LA Lab with FFRDC
with 4600 Personnel

YES

2054 CO

Peterson AFB

Add Onizuka Space
with 955 Personnel

YES

Peterson AFB

Add Onizuka Space
with 955 Personnel

YES

Peterson AFB

Add LA Lab with FFRDC
with 4600 Personnel

YES

Peterson AFB

Add Onizuka Space
with 955 Personnel

Add LA Lab with FFRDC
with 4600 Personnel

YES

1972 CO

Peterson AFB

Add Kirtland
with 1172 Personnel

YES

390 CO

Peterson AFB

Add Kirtland and LA AFB

~Asa

with 33353 Personnel

YES

1187 CO

Travis AFB

Add Kirtland NCO Academy

YES

21CO

WPAFB

Add Springfield ANG
with 12 F16C/D and 78 Pax
Add Mesa Lab (William Redirect)
with 160 personnel
Add Brooks AFB
with 2293 Personnel

YES

30 NO,
0 VvOC

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)

(Capt Roop/CEVC/73360/3/16/95) 5
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DON BRAC 95 Analvtical Approach 16 February 1995

Introduction

This paper describes the analytical approach the Department of the Navy Base Structure
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) used in its deliberations to develop recommendations for base closures and
realignments. This approach was applied to all types of facilities, thus, providing 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 process 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 identifying closure and realignment 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 analytical approach went through three stages:
1. Perform capacity analysis.
2. Assess military value.

3. Perform configuration analysis.

Capacity Analysis

A capacity analysis was conducted in each subcategor}'Q to decide if excess capacitv exists in the
subcategory. If the BSEC determined that the subcategory had excess capacity, installations in the
subcategory would be assessed for military value and a configuration anaiysis would be done for the
category.

Throughput measures were used to measure capacitv. For example, the maximum number of
students that could be processed in a vear 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 Operational Support, Industrial Support, Technical Centers 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 subcategory does not necessarily imply that
a closure is possible. Many factors will 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:

e Readiness - current and future mission requirements and operational readiness.

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

e  Mobilization - ability to accommodate conﬁngency, mobilization, and future force requirernents.
e  Cost and manpower - cost and manpower implications.

For each subcategory, a set of yes/no or trueffalse 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 affirmative. 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 military 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 military 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

10

X —

10+5+1 _

the questions that are relevant to the readiness criterion. Note that the weights in the readiness colurnn
sum to the value given to the readiness 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.

=25 the denominator of the second term in the product is the sum of the scores from all of
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Table 1. Military value quesiton weights.

16 February 1995

Military value criteria
Question | Readiness Facilities | Mobilizatio Cost and Relative Total
n manpower score weight
Criteria value
40 30 20 10

A 25.00 27.27 10 52.27

B 5 26.79

C 2 12.38

D 1 8.56
. Totals 40.00 30.00 20.00 10.00 100.00

Table 2 carries 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 1x 5227 +0x2679+1x1238+1x856="7321

Table 2. Military value matrix.

Question Question Installation
weight

1 11 11
A 52.27 1 0 1
B 26.79 0 1 1
C 12.38 1 1 0
D | 8.56 1 1 0

Militarv value | 100.00 73.21 47.73 79.06

Configuration Analysis

Configuration analysis is a2 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. This approach minimizes capacity. 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 analysis 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
constraints that may exist on the assignment of supported units to the installations. '

The basic capacity minimization problem has the following form:
minimize Z:_] ¢, Z j (Minimize total capacity.)

subject to:
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Z:;] U i= K, forall i (Number of units assigned must equal the number needing

assignment.),

Zi’:lrkiUij < Rkaj forall jand k € {1---1} (Each installation has limited

resources.),
Z \7ij 2 0 (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,
/ = the number of resource types,

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

U,; = the number of units of type i assigned to installation j,
¢; = the capacity of installation j,

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

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

ng = the amount of resource K available at installation J , and

IA’j = the military value of installation j minus the average military value for all of the
installations in the subcategory.
The decision variables in this mathematical program are the Z ;jand U” variables. The optimal
solution to this rnathematical program has the following characteristics:
e the total retained capacity is as small as possible,
¢ all units have been assigned to an installation,
e no installation has more units assigned than it can support in terms of resources, and

e 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 military 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.
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Air Station Example

In this fictitious example, eight naval air stations, PACI, 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.

16 February 1995

Squadron PACI1 PAC2 PAC3 PAC4 PAC LNT1 LNT2 LNT3 LNT4 LNT -
types : totals totals

F-14 5 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 5

FA-18 0 10 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 10

A6 0 0 4 0 4 4 0 0 0 4

P-3 0 0 3 2 5 0 0 3 2 5

H-60 0 0 4 2 6 0 0 2 4 6
Total 5 10 11 4 30 9 10 5 6 30

Step 1: Capacity Analysis

Table 4. Future force structure and allocations.

Capacity analysis for this example begins with Squadron | Pacific | Atlantic
noting that the eight air stations currently support 60 type Fleet Fleet
squadrons while the future requirement is to support 47 Fid 1 7
squadrons as shown in table 4. The number of squadrons
the air station can support measures the throughput, or FA-18 8 8
capacity, of an air station. This data shows 13 units of excess
capacity in this subcategory. The process, therefore, must Ab 3 3
proceed with the military value and configuration analyses. 73 Z Z
Step 2: Assessing Military Value H60 4 5

The questions and military value weightings for
these questions appear in table 5. In this example, readiness Total 23 24

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
readiness criteria. The bombing range question applies to both readiness and mobilization and, therefore,
receives a much higher military value weight.

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.
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Table 5. Air station military value questions.

R F M C MV
Questions 35 [ 30 | 25 | 10 | Score weight
Is there a NADEP located at this air station? 1 1 1 0 5 20.958
Does the air station have specialized training simulators? 1 1 0 0 2 5.050
Does the air station have bornbing ranges? 110} 170 10 26.126
No ATC constraints are expected in the future. 1 0 0 0 5 4.730
Air station has the ability to berth naval vessels. 1{0[0] 0 10 9.459
No foreseeable encroachment problems at this air station. 1 1 0 0 5 12.624
Off-base housing is affordable. O 1[0} 1 4 9.393
Base is free of environmental problems that prohibit 0 1 0 1 3 7.045
development.
Military and civilian medical and dental care are available. 0 0 0 1 6 4.615
Total | 100.000
Table 6. Military values for the example air stations.
Air Stations . :
PAC oo - LNT
Questions 1 2 3 4 1 [ 3 4
Is there a NADEP located at this air station? 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
Does the air station have specialized training simulators? 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1
Does the air station have bombing ranges? 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
No ATC constraints are expected in the future. 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Air station has the ability to berth naval vessels. 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 I
No foreseeable encroachment problems at this air station. 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Off-base housing is affordable. 1 0 l 1 1 1 1 1
Base is free of environmental problems that prohibit 0 0 1 1 ! 1 1 1
deveiopment.
Military and civilian medical and dental care are available. i 1 1 ] 0 0 1 0
Militarv value | 9296 | €585 [ 8545 | 6914 | 9538 | 7443 | 6681 | 50.6% |

Table 7 summanzes the ranking of

the eight air stations and their military value

scores. Tabie 7. Military value assessment resulls.
. . Air station Military value

Step 3. Configuration
Analysis LNT1 95.38

In this example, five types of air- PACI 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 LNT?2 74.43
maintain their operational readiness. The PAC4 60.14

allocation is constrained by the resources
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.

~1
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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’. Table 10 shows the
retained air stations and the total number of hangar modules at the retained air stations. The table aiso
shows the average military value of the retained air stations.

Table 10. Air station optimal solutions.

Air Station First Second Third
solution | solution solution

PAC1 0 1 1
PAC2 1 0 1
PAC3 1 i 1
PAC4 0 1 0
INT1 1 1 1
LNT2 0 0 0
LNT3 1 1 1
LNT4 1 1 i
Hangar modules 52 54 60
retained
Average military B1.246 83.740 83.198
value

In this example, the second-best solution, while having only two more hangar modules, has an
average military 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.

Note that these solutions do not eliminate all of the excess capacity identified in the capacity
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

For this example, six shipyards are considered. Three of the shipyards are on the Pacific Coast:
SYP1, SYP2, and SYP3. SYLI, 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. Kemnighan, AMPL: A Modeling Language for Mathematical Programming, The
Scientific Press, San Francisco, 1993.

M. S. Hung, W. O. Rom, and A. D. Waren, Optémization with IBM OSL, Boyd and Fraser Publishing Co., Danvers,
Massachusetts, 1994.
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because some flexibility between the facilities is required for each type of work. The capacities for each of
the six shipyards are displayed in table 11.

Table 11. Shipyard capacities (MDLMH ).

Pacific Coast shipyards Atlantic Coast shipyards
Type of work SYP1 SYP2 SYP3 SYL1 SYL2 SYL3 | Total
Nuclear 4.0 5.0 4.5 0 3.0 0 16.5
Non-nuclear 0.5 3.0 20 2.7 1.0 0.5 9.7
Total capacity 4.0 7.0 6.0 2.7 4.0 0.5 24.2

Step 1: Capacity Analysis

For this example, 9.75 million direct labor man-hours are required for nuclear work and 7.95
million direct Jabor 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.

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 the 13 questions and the
resulting military value for each. The average military value for the six shipyards is 43.

Step 3: Configuration Analysis

The configuration analysis finds the set of shipyards whose sum of total capacities is the smalles:
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 solution in this example has a total capacity that exactly matches the total
requirement, 17.7. On the one hand, this appears to be the perfect solution. On the other hand, if the
requiremnent 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 highest average military 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 estimates 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 third 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.

10
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Table 12. Shipyard military value questions.

R F M C MV
Question 40 25 15 20 Score weight
Can the NSY drydock a CVN/CV? 1 1 1 0 10 14.92
Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN-688s, simnultaneously? 1 1 1 0 10 14.92
Can the NSY drydock 4 or more CG/DDG/DDs simultaneously? 1 1 1 0 9 13.43
Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN-637s, simultaneously? 1 1 1. 0 4 5.97
Were more than 500 apprentices trained over the past 5 years? 0 0 0 1 4 3.20
The two closest fleet homeport concentrations average less than 500 1 0 0 1 6 l8,33
miles from the NSY.
Is the average age of industrial plant equipment less than 25 years? 0 |1 0 0 7 3.24
Site is in an “attainment” or “maintenance” air quality control area 1 1 0 1 10 18.51
for CO, ozone, PM-10.
Can CVNs be berthed at this NSY for surge berthing? 0 0 1 0 1 0.44
Did the level of effort of nuclear shipwork exceed 3000 DLMYs on 1 0 0 0 10 5.86
the average, annually from FY 19917
Did the level of effort of non-nuclear shipwork exceed 2000 DLMYs 1 0 0 0 9 5.99
on the average, annually from FY 1991?
Is the violent crime rate < 758/100,000? 0 0 0 1 1 0.80
Are more than 10 percent of crews of customer ships berthed | 0 110 1 4 5.05
on barges? !
Total | 100

11
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Tuble 13. Military values for the example shipyards.

Pacific Coast Atlantic Coast
shipyards shipyards
Q_uestion SYP1 | SYP2 | SYP3 | SYL1 | SYL2 SYL3
Can the NSY drydock a CVN/CV? 1 1 1 1 1 0
Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN-688s, 0 1 0 1 0 1
simultaneously?
Can the NSY drydock 4 or more CG/DDG/DDs 0 0 0 1 0 0
simultaneously?
Can the NSY drydock 4 or more SSN-637s, 0 i 0 1 0 0
simultaneously? .
Were more than 500 apprentices trained over the past 5 1 0 0 1 0 0
years? '
The two closest fleet homeport concentrations average 1 1 0 0 0 0
less than 500 miles from the NSY.
Is the average age of industrial plant equipment less 1 1 0 1 1 0
than 25 years?
Site is in an “attainment” or “maintenance” air quality 0 0 1 4] 1 1
control area for CQ, ozone, PM-10.
Can CVNs be berthed at this NSY for surge berthing? 0 1 0 1 0 0
Did the level of effort of nuclear shipwork exceed 3000 0 1 0 1 0 0
DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1991?
Did the level of effort of non-nuclear shipwork exceed 0O 0 0 0 0 0
2000 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 19917
Is the violent crime rate < 758/100,000° 1 1 0 1 1 1
Are more than 10 percent of crews of customer 0 G 0 0 1 0
ships berthed on barges’
Military value | 30.49 | 54.51 | 33.44 | 62.81 | 42.53 34.24

Differences from BRAC 93

The analytical process used in the BRAC 95 process is a refinement of that used for the 1993
process. The major difference is the added capability that the AMPL/OSL 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 life-cycle 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
modeling 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 workload. In some of these cases, fitting the
units into a given set of retained activities in many different ways is possible. In these cases, the military

12
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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.

Summary

The analytical
approach described in this
paper was only a part of a much
larger process by which the
BSEC arrived 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

Table 14. Naval shipyard optimal solutions.

16 February 1995

Shipyard First Second Third
solution | solution | solution

SYP1 1 1 0
SYP2 1 1 1
SYP3 0 0 1
SYL1 1 1 1
SYL2 1 1 1
SYL3 0 1 0
Capacity 17.7 182 19.7
retained
(MDLMH)
Average 47.59 44.92 48.323
military value

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
framing a reasonable solution space for the BSEC to consider as they constructed the alternatives that were

subjected to the COBRA analysis.

13
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oderal Government under 41 U.S.
and 41 CFR 51-2.8.

certify that the following acti
po\ have a significant impact op'a
subitantial aumber of small eftities. The

will

sult in any
addition nporﬁng. rdkeeping or
other compliance ents.

EM
Bl
Hapdicapped.

A : Proposed additions to /

pro ment list.

—

ad received
pmpo ]n to add to the Procdrement List
ities {0 be produced and
services\to be provided by workshops
for the bl\nd or other severely
handicapped.

d Other Severely
Handicapped., o 8tal Square 5, suite
1107, 1755 Jeflexson Davis Highway,

Arlington, VirgjAia 22202-3508.

POR PURTHER TION CONTACT;
Beverly Milidnan, 703) 557-1145,
SUPPLEM ATION: This

-2.8. Its purpon is
to pro de interested gersons an

[f the Committes appraves the
pfoposed additions, all erities of' the

' B «'Bélow from workahops for the

blind or other severely handicapped. It
is proposad to add the following

commodities and services to the
Procurement List:

Cammadities

se. Ear Plug

5-01-212-6452,
20 percent of Governme

ing Picuic Tabldg.
st, Bend Ranger D

# Director.
Filed 2-14~01; B:45 am]
-

St —

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary

Deapantment of Defense Selection
Criteria for Cloaing and Resligning
Milltary Instatiztions ingide the United
States

aaency: Department of Defense (DoD).
acTion: Final selection criteria.

SUMMARY: The Secratary of Defense, in
sccordance with section 2803(b), title
XXIX, part A of the FY 1981 National
Defense Authorization Act. is required
to publish the p J)oued selection
criteria to be used by the Department of
Defense in making recommendations for
the closure or realignment of military
Installations insikde the Umted States.
EFFECTIVE DATE February 185, 1991.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Jim Whittaker or Ma. Patricia
Walker, Base Closure and Utilization,
OASD(P&L), (703] 614-5358.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

A, Final Selection Criteria

The final critetia to be used by the
Depsartment of Defense to make
recommendations {or the closure or

realignment of military installations
inside the United States under title

XXIX, part A of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Flecal Year 1091
as follmy )

mill tallations fc’r
ure.or ntugmnent. the Depu-hnnn

fenpe, giving priority considerstio
‘s %to mhurydinluc (&ﬂ .ﬂr:{ our crllerh 7

......

. Mbtary Value

= 1, The current and future mission
requirements and the impact on
operstichal readiness of the Department
of Defense’s total force.
= 2, The availability and condition of .
land, facilities and associated airspace
at both the existing and potential
receiving locations.

— 8. The nbility to accommodate
contingency, mobilization, and future
total force requrisments at both the
existing and potential receiving
locations.

- 4. The cost and manppower

implications.

Return on Investment

—~ 5. The extent and timing of potential
coets and savings, Including the number
of years, beginning with the date of
completion of the closure or
realignment, for the savings to exceed
the costs,

Impacts

— 8. The economic impact on
communities.

— 7. The ability of both the existing and
potential receiving communities’
infrastructure to support forces,
missions and personnel.

— 8. The environmenta] impect.

B. Analysis of Public Comments

The Dapartment of Defense (DoD)
received 160 public comments in
response to the propesed DoD selection
criteria for closing and realigning
military installations {nside the United
States. The public’'s comments can be
grouped into four topics: General,
military value, costs and “payback”, and
impacts, The following is an nnalyail of
these comments.

{1) General Comments

(a) A substantial number of
commentors expressed concern over the
propossdcriteris’s broad nature and
similiarity to the 1988 Defense
Secretary's Base Realignment and
Closure Commission criteria. Many of
the comments noted s need for objective
measures or factors for the criteria.
Some commentors also suggested
various standard measures or factors for
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the criteria. The inherent mission svent a determination i made that 30 incorparstas the Jessons ~-
diversity of the Military Departmenis excess capacity exists in a categary, amed from the Cearral Asnounting ™™
and Defense Agencies (DoD then thers will be no nead to continue Office's review of the 1088 Base Closure-
Com ) makes it impossible for the analysis of that category, unless Commission's wark. ="

DoD to specify detailed criteria, or there is & military value or gther reasan {5} After detailed consideration of all

objective measures or factors that could
be applied to all bases within a Military
Department or Defense Agency. We
have provided the commentors’ letters
1o such Milttary Department for their
consideration. The similarity to the 2888
Base Closure Commmission criteria i3
nekno od, After teviewing the
public comments we concluded that
using similar criteria is sppropriate.

(b) Many cammentors noted that a
correlation between force structure and

" the criteria was a0t present. The base

closure and realignment procedures

mandaied by title XXIX, part A, of the

National Defense Autharization Act {or
iscal Year 1801 {the Act) x:g_guire thet

the Secretary of Defense’
recommendations {or :wnd

reaugnment ded on the force
tFucture plan and the lipal critesi
fequired by ibe Act DoD's analytical
and gacisl es for applyi e

Tinal critena will be Based o %ﬁc %orce
structure plan. The miitary value
criteria provide the connection g the

force siructure .
[cTMzany commentors soted the need

Tor more delailed Information on bow

DoD would implement the base closure

procedures reguired by the Act. A
current s ion was to group like

e

&aaea into utigories {for analFsis. In
response to is comment an/
suggeshion, and 10 respond {o R
general comments (2) and (b] above. we

Wme
Mi la;x epsrtments and Delenge

gencies on the base closure proc2ss.
This guidance requires them to:

s Treat all bases equally: They must
consider all bases equally in selecting
beses for closure or realignmen! under
the Act, without regard to whether the
installation has been previously
censidered or proposed for closure or
realignmen! by the Department. This
policy does not appply to closures or
realignments thet fall below the
thresnolds established by the Act or to
the 86 bases closed under Public Law
100-526;

* Categorize bases: They must
categorize bases with like missions.
capabilities and/ar attributes for
analysis and review, to ensure that like
bases are fairly compered with each -
other; and

 Perform a capacity analysis: They
must link force strocture changes
described i the force structure plan
with the existing force and bases
structure, to determine if a potential for
closure or realignmet exists. In the

-

to continne the analysis; e

‘s Develop and Use Objective *
Measures/Factors: They must develop
and use objective measures or
within ¢ for eack crilexan,
whenavar feasible. We resognize that it
will not always be posstble to develop
sppropriste objective msanures or
factars, and that measures/factors
{whetker thay be objective or
subjective) moay vary for differant
categories of bases.

(d} A number of commeistors
recommanded assigning specific weights
to individua! criteria. It would be
impotsible for DoD lo :penif{reighu
for sach criterion that could be applied
across the board to all bases, again due
1o the mission diversity of the Military
Departmentsand Defense Agencies. It
appears from the comments that
numbering the criteris may bave been
mistaken 85 an order of precedence
associated with individual eriteria. We
do pot intend to assign an order of
precedence to an individual criterion.
other than to give priority to the first
four,

{e) Several commentors gave various
reasons why @ particular istallation
should be eliminated from any closure
or realignment evaluston. Public Law
101-610 directs DoD to evatuate sll
installations equally, exclusive of those
covered under Public Law 100~528 or
those falling below the threshold of
section 2687, title 10, U.S. Code. Public
Law 190-526 implemented the
recommendaztions of the 1988 Defense
Secretary’'s Commission on Base
Realignment and Closure, We have
{ssued guidance to the DoD Components
jnstructing them to consider all bases
equally. this includes those previously
nominated for study in the Defense
Secretary’s January 29, 1990, bese
realignment and closore announcement
that are sbave the threshoids
established in the Act. Conversely. we
did not receive any requesis that s
particular installation be closed or
realigned putsuant to secton 2624 of
Public Law 101-510.

{f) A number of commentors noted &
need for more management controls
over data collection to ensure accuracy
of data. We agree with this
recommendation and bave jssued
guidance that requires the DoD
Components to develop and implement
({nternal controls. conststent with thair
organizational and program structure, to
ensure the accurscy of data collection
and analyses being perfcemed. This

comments, we have determined that
some of the criteria may bave been
unclear. We have revised the criteria for
additonal clarity. .

) Sama of the sarddy comments we
received recnmanded sxtending the
original Decamber 31, 1900, public
commmnt deadline. Wa agreed and
extended the pablic comment petiod 1o
jan 24 1901 In addition, we
accapted for cansideration 19 public
comments rectived afiar the January 24,
1961, dsadlios.

{: Mi)ita__r__y’Valvc Comments

; (a) Amajority of comments received
supported |

Dol decision to give ™

{ priotity consideration fo the millary
&Vvalue criterla/In the aggregate, military

value refers to the collection of
attributes that describe how well a base
supports its assigoed force structure and
missions.

{b) Several commentors recommended
that Nationa! Gusrd and Reserve
Component forces be included as part of
DoD's base closure amalysis. The
Department's total force concept
includes National Guard and Reserve
Component forces, and these forces will
be reflected in the force structure plan
required by the Act for this base closure
process. To clarify thet point. criteria
pumber one and three were amended.

{c) Some commentors recommended
DoD epply the military value criteria
without regard-to the DoD component
curently opersting or receiving the
services of the base. The commentors
noted that this would maximize
utilizetion of Defense assets and
therefore Improve the national security.
We agree with this comment. DoD must
retain its best bases and where there is
x polential 1o consolidate. share or
exchange assets, that potential will be
pursued. We also recognire thai this
potential does not exist among all
categories of bases end that the initial
determination of the military value of
bases must bs made by the DoD

corrently operating the base.
Consequently, we have left the military
valoe criteria 1 in nature and
therefore applicable DoD-wide, where
appropriste. We have also issued

. guidance 1o the DoD Compornents that

encourages Intes-service and muly-
service asest sharing and exchange
Finally, ws will instituts procadures o
ensure each DoD Component has the
opportunity to improve the military
value of its base structure through
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analysis of potential exchanges of bases
with other DoD Components.

{d) Some oommentors recommended
we include the availability of airspace in
our considerations of military valve. We

./ agree and have revised criterion number

two accordingly.

{e) Seversl commentors requested &
geographic balance be maintained when
considering fnstallations for realignment
ot closure. DoD Is required by Public
Law 101-510 to evaluste all installations
squally, exclusive of those covered
under Public Law 100-528 or those
falling below the thresholds of section
2887, title 10, U.S5. Code. However, some
measures of military value do bave a
geographic component and therefore
miljtary mission requirements can drive
geographic location considerations.

{f) Some commentors recommended
that the avallsbilily of trained civil
service employees be considered ax well
a3 the capacity of the private ssctor to
support or perform military missions.
DoD's civil ssrvice employees are an
integral part of successful
accomplishment of defense missions, 88
are defense contraciors whether they be
nationally or locally based. To the
extent that the availability of trained
civilian or contractor work forces
influences our ability {o accomplish the
missior, It is already included in criteria
number one and four.

{g) Several commentors recommended
that mobilization potential of bases be
considered and that those bases
required for mobdilization be retained.
Contingency and mobilization
requirements are an important military
value consideration and were already
fncluded in criterion number three. The
potentia] to accommodate contingency
and mobilization requirements is @
factor at both existing and potential
receiving locations, and we have
amended criletion number three
accordingly.

{b)} One commentor recommended
reiaining all bases supporting operation .
Desert Shield/Storm and ancther
recommended including overseas bases.
DoD must balance its future base
structure with the forces described in
the force structure plan, and not on the
current basing situation. Some forces
currently supporting Operation Desert
Storm are scheduled for drawdown
between 1091 and 1987, DoD must adjust
its base structure sccordingly. Oversess
bases will slso be closed in the future as
wa drawdown DoD's overseas forces.
However, Congress specifically left
overseas base closures oul of the base
ilo:ure procedures established by the

c

{3) Cost and “Payback” Comuments

(a) Some commentors recommended
calculating total feders! government
costs in DoD's cost and “payback”
calculations. A number of such
comments gave a3 examples of federal
government costs, health care and
unemployment costs. The DoD
Components annually budget for health

care and wemployment couts. Wa have -

instructed the DoD Components to
{nclnde DoD costs for health care and
unemployment, associated with closures
or realignments, In the cost calculations,

{b) Several commentors zioted the
sbsence of a “payback™ period xnd
some felt that parhaps eight or ten years
should be specified. We decided not to
do this: we did not want to ruls out
making changes that wers beoeficial to
the national security that ' would have
longes returns on investment. The 1888
Base Closure Commission leit that & six-
year “paybsck” unnecessarily
constrained their choices. The DoD
Componentes have been directed 10
calculate return on investment for each
closure or realignment recommendation,
to consider it in their deliberations, and
to report it In thelr justificetions.
Criterion number five has been amended
accordingly.

{c) Some commentors recommended
{ncluding environmental clean-up costs
in base closure cost and payback
calculations. Some also noted that the
cost of environmental clean-up at a
particular bese could be so grest that
the Department should rernave the base
from further closure consideration.

The DoD is required by law to addresa
two distinctly different types of
environmental costs.

The first cost involves the clean-up
and disposal of environmenta] bazards
in order 10 correct past practices and
return the site to a safe condition. Thia
is commonly referred to as
environmental restoration. DoD has &
legal obligation under the Defense
Eavironmental Restoration Program and
the Comprehensive Eaviroamental
Response, Compensation and Liability
Act {or environmental restoration at
siles, regardless of a decision to close a

base. ?;%ﬂ%wwmm
considered in DoD's cost calculay
e nem Ve s

contarmunaiion ms requiring
énvirontenial restoration, these will be
{dentified ss a potential limitatign on
hear-lerm community reuss of the

insls

¢ second cost involves ansyring
existing practices are in complisnce
with the Claan Alr, Clear, Water,
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, and other envitonmental acts, in

order 1o control awrent and foture

pollution. This is commonly referted to
ental compliance costs can .

potentially be avoided by ceasing the
existing practice through tha closure or
reslignment of 8 base. On the other
band, environmental compliance costs
msy be a factor in determining
appropriate closure. realignment, or
recetving location options. In either
case, tha snvironmental compliance
costs or ¢cost avoidances may be a factor
considered in the cost and return on
investment calculatians. The
Department has issued guidance to the
DoD Components on this issus. -~

{d) Some commentots recommended
DoD change the cost and “payback”
criterfe to inclnde uniform guidelines for
calculating costs and savings. We agree
that costs and savings must be
calculated uniformly. We have improved
the Cost of Base Realignment Actions
{COBRA} model used by the 1988 Base
Closure Commission and have provided
it to the DoD Components for
calculations of costs, savings, and return
on investment.

{4) Impacts Comments

{e) Many commentors were concerned
about social and economic impacts on
communities and how they would be
{actored into the decision process. We
have issued instructions te the DoD
Componeants to calculate economic
impact by meesuring the effects on
direct and indirest employment for each
recommended closure or realignment.
These effects will be determined by
using statisical information obtained
from the Departments of Labor end
Commerce. This is consistent with the
methodology used by the 1988 Base
Closure Commission to measure
economic impact. We incorpotated the
General Acoounting Dffice’s suggested
tmprovements for calculation of
economic impact. DoD will also
determine the direct and Inditect
employment impacts o receiving bases.
We have amended criterion number six
to reflect this decision.

(b) The meaning of criterion number
seven, “the community support at the
receiving locations” was aot clear to
severa)] commentors. Some wondered if
that meant popular support. Others
recognized that this criterion referred to
a community's infrastructure such-as
roads, water and sewer treatment plans,
schools and the liks. To clarify this
criterion, we bave completely re-written
it. while also recognizing that a
comparison must be mede for both the
existing and potential recejving
communities.




> Fedsral Register / Vol. 88, No. 32 / Friday,

February 15, 1981 / Notices

6377

R SR

(c) Many commentors asked bow
environmental impacts would be
considared. As we stated in topic 8{c).

DoD will consider certain environmental

costs. In addition, we have Instructed
the Dol Components ta consider, at a
minimum, the following elements when
analyxing environmental consaquences
of a closure or realignment action:

¢ Threatened and endangered species
» Wetlands

* Historic and Archeological sites

* Pollution Control

* Hazardous Materials/Wastes

* Land and Alr uses

* Programmed envirorunental conts/
cost avoidances

(d) A pumber of commenters
questioned the meaning of criterion
number nine, “The implementation
process (nvolved”, The inient of this
criterion was to describe the
implementation plan, its milestones. and
the DoD military and civilian employee
adjustments (Increases and decreases)
at each base, that would result through
{mplementation of the closure or
realignment, After further consideration,
we have delermined that developing the
implementation plan {s @ necessary
requirement and conclusion of spplying
the other eight criteria. A description of
the implementation plan, while
imporiant to the understanding the
recommended closure or reglignment. is
no! in {tself a specific criterion for
decisionmaking. Consequently, we have
deleted criterion number nine. We bave
inatructed the Military Departments and
Defense Agencies to include a
description of their implementation
plans for each recorimended closure or
realignment, as part of the justification
to be submitted 1o the Commission.

C. Previous Federal Register References

(1) 55 FR49679, November 30, 1900
Proposed selection criteria and request
Jor comments.

(2) 85 FR$3538, December 31, 1990:
Extend comment period on proposed
selection criteria,

D. Paparwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L.
96-511) does not apply.

Dated: Pebruary 13, 1991.
LM, Byoum,
Alternote OSD Federal Register. Licuon
Officer, Dspartment of Defense.
[FR Doc. 91-3845 Filed 2-14-871; 8:45 am]

) BLLMG OOOL 210017

{mplemerXing the procefural provisions
of the Netipnal ogmental Policy
Act (40 CFR parts 150¢-1508), Army
Regulation{200-2, Chigf of Naval
Departmean{of Defenge (DOD) Directive
6050.1 on Eqvironmeftal Effects {n the
Unitad States of DOP actions, the
USASDC ha} condiyfted an assessment
of the potential environmental
consequenced of cghducting EDX
activities Jor the Strategic

Defense Initialive Prganization. The
Environments|\Aspessment cansidered
all potential imjagts of the proposed
action alone and fn conjunction with
ongoing activitiey The finding of no
significant impac} summarizes the
results of the evfkiations of EDX
activities al the proposed instullations.
The discussion focses on those
Jocations wherd thdre was a potential
for significant Inpekts and mitigation
measures that vould reduce the
potentia)impat! to a\level of no
significance, Alternatives to the EDX
launch facilitf ware examined early in
the siting profess but viere eliminated
as unreasongble. A no-action alternative
was also cofsidered. Thk Envirenmental
Assessmenfresulted in a{inding of no
significant fmpact Constrijcion will
proceed asjecheduled, h er, due to
budgetery fonstraints, the Qight program
implemenfation hay been ddiayed.

en thofflight schedule betomes frm,
this docudnent will be revi and
revised. ks necessary, in lighfiof any
changedfto the program.
DATES: Written comments xre teguired
by Majch 18, 1991, \
POINTJOF CONTALT: Mr. DR
Addrpss: U.S. Army Strategic Defense
Comjnand, CSSD-EN, Post Offic4 Box

UJASDC was assigned the mission bf
agquiring critical mid-courve date
Wistic missile re-entry vehicles an
coys; EDX would sccomplish this
sion. The EDX program woild use

it ARIES booster o launch a
forbital sensar into space to obaghve
get ballistic misstle re-entry
pomiplex during the mid-coursa piase of
its fight. The proposed EDX profram
woull involve nins flights over fhree
yeers brom two different launcy sites
after Qctober 1083: The targetfomplex
would Ae released from a MDJUTE]
] missilg launched from Vangdenberg Alr
Force Bdpe. Californis and e EDX
booster dpd sensor payloadfvehicle

would beYasunched from th Kauval Test
Facility (0T}, located on fire Pacific
Missile Rabhge Facility (PMRF). Kauai,

Hawall. Cutrent Jaunch ihe activities
weuld conthhue, howevef, publs sccess

thede areas wodld be limited for
& total of lesk than 1 dag over » three
year period.
The EDX prbg buld Include &
number of actiities td be conducted at
seven differanisites. Khese activities

are categorizecias depign, fabrication/
assembly/testity, cghstroction, flight

preparation. laukchfflight/data
collection, paylo covery, sensor
payload vebicle bishmment, data

znalysis, and site fhaintenance/
disposition. The Idations and types of

EDX activities arg Yandenberg Air
Force Base, Califgra/Western Test
Range, flight preghration, launch/flight/

data collection; Becific Missils Range
Facility, Kaual, Mawadi, construction.
flight preparstich, lauAch/flight/data
collection, payldad recpvery, sensor
payload vebicld refurbrghment, site
maintenance/@spositiop: Sandia
National Labofatories, New Mexico,
design. labricftion/assedbly/testing:
U.S. Asmy Kyfajalein Ato), Republic of
the Marshallfslands, Dighl preparation.
launch/flighf/dats collectign: Hill Air
Force Base, JUtah, fabricatidn/assembly/
testing. Spafe Dynamics LaRorstory.
Utah StatefUniversity, Logas Utah,
design. falfrication/assembly¥testing,
data analfsis; and Boeirg Aelospace
and Electfonics, Kent Space Center,
Kent. Weshingion. design. fab¥cation/
assembly/testing. sensor payldnd
vehicle fefurbishment, data andlysis.

Ta dqterming the potential fo
signifidant environmental impa
result Bf the EDX program, the
magnkude and frequency of the tksta
that frould be conducted at the
progbaed Jocations ware compared to

the { activities and existing
corflitions at those Jocations. To &
fbla impacts, sach activity was
uvated in the context of the follo
. ronmental components: Air quallty.

bfological resources, cultural reso s,

fazardous maletials/waste,

xstructure, Jand use. noise. public
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ANALYSIS OF GENERAL COMPLIANCE
%@ essia

Spplened

CRITERION 8

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT deéé e, szt

U D

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 locations. 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 2irspace Implications

- Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances

ANALYSIS: General compliance with these procedures is analyzed for
each Service as follows:

Army: The Army compiled Installation Envircnmental Baseline
Summaries for each Army installation eligible ‘o* closure or
realignment. The Total Ar.:y Basing Study (TAgé} lsc provided
supplemental information in responss to guestions f:o the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC). “ne Army’s
installation summaries directly address six of <the seven

nvironmental attributes in DOD’s guidance. Under the seventh

attribute, Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances, the
Installation Summaries do not consistentliy follow DOD'’s quidance.

TE~EEQ$ cases the Installation Summaries only provide restoration
costs This is inconsistent with DOD’s December 4, 1992 guidance,

which directs the Services no e,:asfcmatﬁfﬁrbosts in the cos
6T clos culations. HoweverLJ_he supplemental informati

provided \by TABS to the DBCRC certifies that tenvironm

compliance COSEts 'were determined to evaluate tHe impact of
programmed cost/cost avoidances for all recommended actions.

This supplemental information documents that program ccsts fo
receiving installations were evaluated. :an 2d MO — %f

Cu fﬂ { }’
The Army’s Analyses and Recomnendations Report (Volume III)
summarized the environmental impact on closing and realigning

installations, and appropriately addressed six of <the seven
attributes. Again, the evaluation of Programmed Environmental
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Costs/Cost Avoidances was clarified by the supplemental information
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

Military Value Criteria (Criteria 1 through 4). The Navy’s
"Summary of Environmental Consequences" is included in their
Analyses and Recommendations Report (Volume IV). For closing and

realigning bases, the Navy evaluated each installation with respect
to the seven environmental attributes laid out in DOD’s December 4,
1992 guidance. Summaries of environmental impacts at receiving
bases are also included. These summaries on receiving bases
generally address six of the seven environmental attributes, but do
not specifically address Programmed 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 costs necessary to comply with

environmental reguirements due to new functions at these receiving
bases are documented in the COBRA reports.

Air Force: The Air Force completed base-specific
guestionnaires on environmental issues for each Air Force
installation eligible for <closure or realignment. These
questionnaires address all recommended closing, realigning and
receiving bases. Documentation was provided on six of the seven
environmental attributes. These questionnaires did not directly
address the attribute of Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost
Avoidances. Several guestions are included under the title of
"Environmental Cleanup/Compliance Costs." However, estimated costs
were provided only on environmental restoration costs, and DOD’s
guidance specifically notes that restoration costs are not to be

- considered in the cost of closure. The Air Force’s environmental

analysis was summarized 1in their Analyses and Recommendations
Report (Volume V). This documented the status of all environmental
attributes except Programmed Envirormental Costs/Cost Avoidances.

The results of the Air Force’s Cost of Base Realignment Action
(COBRA) Model runs were consulted in an attempt to determine
whether Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances were
considered. Financial Summary reports indicate that environmental
costs were entered as zero for all bases 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 Ccnstruction 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
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bases, and no specific environmental compliance costs as described
in the December 4, 1992 DOD guidance were included.

Defense Agencies: Two Defense Agencies are impacted by the
1993 Realignments and Closures, the Defense Logistics Agency, and
the Defense Information Systems Agency. However, only the Defense
Logistics 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. 1In DLA’s Detailed Analysis Report (part
of Volume VI), DLA considered Criterion 8 for installations
recommended for closure or realignment based on DLA’s Military
Value Criteria. All seven environmental attributes were addressed
in DLA’s 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 DOD’s guidance. When the Army made its
recommendations on closure or realignment in Volume III, 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., Will closure

impact a wetland?) The Air Force’s perspective was to consider the
impact of the environmental attributes on the continued 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 reguired 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 DOD‘s 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 DOD’s December 4, 1992 guidance.
Since the Air Force properly addressed the remaining six
attributes, and because it is very unlikely that the decisions made
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by the Air Force would be different had they fully followed DOD’s
<@W0 guidance, it can be concluded that the Air Force 1is 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 Services’ 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 Services’
conclusions on environmental impacts in the Recommendations and
Analyses Reports (Volumes III-VI).

2. The Services’ summaries of the environmental impacts at
specific installations were evaluated for consistency within each
Service, and for compliance with DOD’s 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 installation’s 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.

ANALYSTIS

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 III) accurately
reflected their Environmental Baseline Surveys (EBS). In several
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recommended actions, the conditions documented were in agreement.
In the following cases, issues were raised in the EBS’s that were
not carried through to Volume III.

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
III 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 III.

Fort Belvoir, VA is recommended for realignment. The Volume
III report states that there are "no 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 III 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,
"must be considered and may impact receiving additional personnel
or missions." The Army’s Volume III report did not evaluate
environmental impacts on Fort Jackson.

Red River Army Depot, TX is recommended to receive 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. Additionally, 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 III 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 III report.
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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 III report notes that there is no impact from this
realignment on these resources, but does not mention how this
conclusion was reached.

2. Consistency/Compliance

The Army’s consideration of environmental programmed
costs/cost avoidances may not have been consistent. The output
from the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model was
reviewed to check for how specific bases considered environmental
costs. Discrepancies were found between the costs noted by the
Army in the EBS and Volume III 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 EBS’s or Volume III 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. DOD’s "Policy Memorandum Two,"
December 4, 1992, states, "“Environmental Restoration costs at
closing bases are not to be considered in cost of closure
calculations." The memo goes on to stipulate that these costs can
be "considered as a potential limitation on near-term community
reuse of the installation." 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 III 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 III, and the EBS does not distinguish between restoration
and compliance costs. This documentation for Tooele does not allow
for consideration of compliance costs, pursuant to DOD’s direction,
in the evaluation of Programmed Costs/Cost Avoidances.

The Army’s use of environmental restoration costs in decisions
on Fort Monroe, VA is unclear. Documentation 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." During 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
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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
guestions that were not addressed in the Volume III 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 1IV) 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.

2. Consistency/Compliance

In some specific cases, cost figures in cited in the Navy’s
Volume IIT 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
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realignment actions, and cost avoidances for environmental projects
which are no 1longer 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 DOD’s 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 Force’s

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 exanple,

Plattsburgh AFB, NY is rated as "Y" for air quality, which means
the base is located in a non-attainment area, and pollutants are
classified as moderate or marginal. However, the Dbase
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 Team’s
evaluation of the base, and their knowledge of how the base
completed the questionnaire. These revisions wereg 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.

2. Consistency/Compliance

Because the Volume V recommendations did not reflect the base
questionnaire results and since the methodology for determining an
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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 DOD’s guidance on considering environmental
impacts, as environmental conditions at all impacted bases were
summarized. ‘

3. Impact on Base Status

It is unlikely the discrepancies in the Air Force’s use of
guestionnaire 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 "higher" ratings
(e.g. Yellow instead of Red), while four discrepancies give "lower"
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
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apparently does not fully follow O0OSD’s 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 (DLA’s) Recommendations and
Analyses Report (Part of Volume VI) accurately reflects the
information compiled in DLA’s environmental questionnaires for the
recommended installations.

2. Consistency/Compliance

COBRA environmental costs were entered for DLA’s 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

No recommended change in base status due to evaluation of
criterion 8.

RECOMMENDED CHANGES FOR BRAC-95

1. Specific, detailed direction should be given to the Services on
how to evaluate environmental impacts. Guidance should be given on
the perspective the Services should use to address each of the
environmental attributes, and how the environmental impact of the
Services’ 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
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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 "off-the-shelf" 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

Activity Listing:
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Naval Aviation Depot NADEP Cherry Point | MCAS Cherry Point NC
Naval Aviation Depot NADEP Jacksonville | NAS Jacksonville FL
Naval Aviation Depot NADEP North Island | NAS North Island CA
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NADEP STEP 1 CAPACITY ANALYSIS

Capacity Measure DLMHs {000s) PERCENT
Predicted Potential Excess EXCESS

Airframes 3,149 4,053 905 22%
Manutacturing 757 1,024 268 26%
Components 1,765 5,088 3,323 65%
Engines 481 1,381 900 65%
A/C Service Support 5,437 5,641 204 4%
Modifications 1,203 1,728 522 30%
Total DLMHs 792 32%]

i 3
Airtrames 3,775 641 15%
Manutacturing 1,037 34 3%
Components 1,868 3,339 64%
Engines 478 1,131 70%
A/C Service Support 5,698 275 5%
Modifications 1,313 432 25%

Total DLMHs

Airtrames
Manufacturing
Components
Engines

A/C Service Support
Modifications

Total DLMHs

A/C Service Support
Modifications

Componems

Engines 448 1,511 1,062 70%
/C Service Support 5,594 6,168 574 8%
Modifications 817 1,455 638 44%
3{Total DLMHs 12,527 20,046 7,519 38%

_29%

2%
67%
72%
7%
22%

16%
69%

33%

Activities Included:

Cherry Point
Jacksonville
North Island
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NADEP Military Value Matrix (Post Audit) 12:07
ERR Criteria
Quf{pc Pg |ast [QUESTIONS R|F |M/|C |[Score Total ACTIVITIES

5110

8 me requirements?
8] 3 Will the NADEP be capable of working on multiple T/M/S through FY 20017 i0
8] 24 Does the NADEP have multiple engine repair capability? 8
8] 24 Will the NADEP be capable of working on multiple engine requirements through FY 20017 10
81 15 Does the NADEP have component repair capability? 8
8] 15 Will the NADEP maintain component repair capability through FY 20012 10
81 43 Is the NADEP capable of performing Aircraft Modifications on multiple aircraft? 6
8} 43 Will the NADEP maintain capability to perform modifications through FY 20017 8
g9 Does the NADEP have a missile repair capability? 1
9 Will the NADEP be capable of working on missile requirements through FY 2001? 2
30 Does the NADEP perform Aircraft Support Services? 8
30 Will the NADEP maintain Aircraft Support Setvices through FY 20017 10

Does the NADEP possess Manutacturing capability?

Will the NADEP maintain manufacturing capability thiough FY 29012

Is the NADEP capable of performing formal CIN designated training?

Is the NADEP capable of performing formal CIN training through FY 20017

Is the amount of total annual depot level airframe work greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depol level airframe work greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level airframe work greater than 10% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of tolal annual depot level engine work greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level engine work greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot tevel engine work greater than 10% of the DON NADEP tota}?

Is the amount of total annual depot leve!l component work greater than 50% of the DON NADEP lotal?

Is the amount of total annual depot level component work gseater than 25% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level component work greater than 10% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount! of total annual depot level missile/quidance work greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level missile/quidance work greater than 25% of the DON NADEP lotal?
Is the amount of total annual depot level missile/guidance work greater than 10% of the DON NADEP tota)?

Is the amount of total annual depot level Support Service wark greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level Support Service work greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level Support Service work greater than 10% of the DON NADEP total?

!s the amount of total annual dapot level Manufacturing work greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level Manufacturing work greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of total annual depot level Manufacturing work greater than 10% of the DON NADEP total?

I8 the amount of total annual depot level Aircraft Modification work greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total?
Is the amount of total annual depot level Aircrait Modification work greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total?
Is the amoun! of total annual depot level Aircraft Modification work greater than 10% of the DON NADEP total?
Is the amount of formal CIN training greater than 50% of the DON NADEP tolai?

Is the amount of formal CIN training greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total?

Is the amount of formal CIN training greater than 10% of the DON NADEP total?

21] 14.2]In FY93, did the NADEP average 2000 or grealsr active and reserve work positions?

R=Readiness  F=Facilities =~ M=Mobilization =~ C=Cost
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NADEP Military Value Matrix (Post Audit)

07-Feb-95

V_V_ilh the completion of MILCON

12:07
ERR Criteria
aufpc |[Pg |ast (QUESTIONS R{FIMI|C Scorc,j Total ACTIVITIES
ImgNo [No jLtr 40 125] 10 ] 25 MV CHPT| JAX NIS
3] 41] 21] 14.2|In FY93, did the NADEP average 1500 or greater active and reserve work positions? 010 1 0 0 0 0
3] 41] 24) 17.1|Have natural inhibitors impacted planned work in this NADEP by less than §% annually? 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
1 81H20] 3.1}ls the amount of tolal FY 1997 core workload at this NADEP greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total? 1 0 1 0 0 Q 0
11 8iH20| 3.1lls the amount of total FY 1997 core workload at this NADEP greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total? 1 0 1 0 1 1 1
11 8|H20| 3.1|ls the amount of tota reater than 10% of the DON NADEP total? 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
2 4] 1.2 equipment, or skills to perform airframe repairs? 0 11 010 1 1 1
2] 41] 5| 4.2|Does the NADEP have special facilities, equipment, or skills to perform engine repairs? 0 1 0]0 1 1 1
2] 41] 5| 3.2|Does the NADEP have special facilities, equipment, or skills to perform component repairs? 0 1 00 1 1 1
2] 41] 8] 7.2)Doesthe NADEP have special facililies, equipment, or skills to perform aircrafl modifications? 0 1 0 [0 i 1 1
31 411 8] 8.2iDoes the NADEP have spacial facilities, equipment, or skills 1o perform formal CIN training? 0 1 010 1 1 0
3] 41] 4] 2.2|Does the NADEP have special facilities, equipment, or skills to perform missile repairs? 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
2} 41} 6] 5.2|Does the NADEP have special facilities, equipment, or skills to support Aircraft Services? 0 1 0 0 1 1 1
21 41] 71 6.2|Does the NADEP have special facilities, equipment, or skills lo patform manufacturing? 0 1 Q 0 1 1 1
1] 411 4] 1.2]Does the NADEP have DON unique lacililiss, equipment, or skills 1o perform airtrame repairs? 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
11 41] 5] 4.2!Does the NADEP have DON unique facilities, equipment, or skills to perform engine repairs? 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
11 411 5| 3.2|Does the NADEP have DON unique facilities, equipment, or skilis lo perform component repairs? 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
1] 41 8| 7.2|Does the NADEP have DON unique facilities, equipment, or skills to perform aircrait modifications? 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
2] 41] 4] 2.2{Does the NADEP have DON unique facilities, equipment, or skills to perform missile repairs? 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
1] 41} 7! 6.3/Does the NADEP have DON unique facilities, equipment, or skills lo perform manufacturing? 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
1] 41 6! 5.2{Does the NADEP have DON unique facilities, equipment, or skills to perform aircralt support services? i 1 0 1 0 0 1
31 41} 81 8.2{Does the NADEP have DON unique {acilities, equipment, or skills to perform tormal CIN lraining? 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
2] 41| 9] 9.1]Are less than 10% of the NADEP's facilities classilied as inadequate? 0 i 0 1 1 1 1
1p 41 111 9.3[Are the NADEP's airframe repair facilities capable of handling the larger 1/M/S AJC (P-3/C-130)7 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
3] 8] 76] 12.4]ls there undeveloped acreaqe at the NADEP/host site suitable for industrial expansion? 0 i 1 0 1 i 1
3] 41} 23] 16.9)is there underutilized storage al the NADEP suitable for industrial expansion? 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
3f 41] 23] 16.1{Does the NADEP have surplus covered aviation-industrial space? 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
3§ 411 23] 16.2 rojects, will there be excess storage available? 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
44

R=Readiness

iy 4008 it i 231592
1] 41] 19| 13.1]Is the FY 1997 overhead (G&A + PE) cosl rate applied to direct fabor less than $35/hour? 0 0 0 1 10 1.05 0 1 i
1] 41] 19] 13.1}ls the FY 1997 hourly direct labor cost fess than $26/hour? 0 j]0]01]1 10 1.05 1 0 1
1} 41] 19! 13.1]ls the FY 1997 hourly fully burdened rate less than $61/hour? 0 0 0 1 10 1.05 0 1 1
1] 41} 18] 13.1]is the FY 1997 Produclion Expense [overhead)/iully burdened rate ralio less than 37%7 01010 1 8 0.84 0 1 1
11 41] 19] 13.1jIs the FY 1997 G&A (overhead)/fully burdened rate ratio less than 21%7 0 0 0 1 8 0.84 1 0 1
1] 41} 15} 11.1|Did capital improvements and MRP expenditures over the last seven years exceed $75 million? 0 1 1] 1 10 2.14 1 0 1
24 411 15| 11.1]Did capital improvements and MRP_expenditures over the last seven years exceed $50 million? 0 1 0 1 8 1.28 0 1 0
2] B} 72} 10.3jls the average MRP expenditures for the past 3 years > 2% of the average CPV? 0 1 1] 1 6 1.28 0 0 0
2] 41) 15] 11.5)Are non-BRAC investments < 10% of the FY 1994 CPV planned over the nexl seven years? 0 1 0 1 6 1.28 0 0 1
2] 41} 15} 11.5|Are non-BRAC investments < 20% of the FY 1994 CPV planned over the next seven years? 0 1 0 1 7 1.50 1 1 0
3] 41] 18] 12.4[Coes the NADEP use fass than 3200 manhours per year to managse transportation? 0 0 0 1 2 0.21 1 1 1
3] 41} 18] 12.5|ls the NADEP clear of dependence on the parent air station tor transportation support? 1 0 1 1 1 0.24 0 0 0
3] 41] 12] 10.1]is the NADEP free of any contiguous support requirements (Police, Fire, aic)? 1 1 0 1 1 0.31 0 0 0
F=Facilities  M=Mobilization  C=Cost

Page 2
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NADEP Miiitary Value Matrix (Post Audit)

Ml U~/

ERAR

Criteria

12:07

07-Feb-9§

QUESTIONS

ﬁ_g : B ; . ¥
S the NADEP clear ofLund encroachment issues?

F

M

ACTIVITIES

21 41] 32; 2110 0 1 0|10 6
2] 41] 32| 21.1}ls the NADEP clear of noise encroachment issuses? 1 1 010 7
_3j 41} 32} 20 1jis the NADEP clear of environmental restriclions that would inhibit expansion? oftt1 {1160 4
3] 411 32) 21.1]ls the NADEP clear of airspace encroachment issues? 011100 3
| 1§ 33 12 5{Host site is in an “attainment® or "maintenance’ air quality control area for CO, ozone, PM-10. 1 1 0 1 10
1] 41} 32} 20.3/Does this NADEP have any specfic capabilities for handling/disposing of hazardous waste/material? 1 i 0 1 10

2 5INADEP/host sne 0 erahons or development plans have not been restricted due to air quality considerations. 1 1 0 0

Does lhev5|.te have >. 90% of the listed MWR facilities?

Do > 50% of site military and civilian personnel live within a 30 minute commute?

Are there educalional opportunities at all college levels within a 30 mile radius (off base)?

Are college education courses available on the base?

Is the violent crime rate < 758/100,0007

Is the property crime rate < 4902/100,0007

Is the drug crime rate < 402/100,0007

‘\here .SU””lCle o!l ba_s‘eb_housm ?

ls rhe NADEP localed wnh\ﬁ 25 m\les oi all nansponahon modes?
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Is there commercial aviation indusirial space within 1 hour drive of NADEP?

Does the NADEP have the capability lo offload an aircralt from a ship/barge at the host base?

Is this NADEP patlicipating in the Regional Maintenance Concept?

Are three or more *)" |level maintenance activities located within a 25 mile radius of the NADEP

Is this NADEP capable of providing rapid response to fleet customers because of its location?

Are more than 25 major customers localed within a 100 mije radius of the NADEP?
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21 411H12] 3.1 ‘Does the NADEP repair Army aircraft through FY 19977 1 0 1 0 6 0.
2] 41}H12] 3.1|Does the NADEP repair Air Force aircralt through FY 19977 1 0 1 0 6 0.
2] 41]H12] 3.1]Does the NADEP repair Coast Guard aircraft through FY 19972 i 0 1 0 6 0.
3] 8] 83 3.2]Does the NADEP repair Foreign aircralt through FY 19977 0] 0 1 0 4
2] 8]H63] 3.2}is the amount of tolal FY 1997 LSOR workload greater than 50% of the DON NADEP total? 1 0 1 0 7
2] 8{H83] 3.2|ls the amoun! of {otal FY 1997 LSOR workload greater than 25% of the DON NADEP total? 1 0 1 0 5
2] 8|H63[ 3.2|ls the amount of total FY 1997 LSOR workload greater than 10% of the DON NADEP total? 1 0 1 0 3
3] 411 31| 19[Doses the NADEP provide any direct benelfit to the aircraft maintenance effort at the host air station? 1 0 1 1 2
172 ]139]62]42} | 100 167.47]64.03]61.13]
Avg MV: 64.21
R=Readiness  F=Facilities M=Mobilizetion  C=Cost
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R=Readiness

F=Facilities

NADEP Military Value Matrix

] Criteria
QUESTIONS RIF{M|C
4012511025 ]ChPt] Jax NT
44] 0 {46 1 18.71] 19.11 |17.50
18 12213 [11119.17] 16.66 {14.63
2 16 |1 113)1573) 592 |8.44
4 {71112 [10.58] 7.43 [6.17
3 12101181961 3.32]3.32
4 |2 |3 )16 (843 8.43 | 8.43
7101811 |290] 3.16 | 2.63

M=Mobilization  C=Cost

07-Feb-95

Page 1



NADEP MODELING RESULTS

09 Nov 1994
Activity
Option Cherry| Jax | North % Average
Point Island [Excess| MiiVal
PRIMARY 38.6%| 64.21
10% More 38.6%| 64.21
10% Less 38.6%| 64.21
20% Less 38.6%| 64.21

Note: Percent excess is based on (FY 2001) requirement.

= Closed

Break point reached at 34% reduction in workload requirement,
(Result: Close North Island)

Rules Applied to the Model

1. Average military value is maintained.

SR,
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4.11.95

To: Commissioner Benjamin Montoya

From: Deirdre Nurre, Interagency Team Environmental Analyst

Through: Ben Borden, Director of Review and Analysis

RE: DRAFT Costs of Compliance and Costs of Cleanup for Air Foree Logistic

Centers (ALCs)

You requested me to provide data on costs of compliance and costs of cleanup for Air
Logistic Centers. The following draft response presents such information budgeted for the Air
Force Bases hosting ALCs for Fiscal Year 1995.

My analysis of compliance costs derives from the comprehensive base questionnaires
which were answered at the base level. The questionnaires permitted individual baszs some
flexibility in categorizing environmental compliance costs. Thus, comparing costs from one base
to another cannot be done with much specificity. Environmental cleanup costs for ALC bases
were submitted to the Commission by the Base Closure Executive Group.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE BUDGET AT ALC BASES FOR FY9%

AlLCs Haz Waste Natural Resources Permite Geners' - Est.

Disposa!
it ¢ 1,300,00C.00 ¢ 75400002 £475000.00 ¢ L8Z.001
Fobing 1.500,000.C00 T7E.00C.00 432 .000.00 Ta
Tinker 5,683,000.0C £25.00C.82 1058,000.05 E87¢
Kelly 2,384.000.0C G- C- n27
McClellan 1,221,000.0C 112.000.00 15£.000.0C 4

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP BUDGET AT ALC BAS’

ALCs Year Complete Costs to FY94-Actual Costs FY25t0/
Hill 2050 & 110,000,000.00 §

Robins 2011 1,512,000.00

Tinker 2023 36,600,000.00

Kelly 2023 95,000,000.60

McClellan 2034 130,661,000.00



1. Environmental Compliance Costs:

Hazardous Waste Disposal/Remediation: This figure includes costs of storing. treating. and
disposing of hazardous and toxic wastes. as well as immediate spill response activities. This
figure could vary from one year to the next according to the kinds of waste-producing industrial
activitics and status of storage compliance efforts which increase or decrease from year to year.

Natural Resources: This figure funds the base’s natural resources management plan, wetlands
inventory, forest survey, and timber management including the planting of new trees as needed.
The figure varies from one base to another depending upon natural factors such as existence of
wetlands and endangered species, and could vary over time depending upon scheduled
requirements to complete surveys and inventories.

Permits: r‘unds identified in this category pay for permits including National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits for wastewater, permits for stormwater ruioff,
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 compliance with permits. The cost of
one permit at one base was estimated; all other permits costs reported are reflected in the base

questionnaire.

oups a number of cost categeries together for purposes of this brief
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eneral: This category
analysis, because the r{r
compliance costs in categories which were not comparahic  “umong e uctvities grouped under
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Statements
« Compliance with air. NPDES. and stormiwater permits

« (apnal purchases tor poliution control equipment such as air scrubbers. etc.
II. Cleanup Costs:

Costs to complete cleanup are estimates which 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 investigation and cleanup could increase or decrease estimated
costs. In general, the earlier a base is in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
process, the more uncertain is the knowledge of contamination, and the less accurate is cost to
completion.
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NAVAL SHIPYARDS - Military Value Matrix

Note: This matrix reflects corre~tlons of discrepancies fdentifled by Naval Audit Service.

M.V. Criteria/Waightd

QUESTIONS RIFTMT C IScore[TOTAL RESPONSES
401251151% 20 MV forisinorvAiongslruceT[Peart]cuan
. IOPERATING. e i Taf [ it 2eel 588 H2.400 1.04] 240
3 Has impact to schedule due Io nalural inhibitors to operations at_this NSY been |ess than 5 per cent monthiy average? 1 1 1 0.20 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 Aro less than 10 per cent of the NSY's facililies classilied as inadequale? 1] 1 7 1.08 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 Is the average aqge of Industrial Plant Equipment Jess than 20 years? 0 0 10 } 0.72 0 0 1 0 0 1
2 Is the average age of Industrial Plant Equipment fess than 25 years? 0 Q 7 0.51 1 1 0 1 1 0
3 The NSY provides utility and other sarvices o other DOD/DON activities or the community? 0 0 2 0.14 1 1 1 1 1 0
3 The NSY provides tugs, pilols, barges, or other harbor services to other activities. 0 0 2 0.14 1 1 1 1 0 1
3 Additional costs will not accrus for harbor sefvices if the nearby Naval stalion or base is ciosed. 0 1 2 0.16 1 0 1 1 0 0
3 Is there undeveloped acreage at the NSY suitable for Induslrial ex ansion? 1..@1 0 2 0.25 1 i 0 1 0 1
IENYIRONMENT ANG ENCROACHMEN , g 810 1830 ) 65| 6.95] 5270 B.501 8.48] 5.85
Are thers no encroachments al the NSY thal restrict current operations? [ 0 0 6 0.43 1 1 1] 4] 1 1
Base Ops or development plans have nol been Impacted due to environmentai compliance issues/requirements. 0 0 0 6 0.43 1 1 0 1 1 1
Site has no eandangered/threalened spacies and biologlcal habitats that restrict currant ops. 0 0 0 6 0.43 1 1 1 1 1 1
Site has no Jurisdictional wetlands that currently restrict base ops or development plans. 0 0 0 6 0.43 1 ) 1 1 1 1
Site has no National Reqister cultural resourcas that constrain base ops or davelopmenl plans. Q Q 1 3 0.46 1 1 1 0 0 1
Site Is in an “altainment’ o1 “maintenance" ai quallty controf area for CO, Ozone, PM-10. 1 0 1 10 2.25 0 0 0 1 1 1
Site ops or development plans have nol been rastricted dus to air quality considerations, 1 0 (1] 6 0.86 1 1 0 1 1 1
Site has no Installation Restoralion jssues thal rastrict ops of development pians. 0 0 0 4 0.29 1 1 1 1 1 1
Site has no significant maintenance dredging restrictions. a 1 0 1 6 1.35 1 1 1 : 1 1
Doas this NSY have any speclic capabilities for handling/dis osing of hazardous waste/malarial? 1 0 1 10 2.25 i 1 1 1 0 0
v Qoza_mmmznﬁw ; : i . - ; 9 ; . 8 o L0.581 0,681 0.58) el :0.43] 0,38
3 9 Can CVNs bg berthed al this NSY for surge berth ng? 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 ] 0
3 9 Can CVs ba berthed al this NSY Tor surge berthing? 0 1 1] 1 0 1 1 1 0 0
3 9 110 37.7 |Can SSBN/SSNs be berthed at this NSY for surge barthing? ] 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
il e 110 37.7 [Can CG/LPD/FFGs be berthed al this NSY for suige berthing? 0 1 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3142 37 11.1_[is there underulilized storage at the NSY suitable lor industrial expansion? 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
3 |42 37 11.1 _{The NSY has surplus covered industrial space, 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
3 142 37 11.2 |With the completion of MILCON projects, will there be excess storags available? 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
2 142 37 11.3 jls thera commercial Indusirlal space within a 1 hour drive of the NSY? 0 1 0 4 1 1 1 0 1 0
: . ..\PRODUCTION WORKLOAD T 5 : ‘ g ot 4 8031 A8, 16] 9. 21] HEia7)10.48) 2.59
1§42 18 1.2 _{Did the leval of effort of nuclear shipwork excesd 3000 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1990-19937 1 o]0 0 10 1 0.7¢ 0 1 0 1 0 0
2142 18 t.2__|Did the Ieve} of effort of nuclear shipwork exceed 2000 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1990-19937 1 010 0 7 0.49 1 0 0 0 0 0
3142 18 1.2 _{Did the leve! of sllor! of nuclear shipwork oxceed 1000 DLMYs on the averags, annually from FY 1990-15937 1 0 ]0 0 4 0.28 0 0 0 0 1 0
1]42 19 1.2 |Did the lavel of effort of non-nuclear shipwork axceed 2000 DLMYs on the averags, annuajfly from FY 1990-1993? 1 010 0 9 0.63 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 |42 19 1.2 |Did the level of elfort of non-nuclear shipwork exceed 1000 DLMYs on ths average, annually from FY 1990-1993? 1 gi0 Q [ 0.4 0 1 1 0 0 0
3 142 19 1.2 {0id the level of elfort of non-nuclear shipwork exceed 500 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1990-19937 1 010 0 3 0.2 0 0 0 0 1 0
2 ] 42 19 1.2 _|Did the total of other produclive work exceed 750 DLMYS on the average, annually from FY 1990-19937 1 0]lo 0 5 0.35 0 1 0 1 0 0
3§42 19 1.2 |Did the total of other productive work exceed 250 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1990-18937 1 0j0 0 2 0.14 1 0 1 0 1 0
1142 22 1.3 [Did tha level of etfort of nuclear shipboard emergent repair excead 50 DLMYs on the averags, annually from FY 1990-1993% 1 01 0 10 | 1.22 0 1 0 1 0 0
2 42 22 1.3 |Did the level of affort ol nuclear shipboard emergent repair excesd 10 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1960-19937 1 0 1 0 7 0.85 1 ) 0 Y] 1 0
1142 22 1.3 |Oid the level of effort of nonnucieat shipboard emsrgent repair exceed 130 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1990-1 1 0 1 0 9 1.10 0 1 0 1 1 0
2 |42 22 1.3 |Did the fevel of eflfort of nonnuclear shipboard emergent repair exceed 60 DLMYs on the average, annually from FY 1990-19 1 011 0 6 0.73 1 0 1 0 0 1
1142 23 2.4 |Did the .work performed In supporl of other DON industrial fac ities in FY 1993 exceed 5 par cent of total FY 1993 workload] 1 00 1 10 1.53 0 [ ] 9 1 0
2 ] 42 23 2.4 [Did the .work parformed in support of other DON industrial fac ities in FY 1993 exceed 2.5 per cent of tolal FY 1993 workload 1 0i0 1 7 1.07 1 1 1 0 0 1
3142 23 2.5 {Did the NSY perform work in support of non-DON customers? 1 010 0 4 0.28 1 1 1 1 1 3
1142 18 1.2 |Did or wili the NSY perform CYN RCOH/COHs from FY 1990 through FY 19977 1 0]o 1] 10 {071 0 0 0 1 0 0
2]42 18 1.2 |Did or will the NSY psarform CVN DSRA/SRA/EDSR/ESRA/DPIA/PIAS from FY 1990-19977 1 0 0 0 7 0.49 0 1 Y] 1 0 0
1.]42 23 2.3 |Did or will the NSY removae reaclor compartmenls from inactive nuclear powerad vessels from FY 1990-19577 1 0 0 0 10 0.71 1] 0 0 1 0 0
1]42 i8 1.2 |Did or will the NSY perform SSBN ROH/EOH/RFOH/ERDs lrom FY 1990-19977 tjojo 0 10 1 0.71 1 0 0 1 0 0
2142 18 1.2 |Did or will the NSY Inactivate SSBNs/SSNs from FY 1990-19977 4110710 0 7 0.49 1 1 ¢ 1 1 [Y
1142 18 1.2 _|Did or will the NSY perlorm SSN ROH/EOH/RFGH/EROs from FY 1990-19977 1 o]0 0 10 [ 0.7 1 1 0 1 1 0
2 ) 42 18 1.2__[Did ot will the NSY perform SSN DMPs from FY 1990-19977 1 Q 0 0 6 0.42 1 1 1] 0 1 0
3 |42 18 1.2 |DId or wil the NSY perform SSN DSRA/SRAs from FY 1990-13977 11001t o 4 0.28 1 1 0 .10
142 18 1.2 [0id or will the NSY perform CGN COH/RCOHs from FY 1990-19977 e 1 010 0 3 0.21 0 i 0 1 90 0
2 142 18 1.2 |Did ot will the NSY inaclivate CGNs lrom FY 1990-19977 1j1o0lo )] 7 0.49 0 1 0 1 Q 4
3§42 18 1.2 _|DId or will the NSY perform CGN DSRA/SRAs from FY 1990-19977 11o0fo 0 2 0.14 0 1 0 1 0 0

~-Readiness

F=Facilities ~ M=Mobilization = C=Cost
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[ NAVAL SHIPYARDS - Military Value Matrix

Note: This matrix reflects corrections of discrepancles identified by Naval Andit Service.

M.V. Crlteria/Weight !

Qus| DC [Pg Qst QUESTIONS RIFIM]J] C IScorafTOTAL RESPONSES
impq No |No No 40251151 20 MV _oris[norvALonGBlPUGET]PEARL]GUAM
2 )42 j8-17 1 Did or will the NSY pertorm COH/ROHs on LHD/LHA/LKA/AGFs from FY 1990-19977 1101 0 1 0.85 0 1 1 0 0 0
3142106-17 1 Did or witl the NSY perform DSRA/SRAs on LHD/UHA/LKA/AGFs from FY 1990-19977 11041 0 4 0.43 0 1 1 0 1 0
3 1 42 16-17 1 Oid oy will the NSY perform DPMA/PMAs on LCC/LKA/LPD/LPH/LSD/LSTs trom FY 1990-19977 11011 0 4 0.49 0 1 1 0 0 0
2 ] 42 |6-17 1 Did or will the NSY perform COH/ROMHs on CVs from FY 1990-18977 1 0 1 0 7 0.85 0 0 1 0 0 0
3 142 16-17 1 Did or will the NSY perform DSRA/SRAS on CVs from FY 1990-1997s7 1 0 1 0 4 0.49 0 1 i 0 0 0
42 16 - 17 1 Did or will the NSY perform ROHs on CGs from FY 1990-19977 110 1 0 1 0.85 1] 1 1 0 1 0
42 16 - 17 1 Did or will the NSY perform DPMA/PMAs on CGs (POST NTU) from FY 1990-19877(NTU) 1 jof1 0 4 0.49 0 Q 0 9 1 [}
42 16 - 17 1 Oid or will the NSY perform DSRA/SRAs on CGs from FY 1990-19977 1 0 1 0 4 0.49 0 1 1 0 1 0
2 | 42 [6-17 i Did or will the NSY perform ROH/DSRA/SRAs on DDG-993/DDG-51s from FY 1980-18977 1 0 0 0 7 0.49 0 0 1 0 1 0
3 j 42 6-17 1 Did or wili the NSY perform ROH/DPMA/PMA/DSRA/SRAs on DDs from FY 1990-18977 1101014 0 3 0.37 0 1 1 0 1 0
3|42 18-17 1 Did or will the NSY parform ROH/DSRA/SRAs on ASR/ATSs from FY 1990-19977 11011 0 1 0.12 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 {42 18 1.2__{Did or wili the NSY perform SCOs on tloatling drydocks such as ARD/ARDM/AFDB/AFDL/AFDMs from FY 1990-19977 110611 0 1 0.12 0 1 1 9 1 1
3142 16-17 1 Did or wilt the NSY perform depot level nuctear shipwork on tenders or moored training ships from FY 1990-19977 1 1190 0 4 0.57 0 1 0 1 0 0
3 | 42 18 1.2 _|Did or will the NSY Inactivate fossi! fueled ships from FY 1990-19977 1 0 0 0 2 0.14 9 i 1 1 0 1
3 442 i6-17 1 Did or will the NSY perform DPMA/PMAs on AVT/AOE/AQRSs [rom FY 1980-18977 110141 0 0.37 0 0 1 0 0 ]
3 ]142 46-17 1 Did or will the NSY perform DSRA/SRA/DPMA/PMAs on FF/FFG/FFTs from FY 1990-19977 1 0 1 0 0.37 0 0 1 0 1 0
3142 16-17 1 Did or wiil the NSY perform DPMA/PMAs on MCM/MSOs from FY 1990 though FY 19977 1101481 0 0.24 Q 1] 0 4] 0 9
3 142 16-17 i) Did or wili the NSY pertorm DPMA/PMAs on AD/AS/AR/AE/AFS/ATF/ARSS from FY 1990-18977 1 0 1 0 2 0.24 of 1 0 0 Q9 1
3142 16-17 1 Did or wilf the NSY perform DSRA/SRAs on MHCs from FY 1990-19977 11041 0 2 0.24 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 ] 42 23 2.2 |Doer the NSY provide planning yard support to CVNs? _ 1 010 0 5 0.35 0 1 0 1 0 0
2 ) 42 23 2.2 |[Dossthe NSY provide planning yard support to SSBNs? 1 0 4] 0 5 0.35 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 142 23 2,2 |Does the NSY provide planning yard support to SSNs? 1 Q 1] '] 5 0.35 1 [\] 0 ] 0 0
3142 23 2.2 }Does the NSY provide planning yard support to CGNs? i{o]o 0 1 0.07 0 1 0 0 0 0
2 | 42 23 2.2 IDoss the NSY provide planning yard support to Asgis surface combatant ships? 1 0]l 0 0 5 0.35 0 0 0 0 0 0
3| 42 23 2.2 |Doaes the NSY provide planning yard support to CVs? 1 0 1 ] 3 0.37 Q 1 0 1 0 0
3 ] 42 23 2.2 IDoes the NSY provide planning yard support fo fargs assault ships? 1 0 1 0 3 0.37 0 1 Q 1 0 0
3142 23 2.2 [Does the NSY provide planning yard support to other surface combatant and patrol ships? 1 1] i ] 2 0.24 ] 1] 1 0 1 0
3 142 23 2.2 _[Does the NSY provide planning yard support to other assault ships? 1 0 1 0 2 0.24 0 0 0 1 [ 0
3142 23 2.2 [Doas the NSY provide planning yard support to mine warfare ships? 1101 0 2 0.24 0 Q 0 1 0 0
3 {42 23 2.2 1Does the NSY provide planning yard support to combat logistic ships(ADE/AFS/AQ/AE/AOR)? 1 0 1 0 2 0.24 0 0 0 1 0 0
3§42 23 2.2 |Doss the NSY provide planning yard support to mobile logistic ships (AD/AS)? 1 0 1 0 2 0.24 0 1 0 0 0 0
3] 42 23 2.2 |Does the NSY provide planning yard support to other auxitiary ships/craft/docks? \ 0 1 ] 2 0.24 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 142 23 2.1 |The NSY has DON unique facilitias, equipment, or skills. 1 1 0 i 10 { 2.25 1 0 9 0 0 0
T TGURLTTY f : R70) 2.01|52.08
3 8 17.1 |Does the site hava >90 par cent of the Hsted MWR facllilies? 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 Q
3 | 65 3 1.b.1. Do > 50 per cant of site military and civillan parsonnsl five within a 30 minule commute? 1 0lo 1 1 0 1 1] 0
3142 48 24.2 [Are there educational opportunitles at all colisge tevels within a 30 mile radius {off base)? 11010 1 1 1 1 1 1 i
3 J42 ] 49 24.2 1Are collega education courses avallable on the base? 1{6j01]1 1 1 1 1 1 1
_L Natlonal Is the vlolent crime rate < 758/100,0007 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 ) 1
3 Crime Is the property crime rate < 4902/100,000? 01010 1 1 0 0 i 0 1
3 Statislics Is the drug crime rate < 402/100,0007 0]0]o 1 1 Q 0 1 1 1
3 42 I there sufficient off base housing? 0|l1]o 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
39 14.2 |Ara more than 40 per cent of crews of customer ships berthed in the BEQ/BOQ? ) 011 0 1 10 | 1.55 ) 1 1 0 0
39 14.2 _|Are more than 20 per cent of crews of customer ships barthed ashare (homeport/own quarters)? 011 0 1 1.08 0 0 1 1 0
39 14.2 [Are more than 10 per cent crews of customer ships berthed on barges? 0 {1 0 1 4 0.82 0 0 0 0 1 0

1021561631 42

L_100f[37.83]54.07[38.04] 57.61]44.71]24.25)

Average = 4275
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NSYDs/SRF CONFIGURATION MODELING RESULTS

Option

Activity

PRIMARY

Portsmth

ISECONDARY
[TERTIARY
§10% More
2nd
3rd
10% Less
2nd
3rd
20% Less
2nd

Norfolk | Puget Snd | Long Bch | Pearl Hrb

3rd

Al NUCs +
Guam OPEN

NUCs OPEN

Note : Per cent excess Is based on constant (FY 2001) requirement.

Closed

Rules Applied to the Model

1. Average military value is maintained

% Average
Guam Excess | MilVal
1 52.13
2 49.84
4 45.16
14 48.61
14 46.87
16 43.74
-6 49.91
-6 44.55
-3 43.49
-22 45.31
-22 43.31
-12 45.54
21 43.69
19 48.56
Initial Average MilVal: 42.75

2. Nuclear workload accomplished only by nuclear-capable shipyards
3. Nuclear capacity can be utilized to meet both nuclear and non-nuclear requirements




PRELIMINARY MATRIX FOR GENERAL COMPLIANCE WITi

A/p\; ?’o«ﬂ’\—- é’ﬂ—\’/ G’f('
VW CL@,

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS '
foA
AF - all Army - Navy - DLA -
bases impacted impacted impacted
bases bases bases

Thrtnd or YES YES YES YES

Endngrd

Species

Wetlands YES YES YES YES

Hist or YES YES YES YES

Archeol

Sites

Pollution | YES YES YES YES

Control

Haz. YES YES YES YES

Mtls/Wst

Land Use YES, but no YES, YES, no YES,

and land use impacts mention of | uncertain

Airspace constraints from contam. on
due to contam. contam.
contamination | documented

Pgm NO, IRP costs | NO, IRP YES, YES

Costs/ only costs only include

Cost asbestos

Avdnce (IRP?)

YES = ATTRIBUTE HAS BEEN SUMMARIZED CONSISTENTLY WITH OSD GUIDANCE

NO = REVIEW TO DATE INDICATES THAT OSD GUIDANCE HAS NOT BEEN
FOLLOWED

SERVICE EVALUATION APPROACHES:

ATIR FORCE:
Operations

ARMY:
NAVY:

DLA:

Environmental Attribute Impact on Closure
Closure Impact on Environmental Attribute

Closure Impact on Environmental Attribute

Environmental Attribute Impact on Continued Military




ENVIRONMENTAL CARRYING CAPACITY

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 WEIGHT
Archaeology & Historic Buildings 10
Endangered Species 15
Wetlands 15
Air Quality . 15
Water Quality 15
Noise Quality:

Zone 11 off post i

Zone 111 off post 13

2 . | Site <
Total 100

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:
heoloov/Hi ic Buildi E - A/B h

A = (Number of sites/structures listed on the National Register(NR)) + (Number of sites

determined eligible or potentially eligible for the NR)

B = Total installation acres.

DATA Sources: Installation Cultural Surveys, Installation environmental office, National
Register (NR), Installation Historic Preservation Plan, Installation EIS, SHPO.

Endangered Species Factor = Number of FEDERAL endangered and threatened species (plant or
animal) present on the installation.

DATA Sources: Installation biological surveys, Installation Master Plan NEPA document or
equivalent, Installation Environmental Office.
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Wetlands Factor = A/Total Installation Acres
A = Total wetlands acreage.

DATA Source: Installation wetlands inventory, National wetlands inventory, Installation
master plan NEPA document or equivalent.

ir Ouality F _
1 if air quality region is in attainment.
10 if air quality region is not in attainment.

DATA Source: AEHA surveys, Installation master plan NEPA document or equivalent,
Installation Air Quality inventory.

Water Quality Factor = 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.

Noise Quality Factor = Total area (acres) of AICUZ/ICUZ zones II and/or 111 that extend
offpost.

DATA Sources: Installation Master plan NEPA document or equivalent, Installation
ICUZ/AICUZ.

Contaminated Sites Factor= 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 scere.
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Prodncts and
Service

An Independent Mathodology
For Estimation of Environmental
Restoration Cost (continued)

Banalle offers the ARAM tool packaged in a vadety
of product forms tailored 1o the clients needs and
to the client’s cornputer technology support
staff. ARAM can be installed at the client’s site
with training, technical support and long term
maintenance, Battelle will also run apd provide
ARAM results for specified sites and
technological regions. From single sites to
multiple sites encompsassing hundreds of square
miles in extent, ARAM is your tool of cholee for

. keeping easily overestimstad remedistion costs
to a minimum and within budger
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THE COST OF REMEDIAL ACTION MODEL

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 III 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 III 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 El1 Toro’s 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 1likely 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
information.



. United States Otlice of Publication No.
Environmental Protection Solid Waste and 9375.5-06a/FS
Agency Emergency Response May 1991

wEPA The Cost of
Remedial Action Model

Office of Emergency and Remedial Response
Hazardous Site Control Division (0S-220W) Quick Reterence Fact Sheet

INTRODUCTION

The Cost of Remedial Action (CORA) model is a computenzed expert advisor used to select
remedial actions for Superfund hazardous waste sites and estimate their costs. Itmay also be used
for RCRA corrective actions. The model is used for both current site-specific estimates, and for
program budgeting and planning.

USER The expert system, with its technical information and regulatory interpretations, interacts with
the user to guide in the sclection of a remedy and to recommend a range of remedial action
technologies at a specific site. The cast system is used to develop cost estimates for the remedial
action scenario. The system provides order-of-magnitude estimates for both capital and annual
O&M costs. The user mustmanually extrapolate these costs o determine wtal present and future
worth. The model is not currendy designed 10 develop multiyear groundwater treatment
scenarios. Both the expern system and the cost system have been validated, and the model has
gauned widespread use since its first release in 1987, Version 3.0 was released in May 1990
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This short sheet describes the following aspects of the CORA model:

CORA +  Decvelopment
MODEL «  Testing

+  Structure and function
»  Applications.

Finally, the short sheet provides additional sources of informauon on the CORA model.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE CORA MODEL

The Superfund program requires accurate cost estimates 10 manage current activities and develop budgets. 1n order 10 improve
the accuracy and objectivity of cost estimates, EPA conducted a swudy in 1983 to quantitatively define pricing factors for
remedial actions. A modeling approach was selected to develop pnicing factors because of limited historical consmuction cost
information. Information used todevelap these carly cost models included data about conditions at a sample of Superfund sites,
categorizations of site types, and guidance criteria for selecting remedies. This information was aggregated to obtain budget
pncing factors.

In 1985, EPA auempted 10 dis-aggregate early modeling results w obtain site-specific estimates. The vanability of these
estimates confirmed the need for different modeling tools to determine accurate stie-specific costs. In addition, EPA needed
amethod to esumate remedial action costs in the pre-feasibility stage of analysis, The COR A model was developed in response
10 these necds. and is used to select remedial action technologics and esumate Superfund costs on a site-specific basis.




13.20-°03 16:17 Tu3 308 $433 WMD

hoos

TESTING OF THE CORA MODEL

In order to confurm the accuracy of the CORA model, a validation exercise was performed by an independent consultant, The
methodology employed by the study included examining the technology being implemented at each sste, loading this data ingo
the CORA maodel, and comparing CORA estimaics with actual costs (eithee bid or construction). in May of 1987, the model
was used 10 examine cost esumates for 12 sites. The twelve sites were either in final design, had bids established, or were in
construction. Results of the analysis showed nine of the 12 were in the range of -30% 10 +50% of the CORA projections.
Modifications were made 10 the model and the resulls obtained in Jyne of 1988 showed all 12 sites v be within range.

The consultant also conducted a subjective evaluation of the expert sysiem of the model. This aspect of the validation exercise
sought to determine whether the CORA model recommendations conformed with good hazardous waste enginecning practice,
and were reasonable solytons from an engineering perspective. Results showed the model 1o be successful in meeung both

criteria,
In a separate validation study conducted in 1990, the Deparunent of Energy reviewed 25 RODs against the recommendations

generated by the CORA model on these 25 sites. Results of this comparison revealed that 97% of the CORA model
recommendations appeared as ROD aliematives,

STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF THE CORA MODEL

The CORA model includes two independent subsystems: an expert system and a cost system. The expert system uses site
information generally accessible at the remedial investigation stage 10 recommend a range of remedial response actions from
among 42 different technologies (see table). The cost system is used 1o develop estimates for the technologies selected, or may
be used 1o independently assess remedy recommendations from other sources. The following subsections describe the expen

system and the cost system more fully.

/
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CORA SYSTEM COMPONENT DETAILS
Technology Cost Modules

N

Containment Treatment Disposal
Technologies: Techn 2logies: Technologies:
Sail Cap Alr Stripping Offsite RCRA Landfill
Asphalt Cap Vapor Phase Carbon Onsite RCRA Landfill
Multilayered RCRA Cap Activated Carbon Below Grade
Surface Controls Metals Precipitation Above Grade
Slur-y Wall Activated Sludge Offsite Solid Waste Land(ill
Soil Vapor Extraction Discharge to POTW
Removal Technologies: Soil Flushing Discharge o Surface Water
Home Carbon Units Water Reinjection
Drum Removal Offsite RCRA Treatneat Water Infiltration
Soil Excavation Offsite RCRA Incineration
Sediment Dredging Onsite Incineration Miscellaneous
Pumping Contained Wastes Solidification Technologies:
Groundwater Extraction InSitu Biodegredation
Active Landfill Gas Collection Ton Exchange Trangportaton
Pressure Filtration Municipal Water Supply
Flaring Groundwater Monitoring
Soil Slurry Bioreactor Access Restrictions
Insitu Stabilization Health and Safery
Site Preparation
Site Administration

/




Expert System

Theexpensysiemcontains the datathatenables
the CORA model © evaluate the information
provided by the user. The user delines the site
by responding to system-selected questions for
wasle types within a contaminated area of the
site. The expert sysiem analyzes the site based
on user responses by focusing on up 10 13
different types of waste matrices ranging from
contaminated soifs w0 bayous, © drums, 10
buildings, and offers recommendations to
remedy the site, The CORA expert sysiem’s
knowledge bases have approximately 670
decision rules o apply the 42 available
technologies. The decision rules incorporate
technology-specific  engineenng experuse,
stawe interprewations, and policy issues, The
user can change responses © questons posed
by the system, but cannot alier the decision
rules. The system provides paper output of
questions and responses 1o questions for furure
use. Thus, the system enables the user
perform sensitivity analyses by exploring
alternative outcomes based on different site
informauon.

S mmmm:
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Cost System

The CORA cost system is used to develop
order-ol-magnitude cost estmates (-30% ©
+350%) for sites aficr the response action
scenanosarc developed, using theexpen system
or other sources. The CORA cost sysiem
organizes cost esumates by sie, operable unit,
scenano, and echnology. The system and the
user interact W complete this information for a
site previously entered into the data base or for
a new site, The CORA cost sysiem calculates
capital and lirst-year operanion and maintenance
(O&M) cost estimates for each iechnology
selected. The user may save outputs to a data
base for subsequent analysis. In additon, the
CORA model generates a total summary report
for a site or operable unit for both capital and
O&M costs. The summary repont inciudes costs
incurred by construction and operation of
individual unit processes and operations, costs
for items such as site preparation and
administration. startup, permiiing and legal
services, permitand insurance renewal, services
duning construcuon, and bid and scope
contingencies.

« Capital Costis
+ O&M Cosis
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Hardware Requirements

The CORA model requires the following computer hardware
specificauons:

The CORA model is a stand-alone application, not designed
for LAN use.

IBM compatble PC
MS-DOS environment
640K RAM

3 MB of hard disk space,




PRESENT AND FUTURE APPLICATIONS OF THE CORA MODEL

The CORA mode! is a powerful ool that saves ime and increases the user’s awareness of the scoping process. policy 1ssues,
tzchnology costs, and design faciors when seleciing remediation schemes. Users have reporied that, in particular, the expen
system increases awareness of regulatory requirements and restnicions. The model also familianzes them with basic design
¢lements and individual technology costs. The CORA model has been used for several purposes since it was developed. tested,
and approved. The CORA model was used to make cost cstimates for 97 Superfund sites hikely 10 be FY 1989 remedial action
candidates. The results of the CORA expertsystem and costsystem runs were combined with ather information todevelop EPA's
FY 1989 budget. The model has subsequendy been used to develop costs for components of FY 1991 and 1992 budgews. CORA
model data has helped EP A shape the selecuon of remedies under SARA.

The CORA model was applied 1o Navy installauon restoration program sites 10 estimate Defense Environmental Restoration Act
{unding for FY 1989, 1990, and 1991, In addition, the Department of Defense uses the CORA model 1o develop remedial ac-
tion surategies and estimate theur (otal remediauon costs.

L APPLICATIONS OF THE CORA MQDEL )
User: ' Purpose: I Beoefus:
EPA * Develop Superfund remediaton budgets ¢ Saves ume -- 1.3
- Perform inutial site-specific remediation scoping hours o scope and

cost a remedial acyon
scenario vs, 20-60
hours without the
model

Increases users’
awareness of

Other Federal + Estimate outyear and total programmatc
Agencies remediation budgets

Private Industry * Anucipate cost effects for Regulatory Impact
: Analyses of new environmental reguladons

States » Estimats site-specific remediation budgeting and scoping scoping, policies.
regulations, design

All of the + Screer. scope, and budget for technology of RCRA factors, and

Abova Corrective Actjons and closures technology costs

As the model is upgraded, new versions will become available. The newest version was released in May 1990 and includes sev-
eral new technologics, new cost algorithms, and new narket prices for offsite technologies.,

TO OBTAIN THE CORA MODEL OR MORE INFORMATION

The CORA model may be obtained from EPA for $280. the cost of reproduction and support. The CORA model package consists
of 8 diskettes, acomprehensive user’s manual, and one hour of telephonie information and assist.nce. The user's manual contains
required information about remedial iechnologies, cost assumptions, desigm ranges. technology uses, and schemaucs for the tech-
nologies. The following publication provides additional detail on the CORA model:

+  "The Cost of Remedial Actions (CORA) Model: Overview and Applications,” Richard K. Biggs, Kevin Klink, Jac-
queline Crenca, submited for proceedings of HAZMACON 89, Santa Clara, California, Aprif 1989,

Information may be obtained through the following:

»  The CORA Hotline - (703) 478-3566, 10 obtain the model and technical assistance, demonstrations,
training seminars, and CORA costing services

»  The RCRA/Superfund Houline - (703) 920-5810 or (800) 424-9346, for program information.
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COMPLIANCE WITH DOD DIRECTION ON CRITERIA VIII Lpstz D/ Clxuwre "
- 12/4/92 Memo from Colin McMillen lists sewv« f~2~
"attributes":

1. Threatened or Endangered Species

2. Wetlands

3. Historical or Archeological Sites

4. Pollution Control

5. Hazardous Materials/Waste

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 hase is located in

, an attainment area. The quality and quantity of Water supplies is
w also discussed.

Hazardous Materials/Waste 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 "Mineral and Energy Resources."

- 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
gquestionnaire are restoration costs. Questions under the title of
"Environmental Cleanup/Compliance Costs"™ also ask about the status

<€Ww of 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
be determined from this information.

Under Attributes 4 and 5, the questionnaires provide more
details on the status of pollution control (wastewater treatment,
drinking water treatment) and the presence of hazardous
materials/waste.

RESTORATION COSTS

The 12/4 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 wash" 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 Billion (not $1.1
Million 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 II 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 12/4 memo also notes that when environmental restoration
is required, that this will be "a potential limitation on near-term
community reuse of the installation."® It would apparently be
appropriate to consider this under Criteria VI (Economic Impact on
Communities). The Air Force’s Volume V report notes comparative
cleanup durations in their Criteria VI summary.




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Ms. Dierdre Nurre) ‘03 APR 1995
FROM: HQ USAF/RT
SUBJECT: Request for Information (AF/RT Tasker 320)
In response to your telephone request of April 3, 1995, the attached roster is provided.
This roster was developed from the certified Air Force database, and lists each base, whether the
base 1s in maintenance or nonattainment status for air quality, and if in nonattainment the pollutant

for which it is in nonattainment and its severity.

I trust this responds to your need. Lt Col Bryan Echols, 697-6560, is my point of contact.

. BLUME, Jr.
cial Assistant to the Chief of Staff
for Realignment and Transition
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Query4

4/3/95

Base Name MAINT NON_ATTAIN __|_Carbon Monoxide | Qzone PM-10 Sulfur dioxide ISP
Altus AFB (@) oK
Andersen AFB .| _ _._0K QK
Andrews AFB . OK|__Non-Attalnment - Serlous
AMOldAFS . _. QK oW
ARPC__ ) Maintnance AreaiNon-AttainmentiModerate -
- E Barksdale AFB oK OK o
Battle Creek Federal Cent OKl Non-Attalnment] e Marginal
—~—XnBeale AFB QK _Non-Atalnment] Marginal
Berastrom ARB QK QK|
Bolse Alr Terminal ANGS OKl_Non-AttainmenfiModerate Moderate
Bolling AFB QK|_Non-AttalnmentiModerate Serious
Brooks AFB 0 OK|
Buckley ANGB Mdaintnance Areal  Non-AttalnmeniiModerate Marainal Moderate Moderate
Cannon AFB OK| OK -
T ICarswell AFB OK _Non-Aftainment] Moderate
Charleston AFB OKl oK. _ ..
Columbus AFB s QK OKl
Davis-Monthan AFB R
Dobbins ARB OK_Non-Attalnmenty . {Serlous ™
Dover AFB QK Non-Attalnment| Severe
Dyess AFB 0] QK S
Edwards AFB Maintnance Areal Non-Attalnment; Serlous )
¥ (Eglin AFB o) 0 T
Eielson AFB . OK| QK _
Ellsworth AFB QK| oK.
Eimendorf 0K oK
Fairchild AFB_ el OKl.._. OK N
Falcon AFB QK Non-AttainmentiMarginal _
FE Warren AFB OK OK|
Gen Milchell IAP ARS OKl_Non-Attalnment] Severe
Goodfellow AFB QK| oKl
Grand Forks AFB OK oK -
Greater Pittsburgh IAP AN OKl _Non-Attalinment o Moderate
'Greater Plisburgh AP ARS OK| _Non-Attalnment Moderate
Griffiss AFB__ OK|__Non-Attalnment] . Moderate
Grlssom AFB OK oKl _ .
Hanscom AFB OKl _Non-Aftalnment; Serlous
Hickam AFB OK oK _ .. .
S Hill AFB OKI Non-Aficlnment] Moderate
~=~ ¥ |Holloman AFB OK oKl
Y Homestead ARB OKl_Non-Aftalnment] Moderate
Hurlburt Fid OK oKl .
Keesler AFB QK oK . . .
Kelly AFB QK| OK
&3 A, f
Sty T { Drum 3)
Page )

R
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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 base’s
environmental compliance budget.

Restoration costs, on the other hand, are those incurred in
the investigation and cleanup of contamination that has resulted
from DOD’s use of base property. Typical contamination problems
include 1landfills, 1lagoons 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 figqures
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 DOD’s 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 - DOD’s 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 costs for closing,
realigning, and receiving bases. DOD’s 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 Services’ consideration of the cost of closure, they
followed DOD’s 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
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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 1in 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
"incremental" 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.

e 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.

e 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 arqued that this "only" results in
greater short-term spending of funds that would be spent anyway in
the long run. If this were the only impact, i;,xould still be
significant in its impact on the budget of DOD’s restoration work
nationwide. In addition, DOD’s 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, "off-the-shelf"
technologies will be used.
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e Another factor that could lead to incremental restoration
costs is the potential for more stringent cleanup levels at closing
bases to accommodate future <civilian wuse 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 - DOD’s 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 wuse in this vyear’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

DOD’s 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 Dbases. 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. This can
result in significant increased cleanup costs at closing bases.
Because of the potential for increased environmental restoration
costs at closing bases, it 1is 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 Services’ 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.
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June 4, 1993

Bob - Based on Matt’s comments on the "Cleanup Costs"
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 COBRA"

I don’t know of a vehicle (other than COBRA) to consider
increased closure costs. The point I’m trying to make is that
DOD’s guidance ignores costs that are incurred when bases close.
By not considering these costs, DOD’s “cost to close" 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."

This 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 regquire a discussion that is much
longer than what we’re doing for Chapter 4.
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Series 1958, No. 9 Issued September 1961

SOIL SURVETY

Calhoun County
Alabama

== OUR SOIL * OUR STRENGTH ==

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Soil Conservation Service
In cooperation with
ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND INDUSTRIES

ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION
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Figure 2—Some of the general soil areas, or soil associations, in relation to topographic position and parent material.

General Soil Area 2

General soil area 2 consists of deep, well-drained, level
to moderately steep soils in valleys underlain by limestone
and shale. The dominant soils are the Anniston, Allen,
Decatur, and Cumberland. This soil area is in the Al-
exandria and Choccolocco Valleys near Piedmont, in two
small places in the southwestern part of the county, and
in one place in the northern part. It makes up about
25 percent of the county. Most of the soils are gravelly
loam, loam, silt loam, and silty clay loam, but some are
stony loam.

The Anniston and Allen soils make up about 26 percent
of the general soil area; the Dewey, about 7 percent; the
Decatur and Cumberland, about 26 percent; and all
minor soils, about 41 percent.

The Anniston and Allen soils have developed from old
local alluvium that washed from sandstone and shale.
They occur on the foot slopes of Choccolocco Mountain
and other mountains. Their subsoils are red to dark-red
fine sandy clay to clay loam. The Decatur and Cumber-
land soils have developed in thick beds of old general
alluvium or in the residuum from limestone. Their sub-
soils are dark-red silty clay or elay.

The minor soils are the well drained Dewey and
Etowah, the moderately well drained Captina, the some-
what poorly drained Taft, and the poorly drained Rob-
ertsville. These soils developed on uplands or stream

terraces. The other minor soils are the well drained
Huntington, local alluvium phase, the moderately well
drained Lindside and Philo, and the poorly drained
Melvin.

Most, of the farms in this general soil area are small,
well managed, and productive and are owned by full-
time operators. They are mainly of the general type,
but a few are dairy and beef-cattle farms. Cotton and
corn are the main crops (fig. 3); vegetables are grown
for home use.

About 65 percent of the general soil area is in capa-
bility elasses I, 1T, and TIT. The rest is in classes IV and
VIT. Most of the old iron mines in Calhoun County are
in this general soil area.

General Soil Area 3

General soil area 3 consists of well drained to mod-
erately well drained, stony or cherty soils on ridgetops
and steep slopes and in local alluvium on foot slopes or
in draws., The dominant soils are the Clarksville and
Fullerton. This soil area occurs in the southwestern
part of the county. Large areas are in the Anniston
Ordnance Depot and in the vicinity of Duke School.
About 28 percent of the county is in this general soil area.
Most of the soils are stony loam and cherty silt loam, but
some are silt loam and gravelly fine sandy loam.

The Clarksville-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 and ILee soils together, about
21 percent.

The Clarksville and Fullerton undifferentiated soils
have developed from the residuum of cherty limestone.
The Clarksville soils have a light yellowish-brown to
strong-brown, faintly mottled cherty silty clay loam sub-
soil. The Fullerton have a red to yellowish-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 Tee soils. The latter
two soils have developed in narrow valleys from recent
general alluvium and local alluvium.

In this general soil area, most of the farms are small,
moderately well managed, crop-and-livestock 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
VI and VII. Most of the chert pits and bauxite mines
are in this general soil area. Paper companies have pur-
chased a large acreage for conversion to woodland. The
U.S. Government owns several square miles of land.

General Soil Avrea 4

General soil area 4 consists of moderately deep or shal-
low soils on ridgetops and steep slopes and in local al-
luvium in draws. The major soils are the Rarden,
Montevallo, and Lehew. This general soil area makes
up about 17 percent of the counfy and is mainly in the
northern and western parts. Most of the soils are silt
loam, but some are shaly silt loam and gravelly loam or
fine sandy loam.

The Rarden soils make up about 40 percent of the gen-
eral soil area; Montevallo, 28 percent; Lehew-Montevallo
complexes, 10 percent; and the Camp, Cane, Locust, End-
ers, Atkins, and Stendal soils together, about 22 percent.

The Rarden, Montevallo, and Lehew soils have de-
veloped from the residuum of shale and fine-grained,
platy sandstone or limestone. The Rarden soils are mod-
erately well drained, and the Montevallo and Lehew are
well drained. The Rarden soils have a yellowish-red silty
clay or clay subsoil mottled with strong brown. The
Montevallo have a yellowish-brown shaly silt loam subsoil.
The Lehew soils are weak-red shaly loam throughout the
solum.

The minor soils are the well drained Camp and Enders,
the moderately well drained Cane and Locust, and the
poorly drained Atkins. Of these, the Enders are on up-
lands; the rest are in narrow valleys and have developed
from local and general alluvium.

Most of the farms in this general soil area are fairly
large, are somewhat poorly managed, and have low pro-
ductivity. They are generally owned by part-time op-
erators. Cotton or corn is grown in small, scattered
fields. A few beef-cattle farms are in the area.

About 50 percent of the area is in capability classes ITI
and IV; the rest is in classes VI and VII. Most of the
acreage is idle or in second-growth pine.

General Soil Area 5

General soil area 5 consists of well-drained soils on
stream terraces underlain by sand, gravel, and clay. The
major soils are the Sequatehie, Holston, and Nolichucky.
This general soil area makes up about 2 percent of the
county and is mainly along the Coosa River in the south-
western part. The broad, gently sloping stream terraces
on which it occurs are dissected by steep-walled drains
and valleys. Most of the soils are tine sandy loam; some
are gravelly.

The Sequatchie, Holston, and Nolichucky soils are well .
drained, and they have developed from thick beds of
general alluvium that has washed from sandstone and
shale. The Sequatchie soils occupy the lower stream ter-
races. They have a brown to reddish-brown fine sandy
clay loam subsoil. The Holston soils occupy higher ter-
races. They have a strong-brown to yellowish-brown fine
sandy clay loam subsoil. The Nolichucky soils are on the
stronger slopes. Their subsoil is red fine sandy clay loam.

The minor soils are the Montevallo, the well drained
Pope, the moderately well drained Philo, and the poorly
drained Atkins. The Montevallo are on escarpments
between the stream terraces and the valleys. The others
are in narrow valleys and have developed from alluvium.
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locally grown crops, their suitability is somewhat limited

by the fragipan. They are fairly easily conserved. 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.

Captina silt loam, 0 to 6 percent slopes (CcB).—'{lns
soil has a thicker surface soil, a higher rate of infiltration,
and slower runoff than Captina silt loam, 2 to 6 percent
slopes, eroded. .

The soil has good tilth and a thick root zone. It re-
sponds to management and can be used moderately in-
tensively. Runoff is a hazard on the more sloping areas.

Most of the acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton
and corn. Now, about 60 percent is in row crops; the
rest consists of wooded, pastured, and idle areas. Capa-
bility unit ITe-5.

Captina silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded
(CcB2).—This moderatelfy deep soil is on stream terraces.
A fragipan layer interteres with drainage.

A profile description of this soil from a moist, culti-
vated site located in the SE4SEY; sec. 3, T. 15 S., R.
7 E., 1.8 miles south of Alexandria, is as follows:

A, 0 to 6 inches, dark-brown to very dark grayish-brown
(I0YR 4/3-3/2) silt loam; weak, fine, crumb struc-
ture; friable; small concretions present; strongly
acid; abrupt, smooth boundary; layer ranges from
2 to 9 inches in thickness.

By 6 to 15 inches, yellowish-brown (10YR 5/8) to strong-
brown (7.5YR 5/6) silty clay loam; weak, fine, and
medium, subangular blocky structure; friable; few
small concretions; strongly acid; gradual, diffuse
boundary; layer ranges from 8 to 11 inches in
thickness.

Bs; 15 to 21 inches, strong-brown (7.5YR 5/6) silty clay

loam; few, medium, faint mottles of pale brown

(10YR 6/3) in the lower part; weak, medium, sub-

angular blocky structure; friable; small concretions;

strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges
from 4 to 14 inches in thickness.

21 to 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 when dug
out; numerous concretions; strongly acid; gradual,
smooth boundary; layer ranges from 4 to 20 inches
in thickness.

C 37 to 42 inches, mottled brown, red, and brownish-yel-
low silt, clay, and sand; stratified; massive; 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 weak to strong.

Included with this soil are severely eroded places in
which the plow layer is brown to reddish-brown silty
clay loam.

This soil has medium runoff, a moderate 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 has good tilth. The soil responds to man-
agement, and it is suited to a fairly wide range of crops.
It can be used moderately intensively, but runoff is a
hazard.

Most of 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 ITe-5.

BSm

Clarksville Series

The Clarksville series consists of strongly acid, well-
drained 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 extensive
areas of the Clarksville soils are near Williams School.

The surface soil 1s dark-brown to dark grayish-brown
or very dark grayish-brown cherty silt loam or stony
loam. The subsoil is yellowish-brown to light yellowish-
brown, faintly mottled, cherty silty clay lToam, or pale-
brown to light yellowish-brown, stony, light silty eclay
loam. Pieces of chert and limestone, 3 inches to 8 inches
or more in diameter, are on the surface and in the profile.

Clarksville soils are associated with the Fullerton,
Dewey, and Decatur soils. They have thinner sola,
are less red, and normally are more cherty than the as-
sociated soils.

Areas on slopes in the range of 2 to 10 percent are fairly
easily conserved and suited to a wide range of crops.
Those on slopes strenger than 10 percent should be in
forests or other permanent vegetation. A\ large percent-
age of the acreage is in forest consisting of post, white, and
blackjack oaks, hickory, and shortleaf and lobolly pines.

A typical profile of Clarksville cherty silt loam 1s given
in the mapping unit Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 10
percent slopes.  That for Clarksville stony loam is given
in the mapping unit Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams,
10 to 15 percent slopes.

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes
(CkB).—This soil has milder slopes, slower runoft, and a
thicker solum than Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 10
percent slopes.

Tilth is fairly good. The root zone is thick. The soil
responds to management and can be used fairly inten-
sively. Runoff is a hazard.

Most of the acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton
and corn. At present, more than 45 percent of the acre-
age 1s in forest, and less than 30 percent is in crops. The
rest 1s pastured, idle, and in urban developments. Capa-
bility unit IXe-3.

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes
(CkC).—This well-drained, cherty soil has developed in
residuum derived from cherty limestone.

A profile from a moist, idle site located in the
NWISEY, sec. 34, T. 12 S., R. 9 E., 1.7 miles east of the
Shady Grove Church, is described as follows:

A, 0 to 5 inches, dark grayish-brown (2.5Y 4/2) to dark-
brown (10YR 4/3) cherty silt loam; weak, fine, gran-
ular structure; very friable; fine roots abundant;
strongly acid; gradual, smooth boundary; layer
ranges from 2 to 7 inches in thickness.

B, 5 to 13 inches, yellowish-brown (I0YR 5/4) to light
vellowish-brown (10YR 6/4), cherty, light silty clay
loam; weak, fine, subangular blocky structure; few
clay skins; friable; roots plentiful; strongly acid;
gradual, wavy boundary; laver ranges from 4 to 10
inches in thickness.

B; 13 to 25 inches, yellowish-brown (I0YR 5/6) to strong-
brown (7.8YR 5/6) cherty silty clay loam; few, me-
dium, faint mottles of pale brown and light brownish
gray; weak to moderate, medium, subangular blocky
structure; clay skins or films over peds; friable;
strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges
from 8 to 12 inches in thickness.

Bs 25 to 30 inches, strong-brown (7.5YR 5/6) cherty silty
clay loam; comumon, distinet, medium mottles of




light brownish gray and light red; weak to moder-
ate, medium, subangular bloeky structure; few clay
films; friable; strongly acid; abrupt, wavy boundary;
layer is 6 to 7 inches thick.

C 30 to 50 inches +, mottled white (5Y 8/2) or light-gray
(2.5Y 7/2), strong-brown (7.5YR 5/6), and yellowish-
red (3YR 5/6) cherty limestone; clay material
between fragments of chert; very firm in place;

3 strongly acid.

¥ The surface soil is darker in wooded areas, and it is

Llighter in cultivated fields. The size and amount of chert

bare variable. The subsoil ranges from light olive brown

 or light yellowish brown to strong brown. Depth to the

C horizon ranges from 20 to 36 inches.

b Included with this soil are a few small areas almost

| free of chert. Some severely eroded places are also in-

f cluded. In these the plow layer is a brown to yellowish-

brown cherty silty clay loam. There are also a few

| shallow gullies.

i This soil has medium runoff and infiltration, Perme-

ability is rapid, and the capacity for available moisture

f-1s moderate to low. The root zone is thick. Because of

- chert, the soil has only fair tilth. The soil is low in

natural fertility and organic matter. It responds to

k management, especially to fertilization and additions of

organic matter. It can be used fairly intensively, and

g it is suitable for a fairly wide range of crops. Early

& spring crops or deep-rooted plants ave best suited to this

& soil.

E Most of the acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton

' and corn.

Now, only about 15 percent of the acreage is
§ in crops, and about 60 percent 1s in forest. The rest is
® pastured, idle, and in urban developments. Capability

E unit 11Te-3.

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes,
r eroded (CkC2).—This soil differs from Clarksville cherty
¢ silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, in having more runoff
fk and a thinner solum. Most of the original surface soil
% has been lost through erosion. The plow layer is now a
+ brown to yellowish-brown, heavy cherty silt loam, 3 to 6
i inches thick. There ave some shallow gullies and a few
‘. deep ones.

i This soil has poor tilth, a thin root zone, and a low
it capacity for available moisture. It is not suited to cul-
i tivation; the hazard of erosion is great.

v Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton,
i corn, and hay. About 52 percent of the acreage is cropped,
pastured, and idle. The rest is in forest, a use for which
the soil is best suited. Capability unit VIe-1.

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes
(CkD).—This soil has stronger slopes, more runoff, and a
thinner solum than Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 10
percent slopes. It has poor tilth and a low capacity for
available moisture. The root zone is thin, and tillage
with machinery is difficult.  The soil is not suited to
regular cultivation, because the hazard of erosion is
great,

About 7 percent of the acreage is cultivated. The rest
is wooded, idle, pastured, and in urban developments.
Most of the acreage 1s in woodland, a use for which this
soil is best suited. Capability unit I1Ve-2.

Clarksville cherty silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes
{CkE).—Stronger slopes, more runoff, and a thinner solum
distinguish this soil from Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6
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to 10 percent slopes. Some of the original surface soil

has been lost through erosion. The plow layer is now a

brown to vellowish-brown, heavy cherty silt loam. Shal-

low gullies are common.

The soil has poor tilth, a thin root zone, and a low
capacity for available moisture. These characteristics
and the hazard of erosion make this soil unsuited to cul-
tivation.

Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton,
corn, and hay. About 35 percent is now cropped, pas-
tured, or idle. The rest is in forest, a use for which
the soil is best suited. Capability unit VIIe-1.

Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams, 6 to 10 percent
slopes (CIC).—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. In
cultivated areas, the A, horizon is a mixture of the A,
and A, horizons, and the color is brown to dark brown.

In this mapping unit, tilth is poor and the capacity for
available moisture is moderate. The soils are not suited
to frequent cultivation. If stones are removed from the
surface and management is good, the soils will produce
moderate yields of hay or forage.

A few of the less stony areas are in crops or pasture;
nearly all the acreage 1s in forest. Capability unit IVe—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, wooded
site located in the SE4NW1Y 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
matter; medium acid; gradual, wavy boundary;
layer ranges from 0 to 2 inches in thickness.

A, 1 to 5 inches, very dark grayish-brown (2.5Y 3/2)

stony loam; weak, fine, granular structure; very

friable; fine roots abundant; medium to strongly
acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges from

2 to 6 inches in thickness.

5 to 8 inches, light brownish-gray (2.5Y 6/2) to
grayish-brown (2.5Y 5/2) stony loam; weak,
fine, granular to weak, fine, subangular blocky
structure; friable; fine roots plentiful; strongly
acid to medium acid; gradual, wavy boundary;
layer ranges from 1 to 6 inches in thickness.

13, 8 to 24 inches, light vellowish-brown (2.5Y 6/4) to

pale-brown (10YR 6/3), stony, light silty clay

loam; weak, fine to medium, subangular blocky
structure; friable: few clay films; medium acid;

abrupt, wavy boundary; layer ranges from 12

to 20 inches in thickness.

inches 4+, mottled vellowish-brown (10YR

5/4-5/6), very pale brown (10YR 7/3), and

strong-brown (7.5YR 5/6), partly weathered
chert; firm to very firm in place; layer ranges
from 1 foot to more than 50 feet in thickness.

Depth to bedrock or to the ' layer ranges from 15 to
34 inches. Veins or layers of hard chert are in the bed-
rock. In cultivated areas, the A, horizon is lacking and
the surface 1s lighter colored.

A profile of Fullerton stony loam in a moist, wooded

site located in the NEYNEY, sec. 22, T. 13 S, R. 8 &,

A, or By
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1 mile southeast of Williams School, is described as
follows:

A; 0 to 6 inches, very dark grayish-brown (10YR 3/2) stony
loam; weak, fine, granular structure; very friable; fine
rocts abundant; strongly acid; gradual, wavy bound-
ary; layer ranges from 3 to 8 inches in thickness.

A; 6 to 8inches, strong-brown (7.5YR 5/6) stony loam; wealk,
fine, granular structure; friable; fine roots abundant;
strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges
from 3 to 6 inches in thickness.

B, 8to 1l inches, red (2.5YR 4/6-5/6), stony silty clay loam;
weak, fine, subangular blocky structure; friable;
strongly aecid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges
from 3 to 6 inches in thickness.

B, 11 to 19 inches, red (2.5YR 4/6), stony silty clay; weak,
medium, angular blocky and subangular blocky strue-
ture; friable to firm; strongly acid; diffuse, wavy
boundary; layer ranges from 7 to 20 inches in thick-
ness.

C 19 to 42 inches 4+, red (2.5YR 4/6) chert, clay, and silt;
moderate, medium, angular blocky or massive struc-
ture; firm to very firm in place but friable when dug
out; strongly acid.

The surface layer varies in thickness, and in the culti-
vated areas, it is lighter colored. The color of the 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.

In this mapping unit, runoff and infiltration are
medium. Permeability is rapid, and the 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 loams, 15 to 40 percent
slopes (CIF.—Stronger slopes, more runoff, and a thinner
solum distinguish this mapping unit from Clarksville-
Fullerton stony loams, 10 to 15 percent slopes. In culti-
vated areas, the plow layer is a mixture of the A, and A,
horizons, and the color is brown to dark brown.

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.

s Capa-
bility unit VIIe-1.

Conasauga Series

The Conasauga series consists of moderately well
drained soils that have developed in the 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 the Rarden and
Montevallo soils on uplands. They are not so red or so
strongly acid as the Rarden soils. They are deeper, less
wqil 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 moderately deep but low in fertility an
i organic matter. They arve only fairly well suited t
cultivation because permeability 1s slow, tilth fair, an
the range of crops narrow. More than half the acreage -
in shortleaf and loblolly pines, white, post, and blach
jack oaks, and hickory and sweetgum,

A typical profile of 2 Conasauga soil is described in th
mapping unit Conasauga silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slope:
eroded.

Conasauga silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, erode
{CnB2).—This moderately well drained upland soil has
heavy clay subsoil, which retards the movement of ai
and water and the growth of roots. |

A profile from a moist, cultivated site in the SE14NWY,
sec. 33, T. 12 S., R. 9 K., 0.4 mile northwest of Shad;
Grove Church, is described as follows:

A, 0 to 3 inches, dark-brown (10YR 4/3) «ilty loam; weak
fine, crumb structure; friable; roots abundant
strongly acid; clear, wavy boundary; layer range
from 2 to 4 inches in thickness.

A, 3 to 5inches, pale-brown (10YR 6/3) silt loam; weak, fine
crumb structure; friable; roots abundant; strongh
acid; clear, wavy boundary; layer ranges from 0 to -
inches in thickness. .

B, 5 to 7 inches, yellowish-brown (10YR 5/8) silty clay
common, medium, distinet mottles of yellowish ged
moderate, medimn, subangular blocky structure; firn
to plastic und sticky; few roots; slightly ueid; gradual
wavy boundary; layer ranges from 1 to 4 inches it

i thickness. )

B, 7 to 32 inches, yellowish-brown (I0YR 5/6) silty clay

. massive or moderate, coarse, subangular and angula:
blocky structure; very firm to plastic; few roots anc
clay skins; mildly alkaline; eclear, wavy boundary
layer ranges from 17 to 25 inches in thickness.

C 32 to 40 inches, mottled yellowish-brown (10YR 5/6)
white (2.5Y 8/2), and light brownish-gray (2.5Y 6/2)
silty ¢lay loam; massive; firm; moderately alkaline
gradual, wavy boundary: layer ranges from 6 to 1&
inches in thickness.

D, 40 to 50 inches 4, dark-gray to dark-brown calcareous
shale and limestone.

The surface soil ranges from dark brown or very dark
brown to pale brown in color. The subsoil ranges from
yellowish brown and strong brown to light olive brown.
In places it 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. In
some severely eroded spots, the plow layer is yellowish-
brown or pale-brown silty clay loam. Some areas have
a few shallow gullies. Small, scattered areas with slopes
of more than 6 percent are also included.

This soil has slow permeability and slow 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 acreage has been used, mainly 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 1ITe-6.
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Decatur Series

The Decatur series comsists of strongly acid, well-
drained soils that have developed on uplands from lime-
stone residuum and old valley fill of similar origin. The
surface soil is dark reddish-brown loam and the subsoil,
a dark-red silty clay. The Decatur soils occur in the
valleys of Alexandria and Choccolocco Creeks, and in the
area east of Piedmont.

In many places the Decatur soils are associated with
the Dewey, Fullerton, and Clarksville soils. The Deca-
tur subsoil is darker red and finer textured than that
of the Dewey, Fullerton, and Clarksville soils. 1n addi-
tion, it lacks the chert that is characteristic in the Fuller-
ton and the Clarksville soils.

Decatur soils are suited to a wide range of crops, and
about 48 percent of the acreage is cultivated. The natural
vegetation is mainly pine, oak, and hickory.

In Calhoun County the Decatur soils are mapped with
the Cumberland soils as undifferentiated units. The soils
of both series are well drained and differ chiefly in that
the Decatur soils have developed in limestone residunm
on uplands, whereas, the Cumberland soils have de-
veloped in old general alluvium (washed from solls
underlain by limestone) on stream ferraces. Typical
profiles for both of these soils are described in the map-
ping unit Decatur and Cumberland loans, 2 to 6 percent
slopes, eroded.

Decatur and Cumberland clay loams, 2 to 6 percent
slopes, severely eroded (DcB3).—This mapping unit has
slower infiltration, poorer tilth, and more runoff than
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes,
eroded. Erosion has removed all or nearly all of the
original dark reddish-brown surface soil. The 4- to 6-
inch plow layer is now reddish-brown clay loam. It
forms clods if tilled when too wet. Infiltration is slow,
and there is risk of erosion. A few shallow gullies have
formed.

Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton
and corn. About 66 percent of the acreage is now in
crops; the rest is forested, pastured, ov idle. Capability
unit I1Te-1.

Decatur and Cumberland clay loams, 6 to 10 percent

“slopes, severely eroded (DcC3).-—This mapping unit dif-
fers from Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent
slopes, eroded, in having more runoff and a reddish-
brown clay loam surface soil. Erosion has removed all
or nearly all of the original dark reddish-brown silt loam
surface soil. The surface soil forms clods on drying.
Infiltration is slow, and there is risk ol erosion. .\ few
shallow gullies have formed.

Most of the acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton
and corn. About 27 percent of the acreage is cultivated;
the rest is wooded, pastured, or idle. Capability unit
ITTe-1.

Decatur and Cumberland clay loams, 10 to 25 percent
slopes, severely eroded (DcD3).—This mapping unit dif-
fers from Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent
slopes, eroded, in having stronger slopes, more runoff, a
thinner solum, and a clay loam plow layer. Krosion has
removed all the original dark reddish-brown silt loam
surface soil. There are many shallow gullies and a few
deep ones. The reddish-brown clayey plow layer is pre-
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dominantly subsoil material.  This wnit has poor tilth

because it commonly forms clods when drying. The

capacity for available moisture is low to moderate. In-
filtration is slow, and there is great visk of evosion. Most
of the acreage is too poor to allow frequent cultivation.

Much of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton,
corn, and hay. About 8 percent of the acreage is 1n
crops; the rest is forested, pastured, or idle. Capability
unit IVe-1.

Decatur and Cumberland loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes
(DdA).-——This mapping unit differs from Decatur and
Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, evoded, in hav-
ing milder slopes, slower runoff, and a thicker surface
soil.  The surface goil is 5 to 10 inches thick, and it s
fairly easily tilled.  Erosion is not a hazarvd. These soils
have good tilth. They have a thick root zone and respond
to management. They can be used intensively.

Most of the acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton,
corn, and market vegetables. About 52 percent of the
acreage is in crops: the rvest is forested, pastired, and idle.
Capability untt I-1.

Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent
slopes, eroded (DdB2).—This mapping unit consist= of one
or both of these deep. well-drained, productive =oilx.

A profile deseription of Decatnr loam in a moist,
wooded site in the NEVSWI4 see. 10, T. 13 S0 RO I,
1.2 miles north of Merrvellton, Ala., 18 as follows:

A; 0 to 3inches, dark reddish-brown (5%YR 373) loam: weak,
fine, erumb structure; loose: first inch stained by
organic matter; fine roots ubundunt: medimn acid;
gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges from 0 to 4
inches in thickness.

Az 3 to 6 inches, dark reddish-brown (2.3YR 3°4) loam or silt
foam: weak, fine, erumb structure: very friable: fine
roots abundant:; medium acid; diffuse, wuavy bound-
ary; laver ranges from 3 to 7 inches in thickness,

B, 6 to 12 inches, dark-red (10R 3/6) siliy clay loam: weak,
medium, subangular blocky structure: frinble: <lightly
hard when dry and slightly sticky when wet: few
conereticns of manganese; few fine root=: =lightlv acid;
diffuse, wavy boundary; laver ranges from 4 to N
inches in thickness.

B, 12to 70 inches 4, dark-red (10R 3/6) silty elay: moderate,
medium, subangular bloeky structure: firm: hard when
dry, sticky when wet; small coneretions of manganese:
some fragments of chert or quartz ranging from g to
35 inch in diameter in lower part: medium to slightly
acid; laver ranges from 2 to 8 feet in thickness.

Where cultivated, the surface soil 1s o mixture of the
A, and A, horizons. The texture of the subsoil ranges
from silty clay loam to clay. In the severely eroded
aveas, the surface Tayer is o dark reddish-hrown silty elay
loam. DBedrock is at depths ranging frous 3 feet to 20
feet or more. In a few places there ure chert fragments,
as much as 2 inches in diameter, on the surface and
throughout the profile.

A profile of Cumberland loam from a moist. idle site 1n
the SEYNWI/ sec. 28, T. 16 S., R. 6 K., 0.2 mile north of
the Eastaboga, Ala., railroad crossing, is described as
follows:

A, 0 to 7 inches, dark reddish-brown (2.5YR 3/4) loam;
weak, fine, crumb structure; friable: fine roots
abundant; strongly acid; gradual, smooth boundary;
layer ranges from 0 to 8 inches in thickness,

B, 7 to 12 inches, dark reddish-brown (2.5YR 3/4) =ilty clay
loam: weak to moderate, medium, subangular blocky
structure; frinble; few fine roots; very strongly acid:




gradual, smooth boundary; layer ranges from 2 to
10 inches in thickness.

B, 12 to 36 inches, dark-red (10R 3/6) silty clay; moderate,
medium, subangular blocky structure; friable; hard
when dr\ and sticky when wet; few ‘coneretions of
manganese:  very \(mngl_\ .L(ld gradual, smooth
boundary; laver ranges from 21 to 48 inches in
thickness.

B; 36 to 48 inches 4+, dark-red (10R 3/6) silty clay streaked
with yellowish brown; moderate, medium, subangular
blocky structure; friable to firm; few pieces of 1ounded
chert, quartz, and sandstone gravel ranging from }%
to 1 inch in diameter are in the lower part; gravel
inereases with depth; very strongly acid.

The subsoil ranges from silty clay loam to clay in tex-
ture and from red to dark red in color. The alluvial
f parent material ranges from 2 to 15 feet or more in
- thickness. Some areas are included that have a silt Joam
| to gravelly fine sandy loam surface soil. -Other areas
have rounded gravel ranging from 1 to 3 inches in di-
ameter on the surface and (noughout the soil. Some
severely eroded patches have a silty clay loam plow
layer,

' Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes,
F eroded, are moderately fertile soils, and they contain a
moderate amount of organic matter. Tilth is good, and
{ the root zone is deep. “Runoff and infiltration are me-
E dium; permeability 1s moderate. The capacity to hold
moisture is high, The soils respond to management, and
they are snited to a wide range of crops. Runoff and
f erosion are hazards, but the soils can be used moderately

intensively.

f Most of this unit hus been used, mainly for cotton and
corn.  About 63 percent of the acreage is now cultivated;
the rest is wooded, pastured, and idle Capability nit
- J1e-1.

it Decatur and Cumberland loams, 6 to 10 percent
 slopes, eroded (DdC2).—This unit differs from Decatur
and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded, in
F having stronger slopes, more runoff, and a greater erosion
b problem.  The surface soil cenerally is 3 to "6 inches thick.
b There are severely eroded places, and a few shallow
E pullies have formed,

Tilth is fairly good, and the root zone is thick. This
'unit responds to management. It can be used moderately
Eintensively. but =lopes canse some risk of runoff and

 erosion.

f  Most of this unit has been used, chiefly for cotton, corn,
rand hay.  About 25 percent of the acreage is now culti-
 vated: the rest is wooded, pastured, or idle. Capability
unit I1Te-1.

I Decatur and Cumberland loams, 10 to 25 percent
 slopes, eroded (DdD2).—This nnit has stronger slopes,
i more runoff, and a thinner solum than Decatur and Cum-
 berland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded. Severely
Eeroded places are more nnmerous, and a few shallow
 gullies have formed.

- Tilth is poor, and the capacity for available moisture
bis moderate. This unit is poorly suited to frequent culti-
Bvation because of rapid runofl.

g Most of the unit has been used, chiefly for cotton, corn,
gand hay. About 80 percent of the acreage is woodland;
Fthe rest is cultivated, pastured, or idle.  Capability unit

EIVe-1.
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Dewey Series

The Dewey series consists of deep, strongly acid, well-
drained soils that have developed from residuum of lime-
stone or old valley-fill material. These soils are fairly
extensive in the vicinities of Iron City and Alexandria.
Where severely eroded, they commonly have a dark red-
dish-brown silty clay loam surface soil and a red to dark-
red silty clay loam to light silty clay subsoil. The cherty
types have chert fragments, as much as 3 inches in di-
ameter, on the surface and throughout the soil.

In most places the Dewey soils are associated with the
Clarksville, Fullerton, Decatur, and Cumberland soils.
They are redder and contain less chert than the Clarks-
ville and Fullerton soils. They have a lighter colored
surface soil and a more friable and less dark-red subsoil
than the Decatur and Cumberland soils.

Dewey soils on slopes of 2 to 10 percent are fairly
easily conserved; and they are suited to a wide range of
crops. Those on slopes of 10 to 15 percent require per-
manent vegetation for the control of erosion.

About 41 percent of the acreage is wooded, 30 percent
cultivated, and the rest pastured or idle. The present
natural vegetation is mainly pine, oak, and hickory.

A typical profile of a Dewey soil i1s described under
Dewey cherty silty clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes,
severely eroded.

Dewey cherty silty clay loam 6 to 10 percent slopes,
severely eroded (DeC3).—This deep, well-drained, friable
soil has developed on uplands.

A profile from a moist, cultivated site in the
SWYNEY sec. 31, T. 14 S,, R 7 E., 3.5 miles west of
Alexandria, Ala., follows:

A, 0 to 8 inches, dark reddish-brown (5YR 3/4-3/3) cherty
silty. clay loam; weak, fine, crumb structure; friable;
roots abundant; very strongly acid; clear, wavy
houndary; layer ranges from 3 to 9 inches in thick-
ness.

B, 8 to 12 inches, dark-red (2.5YR 3/6) to red (2.5YR 4/6)
sitty elay loam; weak, medium, subangular blocky
structure; friable; very strongly acid; gradual, wavy
boundary; layer ranges from 3 to 7 inches in thick-

Ness,
B, 12 to 36 inches, dark-red (2.5YR 3/6), light silty clay;
moderate, medium, subangular blocky structure;

friable to firm; a few clay skins, small concretions,
and chert fragments very etronglv acid; gmduwl
smooth boundary; laver ranges from 18 to 32 inches
in thickness.

~ 836 to 42 inches +, mottled red, yellombh -red, and reddish-
vellow, cherty light sxlty clay loam; weak medium,
\ub(mgular blocky structure; firm; very strongly acid;
layer ranges from 6 to 30 inches in thickness.

~

The surface soil ranges in color from dark reddish
brown and reddish brown to dark brown. The subsoil
ranges in color from dark red to yellowish red. Some
areas contain no chert, and others are very cherty. The
C horizon is ‘at depths ranging from 24 to 48 inches.
Some shallow gullies and a few deep ones have formed.
Some areas are included that have a silt loam to fine
sandy loam surface soil.

This soil has fair tilth, but it forms clods on drying.
Infiltration and internal drainage are medium. Permea-
b1hty 1s moderate. The cmpacmy for available mmstme
is high. Natural fertility and the supply of organic
matter are modervate. The root zone is thick. The soil
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A profile from a moist, cultivated site in the
NENEY, sec. 29, T. 14 S, R. 7 E., 2.6 miles west of
Alexandria, Ala,, is described as follows

A, 0 to 8 inches, dark-brown (7.5YR 3/2) to dark reddish-

brown (5YR 3/2) silt loam; weak, fine, crumb strue-
ture; friable; fine roots abundant; slightly acid; clear,

smooth boundary; layer ranges from 0 to 10 inches "

in thickness. . v

B, 8 to 12inches, reddish-brown to dark reddish-brown (5YR
4/4 to 3/4), light silty clay loam; weak, fine, crumb
and weak, fine, subangular blocky structure; friable;
strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges
from 2 to 8 inches in thickness.

B, 12 to 36 inches, reddish-brown to yellowish-red (5YR
4/4-4/6) silty clay loam; weak, fine and medium,
subangular bloecky structure; friable; strongly acid;
gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges from 16 to 48
inches in thickness.

B, 36 to 46 inches, yellowish-red (5YR 4/8), light silty clay;
weak, fine to medium, subangular blocky structure;
friable; strongly acid; gradual, wavy boundary; layer
ranges from 8 to 14 inches in thickness.

D 46 inches 4, mottled yellowish-red and strong-brown
clay and sand; massive; friable; strongly acid.

The surface soil in some areas is very dark brown.
The subsoil is darker red and heavier textured where
this soil grades to the Cumberland soils. The old al-
luvium is at depths ranging from 2 to 6 or 7 feet. A
few small areas have gravel and small concretions on the
surface and through the profile. Some areas having a
loam and fine sandy loam surface soil are included.

This soil has slow to medium runoff, moderate permea-
bility, and medium infiltration. The capfmty for avail-
able moisture is moderate to high. Tilth is good. The
root zone is thick, and natural fertility is moderate. The
soil responds to management and is suited to a wide
range of crops. It is fairly well supplied with organic
matter and it can be used intensively.

Most of the soil has been used, mainly for cotton and
corn. About 76 percent of the acreage 1s now in crops;
the rest is in forest and pasture. Capability unit I-1.

Etowah silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded
(EtB2).—This soil has stronger slopes, more runoff, and a
thinner surface soil than Etowah silt loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes. In a few areas severe erosion has occurred and
the surface layer is reddish-brown to dark reddish-brown
silty clay loam with fair tilth. In places a few shallow
gullies have formed.

Most areas of this soil have good tilth. The soil re-
sponds to management, and it can be used moderately
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-1.

Fullerton Series

The Fullerton series consists of strongly acid, well-
drained soils that have developed from the residuum of
cherty limestone. These soils occur on wide ridges with
sloping to gently sloplng tops and strongly s]opmg to
moderately steep sides.

The color of the surface soil ranges from 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
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ragients of chert, ax much as 3

or stony silty clay. I
normally on the surface and

inches in diameter, ave
throughout the soils,

Fullerton soils are associated with the Dewey, Decatur,
and Clarksville soils. They are lighter colored and gen-
erally more cherty than the Dewey and the Decatur coils.
They have a thicker solum and a redder subsoil and
generally contain less chert than the Clarksville soils,

The present natural vegetation is mainly blackjack,
post, and white oaks, hickory, and shortleaf and loblolly
pines. The gently sloping to sloping areas ave fairly
easily conserved and sutted to a wide range of erops. The
steeper slopes should be in permanent vegetation to con-
trol erosion.

The strong-brown and very dark g -brown Ful-
lerton stony Jloams are mapped with Clarksville soils as
a complex (Clarksville-Itullerton stony loams).

A typical profile of a Fullerton soll is given in the
mapping unit Fullerton cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent
slopes, eroded.

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes
(FcB).—This soil has milder slopes, slower runoff, and a
thicker surtace soil than Fullerton cherty silt loam, 6 to
10 percent slopes, eroded—the soil for which the typieal
profile is described.

Tilth is fairly good, and the root zone is thick. The
soil responds to management and is suited to moderately
intensive use. Erosion, however, is a hazard.

Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotion
and corn. About 50 percent of the acreage is now in
crops; the rest is forested, pastured, and idle. Capability
unit ITe-3.

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent s]opes,
eroded (FcC2).—This deep, well-drained, cherty soil is on
uplands.

A profile from a moisi, cultivated site in the N1\14-
NWig sec. 9, T. 16 5., R. 7 15, 0.3 mile southeast of New
Mount Liberty Church, is described as follows:

agrayish

A, 0 to 7 inches, vellowish-brown (10YR 5/4) cherty xilt
loam; weak, fine, granular structure; friable: fine
roots abundant; strongly acid; gradoal, wavy
boundary; layver ranges from 0 to 10 inchex in
thickness.

B, 7 to 14 inches, strong-brown (7.5YR 5/8) cherty =xilty
clay loain; weak, fine, subangular blocky structure;
friable; fine roots plentiful; strongly acid; diffuse,
wavy boundary; layer ranges from 2 to 8 inchex in
thickness.

B, 14 to 34 inches, vellowish-red (5YR 4/6) to red (2.5Y1R
5/6) cherty silty clay loam; moderate, medium, an-
gular and subangular blocky structure: firm; strongly
aeid; gradual, wavy boundary: laver ranges from 12
to 24 inches in thickness.

B; 34 to 40 inches, vellowish-red (5YR 4/8), cherty, light
silty elay loam; common, medium, distinet mottles
of wyellow, reddish yellow, and brownish vellow;
weak to moderate, medium, subangular and angular
blocky structure; firm to very firm; strongly acid;
gradual, wavy boundary; layer ranges from 4 to 8
inches in thickness.

C 40 to 50 inches -+, mottled yellowish-red (5YR 4/8),
strong-brown (7.5YR 5/8), and pale-brown (10YR
6/3) to light-gray (10YR 7/2) chert, silt, and clay;
massive; very firm; strongly acid.

The surface soil in uneroded wooded areas is thicker
than described and is very dark grayish brown. In culti-
vated areas the surface soil ranges from yellowish brown
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to light brownish gray. The subsoil ranges from red to
vellowish red in color and from cherty sxlly clay loam
to clay in texture. The thickness of the solum ranges
from 18 to 50 inches.

Included with this soil ave some severely eroded places
in which the plow layer is @ strong-brown to yellowish-
red cherty silty clay loam. A few shallow gullies have
formed in these areas. Also included are some areas in
which the surface so1l is silt loam to cherty fine sandy
loam.

This soil has medium runoff and infiltration. Perme-
ability and the capacity for available moisture are mod-
erate. Tilth is only fair to good becanse of chert. The
root zone is thick. Natural fertility and the supply of
organic matter are low. The soil responds to manage-
ment, especially to fertilization, and it 1s suited to a wide
lfmcre of crops. It can be used moderately intensively.
Erosion is a moderate hazard.

Most of the acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton
and corn. About 24 percent of the acreage is now
cropped ; the vest is wooded, pastured, and 1dle. Capabil-
ity unit Iile-3.

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes,
eroded (FcD2).—This soil differs from Fullerton cherty
silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded, in having stronger
slopes, more runoff, and a thinner solim.

A few deep gullies and many shallow ones have formed.
Tilth is poor. The capacity for available moisture is
low. The soil is diflicult to farm with machinery, and
it is not suited to frequent cultivation. Erosion is a
great hazard.

Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton
and corn. A yont 66 percent of the acreage is now in
forest and only 8 percent in cultivation. The rest is pas-
tured and idle. Capability unit 1Ve-2.

Fullerton cherty silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes
{FcE).—This soil differs from Fullerton cherty silt loam,
6 to 10 percent slopm eroded, in having a darker brown,
thicker surface soil and stronger \]()pes more runoff, and
a thinner soluni. The soil is only slightly eroded. How-
ever, where it has been cleared, erosion is moderate and
shallow gullies are common.

Tilth 1s poor: the capaciry for available moisture is
low. The soil is not suitable for row crops. The erosion
hazard is high.

About 81 percent of the acreage is in forest; the rest
is cultivated, pastuved, and idle. Capability unit VIe-1.

Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 6 to 10 percent
slopes, severely eroded (FIC3).—This soil differs from
Fullertun chextv s1lt loany, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded,
in that it has a finer textured surface soil. Surface run-
off is more rapid. IKrosion has removed all or nearly all
of the original yellowish-brown -cherty silt loam surface
soil. The 3- to 6-inch plow ]d\el is now a strong-brown
to yellowish-red cherty silty clay loam. A few shallow
gullies have formed.

Tilth is poor, and the soil bakes or clods on drying.
Infiltration is slow. The soil can be used moderately
intensively, but erosion is a hazard.

Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton
and corn. About 99 percent of the acreage is now in
cultivation; the rest is forested. pastured, and idle. Ca-
pability wnit TVe-2.

Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 10 to 15 percent
slopes, severely eroded (FID3).—This soil has stronger
slopes, a finer textured surface layer, more runoff, and a
thinner solum than Fullerton cherty silt loam, 6 to 10
percent slopes, eroded. Erosion has removed all of the
original vellowish-brown cherty silt loam surface soil.
The surface layer is now a strong-brown to yellowish-red
cherty silty clay loam. Shallow gullies are common, and
in some places a few deep ones have formed.

Tilth is poor. The soil bakes easily and forms clods if
tilled when too wet. The capacity for available moisture
is low. Erosion 1s a serious hazard. The soil is not suit-
able for culrivation.

Most of the acreage has been used, mainly for cotton,
corn, and hay. About 5 percent of the acreage 1s now in
cultivation: most of the rest is forested and 1dle. Capa-
bility unit VIe-1.

Fullerton cherty silty clay loam, 15 to 25 percent
slopes, severely eroded (FIE3).-—This soil has stronger
slopes, a liner textured surface layer, more runoff, and
a thinner solum than Fullerton cherty silt loam, 6 to 10
percent slopes, eroded. ISrosion has removed all of the
original yellowish-brown cherty silt loam surface soil.
In cultivated areas the surface layer is now a strong-
brown to yellowish-red cherty silty clay loam. Many
shallow gullies and a few deep ones have formed.

Tilth is poor. The soil bakes easily, and it breaks into
clods if tilled when too wet. The capacity for available
moisture 1s low. Irosion i1s a great hazard. The soil
15 not suited to cultivation,

Most of the acreage has been used, chiefly for cotton
and corn.  About 5 percent of the acreage is now in
crops; most of the rest is wooded and idle. Capability
unit VITe-1.

Georgeville Series

The Georgeville series consists of strongly acid to very
strongly acid, well-drained soils that have developed
from the residuum of Talladega slate or of mica schist
and phyllite.  These soils occur in the eastern part of
the county on the foothills of Talladega Mountain.

The surface soil is dark-brown gravelly silt loam, and
the subsoil is red silty clay loam.

Georgeville soils are associated with the Tate and the
Talladega soils and with Stony rough land, slate. They
are redder and deeper and have a better developed profile
than the Talladega soils or Stony rough land, slate.

The present natural vegetation is mainly shortleaf and
loblolly pines and oak and hickory. About 60 percent of
the acreage is in cultivated areas and idle areas. Runoff
and erosion should be controlled by suitable conservation
practices.

The Georgeville soils are mapped with the Tate soils
as \mdlﬂerentnted mapping units. A typical profile of a
Georgeville soil is given in the mapping unit Georgeville
and Tate soils, 2 to 10 percent slopes, eroded.

Georgev1lle and Tate soils, 2 to 10 percent slopes,
eroded {GeC2.—This mapping unit consists of one or
both of these well-drained, friable soils. It occurs in
small areas in the foothills of Talladega Mountain.

A profile of Georgeville gravelly silt loam in a moist,
idle site in the SEV4SKY) sec. 16, T. 16 S., R. 9 E., 25
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38 SOIL SURVEY SERIES 1958, NO. 9 CALHOUN COUNTY, ALABAMA 39
TasLe 5.— The suitabilities of the soils for earth construction and soil characteristics that affect engincering work— Continued
Suita- Suitabiiity of soil for— sml:é‘;?;ﬁ‘;is“% Soil characteristics affecting—Continued
bility - e S
for . 3 — ] T Waterway
Soil series Map symbols | grading Construction of highways Construction of farm ponds problems Comments
when Septic Road Road i Sandand |__ 3 Use of terraces
wet tanks sub- fi Topsoil 2 gravel . Irrigation and diversions
grade * Road cuts Drainage Impounding Embankments Agricultural
area drainage
Etowah....____ | Fta, £182.. . Poor_._| Good.. .| Fair to Fair to Good in Unsuitable .| 2 to 5 feet Good.... irly i r- Low strength Moderately Medium infiltra- | Needed on Shaping and Sedimentation is
poor. good. surface of silty Fa‘xll;:)):l;mpe 0z;.nd s:agility. permeable. tion; high sloping areas; vegetation a problem in
soil. clay water-holding fairly easy to needed. level water-
{)Ova;sT capacity. build and ways.
stratified maintain.
material.
Fullerton ... ___| FcB, FeC2, Good. .| Goed. .| Goed. .| Excel- Good in Unsuitable...| 3 to 10 feet | Good.._. Excess seepage.! Moderate Moderately Medium infiltra- | Fairly easy to Vegetation Where severely
FeD2. FcE, lent. surface of cherty ) strength and permeablé. tion; moderate build and needed; some eroded, silting
;:Eg FID3, soil. zl]l;.y stability. water-holding maintain. shaping needed. of tg{mces isa
- . Y capacity, problen.
Georgeville and GeC2.. . ..._..| Fair___| Fair_.__| Fair to Good. .| Very good Unsuitable. .} 1.5 10 3.5 Good.... ... Fairly imper- Moderate to low | Moderately Mcd?um infiltra- Fairly easy to Vegetation Silting of terraces
Tate. poor. in surface feet, of vious. strength and permeable. tion; moderate build and needed. is a problem.
soil. silty clay stability. water-holding maintain.
over capacity.
schist. A
Holston........| HoB2, HoC2.....| Fairto | Good...| Fairto | Good.. | Good in Some 25tod Good.. . seepage.| Adequats Moderately Medium infiltra- | Easy to build Vegetation
good. poor. su_rface places are feet of Excess scepag s(?ﬂ\gfh and pernl('ztlilr. tion; moderate and maintain. needed; shap-
soil good at sandy stability. to high water- ing may be
depths loam 7 holding needed.
of about over capacity.
40 inches. shale, A
lime- ;
stone, or |
stratified | . :
! s material. |
Huntington. ___ HuA ... i Poor___| Poor... ! Poor._. | Fair.. ' Good - | Unsuitable..t 6 to 20 feet | Seasonal Excess seepage: | Low strength Moderately Medium infiltra- © Necds protection | Sedimentation. __
of sitt high lime sinks. and stability; permeable. tion: highto ¢ from higher
: . lofun water moderate moderate i slopes. water table.
; : i)_»er table. permeability. water-holding |
; ‘ : ime- f y eapacity. i
: stone. :
Jefferson -~ o deB2, JeC2, Good .| Good. Good. . .| Good.. . V ery good Poor.... .. 1.5 to 4 i Good. ... Excess seepage.] Adequate Moderately Medium infiltra- | Fairly easy to Vegetation
JeD2 JfB, | Ansur feet olf ! trength and permeable. tion; high i build and needed.
J0 1 face soil grave'ly i stability. water-holding ! inaintain.
1 sandy i - capacity,
i loam . ;
: : | over i
: i ! sand- | i
‘ : i stone, i ¢ ;
| : shale, or i
i i lime- | |
i i stone. i i
Landisburg LaB2 LaC2 ... | Good...| Poor..._ | Good ...} Good Good in Unsuitable.| 20 feet + i Good. ... Excess seepage.| Moderate Slowiy per- Medinm infiltra- ' Moderately Vegetation Fragipan at
| surface of cherty strength and meable. tion: low T difficult to needed: shap- depths of 20 1o
| soil. 15;1;13“013.\' i stability water-holding build and j ingc{x\:;y be 30 inches.
: ! i . . 3 - ) capacity. maintain, needed.
Lee. ... . -] LeA LeA -~ 1 Poor 1 Poor_.._| Poor to | Fair Fair in Unsuitable | 1to 4 feet ' High water Excess scepage.| Low strength Slowly per- | slc“-pi,,ﬁi(m. : Structures not Waterways not Seasonal high
; : fair. surface of silt table. and stability. weable | tion: low needed. needed water table
! ! soil. l_%tr:: \fo : i water-holding !
X | i silty clay i { capacity
{ : . : : ; ; i
! | ] : i e i i
; ; 1 . i chert or :
' i i ; £ boosilt .

Lehew- LLhC2. LLD2 i Good | Poor. ' Fairto , Good Good in Unsuitabie ' 1to 2.5 feet Good Impervious..__.| Modern strength - Moderately to § Medinm infilie Ditficult to build § Thick vegetation @ Shallow. or AC,
Mantevalla LhE i i poor. oosurface i of shaly and stability. rapidly per- 0 tion: low w and very diffi- | needed. soils: highty
s0iks i | layer. ! o loaw over meahle, © holding cult to muin- | erodible

i ! . . [ I, shale 5 . eapacity tain. ; :
Lindside LkA .-y Poor 4 Giood in | Unsuitable i 415 feet of Seasonal Excess seepage. | Low strength and @ Slowly peroieable © Medium infiltea- | Structures not Y Waterw E
I surface p o silt doam high - stability ) tion: moderate needed I needed ©water table,
1 | Tayver, ! Pooover lime- water - water-holding i
| | 1 | b stone table. ;

capaeciny
See fnotnates at end of table
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CALHOUN COUNTY, ALABAMA - SHEET NUMBER 35

(Joins sheet 31)
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Map
symbol

AaA
AaB2

AbB3
AbC3
AbD3
AbE3
AcA
AcB2
AcC2
AcD2
AcE2
AdC
AdE
AkA
AsA
CaB
CbhB2
CbC2
CcB
CeB2
CkB
CkC
CkC2
CkD
CkE
CIC
CiD
CIF
CnB2
CoB2
CrB3
CrC3
CrD3

DcB3
DcC3
DcD3

DdA

DdB2
DdC2
DdD2
DeC3
DeD3
DsB3
DsC3

EnB2
EnC2
EnD
EtA
EtB2
FcB
FeC2
FcD2
FcE
FIC3
FiD3

FIE3
GeC2

HoB2
HoC2
HuA
JeB2
JeC2
JeD2
JiB
JID

SOIL SURVEY SERIES 1958, NO. 9

GUIDE TO MAPPING UNITS AND CAPABILITY UNITS

Soil name

Altavista and Masada silt loams, low terraces, 0 to 2 percent slopes. ..
Altavista and Masada silt loams, low terraces, 2 to 6 percent slopes,
eroded.
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, severely croded._ . .
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded.__
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, severely croded. .
Anniston gravelly clay loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded. .
Anniston and Allen gravelly loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes________ _____
Anniston and Allen gravelly loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, croded.____.
Anniston and Allen gravelly loams, 6 to 10 percent slopes, croded -
Anniston and Allen gravelly loams, 10 to 15 percent slopes, croded .o
Anniston and Allen gravelly loams, 15 to 25 percent slopes, eroded ___
Anniston and Allen stony loams, 0 to 10 percent slopes_.____________.
Anniston and Allen stony loams, 10 to 25 percent slopes___._._ ... ...
Atkins silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes__ .. _.__._____________. __.__
Atkins and Stendal soils, local alluvium, 0 to 2 percent slopes. . __ .
Camp silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes___.__. . _ . __ ... ... .__.
Cane fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded . ________ . __ _.___
Cane fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded . _._________.___
Captina silt loam, 0 to 6 percent slopes . _____.__________ .
Captina silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded.____ . o
Clarksville cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes. ____.__ ... __._.. .
Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes. - ._______ . __ . __.
Clarksville cherty silt loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes, eroded. __. . ... ___
Clarksville cherty silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes______ ... . _ .. _ ..
Clarksville cherty silt loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes_._____ ... _. _._.
Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams, 6 to 10 percent slopes___._ ... __._.
Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams, 10 to 15 percent slopes_____ I
Clarksville-Fullerton stony loams, 15 to 40 percent slopes___ .. ... .___
Conasauga silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded _ . __ . _____________
Cumberland gravelly loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded_.__._ ... _____
Cumberland gravelly clay loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, severely eroded.
Cumberland gravelly clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded.
Cumberland gravelly clay loam, 10 to 25 percent slopes, severely
eroded.
Decaturdand Cumberland clay loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, severely
eroded.
Decaturdand Cumberland clay loams, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely
eroded.
Decaturdand Cumberland clay loams, 10 to 25 percent slopes, severely
eroded.
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 0 to 2 pereent slopes__.__._____ .
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded___.___.
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded .. ... _.
Decatur and Cumberland loams, 10 to 25 percent slopes, eroded._____
Dewey cherty silty clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded. .
Dewey cherty silty clay loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, severcly croded.
Dewey silty clay loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, 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, eroded_______
Enders gravelly fine sandy loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes._.___._ .
Etowah silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ _ . ... ... . ____.___
Etowah silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded___ .- .. ... __
Fullerton cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes. . _.___ ... _______
Fullerton cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded - . .. ______
Fullerton cherty silt loam, 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.
Fullex;og cherty silty clay loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, severely
erode
Fullerto&l cherty silty clay loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely
eroded.
Georgeville and Tate soils, 2 to 10 percent slopes, eroded. ___________
Gulliedland . . ... ...
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 to 2 percent slopes.. .. _____.
Jefferson gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded . .. ___
Jefferson gravelly fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded _ ____
Jefferson gravelly fine sancy 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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TTw--2

ITe-4

11Te~1
IVe-1
Vie-1
Vile-1
1-1
1Te—1
Ile- 1
Ve |
Ve
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VIife-1
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CALHOUN COUNTY, ALABAMA 97

GUIDE TO MAPPING UNITS AND CAPAHILITY UNITS-—Continued

Map Capability

symbol Soil name Page unit Page
LaB2 Landisburg cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded.__..__.______ 64 IIe-5 9
LaC2 Landisburg cherty silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded...________ 65 I1Te--5 11
LcA Lee silt loam and cherty silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ . __._.____._._ 65 IVw-1 14
LeA Lee silt loam, local alluvium, Q to 2 percent slopes_..___.._________._ 65 IVw-1 14
LhC2 Lehew-Montevallo soils, 2 to 10 percent slopes, eroded__ - . _._______ 66 IVe-3 13
LhD2 Lehew-Montevallo soils, 10 to 15 percent slopes, eroded_ ... ________. 66 Vie-3 15
LhE Lehew-Montevallo soils, 15 to 30 percent slopes. . ... ____._ 66 VIle-2 15
LkA Lindside silt loam, local alluvium, 0 to 2 percent slopes_._..._______. 66 I1Tw--1 12
LIA Lindside and Newark silt loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ . _.._._..____. 66 ITTw-1 12
LaC2 Linker gravelly fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded__. . ___ 67 11Te-2 10
LoA Lobelville cherty silt loam, local alluvium, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ . _ .__ 68 I1Tw-1 12
LpA Lobelville silt loam and cherty silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes._._____ 68 ITIw-1 12
LsA Locust gravelly fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes. .. ________ 69 Ile-5 9
LsB2 Locust gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded____ .. 69 ITe—5 9
LsC?2 Locust gravelly fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded..__.__ 69 IITe-5 11
MaA Melvin silt loam, 0 to 2 percent s]opes _____________________________ 70 IVw-1 14
Me Mine wash_ .o e ee e 70 None
MnB2 Minvale cherty silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded - ... ___.___ 70 Ile-3 8
MoA Monongahela loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ - . .. __________. 71 ITe-5 9
MoB2 Monongahela loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded.._ . _______________ 71 1le~-5 9
MsD Montevallo shaly silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes. ... ... _________ 72 Vie-3 15
MsE Montevallo shaly silt loam, 15 to 40 percent slopes_____ .. ___.______ 72 Vile-2 15
MtC3 Montevallo shaly silty clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded. 72 Vie-3 15
MtD3 Montevallo shaly silty clay loam, 10 to 40 percent slopes, severely 72 Vile-2 15

eroded.

MuD Muskingum stony fine sandy loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes___________ 72 Vie-2 14
MuE Muskingum stony fine sandy loam, 15 to 25 percent slopes_.._.______ 73 Vile-2 15
Nc¢B2 Nolichucky gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, croded. ... 73 ITe-2 8
NeC2 Nolichucky gravelly fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded._. - 73 11Te-2 10
PhA Philo and Stendal fine sandy loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ . _.._.._____ 74 IITIw~1 12
PIA Philo and Stendal silt loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes. . ... __.._______ 74 I1Tw-1 12
PkA Philo and Stendal soils, local alluvium, 0 to 2 percent slopes. . _.__.__ 75 I1Iw-1 12
PoA Pope fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes. . - ... _.___._._ 75 IIw-1 9
PpA Pope silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes.- - - - ... __._.._. 75 ITw-1 9
PuA Purdy silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes.- - - - __..__._.___ 76 IVw-1 14
RaB2 Rarden gravelly loam, shallow, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded. - . __.___ 76 IIle-6 11
RaC2 Rarden gravelly loam, shallow, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded__ . _____ 76 111e-6 11
RdB2 Rarden silt loam, shallow, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded_____.________ 76 I1Ie—6 11
RdC?2 Rarden silt loam, shallow, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded.___._.______ 76 IITe-6 11
ReB3 Rarden silty clay loam, shallow, 2 to 6 percent slopes, severely croded. 77 IVe-3 13
ReC3 Rarden silty clay loam, shallow, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded. 77 IVe-3 13
RmC2 Rarden-Montevallo complex, 2 to 10 percent slopes, eroded. . ____.__. 77 1Ve-3 13
RoA Robertsville silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ - - __ ... ____ .. ___.__._ 78 IVw-1 14
RsA Robertsville silt loam, overwashed, 0 to 2 percent slopes._..____._____ 78 ITIw-2 12
ScA Sequatchie fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes_ ... .. __.__._______. 78 I-1 7
S¢B Sequatchie fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes_._.______.____.___. 79 ITe-2 8
ScB2 Sequatchie fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded. ____ . ______ 79 ITe-2 8
SeB2 Sequatchie gravelly fine sandy loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded . _ . - 79 Ile-2 8
Sr Stony rough land, limestone. ... _ Ll ___ 79 Vile-2 15
Ss Stony rough land, sandstone. - .- .. ... __.._ 79 Vile-2 15
St Stony rough land, slate___ . L eo_._.. 79 Vile-2 1%
TaA Taft silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes.. .. _ .. ... 80 I1Iw-2 12
TdE Talladega qml:, 10 to 40 percent slopes.. . .. __ ... ___ 80 Vile-2 15
TeB2 Tate gravelly silt loamn, 2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded - .. _________ 81 Ile~4 8
TeC2 Tate gravelly silt loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, eroded . __ ... ________ 81 I1le-4 11
TgB3 Tate gravelly silty clay loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, severely eroded.__.. 81 I1Te~4 11
TgC3 Tate gravelly silty clay loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded. . 81 IVe-2 13
Tr Terrace escarpments _ . - - ..o e 82 Vile-2 15

TyA Tyler silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes. .. .. ... .._._._ 82 I1Tw-2 12
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Red River Defense Committee

Fax to: Ms. Diedre Nurre
Fax Number: 703-696-0550

From: Ms. Reon Hall

Corrected information on package submitted 5 June 1995
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ANAD ELECTRICAL CAPACITY

2 - 44/12,47 KV SUBSTATIONS:

AVAILABLE  DEMAND
NICHOLS INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 14,000 KVA 9,000 KW
WEST AREA AND RESTRICTED AREA 7,000 KVA 3,000 KW

ANAD DEMAND IS APPROXIMATELY 12,000 KW

EXCESS CAPACITY
NICHOLS INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 36%
WEST AREA AND RESTRICTED AREAS 57%
RRAD USAGE ' 58.5M KW/YR
Assumptions:

e Nichols Industrial Substation supports vehicle maintcnance and storage
e 9,000 KW represents current demand at 64% of KVA

ANAD MAY REQUIRE ADDITIONAL ELECTRICAL CAPACITY PRIOR
TO ACCEPTANCE OF RRAD MAINTENANCE AND DDRT WORKLOAD

TOTAL P2
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Red River Defense Committee

Fax to: Ms. Diedre Nurre
Fax Number: 703-696-0550

From: Ms. Reon Hall

Information provided per request of Mr. Bob Cook, I Jun 1995

F.el




TUM-EE-199S 11:03 £ oo

ANNISTON HAS INSUFFICIENT INDUSTRIAL WASTE
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

ANAD CAPACITY SHORTFALL 195,971 GAL/DAY

* Maximum capacity including surge
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RUB

( INDUSTRIAL WASTE
| TREATMENT PLANT

® RECEIVES WASTEWATER FROM:
- WASH RACKS / STEAM CLEANING

- METAL CLEANING / PAINT STRIPPING

- ELECTROPLATING
. - PAINTING _
R ' -
® TREATMENT PROCESSES CAPACITIES (GAL/DAY)
- CYANIDE / CADMIUM , 20,000
\\ - OIL & GREASE REMOVAL 130,000 *
“GENERAL WASTE (ACIDS, BASES) 120,000 *
- CHROMIUM _. 60,000
PHENOL (NOT IN USE) 20,000 *
TOTAL CAPACITY 270,000 *(GAL/DAY)
AVERAGE DISCHARGE 130,000
% OF CAPACITY
4
IN COMPLIANCE ¢5%

® DISCHARGE TO SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT
® PLAN TO ADD MICRO FILTRATION IN FY %

| ® POLLUTION PREVENTION INITIATIVES WILL
( REDUCE DISCHARGES
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RRAD INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT EFFLUENT

MG
DEC 94 10.076
NOV 94 8.703
OCT 94 9.433
SEP 94 11.125
AUG 94 13.162
JUL 94 10.423
JUN 94 8.816
MAY 94 11.627
APR 94 - 10.040 ~.
MAR 94 12.447
FEB 94 10.498
JAN 94 11.751
128.101 MG

128.101 /365 DAYS/YR = 0.350 DAILY AVG OR 350,000 GAL/DAY

RUBBER PRODUCTS (BLDG 493) 30 GAL/DAY
DLA & INFILTRATION 13.999 GAL/DAY

335,971 AVG GAL/DAY FOR RRAD MAINTENANCE MISSION ONLY
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ANAD NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST (NPL) 1989

» SITE OF SEVEN HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL TRENCHES

. E)-(HUMATION AND REMOVAL OF 62,000 TONS OF CONTAMINATED
EARTH

« RCRA CLOSURE IN 1983

« THREE SEPARATE TREATMENT FACILITIES FOR PREVENTION OF
FUTURE CONTAMINATION

. AXERAGE 100,000 GAL/DAY WATER EXTRACTION -

» $7TM PROGRAMMED FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION
CLEANUP

« ESTIMATED COMPLETION - YEAR 2030

ARMY CANNOT AFFORD RISK OF ADDITIONAL GROUNDWA FER
CONTAMINATION AT ANAD DULE TO HEAVY INDUSTRIAL WASTR

ASSOCIATED WITH RRAD MAINTENANCE WORKILOAD
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r\ 8C Zames E. Shave
RogertT m. miuLer Ta antd
Ron HamneR
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EN VIRON MENT AL

* TOTAL COMPLIANCE WITH ALL PERMITS

« AIR

* WATER
- HAZ / 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

« HIGH PRESSURE PARTS WASHERS
« ION VAPOR DISPOSITION OF ALUM.

+ NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST (NPL) IN 1989

- GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION
» CLEAN-UP - $77MIL THROUGH 2030

R4
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SITE Z-1 REMEDIATION
| j_o FORMERLY SITE OF SEVEN HAZARDOUS
WASTE DISPOSAL TRENCHES.
e LANDFILLING OF HAZARDOUS
WASTE CEASED IN SEP 1981.
| Y GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION
. . RESULTED IN: -
- PLACEMENT ON NATIONAL
PRIORITY LIST

- EXHUMATION AND REMOVAL
B ® 62,000 TONS OF

CONTAMINATED EARTH
T ® RCRA CLOSUREIN 1983 -
e GROUNDWATER TREATMENT
SOuR.CE : ANAD 'I.MFORMRT\OM HooxXLer

Fok
BC T AmMEs K. SHANG,
RoBerr m. mMiller  TR. and
Ronw HAammeRr

[o-1n  APRiIL VA5
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- GROUNDWATER TREATMENT .
 FACILITIES (DSN 003)

® DESIGNED TO MITIGATE AND CONTROL
"HIGHLY CONTAMINATED POCKETS
OF GROUNDWATER". g '

® THREE SEPARATE TREATMENT FACILITIES.
S * AVERAGE - 100,000 GAL/DAY EXTRACTION,

¢ TREATMENT: AIR STRIPPING AND CHARCOAL
FILTRATION

- @ SIXTEEN WITHDRAWAL WELLS IN 1990

o PUMPING CAPACITY OF 600,000 GAL/DAY

2 SOUACE: ANAD TNFORMATION BooKLeT

-coft
RGE TAmes E _SHANL

(\—\ RogeRT M. Miner, JR,  fnd

Ron Hamuewr
10-y  APRIL \Ads
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. GROUNDWATER TREATMENT
_ FACILITIES (DSN 002)

e DEWATERING SYSTEM INSTALLED TO PROTECT
METAL FINISH FACILITY (BLDG. 114

j

® TREATMENT INITIATED DUE TO GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION

- e AIR STRIPPING - L
e HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM REDUCTION/REMOVAL
o PERMIT LIMIT - 150 ppb

* TYPICAL DISCHARGE <4 ppb

® CAPACITY 1.0M GAL/DAY

v SOUHCE'-'F.&NRB [NFoRMATION BOOK LeY
e ' for
BC. TAMmes E. SnAne.,
Rodeer M. miLier, TR., And

C i Ron HAMNER

1o~ 1\ APRIL 189S
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ANAD ELECTRICAL CAPACITY

2 -44/12.47 KV SUBSTATIONS:

NICHOLS INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 9,000 KW
WEST AREA AND RESTRICTED AREA 3,000 KW

TOTAL CAPACITY 12,000 KW
ANAD DEMAND IS APPROXIMATELY 12,000 KW

. EXCESS CAPACITY 0 KW -

RRAD USAGE 58.5M KW

ANAL WILL REOQUIRE ADDITIONAL FLECTRICAL SUBSTATIONS
PRIOR 1O ACCEPTANCE OF RRAD MAINTENANCE AND DR

WORKILOAD '

F.1a
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UTILITIES |

® Anniston Army Depot’s utilities
are in excellent condition.

o ® The systems are maintained by a combination
'L JEP

Lo of in-house labor and contract work. i e
ELECTRICAL CAPACITY
- 7
. ® 2 -44/12.47 KV SUBSTATIONS:
- @ NICHOLS INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 14,000 RKVA —=— 9,000 KW
.8 WEST AREA AND RESTRICTED AREA 7.000 KVA ~=— 3,000 KW
« ® TOTAL KVA AVAILABLE 21,000 KVA —=— 12.000 KW
: - L )
v o

1S

- _
® CURRENT DEMAND TO DATE IS
APPROXIMATELY 12,000 KW

NATURAL GAS CAPACITY

® ANAD IS SERVICED BY A 6 INCH MAIN
7. ® ANAD HAS USED UP TO 19,000 KCF

®

[ J

ALAGASCO STATES THEY CAN EASILY MEET OUR DEEMANDS
ALAGASCO BUDGETING FOR FUTURE NEEDS

CENTRAL BOILER PLANT CAPACITY

.~ @ 5$0,000 LB PER HOUR COAL FIRED BOILERS
" @ 150,000 LB PER HOUR DUAL FUELXD BOILZRS
' " (NATURAL GAS WITH OfL BACKUP)

( Soufce: ANAD IMEoKmRT\bN BooxLex
ol
BT JTAMRS E. SHANC,
ROBCRT M. MicLed | TAR., And
Ao RAmme

10- w RpriL \aqs 60
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ANAD BOILER PLANT CAPACITY

5-30,000 LB PER HOUR COAL FIRED 150,000 LB PER HR
- 1-50,000 LB PER HOUR GAS/OIL FIRED 50,000
TOTAL CAPACITY 200,000
ANAD USAGE 222
ANAD PROVIDE USAGE FOR ALL UTLLITIES EXCEPT STEAM
EXCESS CAPACITY 272?
. ~.
RRAD USAGE SUMMER 40,000 LB PER HR
WINTER 120,000

ANAD AIR EMISSIONS PERMITS LIMIT COAL SULFUR CONTENT AND
GAS/OIE'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 EXPENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROLS FOR
INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS. ADDITIONAL WORKILOAD INCREASES
THESE CONTROLS AND COSTS.

POTENTIAL FOR SHORTAGE OF EXCESS BOILER PEANT CAPACHTY
TO ACCEPT ADDITUINAL STEAM REQUIREMENTS OF RRAD

NMAINTENANCE MISSTON WITHOUT FACHITY CONSTRUCTHON
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. UTILITIES |

® Anniston Army Depot’s utliues
are 1n excellent condition.

' ® The systems are maintained by a combination

o ' of in-house labor and contract work.
ELECTRICAL CAPACITY
® 2 - 44/12.47 KV SUBSTATIONS:
. ® NICHOLS INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 14,000 KVA —e— 9,000 KW
..® WEST AREA AND RESTRICTED AREA 7,000 KVA —— 3,000 KW
. ° TOTAL KVA AVAILABLE 21,000 KVA —— 12,000 KW

® CURRENT DEMAND TO DATE IS
APPROXIMATELY 12,000 KW

NATURAL GAS CAPACITY

® ANAD ISSERVICED BY A 6 INCH MAIN

® ANAD HAS USED UP TO 19,000 KCF

'® ALAGASCO STATES THEY CAN EASILY MEET OUR DEMANDS
® AJIAGASCO BUDGETING FOR FUTURE NEEDS

CENTRAL BOILER PLANT CAPACITY

- . &womumriounco.u_nmwnm
® 1-50,000 LB PER HOUR DUAL FUELED BOLLERS
" (NATURAL GAS WITH OIL BACKUP)

AR §

L_ Soutce: ANAD INED&MAT\«:N Boowier
oR
BC TAMeS €. SuAne,
ROBERT M. MiLLel | TR., Rwd
Ao \-\F\mme&

I0- 2w Reriu \aag 60
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CHART 10
@ COAL STORAGE FACILITY

® 228 LONG X 100’ WIDE COVERED FACILITY.
® CAPACITY: APPROXIMATELY 8,000 TONS.
® THIS FACILITY HAS ELIMINATED OPEN STORAGE

OF COAL THUS ELIMINATING ENVIRONMENTAL
PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH COAL RUN-OFF.

@ COAL HANDLING FACILITY

('- PROVIDES ANAD ‘WITH RAILCAR UNLOADING
FACILITY FOR COAL

BENEFITS INCLUDE:

® ABILITY TO RECEIVE COAL BY RAIL.

® FLEXIBILITY OF RECEIVING COAL BY
TWO TRANSPORTATION MODES.

® COVERED STORAGE FOR APPROXIMATELY
5,000 TONS.

SouRet; ANAL TNFoRMATION BOON\eT
' LR

(\. RG T MAmMmes E. SHAve,
’ Rober+ m. m.ller, IR, AND
Rorm clamne R

10 -\ APRAL 1295

TOTAL F. 14
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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 (RRAD) and

the Defense Distribution Depot Red River (DDRT)
in Bowie County, Texas.

This area is primarily made up of three soil types. They are Annona loam, Sawver
silt loam, and Wrightsville-Rodessa complex. All three of these soil types are
characterized by extremely slow permeability .

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 Clarksville loam,
Clarksville-Fullerton loams, Decatur & Cumberland loams, Dewey loams, and Fullerton

loams. All five of these soil types are characterized by moderate to rapid permeabhility
Although there are several subdivisions of soil properties in each of the five mentioned soil

types, they all have the same permeability rating.

Sources: Soil Survey, Calhoun County Alabama Issued September 1961

Soil Survey, Bowie County Texas Issued October 1980

TOTAL P.B3




PAST

PROPOSED

SUPPLY DISTRIBUTION TO ARMY FORCES

Impact of Closing Red River

ARMY AREA ORIENTED DEPOTS
- Based On Distribution Of Army Forces
- West & Pacific - Sharpe (San Joaquin), CA
- 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)
- DLA Policy To Move Stock To San Joaquin or Susquehanna
- Stand Alone Depots
- Collocated Depots Do Not Have Major Distribution Mission

- Stock NOT Moved to San Antonio, Corpus Christi, Oklahoma City or
Anniston

- Hardstand Requirements
- Regional Central Distribution Support Lost
DLA DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES

- West & Pacific - San Joaquin

- East & Europe - Susquehanna
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LEGEND C .
DOMINANTLY GENTLY SLOPING SOILS; ON UPLANDS N
Sawyer-Eylau-Woodtell: Moderately well drained, moderately slowly permeable . .

to very slowly permeable loamy soils

Ruston-McKamie: Well drained, moderately permeable to very slowty permeable
toamy soils

Rosalie-Darden: Well drained to excessively drained, moderately permeable to
rapidly permeable sandy soils

DOMINANTLY NEARLY LEVEL SOILS; ON UPLANDS
Wrightsville: Poorly drained, very slowly permeable loamy soils

Annona-Alusa: Somewhat poorly drained and poorly drained, very stowly
permeable loamy soils

Ashford: Poorly drained, very slowly permeable clayey soils
ARKANSAS vey
DOMINANTLY NEARLY LEVEL SOILS; ON BOTTOM LAND

Gladewater-Texark: Poorly drained, very slowly permeabie clayey soils that
are frequently flooded

Billyhaw-Perry: Somewhat poorly drained and poorly drained, very slowly per-
meable clayey soils that are rarely or occasionally flooded

Severn: Well drained, moderately rapidiy permeable loamy soils that are rarely
flooded

E£ach area outlined o this map consists of
more than one kind of soil. The map s thus
meant for generol planning rother thon o basis
for decisions on the use of specific iracts

Compiied 1979

This soi! survey includes areas of McCurtain County,
Oklahoma, and Little River County, Arkansas, south
of the Red River. Areas of Bowie County, Texas,
north of the Red River are included with McCurtain
County, Oktahama and will be included with Little
River County, Arkansas

ARKANSAS

Eltiott Creak
Reservoir

IE’H',"H/),Y
SLEN LTSIV

U S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE [
TEXAS AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENTAL STATION i
)

GENERAL SOIL MAP :
BOWIE COUNTY, TEXAS |
Scate 1,316,800 |
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Figure 5 —carge round rolis of Pensacola bahiagrass hay on Alusa loam.

This soil 1s poorly suited to crops. Frequent flooding
and poor drainage are the main limiting features.

This soil is poorly suited to most urban and
recreational development. Frequent flooding and
wetness are the main limiting features.

This soil is In capability subclass Vw: woodland group

2W.

4—Annona loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes. This gently
sloping soil 1s on uplands. Slopes average about 2
percent. Soil areas are broad and irregular in shape.
They range from 20 to 500 acres in size and average
about 200 acres

Typically. this soil has a surface layer of very dark
grayish brown loam about 2 inches thick. Below this is
brown loam about 10 inches thick. The subsoil extends
to a depth of 80 inches or more. it 1s clay that is mottled
in shades of red. brown, and gray in the upper part and
is grayish brown in the lower part. This soil is slightly
acid to very strongly acid.

This Annona soil is somewhat poorly drained. Runoff
is slow, and permeability 1s very siow. Available water
capacity is high. The rooting zone is deep. but the clayey
subsoil restricts the movement of rools. water, and arr.
The erosion hazard 1s moderate

included with this soil in mapping are small areas of
Adaton, Alusa, and Sawyer soils. Also included on
mounds are a few areas of soils that have a thick
surface layer. Included soils make up less than 15
percent of any mapped area.

This Annona soil is used mostly for pasture and
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 ieft 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.
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This soil is poorly suited to most urban development.
High shrink-swell and wetness are the main limiting
features.

This soil is well suited to paths and trails, but it is
poorly suited to picnic areas and campgrounds because
of very slow premeability.

This soil is in capability subclass lile; 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 during the cool season. Runoff and
permeability are very slow. Available water capacity is
high. The rooting zone is deep, but the movement of
roots, water, and air is restricted by the clayey texture.
The erosion hazard is slight.

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of
Wrightsville and Bryarly soils. These included soils make
up about 10 percent of any mapped area.

This Ashford soil is used mainly for hardwood forest
and wildiife habitat, but a small percent is used for crops
and pasture.

This 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, selective harvesting, and fire protection, is
needed to increase timber yields.

This soil is moderately well suited to crops. Soybeans
is one of the main crops. Poor drainage, very slow
permeability, 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 yields.

This soil is poorly suited 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 scil is in capability subclass lllw; woodland group
3w.

6—Billyhaw clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes. This nearly
level soil i1s on flood plains. Soil 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

Soil survey

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

S
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Figure 6.—FProfile of Billyhaw clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes
Note large cracks extending deep into the profile.
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production. Bahiagrass, 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.

This soil is poorly suited to crops. Droughtiness, the
erosion hazard, the high gravel content, and low fertility
are the main limiting features. However, the addition of
lime and fertilizers will increase production. Terraces and
diversions help control soil washing. Crop residue left on
the soil surface 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.

This soil is well suited to recreational development
except for playgrounds, which are limited by slope and
small stones or gravel.

This soil is in capability subclass Ille; woodland group
4.

34—Saffell-Urban land complex, 3 to 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 fand 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
subsoil 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 single-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 soil is 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.

Soil survey

Typically, the surface layer is brown silt loam about S
inches thick. The subsoil extends to a depth of 62 inches
or more. In the upper 41 inches, it is silt 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 drained. 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 cutting,
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
1w,

36—Sawyer silt loam, 0 to 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. 1t 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 limitations.

This soil is in capability subclass lle; woodland group
2w,

37—Sawyer-Urban land complex, 0 to 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.

This complex is about 60 percent Sawyer soils, 30
percent Urban land, and 10 percent other soils. Areas ot
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
motties 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.

Included with this complex in mapping are small areas
of Eylau and Ruston soils. The inciuded 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
sections 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, 10 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 siity clay
loam stratified with other textures. Typically, this soil is
moderately alkaline throughout.

This sail is well drained. It is rarely flooded. Runoff is
slow, and permeability is moderately rapid. Available

Soil survey

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
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 pan, 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.

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of
Billyhaw clay, Severn very fine sandy loam, and Redlake
clay. Included 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 woodiand.

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
joblolly pine and shortleaf pine. Woodland management,
such as selective cutting, removal of undesirable trees
and shrubs, and protection from fire, increases timber
production.

This soil is not recommended for cultivation because
of slope and the hazard of erosion.

This soil is poorly suited to urban development. The
main limitations are the high shrink-swell, high clay
content, and low strength. Low strength is a limitation for
focal roads and streets.

This soil is well suited to recreational development
such as paths and trails. It is moderately well suited to
picnic 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. This 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
mottles 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 Woodteli soil that has loamy subsoil and
small areas of the gravelly Saffell soils. The included
soils 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
pine. Woodiand management, such as selective cutting,
removal of undesirable trees and shrubs, and protection
from fire, increases timber yields.

Soil survey

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, picnic areas, and
playgrounds.

This soil is in capability subclass 1Ve; 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.




Included with this complex in mapping are small spots

e up less than 10 percent of the mapped acreage.
ost areas of Wrightsville-Rodessa complex are used
oodland and wildlife habitat. A few areas are used
ce and soybeans and for pasture.
ese soils are moderately well suited to pasture
iants such as bahiagrass, dallisgrass, and tall fescue.
Wtimson clover and arrowleaf clover will grow on the
Hodessa part of the complex. A drainage system will
ove excess water and provide a better environment
{.pasture plants. Proper grazing and complete
izers can increase forage yieids.
ese soils are moderately well suited to loblolly pine,
r oak, willow oak, and sweetgum. Woodland
agement, such as selective cutting, removal of
gndesirable trees and shrubs, and protection from fire,
Ricreases timber yields.

Figure 11 —Combining rice on Wrightsville-Rodessa complex.
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The soils in this complex, are moderately well suited to
crops such as soybeans and rice (fig. 11). Wetness, very
slow permeability, low fertility, and droughtiness are the
main limiting features. A drainage system is needed to
remove excess water. Crop residue left on the soll
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 lllw; woodland
group 3w.
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[Some terms that describe restrictive soil features are defined

TABLE 13.--SANITARY FACILITIES

in the Glossary.

See text

Soil survey
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TABLE 13.--SANITARY FACILITIES--Continued
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AIR AND RADIATION

Bonorable Lauch Faircloth ' i
United States .Senate _
Washington, DC 20510 ' : |

Dear Senator Failrcloth: ;
. PO

This is in response to your letter of June 8, 995
concerning the applicability of the Clean Air Act’s conformlty
requlrements 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) bhas established
the health and welfare-based national ambient air quallty
standards (NAAQS) and States have developed programs, known as
State lmplementatlon plans (SIP's), to attain and maintain those
NAAQS. To ensure that Federal actions will not interfere with
the SIP's, section 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 Vhlch will impact areas not: attalnlng
t.he NAAQS . . ) i

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 Carolina. The new Commission is
recommending that the squadrons go to Oceana, Virginia. Oceana
is .part of the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News (Hampton
Roads) marginal ozone non-attainment area. |

In your letter, you requested EPA's interpretation .of the
general conformity requirements as applied to the BRAC
recommendations. Specifically, you asked, "Is a conformlty
determination or conformity analysis required prior to a BRAC
decision?" It is my understanding that a preliminary analysis by
the Navy indicates that relocation of the sgquadrons will result
in a significant increase in emissions of ozone precursors at the
squadrons' new base. Thus, if the Navy relocates the squadrons
to a base in a non-attainment area, such as Oceana, it must make
a conformity determination. In 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

i
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the frequency or severity of any existing violation of the NARQS,
or; delay Virginia's attainment of the NAAQS. |

[ .

The BRAC Commission is only making a recommendation to the
President and Congress and the recommendation is not in jitself an

action which will result in an increase in emissions, and thus,

would not require a conformity determination. While

environmental impact is one of the factors which the BRAC must
consider in developing its recommendation, the requirement to

. prepare a conformity determination rests with the Navy. : This

needs to be done before the transfer is executed.

I appreciate this opportunity to be of s ice and trust
that this information will be helpful to you

Maxry D.{Nichols -
Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation

|
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Bonorable Lauch Faircloth !

United States Senate '
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Faircloth: | ;

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, Vlrglnla.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has establlshed
the health and welfare-based national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) and States have developed programs, known as
State implementation plans (SIP's), to attain and maintain those
NAAQS. To ensure that Federal actions will not interfere with
the SIP's, section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act and the EPA
melementlng 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 NAAQS.

It is my understandlng 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 Carolina. The new Commission is
recommendlng that the squadrons go to Oceana, Virginia. Oceana
is part of the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News (Hampton
Roads) marginal ozone non-attainment area.

In your letter, you requested EPA's interpretation .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 preliminary analysis by
the Navy indicates that relocation of the squadrons will result
in a significant increase in emissions of ozone precursors at the
squadrons' new base. Thus, if the Navy relocates the sguadrons
to a base in a non-attainment area, such as Oceana, it must make
a conformity determination. In 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
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the frequency or severity of any existing violation of the NaAQS,
or; delay Virginia's attainment of the NAAQS. |

l .
The BRAC Commission 1s only making a recommendation to the
President and Congress and the recommendation is not in jitself an
action which will result in an increase in emissions, and thus,
would not require a conformity determination. While
" environmental impact is one of the factors which the BRAC must
consider in developing its recommendation, the requirement to
- prepare a conformity determination rests with the Navy.  This
needs to be done before the transfer is executed.

I appreciate this opportunity to be of sexmvice and trust
that this information will be helpful to you

Mary D.{(Nichols :
Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation

|




Srw.
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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.

O Sincerely, ‘)

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation {ommittee

Attachment
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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 réceipt 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.

Questidn 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 Iocal air district for
the 6 criteria pollutants? Please state level of nonattainment, if it applies (marginal, moderate,

serious, etc).

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10 X
SO2 X
NO2 X
Pb. X




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 e¢ight 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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350-1000
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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

-y initiated. The potential additions or deletions to the base closure list by the commission and
é) 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.

O Sincerely, )

Chartés P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Committee

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 réceipt 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.

Quesﬁoh 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). 3

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CcO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb.
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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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.

7 Sincerely, )

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation ommittee

Attachment
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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 réceipt 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.

Questidn 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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X

Ozone Marginal

PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb.
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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.



i
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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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" 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.

O Sincerely, )

Chartés P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Gommittee

Attachment



QUESTIONS FROM BRAC COMMISSION (DIEDRE NURRE) REGARDING
RECEIPT OF ADDITIONAL FLYING MISSIONS AT OCEANA AND THEIR

"~ IMPACT ON AIR CONFORMITY:

3
r‘"’

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.

Questioh 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). 3

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb.
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330-1000

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.

O Sincerely, ’)

Chartés P\ Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Committee

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.

Questioh 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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10 X
S0O2 X
NO2 X
Pb. X




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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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.

O Sincerely,

Chartés P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman, _
Base Structure Evaluation Gommittee

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 réceipt 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.

Questioh 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). 3

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CcO X

Ozone Marginal
PM-10 X

SO2 X

NO2 X

Pb. X




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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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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.

7 Sincerely, )

Chartes P\ Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Qommittee

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.

Questioh 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). 3

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CoO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb.
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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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.

7 Sincerely,

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Committee

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 réceipt 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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X

Ozone Marginal
PM-10 X

SO2 X

NO2 X

Pb X




| 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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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" 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.

O Sincerely, )

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation {ommittee

Attachment
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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 réceipt 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). i}

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
co X

Ozone Marginal
PM-10 X

SO2 X

NO2 X

Pb X




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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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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.

7 Sincerely, )

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Gommittee

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 recexpt 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.

Qu&sﬁoh 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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CcO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb

el el R




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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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 .a.ir district or EPA.
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" 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.

O Sincerely, )

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Committee

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.

Qu&stioh 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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X
Ozone
PM-10
S0O2
NO2

Pb.

Marginal

ol E R




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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 1o 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.




\
]
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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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" 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.

7 Sincerely, )

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Committee

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 réceipt 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). 3

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X

Ozone Marginal

PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb.
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 wil/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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Chairman, Defense Base Closure
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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.

7 Sincerely, )

Chartes P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Qommittee

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 réceipt 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.

Qu&sﬁoh 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). 3

Answer:

Pollutant Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb.
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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.



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350-1000

g/AubQKW

LT-0768-F15
BSAT/BL
19 May 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

1700 North Moore Street
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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.

7 Sincerely, )

Charteés P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation 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 réceipt 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.

Quesﬁoh 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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb.
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 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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" 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.

O Sincerely,

Chartes P\Nemfakos
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? 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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X

Ozone Marginal

PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb
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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 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 1992/93, which was provided in
certified data, indicated that a conformity determination may be required.

NOx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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.
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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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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 are a significant issue arising both
unde¢r express /BRAC Commission selection criteria
and Clean-A+¥ Act conformity requirements.

¢ The Hampton Roads area, which includes NAS Oceana,
presently is designated "marginal" nonattainment
for ozone; EPA presently is contemplating elevation
of this <classification *t& ~the more serious
"moderate" 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,LM
essentially no air quality impact analysis has been
performed for this proposed redirect.

. Regardless of whether the Navy is corxrect in
asserting that its 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
vulnerable to legal attack for failure to comply

with express provisions of the Base Closure 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)
WSMAIN/146596 .



WARD AND SMITH, P.A. OFFICE MEMORANDUM
Attorneys at Law

TO: ICW DATE: June 5, 1995

FROM: FHS o/, M— CLIENT:  North Carolina

COPY TO: JTS, ARB MATTER: BRAC 95

FILE NO.: 95-0193(a) SUBJECT : Clean Air Act Conformity
Requirements Applicable
to BRAC 95 Decisions

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum describes Clean Air Act ("CAA") conformity requirements
applicable to the proposed 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission
("BRAC") decision to redirect Cecil Field F-18 Navy fighter squadrons
and related support personnel from Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point
("™MCAS Cherry Point") in North Carolina to Naval Air Station Oceana
("NAS 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 regquirements 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. §§ 2687 et seq.,
required the Secretary of the Department of Defense ("DoD") 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;

e 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. §§ 7401 et

sed.

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. 1In
the present case, because the Commission is deciding between NAS Oceana
and MCAS Cherry Point, comparative impacts of the pending choice on the
air quality in the two ¢afdidate receiving areas must be analyzed before
a defensible decision can be reached. 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 ("SIP").

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
PS&Iicy ACE ("NEPA"), 42 U.S.C 4321 et seqg. Section 2905 (c) of the Base
Closure and Realignment 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 EIS’s 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 1is
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 Environmental Protection Agency
("EPA") 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.

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--

(1) 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 CAA’s conformity requirements address two principal types of Federal
actions:

L transportation-related activities, such as funding highway
construction projects by the Department of Transportation
("transportation conformity"); and

o general actions of Federal agencies, such as construction of

non-transportation Federal buildings and laboratories and
miscellaneous other activities affecting air quality ("general
conformity") . -
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Base realignment and closure actions fall into the latter category.

Conformity Regulations.

Regulations promulgated by EPA to implement the general conformity
requirements were published in the Federal Register on November 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.

Key Definitions.

"Direct emissions" 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.

"Tndirect 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
emisgions from base facilities and residences resulting from personnel
increases.

"Criteria pollutants or their precursors" includes any pollutant for
which a National Ambient Air Quality Standard ("NAAQS") has been
established [includes, inter alia, volatile organic compounds ("VOCs")
and nitrogen oxides ("NOx"), which are the precursors of ozone or smog].

Id.

"Federal action" includes any activity engaged in by a department

agency, or instrumentality of the Federal government, or any activity
‘tﬁéf“a’aépéffment agency or instrumentality of the Federal government
supports in any way, provides financial assistance for, licenses,

permits, or approves.

Id.
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This definition is very broad and clearly encompasses the proposed
relocation of the Cecil Field F-18 fighter squadrons and —support
personnel. Arguably, it alsoc éncompasses the BRAC decision itself,
because the Commission is "approving", 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.

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 1is arguable that the BRAC Commission itself
may be subject to the CAA’'s 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 analysis must be
completed prior to the BRAC final decision. e

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 Exemptions.

Certain Federal actions are exempted from the conformlty requlrements,
either categorically or due to their de 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 reguired) to perform as
operational groups and/or for repair or overhaul.

40 C.F.R. § 93.153(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 de minimis
emission levels. The levels vary by pollutant and the air quality
status of an area. NAS Oceana 1is 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 de minimis exemption level for a marginal czone 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 EPA’s general conformity
rules. In the answer to Ms. Diedre Nurre’s Question 5, contained in Mr.
Charles P. Nemfakos’ letter of May 19, 1995 (copy attached), the Navy
has raised the possibility that net emission levels at Oceana could be
below de 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 Commigsion process.

Conformity Determination Substance and Procedures.

Emissions Budget. 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 "emissions budget" 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. See 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. 1In
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
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.

Computer Modeling. 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, 1in 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




Office Memorandum
June 5, 1995
Page 8

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.

Mitigation. 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 room"
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.

Timing of Conformity Determination. One of the most
problematic issues raised by the need to comply with CAA conformity
requirements 1is 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 CaAA
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 Navy’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 by 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 affirming the DoD’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
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 III official Paul Winthrop, 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 "moderate" 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 1is 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. 1In 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 Norfolk/Virginia 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. 1In
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
decigion. 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 wvalue" 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

WSMAIN/146540.
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(T) Consent Order 23-1993 effective
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR. .
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the McLouth Steel Company, Trenton
Plant :

(U) Consent Order 24—1993 effectlve '
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR.
This Otder limits'the PM emissions for

. the Michigan Foundat:on Company.
Cement Plant. "~ ..

(V) Consent Order 25—1993 effectwe‘ i
October 12,1994 issued by the MDNR,
This Order.limits the PM emissions. fo
the Michigan Foundatlon Company, :
Sibley Quarry.:.

(W) Consent Order 26—1993 effectiv
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR.
This.Order limits the PM emissions fo
the Morton International, Inc Morton s
Salt Division. : R

(X) Consent Order 27—1993 effecnve ‘
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR. -
This Order limits the PM emissions for _
the National Steel Corporatlon, Gteat
Lakes Division., - '

(Y) Consent Order 28—1993 effectlve
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR. -
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the National Steel Corporation,
Transportahon and Matenals Handhng' '
vaxsxon g

(Z) Consent Order 29——1993 effecnve
October 12, 1994-issued by the MDNR,
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the Peerless Metals Powders, IR
Incorporated.

(AA) Consent Order 30—1993 effective
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR.
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the Rouge Steel Company.

(BB) Consent Order 31-1993 effective
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR.
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the Keywell Corporation.

(CC) Consent Order 32-1993 effective
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR.
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the St. Marys Cement Company.

(DD) Consent Order 33-1993 effective
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR.
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the United States Gypsum Company.

(EE) Consent Order 34-1993 effective
October 12, 1994 issued by the MDNR,
This Order limits the PM emissions for
the Wyandotte Municipal Power Plant.

IFR Doc. 85-1067 Filed 1-13995; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6560-50P .

i

40 CFR Part 81

- [VA37-1-6812a; FRL-5139-8]

Clean Air Act Promulgation of.
Reclassification of Ozone . '
Nonattainment Areas in Virginia, and
Attalnment Determinations T

- AGENCY: Envxronmental Protectmn
“: Agency (EPA). . - L

ACTION: Ditect final rule

I.Background .
‘.. A.Clean Air Act Hequzrements and EPA

SUMMARY: This action reclassxﬁes the ;

_.Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News a
.. (Hampton Roads), VA ozone - :
. nonattainment area from margma
. nonattainment to moderatg -
~ nonattainment. This action also
‘determines that the Sussex, DE;

Allentown-Bethlehern-Easton, PA;NJ ¢
Altoona, PA; Erie, PA; Harrisburg- -

" Lebanon-Carlisle, PA; Johnstown, PA E

Lancaster, PA; Scranton-Wllkes-Bane,'

action determines that the Kent and
Queen Anne’s Counties, MD miarginal
ozone nonattainment area attained the
ozone standard by November 1994:

. .These ¢ actions are based on momtored

air quality readings for ozone dun_ng the

" years 1991-1994. This is not a

redesignation action for these me'rgtnal

- areas for which air quality monitoring .

data indicates attainment of the
standard. The Clean Air Act requires -
that a separate redesignation request be
submitted by the appropriate states to
EPA. Finally, this document sets forth -
the method which EPA will use
throughout the country henceforth to
notify the public that areas have
attained an air quality standard. EPA i is
taking no action in this document
regarding the Smyth County, VA
nonattainment area.

DATES: This action will be effective-
March 20, 1995, unless notice is
received by February 16, 1995 that
someone wishes to submit adverse or
critical comments. If the effective date is
delayed timely notice will be published
in the Federal Register. _
ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to
Thomas J. Maslany, Director, Air,
Radiation, and Toxics Division, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 111, 841 Chestnut Building,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107.
Copies of the documents relevant to this
action are available for public
inspection during normal business
hours at the Air, Radiation, and Toxics
Division, U.S. Environmental Protection

"... which national-ambient air qnahty Nt

Agency, Region I, 841 Chestnut
Building, Phtladelplna, Pennsylvama
19107. e
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT' EEN
Maria A. Pino, (215) 597-9337, at the
EPA Regional office listed above

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

-

Actions Concemmg Deszgnatxon ‘and’~
CIassz fication -

-"Section 107(d)(4) of the Clean AirAct
(the Act) fequired the States and EPA'to
desxgnate areas as attainment, ,
nonattainment, or unclassxﬁable for:
ozone as well as other pollutants for -

standards (NAAQSs) have been set. e
Section 181(&)(1) {table 1) required that S
ozone nopattainment areas be classxﬁed .

* as margindl, moderate, serious, severe, " :
PA; Youngstown-Warren-Sharon, PA— B ’

OH; York, PA; and Greenbrier, WV
~ ozone nonattainment areas classxﬁed as
- marginal have attained the ozone air
" quality standard by the November 15,"
1993 attainment date. In addition, thxs

or extreme, dependmg on thelr air - * -

" quality. . 7 "'f—g:;_f .

In a series of Federal Reglstet

~ documents, EPA completed this

designation and classification process e
See 56 FR 58694 (November 6, 1991}; 57 D
FR 56762 (Nov. 30, 1992); and 59 FR

18967 (April 21, 1994). By these

documents, EPA desigriated and .
classified all areas of the country for
ozone. N
Areas de31gx1ated nonattainment’ for o
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, 57 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; t

Smyth County, VA (portion of White
Top Mountain}); and Greenbrier, WV
areas were designated nonattainment
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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.. -reclassified by‘operation of Taw i

" " states that tlie determination of"
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Within 6 moaths following.the applicable -
attainment date (including any extension
thereof) for an ozone nonattainment area, the
Administrator shall determine, based on the
- areas design value {as:of the attainment dateJ,”

- whether !hemaattamed ﬁwstandard by the ©
date. - :

‘This provxsxon fuxthe: states tha.t fm:

- areas classified-as marginal, moderate, _’
- or serious, if the Administrator -"::= . " 3reas that attained the ozone NAAQS. -
~ dgtermines that the are did not attain - EPA would continue te be required to -
~the standard by its attainment. daxe. the -
area must be recIasmﬁed upwmxds
(bumped-up) S

- :Except for. any severe ar extreme.ax:eau any
~-area that the- Administrator finds has not -
attamed the standard by that date shall be

Aerometric Information Retrieval -
System (AIRS). ’
If this rule takes effect, futare EPA -

determinations of whether an ozone: -
_ by ifs attainment date will be made "

would not be required to publish a

- areas that failed to attain the ozone
- NAAQS and that are subjectto . . -
_‘reclassification.. However; this notice. -..
"-would be & final-action not subject to <

notice and comment under the .~

- accordance with:table T of mbsecmoii (a) of 553(b). Instead, EPA will. invoke the -

" this.section to the higher af— . " .« »
i ‘ “goad cause’’ exemption from notice-
argi The next hxghexrela uon fm the and-comment rulemaking, under 5 -
" or ' g : : U.S.C. 553(b)(B). The "good cause” - - .

(n) Th&classxﬁcanon a.ppheable; to the,
area’s design value as determined at the time
of the nonce requu'ed under subparagraph

good cause finds * * * that notice and
public procedure. thereon are: . .

(B). : = impracticable, unnecessary, or confrary_

Fmally. subparagraph (B) Of sectmn to the- puhhc mlenest." Thxsexemptmn

-'181(b)(2) mandates that the:

Administrator:-publish a document i in

* the Federal Register identifying each

area that failed to attain the NAAQS.. .
~-As quoted abave, section. 181’(61(21(!&1

‘and EPA takes.the posmon -that a

amounts to a ministerial action. ;.. -
The system described: above: wouId
fulfill the requirements-of section ~

- attainment:status be based on the area’s" undertake the same. system for maki ng

~*“design value”: EPA interprets this =
. ». - .- ~aftainment determinations.) wuhd'espect
provisiom generally to refer fo EPA's "_to areas that are:nonattainment for

" methodology for determining attamment
status. See.generally, H Comm. Rep. - . carbon.monoxide (COY under section.

101=430 pp. 197, 232'(1998) Hlouse -

Energy and umerce. Commmee : . effective March 20, 1995-unless notice

-~ is received by February 16,1995 that -
someone wishes to submit adverse or
critical comments. If the effective date i
delayed timely notice will be pubhshe
in the Federal Reglster.

B. Region IIF Nonattammemt Areas
EPA is today determining that the
Hampton Roads nonattainment area in

Virginia failed to:demonstrate
attainment by its attainment date of
November 15, 1983. The. Hampton )
Roads ozone nonattainment area is
comprised of Chesapeake, Hampton,
James City County, Newport News,

For ozone, EPA determiries -

attainment status on the basis of the

* expected number of exceedances of the
NAAQS over the three-yéar period up.
to, and including, the attainment date.
See 57 FR 13506 (April 16, 1992) (the
“General Preamble”). Under these

- requirements, for marginal ozone

-.-nonattainment areas, EPA reviewed air |
quality during the years 1991-1993 to
determine whether the area met its
attainment date:.

II. Summrary of Action
A. Determinctions of Attainment

By this action, EPA is issuing a final

rule that determinations under section

. 181(b}(2)(A) of whether an area attained
the ozone NAAQS by its attainment date
will be made on the basis of air quality
mouitoring data “for the three-year
period up to and including the:
attainment date. The air quality data
relied on for these determinations must
be consistent with 40 CFR part 58
requirements and other relevant EPA
guidance and recorded in EPA’s:

Virginia Beach, Williamsburg, and Yor
"County in Virginia. This determination
is based on air quality monitors
revealing exceedances of the ozone.
NAAQS during the three year penod ~
©1991-1993. - .
In orderto attam the NAAQS for -
ozome, each monitoring siteina -
- nonattainment area maist average no: .
more than 1.0 expected exceedance of

(ppm) ozene} per year in a three year:

.- nonattainment areg attamed the: NZAAQS
* solely by reference to AIRS, data.]E?A'” X

. Federal Register document concennng :

publish a Federal Register document fo]

- Administrative Procedures Act, 5 U.S,C”
exemption applies when the agency “fo

. applies to merely ministerial actions,’ .
-reclassification based on air: quahty.daz#

“-181(b)(2} of the Act. EPA: mtendsto'

-.186(b)(2). By thxs_acuon, EPAis xssumg,'
a final rule to this.effect, which will be .

Norfolk, Poquoson, Pertsmouth, Suffolk

. the standard (0.12 parts per million:. .

eriod. The number of expected
exceedances is calculated by adjusting
the number of actual monitored - -
exceedances to account for missing da
Mohitors in the Hampton Roads area i
Virginia recorded exght exceedances.o
the azone NAAQS'in the three year
period 1991 to 1993. In theHampfon
Roads area, the Suffolk manitor [Ng..5
800-0004) recorded five éxceedances
that time period. Consequently, the-
average annual expected exceedances
‘for the Hampton Roads area-was 1.7 fc
the 1991~1993 period. The ozone data
‘measured during that semie-period for
‘this area indicates a design value:of-
0.131 parts per million (ppm). .
Monitoring data in the Hamptcm
Roads area for the 1992-1994 period

' indicates that the expected number of

exceedances remains 1.7 and the dem
- value remdins 0.131 ppm ozone.- < "
“Therefore, the area did not attam ﬂle
NAAQS for ozone by November 15,
1993 and cantinues to violate the ozo
standard. Pursuant to section 181 of t
Act, EPA is required to reclassify , =
(bpmp-up) the area to moderate.. .
- s document fulfifls EPA"s- <
obhgatwns under section 181(b}{2} to
determine whether the Hampton Roa
Virginia marginat ozone nonattainrae
area attained the ozone NAAQS byt
‘attainment date, and to publish its
determinatian in the Federal Regwle:
Under Séection 182(f] of the Act,

W reclassifying the Hampton Roads, - -

Virginia area to moderate means thiat
Commonweatth of Virginia will be -
required to submit State Implemem‘a
Plan (SIP) revisions for this area .

_appropriate for modesate areas unde:
section 182(b). Section 182(i) further
provides that deadlines provided un«
the requiremems of section 182(bJ).
remain applicable.to these areas, exct
that the Administrator (or the -

- Administrator’s delegate}. “may adju:
any applicable deadlines: fother than
attainment dates) to the extent such
adjustment is necessary or appropria
to assure consistency ameong reguire:
submissions."” Accordingly,
reclassification to moderate results i
attainment date for the Hampton Ro:
area of November 15, 1996 under
section 181(a)(1) (table 1).

However, EPA is exercising its
authority to adjust the SIP subnrissi:
schedule for the moderate area cont:
All SIP submissions required under
section 182(b) must be submitted by

- November 15, 1995. All required

* controls and emission reductions in
be implemented or achieved on a
schedule that facilitates attainment !

~November 15, 1996 {the attainment

-for marginal areas). This submittal ¢

will assure-consistency in SIP. subm
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schedules and afford the States
sufficient time to prepare the submittals,
while also assgring that the required
controls may be implemented by the
attainment date. EPA cautians that
because the determination of whether
the-areas attain the NAAQS by :theend
of 1996 must bé based won airquality -
during the 1994-1996 period, the seoner-
‘ the tnoderate contrals are implemented,
the more likely the area will reach . . .
attainment by the end of 1996.

In addition, this notice serves to :
announce EPA’s determination that t_he
Sussex, Delaware;-Allentown- . .
Bethlehem-Easton, Pennsylvania- New
Jersey; Altoona, Pennsylvania; Erie,
Pennsylvania; Harrisburg-Lebanon-
Carlisle, Pennsylvania; Johnstown,
Pennsylvania; Lancaster, Pennsylvania;
Scranten-Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania;
Youngstown—‘Wmn—Sharon, N
Pennsylvania-Ohio; York, Pennsylvania;
and Greenbrier, West Virginia marginal
ozone nonattainment areas-succeeded in
demonstrating attainment of the:nzone
NAAQS by their attainwient-«date-of -

November 15, 1993.This determination

is also based on-ezone air quality data
measured -during the 199121993 period.
All of these areas have average annual’

expected exceedances:lesstharior equal -

10 1.0 for'the; 1991-1983 -threeyea:
period. . '
Furthermore, EPA: has:determmed
that the Kent and- Queen Anne’s -
Counties area, Maryland did not attair -
the ozone standard by it$ attainmenit
date, but has now attained-the standard.
During the 1993-1993-period, eight
exceedances were monitored at the only
monitoring site in the area, the- .
Millington site (No. 24-029-0002). The
average annual expected exceedances
was 2.8 for the Kent and Queen Anne’s .
areas in thatpermd and the design

value was 0.133'ppm. However, data for -

the most recent three years period, -
19921994, indicates that the: area has
now attained thewzone standard. Only
two exceedance were recorded in that
time period, making the average annual
expected exceedances 0.66 andthe
ozone design value 0.121 ppm. {Because
the ozone standard is 0.12 ppm ozone,
design values <0.124 ppm, which are
rounded off to £0.12 ppm, meet this
standard. Design values 20.125 ppm do
not meet the standard because they are .
reunded off to 20.13 ppm.) Since this
area is no longer violating the ozone
standard, reclassification to moderate is
not warranted. -

Although EPA has determined that
the marginal nonattainment areas of
Sussex County, DE; Kent and Queen
Anne’s Counties,MD; Allentown-
Bethlehem-Easton ‘Altoona, Erie,
Harrisburg—Lebanon-Carlisle,

- classification of mmarginal. They are
-+ eligible to be redesignated to attainment’

_hearing, all section 120 andpart B -

- maintenance plan. EPA-must reviewithe
request and.follow the usual procedures -

Iohns{own, Lancaster, Scranten-Wilkes-
Barre, Youngstown-Warren-Sharon, and

" York areas, PA;and Greenbrier Gounty,
- 'WVhave attained the-ozone NAAQS

they will:continue tocarrythe . . -7 -
.designation.of nonanmnmemandﬁxe ;

under section 107(d)(3), if the criteria of
that provisien are met: A 'redesgnahon
of an area to attainment must bea :

" formal request by a Stateto EPA-and -

include, among other things;a pubhc
)

requirements, and a tenwyear .0 19

of completeness review, a noticeof .
proposed rulemakmg, and & final aehon

after reviewing public comments..

- ‘There was no ozone air quahty

. momtormg in.Smyth Gounty, Virginia

in the 1991-1993 period. Consequently,
no-determination can be made as.to
“whether or not this area attained the °

. ozone NAAQS. Therefore, EPA’s taking

oo .action in thisnotice regarding this

.-aonattainment.area. Smyth County's .-
«classification ofmargmal and rural

t:anspon will remain in place.

A detailed discussion of the air
-quality data used in EPA’s attainment
-<determinations is.contained inthe -
“technical support document {TSD) . ...
prepared for this action. Copies-of the

. TSD are available from the EPA

‘Regional office listed in the ADoRésSEs

" section of this document

Final Ac‘hon C

In this action, EPA is promulgating a
eclassification to moderate for the
Hampton Roads, Virginia nonattainment
area. Also in this action, EPA is
notifying the public that future EPA -
determinations of whether an ozone
nonattainment area attained the NAAQS
by its attainment date will be made |
solely by reference to the AIRS data.
EPA would not be required to publish
a Federal Register notice concerning -
areas that attained the ozone NAAQS.
Finally, this action serves to notify the
public that the marginal nonattainment
areas of Sussex County in Delaware;
Kent and Queen Anne’s Counties in
Maryland; Allentown-Bethlehem-
Easton, Altoona, Erie, Harrisburg-
Lebanon-Carlisle, Johnstown, Lancaster,
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, Youngstown-
Warren-Sharon, and York arees-in
Pennsylvania; and Greenbrier Countyin
West Virginia have attained the:ozone
NAAQS: These areas will contimue to

carry the designation of nonattainment -

and the classification of marginal. These
areas are eligible to be redesignated to
attainmenf under section 107(d)(3) of

- noncontrgversial and’EPA 'enticipates

© . public should’be advised that:this
action will be effective 60 days from:i "
date of-this Federal Register document. -

o = effective date. Omedocumert will
- withdraw the fimal action and-snoth
“'will begin a-new rulemsdkingby

the Act, if the cntena of that provxsmn
aremet.

This action-is being teken awithout -
sal because the.changes-are .

no significant-comments on‘them:"The

However, if notice isreceived wf&nn*ae
days that someone wishes'to submit-
adverse orcritical comments; ‘th1sxot10n
will be withdrawn-and ’twomxbseguem
documentswill be publis hedbé‘fore ithe"

annoumcing & proposal:ofthe action: ana

_establishing a comment period.

Under section 307(b){1) of the CAA

32U3S.C. 7607(b7[1) pe‘[mons Tor.. .-~ ,___~ o
: )udlcxal review-of this action must be
. filed in the United: States Court of -

Appeals fof the eppropriate cm:uxi*by

© March' 20, 1985 Filing a petition for: WA

seconsideration by the Administrator.of ;-

- this final rule does not affect the' ﬁnalxty

of thisrole forpurposes: -of judicial ;

- Teview nor does-it extend the timé’

within which a petition Tor judigiz)
review may be filed, and shallaot =

Sl -postpone the effectiveness of suohmle :

“or action. This action may-notbe -

"> challenged later in'proceedingsd¢o .

.. enforce its requirements. (Seesedtum .
~307(b)(2) of the CAA, 42 U. S c.

- 7607(b)(2):] )

UnderEQ.- 12291, EPA i is reqmred -to
judge whetheran action is “majar’and -

- therefore subject to the requirementof a-

regulatory impact analysis. The Agency =
has determined that the reclassification .
made final today would result in none
of the significant adverse economic °
effects set forth in section 1{b) of the.
E:Q. as grounds-for a finding that an
action is “major.” The Agency has,
therefore, concluded that this actionis -
not a “‘major” action under £.0. 12291:

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act,
5 U.S.C. 600-et. seq., EPAmustpwpa:e
a mguiatory flexibility analysts :
assessing the impact of any proposed or
final rule on small entities. 5 U.S.C. 603
and 604. Alternatively, EPA may certify -
that the rule will not have a significant
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. Small entities include small
businesses, small not-for-profit ,
enterprises, and government entities -
with jurisdiction over populations of
less than 508,008.

Reclassifications of nonattainment -
areas undersection 181«0f the Actdo .

- not, by themselves, treate any new.

requirements. Therefore, because ﬂus |
action-does not impose any new. ..,
requirements, I certify that it does not o
have a significant impact on small .
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH
NORTH CAROLINA

Mnited Dtates Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3305

June 8, 1985

cgam reter 10 iz WU 3 - 2L
Carol M. Browner wipedl

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 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 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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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
tooattain the czene standard Dy Xovemoei 15, 1552, as requlred 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 EPA’s 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 202-
224-3783, the staff director of the Senate Subcommittee on Clean
_Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nuclear Safety, which I... -

chair.
1ncerelz

Lauch Faircloth

cc: Honorable aAlan J. Dixon,
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 CONFORMITY

Statutory Obligation
1. Why did EPA promuigate this rule?

A: This rule was a statutory 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, STAPPA/ALAPCO, 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 118?

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.

Attainment/Unclassifiable 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 artainment/unclassifiable 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 conformity criteria and procedures for
attainment/unclassifiable areas.
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APPLICABILITY

& General

How do you decide whcn a general conformity determination is required?

Before any approval is given for an action to go forward, an agency must apply the

“applicability requirements to a proposed Federal action to determine if a conformity

afion is required. The applicability analysis can be completed concurrently with

‘the NEPA analysis. It probably would occur during the environmental assessment. The

specific tming would be determiiried by the Federal agency.

v e

What is the difference between indirect and direct crmssxons and what are the implications
of classifying the emissions?

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 practcably control them as part of its condnuing 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. — ‘

Can you address the issue of “potential to emit" versus "actual emissions"?

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.

Are the U.S. territories of Puerto Rico and Guam subject to the general conformity rule?

There are PM-10 nonattainment 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.
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16.

17.

Does a State NSR or PSD program that may be more stringent than the Federal program
have to be Federally-approved in order to qualify it as an exemption under the conformity
rule?

In order for a State NSR permit program to be Federally enforceable, it has to be
Federally approved. Even if a State 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 requirements. -

Does rulemaking require a conformity determination?

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.

Does a base closure require a conformity determination?

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.
Exemption XIX under section 93.153(c)(2) of the rule states that “actions (or portions
thereof) associated with transfers of land, facilities, title and real properties through an
enforceable contract or lease agreement where the delivery of the deed is required to
occur promptly after a specific, reasonable condition is met, such as promptly after the
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 lands,
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.

Are emissions from CERCLA's non-National Priority List (non-NPL) sites exempt from
the general conformity determination?

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 EPA can spend Superfund money only on NPL sites, other agencies, such as
the Department of Defense, can take action on non-NPL sites.

How does the rule apply to wildfire-response time?

Responses to wildfires are considered emergency actions and as such are exempted from
the conformity requirements.



' Recurring Actions

How often should recurring actions that require a conformity determination be reviewed?

5.

A: Revision of a conformity determination is not required if the recurring action fits within
any of the exempt categories listed in the rule, such as recumring activities with no
increase in activity levels, as described in section 93.1537(c)(2)(ii).

" Inter-Agency Issues

6. Is 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 project, the project cannot go forward. Procedures for inter-
agency review are not provided for in the conformity rules. However, agencies may
choose to adopt 2 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?"

A: If a Federal action is subject to the conformity rule, the Federal agency must decide

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

on the fact that the other agency made a positive conformity determination and forego
making its own conforrruty dctermxnanon If one agency makes a positive determination.
the other agency should either go through its 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 first agency, as long as this analysis includes
the enare scope of the project. If each of the agencies has jurisdiction over parts 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
responsibility.
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TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY

Relationship of Transportation and General Conformity

1.

A.

How do the transportation and general conformity rules work together?

If the action (or portion of it) is subject to the transportation conformity rule, then the
action (or portion) 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.

What is EPA’s position on a State choosing to include airports, for example, under
transportation conformity rather than general conformity?

Emissions resulting from commuting to and from the airport may be considered through
the ransportaton 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.

Should commuters to and from a new office location be considered in transportation
conformity? Would redistributing trips be considered in an existing transportation plan’

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. [f the modeling 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
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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 Navy to have sufficient quantities of
potable water to maintain operational readlness is of
great importance for national security reasons.’

1585: Suffolk and Chesapeake require emergency water
supplies;*

1986: Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Suffolk and Portsmouth
call for wvoluntary water conservation; Chesapeake
requires emergency water supplies;?

1987: Norfolk and Virginia Beach renew calls for
voluntary water conservation;?

1988: Chesapeake requires alternate water supplies due
to salt water intrusion in groundwater well sources;’

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 restrictions and

'December 1980 Navy Oceana Environmental Assessment, page 1.
*January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-5.
*January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-5.
*January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-5.
*January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-5.

*January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-17.
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places a moratorium on all new water system 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 Suffolk) is very vulnerable to drought and,
without an additional water supply, faces water problems
of extreme proportions.’

* 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;’

] 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;"'’

[ 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 any
safe yield water;'?

L With regard to the Navy’s two emergency supply
wells, FERC stated that " (t)he Navy restricts use

‘Quoted in January 1995 FERC DEIS at page 1-5.
!January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1i.

*January 1995 FERC DEIS, pages 1-8 to 1-10.
®January 1995 FERC DEIS, pages 1-10 and 1-11.

MJanuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-13.
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of these wells to droughts that threaten military
readiness, and therefore, (they) are not included
in our safe yield calculations."'?

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) ;*

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."*

. March 13, 1995: Virginia Beach provides official

comments to FERC on the January 1995 DEIS, stating that:

"the (FERC) deficit water calculation is subject to
several sources of underestimation, such as its use
of inaccurately high safe yield estimates."?®®

"The City  believes that FERC's population
projection is lower than that which likely will
occur through the year 2030."*

"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 mgd greater than FERC projected."?’

2January 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-15.

BJanuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-17.

MJanuary 1995 FERC DEIS, page 1-18.

*“March 13,
**March 13,

March 13,

1995 Virginia Beach comments, page 1.
1995 FERC DEIS Comments, page 1.

1995 FERC DEIS Comments, pages 2-3.
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o "(E)xcept in the early days of the project when
supply will be greater than demand, the Lake Gaston
Project will not eliminate the need for Virginia
Beach or Chesapeake to restrict water ugse. 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 during the period
2000-2010, Virginia Beach, Norfolk and Chesapeake
will be required to ingtitute water use
regtrictions during severe droughts just as occurs
now, even with a fully operational Lake Gaston

Project."?®

¢ 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 VEPCO’'s pending federal power license amendment
application. 1In 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
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;

L Approval of portions of the settlement by the
General Assemblies of both North Carolina and
Virginia;

® Approval of VEPCO’s 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.

¥March 13, 1995 FERC DEIS Comments, page 9 (emphasis added) .
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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 Assembly.

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. :

May 25, 1995: Numerous Virginia 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 vreports 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.
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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
Deirdre

On June 6, 1995 a group of people representing the Cherry Point Community were onboard
representing their interests concerning the 1995 DOD. redirect of NAS Cecil F/A-T8's. Among the things
fhey wanted to discuss, was r Nemfakos's letter of May 19,1995 to Chairmian 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 (919)633-1000. When you return could you please give him a call
and discuss with him the air quality/air conformity issues of Oceana with him. If you've got any questions,
please don't hesitate to bring them to my attention.

Thanks,
Bru

P.S. For planning I'll 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'll also be in the office on the weekend of the 10'th &11'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 6/6 | 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

ED

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, | 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 6/6, he may bring these issues up to the
distinguished environmental representative of the Renowned Inter Agency Issues Team.

Hope ya'll had good trips
Mr ED

Page 1
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MCAS CHERRY POINT, N

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 Commission closed NAS Cecil Field, FL and moved all
of its active duty F/A-18 squadrons to Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, NC. This was the
longest payback (13 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 recommendation 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 considered in the past by the Commission, in the same way we do not
consider a community’s costs related to a closure.




ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES The Cherry Point community 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 concerns would have any effect on their ability to implement
the redirect or operate the units after they arrive. The staff is still reviewing the documents 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 Navy 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, 13JUN9s5
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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.

7 Sincerely, ‘)

Chartés P\Nemfakos
Vice Chairman,
Base Structure Evaluation Committee

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 Attainment Non-Attainment
CO X
Ozone Marginal
PM-10
SO2
NO2
Pb

o R -




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 tons/year, if any were the basis for the statement
in the March 95 "DOD Base Closure and Realignment Report” that a conformlty
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.

NOXx (tpy) VOC (tpy)
1992 2593 2177
1993 2788 2109

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 contro! 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 wil/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.



ATTACHMENT C-5
RECOMMENDATION FOR REALIGNMENT
- NAVAL AIR STATION, CECIL FIELD, FLORIDA REDIRECT

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission (1993
Commission Report, at page 1-20) from "Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North

Carolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia; and Marine Corps_Air-Station, Beaufort,
South Carolina” to "other naval air stations. primarily Naval Air Station, Oceana,

Virginia; Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval Air Station,

MIC, 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 F/A-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 $11.5 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

C-15



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

XECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) #

45

613-25

FROM: S (RCLOTMW, LA C W

To: (O | M

e A= ATOR (noC)

e C - (N R e

ORGANIZATION:

[ NS CONGRRSS

ORGANIZATION:

>Ce

INSTALLATION (5) DISCUSSED: (" W= 2~ Lovwsty |, OC T Avo A

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI | ACTION | INIT COMMISSION MEMBERS FYI | ACTION | mNIT
CHAIRMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA v
STAFF DIRECTOR e COMMISSIONER COX 17
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR L COMMISSTIONER DA VIS o
GENERAL COUNSEL v COMMISSIONER KLING 8
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER MONTOYA —
o~ COMMISSIONER ROBLES e
DIR/CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON Z{/j COMMISSIONER STEELE (e
DIR./COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
DIRECTOR OFR & A {
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER
" NAVY TEAM LEADER y
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER -
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER L~
DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER
IR /INFORMATION SERVICES DERORE |, Nbueet |~

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED

(V] Prepace Bepty for Gaiemaa's Signatice

T T T

Pmpamkeplyforcm'sw

X

ACTION: Offer Commnents and/or Suggestions

Prepare Direct Respanse
v |

subject/Remarks:

FEQuEsTine DRCRC PERFow~ B TH OROUE | - AnALiSS

OF AR GUALITR AmPACTS BT OCEAnA - PosSE
A% Sl LAY COomSTedimY - O REBLOCATING
TUE . SRUB0ROWS T0 vols (DOCE AN

g

~=506\6

R 506 (3

Mail Date:

S ——— e tg——— -




LAUCH FAIRCLOTH
NORTH CARGLINA

Anited States Senate

L WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3305
Ploaos Tefer 0 triiuls -
when wdmg__—- \3 35
June 13, 1995
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman, BRAC Commission
1700 West Moore Street
Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209
RE: Adequacy of Air Quality Impacts Analysis re Proposed Redirect F/A-18's from
MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Ocean
o

Dear Chairman Dixon;

I am very concemned about the adequacy of the BRAC Commission's analysis of air
quality impacts regarding the proposed redirect of the Navy F/A-18 squadrons from MCAS
Cherry 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 know, 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. WWM Agency is in the process of "bumping up” the
nonanmr_@ﬁcwr the Hampton Roads area to the more serious "moderate”
category due to a failure to achieve the national ozone standard by November 15, 1993, as
required by the Clean Air Act. Under the law, EPA must take this action. However, a last

- minute appeal by state and local officials has forestalled this required stiffening of air quality
enforcement measures.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



June 13, 1995
Page two

In a May 19, 1995 letter to you from Charles P. Nemfakos, the Navy points to a
possibly accelerated phase-out of A-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 May 22. 1995 Navv 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 F/A-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 quality 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
Cherry Point does not have any nonattainment air quality conditions and does not 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
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 final 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 strongly urge the Commission to weigh each option carefully in terms of potential air
quality impacts. [ 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 should reject the 1995 DOD recommendation and affirm the
1993 BRAC Commission to assign the Cecil Field F/A-18 squadrons to MCAS Cherry Point.

Lauch Faircloth

cc: Mr. Charles Smith



JET SHORTAGE STRIKLS NAVY i
]
By Robert Holzex %
{

s

NORFOLK, Va. =-~ The Navy may alow eh' ratirement of A-6 and F-14 airorage
or“' additional F/A-18 fighters to addrjﬂl looming shortfalls in the number
of 7 Jadrons available to deploy with aircraft carriers latar this decada,
sarvice officials gaid. !

t
--

Aviation officlala at Atlantlc Flset headquazters here and in Washington
ara struggling. to come up with the proper |mix of aircrart to addrass a
shortfall of five squadrons of F/A-13 Hornet aircraft that will begin te
aZfact naval operatlons as sarly as 1997,éeervice officials maid, :

‘ .

The isgue will be resolved in the Navy's 1997 budget, said Adm. Mike
Boorda, chief of naval operationa. He sald the lague now is undar reviewand
that various options ars being asseased, ;

Whatever tha solution, the Navy will:

fund it rrom ita axisting budget,
icorda said.

*“I think we ars going to do this wibkhin the rescurces and the dollars wa
1ava., Wa ire not going €o go cut and say giva ua soms More monay to 4o this, '’
wworda salad. !

The extent of the shortfall was revealed over the last year when the
npact of pricr hudget cuts becama mora cl

lear, Navy officials said. Among tha
‘actors contributing to the problem: L

~-=Decisions Lo raduce the funding r?quirad to suppert 22 aixcraft
guadrona on carrierd. i

‘l‘r-Reduced funding for F-14 upqxada%.

===~Acoeleratted ratiremants of A=6 ai%crart, which wera originally set to
asave tha fleat in 1593, but now planned to be xetired by 1837.

*“How serious it is is a tough quesﬁion," Boorda said. ““If we don't
olva it, it would be real zerious., If you have too few ¢f somathing and you
aad more, but you don't get more, then you either have to do less or you

lave to] wark what you hava hardar, In this gase we would hava worked people
30 hard by deploying them too much.'’ !

i
If the shortfall iz nokt addrassad, ' en the Navy would ke forcad to
eploy squadrons mora fraquently, viglating the establishad operationaltempo,

The Navy repeatedly exceeded these étandards of six-month deployments
>llowed by 18 months of shore duty duri

gq tha late 1970s and thousands of
lghly skilled parsonnal lef% the servic|.

{

T*If you start turning an air erew sround with lass than one year
i
!

i
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ashore], suddanly thIg 1nvedtd¥dnt you've made in all of these air :ws Just

‘alks out the door and now you ars in a death apiral,'' Roger Whiteway,

irector of tactlecal training and requirements for the Atlantic Fleat, said.
|

Il.breov-r, the dacisicn to intagrate up to thrae Marina Corps F/A-18
Qua..ona to belp nitigata the effects of tha shortfall ham fallen short of
xpectations. That'a becausa the Harines ars in the process of reducing their
verall number of F/A-18 squadrons and must still meet saparats ovarseas
equirementa, serxvice officials gaid. !

""We still have thae sguadren shertfall aven with the intagration of thres
arine Cerps F/a-18 squadrony,'' Vice Adm. Richaxd. Allen, commander of naval
viation in the Atlantic Flaat, said, “"We still have a shortfall out thsra in
he futura, Wa are five squadrons short a8 va gpeak.''

Whatever option is selacted to redraza the shortfall, there remains a
anpowar lsaue, Allen explalned. In getti#q the aircraft, the Navy also will
ava to pay tha cost of maintaining pilets and maintenance personnal that may
ave bean retired or shifted elsswhere in the Navy.

““You don't just turn a spigot cn and fmmediately get 2 pillot to go man a
quadren, ! Allen said, E
Accelerating productien of the improved 3/F version of the Hornat to
adresa the shortfall is not a realistic option, allen said, since production

s already schedulad for 1597 and money i obligatad for that.

More likely altarnatives include kaa#ing scme A-6 and 7-14 squadrons in
he flset longer than planned, buying more F/A~-18 C/D aircraft or upgrading
'lder ¥/A~18 A/B aircraft, Atlantic Fleet! officials saiq.

!
"i;It could ba conaidersd m=a an option since there weres 60 C/D alroratft
aXe ut of the budgat last ysar,'' allen said.

Atlantic Fleat officlals also want t? aggéss whaethar the retirement date
or soma A-63 might be moved back ta the 1999 time frame, Whiteway said.

*~Thare may be political reasons fon not moving the A-és back to [1993],
ut we want to at least ask the quastion iof what would it cost to keep them an

xtra (ysar or =o],!' Whiteway said.
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LAUCH FAIRCLOTH
NORTH CAROLINA ~

Anited Dtates Senate

‘ WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3305

June 8, 1855

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 Redirsct F/A-18 Sguadrons
from MCAS Cherry Point to NAS Oceana

Dear Administrator Browner:

The purpose of this lsastter is tc 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
;M Commission") is required to make recommendaticns to the President
by July 1, 1995, regarding the closure and realignment of
military installaticns, equipment and personnel in accordance
with the Force Structure Plan. As you may know, the 1393 BRAC
process rasulted in a decision to close Cecil Field in Florida.
Among the acticns now being considered by the 1395 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 Commission selectlion 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.

Secticn 175(c) of the Clean Air Act mandates that any Federal
agency which approves an action affecting air quality undertake
A such an analysis. I understand the question of military
~ operations was considered in developing the general conformity

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Carol M. Browner
June 8, 1985
page 2

rule, and that an exemption for routine movements of ships and
aircraft when no new support facilitiss or personnel are reguired

was added to the final rule. I am advised that the BRAC prccess
is not exprassly exempt.

My concern cver the apparant disrecarxrd of this requirement is
heightened by existing air quality conditicns of the proposed NAS
Oceana receiving area. The Hampton Roads area, which includes
NAS Cceana, 1s presently classified as nconattainment for ozcne.
Your agency 1is in the process of reclassifying the area from
marginal to mcderate due to the failure of the Hampton Roads area
to attain the oczone standard by November 15, 1993, as required 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 ncnattainment area. Given the nondiscreticnaxy
nature of such a reclassification, the area should be treated as
a moderate nonattainment area for the purpcses 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 Qceana, 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 EPA’s 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 202-
224-3783, the staff director of the Senate Subcommittee on Clean
Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and Nuclear Safety, which I
chair.

incerely,

aeith Taundrd

Lauch Faircloth

cc: Henorable Alan J. Dixon,
Chairman, BRAC Commission

bee: Sean Callinicos
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lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide, ozone,
particulate matter (PM-10), end sulfur
dioxide (SO,). .

This rule does not apply to Federal
procurement actions. The March 15,
1993 proposal was silent on the
application of conformity requirements
specifically to procuremant actions,
bowever, & number of comments were
received on procurements. Although the
comments generally indicated that -
procurements should be exempt from
the final conformity rule, EPA is
inclined to believe that Congress
intended for certain procurement
actions to be covered by the genera!
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. Therefore, the EPA
will propose to cover certain

. Erocuxements in a future rulemaking,
ut will take comment on other
- interpretations. ) '
- 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 belisves the
majority of procurement actions would
be de minimis or not reasonably
foresesable. Given the complexity of
Federal procurement end the
government's desire to streamline
procurement activities, the EPA will
seek comment on its proposed
exemptions and the process for applying
conformity to procurement activities.

II. Background

The general conformity rule was
proposed on March 15, 1993 (58 FR
13836). Additional background
information can be found in the
prgosal notice. ’ ‘

nformity is defined in section
176(c) of the Act es conformity to the
SIP’s purpose of eliminating or reducing
the severity and number of violations of
the NAAQS and achieving expeditious
attainment of such standards, and that
such activities willnot:. - - . .-

(1) Cause or contribute to any new
violation of any standard in any ares, - -

(2) Incredse the frequency or severity
of any exdsting violation of any stendard
in any ares, or ‘ .

(3) Delay timely attainment of
standard or any required interi
emission reductions or othe

conformity to attainment and
meintenance of the NAAQS. Thus, &
Federal action must not adversely affect
the timely attainment and maintenance

. mi\;.imments. e
addition, the rule adds a new

of the NAAQS or emission reduction
progress plans leading to attainment.
The Act as amended in 1990 includes a
new emphasis of reconciling the -
emissions from Federal actions with the
SIP, rather than simply providing for the
implementation of SIP measures. This
integration of Federal actions and air
quality planning is intended to protect
the integrity of the SIP by helping to
ensure that SIP growth projections are
not exceeded, emissions reduction
progress targets are achieved, and air
quality attainment and maintenance
offorts are not undermined.

The rule amends part 51 of title 40 of
the Code of Federal Regulations by
adding a new subpart W, Part §1 is
entitled: "Reguirements for preparation,
adoption, and submittal of
implementation plans." Amendment to
part 51 is necessary to require States to
revise their implementation plans to
include conformity requirements. Once
the State plans are revised, the Federal
agencies would be subject to thase

subpart B to part 93 of title 40 of the
Code of Federal Reaﬂations.‘l‘his is -~
necessary to make the conformity
requirements epply to Federal agencies
as soon as the rule is effective and in the
interim period before the States revise
their implementation plans. The part §3

‘requirements are identical to the part 51

requirements with one excepticn: they
do not require a State to revisa its
implementation plan. To avoid -
du{alication'. the preamble language cites.
only the part 51 sections, however, the
relevant part 51 discussion also applies ¢
to the equivalent part 93 rules. '
As noted in the proposal (58 FR
13837), EPA promulgated conformity
rules in 1979 and 1985 to implement the
conformity provisions for EPA ections at
40 CFR 6.303. Todey’s final rule applies
the conformity provisions of the Act as
amended in 1990 to all Federal
activities, including EPA activities.
Thus, the conformity requirements of 40
CFR 6.303 are superseded by these
rules. Accordingly, paragraphs (a)
through (f) of 40 CFR 6.303 are replaced
with a new paragraph (a) which refers
to the conformity rules promulgated
today and & new paragraph (b) which
retains the requirements of (old)
paragraph (g), which addresses other
requirements of section 316(b) of the
Act. The EPA is teking this action
without specifically baving proposed to
make these chenges to 40 CFR 6.303 in
the March 15, 1993 proposal because
the Agency views this as &
noncontroversial action and enticipates
no adverse comments. This action will
be effective January 31, 1994 unless, by

- December 30, 1993 notice is received

that adverse 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 the new part 51 and 93
rules will still supersede the
requirements of 40 CFR 6.303.

III. Discussion of Major Issues and
Response to Comments

For additional background
information on the major issues, the
reader should refer to 58 FR 13837~
13847, March 15, 1993. Unless
otherwise noted, the discussions in
Sections Il and [V below only address
issues where publi¢ comments were
received. For portions of the proposed

rule where comments were not received,

the final rule is consisternit with the
proposed rule for the reasons set forth
in the proposal notice. Further :
discussion of such issues isnot
addressed in this preamble. Portions 6f

-"the proposed rule were also changed so
that the final rule more clearly states the

intended meaning. Sections IIf and IV
address issues in the same opder as they

‘were addressed in the proposal which is
_also consistent with the regulatory

portian of this rulemaking notice.
A. Effective Dates
1. Proposal

The effectiva date of this rule was
proposed to be 30 days after the final
rulemaking notice is published. At that
time, however, scme projects that are
dependent on Federal actions will have
already commenced or completed
planning activities, perhaps including
their environmental assessment. Such
projects would then be faced with the
uncertainty of new conformity . . .
requirements that could not have been
anticipated prior to the final rules being
published. This uncertainty could i
threaten the viability of projects for
which considerable time and funds
already have been or are about to be
invested. .

The preamble to the proposal
specifically invited comments on
transition (or grandfathering) ;rovisions
for on-going projects that are dependent

. on Federel] actions (58 FR 13837). Two

options were proposed which would
low grandfathering based on activities
that will have either already
commenced or completed their
environmental assessment by the time

the finel rulemaking notice is published.

2. Comment

The EPA received comments on this
issue which recormmended e veriety of



Federal Register / Vol. .;:8. No. 228 / Tuesday, November 30, 1993 / Rules and Regulations.";s;jziy .

implement that Federal action within a
reasonable time. This 5-year provision

also applies with respect to conformity

determinations grandfathered as
described above. :

The information collection
roquirements in 40 CFR parts 51 and 93
have not yet beon approved by the OMB
end are not effective until OMB
approves tham.

B. SIP Revisions—State Authority

1. Proposal i .

As described in the March 15,1993
preamble, EPA proposed that Statesmay
adopt criteria and-procedures more
stringent than the requirements in the
EPA rules {58 FR 13838).

2. Cumr;umt . :

Several commenters supparted EPA's™

view. These commenters stated that
Federal agencies are to be afforded no
special privileges and that the Act in no
way prevents the imposition of more
stringant control measures in instances
where public health end welfare mey be
at risk. .

Other commenters, however, stated
that Federal agencies should not be held
to & higher standard by State regulations
than adjacent or nearby private or State
activities. These comments suggest that
this provision may be inconsistent with
section 118 of the Act. Section 118 of
the Act states that Federel agencies are
" to comply with State air pollution
requirements “in the game manner and
to the same extent as any _
nongovernmental éntity.” Since the
general conformity requirement is not
imposed on any non-Federal.entity,
these agencies argus that there is not &
waiver of sovereign immunity which
would allow State regulation of Federal
activities in either sections 118 or 176
of the Act; therefore, these agencies
argue, the Act does not permit States to
set more stringent conformity -
requirements than those set by EPA.
Some commented that multiple State
rules would cause confusion to Federal-
egencies trying to meet the conformity
requirements. - : . ,

One comment stated thet only ereas
designated “‘extreme' should be
ellowed to require more stringent State
or %erggonal general conformity rules in
its SIP.

3. Response

In considering the comments received
on this issue, EPA has taken the
provisions of sections 116, 118 and
176(c) of the Act into account. The new
language added to section 176(c) by the
1990 amendments to the Act makes it
cleas that the purpose of section 176(c)

’ requirement that Federal agencies

is to make emissions from Federal
actions consistent with the Act's alr
quality planning goals. The conformity
requirement is different from most other
roquirements of the Act becauss {t is
imposed solely on Federal agencies, and
is not requimc{ of nongovernmental
entities. Therefore it is appropriate for
EPA to establish the criteria and
procedures for the conformity of Federa!
actions es ified by section

176(c)(4)(A) of the Act. It is elso

that States adopt a SIP revision

that includes these criteria and
procedures, as indicated by section
176(c){4){C) of the Act Furthermore,
EPA interprets the requirements
imposed by section 116-6f the Act to
mean that the criteria and procedures
sat by State conformity rules may not be
any less stringent than thoss established
by this rulemaking. R

The EPA interprets the section 118"

uirements

com&ly with eir pollution
“in 0 same

© same mianper and to

‘extent 25 ey nongovemmental extity”

10 mean only that Federal agencies rmust
comply with any air poliution rule
established under the Act to no Jess an
extent than nongovernmental entities.
The general conformity rule and State
rules adopted pursuant to it are rules

. established under the Act with which,

under section 118, Federa! agencies

. must comply. Consequently, EPA does

not agree that there is no waiver of
sovereign immunity at all in section
176(c). The EPA concludés that section

"176(c)(4)(c) nﬁuires State conformity

SIP's that wo
activities. , ‘
However, the language of the relevant
sections does leave unclear the extent to
which the waiver of sovereign immunity
may limit the manner in which a State's
section 116 authority is applied to
Federal agencies. After careful
consideration of the legal and policy
arguments presented to EPA after the
March 15, 1993 notice of proposed
rulemeking (NPR), EPA has concluded
that State conformity rules which do not
apply to non-Federal entities and which
apply more stringent requirements than
the EPA general conformity rule to
federally-assisted facilities would be
inconsistent with the waiver of
sovereign immunity provided by section
118 of the Act Acrplying such rules
exclusively to federelly-assisted -
facilities, which could be the case with
any more stringent conformity
requirements since conformity
requirements do not apply statutorily to
nongovernment entities, would have an
unjustifiebly discriminatory effect.
Under current case law, a reviewing
court would construe waivers of

d regulate Federal -

sovereign immunity, like that in section
118, narrowly. See Department of
Energy v. Ohio, 112 S.CT. 1627, 1633
(1992); McMahon v. United States, 342
U.S. 25,26,72 S.CT. 17, 18 (1951). The
EPA believes that such purely
discriminatory more-stringent State
programs would be prohibited under
such case law.

The EPA recognizes that States have
historically developed their own
conformity requirements despite the
absence of any Federal rules. Further,
States have frequently adopted -
requirements that differ from State to
State, both with respect to conformity
and general air quality managemaent, in
order to address different air quality
needs and regulatory suthorities. There
are several statements excerpted below
from the congressional Record which ™

-.suppart the canclusion that States may

- adopt conformity rules that are more

stringent than the rules promulgated by
EPA. -

Such [Federal] regulations will provide

guidance to the states for the adoption of

conformity-requirements in each SIP and will
govern the conformity decisions of federal
sgencies and metropolitan planning
organizations (MPOs) required to make -
conformity determinstions. Federal agencies
will also have to comply with applicable
provisioas of the SIP if stronger than the
underlying basic federal regulations. Cong.
Rec., S$16958 (October 27, 1990) (Statement of
Senator Chafee). L

States are also free under section 116 to
continue to apply any more stringent project
review criteria in effect under state or local
law. The criteria in section 176(c)(3) are
merely the additicnal federal criferid that
must be met to qualify for federal approval
or funding of transportation projects, .
programs, and plans prior to the date when
a revised implementation plan takes effect
under these amendments. Cong. Rec., $16973
(October 27, 1990) (Statement of Senator
Baucus). )

‘Such regulations will provide guidance to
the states for the adoption of conformity
requirements in each SIP and will govern the
conformity decisions of federal agencies and
MPO:s required to make conformity
decisions. Federal agencies will also have to

comply with applicable provisions of the SIP :

if stronger than the underlying basic federal °
regulations.” Cong. Rec., $16973 (October 27,
1990) (Statemen! of Senator Baucus). -

Consequently, the EPA believes that if
8 State wishes to apply more stringent
conformity rules for the purpose of
attaining air quality, it may do so, but
only if the same conformity
requirements are imposed on non-
Federal es well as Federal sctions.
States sdopting more stringent
conformity rules may not cause a more
significant or unusual obstacle to
Federz] egencies than non-Federal
agencies for the same type of action.

-~
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(4) It establishes an overly broad role
for the Federal government in attaining
the NAAQS.

b. Inclusive definition—enforcement.
The EPA sees no value to the
environment in promulgating a rule that
is unenforceable. The EPA agrees with
the point made by some commenters
that it is unreasonable to expect Federal
agencies to control indirect emissions
over which they have no continuing
authority to control. As stated in the.
March 15, 1993 preamble, this approach
might result in a Federal agency
. imposing conditions on the project (e.g.,
mitigation) to demonstrate conformity
that would be meaningless since there
would be no offective Federal
enforcement mechanism.

For example, the inclusive approach
could require a Federal agency to
impose restrictions on the title to land
that is being sold or developed. In such
cases these deed restrictions might
remain forever with the land."
Enforcement of these types of
restrictions is very difficult and is not
likely to be an effective approach.
Further, it is not reasonable to attach a
restriction to a deed forever, since the
land use might change over time and,
certainly, the environment will change
aver time—both of which may remove
or elter the need for the deed restriction,
which would nonetheless remain in
place since there is no mechanism to
remove it. In this example, EPA believes
that it {s impractical to use deed
restrictions to control emissions and
that the Federal agency would not
meintain control since there ibs llr;o ;
continuing program responsibility for
that FederaF agency to cgntrol future
emissions associated with that land.

c. Inclusive definition—
transportation. In the inclusive
- approach, the Federal agency is mads
responsible for emissions that are
reasonably foreseeable. This would |
include emissions from on-site ar off-
site facilities. Assume, for example, that
the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) epproves an airport expansion
project which would require a general
conformity determination. The airport
expansion also includes a highway
interchange construction project
needing a project level transportation
conformity approval. Additionally, it is
known that e cargo handling facility
will be constructed near that
interchange due to the airport
expansion. The project level
transportation conformity review would
cover emissions from vehicle activity to
end on the highway interchange, but
would pot cover indirect emissions
possibly associated with the airport or
cargo facility. Thus, the project level

transportation conformity review covers
direct and certsin indirect emissions
associated with the highway
interchange action itself.

The general conformity inclusive
approach could rely on the
transportation conformity review with
respect to vehicle activity to and on the
highway interchange. In addition, the
general conformity inclusive approach
would specifically consider direct and
indirect emissions at the airport itself
and at the cargo facility. In contrast, the
exclusive approach, similar to the
project level transportation conformity
approach, covers gu-ect and certain
indirect emissions associated with the
airport expansion action itself, but does
not specifically consider additional
indirect emissions (i.e., the cargo
facility). Thus, the exclusive spproach
appears to be more consistent with the
tmnsglortation conformity approach.

d. Inclusive definition—unreasonable
burden. The inclusive definition could
be interpreted to include virtually all
Federal activities, since all Federal
activities could be argued to give rise to,
at least in some remote way, an action
that ultimately emits pollution. This
broedest interpretation of the statute
could impose en unreasonable burden
on the Federal agencies and private
entities that would have been affected
by that definition. For example, since
the Federal government {ssues licenses
for any export activities, an inclusive
definition approach could go so far as to
require the manufacture of the export
material and the transportation of the’
same material to be subject to &
conformity review. Such an approach,
however, is very burdensome due to the
large number of export activities, the
fact that the licensing process is not a
factor in eny SIP, and that the vast
majority of these manufacturing and
trensportation activities may have little
to no impact on air quality. Thus, the
inclusive approach goes far beyond the
set of Fedarag activities reasonably
related to the SIP.

The meny Federal agencies subject to
the inclusive approach would have besn
required to document air quality
impacts from tens of thousands of
public and private business activities
each yeer, even where the associated
Federal action is extremely minor. For
example, the Army Corps of Engineers
(COE) estimates that 65,000 of their
regulatory actions would have required
a conformity review in 1992 under the
inclusive definition. The COE permits
are oflen limited to & small portion of

a much larger project and, thus, may not

be the best mechanism to review the
larger project: e.g., one river crossing for
& 500 mile gas pipeline or a half-acre

;:tlllfnd fill for & twenty acre shopping

The Federal agencies might also have
been required to expend substantjal
resources in an attempt to enforce
miligation measures for actions that are
outside their jurisdiction. Some delay to
these public and private activities
would have been expected as the
conformity requirements were carried
oul. In some cases these Federal actions
would not teke place at all as a result
of conformity consideration. In
addition, the threat of litigation over
this expansive list of actions would
have been significant. That is, projects
could have been delayed through
litigetion simply due to arguments over
application of the conformity rule to the
project, even where the air quality
impacts were very minor.

Through public comments and by
communication with other Federal
agencies, the EPA received a large
number of examples of Federal
activities, a few of which are listed
below, that are not normally considered
in SIP's, but could not clearly be said to
have absolutely no ties to actions that
result in emissions of pollutants.

(1) COE permit actions.

(2) The sale of Federsl land.

(3) Nationa! Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit
issuance. .

(4) Transmission of electrical power.

(5) Export license actions.

(6) Bank failures.

(7) Mortgage insurance. '

Based on the public comments an
consultation with the other Federal
agencies, EPA believes that Congress
did not intend the general conformity
rule to affect innumerable Federal
actions, impose analytical requirements
on activities that are very minor in
terms of Federal involvement and air

quality impacts, and result in the
significant expanse and delay that is
likely in an inclusive definition. Thus,
'adoptinitha inclusive definition
approach could have imposed an
unreasonable burden on these public
and private activities.

The Federal agencies would, in many
cases, be unable to reducs emissions
from sources that they cannot
practicably control. This would result in
the Federal action having to be
prohibited because a positive
conformity determination could not be
made. The EPA believes that the Act
does not intend to unreasonsbly restrict

Federal ections so that they are
generelly prohibited in areas with air
quality problems. Instead, the Federal
agencies are required to control
emissions in & reasonable manner and
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nearby but on privately-owned land. In
this case, emissions from-the
construction and operation of the resort
are a continuing program responsibility
of the Forest Service and emissions from
the housing activities are not. Again, if
the Forest Service had authority to
impose conditions on activities at the
housing development and chose to
exercise that authority to impose
conditions that would result in air
pollutant emissions, eir emissions from
those conditions imposed would be
within the Forest Service’s continuing
program responsibility.
ith respect to the issuo of indirect
emissions, the proposal pointed to the
language in section 176(c)(1) of the Act
which prohibits a Federal agency from
roviding “support in any way * * *
for] any activity which does not
conform to an implementation plan.”
“Conformity to an implementation
plan” is defined to mean that an activity
*will not—cause or contribute to any
new violation * * *;increase the
frequency or severity of any existing
violation * * *; or delay timely
attainment of any standard. * * *"
Given the “support in any way”
language, EPA has, in this rule,
interpreted section 176(c) of the Act as
requiring Federal egencies, in making
their conformity determinations, to
consider both the direct and indirect
emissions resulting from their own
actions or from actions that they
support. However, nothing in those
words serves to clarify a precise
congressional intent regarding the scope
.of coverage of indirect emissions [a term
which is not expressly referred to in
section 176{c)(1) of the Act]. In other
words, the words “support in eny way"
do not, in themselves, dictate a .
congressional preference between the
inclusive or exclusive definition of
indirect emissions proposed by EPA.
The exclusive definition, which this
final conformity rule adopts, requires
that Federal agencies take into account
only those {ndirect emissfons thet the
Federal action would support, that the
Federal agency can practicably control,
and are under the continuing program .
responsibility of the agency. The EPA
believes this interpretation is the most
reasonable because it assures that
Congress’ primary intent under section
176(c) of the Act is met, namely, that
Federal agencies advance the purpose of
the SIP by controlling emission‘:zom
those actions which they support, over
which they can practicably exercise
control, and for which they retain
continuing program responsibility.
The Clean Air Act does not define
“support” for the purposes of section

176(c) of the Act.2 If read in the broadest
conceivable manner, the “support in
any way" prohibition might Ee
interpreted to {nclude virtually all
Federal activities, since all Federal
activities could be argued to support, at
least in some remote way, an sction that
ultimately emits pollution. The EPA
does not ge!ieve that Congress intended
the “support in any way" prohibition to
be interpreted in e manner that would
lead to such egregious or absurd
applications of section 176{c) of the Act.
Where the language of a statute is
ambiguous, as is the case here, an
agency has the discretion to adopt an
interpretation that is reasonable.

One possible approach in determining
bhow far the “support in any way
prohibition’ extends is to examine the
word “support” itself. Section 176(c)(1)
of the Act, by its terms, prohibits
Federal agencies from “support|ing]” an
activity which itself “‘does not conform
to en implementation plan.”+ Thus, the
support prohibition cannot be triggered
unless arid unti! a Federal agency's
actions constitute support of a particular
activity. In the absence of & statutory
definition for a word, courts typically
turn to the word’s everyday meaning.

. The dictionary defines “support" to

mean (among other things):
¢ “to uphold by aid, countenance, or

" adherence: actively promote the

interests or cause of'’;

¢ *to uphold or defend as valid, right,
just, or authoritative’;

¢ *“to provide means, force, or ‘
strength that is secondary to: back up"’;

o *“to pay the costs of"; !

¢ “to supply with the means of
maintenance * * * or to eamn or furnish
funds for maintaining"; and

+ "to provide a basis for the existence
or subsistence: serve as the source of
material or immaterial supply * * *"
Webster’s Third New International
Dictionary. As the above list makes
evident, the everyday meaning of
“support” could range from activity that
is merely facilitation or encouragement
to activity wherein the actor assumes an
ongoing responsibility and provides
continuing assistance in order for the
subsequent endeavor to be realized.
Applying the dictionary definition of
“support” in the context of the
conformity rule, it is apparent that
Federal actions that might be said to

3The genersl definitions section for part D of tile
1, section 171 (42 U.S.C. 7501), also does not define
“support.” '

3 Chevron, U.SA., Inc. v. Natural Resources’
Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 842-3 (1984).

40Of course, section 176(c)(1) also probibits
Federa] egenciss from engaging i, providing
financlal assistance for, licensing or permitting, or
spproving, such activities.

“support” subsequent projects similarly
could range from mere facilitation to
continuing responsibility. The EPA does
not believe that Congress intended the
term “support in any way'' to
encompass each and every one of these
separate definitions, including those
where the relationship between the
Federa! agency's action and the
subsequent activity is attenuated. Thus,
EPA believes it is reasonable to select a
definition of “support” that focuses on
the extent to which the Federal agency
has continuing program responsibilities,
and wbether it can practicably control
emissions from its own and other party
activities. The exclusive definition
mﬂuims Federa) egencies to consider
only those direct and indirect emissions
over which, under their legal
authorities, they can exercise and
maintain practicable control and over
which they have continuing program
responsibilities. As noted previously,
this approach is consistent with the
purposes of section 176(c) of the Act.
That section places certain prohibitions
and responsibilities on Federa! agencies.
The EPA does not believe that Congress
intended to extend the prohibitions and
responsibilities to cases where, although
licensing or approving action is a
required initial step for a subsequent
activity that causes emissions, the
agency has no contro} over that
subsequent sctivity, either because there
is no continuing program responsibility
or ability to practicably control. For that
reason, EPA believes-it is not reasonable
to conclude that'the Federal agency
“supports” that later activity, within the
meaning of section 176(c) of the Act.

As implemented by this rule, section
176(c) of the Act requires that a Federal
agency ensure conformity with an
approved state SIP for those air
emissions that would be brought about
by agency action, and that the agency
can practicably control, and that are
subject to a continuing program
responsibility of that agericy. A Federal
agency hasno responsigbilily to attempt
to limit emissions that do not meet
those tests, or that are outside the
Federal agency's legal contro!l.
Moreover, nelther section 176(c} of the
Act nor this regulation requires that a
Federa! agency attempt to “'leverage” its
legal suthority to influence or contro}
nonfedera] activities that it cannot
practicably control, or that are not
subject to a continuing program
responsibility, or that lie outside the
agency's legal authority.

For'example, neither section 176(c) of
the Act nor this regulation requires 8
Federal agency to withhold e Federal
grant of financial assistance to a grant
applicant that otherwise satisfies legal
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volatile organic compounds (VOC) due
to vehicle and airport related emissions,
and (2) assume that the adjacent
industrial park would emit 200 tons/
year of VOC. :

Under the exclusive definition, the
FAA must show that the 50 tons/year of
VOC from the airport related activities
conforms to the SIP. The FAA, however,
is not responsible for the 200 tons/year
of VOC from the industrial park. The
conformity rule provides several ways
to show that the 50 tons/year of VOC
conforms to the SIP:

(1) The airport expansionis .
specifically included in the applicable
SIP's ettainment demonstretion,

{(2) The 50 tons are offset by
reductions obteined elsewhere by the

FAA,

(3) The 50 tons are determined to be
consistent with the SIP emission budget
by the State air quality agency,

(4) The State commits to revise the
SIP to accommodate the 50 tons,

(5) The airport expansion is included
in the conforming transportation plen,

or

(6) In some cases, it is demonstrated
that there is no Increase in emissions in
a build/no build scenario. (Note that
project-specific modeling for ozone {s .

_not generally considered an option
since, as a technical matter, ozone
models are not sufficiently precise to
show such impacts unless the project is
a large portion of the total area
inventory.)

Example 2: In enother case, the same
airport expansion might be in a CO or
PM-10 nonattainment area where a
local scale modeling analysis is
determined to be needed by the State
agency primarily responsible for the
SIP. In such cases, the modeling
analysis must consider emissions due to
the airport activity and emissions due to
any existing sources, including
background concentrations. Emissions
from the future industrial park would
not, however, be required as part of the
modeling analysis since such emissions
are not covered by the conformity rule.

‘Example 3: A Federal action to lease
land to & private developer does not in
itself have any immediate direct or .
indirect air pollution emissions. The
lease does, however, allow future
activities by the private developer on
the leased Federal land that could result
in indirect air pollution emissions. This
can be seen clearly in cases where the
leasing action is accompanied by a
description of future activities that the
developer plans to undertake on the
leased Federel land which would result
in emissions and where the lease.
contains emission limits imposed on the
use of the leased Federal lend. Where

the Federual agency has the authority to
impose lease conditions controlling
future activities on the leased Federal
land, these emissions must be analyzed
in the conformity determination.
Example 4: Where 8 COE permit is
needed to fill a wetland so that &
shopping center can be built on the fill,
gonerally speaking, the COE could not
practicably maintain control over and
would not have s continuing program
responsibility to control indirect
emissions from subsequent
construction, operation, or use of that
shopping center. Therefore, only those
emissions from the equipment and
motor vehicles used in the filling
operation, support equipment, and
emissions from movement of the fill
material itself would be included in the
analysis. If such emissions are below the
de minimis levels described below for
applicability purposes (section 51.853),

" no conformity determination (section

51.858) would be required for the -
issuance of the dredge and fill permit.

i. Exclusive definition—types of -
Federal actions cfgvl'lered. The following
types of Federal actions, among others,
are likely to be subject to conformity
review under the exclusive definition.
Some of these actions are likely o be
above the de minimis levels,
controliable currently by the Federal
agency, and the Federal egency will
maintain an ability to control the
emissions in the future through
oversight activities. v '

(1) Prescribed burning activities by,
Federal agencies or on Federal lands:
The burning is conducted by the Federal
agency itself or is epproved by the
Federal agency, consistent with a
Federal land management plan, and the
Federal land manager maintains an
oversight rols in either case.

(2) Private actions taking place on
Federal land under an approval, permit,
or leasing agreement, such as mineral
extraction, timber barvesting, or ski
resort construction: A lease sgreement,
for example, may be subject to
mitigation conditions as needed to show
conformity and the Federal land
manager will maintain an oversight role,
including the enforcement of lease
agreements. The conditions needed to
show conformity would also be
enforcesable by the State and EPA
through the SIP (as described elsewhere
in this notice). ,

(3) Direct emissions from COE permit
actions: The COE will evaluate the
direct emissions from the activity
involving the discharge of dredged or
£l material. If these direct emissions
were o exceed the de minimis level, the
COE bas lega! authority to impose

permit conditions to contro] thoge
emissions.

(4) Wastewater treatment plant
construction or expansion actions:
Construction projects funded by EPA
may be conditioned so that the new
trestment capacity conforms to growth
assumptions in the SIP. The EPA
maintains a continuing control authority
since future expansion would need a
new approval action. Emissions from
this activity can be quantified and
located only on & regional scale; they
cannot be located in s precise manner
and subject to & microscale analysis.
Such emissions are nevertheless
considered reasonably foreseeable, if
only on a regional scale. The SIP
planning generally takes into account
the growth limiting effects of
wastewater treatment capacity and,
thus, changes to the capacity must be
shown to conform to the SIP. This is an
area where Congress clearly desires a
conformity review, as evidenced by
section 316 of the Act. o

(5) Federal construction projects such
as buildings, laboratories, and reservoirs
on Federal land: Contracts to complete
construction projects funded by GSA or
other Federal agencies may be
conditioned so thet the.new
construction meets mitigation measures
as needed to show conformity. The
Federal contract manager would
maintain an oversight role to assure that
all the contract agreements are met.

{6) Project level minerals management
leasing activities: The lease agreement
may be structured as described in item
b above. Sl

{7) New airports or airport expansion
actions: Grants to fund projects or
approval by the FAA to-build projects
may be conditioned so that the new -
projects meet mitigation measures as
needed to show conformity. Under
FAA's funding statute, grants for new
airports, new runways, and major
runway extensions must include such

.conditions. The grant conditions ere
" enforceable through-the grant * -

agreements. Failure of the airport -
owner/operator to comply with grant
conditions may result in suspension or
termination of Federal assistance.

(8) Actions taking place on Federal
lands or in Federal facilities: The
Federal egency bas and will maintain
the ability to control emissions in'many
other activities, such as activities in
National Parks, on military bases, and in
Federal office buildings.

. j. Exclusive definition—types of

- Federal actions not covered. The

following types of Federal actions,
among others, are not covered by the
conformity rule under the exclusive
defirition approach.
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indirect source review programs under
section 110(c) for certain federally
essisted 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)(1)(B). from causing or
contributing to NAAQS violations.

The EPA believes 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 110(a)(5)(A). The congressional
Conference Committee report does
indeed discuss attempts by EPA to
promulgate medsures controlling
parking supply, but, unlike the
commenters' staternents, points out that
these efforts 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 NAAQS, especislly
those for motor vehicle-related
pellutants. Congress objected to EPA's
proposed perking restrictions, not
simply because they 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 from<he mejor source of
the problem, namely the cars ‘
themselves.

[The EPA's] 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 prompt controls for new autos, trucks,
buses, and motorcycles are inherently
inéquitable. It transfers from the motor -
vebicle manufacturers to the public and to
indirect source owners and operators the
burden of protecting public health from
dangerous vehicle emissions. H.R. Rep. No.
1975, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 221 (1976). -

So, while it is true that Congress
sought to reverse these specific indirect
source measures and, thereby, reallocate
the regulatory burdens, {t also
acknowledged that even efter new car
emissions requirements were adopted,
additional control measures would be
needed by many nonattainment areas if
the NAAQS were to be attained and
maintained, end such measures-could
include regulation of indirect sources,
such as “new facilities which attract
heavy automobile traffic.” Id. at 222.
Consequently, although Congress
restricted the Administrator's authority
to require Stetes to adop! an indirect

source review.program, it purpasely 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
authority with respect to indirect
sources iy 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 prohibitions on the Administrator's
implementation and enforcement of a
review program*® ° *are not applicable
with respect to federally-owned 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 110(a)(5). Moreover,
the fact that the section 110{a)(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 EPA's

position as well. Given the thorough

.. and detailed consideration Congress

expended when it limited EPA's
autharity to review indirect sources, it
would have been easy for Congress to
add language in section 176(c) stating,
for example, that the section 110{(a)(5) -
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 eny way.” Indeed, EPA's.
viéw is consistent with the exception to
the prohibition in section 110(s)(S).for
federally-assisted, operated, or owned
indirect sources, since section 176(c) of
the Act applies only to actions

‘supported or undertaken by Federal

agencies. The EPA, therefore, concludes
that the prohibition in section 110(a)(5)
of the Act does not limit EPA’s
independent authority under section
176(c) of the Act. ,

The EPA also does not egree with the
comment that the authority provided
EPA under section 110{e)(5)(B) to
control certain indirect sources is
limited only to major indirect sources,
such as the ones enumerated therein.
The discussion in the legislative history
strongly suggests that the use of the
word “‘mejor’” was not intended to

denote & 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’
Federel funding essistance. For - -
example, the Conference Committee
report states: “An exception to this
(section 110(a)}{S)] prohibition is made
for major Federally funded public works
projects such as highways and -
sirports. . .”" 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
indirect sources assisted, owned or .
operuted by the Federal government.”
Id. at 4382 (Vol. S)(emphasis added).

Moreover, the conformity rules
regulate efissions, not local land use or
zoning requirements. These rules do not
infringe on the authority of local .
governments to control land 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 of the
Act.

F. Indirect Emissions—Reasonably .
Foreseeable Emissions

1. Proposal

As described in the preamble to the
March 15, 1993 proposal, the indirect
emissions that are “reasonably
foreseeable” must be identified at the
time the conformity determination is
required, though this would include
emissions that would occur later in time
and/or at & place other than the action
itself. The proposal stated thatan
agency is not reﬁmed to speculate or
guess 8t potential future indirect
emissions which are conceivable but not
identifiable. In addition, the proposal
indicated that descriptions of emissions
conteined 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 éssociated with
individual projects under such
programs may not be known. In
instances where a Federal sction is on

. M
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however, made it clear that EPA
intended the concept to include future
development activities associated with a
Federal action, under either definition
of indirect emissions. Under the
exclusive definition, EPA proposed that
consideration 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 Atlantic Terminal Urban
Renewal Area Coalition v. New York
City Department of Environmental
Protection, 705 F. Supp. 988 (S.D.N.Y.
1989), the definition of Federal activity
should be limited to the immediate
Federal action, in that case a
Department of Commerce (DOC) grant
for demolitian, end should not include

‘any subsequent activities even where

they are facilitated by the Federal
action, in that case a subsequent
housing development built on the site of
the demolition. Several commenters
also requested that EPA clarify which
activities are covered under the
conformity rule.

3. Response .
The EPA does not agree that Federa}

actions should always be interpreted so
narrowly. The EPA acknowledges that
the court in Atlantic Terminal 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
activity was being funded by a
Department of Housingand Urban
Development (HUD) 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 agency had
jurisdiction over & project, and was not
presented with the statutory language
nor legislative history concerning
transportation activities under the 1990
amendmients to section 176(c) nor EPA's
interpretation of Federal actions and
indirect emissions (described below).
If it were the case that through an
egency'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 would have “‘supported” the

housing development 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 the genera! conformity
rule, the final rule incorporates changes
in the definitions of “Indirect
emissions” (discussed in section l1.C.)
and *“Federal action” {discussed below
and in section IV.D.). The definition of
“Federal action” is revised by adding
the following sentence to the end of the
definition in the proposal: Where the
Federa! action is a permit, licenss, or
other approval for some aspect ofa
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 definition.

Assume, for example, that the COE
issues a permit and that permitted fill
activity represents one phase of a larger
nonfederafundexmldng; i.e., the
construction of an office building by a
nonfedersl entity. Under the conformity
rule, the COE would be responsible for
addressing all emissions from that cne
phase of the overall office development
undertaking that the COE permits; i.e.,
the fill activity at the wetland site.
However, the COE is not responsible for
evaluating all emissions from later
phases of the overall office 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 privately-owned land. In

this case, the conformity review might
cover emissions due to construction and
operation of the ski resort since they are

_ activities permitted by the Forest

Service. Emissions from the housing
activities, however, would not generally
be covered since the Forest Service does
not generally take actions covering the
portion of the overell development that
is on privately-owned land and not
subject to & Forest Service permit,
license, or approve action.

H. Applicability—Attainment Areas
1. Proposel

As discussed in the preamble, EPA
proposed to interpre! the statute such

thst the conformity rules apply only to
nonattainment areas and those
attainment areas subject to the
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 all 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
fringe of noneattainment areas 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 areas, even many miles away
from urban nonattainment areas, may
deley timely attainment of the NAAQS
or emission milestones in
nonatteinment 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
NAAQS unless mitigation measures
were implemented and/or planning
provisions were revised.

3. Response .’

In the proposal, EPA indicated that
the statute was ambiguous with respect
to whether conformity applied only, in
nonsttainment arees, 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

. section 176(c)(1) and the policy merits

of such applicability. Similar comments

: were received arguing that conformity

did not apply in attainment areas.

The EP;}\ continues to believe that the
statute is ambiguous, and that it -
provides EPA discretionary authority to
apply these general conformity
procedures to both attainment and
nonattainment areas. The EPA plans to
carry out & 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
determinations relative to the risk of
NAAQS violations in clean areas. Thus,
EPA believes that it would be
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The de minimis leve! for lead is 25
tons/yoar in the final rule. The
definition of major stationary source for
lead is 100 tons/year. Relatively small
increases in load emissions, however
{compared to other criteria pollutants)
may threaten the lead standard; also, the
level proposed for lead (0.6 tons/year)
weas proportionately much smaller than
100 tons/year. Therofore, a 100 ton/year
leve! appears unprotective of the
conformity requirement. The 25 ton/
yesr value is based on the source size
in 40 CFR part 51 that triggers'an
sttainment demonstration requiring
dispersion modeling. N

e de minimis levels proposed were
generally those used to define when
modifications to existing stationary
sources require preconstruction review.
It was pointed out to EPA in comments
on the proposal that these thresholds
would result in the need to perform &
conformity enalysis and determination
for projects that constituted a
“modification’ to an existing source but
not a “mefor” source in some cases. The
EPA agrees that conformity applies
more appropriately to “major® sources
and after careful consideration has
decided to revise its original proposal in
the final rule to use the emissions levels

. thatdefine e major source, except as

described above for lead. The definition
of a major source under the amended
Act s explained in more detail in.the
April 16, 1892 Federal Register in the
EPA's General Preamble to Title I (57 FR
13498). Section 51.853(b){(3) of the rule
bas also been revised to remove the
rovision that would automatically
ower the de minimis levels to that
established for stationary sources by the
local air quelity agency. In keeping with
its conclusion that only major sources
should be subject to conformity review,
EPA egrees that & zero emissions
threshold, as established by soms local
agimcle_s. should not be required by thi
rule. :
- Further, the EPA believes that Federal
actions which are de minimis should -
notbe reT‘xlr,edb -this rule to make an
applicability analysis. A different
interpretation could resultin an-
extremely wasteful process which
generstes vast numbers of useless
conformity statements. P phs (c)
(1)and (2) of §51.853 are added to the
final rule to provide that de minimis
actions are exempt from the
is rule. Therefore, it is
not necessary for a Federal agency to
document emissions levels for & de
minimis action. Actions that a Federal

apgency recognizes as clearly de minimis,

such as actions that do not cause an
increzse In emissions, do not require a
positive conformity determinetion.

Instoad, such actions are exompt from
tho rule as provided in § 51.853(c)(1).

In order to illustrate and clarify that
the de minimis levels exempt certain
types of Federal actions, several de
minimis exemptions are listed in -
§51.853(c)(2). There are too many
Federal actions that are de minimis to
completely list in either the rule or this
preamble. In addition to the list in the
rule, the EPA believes that the following
actions are illustrative of de minimis
actions:

(1) Routine monitoring and/or
sampling of eir, water, soils, effluent.
etc. ) .

(2) Air traffic control activities and
adopting spproach, departure and
enroute procedures for air operations.

(3) Acquisition of properties through
foreclosure and similar means.

(4) Assistance or subsidy for social
services such as health care, day care, or
nutrition services, as well as payments
under public assistance. )

(5) Depaosit or account insurance for
customers of financial institutions and
flood insurance. : ’

(6) Routine installation and operation
of dasviation and maritime navigation-
aids. - )

. (7) Participating in “air shows" and
“fly-overs* by military aircraft.

. (8) Educational and informational
progrems and ectivities. ..

(9) Advisory and consultative .
activitias, such es legal counseling and
representation.. @~ . . .

(10) Construction-of hiking trails.

(11) Regeneration of an area to native
tres species . - .

(12) Timber stand and/or habitat
improvement activities which do not
include the use of herbicides, prescribed
fire or do not require more than one

- mile of low standard road construction.

As noted above, the provisionsin
§51.853(c) (or in § 51.853(d)~(e)) are not
rebuttable presumptions and ot subject
to documentation since they are
exemptions to.the ruls. The EPA .
believes that the nature of the

- exemptions listed in the ruls, taken {n

context of the definitions of a Pederal
action and indirect emissions, which ere
limited to those actions over which the
Federal agency has a continuing .
program responsibility end can
practicably control, renders these
actions truly de minimis and therefore
exempt from conforms
The exemptions listed in §51.853(d)
are for actions that may be above the de
minimis levels listed in § 51.853(b). The
rationale for'the exemptions listed in
§ 51.853(d)(1) for new source review
(NSR]} and prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) and § 51.853(d)(2)
for emergencies is explained below. The

ty requirements. -

octivities listed in § 51.853(d) (3) and (4)
are rolated to air quality and necessary
anvironmental re?ulutions and,
therefors. EPA believes they should be
exempt. The exemption for certain
CERCLA activities is discussed in the
following section.

In contrast, the provisions of
§51.853(f) are presumptions of
conformity that must be supported by
documentation as provided in §51.853,
paragraphs (g) and (h) (which ®stablish
criteria end procedures for Federal
agencies to develop additional
categories of actions which would then
be presumed to conform), and that they
masy be rebutted as provided in
§51.853(j).

J A pplicability—i.‘xemptions and
Presumptions of Conformity

1. Proposal

In addition to Federal actions with de
minimis emission levels that do not
require conformity determinations, EPA
identified several types of Federal
actions where EPA believed that .-
conformity of such activities ora
portion of such activitiescanbe . .
presumed. The NPR provided several
cases where conformity {s presumed
(§51.853 {c) and (d)), including the
following: .

{1) Actions subject to preconstruction
NSR or PSD programs under the Act;

(2) Westewater treatment works” .
projects funded by the State Revolving

*Fund (SRF) under the Clean Water Act;

(3) Superfund activities under the .

‘Comprehensive Environmental

Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLAY): .
(4) Federal land transfers; and .
(S) National emergencies.
The proposa! indicsted that Federal
actions identified under § 51.853,
aragraph (c), are presumed to conform
geoause the required air quality analyses
that would be conducted under a :
conformity review must be completed to
comply with other statutery . -
requirements. That is, air quality
analyses are required in'the NSR
programs under the Act and the
applicable or relevant end appropriate
standards process under the CERCLA.
The EPA believes these analyses are
adequate for purposes of conformity.

2. Comment

A number of commenters supported
these provisions in the proposal, while
others objected to them. Some
commenters felt that the following
actions should be subject to conformity
review or that the proposed
presumptions of conformity were too
vague and zeed greater clarification:
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rormoves the action from the fmvlnce of
*“Federal action” and the Federal agoency
has no continuing authority to control
the private entities’ future activities.
The DOD stated that, “Although [they]
will analyze the impacts from -,
reasonably foreseeable reuse proposals,
the zoning of the property that allows
the specific gro osed reuso is
determined by the loca! zoning
authority.” Furthermore, they said:

The purpose of the conformity requirement
is to assure Pederal agencies consult with
state and local air quality districts'to assure
these regulatory suthorities kmow about the
expected lmpacts of Pedera! decisionmaking
and can include expected emissions-in their
SIP emission budget. In & closure and reuse
scenario, the future development plans of the
community reuss group are known,
spproved, and supported by the local air
regulators, subject of course to the reuse
group mesting local air regulations for
permits, mitigation, and so forth. When &
community, wo: with local air -
regulators, bas decided it desiresto
implement an economic recovery plan with
associated air emissions and will adjust its

- emission budget to allow for such a plan, the

rationale for locking DoD into conformity
limitetions is absent. Reuse is most ..
appropriately a local decision, rather than &
Fsseml.doct'!h:ion. wit? locnwl‘;t&hcduutj .
€ ua ] [+} want or
need ut;gsadjusqug thasirro Stp tllc;;uons for
new growth accordingly.

(3) Response. Under the exclusive
definition of indirect-emissions, Federal
land transfers are unlikely to be covered
since the Federal agency will not
maintain guthority over reuse activities
on that land. Consequently, Federal
land transfers are included in the
regulatory list of actions that will not
exceed the de minimis levels and thus
are exempt from«the final conformity
rules. ' .

f. Emergencies and transportation
actions. (l:)(cll’)roposal. “Sgction Slf.853.
paragrap « propo s of actions
that would be pragxmedtt?:mfoxm .
(unless the Federal agency determines
otherwise based on its own information
or after reviewing any information
presented to the Federal agency). ..
Section 51.853, paragraph (d)(1), listed
“temporary Federal actions in response
to national emergencies.” The proposal
noted that this provislon'woulg cover
Federal activities which require
extremely quick action on the part of the
Federal agencies involved. Where the
timing of such Federal activities makes
it impossible to mest the requirements
of this rule, EPA indicated that it would
be appropriate to presume conformity.
Several examples are listed {n the
preamble to the proposal (58 FR 13843).

{2) Comment. One commentar stated
that transportation projects should be

exempt. Other commenters
recommended that & broader set of
omergencies should be covered and that
an exemption {s appropriate for such
actions, includlnitesponses to natural
disasters such as hurricanes and
earthquakes. :

(3) Response. As proposed, certain
transportation projects are exempt from
this rule as specified in § 51.853(a).
Those actions are subject to the
transportation conformity rule.

The EPA agrees that {mmaediate
responses to natural disasters such as
hurricanes, earthquakes and similar
events such as responsaes to terrorist
acts, civil unrest, or military )
mobilizations should be exempt. The
exemption is needed where a Federal
agency cannot Ymcticably complete a
conformity analysis prior to taking
actions in response to an emergency.
Accordingly, a definition of
“‘emergency"” is contained in the final
rule and the exemption is contained in
§51.853(d)(2). Additional examples of
emergencies that are exsmpt from this
rule are: emergencies under CERCLA,
immediate responses to the releass or
discharge of oll or hazardous material in
accordance with approved Spill

- Prevention and Rasponse Plans or Spill

Contingency Plans which are consistent

“with the requirements of the National

Contingency Plan, and response to life-
and property-threstaning emergencies.
" The rule is clarified to state that this

provision includes continuing actions -
. which ere, in effect, commenced

immediately efter the emergency is ¢
detarmined and are not limited to
“national” emergencies. This does not,
however, includs long-term Federal
actions taken in response to such events
unless, as required in § 51.853(e), the
Federal agency makes & periodic
determination that the emergency
conditions still exist. In such cases it
would be impractical for the Federal
emergency actions to be delayed so that
a conformity determination could be
mads. For purposes of thisrule,
immediate responses are actions -
commenced on the order of hours or
days after the emergency is determined
and long-term responses occur on the
order of months or years thereafter.

8- Procurement requests. (1) Proposal.
The preamble to the proposed rules
discussed the need for emissions
associated with the Pederal action to be
“reasonably foresesable™ at the time the
conformity determination {s required
(58 FR 13839) and stated that an agency
is not required to speculate or guess at
indirect emissions which are
concelvable but not actually
identifiable. The preamble also
indicated (58 FR 13840) that whore it is

impossible to accurately locate and
quantify emissions and therefore .
impossible to accurately complete the
air quality analysis, such omissions
should not be considered “‘reasonably
foresceable.” Further, the preamble
stated that on-going programs or
operations, such as certain permit
renewal actions, that do not increase
emissions over previous levels fall
below the de minimis levels in the rule
(58 FR 13842); that {s, only emissions
increases are counted toward the de
minimis levels.

(2) Comment. Several commenters
recommended that procurement actions
by a Federal agency should not be
covered by the conformity rules and thet
the annual cost of conformity analyses
for the total of all such actions could be

" greater than $100 million. The

commenters argued that most
procurement actions should be viewed
as a separate category of Federal activity
for asmrposet; of an environmental .
analysis. Procurement actions would
merely implement the decision to
conduct or carryout a policy, plan,
P m orfroject. The eavironmental
ysis and thus the conformity
determination would be made on the
decision to go forward with the program
or project, not on the follow-on
procurement action.

(3) Response. The March 15, 1993
proposal was silent on the application
of conformity requirements to '
procurement sctions. Many comments
were received on procurements and
generally indicated that procurements
should be exempt from the final
conformity rule, However, the EPA
believes that certain procurement
actions may constitute Federal actions
under the general conformity .
provisions. It is impossible at this time

- to resolve competing concerns regardin,

g
which procurement actions should be
covered and which should be exernpt
since the existing record is inadequate.
Therefore, the EPA will propose to
cover certain procurements in a future
rulemaking. '

As poted, EPA intends to issue an
NPR regarding attainment areas. The
EPA {intends to include in this proposal
request for comment on exemptions for
certain procurement actions which it
believes would fit the de minimls
criteria or result in emissions which are
not reasonably foreseeable. The EPA
believes the vast majority of
procurement actions would be de
minimis or not reasonably foreseeable.
Given the complexity of Federal
procurement and the government'’s
desire to streamline procurement
activities es discussed {n the National
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the final rule provides that emissions
that are exempt or presumed to conform
are not part of the definition of “total of
direct and indirect emissions" and, thus
are not required to be part of the
applicability or deterrnination analyses.
The final rule requires the inclusion
of the total direct and indirect emissions
in the applicability (§ 51.853) and
conformity (§ 51.858) determinations,
except the portion of emissions which
are exempt or presumed to conform
under § 51.853. For example, assume
that a Federal action includes
construction of a new industrial boiler
(whose emissions are subject to
preconstruction review and, thus,
exempt) and a separate office building.
and assume further that direct emissions
from the boiler exceed the de minimis
levels in'§ 51.853, but the direct and
indirect emissions from the office
building alone are less than the de
minimis levels. In that case, the action,
as a whole, would not exceed the de-
minimis levels and, therefore, would
not need a conformity determination.

L. Reporting Requirements
1. Proposal

The proposed rule contains
requirements for a Federal agency to
notify EPA end the State and local air
quality agencies of draft end final
conformity determinations.

2. Commaent

The EPA recelved comments
suggesting that additiopal, early .
notification should be required,
including notification of the
Metropolitan Planning Organization
{(MPO) and affected Federal Land
Manager (FLM).

3. Response

. The proposal required notification of

the State and local alr agencies since
dheir expertise should be sought when
interpretation of the SIP is needed. The
final rule also requires notification of
the MPO and affected FLM's. The MPO
needs to be involved and consulted
where plenning assumptions are at
issue. Although the conformity
determination is & Federal
responsibility, the State and local
sgencies must, in some cases, provide
important information. For example, the
‘Federal agency would nsed 1o consult
with the State and/or local agency to
determine the status of an area’s
emissions budget or population
projections. Therefore, the final rule
includes these requirements.

In addition, Class I areas can be
seriously affected by air emissions. It is
therefore important that FLM's be able

to bo part of the decision-making
process for Federal actions that have the
potentiel to impact land under their
jurisdiction. Consequently, § 51.855 was
amended to require a Federal agency
taking a Federal action that requires a
conformity determination and that is
within 100 km of a Class | area to
consult with the affected FLM when the
Federsl action is proposed and to notify
the FLM within 30 days of the draft
conformity determination and again
within 30 days of the final conformity
determination. This 30-day timeframae is
also consistent with the timeframe in

_the public participation requirements of

the rule, as described in the following
discussion. .

M. Public Participation
1. Proposal

Under the proposed rule, Federal
sgencies making conformity
determinations would be required to
provide 45 days for written public
comment prior to taking any formal
action on a draft determination -
(§51.858). This period miay be

"+ concurrent with any other public

involvement, such as occurs in the
NEPA process or as otherwise required

" by the Administrative Procediire Act

(APA), where applicable.

" In procedures that might extend

beyond the usual NEPA process,
conformity to a SIP must specifically
involve the appropriate EPA Reglonal
Office(s), State and local air quality
egencies. The Federal agency must make
availeble for review to all interested ~ *
parties the draft determinstion and
supporting materials which describe the
analytical methods and conclusions
relied upon in making the - )
determination. The agency should .
provide, upon request, e description of
significant assumptions, the source of
data and assumptions not generated by
the sponsoring egency,anda -
reconciliation of the estimates of
population, employment, travel, and
congestion with those currently in use
in the air quality planfing process.

2. Comment .

The EPA received & wide range of
comments on public participation. .
Many supported the EPA proposal. -
Some commenters thought that general
conformity determinations should
require rulemaking actions and
notification {n the Federal Register.
Others felt that no public participation
is necessary, It was also suggested that
each Federal agency should define {ts
own public participation requirements.
One commenter wanted the general
conformity rule to follow the public

participation requirements outlined in
the new transportation statute. Soma
commenters wanted to expand the
requirements for public announcement
of Federal agency determinations and a
longer public comment period, while
others wanted these requirements
further restricted. It was pointed out
that the 45-day comment period was
inconsistent with the statutory
requirements for shorter public
comment periods of 8 number of Fedcral
agencies.

Certain commenters asked EPA to
clarify where the prominent
advertisement is 1o be made. Another
comment suggested that the
advertisement should be in a “daily
newspaper of general circulation.”

Comments were also received
suggesting that the State and local air
agencies should have & concurrence role
in the conformity analysis.

Several comments recommended that
the NEPA requirements for public
participation should be met st the same
time as the conformity requirements in
order to streamline the process and
reduce any time and resource burdens.

3.‘Response

The final rule is revised somewhat to
clarify the requirements of § 51.856 and
to adjust the public comment period. A
Federa! agency is not required to
maintain mailinglists and make
information automatically available to
those requesting to be on the list. Such
a requirement could be unduly -
burdensome and unnecessary since
those on the list would not necessarily .
review all the material automatically
supplied. Thus, the rule requires only
that the Federal agency respond to an
information request which is related to
a specific action. If information is
requested of the Federal agency. it
should be provided in a timely manner.
The rule does not prohibit a Federal
‘agency from voluntarily maintaining
and responding to a mailing list. .

In addition, the final rule is changed
from the proposal to specify that - .
‘information must be made available
oaly in the case of a conformity
determination under § 51.858. As |
described in the discussion on de

_ minimis levels elsewhere in this

preamble, no documentation is required
by this rule for de minimis
detérminations under § $1.853 in order
to avoid unreasonable administrative
burdens on the Federal agencies. This
approach is also consistent with the
requirements in § 51.855 in the
proposed and final rules which apply
the reporting requirements only to
conformity determinations under
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Any measures that are assumed to
mitigate air quality impacts must be
identified and the process for
fmplementation 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 implement 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

all permits, approvals, and licenses
originally supported by that conformity
determination. This revocation would
result in the need for a new conformity
determination. S

Mitigation measures should generally
be included by the Federal agency in
enforceable documents such as permit
conditions. Mitigation measures may
need to be revised due to unforeseen
circumstances that may arise as the
action and/or related activity is
completed. Where the revised
mitigation measures are subjectto
public review and it is demonstrated
that the revised measures continue to
support the conformity determination,
such revision would be acceptable.

The proposal indicated that States
may choose to make miitigation
measures committed to by a project
sponsor as part of & conformity

determination automatically enforceable

through the SIP. One possible
mechanism for incorporating mitigation
measures into the SIP is for States to
include a generic provision in their
conformity SIF's adopting in advance
end incorporating by refsrence the
mitigation measures identified as
necessary for making 8 conformity
determination. .

2. Comments

One commenter stated that the
automatic revocation of the conformity
determination is not an enforceable -
mechanism and injects too much
uncertainty into the overall program.

Another commenter recommended
that minor changes in mitigation
measures which do not increase
emissions should not nesd public
comment. -

Several comments suggested that
SIP’s should be required to include a
generic enforcement provision, similar
to other permit programs. Sucha "
provision could meke 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 110(a)(5).-

One commenter stated that local air
agencies could provide the Federa!l
agency with suggested mitigation
measures to offset the project related
emissions. . .

Another commenter suggested that e
community, working with local air
agencles, could decide to adjust its
emlission budget to allow for & specific
Federal action.

3. Response

The EPA agrees that automatic
revocation is not an appropriate or
enforceable mechanism. Therefore, the
proposad § 51.860(c) does not appear in
the final rule. Second, EPA s that
a generic enforcament provision ia the
SIP is nesded for mitigation agreements.
Therefore, the final rule includes the

ments in §51.860 (b){f} which
indicate that States must adopt a generic
enforcement provision which will make
any agreements, including mitigation
measures, nece for ¢ conformity

“determination both State and federally

enforceable. Section 51.850(a) is also
revised to indicate that & funding
commitment is not needed in &ll casas.

The final rule includes the provision
in §51.860(b) of the proposal which
requires any licenses, permits or
approvals of the action to be
conditioned on the governmental or
privete entity meeting the mitigation
measures necessary for the conformity
determination. This provisionis .
renumbered in the final rule as
§51.860(d).

In eddition to requiring in § 51.860(b)
and (d) that written commitments and
conditions to mitigation measures be
obtained from project sponsors prior to
making a positive conformity
determination, §51.860(c) and (f) of the
final rule require that project sponsors
comply with such commitments and
conditions once made. Consistent with
these provisions, § $1.858(d) provides
thet the apalysis, which results in a
conformity determination or {dentifies
mitigation necessary for a conformity
determination, must be completed ~ -
before the conformity determination is
made. Pursuant to these final rules
issued under Title I of the Act, EPA can
enforce mitigation commitments and
conditions directly ageainst project
sponsors under section 113 of the Act,
which authorizes EPA to enforce the
provisions of rules promulgated under
the Act. '

As provided in §51.860(g), once &
State revises its SIP to adopt the Federal
general conformity rule and EPA
approves that revision. then any
agreemonts or commitments, including

mitigstion measures, necessary for a
conformity determination will be both
State and federally enforcaable. [n
addition, after EPA epproves that Sip
revision, citizens can enforce against
responsible parties for violations of SIP
requirements under section 304 of the
Act.s

The concern was raised to EPA that
direct enforcement against non-Federal
pearties could violate the prohibition
against indirect source review programs
in section 110{a){(S). However, EPA
coucludes that this prohibition is not
relevant to the requirement that project
sponsors comply with mitigation
commitments. The EPA is not -
promulgating a generally applicable
requirement for review of all indirect
sources. Rather, EPA is enabling Federal
agencies to make positive conformity
determinations under section 176(c)
based on voluntary commitments by
project sponsors to.complete mitigation
measures. Project 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 & requirement, EPA could
not ellow positive conformity
determinations based on mitigation
measures prior to actual construction of
mitigation measures. .

The EPA does not agree certain
changes in mitigation measures should

_ avoid the public participation . =

requirements. The determination that a
change is & *‘minor” change or the
csalculation that there is no emissions
increase may be subject to cofisiderable
judgment As such there is a need for
public participation. Section 51.860(e)
reflects this provision.

As mentioned previously and as
provided in § 51.858(a)(5)(i) of the fina!l
rule, EPA agrees that the State and local
air agencies can play an importantrole
in the conformity process. These
egencies can provide the Federal agency
with suggested mitigation measures to
offset the project related emissions. The
Federal agencies can take such a list and
work with the local planning and
regulatory agencies to effect necess
emissions reductions. ..

o Currently, the iponson ohny projects which
are subject to Federal programs idontified in the
SIP, &.p..NSR parmits and PSD requirements, are
subject to State and Federal enforcement actions {f
applicable procedures and permit conditions are
not followed. Project sponsors of Federal actions
requiring s conformity determination will be
subject to simjlar enforcement actioas if they fail to
{mplemaent mitigation measures prescribed by the
approved SIP revision. Enforceability through the
SIP will epply 10 &}l parties who agres to mitigate
direct and indirsct smissions associated with a
Federal actios for & conformity doterreination.



_ Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 228 / Tuesday, November 30, 1993 / Rules and Regulations - 63237

B. SIP Revision—Deadline

1. Proposal

Although the statute specifios that
EPA should require States to submit
their conformity SIP revisions by

"November 15, 1992, the congressional

intent was also that EPA would have |
promulgated final conformity rules by .
November 15, 1991. In light of the delay
in EPA promulgation of these rules, it is
now clearly impossible for States to
submit conformity 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 conformity
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 Federa! criteria and
procedures for conformity
determinations.

2. Commaent

Several commenters supported the 1-
year timeframe as bsing consistent with
congressional intent. One commenter
suggested 18 months. Another -
commenter recommended 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. . .

3. Responss

The final rule incorporates a 1-year
timeframe since that represents an -
expeditious schedule for the State
agencles and since this timeframe 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 conformity rule

itself should fall to the primary agency
responsible for implementing the SIP,
usually the State air quality agency.

If a State does not revise its SIP~

within the 12 months following Federal .

Register publication of the final 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
heve adopted the general conformity
regulation, any conformity
determinations made prior to State
edoption and EPA approval of the SIP
revision would be subject to the Federal
rule and Federal enforceability
procedures.

In additien, the rule is clarified with
respect to application in areas newly

designated as nonattainment. In such
casas, the requirement for the State STP
revision by 12 months after publication
of the goneral conformity rule could be
unreasonable. Therefore, the rule
provides that & State must revise its SIP
to include the general conformity
provisions within 12 months of an
area's redasignation to nonattainment.
Tho EPA general conformity rule would
apply In any interim period.

C. sIp Rcvision—GenemTCon[onni ty
1. Proposal

As described in the proposal, EPA
believes that section 176(c)(4)(A) and
(C) of the Act clearly require EPA to
promulgate criteria and procedures for
determining conformity for both genera!
and transportation activities (58 FR
13838} and to require States to submit
SIP revisions including conformity
criteria and procedures for both types of
activities.

2. Comment ~

Certain commenters 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

~commenters. - :

3. Rosponsé

* For the reasons described in full in
the proposal, EPA continues to believe

‘that & SIP revision is required for -

general conformity by section ‘
176(c)(4}(C] of the Act. -

D. Federal Actions—Miscellaneous
1. Proposal

-The description of & “Federal action"
is set out in the preamble (58 FR 13838)
and in the regulatory portion
(definitions) of the proposal notice.

2. Comment : ’

One commenter requested EPA to
clarify that a renewal of an exdsting
permit or approval does not give rise to
& new conformity requirement,
assuming the renewal does not
materially alter the type or amount of
emissions associated with the originally
permitted activity. .

Sorme commenters requested that the
NPDES actions should all be required to
undergo a conformity analysis and
others supported the proposal which
calls for a conformity analysis where it
is an EPA-issued NPDES permit, but not
where it is 8 State-issued permit under
a delegated NPDES program.

One commaenter stated that Federa!
actions should include certain actions

taken by Stato or rogional non-Federal
agencies. :

3. Response

As described in section lI1.G.. 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 concemns regarding this term.

While section 176(c)(2) of the Act may
be interpreted to impose certain
obligations on non-Federal actions
under the transportation conformity
provisions, the same interpretation does
not apply for general conformity (such
as State-issued NPDES permits} since
the relevant statutory language is -
different. .*" :

Section 176(c)(1) does not impose any
obligations on non-Federa! parties other
than MPO's. Thus, EPA cannot require
non-Federal actions to make conformity
determinations under the general
conformity yule.. Where a State is taking
an independent action without Federal
support, even under an EPA spproved
program such as a State NPDES -
program, there is no Federal action
subject to thase rules. On the other
hand, where & Federal agency delegates
its responsibility to take certain actions
to & State or Jocal agency, as in the case
of certain block grants under Housing
and Urban Development programs or
Federal NPDES programs, the action
remains a Federal action and the State .

. must make & conformity determinafion

on the Federal agency's behalf. ~ *
The EPA agrees that permit renéwal
actions or'any action that does oot
increase emissions, would be exempt
from the conformity-rule and is so
stipulated in § 51.853(c){2)(ii).

E. Applicable Implementation Plan

1. Proposal '
“Applicable implementation plan* is

defined as the most recent EPA-

approved or promiulgated SIP (58 FR

13849). ~

2. Comment

The EPA received comments
suggesting that the conformity
determinations should be based on the
most recent SIP revisions submitted by
the State, even if EPA has not approved
them, untjl such revisions are -
superseded by 8 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 epproved SIP should be
exemp! from conformity.
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determination to develop its own
analysis or adopt that of another Federal
agency, gives flexibility to the Federal
egency and fulfills the agency's
responsibility for making a conformity
determination. A Federal agency retains
the ability to conduct its own air
analysis or use that of another Federal
agency and make its own conformity
decision. If an agency, due to one of its
analyses, deterrnines that the project
does not conform, then it may not make
8 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 Federel agency disagrees
with a Federal agency’s conformit
determination, but does not itself have
jurisdiction for the Federa) action, then
the Federe! 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 .
egencies under the proposed rules.

2. Comments

A pumber 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
conformity 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 § 51.854.
The rationale for this {s 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
conformity determination, EPA cannot
remove that authority from the Federal
egency and assign it elsswhere.
Although the general conformity rule
does not specifically {dentify a fead
agency, coordination of conformity
determinations will be necessary
because all Federa! agencies with °
jurlsdiction over the project will have to
make a positive conformity finding for
the project to proceed. Therefore,
differences among Federal agencies will
heve to be resolved through
cozsultstion among those egencies. The

EPA is not mandating formalized
consultation and dispute resolution
procedures, but rather leaves-this to the
discretion of the Federal agencies
involved to allow for greater flexibility.

K. Air Quality Related Values (AQRV's)
1. Proposal

The proposal did not specifically
address AQRV's.

2. Comment

One commenter stated that
conformity should be applied broadly.
so that Federal actions will not
adversely affect the AQRV's of protected
Federal lands. -

3. Response

To the degree that a SIP includes
requirements related to AQRV’s, a
Federal action would need to conform
to those SIP provisions. The EPA

‘believes that section 176(c) of the Act is

intended to protact the NAAQS and the
SIP. Section 176(c)(1)(A) and (B) define
conformity, and do not include

‘reference to any Smmeters beyond SIP

requirements and NAAQS. Thus, the
conformity rule does not require the
conformity analysis to cover values
other than the NAAQS, unless they are
specifically contained in the SIP. For
example, if & SIP contains PSD
requirements, a Federal action must
conform to those requirements to the
extent they apply: in genersl, actions
subject to PSD would not needa -
conformity analysis since the stationary
source emissions would be exempt
under § 51.853(c)(1) or § 51.853(b)(1)

-and eny vehicle emissions assodated

with the action would not usually be
subject to the PSD requirements.

L. Frequency of Conformity
Determinations

1. Proposal

A conformity determination expires if
the action s not taken in a reasonable
time period (58 FR 13844). The EPA
believes that conformity determinations
should not be valid indefinitely, 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 implement
that Federal action in a reasonable time.
“Commenced” es used here has the
same general meaning as used in ths
PSD program (40 CFR 51.166).

2. Comment

The EPA received comments both
supporting and criticizing the S-year
period and other comments suggesting a
3-year period to be consistent with the
transportation rule. One commenter
suggested that a “continuous program™
of on-site construction includes design
and ongineering work

3. Response

The S-year timeframe for conformity
determinations, as 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){ii) of the Act. However,
there is no similar specification in
section 176(c) for the frequency of -
general conformity determinations.
After extensive consultation with the
Federal agencies and review of the
comments, EPA Las decided to keep the
S-year renewal timeframe for general
conformity decisions because it is
consistent with the renewal frequency
of NEPA decisions rather than the 3-
year timeframe required for
transportation conformity. Consistency
with NEPA is important in order to
allow Federal agencies to incorporate
the new conformity procedures within
their existing NEPA procedures. Most
general conformity actions elso need
NEPA analyses, but would ot need
transportation conformity decisions.

The EPA agrees that a continuous
program of on-site construction may
include design and enginesring 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 which should not be jeopardized
by expiration of & previous conformity
determination.

The rule is clarified in § 51.857(a) to
refer to the “date a final conformity
determination is reported under
§51.855." This replaces the phrase the
*date of the inftial conformity
determination” since it is clearer. The
rule is also clarified in § 51.857(b) to
replace the vague phrase ““the scope of
the project” with *the scope of the final
conformity determination reported
under §51.855.” The final rule also
contains & provision in § 51.857(c)
which clarifies that actions which are
taken subsequent to a conformity
determination must be consistent with
the basis of that determination.

M. Tiering
1. Proposal

The EPA proposed that Federa!
agencies could use the concept of tiering
and enalyze actions in e staged manner
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3. Response :

The EPA believes that the language
proposed in § 51.858(a)(1) is
appropriate. Specificity is needed in
order to avoid letting this provision
become & significant loophole, open to
varying interpretations. On the other
hand. the emissions budget provision in
§51.858(a)(5)(1) provides a mechanism
similar to that suggested by the
commenter.

Q. Transportation Conformity

1. Proposal

Section 51.858(a){5)(ii) provides that a
Federal action that is specifically
included in a conforming transportation
plan, would be determined to conform.

2. Comment

One commenter stated that the MPO
should be involved in determinin
when a project is specifically included
in a transportation plan.

3. Response

The final rule is clarified to indicate
that the MPO must determine that an
action is “specifically included” in a
conforming plan since the MPO is likely
to be better qualified to make that
interpretation then the Federal agency
making the conformity determination.
The rule is also clarified to state that a
conforming plan refers to a
transportetion plan and transportation
improvement program which have been

. found to conform under 40 CFR part 51

or part 93. -
R. Baseline Emissions
1. Proposal

Where EPA hes not approved a
revision to the relevant SIP attainment
or meintecance demonstration since
1990. a Federal action may be
determined to conform if emissions
from the action do not increase
emissions with respect to the baseline
emissions (paragraph (d) of § 51.858).

2. Comment
A commenter suggested that the rule

or preamble should clarify that Federal

agencies may use the latest emissions
inventory avallable from State and local
agencies in gauging the baseline.
Further, conformity determinations
based on such inventories should
remain valid, and not be re-analyzed
when a new inventory is complete.
Another commenter stated that it is
not appropriate for areas which were
designated nonattainment before the
1990 amendments to the Act touse a
year before 1990 as the baselins. Such
areas are required to submit 1960
emission inventaries. For areas

designatoed nonattainment afer the 1990
amendments to the Act, the approach to
establishing baselines in the proposal
may be appropriate.

One commenter pointed out that
using 1890 as a baseline is inappropriate
in many cases since many Federal
actions related to the military took place
at the time of Desert Storm. As an
alternative they suggest the rule allow
use of & baseline established from the
highest estimated emissions over a 3-
year period from 1989-91. Regarding

‘military base closure actions, one

commenter stated that the baseline
emissions should be the preclosure
announcement baseline operating
conditions. This approach does not alter
the emissions budget that would have
existed if a base continued to operate.
Such emissions were contained in the
existing and future emissions inventory
numbers being used by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District in its
1989 air quality plan: This should be the
emissions budget used to make the
conformity determination for that
District. .

The EPA also received a comment
stating that if 1990 emissions inventory
levels are used as a baseline, it is
important that some type of “‘credit” be

. given to a Federal agency that is
_required to make a conformity

determination with respect to an airport
related improvement or modification
project at an airport that has elready
implemented significant emission
reduction measures prior to 1990. This
credit could be made by increasing the *
de minimis amount for certain airport
actions. -

Several commenters requested
clarification on how to calculate the
basseline emissions. One commenter
recommended that the comparison
should be between the “action” versus
“no action” and not between the
*action’’ and 1990 base.”

Ca Responss

The baseline calculation is discussed
in the proposal (58 FR 13846) and
specifies calendar year 1990 or an
alternate time period, consistent with
the time period used to designate or
classify the area in 40 CFR part 81. Use
of the “latest emission inventory”
should, {n many cases, coincide with

- use of the 1990 inventory since the 1990

amendments to the Act required all
ozone nonattainment areas to develop a
1990 inveotory. For PM-~10, the Act also
required an emissions inventory. But,
for the initial PM~10 areas designated
nonattainment as of enactment, the
inventories are generally for 1 of the
calendar years in the mid- to late-1980's.

- The approach in the final rule uses
1990, which is the baseline year
specified in the Act from which to
measure progress toward attainment, the
PM-10 emissions inventory years (not
specifically included in the proposed
rule). or the designation/classification
time period, which is representative of
emission levels that must be reduced in
order to provide for attainment. Use of
more recent emissions inventories may
not be appropriate since such
inventories might not be representative
of the full extent of the emissions
associated with the air quality problem.

The EPA sees no basis for the rule to
select certain activities for “credit” due
to previously implemented emission
reduction measures, whether at airports
or military bases. Such decisions reside
with the State when the control strategy
and emissions budget are developed.
Since the final rule allows use of the
years other than 1990 where :
appropriate, it could. in.effect, provide
some of the “’credit’’ the commenter is
suggesting in some cases.

As described in the proposal, baseline
emissions are defined as the total of
direct and indirect emissions that are
estimated to have occurred during
calendar year 1990 or an alternate
period based on the classification or
designation as promulgated in 40 CFR
part 81. The proposed rule intended to
provide for a positive conformity -
determination if the future use of the’
area resulted in equal or less emissions.
However, the proposal did not take into
account that any motor vehicle emission
activilies occurring in the baseline year
would, in fact, emit less in the future
year scenario (at the same, historic
activity levels) due only to improved
emissions controls in newer vehicles.
Thus, the proposed rule was skewed in
a manner that unjustifiably could
appear to allow future actions to
conform. Therefore, §51.858(a)(5){iv)(B)
of the final rule is revised to focus on
the baseline activity levels rather than’
the baseline emissions and the emission
calculetions must use emission factors-
appropriate to the future years analyzed.
In other words, the rule specifies a
*“build/no build" test, not a “build/
1990" test.

S. Annual Reductions
1. Proposal

Paragraph (c) of § 51.858 of the
proposa| states that a Federal action
mey not be determined to conform
unless emissions from the sction are

" consistent with all relevant

requirements and milestones contained
in the applicable SIP, such as elements
identified as part of the RFP schedules.
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as the MPO or appropriate agency has

authorized the change, so as not to delay

the conformity analysis.
V. Forecast Emission Years
1. Proposal v

Paragraph 51.859(d) in the proposal
identified the emission scenarios to be
considered. Total direct and indirect
emission estimates were proposed to be
projected, consistent with key dates
with respect to the amended Act, the .
project itself, and the applicable SIP.
Thus, the analysis was proposed to
contain: .

(1) The Act mandated atteinment year
or, if epplicable, the farthest year for
which emissions are projected in the
maintenance plan;

-~ (2) The year during which the total
direct and indirect emissions from the
action are expected to be the greatest on
an annual basis; and .

(3) Any year for which the applicable
SIP specifies an annual emissions
budget. )

2. Comment

One commenter indicated that the
emission scenarios requirement should
be omitted and lead agencies be allowed
to determine the scenerios on a project-
specific basis. Another commenter
stated that the analysis should include
& maintenance period. The EPA also
received a comment that all Federal
actions must be analyzed for their
impact in the 20(+)-year timeframe.

3. Response

The scenarios proposed by EPA are
also reflected in the final rule because
they are the minimum possible
scenarios which still meet the statutory
requirements that relate conformity to
attainment, maintenance, SIP
milestones, and RFP. The above
emission estimates are necessary in
order to assure that the Federal action
would not “delay timely attainment of
any standard or any required interim
emission reductions or other milestones
in any area” {section 176(c)(1)(B)(lif) of
the Act). This provision links emissions
from the action to the emission
reduction targets required by the Act to
demonstrate RFP prior to the attainment

date. Emission estimates are also needed

to provide for determinations of '
conformity with respect to maintenance
plans as required by section
176(c)(4)(B)(iii) of the Act. For an action
to conform to the applicable SIP, it must
conform et all of the above times.

The inclusion of e maintenance
period is not reasonsble since many
SIP's may not have identified a
maintenance period. The rigidity of a

20(+)-year timeframe is also
unnecessary. Rather, the emission
scenarios should be keyed to the
relevant years for RFP, attainment and -
maintenance planning specified in the
SIP. In some, gut not all, cases 8 20(+)-
year timeframe will, in fact, be
necessary under the final rule to meet
one of the specified emission scenarios.

W. Total of Direct and Indirect
Emissions

1. Proposal

The preamble states that ““net"
emissions from the various direct and
indirect sources should be used in the
applicability and conformity analyses
(58 FR 13847). However, the rule uses
the phrase, *“total direct and indirect

emissions.” :
2. Comment

A commenter suggested that EPA
should expressly state in the final rule
that “net" emissions from the particular
Federal action under review should be
evaluated in determining both
applicability and conformity.

Another comment stated that the
conformity analysis should include the
direct and indirect impacts of the
Federal activity along with all other
reasonably foreseeable projects (Federal
and non-Federal) in the area.

3, Response

The final rule is revised to clarify that
the total direct and indirect emissions
may be a “net" emissions calculation.
For exampls, where an agency has
several offices in one metropolitan area
and is considering consolidation into
one large centralized office, vehicular
activity may actually decrease,
depending on the location of the new
office building, availability of mass
transit, and other factors. In such cases,
the Federal agency should consult with
the MPO in determining the “net"
emissions from such an action.
Consultation with the MPO is also
important to help assure that indirect
emissions, once attributed to a source,
will not be double-counted by
attributing the same emissions to nearb
projects that are subsequently reviewed.

The conform.ig' uirements for
epplicability and analysis generally do
not include reasonably foreseeable
projects other than those caused by the
Federal action. Thus, the calculstion of
emissions for de minimis or offset
purposes includes only the (net) direct
and indirect emissions caused by the
Federal action In question. However,
where an air quality modeling analysis
is part of the conformity determination.
the EPA guideline on air quality models

(reference In § 51.859) requires the
modeling to include emissions from
existing sources as well as the potential
new emissions due to the Federal action
in order to accurately determine the
effect of the action on the NAAQS and
whaether the action might cause or
contribute to a new violation or worsen
an existing violation.

In addition, the definition is revised
to clarify that emissions of criteria
pollutants and emissions of precursors
of criteria pollutants (as defined in the
final rule) are included within the
meaning of “total of direct and indirect
emissions.” Further, the final definition
makes it clear that the portion of
emissions which are exempt or
presumed to conform under § 51.853 are
not included in the “total of direct and
indirect emissions.”

" X. New or Revised Emissions Models

1. Proposal

The proposed rules require use of the
most current version of the motor
vehicle emissions model specified by
EPA and available for use in the
preparstion or revision of SIP's (58 FR
13852).

2. Comment

One commenter suggested that the
final rules should provide that
conformity determinations be made
with the same mobile source emissions

-model &5 was used in the development

of the SIP unti] such time as EPA -

! approves a SIP revision, based on a new

model. )

A.not?er commenter noted that the b
latest planning assumptions may not be
consistent m& assum;;)tions contained
in the SIP. In such cases, the commenter
suggests that the final rule should allow
the affected agencies to determine -
which prevails. The commenter also
suggested that the general conformity
rule should provide a transition period
similar to that in the rtation
conformity rule, where EPA updates the
mootor vehicle emissions model.

3. Response
The statute requires the determination
of conformity to be based on the most

recent estimates of emissions, and such
estimates shall be determined from the
most recent population, employment,
travel, and congestion estimates as
determined by the MPO or other agency
authorized to make such estimates. As
noted in the proposal (58 FR 13846~
13847) EPA recognizes this issue and
urges that these estimates should be
consistent with those in the applicable
SIP. to the extent possible. However,
based on the clear statutory language.
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Regarding the timing of prescribed
burns, if 8 burn occurs during a time of
year when & nonattainment area does
not experience violations of the NAAQS
and the applicable SIP's attainment
demonstration specifically reflects that
finding, then such a burn may be
determined to conform pursuant to
§51.858(a}(1).

Regarding the direction of smoke
emissions, for the reasons noted above
EPA has selected an emissions-based
threshold for conformity applicability
purposes. Such an epproach does not
account for emissions direction or
dispersion. Depending pn the nature
and scope of the activity and conformity
option selected pursuant to section
51.858, the conformity 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 kim of a Class 1 area.

4. Comment

Two commenters noted that the rule
could affect many of their agencies'
activities. One commenter stated the
rule becomes less focused as it attempts
to eddress the different types of Federa!
actions. The commenter stated theTtule
is unclear about how the Federal agency
should make a conformity ~
determination for prescribed fire, among
other activities, to take int¢ 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 plen.
Another comment indicated that most of
its agency’s management plans, which
are programmatic, include emissions
that are not reasonably foreseeable.

5. Response
The final rule appliesto ~ .

nonattainment and meintenance are
and requires conformity determinations
for Federal actions where the total of
direct and indirect emissions exceed de
minimi; levels as described in
§51.853(b). 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. The Federal agency
can either make this showing explicitly
through sir quality modeling or by
selecting a surrogate option such as
consistency with an emissions budge.

The conformity showing also includes
an emissions test where the Federal
sgency must show that the action is
consistent with all SIP requirements and
milestones.

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 ares of concern
is ecosystem management and forest
health and the challenges posed to air
quality and visibility by the need for
more prescribed burning expressed by
the FLM. .

Regarding reasonably foreseeable
emissions, the rule does not requirse
Federal agencies to include emissions in
conformity applicability determinations
or analyses which are not reasonably
foresesable. Reasonably foreseeable
emissions (as defined in §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
consistent with a Federal agency's
pollution prevention plan. Paragraph
{c)(2) of §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 (c)(3) of § 51.853 where the

emissions are not reasonably foreseeable

are also exempt. In addition, paragraphs
(d) and (e) of § 51.853 of the final rule
identify other actions which are exempt
from conformity, such as Federal
actions in response to emergencies.
Therefore, since this rule does not
exempt them or presume them to
conform, actions consistent with an
agency’s pollution prevention plan that
increase emissions beyond the'de
minimis levels are subject to
conformity. However, §§ 51.853(g) and
§1.853(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 eppropriate requirements are met.
Further, to eddress those situations
where prescribed burns are part of a
conforming smoke management plan,
§51.853(c)(4)(ii) was edded to exempt
such actions.

-

€. Comment

One comment concerned the air
pollution emissions information EPA
maintains in a document entitled
“Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission
Factors (AP-42).” The commenter
indicated the document does not
correctly represent emissions from
prescribed burning. The commenter also
stated that the rule should not require
the development of demographic and
other dste from urban nonattainment
areas 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 commentecr
stated that models for use in analyzing
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 usad whaere it is more
accurate than that provided in EPA's
AP—42 docurnent. 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 available for urban aregg
the rule does not require its use in
suburban and rural areas if it is
unavailable. Tt

Regarding modeling, if EPA guideline
modeling techniques are not appropriate
in a conformity determination, then the -
rule provides for the use of alternative
models provided written approval is
obtainecf from the EPA Regional -
Administrator. If no model is available
for & particular application, then
modeling may not be an option
available for that conformity
determination.

BB. Federclism Assessment
1. Proposal

The preamble to the proposal states
that there are 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



!

["URENEERVEVIVATT 1

e NG

Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 228 / Tuesday, November 30, 1993 / Rules and Regulations 63247

Nitrogen oxides, Ozone, Particulate
matter, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Sulfur dioxide, Volatlle
organic compounds.

Dated: November 15, 1993.
Caro! M. Browner,
Administrator,

The Code of Federal Regulations, title

40, chapter 1, is amended as follows:

PART 6—{AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 8 is
revised to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 4321 ef seq., 7401~
7671q; 40 CFR part 1500.

2. Section 6.303 is amended by
removing and ressrving paragraphs (c)
through’(g) and revising paragraphs (a)
and (b) to read &s follows:

§6.303 Alr quality. : .
(a) The Clean Air Act, as amended in
1990, 42 U.S.C. 7476(c), requires
Federal actions to conform to any State
implementation plan approved or -
promulgated under section 110 of the
Act. For EPA actions; the applicable

conformity requirements specified in 40
CFR part 51, subpart W, 40 CFRpart 93,

subpart B, and the applicable State
implementation plan must be met.

(%) In addition, with regard to -
wastewater trestment works subject to
review under Subpart E of this part, the
responsible official shall consider the
air pollution control requirements
specified in section 316(b) of the Clean
AirAct, 42 U.S.C. 7616, and Agency
implementation procedures. -

@)—(g) [Reserved] ‘

PART 51—{AMENDED])

1. The suthority citation for part 51
continues to read as follows:

"Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q.

2. Part 51 {5 emended by adding a
new subpart W to read as follows:

Subpart W—Determlning Conformity of
General Federal Actlons to State or Fedaral
implementation Plans - ‘

Sec. ’

$1.850 Prohibition 3

§1.851 ° State implementation plan (SIP)
revision. -

51.852 Definltions.

51.853 Applicabllity.

51.854 Conformity analysis.

51.855 Reporting requirements.

51.856 Public participation.

51.857 Frequency of conformity
determinations.

51.858 Criteria for determining conformity
of general Federsl actions.

51.858 Procedures for conformity
determinations of general Pedera!
actions.

51850 Mitigatioa of air quality tmpects

Subpart W—Determining Conformity ot
General Federal Actions to State or
Federa! Implementation Plans

§51.850 Prohlbiion,

(a) No department, ageacy 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
opplicable implementation plan.

(b) A Feders! agency must make a
determination that a Federal sction
conformns to the applicable
implementation plan {n accordance
with the requirements of this subpart
before the action is taken. .

(c) Paragraph (b) of this section does
not include Federal actions where”

. elther: <L

{1) A National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) analysis was completed as
evidenced by a final environmental
assassment (EA), environmental impact
statement (EIS), or finding of no "
significant impact (FONSI) that was -
prepared -prior to January 31,1994;

(2) (i) Prior to January 31, 1994, an EA
was commenced or a contract was
awarded to develop the specific
environmental analysis;’

(ii} Sufficient environméntal analysis
is completed by March 15, 1994 so that
the Federal agency may determine that
the Federal action {s in conformity with
the specific réquirements and the

purposes of the applicable SIP pursuent .

to the agency’s affirmative obligation
under section 176(c) of the Clean Air
Act (Act); and

(iii} A written determination of
conformity under section 176(c) of the
Act has been mads by the Federal
agency responsible for the Federal
action by March 15, 1994,

(d) Notwithstanding any provision of -
this subpart, & determination that an

_action is-in conformance with the

applicable implementation plan does
not exempt the action from eny other.
requirements of the applicable . -
implementation plan, the NEPA, or the
Act. S

§51.851 Stete Implementation plan (SIP)
revislon. : - '
(e) Each Stats must submit to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
a revision to its applicable
implementation plan which contains
criteria and procedures for assessing the
conformity of Federa) actions to the
appliceble implementation plan,
consistent with this subpart. The State
must submit the conformity provisions
within 12 months after November 30,
1993 or within 12 months of an area's

designetion to nonattainment,
whichever date is later,

(b) The Fedorel conformity rules
under this subpart and 40 CFR part o3.
in addition to any existing applicable
State requiroments, establish the
conformity 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 criteris and procedures
that are no less stringent than the
requirements described in this subpart.
A Stats may establish more stringent
conformity criteria and procedures only
if they epply equally to non-Federal as
well as Federal entities. Following EPA
approval of the State conformity - " -
provisions (or & portion thereof)in a *
revision to the applicable SIP, the
approved (or approved portion of the)
State criteria and procedures would . *
govern conformity determinations and
the Federal conformity regulations
contained in 40 CFR part 93 would

- apply only forthe portion, if any, of the

State’s conformity provisions that is not
approved by EPA. In addition, any’
previously applicable SIP requirements
relating to conformity remain -
enforceable until the Staté revises its
SIP to specifically remove them from
the SIP end that revision is approved by
EJH\. ,.' [ i ;
§51.852 Definitions. - .. .
. Termas used but not defined:in this
gart shell have the meaning given them
y the Act and EPA’s regulations, (40

e

" CFR chepter I, in that order of priority.

Affected Federal Jand manager means
the Federal agency or the Federal
official charged with direct -
responsibility for managernent of an 4
area designated as Class T under the Act
(42 U.S.C. 7472) thet is located within
100 km of the proposed Federal action.

Applicable implementation plan or
opplicable SIP means the portion {or
portions) of the SIP or most recent
revision thereof, which has been
approved under section 110 of the Act..
or promulgated under section-110(c) of -
the Act (Pederal implementation plan),
or promulgated or approved pufsuant to-
regulations promulgated under section
301(d) of the Act and which implements
the relevant requirements of the Act.

Areawide air quality modeling
analysis means an assessment on & scale
thst includes the 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 & Federal action that:

(1) Causes & new violation of a
natone! embiont air quality standard

3.
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§51.853  Applicabliity.

{a) Conformity determinations for
Federal actions related to tcansportation
plans, programs, and projects
developed, funded, or approved under
title 23 U.S/C. or the Fedaral Transit A
{49 U.S.C. 1801 <f s6q) must meat the
procedures and criteris of 40 GFR parnt
51,.subpart T, in lisu-of the procedures
set forth in this subpart.

(b) For Federal actions not covered by
paragraph (a) of this section, = :
conformity determination is eaquired for
each pollutant where the total of direct
and indirect emissionsina
nonattainment or tnaintenance area
caused by a Fedaral action would equal
or exceed any of the rates in paragraphs
(b)(1) or {2) of this secton.

(1) For purposes of paragraph-h)of -
this saction, the following cates apply in

nonattairmment amsas (NAAs):
Yoo/
yoar
Ozona (VOC's or RO,):
SoUS NAA'S coeececevcressrrsrsnmisom 50
Severg MARS e e e 25
Bxtrema NAAYS e e e e e 0
Other ozone NAKS outside an )

0zo0e Lansport #5000 . | 00
Marginal and modarate NAA'S inside §

an 02008 Vansport Lagion:
voC . 50
NG, 100
Carbonmonoxids: Al NAR'S ........... | 100
S0; 0r NO; ATl RAA'S e e | 100
PM=10: i
Moderate NAA'S e 400
Serious NAA'S oo e o]
Pb: All NAA'S ] 25

(2) For purposes of paragraph (b) of
this section, the following rates apply in
maintenance areas:

1 Tons/
{ year
Ozona (NO,), 80; or NO,: Aft .ma.'n-!
{EMTANCE BIBAS ..eeeeeeomrcessmmrmmrevsnas 100
Gzone {VOC's): Ty
Malntenance areas nsids an
020Nne {ANSPONR LBgioN . 50
Malnlenance arsas <utside an]
03000 anspoftcagion ... ‘$08
Carban monoxida: Afl wnalntsnance |
areas : 100
PM=10: Nl malntenance areas ......._? 300
Pb: Alf maintenance BfEaS .......cow. ] <5

{c) The requirements of this subpart
shall notapply ta:

(1) Actions where the totel of direct
and indirect emissioas.are below the
emissions levels specified in paragreph
(b) of this section.

(2) The following actions which
would result in no emissions incréase or
en increase in.emissions that is clearly
de minimis:

{i} Judicial.and legislative
procoed.il\&s.

(3i) Gonlnuing end recurcing
activities such as permit censéwals where
activities conducted will be simitar in
scope and oparatioa ta a::viﬁos
currontly being conduat

(iii) Rzmg and policy
development and issuance.

{iv) Routlne maintenance and 2qpair
sctivities, including repair and
maintenence of administrative sites,
roads, treils, and facilities.

{v) Civil and oriminal enforcement
activities, such as investigstions, sudits,
inspections, examinatiaps,
prosecutians, and the training of law
enforcement personnel,

{vi) Admimstrative actions such as
personnel-actions, organizatianal
changes, deht messgementorcallectian,’
cash management, intemnael ggency

-audits, program budgst propasals, end
mattars relating to the administration
and collection of taxes, dulies and {ees.

{vii) The soutine, Tecurxing
transportation of meterisl and
personnel.

(viii) Routine mavement al mobile
assals, such as shipc.and aircraf, én
home port reassignments and statiens
(when no new support facilitiesor

* parsonnel are required) to pecformn es

operational groups and/ot for repairor
‘overhaul

(ix) Maintepance dredging end debris
disposal where no new depthsare.

required, applicable are

seaned.ancfh i will be atan

approved dispasal site. | .
x) Actions, such as thefollowing,

- with respect o axisting stractures,

properties, facilities and lands where
ture activities conducted will be
similar in scape end operetion 4o
:hd}ﬁﬁammdybemgcmnedat
o existing stmuctures, properties,
ful:iliﬁes. and lands; {or example,
relocation of persounsl, disposition of
foderally-ewned existing stractures,
properties, facilities, and lands, rent
subsidies, operatian and maimtennoe
cost subsidies the exercise of
recaivership or consenvalocshlp
authority, essistancs in purchasing
strochsres, 2nd the producfion ol coins
and currency. :
{xi} The grenting of leases, licenses
such as for exports and trade, pexmits,
and easements where sctivities
conducted will be similar in scope and
operation to activities currently being
conducted.

{xii) Planning, studies, and provision
of technical assistance. '
{xiii) Routine oparaticn of facilities,

mobile assets and equipment.
{>dv) Transfers of ownerskip,
interests, and ytles in Jand, facilities,

ond rea! and porsanal praperties,
rogardless of the form or method of she
tronsfer.

(xv) The designatien ofempowerment
zones, enterprise communifies, or
viticulturel areas. )

{xvi} Actions by any of tha Federal
banking agencies or the Faderal Reserve
Banks, including actians regarding
charters, applications. natices, licenses,
the supervision or examination of i}
dapasitory institutions or depositary
institution holding companies, socess 1o
the discount window, or the provision
of financial services to banking
organizations of 10 any department,
agency or instrurentality of the United
States.

{xvii) Aotians by the Boacd of
Governozsof the Federal Resarve .
System ar any Fadaral Resarve Bank to
effect manetary or exchanga sate policy.

{xviii) Actions that implemant a .
foreign affairs funcfion ol the United
States. - . .

{xix} Actions {orportionsthereo))
associzted with transfers.ofdand,
facilities, titla, und real properties °
through an exforceable cantrdct.ar lease
agreernent where the delivery.ofthe
desd is required 1o occur prompily after
a specific, reasonable condition is mel.
such as énompﬁy gfterthelandds
certified as meeting the requirements of
the Comgprehensive Envirammental
Response, Compensation, and Lidbility
Act{CERCLA), znd where the Federal
agency does notyetein confinuing
authority to control einissions
rassodateda;w“uh'thﬂmds, faciBties,
title, orreal properties.

(xx) Tnnsgexspgf veal property, -
including 1and, facilities, and zelaled
personel property from a Federal enfity
to another Federal entityznd
assignments of read property, including
land, fadilities, and related personad
_property from a Feders] entityto
another Federal entity for subseguernt
deeding 1o eligible applicamts.

. [xod) Actions by &e ertt of the
Treasury to effect fiscal policy endto -
:exercise the borrawing zuthority-of the
United States. : oo

{3) The following acons where the
‘8Missions are not ceesondbly :
foreseeable:

(i) Initial Quter Continental Shelf
lease sales which are ynada on ¢ broad
scele and are followed by explemtion
imd development plans on a preject

evel.

(ii) Efectric power smarketiogactivities
thatinvalve the aoquisition, sale and
transmission of electric snergy.

{4) Actions'which implement &
decision to canduct or carry out a
conforming program such as prescribed
burniog ecions which are consisten?
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proposed action and the Federal

agency's draft confotmity determination

on the action.

{b) A Federal agency must notify the
sppropriate EPA Regional Office(s),
State and local air quality agencies and,
whers applicable, affacted Federal lend
managers, the agency designetad undes

section 174 of the Clean Air Act and the
MPO within 30 days after making a final

conformity determination under
§51.858.

§51.856 Public participation. .

{a) Upon request by any person
regarding a specific Federal action, &
Federal sgency must make available for
review its draft conformity .-
determination under § 51.858 with- -

supporting materials which describe the

analytical methods and conclusions:

relied upon in making the epplicability

analysis and draft conformi
determination. s

(b) A Federa} agency must meke
public its draft canformity

determination' under §51.858 by placing

& notice by prominent advertisement in

a daily newspaper of general circulation
in the area affected bry the action and by

providing 30 days for writtan public - -
comment priar to taldng aoy formal
acticn oo the draft determinstion. This
comment period may be concurrent
with any other publici{nvolvement,
such-as ocours in the NEPA

{c) A Federal egency must document

" its respanse to- el the comments -

-7 recaived on its-draft confarmity - -
determination under § $1.858 and make:

the comments and respenses aveilable,

upon request by any person regarding a.

specific Fedezal sction, within 3¢ days
of the final conf datermination.

(d) A Federeal agancy mnst make
public its final confarmity
g::}mermination g;c;er; §51.858 for .i)

"action ong a notice by

prominent edvertisement in a datly
newspaper of general circulation in the
days of the finaf conformity

determination. )
§51.852 Frequeacy of conformity
determinstions.

(2) The cenformity status ef a Federat
action automatically lapses 5 years from

tha dats a finel conformity
determination {s. undex
§51.855, unlpss tha Fedaral action has
been completed or a contirucus
program hes been commenced to
implement that Fedaral action within &
reasonabls time.

(b) Ongoing Federal activities ot &
given site continuons progress
ere not new actions and do not require

periodic redeterminstions so lang es

suclr activities ars within the scope ef
the final con formity determination
reposted under §$51.855.

) 1f, after the conformity -
determination is made, the Federal
action {s changad so that thare is an
increase in the total of direct and
indirect emissians above the Jevels in
§.51.853(), & new: confarmity
determination is required.

© §51.858 Criteria for datermining
_conformity of generat Federal actions.

(s} An action required under § 51.853
to have & conformity determination for
8 specific pollutant, will be detezmined
to conform to the applicable SIP if, for
each pollutant that exceeds the rates in
§51.853(b}, ar otherwise requires a.
conformity determination due to the
total of direct and indirect emissions.
from the action, the action meets the
requirements of paragraph (cJof this -
section, and meets any of the following

irements:

1} For any criteriz pollutant, the total
of direct and {ndirect emissions fronr
the action are specifically identified and.
accounted for in the applicable SIP'
sttainment or maintanance: -
demonstration; -

- {2) For ozane or nitrogen diaxids, the
total o direct and indirect emissions
from the action are fully offset within

the same nonattainment or maintenance

aréa through a revisfon to the appicakle

. SIP or & similarly anfarceable measure -

that-effacts emission reductionsso that -

~there {s no net increase in emissfons.of

that pollutant; ‘

{3) For any criterin polhutant, t
ozone and nitrogen diaxide, the totat of
direct and inmdnect' emissfons fromr the
action mest the requirements: -

(1) Specified in paragraph (b} of this

. section, based on areawide air qualf

v ty
modeling enalysis end local &ir qualy
modeling analysis; or T

6@} Moot the requirementsof = .

mgrgph (a)(5} of this.soction and, gr

ﬁ;a.hu , the:
requirement of paregzaph (b] of this
section; -

g}yrcroo ) or PM-20-— - L

Where te egency primarily

responsible for the applicable SIP °
detarmines that en areawide air
modeling analysis {s not needed, the
total of direct and fndirect emissions
from the sction moef;h&) dnsm .
specified in paragra  this:
modeling analysis; or

(i} Whers the State agen
responsible for the apph SIP
detexmines that «n areawide air quality
modeling analysisis a iate end
that o local air i Wmdahng anatysis
is not needed, the total of directand -

indirect emissians from the saction meet
the irements specified in paragraph
(b) of this section, based on areawide:
modeling, or meet the requirements of
paragraph (s)(S} of this section; or

{5} For ozone or nitrogen diaxide, and
for purposes of paragraphs (a){3)(is} and
(8)(4)(i1) of this section, each portion: of
the acu&n cf:r ﬁhe action as & whole meets
any of the follo pequirements:

(;) Where E!"m spproved &
revision 1o an area’s sttainment or
maintenance demonstration after 1930
and ths State makes & determination as
provided in phr (0)(SX1)(A) of this
section or where the Statemakes a
commitiment as provided in paragraph
(a)(5)(1)(B) of this. sectian: :

tA) The total of direct and indirect
emissions from the action (or portion
thereof) is detarmined and documented
by the State egency pmncnl{
respansible for the-spplica