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Newsletter Gets Facelift
From the Editor:

cc
an
dO vercoming my

resistance and
inability to
change, I thank

CPT Joe Edgell for his efforts
to create a newsletter which
will be sent electronically to
you, our readers.  I still can’t
believe we’re doing this!

The new format will have
several key features.  Break-
ing stories will be found on
the first page.  The first page
will also contain notes from
the editor, and a quick refer-
ence to other sections.

On page two you will find
m o
N

ew
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Command Counsel Goes
Live on World Wide Web

cc
C
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C PT Joe Edgell ,
General Law Divi
sion, DSN 767-2306,

recently completed his excep-
tional work in designing and
compiling information for the
Office of Command Counsel
Home Page which went on
line the week of 31 March.
Joe worked tirelessly to get
us off to a great start with an
accessible, user-friendly
website that contains a tre-
mendous amount of substan-
tive information.
CThis effort will serve as a
model for all of our legal of-
fices as we use this medium
to reach out to our clients and
customers and as we expand
our abilities to communicate
with each other.  A great job,
CPT Edgell!

    Our home page is
linked to the AMC home page
or it can be accessed directly:

http: //www.dtic.mil/amc/
command_counsel/ cc
n
se

la complete list of attach-
ments.

If you are lucky enough
to be viewing the newsletter
electronically, you will find
that all attachments are
linked electronically to the
comprehensive list on page
two.

What does this mean to
you?  All you need to do is
click on the attachment with
your mouse, and voila, you
jump directly to that attach-
ment!  Stories the extend to
several columns or pages will
be linked so that you only
need to click your mouse to
et
te

rread the whole story from be-
ginning to end.

Later in the newsletter,
you will find sections devoted
to the substantive areas of law
you normally find; this in-
cludes acquisition, labor and
employment, environment,
ethics, intellectual property,
and any thing else that needs
highlighting that issue.

We are still experiment-
ing with format.  Some fea-
tures we like may stay, oth-
ers we don’t may go.  Your
feedback, as always, is appre-
ciated.  Enjoy the new news-
letter! cc

http://www.dtic.mil/amc/command_counsel/
How Do I Use This Thing?
Read through the following information for tips on making this more useful.

1.  Whenever you see an Enclosure list (e.g. Encl 2) within the body of an article, just move the "Hand" over the Enclosure and click your mouse.  You will be jumped directly to the beginning of the Enclosure.

2.  If you are looking at an article that is more than one column, or jumps to another page, try moving the hand to the very beginning of the article text and clicking with your mouse.  The article will expand to fill the width of your screen.  Every time you click your mouse, you will advance one screen within the article you are viewing.  When you reach the end of the article, make one final mouse click and you will return to the beginning of the article.

3.  If you see a web site listed in the newsletter (e.g. http://www.dtic.mil/amc/command_counsel/) just move the hand over the address and click with your mouse.  Your web browser will then access that web site provided you are connected to the internet during the time you are viewing the article.  It may take a bit of time to do this, so be patient.

4.  The table of contents at the front is linked to the page that is listed.  All you need to do is move the hand over the listing and click with your mouse.

5.  Comments or questions?  E-mail the editor (Steve Klatsky) at sklatsky@hqamc.army.mil or Joe Edgell at jedgell@hqamc.army.mil.

Close this box by clicking the close box in the upper left hand corner of this tiny window.
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Command Counsel
Edward J. Korte

Editor
Stephen A. Klatsky

Copy Editor
Linda B.R. Mills

Femino Named Deputy
Command Counsel
dDominic A. Femino, Jr.
has been appointed as the
new AMC Deputy Command
Counsel.  He joined the Office
of Command Counsel effec-
tive 31 March after serving as
Chief Counsel, Vint Hill
Farms Station.  Nick has been
C
om
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List of Enclosur
1. Tips for Agencies in Estab

And Factors Potential Pro
Should Consider in Select

2. Ten Tips For A Great Cont
3. SAMM Changes.
4. Best Value Selection Issue
5. Contractor Technical Expe
6. Availability of Army Appro

Awards for Employees Wh
in Commercial “Frequent 

7. Funding Requirements for
tracts (IDQC)

8. Labor Relations Issues in 
9. Privatization, Outsourcing
10. BRAC - Private Companies
11. IP: Petition to Correct Inve
12. Waiver of Restriction of Us

Employees (SGES).
13. Job Hunting and Post Gov

strictions.
14. Payment from Non-Federa

Expenses.
15. Attendance at Meetings of

Organizations.
16. Official Speaker Support f
17. ELD Bulletin, February 19
18. ELD Bulletin, March 1997
19. HQ Enviro Team Responsi
20. HQ Enviro Team BRAC Ins
21. Cultural Resources Coope
22. NEPA Cooperating Agency
ela major participant in shap-
ing numerous Command
Counsel initiatives for many
years.  He is an experienced
leader who brings vision,
dedication, and hard work to
our Headquarters.  Congratu-
lations, Nick!
C
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Administrative Assistant
Fran Gudely

Typist
Billy Mayhew

Layout & Computers
Joe Edgell

The AMC Command Coun-
sel Newsletter is published
bimonthly, 6 times per year
(Feb, Apr, Jun, Aug, Oct,
Dec).

Back Issues are available by
contacting the Editor at
(703) 617-2304.

Contributions are encour-
aged.  Please send them elec-
tronically as a Microsoft®
Word® file to
sklatsky@hqamc.army.mil

Check out the Newsletter on
the Web at www.dtic.mil/
amc/command_counsel/
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d lAcquisition Law Focus

Tips for Agencies Establishing Protest Procedures And Factors
Potential Protesters Should Consider In Selecting A Forum

Agency Level Protest
Procedures

OMA Funds
& BDUs

an

J eff Kessler , HQ
AMC Protest Liti
gation Group counsel,

DSN 767-8045, wrote the
above-captioned article which
appeared as the Feature Com-
ment of the February 19, 1997
The Government Contractor.
The article highlights the ex-
tremely successful AMC-
u
N

Reviewing Solicitation
Clauses Made Easy
C
om

mM ICOM’s Dayn
Beam, DSN
786-8195, has cre-

ated a system that can be
used to quickly check either
an individual clause or the
entire action for applicability
and currency.  It can be used
as a tool to supplement indi-
vidual knowledge and re-
search.  Mr. Beam suggests
that at first the user read the
actual FAR/DFARS prescrip-
tion until the system sum-
mary can key your memory
on the less used provisions
and clauses.  While the sys-
tem is now electronically
available via a disc, Mr. Beam
recommends that the user
work from a hard copy when
CC Newsletter
n
seLevel Protest Program, offers

insight to those seeking to
establish a protest resolution
process at the agency level,
and analyzes issues that com-
monly arise (Encl 1).  This
article is reprinted with per-
mission from The Govern-
ment Contractor Advisory
Board. cc

cc
C
operforming a complete pack-

age review.
        For maximum effi-

ciency, the following proce-
dure is recommended for a
complete clause review:

            a.  During normal
review of the solicitation (or
award if solicitation is not
reviewed under this system)
photocopy section I and L ref-
erence clauses and record on
a separate piece of paper all
full text and other reference
(E, F and K) clauses.  The ex-
act method is not important
so long as you have a com-
plete list of clauses giving
number and date (to include
all alternates).  One short cut
3
continued on page 5.......
ew
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rM ajor Dave
Harney , HQ
AMC Business Law

counsel, DSN 767-8003, re-
cently wrote an opinion that
it is appropriate for OMA
funds to be used to purchase
27 sets of Desert BDUs for
AMC soldiers going TDY.

OMA funds are normally
used to purchase Organiza-
tional Clothing and Individual
Equipment (OCIE), (CTA 50-
900, para. 9; DFAS-IN 37-100-
96, chapter 321).  Military
Personnel, Army (MPA) funds
are used for initial clothing
allowances and clothing re-
placement (CTA 50-900, para.
8).  Desert BDUs are consid-
ered OCIE and must be pur-
chased with OMA funds (CTA
50-900, Table 4).

These uniforms are also
subject to  the accountability
procedures in AR 710-2 which
require soldiers receiving the
uniforms to sign hand re-
ceipts while the items are in
their possession and to re-
turn them at the end of the
mission (CTA 50-900, para.
4.o).  The procedures in DOD
Instruction 4000.19,
Interservice and
Intragovernmental Support,
should be followed. cc

cc
April 1997
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Acquisition Law Focus
Contracting
Officer’s
Statements in
Bid Protests

Cash for Frequent Fliers?
No Availability of Army Appropriations to Pay
Cash Awards for Employees Who Enroll in
Commercial “Frequent Flyer” Programs.

Funding Requirements For
Indefinite Quantity Contracts
(IDQC)
u
n

seE l i z a b e t h
B u c h a n a n ,
Business Law

Group Team Leader, DSN 767-
7572, provides a memoran-
dum from the Army Deputy
General Counsel (Ethics &
Fiscal) dated 14 March 1997
addressing the availability of
Army appropriations to pay
cash awards to employees
who enroll in commercial
“Frequent Flyer” programs.

That memorandum con-
cludes that Army appropria-
o
w

sChanges to DoD
5105.38-M, Security
Assistance Management
C

S ecurity Assistance
p r a c t i t i o n e r s
should note that two

significant changes to the
SAMM have been published
and are effective as of 31 De-
cember 1996.  The first
change (paragraph 8021.F)
provides guidance in imple-
mentation of the direct ex-
change repair program autho-
rized by section 152(a) of Pub-

Manual (SAMM
m
anC BDCOM’s Lisa

Simon , DSN 584-
1298, has prepared

an excellent paper, “Ten Tips
For A Great Contracting
Officer’s Statement”, which
she describes as the single
most important document in
a bid protest administrative
report.  It is the best oppor-
tunity to tell your side and to
convince the GAO that the
decision by the contracting
officer is correct.  Ms.
Simon’s suggestion to the
contracting officer is to
“...think of your Statement as
a story” (Encl 2). cc
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etions may NOT be used to pay
cash awards to employees
who enroll in commercial
“Frequent Flyer” programs
because cash awards must be
paid for superior accomplish-
ment or other personal effort
contributing to the efficiency,
economy or other improve-
ment of Government opera-
tions.

Enrolling in a “Frequent
Flyer” program does not en-
tail that quality or degree of
personal effort warranting a
cash award (Encl 6). cc
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N
e )lic Law 104-164 [110 Stat,

1438-1439 (1996)].  The sec-
ond change (paragraph 80207
and revised SAMM Table 802-
2) includes new guidance on
the processing of Supply Dis-
crepancy Reports (formerly
known as Reports of Discrep-
ancies).  The POC is Larry D.
Anderson, International Law
counsel, DSN 767-8040 (Encl
3).

cc
cc
C
omT ACOM’s Wendy

Saigh, DSN 786-
8002, has written a

memorandum addressing poten-
tial Anti-Deficiency Act prob-
lems when IDQC contracting is
used.  The paper highlights that
a specified minimum quantity
must be ordered and funds for
this minimum must be obli-
gated.  It is incorrect to believe
that they could be ordered at any
time during the first year — it
must be ordered at the time of
contract award (Encl 7). cc

cc
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Acquisition Law Focus
.......continued from page 3

Best Value
Source
Selection

Contractor
Technical
Experts in
Germany
CH Q AMC’s LTC
Paul Hoburg ,
DSN 767-2552, pro-

vides a point paper on con-
tractor “technical experts” in
Germany.  Several AMC activi-
ties have experienced difficul-

CC Newsletter
ou
n

se
lis to assume all FAR

clauses are dated APR 84 and
all DFARS clauses are dated
DEC 91 unless otherwise
noted on your list.  This list
should be kept with your re-
view comments as it will
speed up your award review
and provide an accurate
record of what the reviewer
saw and approved.  Often the
file will not reflect the docu-
ment submitted for review
only; the document as re-
vised.  It is then impossible
at a later time to establish
what was seen or not seen by
the reviewer.  This is espe-
cially useful when the docu-
ment is to be processed
through the PADDS system,
as errors in the documents so
generated are, for whatever
reason, not uncommon.

            b.  The list now
can be checked in 30 to 45
minutes by someone familiar
with this system.  With use
5
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you will begin to skip whole
parts depending upon type of
contract or method of acqui-
sition.  The following are es-
sential items of information
which should be determined
prior to your review.  Mr.
Beam notes these items at the
top of the review sheet for
quick reference:

                (1)  Contract
type:  FP, FPI, FPEA, CPFF,
CPIF, Cost-No-Fee, CPAF,
T&M, L-H, IQ, Requirements,
etc. including type of effort
(services, supplies, R&D,
CON, mix, etc.).

                (2)  Dollar value
of total action and largest
subcontract (by individual
CLINS if different contract
types are involved).

                (3)  Are FMS re-
quirements involved or is per-
formance outside the U.S.
likely  If performance outside
U.S. is possible you must
know if performance (to in-
clude recruiting personnel)
will be entirely Outside the
U.S.

                (4)  Any restric-
tion on responsible sources:
J&A basis, 8a, SB, etc.

            c.  You can now
flip through the clause list
skipping parts and individual
clauses as you become famil-
iar with the system and mark
your list as errors are noted.

cc
cc
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anT A C O M - A R D E C

counsel Jerry
Williams, DSN 880-

6455, has prepared a paper on
the relationship among
source selection, best value
and the Revised A-76 Hand-
book process.  The paper re-
flects Mr. Williams’ experi-
ence working with the PM
Paladin on the Fleet Manage-
ment Initiative (Encl 4).  The
basic thesis of the article is
that the Revised A-76 Hand-
book appears to have fallen
considerably short of the
mark in its attempt to inter-
ject best value contracting
into the A-76 process. cc

cc
Cties in this area as a result of
recent challenges by German
authorities to the designation
of contractor employees as
tech experts.  All acquisition
counsel should be aware of
the issues in this area and of
a recent DFARS change that
impacts award of contracts
which call for U.S. contractor
employees to perform ser-

vices in Germany (Encl  5). cc
cc
April 1997
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Employment Law Focus
MSPB Reverses Removal
Based on Sleeping Disorder

Labor
Relations
Issues in
Contracting
Out
le
tt

Linda B.R. Mills, AMC
Employment Law Team, DSN
767-8049, has prepared an
excellent treatise on this very
important issue — subtitled:
“Yes, No, Yes, No, Maybe or
Are Contracting Out Propos-
als Negotiable”.  The paper
supplemented a presentation
Ms. Mills used at the recent
Society of Federal Labor Re-
lations Professionals (SFLRP)
Symposium (Encl 8). cc

cc
sPrivatization,
Outsourcing,
Contracting Out
N
ew

Cassandra Tsintolas
Johnson, HQ AMC Employ-
ment Law Team, prepared the
enclosed paper, which high-
lights important legislative
and regulatory developments,
as part of the SFLRP presen-
tation described in paragraph
4a above (Encl 9).

Taken together, these two
papers represent an excellent
compendium of the statutory,
regulatory, and labor rela-
tions issues faced by those
seeking to effectuate Admin-
istration policies to reduce
the size of government and to
make government agencies
more efficient. cc
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seIn Spencer v. Department of Navy, 97 FMSR 5004, Jan

3, 1997, the appellant’s removal, based on a sleeping

disorder, was reversed because the agency failed to prove

that his condition caused either deficiencies in his perfor-

mance or a high probability of hazard to himself or others.

The agency removed the appellant and he filed an ap-

peal, claiming that he was not disabled from performing his

duties and raising the affirmative defense of disability dis-

crimination.  The AJ affirmed the agency’s removal action.

The AJ found that the appellant’s obstructive sleep ap-

nea, which frequently caused the appellant to fall asleep at

work, posed a high probability of hazard to himself and oth-

ers.  He determined that this condition rendered him unable

to perform the duties of his position.

In addition, he rejected the appellant’s claim of disabil-

ity discrimination, finding that his condition could not be

accommodated.  The appellant petitioned for review.  The

Board granted review and reversed the initial decision.

The Board explained that, in order to remove the appel-

lant for that charge, the agency had to establish a nexus be-

tween his medical condition and either: (1)  observed defi-

ciencies in his performance, or (2)  a high probability of haz-

ard that could result in injury to himself or others.

As to the first one, the Board found that his satisfactory

performance appraisals provided sufficient evidence to re-

but the agency’s claim that he was unable to perform his

duties.  In addressing the second one, the Board determined

that there was insufficient evidence that he slept on duty or

that his condition interfered with the safe performance of

his duties.  Therefore, the Board concluded that the agency

failed to prove the charge. cc
cc
CC Newsletter
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Agency Removal for AWOL
Was Proper

Computer Operator’s
Comments Did Not
Constitute Threats

m

anI n Bryant v. National
Science Foundation,
97 FMSR, Jan 25, 1997,

the Federal Circuit Court af-
firmed the Board’s decision,
finding that the agency prop-
erly removed the petitioner
for excessive lateness.

The petitioner’s Division
participated in the agency’s
Flexitime Program which al-
lowed employees, with fixed
work schedules, to report to
work either 15 minutes be-
fore or 15 minutes after their
scheduled start time.  The
supervisor advised the peti-
tioner that due to numerous
instances of tardiness, she
would no longer be permitted
to participate in the Flexitime
Program.  In addition, the pe-
m C

N
ewBRAC-Private Companies

and Federal Unions
Hope you’re makingHope you’re making
plans to meet yourplans to meet your
col leagues at thecol leagues at the
1997 AMC1997 AMC
Continuing LegalContinuing Legal
Education ProgramEducation Program

June 16-20June 16-20
Radisson MarkRadisson Mark
CenterCenter
Alexandria, VirginiaAlexandria, Virginia
C
oT he American Fed

eral of Govern
ment Employees

(AFGE) represented employ-
ees at the former Naval Air
Warfare Center, Indianapolis,
being closed under BRAC.
The city was allowed to seek
bids from companies willing
to keep the Center open.
Hughes Technical Service
Company was selected, agree-
ing to retain the majority of

CC Newsletter
ou
n

setitioner would be charged
with one hour absence with-
out official leave (AWOL) for
each time she reported late.

Subsequently, the peti-
tioner requested and was
granted a later start time.
Still, the petitioner was tardy
33 times on AWOL and was
granted a later start time.
Nevertheless, the petitioner
was again late 23 times in a
17 week period.  Based on her
pattern of lateness, the
agency removed her.  She ap-
pealed and the AJ affirmed
the agency’s action.

He found that the agency
was under no obligation to ex-
cuse her lateness and re-
jected her Family and Medi-
cal Leave Act argument be-
cause she never requested
leave under that Act. cc
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In Powell v. Department
of Justice, 97 FMSR 5011, Jan
9, 1997, a majority of the
MSPB ruled that the
employee’s threat to kill 5
employees, made in a conver-
sation with a employee assis-
tance program coordinator,
did not meet the standards
set forth in Metz v. Depart-
ment of Treasury, 86 FMSR
7001.  Thus, the removal was
overturned.

In Metz, the Federal Cir-
cuit stated that the MSPB
must “use the connotation
that a reasonable person
would give to the words to
determine if the words con-
stituted a threat”.  Several fac-
tors go into this analysis: (1)
listener’s reactions; (2)
listener’s apprehension of
harm; (3) speaker’s intent; (4)
conditional nature of the
statements; and (5) attendant
circumstances. cc

cc
the Center’s workforce.  AFGE
petitioned for and won exclu-
sive recognition of the hourly
employees for the Company.
This is the first time that a
purely Federal union has won
recognition with a private
company, and subsequently
negotiated a collective bar-
gaining agreement.  Some
background and a summary
of the parties’ agreement is
enclosed (Encl 10). cc

cc
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Employment Law Focus

Principles of Behavior in Labor-
Management Partnership
n se teThe National Partnership Council developed a list of principles to guide

the partnership relationship between labor and management.  (Editor’s

Note: In re-reading this list, it appears that it also represents a good

guide to any interpersonal relationship).  POC is Stephen A. Klatsky,

DSN 767-2304.
 t
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n1.  Let the other side know of
planned actions/events in advance so
that they will not be surprised or feel
“tricked” or betrayed.

2.  Communicate openly with the
other side without unexpressed inter-
ests.

3.  Maintain contact and keep
lines of communication open, even in
the face of serious disagreements.

4.  Carefully consider the impact
of your own words and actions on the
other side and on the relationship.

5.  Use fact and logic to support
assertions.

6.  Test assumptions about the
other side’s thoughts and motives
before acting on assumptions.

7.  Understand that labor and man-
agement play different roles and do
not take such role playing personally
or as an indication that the other side
is acting in bad faith.
April 1997 8
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e8.  Agree not to agree on some is-

sues without judging the other side.
9.  Remain unconditionally con-

structive even when the other side does
not.

10.  Treat individual issues on their
own merits independently of other is-
sues.

11.  Value the partnership relation-
ship as an absolute plus, independent
of the individual outcomes it may or
may not produce.

12.  Initiate one-on-one discus-
sions, directly and in a timely manner,
with the person whose behavior does
not appear to be consistent with one
or more of the principles.

13.  Use the National Partnership
Council as a forum for discussion of
perceived inconsistent behavior, and
share the resolution with interested
parties, as necessary and appropriate
(acknowledgments, remedies, apolo-
gies, recommendations, etc.). cc

cc
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Environmental Law Focus
Cultural Resources
Management Cooperative
Agreements

Who You
Gonna’ Call?

Environmental
Law Division
Bulletins
m
m

an
T he November 96

ELD Bulletin has
an article by MAJ Tom

Ayres regarding New Coop-
erative Agreement Author-
ity to Manage Cultural Re-
sources.  It mentioned that
the National Defense Autho-
rization Act for Fiscal Year
1997 gives military land man-
agers another tool to manage
cultural resources on their
installation.

The National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year
1997, Pub. L. No. 104-201,
110 Stat. 2422, Section 2862
(1996) adds section 2684 to
Chapter 159 of Title 10 of the
Untied States Code to give the
Secretary of Defense and the
Secretaries of the military de-
partments new authority to
enter cooperative agree-
ments.
 oCooperating Agency Status
on BRAC NEPA Documents
CDuring the development
of NEPA documentation for
the disposal and reuse of
BRAC properties, state and
local agencies have some-
times requested to be desig-
nated a Cooperating Agency.
Enclosed is a Memorandum

CC Newsletter
ou
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sThe cooperative agree-
ments may be made with a
“State, local government or
other entity for the preserva-
tion, maintenance, and im-
provement of cultural re-
sources on military installa-
tions and for the conduct of
research regarding the cul-
tural resources.” id.  All con-
templated cooperative agree-
ments benefitting Army in-
stallations under this new
provision will be reviewed by
the Environmental Law Divi-
sion prior to being forwarded
to the Secretary of the Army
for signature.

The ELD and the Army
Environmental Center has
provided additional details on
what should be included in
such agreement, Encl 21. cc

cc
of Agreement recently con-
cluded with a state and
county for designating them
cooperating agencies with re-
lation to the BRAC disposal
and reuse environmental im-
pact statement,  Encl. 22. cc
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ho does what on
the AMC Com
mand Counsel En-

vironmental &Real Estate
Law Team?  With the depar-
ture of Melinda Loftin from
our office, and the increasing
work load related to BRAC
and real estate actions, we
have adjusted and reassigned
various environmental func-
tional areas and responsibili-
ties for real estate/BRAC ac-
tions for specific installation.
Team attorney responsibili-
ties are at Encl 19 and instal-
lation responsibilities at Encl
20.  Keep posted to the AMC
Command Counsel Home
Page, where we make future
changes, as necessary. cc

cc
N
e ELD Bulletins for Febru-

ary and March 97 are provided
(Encl 17 and 18) for those
who have not yet signed up
for or do not have access to
the LAAWS Environmental
Forum or have not received an
electronic version. They, as
well as previous ELD Bulle-
tins, are also accessible from
the AMC Command Counsel
Home Page. cc

cc
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Environmental Law Focus
DLA Environmental Products Catalogue
n
dThe latest DLA Environ-

mental Products Catalogue
was published December
1996.  DLA has hundreds of
environmental products in its
supply system ranging from
citrus-based degreasers and
complete antifreeze recycling
systems to natural resource
conservation products.

Purchasing these prod-
ucts can help you meet your
m
a

u
nIP Focus

Correcting Inventorship at
Patent Office
C
om

TACOM Patent Counsel,
David Kuhn, DSN 786-5681
submits an article highlight-
ing a petition TACOM filed in
the US Patent and Trademark
Office to correct the
inventorship in a patent ap-
plication.  A second
inventor’s name had to be
added to the existing applica-
tion.  The petition required,
among other things, the writ-
ten permission of the as-
signee of the application.  The
US Government is the as-
signee of the application, and
the Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Research, Develop-
ment and Acquisition is the
authority who gives the con-
sent.

April 1997
se
lorganization’s goals in: (1)

Reducing hazardous waste,
(2) Eliminating use of ozone-
depleting chemicals, (3) Pro-
tecting your employees, and
(4) Saving money.

DLA has done the cata-
loging, item management and
contracting for you and can
ensure you receive the ben-
efits of its purchasing power.
Ordering is easy.
10
tt
er Internet home page ad-

dress:
http://www.dscr.dla.mil.
Copies of the catalog can

be obtained from: 1-800-352-
2852. Products from this
catalogue are a GREAT way to
promote pollution preven-
tion.  Please pass this infor-
mation on to appropriate ac-
quisition, logistics, and pur-
chasing officials. cc

cc
C
oMr. Kuhn believes that

this is the first time the AMC
IP legal community has ever
filed such a petition.  For the
benefit of other AMC IP law-
yers, Mr. Kuhn submits sani-
tized versions of various
documents associated with
the petition (Encl 11).  These
include:

• The petition itself
• The first inventor’s dec-

laration supporting the peti-
tion

• The letter to the Assis-
tant Secretary of the Army for
Research, Development and
Acquisition requesting con-
sent to the proposed
inventorship correction. cc

cc
N
ew
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eHow to Lose

An
Administrative

Law Case
1. File untimely submissions
2. Ignore regulatory board

rules and regulations]
3. Forget the burden of proof

evidentiary requirements
4. Try the case to the jury
5. Be silly (file waves of

discovery requests)
6. Try to fool the Administra-

tive Law Judge
7. Misrepresent the law
8. Fail to get to the point
9. Make unnecessary objec-

tions
10. Fail to listen
11. Forget when to shut up
12. Argue with AJ’s rulings
13. Be unprepared

—from a lecture he heard by
Judge Tom Lanphear, MSPB (At-
lanta) Regional Director and Chief
Administrative Judge
CC Newsletter

http://www.dscr.dla.mil
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CECOM’s CPT Matt
Mahoney, DSN 992-4444, de-
scribes the requirements of
the Joint Ethics Regulation
as it pertains to the common
occurrence of Army employ-
ees being asked to participate
as speakers at meetings
hosted/sponsored by non-
Federal activities.  Seven fac-
tors must be present in order
for an agency to permit this
participation (Encl 16).

Ethics Focus
Waiver of Restriction
of Use of Special
Government
Employees (SGES)

HQ AMC Ethics Counsel
Alex Bailey, DSN 767-8004,
has written a paper highlight-
ing recent changes in the Fed-
eral Procurement Integrity
Act as it relates to use of
SGES.  The waiver process,
standards to meet and agency
certification requirements
are described (Encl 12).

Job Hunting and Post
Government
Employment
Restrictions.

The CECOM Staff Judge
Advocate Division has pre-
pared a comprehensive sum-
mary of the important above-
captioned issue, defining
“seeking employment” and
describing the rules in an
easy-to-read manner (Encl
13).

Payment from Non-
Federal Sources for
Official Travel
Expenses

CECOM’s LTC Craig L.
Reinold, DSN 992-4444, is
the POC for this paper which
includes a Report of Payment
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. Sec
1353 (Encl 14).

Attendance at
Meetings of National
Service-Related
Organizations

HQ AMC’s Alex Bailey
provides a point paper outlin-
ing the regulatory require-
ments applicable to this re-
curring issue.  AR 1-211 and
AR 210-1 are the primary
regulations.  Mr. Bailey de-
scribes several factors con-
trolling the attendance deci-
sion (Encl 15).

Official Speaker
Support to Non-
Federal Entities

port Card

In a report contained in

the February 1997 issue of
the Government Executive,
author Robert Goldenkoff
states that downsizing is
ahead of the schedule man-
dated by the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act.

•The Federal government

Downsizing Re
11
w
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rAlleged Errors
o  Substantive 47%
o  Administrative 27%
o  Client Relations 17%
o  Intentional Wrong 9%

Among the Substantive Errors
o Failure to know or properly

apply the law 11%
o Planning error/procedure

choice 11%
o Inadequate discovery/inves-

tigation 10%
o Conflict of Interest 4%
o Mathematical calculation

error 0.4%

Among Administrative Errors
o Procrastination in perfor-

mance/failure to follow-up
9%

o Failure to file document 3%
o Clerical error 2%

Among Client Relations
o Failure to obtain consent/

inform client 10%
o Failure to follow client’s in-

structions 6%

Among Intentional Wrongs
o Malicious Prosecution/

Abuse of Process  4%
o Fraud  3%
o Libel or Slander 1%

Why They Sue
According to an ABA study
of 11,000 malpractice suits:
N
eis smaller than at any time in

the last 30 years — 1.94 mil-
lion, nearly 63,000 below the
statutory target.

•Since 1993 the
workforce has been reduced
11%.  Some agencies: OPM
38%, GSA 23%, DoD 16%,
NASA 15%, Agriculture 15%.
April 1997
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d lFaces In The Firm

Arrivals and Departures

Retirements
Ed Goldberg , Chief of

TACOM-ARDEC’s Intellectual
Property Division, retired on 3
April 1997.  Ed held that posi-
tion for the past 10 years and be-
fore that he was a patent attor-
ney at CECOM.  Before entering
government service, Ed was a
patent attorney at ITT.  We all
wish Ed a long and happy retire-
ment and sincerely hope that he
draws the right cards in his
bridge matches.

Promotions
Bouncing
Babies!

continued on next page.......

We are happy to an-
nounce the marriage of
CECOM Chief Counsel,
Kathryn T. Hoener and
Peter Szymanski.  The
ceremony took place in
Kenosha, WI, on St.
Patrick’s Day, 17 March
1997.  Our best wishes
to the Bride and Groom!

Wedding
Bells
C
omArrivals

CECOM
 Carrie J. Schaffner has

joined the staff as labor coun-
selor from the IOC Legal Of-
fice.

Welcome to Marla Flack
who joined CECOM’s Compe-
tition Management Division
in March 1997.  Marla came
to CECOM from TACOM in
1989.  She began in the Ac-
quisition Center and moved
to ARL in 1991.

April 1997
ou
n

se
As an update of a previ-

ous report, Katherine Eliza-
beth, infant daughter of Joe
and Laura Picchiotti, came
home from the hospital on 16
March.  She continues to im-
prove and has attained the
weight of two pounds!

Steve Kellogg (General
Law/Installation Support Di-
vision) and his wife, Lai Leng,
welcomed the birth of their
daughter, Victoria Irene, on
March 5.  “She’s a doll” (her
two brothers think she’s
pretty cute, too).

Diane Travers of the HQ
Business Law Division gave
birth to a beautiful baby boy.
Joshua R. Stromberg was
born on March 24, 1997.
Mom and baby are home on
maternity leave.
12
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We are very pleased to
announce that effective 16
February, Robert J.
Spazzarini has been ap-
pointed to the Senior Execu-
tive Service as Chief Counsel
of MICOM.

IOC
Congratulations to each

of the following attorneys:

T. Harrison has been
promoted.  T. is an attorney
in the Acquisition Law Divi-
sion.

Amy Armstrong  has
been promoted.  Amy is an
attorney in the General Law/
Installation Support Division.

Sandy Bierman has been
promoted.  Sandy is an attor-
ney in the Acquisition Law
Division.

Steve Kellogg has been
promoted.  Steve is an attor-
ney in the General Law/Instal-
lation Support Division.
C IOC
Bridget Stengel has re-

joined the office in the Acqui-
sition Law Division.  Bridget
transferred from the Rock Is-
land Arsenal Legal Office to
join the IOC staff once again.

Departures
CECOM

Linda Daniels, Paralegal
Specialist since January
N
ew

1981, of Vint Hill Farms Sta-
tion, Warrenton, VA, accepted
a Paralegal Position in Con-
tract Law Division, OTJAG.

William and Catherine
Anderson will be leaving
CECOM the 25th of April for
the Pentagon.  Will has ac-
cepted a GS1222-15 in the
Office of The Secretary of the
Air Force.  The couple both
began with CECOM in 1989,
Kate as an Attorney Advisor
in the Procurement Law Divi-
sion, Will as a Patent Attor-
CC Newsletter



Fifty Years Ago....

.......continued from previous page
C
om

ney in the Intellectual Prop-
erty Law Division.

IOC
Carrie Schaffner, Acqui-

sition Law Division, left the
office for a position with the
Legal Group, ACALA, located
at Rock Island.

Mary Fuhr, Acquisition
Law Division, left the office
for a position with the Rock
Island Arsenal Legal Office.

Roger Corman, Acquisi-
tion Law Division, has ac-
CC Newsletter
Ccepted a position with the
Department of Energy and
will be leaving our office in
May.  Roger will certainly be
missed, but he and his fam-
ily are excited about heading
West to beautiful Idaho.  Good
luck to you.

Bob Blackwood is leav-
ing Pine Bluff Arsenal in April
and heading west to Texas.
Bob accepted a position with
Corpus Christi Army Depot.
Bob’s new job as Depot Coun-
sel is a promotion.  Congratu-
lations, Bob and best of luck.
13
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ATCOM
James Casey, IP Branch

retired effective 31 January
1997.

Abby Horowitz, trans-
ferred to Los Angeles, Califor-
nia 28 March 1997.

Anne Wright, Claims Ex-
aminer, left government for a
position with United Van
Lines.

Charles Blair, Procure-
ment Law Division, PCSed to
Huntsville, Alabama 11 April
1997.
d el er

On April 15, 1947 in Ebbets Field, Brooklyn, New York, Jack Roosevelt

Robinsonbecame the first African-American to play in the major leagues of

baseball since Moses Fleetwood Walker played for the Toledo Mud Hens in 1884

(the American Association was recognized as a major league in that era).  The

informal “gentleman’s agreement” to exclude blacks ended when Jackie

Robinson, the fifth child of a sharecroper from Cairo, Georgia, played first base.
m
an

Jackie was a four-sport
star at UCLA.  He was an officer
in the Army during WWII.  In
1944 he refused to go to a seat
in the back of an Army bus.  He
was court-martialed but acquit-
ted, receiving an honorable dis-
charge.

Jackie became Rookie of
the Year (the award is now
named for him), Most Valuable
Player in 1949, and contrib-
uted to Brooklyn winning six
pennants and its only world
championship during his 10
years in the major leagues.

Jackie Robinson con-
quered over unbelievable cir-
cumstances: a threatened
strike by several teams, legal
ou
n

ssegregation during Spring
Training, numerous death
threats and intentional at-
tempts to injure him during
games.  One memorable mo-
ment occurred in Cincinnati
when teammate Pee Wee
Reese, a southerner, walked
across the diamond and draped
an arm around Robinson’s
shoulder, standing with him in
defiance of the crowd’s mood.

Jackie died of a heart at-
tack, brought on by diabetes,
on October 24, 1972 at age 53.
This year, each major league
player will wear a patch on his
uniform that reads: “Jackie
sl
et

tRobinson, 50 years, Breaking
Barriers”.

At the beginning of the
World Series of 1947, I
experienced a com-
pletely new sensation
when the National An-
them was played.  This
time, I thought, it is be-
ing played for me, as
much as for anyone
else.  This is organized
major league baseball,
and I am standing here
with all the others; and
everything that takes
place includes me.

—Jack Roosevelt
Robinson
April 1997
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BEST VALUE UNDER THE REVISED A-76 HANDBOOK

The Revised Supplemental A-76 Handbook (March 1996) appears to have fallen
considerably short of the mark in its attempt to interject best value contracting into the
A-76 process. The Handbook now recognizes that the Source Selection Authority should
identify the contractor offer which “represents the best overall value to the Government”
(Chap. 3, H.3.c., page 12). However, the Handbook fails to have the competition between
the selected contractor and the Government in-house MEO also conducted on a best value
basis. This selection is based on an go/ no go/ low price evaluation where a minimum 10
percent or $10 Million cost differential must be established to convert to contractor
performance (Chap 4, A1, page 28). This disparity in selection criteria for the two
competitions a) actually discourages the use of best value contracting in selecting the best
contractor, and b) may not allow the type of selection decision that would be most useful
in deciding whether or not to proceed with innovative programs, like the M109 Fleet
Management Program, that offer potential system enhancements as well as cost savings.

Having different selection standards for the contractor/contractor and contractor MEO
competitions will most likely cause Source Selection Authorities to use go /no go / low
price in both competitions. If best value is used in the contractor competition, contractors
would be told that the winning contractor will be selected based on merit factors as well
as price. (For pilot programs to reinvent the system where only cost type contracts will
be possible, merit will most likely be at least equal to or greater in importance than cost.)
Contractors will also be told in the contractor/contractor best value competition that the
Government reserves the right to award to other than the low offeror or the highest merit
proposal.  Under these conditions, contractors will not be proposing their least expensive
method of performing the work. Consequently, the contractor selected in the contractor
competition may be the best value for the Government, but it probably won’t be the least
expensive contractor in the field. Yet, this is the contractor that will be pitted against the
Government MEO bid that is prepared for a competition where A-76 procedures only
allow selection to be based on a determination whether in-house or contractor
performance is least expensive. Industry will readily recognized the futility of competing
under these conditions: Other than low cost contractor offer v. MEO proposal prepared
for low cost. In addition,  the best value contractor proposal also will have to beat the
MEO proposal by at least 10 per cent or $10 Million in cost savings in order to be
considered for award. Contractors won’t want to play in this game. Market surveys for
the M109 Fleet Management Program, for example, have indicated a strong industry
position that unless the A-76 contractor / MEO selection procedures give contractors a
fair opportunity to receive award, industry will not expend the effort and expense to
propose innovative solutions on how to reinvent the M109 maintenance and supply
system.  To ensure industry’s participation in the pilot program, the Source Selection
Authority must either obtain some type of waiver relief from the A-76 cost comparison
procedures or abandon best value in the contractor / contractor competition in favor of
go/no go/low cost in both the contractor / contractor and contractor / MEO competitions.



Omitting best value analysis from the contractor / MEO selection decision causes a
special frustration for pilot programs that are intended to examine whether outsourcing
could produce substantial and innovative system performance enhancements as well as
cost savings. The point of having a pilot program is to do a test case to see what
differences in performance, risk, and cost can result from outsourcing. Ideally, the
decision whether or not  to go foward with a pilot program should involve an examination
of the differences in performance and risk that are associated with the differences in cost
between contractor and MEO. Under the present A-76 procedures,  the Source Selection
Authority can only take the performance improvements that result from industry
innovations, give the MEO an opportunity to meet the higher standards, make a go / no
go type determination that the higher standards have been met and then treat both
offerors as if there are no performance or risk differences. An innovative contractor
solution that has proven successful in the private sector and that offers greater system
enhancements and lower risk will not be permitted to be tried if the contractor can only
show a 9 per cent cost savings over an MEO that has yet to exist and didn’t have the
expertise to propose the innovative solution. For all the reasons that best value source
selection is superior in complex buys, best value  should be available to the Source
Selection Authority deciding whether a pilot program to revamp a suspect system would
be worthwhile.
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AMCCC-PA            POINT PAPER       31 March 1997

SUBJECT:  Contractor Technical Experts in Germany

PURPOSE:  Provide information about how a new interpretation of "technical experts"
affects AMC

FACTS:

• German state authorities recently adopted a more restrictive interpretation of who
qualifies for "technical expert" status under Art. 73, NATO SOFA Supplementary
Agreement.  This affects AMC and all DoD contracts which call for U.S. contractor
employees to perform services in Germany.

• Article 73 states, "technical experts...who serve (the) Force in an advisory capacity
in technical matters or for the setting up, operation or maintenance of
equipment...shall be treated as members of the civilian component."  It also states
that persons who are "ordinarily resident" in Germany may not be considered
technical experts.  Unless tech expert status has been granted, U.S. contractor
employees in Germany: (i) may not work in-country without a work permit granted
by the German government, (ii) are subject to German income taxes, and (iii) are
ineligible for certain logistic support, including commissary and PX privileges.

• Traditionally, U.S. has had broad discretion in designating contractor employees
as tech experts.  However, German authorities have recently begun challenging
these designations.  The Germans contend that in many cases the U.S. has
granted tech expert status to contractor employees (i) whose duties do not require
specialized technical expertise and/or (ii) who are "ordinarily resident" in Germany
by virtue of long term physical residence, marriage to German spouse, or
ownership of real property.  The Germans' objection reflects concern over lost tax
revenue and jobs for German citizens.  Under the German federal system,
individual states, as opposed to the national government, have primary
responsibility for tax collection.  Several states ("Laender") have initiated tax
enforcement actions against individual contractor employees.

• There are currently about 2500 technical experts in Germany.  Of these, roughly
2200 are affiliated with Army contracts.  Based on a recently completed data call,
we believe approximately 700 belong to AMC.  STRICOM has the highest number,
but all AMC MSCs are affected.

• The tech expert issue impacts AMC in several ways:  First, individual contractor
employees are at risk of German criminal/civil action for nonpayment of taxes and
working in-country without a permit.  Second, enforcement of work permit
requirements could prevent contractor personnel from performing, which would



UNCLASSIFIED

UNCLASSIFIED

disrupt contract support AMC provides to USAREUR.  Third, AMC could incur
substantial contract cost increases to the extent individual contracts allow pass
through of costs related to this issue.  These costs include employee tax liability as
well as logistic support which contractor employees could heretofore obtain at less
cost from U.S. facilities.  Fourth, as noted in the last bullet, AMC will have to modify
its procurement procedures to provide German authorities with advance notice and
consultation on tech expert determinations in future contracts.

• USAREUR, USAFE, and USEUCOM have briefed the tech expert problem to the
DA and DoD staffs.  The U.S. Embassy in Bonn is conducting ongoing negotiations
with German authorities.  In addition, AMC is participating in a DoD working group
on this issue.

• On 26 Feb 97, the Director, Defense Procurement, issued a memorandum
prepared by the working group, subject:  Contracts to be Performed in the Federal
Republic of Germany (Germany).  This memorandum supplements DFARS
225.802-70 and provides interim acquisition guidance on the tech expert issue.  It
requires DoD contracting activities, contemplating solicitation/award of a contract
where contractor employees will have tech expert status, to follow a two-step
coordination process with designated U.S. offices in Germany.  The initial
coordination must be completed prior to issuance of the solicitation.  The second
coordination, which includes by-name designation of proposed tech experts, must
be completed prior to contract award.  These procedures implement a July 1995
international agreement and are designed to provide German authorities with
advance notice and consultation on proposed tech experts.

RELEASED BY:  EDWARD J. KORTE   ACTN OFFCR:  LTC PAUL HOBURG
      COMMAND COUNSEL         ASSOCIATE

COUNSEL
      AMCCC        AMCCC-PA
      DSN 767-8032        DSN 767-2552
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                                    LABOR RELATIONS ISSUES IN CONTRACTING OUT

Linda B. R. Mills
U.S. Army Materiel Command

 Office of Command Counsel
March 1997

Excerpts from applicable statutory provisions of the Federal Service Labor-Management
Relations Act (also referred to as Title VII of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978):

Management Rights - 5 USC 7106

(a) Subject to subsection (b) of this section, nothing in this chapter shall affect the authority of any
management official of any agency -

(2)    in accordance with applicable laws    -

(B) to assign work,    to make determinations with respect to contracting out   , and to
determine the personnel by which agency operations shall be conducted...

(b)  Nothing in this section shall preclude any agency or any labor organization from negotiating

(2)      procedures    which management officials of the agency will observe in exercising any
authority under this sections; or

(3)     appropriate arrangements for employees adversely affected     by the exercise of any
authority under this section by such management officials.

Representation Rights - 5 USC 7114

(a)(1) A labor organization which has been accorded exclusive recognition...is entitled to act for,
and negotiate collective bargaining agreements covering, all employees in the unit...

Duty to bargain in good faith - 5 USC 7117

(a)(1)  ...the duty to bargain in good faith shall, to the extent not inconsistent with any Federal law
or any Government-wide rule or regulation, extend to matters which are the subject of any rule or
regulation     only if the rule or regulation is not a Government-wide rule or regulation    .
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Grievance Procedures - 5 USC 7121

(a)(1)  ...any collective bargaining agreement shall provide procedures for the settlement of
grievances...

(b)  Any negotiated grievance procedure...shall -

(3)  include procedures that -

(C)  provide that any grievance not satisfactorily settled under the negotiated
grievance procedure shall be subject to binding arbitration...

Definition of a Grievance - 5 USC 7103(a)(9)

(9)  'grievance' means any complaint -

(C)  by any employee, labor organization, or agency concerning -

(ii)  any claimed     violation, misinterpretation, or misapplication of any law, rule, or
   regulation     affecting conditions of employment;

Union Rights to Information - 5 USC 7114(b)(4)

[The duty to negotiate in good faith includes the obligation - ]

(4)  in the case of an agency, to furnish to the exclusive representative involved, or its authorized
representative, upon request and,    to the extent not prohibited by law     , data -

(A)  which is normally maintained by the agency in the regular course of business;

(B)  which is reasonably available and necessary for full and proper discussion,
understanding, and negotiation of subjects      within the scope of collective bargaining    ; and

(C)  which does not constitute guidance, advice, counsel, or training provided for
management officials relating to collective bargaining...
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YES,  NO,  YES,  NO,  MAYBE

OR

ARE CONTRACTING OUT PROPOSALS NEGOTIABLE?

At the most basic level, the answer to the above question depends on how one reconciles
management's authority to make determinations with respect to contracting out under 5 USC
7106(a)(2)(B) with the union's rights to bargain in accordance with 5 USC 7114(a)(4) and to
grieve "any claimed violation, misinterpretation, or misapplication of any law, rule, or regulation
affecting conditions of employment" pursuant to 5 USC 7121.

One might expect that a decision from the Supreme Court of the United States would
provide a reliable answer to the above question, but the Federal Labor Relations Authority (FLRA
or the Authority) is not easily persuaded to limit the scope of bargaining.1

In 1990, the Supreme Court reviewed a union proposal to adopt its negotiated grievance procedure as the
administrative appeals process required by OMB Circular A-76.  This would allow employees to use the collective
bargaining agreement's grievance and arbitration provisions to contest contracting out decisions.

The FLRA held that the Internal Revenue Service was required to bargain over this proposal.  The U.S.
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit affirmed.  In a six to three decision written by Justice Scalia,
the Supreme Court reversed and remanded:

    Department of the Treasury, IRS v. FLRA    ,   494 US 922 (1990).

    According to Justice Scalia:  "The FLRA's position is that the management rights provisions of
Sec. 7106 do not trump Sec. 7121, which entitles the union to negotiate and enforce procedures
for resolving any 'grievance' as defined in Sec. 7103 -- that is, any claimed 'violation,
misinterpretation, or misapplication of any law, rule, or regulation affecting conditions of
employment.'...Thus, according to the FLRA, it makes no difference whether OMB Circular A-76
is an 'applicable law' [under 5 USC 7106(a)(2)];  so long as it is a 'law, rule, or regulation' within
the meaning of Sec 7103(a)(9)(C)(ii), Sec. 7106(a) does not bar mandatory negotiation..."  The
Supreme Court concluded that "the FLRA's construction is not reasonable."

                                                
1      All opinions expressed herein are those of the author and do not express the views of the U.S.
Army Materiel Command.
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In essence, the Court held that the management rights provisions of 5 USC 7106(a)
supersede the grievance provisions of 5 USC 7121 regardless of whether or not OMB Circular A-
76 is an "applicable law":

Section 7106(a) says that, insofar as union rights
are concerned, it is entirely up to the IRS whether
it will comply at all with Circular A-76's cost-    
comparison requirements, except to the extent that
such compliance is required by an "applicable law"
outside the [Civil Service Reform] Act.

The Court     did not    decide whether or not Circular A-76 is an "applicable law" under 5 USC
7106(a), nor whether it is a "law, rule, or regulation" under 5 USC 7103.  Furthermore, the Court
did not consider IRS's argument that the union's proposal could also be held nonnegotiable under
5 USC 7117(a)(1) as a "Government-wide rule or regulation" prohibiting arbitration.

Justice Stevens agreed with the Court's conclusion that the union's proposal was
nonnegotiable, but dissented because he would have held either that Circular A-76 placed no
limitations on management rights under 5 USC 7106(a) because it is not an “applicable law;" or
that Circular A-76 would certainly have to be considered a nonnegotiable "Government-wide rule
or regulation" under 5 USC 7117(a)(1).

Justice Brennan, joined by Justice Marshall, dissented on the theory that the union's
proposal should have been viewed as negotiable even if Circular A-76 were considered to be both
an "applicable law" and a "Government-wide rule or regulation" because the proposal "would not
affect the Internal Revenue Service's authority to make contracting out decisions."

On remand, the FLRA concluded that Circular A-76 was an "applicable law" within the
meaning of 5 USC 7106(a)    and     that a union's negotiated grievance procedure could be used to
challenge alleged failures by the agency to comply with its requirements.       NTEU and Dept. of
    Treasury, IRS    , 42 FLRA 377 (1991) [enforcement denied,     Dept. of Treasury, IRS v. FLRA    , 996
F.2d 1246 (D.C. Cir. 1993)].  The Authority contended that unions could seek to enforce Circular
A-76 as an "applicable law" under negotiated grievance procedures even if the Circular itself
appears to preclude such grievances.  In subsequent cases, the FLRA held that a proposal requiring
compliance with Circular A-76 could also be found negotiable under 5 USC 7106(b)(3) as an
"appropriate arrangement for employees who are adversely affected by management's decision to
contract out."       NTEU and Dept. of Treasury, Bureau of Pub. Debt   , 42 FLRA 1333 (1991)
[enforcement denied,     Dept. of Treasury, IRS v. FLRA    , 996 F.2d 1246 (D.C. Cir. 1993)].
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    Dept. of Treasury, IRS v. FLRA    ,  996 F.2d 1246 (D.C. Cir.  1993).

When the D.C. Circuit reviewed FLRA decisions which continued to find union proposals
negotiable even after the Supreme Court issued its decision in 1990, it applied the reasoning of
Justice Steven's dissent.  Accordingly, it held that Circular A-76 is nonnegotiable as a
"Government-wide rule or regulation" under 5 USC 7117(a) whether or not it is an "applicable
law" under 5 USC 7106(a).  Furthermore, it reached the rather obvious conclusion that "collective
bargaining over the method for resolving disputes concerning application of the Circular and
arbitration of claimed 'violations' of the Circular would both be inconsistent with the terms of the
Circular":

We hold that if a government-wide regulation under
section 7117(a) is itself the only basis for a union
grievance - that is, if there is no preexisting legal
right upon which the grievance can be based - and the
regulation precludes bargaining over its implementation
or prohibits grievances concerning alleged violations,
the Authority may not require a government agency to
bargain over grievance procedures directed at 
implementation of the regulation.  When the government
promulgates such a regulation, it may not be hoisted
on its own petard.

The D.C. Circuit Court also noted that:  "Unlike the exemption in the management's rights section,
the government-wide regulation exception to an agency's obligation to bargain is not conditioned
by the need to bargain over 'appropriate arrangements'."

The Authority continued to resist what might by then have appeared to be an inevitable
conclusion.  In cases such as      NTEU and Dept. of Treasury    , 47 FLRA 304 (1993), it continued to
uphold the negotiability of provisions requiring agency compliance with Circular A-76.

 Shortly thereafter, however,  in     AFGE Local 1345 and Dept. of Army, Fort Carson    , 48
FLRA 168 (1993),  the Authority surrendered to the views of the D.C. Circuit Court.
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    AFGE Local 1345 and Dept. of Army, Fort Carson   ,  48 FLRA 168(1993).

   "We adopt the Court's conclusion [in     Dept. of Treasury, IRS v. FLRA    , 996 F.2d 1246 (D.C.
Cir. 1993)] that Circular A-76 is a Government-wide regulation and that proposals subjecting
disputes over compliance with the Circular to resolution under a negotiated grievance procedure are
nonnegotiable. Previous decisions to the contrary will no longer be followed."

The Authority also conceded the fact that proposals which are inconsistent with a
Government-wide regulation such as Circular A-76 could not be held negotiable as "appropriate
arrangements" under 5 USC 7106(b)(3).

The Authority continues to rely on the     Fort Carson     case in finding union proposals
nonnegotiable if the proposals would infringe on management rights under 5 USC 7106(a) or if,
contrary to 5 USC 7117(a), they are inconsistent with Circular A-76:

In    IFPTE Local 3 and Dept. of Navy, Philadelphia Naval Shipyard    , 51 FLRA No. 40 (Oct.
31, 1995) [Proposal #2], the Authority held that proposals such as those prohibiting an agency
from contracting out any function that had undergone a reduction-in-force (RIF) for a 1-year period
following the effective date of the RIF were nonnegotiable under 5 USC 7106(a)(2)(B):
"Proposals prescribing when a management right may be exercised constitute substantive
limitations on, and directly interfere with the exercise of, that right. See, e.g.,      National Guard
    Bureau    , 49 FLRA at 890. By prohibiting the Agency from exercising its right to contract out
during the specified time period, Proposal 2 constitutes such a substantive limitation.
Accordingly... we find that Proposal 2 affects the exercise of management's right, under section
7106(a)(2)(B), to make determinations with respect to contracting out."

In     AFGE Local 151 and Dept. of Navy, Naval Air Station Whidbey Island    , 52 FLRA No.
70 (Dec. 20, 1996) the Authority again relied on its     Fort Carson     decision in upholding an
Arbitrator's award.  The arbitrator found that the claim of a violation of OMB Circular A-76 or the
Supplemental Handbook thereto does not concern a grievable or arbitrable matter.  The Authority
agreed:  "[E]ven though determinations regarding contracting out must be made in accordance with
the Circular, the Circular itself bars grievances under the negotiated grievance process. As such,
the Arbitrator correctly held that the grievance is not arbitrable."
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IMPACT & IMPLEMENTATION BARGAINING

OR

WHAT IF THE UNION PROPOSAL IS     NOT     INCONSISTENT WITH A-76 ?

If a union proposal neither incorporates nor conflicts with OMB Circular A-76, the union
may be able to successfully argue that it is negotiable under 5 USC 7106(b)(2) as a procedure for
implementing management's right to contract out or under 5 USC 7106(b)(3) as an appropriate
arrangement for employees adversely affected by the contracting out determination.  Although the
Authority's decision in     Department of Army Headquarters, Fort Sill and NFFE    , 29 FLRA 1110,
29 FLRA No. 82 (1987) actually concerned an election, rather than bargaining rights, it does
contain the flat statement that "...impact and implementation bargaining concerning contracting out
is within the duty to bargain."

In the context of contracting out, where many of the procedures are controlled by
Circular A-76, most of the cases dealing with I & I bargaining focus on "impact"
 (   i.e.   , "appropriate arrangements") rather than "implementation" (   i.e.   ,"procedures").

HOW CAN YOU DISTINGUISH A NEGOTIABLE APPROPRIATE
ARRANGEMENT

   FROM AN INFRINGEMENT OF MANAGEMENT'S RIGHT TO CONTRACT
OUT ?

As recently as October 30, 1996, the Authority confirmed that the approach it still uses for
determining whether or not a proposal is within the duty to bargain under 5 USC 7106(b)(3) is set
out in      NAGE, Local R14       -       87 and Kansas Army National Guard     (     KANG     ), 21 FLRA 24;
21 FLRA No. 4 (February 7, 1986). Under      KANG     , the FLRA initially determines whether the
proposal is    intended     to be an arrangement for employees adversely affected by the exercise of a
management right.  In order to address this threshold question, a union should identify the
management right or rights claimed to produce the alleged adverse effects, the effects or
foreseeable effects on employees which flow from the exercise of those rights, and how those
effects are adverse.  The alleged arrangement must be    tailored to compensate or benefit employees   
suffering adverse effects attributable to the exercise of management rights.  If the proposal is an
arrangement, the Authority determines whether it is appropriate or is inappropriate because it
   excessively interferes    with the relevant management right.      AFGE, Local 1687 and VA    , 52 FLRA
No. 48 (1996).

    NAGE, Local R14      -      87 and Kansas Army National Guard    (     KANG    ) ,
21 FLRA 24; 21 FLRA No. 4 (February 7, 1986).
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   "Once the Authority has concluded that a proposal is in fact intended as an arrangement, the
Authority will then determine whether the arrangement is appropriate or whether it is inappropriate
because it excessively interferes. This will be accomplished, as suggested by the D.C. Circuit [in
    American Federation of Government Employees, AFL       -       CIO, Local 2782 v. Federal Labor
    Relations Authority    , 702 F.2d 1183 (D.C. Cir. 1983)], by weighing the competing practical needs
of employees and  managers.  In balancing these needs, the Authority will consider such factors as:

   (1) What is the nature and extent of the impact experienced by the adversely affected employees,
that is, what conditions of employment are affected and to what degree?

   (2) To what extent are the circumstances giving rise to the adverse affects within an employee's
control?...

   (3) What is the nature and extent of the impact on management's ability to deliberate and act
pursuant to its statutory rights, that is, what management right is affected; is more than one right
affected; what is the precise limitation imposed by the proposed arrangement on management's
exercise of its reserved discretion or to what extent is managerial judgment preserved?...

   (4) Is the negative impact on management's rights disproportionate to the benefits to be derived
from the proposed arrangement?...

   (5) What is the effect of the proposal on effective and efficient government operations, that is,
what are the benefits or burdens involved?

   These considerations are not intended to constitute an all-inclusive list. As frequently noted in the
opinions of various judicial and quasi-judicial entities, an adjudicative body must consider the
totality of facts and circumstances in each case before it.  Additional considerations will be applied
where relevant and appropriate.  Inasmuch as a ritualistic or mechanistic approach is neither
suggested, nor contemplated, the Authority will expect the parties to cases of this nature filed in the
future to address any and all relevant considerations as specifically as possible."
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Beyond the Federal Service Labor-Management Relations Act

I.       Access to Information    

If the union's requests for information are unrelated to a matter within the scope of
bargaining, it cannot rely on 5 USC 7114(b)(4) to obtain that information.  The union can,
however, submit requests under the Freedom of Information Act, 5 USC 552, provided that it is
willing to be treated the same as any other private citizen.  More importantly, however, the union
can rely on the formalized requirements for agencies to consult with labor representatives under
OMB Circular A-76 with Revised Supplemental Handbook (March 1996).

II.       Challenges to Contracting Out Decisions   

A.  The fact that unions have not been able to rely on their negotiated grievance procedures
to challenge management's substantive decisions to contract out does not mean that they have no
recourse to seek review of management decisions.  The union representatives of federal employees
"that will or could be impacted by a decision to waive a cost comparison or have submitted bids to
convert to or from in-house, contract or ISSA performance, as a result of a cost comparison" are
"affected parties" as defined by the A-76 Supplemental Handbook, and have access to the
administrative appeals process required by A-76.

B.  It is not yet clear whether or not federal employees and unions will have standing to
bring suits in federal courts under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 USC 701(a)(2).
Although courts have traditionally limited appeals of contracting decisions, we can anticipate an
increasing number of cases as contracting out continues to receive government emphasis.  Recent
cases which discuss jurisdictional issues include:

     National Federation of Federal Employees v. Cheney    , 883 F. 2d 1038 (D.C. Cir. 1989),
cert. denied, 496 US 936 (1990) - holding that federal employees and their representatives lacked
standing to challenge the merits of a decision to contract out.

    Diebold v. US    , 947 F. 2d 787 (6th Cir. 1991), rehearing denied, 961 F. 2d 97 (1992) -
holding that the contracting out decision in a wrongful privatization case is reviewable in a federal
court under the Administrative Procedure Act. (Remanded for further proceedings including
development of the facts and laws governing standing).



       LABOR RELATIONS AND CONTRACTING OUT
 REVERSING THE TIDE

"Americans want to 'get their money's worth' and want a
Government that is more businesslike and better managed.
The reinvention of Government begins by focusing on core
mission competencies and service requirements. Managers
must begin by asking some fundamental questions, like:
why are we in this business, has industry changed so
that our involvement or level of involvement is no
longer required; is our approach cost effective and,
finally, assuming the Government has a legitimate
continuing role to play, what is the proper mix of
in-house, contract and interservice support agreement
resources . . . The OMB Circular A-76 Revised Supplement
Handbook is designed to enhance Federal performance
through competition and choice."  Introduction, Notice
of Transmittal Memorandum No. 15, to the OMB Circular
No. A-76, "Performance of Commercial Activities, Revised
Supplemental Handbook." April 1, l996, 61 FR 14338.

I. WHY IS CONTRACTING OUT BECOMING SUCH A HOT ISSUE
TODAY?

A.  1980s -- federal agencies’ attempts to use
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-76
creates Congressional backlash - series of anti-A-76
protective statutes enacted (e.g., 10 USC 2461 and
Public Law (PL) 99-661, Section 317).

B. 1990s.

   1.  Limited federal dollars--stagnant or
declining agency budgets.

   2.  Bipartisan support for cutting down the
federal government and making it leaner and more cost
effective.

   3.  President's Reinventing Government Program.

            a. March 3, 1993, President Clinton asked
Vice President Gore to lead the National Performance
Review (NPR), a campaign to reinvent government.



            b. Phase I: Putting customers first; cutting
red tape; empowering employees to get results; and
cutting back to basics.

            c. Phase II: Cutting Back to Basics -
February 13, 1995,    Privatization Resource Guide and
   Status Report (Draft)   .
“Basics means taking a hard look at what, the government
does and determining what changes to make in federal
programs and functions, if any;...moving the service
delivery capability to the most effective provider....
In general, a refocusing and downsizing of federal

activities will result.” (Page 1).

“This is not a privatization exercise . . . This is a
most cost effective alternative exercise. It would be
irresponsible to do privatization for the sake of
privatization.  Privatization itself is not the goal.
It’s only a tool.”  Julia Stasch, GSA Deputy
Administrator. (Page 9).

II.  STATUTORY AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK.

A.  OMB Circular No. A-76, Performance of
Commercial Activities, August 4, l983.

B.  OMB Circular No. A-76, Revised Supplemental
Handbook (March 1996).

C.  Office of Federal Procurement Policy Letter
(OFPP Letter) 92-1, Inherently Governmental Functions
(57 FR 45096, September 30, 1992).  This sets the policy
for Executive departments and agencies that certain
functions are inherently governmental functions that
must only be performed by Government officers and
employees. The functions include those activities that
require either the exercise of discretion in applying
Government authority or the making of value judgments in
making decisions for the Government.  Governmental
functions normally fall into two categories:  (1) the
act of governing, i.e., the discretionary exercise of
Government authority; and (2) monetary transactions and
entitlements.



D.  Federal Acquisition Regulation Subpart 7.5,
Inherently Governmental Functions, January 26, 1996, 61
FR 2628.  This implements OFPP Letter 92-1.  The premise
is that it’s a policy matter, not a legal determination,
that a function is so intimately related to the public
interest as to mandate performance by Government
employees.

E.  Federal Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994, PL
103-226, March 30, 1994.  It requires the reduction of
federal full-time equivalent positions (FTE) between
1994 and 1999 of approximately 272,900.  Section 5(g)
requires the President to take appropriate action to
ensure that agencies not convert the work of employees
included in the reduction target or the work of
employees that accept a buyout to contract performance,
unless a cost comparison demonstrates that there is a
financial advantage to the Government.

III. RELATED STATUTES AND REFERENCES.

A.  Conflict of Interest laws, 18 USC 201 et seq.,
generally prohibit any federal employee from engaging in
official activities that could conflict with personal
interests.

B.  Procurement Integrity Act, 41 USC 423, governs
the relationships between government officials and
current or potential contractors.

C.     Government Ethics Newsgram   , Summer, 1995,
Volume 12, No.2, U.S. Office of Government Ethics.

D.  Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990, PL 101-
576, November 15, 1990, provides new tools to improve
the management of the Federal government by establish-
ing Chief Financial Officers in 23 major Executive
agencies as well as a new Deputy Director of Management
and a Comptroller in the Office of Management and
Budget, and establishing Federal accounting standards,
integrate and modernize the Government’s financial
systems, and produce audited financial statements.

E.  Government Performance and Results Act of 1993,
PL 103-62, August 3, l993, in response to the American
public’s “disdain for government and objections to



paying higher taxes,” the Act improves the efficiency
and effectiveness of Federal programs by establishing a
system to set goals for program performance and to
measure results in order to reduce waste, inefficiency
and ineffectiveness in Federal programs.

F.  Government Management Reform Act of 1994, PL
103-356, October 13, l994, was enacted in response to
both Congressional concern that the Federal Government
be accountable for the spending of taxpayers’ dollars
and to the NPR’s report, “From Red Tape to Results,”
that concludes that “those in positions of responsi-
bility must have the information they need to make good
decisions.”  It essentially expands the coverage of the
1990 Chief Financial Officers Act to provide for annual
audited financial reports of all the activities, spend-
ing and revenues of 24 major Government departments and
agencies reports; establishes pilot programs to create
franchising operations that will consolidate
administrative support services, improve competition and
cut costs; and promotes electronic funds transfer for
Federal wages, salaries, and retirement payments.

IV.  HISTORICAL BACKGROUND.

A.  In 1955, the Senate Select Committee on Small
Business stated that government agencies should give
high priority to eliminating competition with the
private sector.

B.  The Second Hoover Commission (1955) endorsed
the policy of “Eliminating Government-operated services
and functions that compete with private enterprise.

C.  Bureau of the Budget Bulletin (BOB) 55-4 (1955)
stated that the “public sector shall not carry on any
commercial activity to provide a product or service for
its own use, if such products and services can be
obtained through ordinary business channels from private
enterprise.”  Similar policy expressed in Budget
Bulletins issued in 1957 and 1960.

D. Circular A-76 of 1966 issued for the first time
which prescribed policy and implementing guidelines in
BOB Bulletin 55-4 in a permanent directive.



E.  The Circular underwent revisions in 1967 to
clarify some provisions and to lessen the burden of work
by agencies in implementation, and in 1976 to provide
additional guidance on cost comparisons and prescribing
standard cost factors for Federal employee retirement
and insurance benefits.

F.  Revised Circular A-76 issued in 1979 which
included a Cost Comparison Handbook to ensure consistent
and equitable cost comparisons and provisions for the
protection of federal employees (“sunshine” access to
reviews, appeals procedure, 10% cost differential
favoring in-house performance, and requirement that
contractor give right of first refusal to qualified
Government employees).

G.  Revised Circular A-76 issued in 1983.

V. HIGHLIGHTS OF CHANGES TO THE REVISED OMB CIRCULAR
A-76 SUPPLEMENT.

    A. Cost comparison requirements. Modifies and in
some cases eliminates cost comparison requirements for
recurring commercial activities and the establishment of
new or expanded interservice support agreements.

    B. Listing of commercial activities. Retains current
listing of commercial activities attached to the August
1983 Circular A-76 and includes OFPP Policy Letter 92-1
guidance on what is "Inherently governmental
functions.”(See Supplement, Appendix 5).

    C. Reliance on the private sector. Revision retains
1983 Supplement's requirements to contract new or
expanded work, unless a cost comparison is conducted to
support conversion to in-house or interservice support
agreement performance. It also requires conversion to
contract only when it’s cost effective. It doesn't
require conversion of in-house work to contract, as a
matter of policy, without cost comparison.

    D. Exemptions from cost comparison.

  1.  Circular itself exempts certain recurring
commercial activities from cost comparison, including



mobilization requirements within the Department of
Defense, the conduct of research and development and
direct patient care activities in Government hospitals
or other health facilities. The Revision clarifies this
policy to permit exempt activities to be retained
in-house or converted to or from in-house, contract or
interservice support agreement performance, without cost
comparison. 

  2. The list of exempted activities has been
expanded to include national security activities,
mission critical core activities and temporary emergency
requirements. The determination of "core" functions is,
fundamentally, a management decision.

    E. Reduces reporting and other administrative
burdens. Eliminates previously required study schedules
and quarterly study status reporting as unnecessary and
administratively burdensome. Agencies are still required
to maintain an inventory of commercial activities with
information on completed cost comparisons.

    F. Waivers.  Broadens an agency's authority to waive
cost comparisons to convert to or from in-house,
contract or interservice support agreement without cost
comparison if it is found that (a) the conversion will
result in a significant financial or service quality
improvement and that the conversion will not serve to
reduce significantly the level or quality of competition
in the future award or performance of work or (b) there
is a finding that the in-house or contract (in the case
of a possible conversion from contract to in-house
performance) offers have no reasonable expectation of
winning a competition (for example, when an agency
conducts a major independently conducted business
analysis). Broadens the agency's authority to waive by
delegating it down from the Secretary to the Assistant
Secretary level. Within DOD this has been further
delegated down to the Assistant Service Secretaries.

    G. Provides for enhanced employee participation.
Since the 1983 Supplement was silent on the subject, the
revision clarifies employee participation opportunities
and formalizes the requirement for agencies to consult
with employees and their labor representatives for their
full participation and involvement in the earliest



possible stages of the procurement process. Agencies are
requested to afford employees and private sector
interests an opportunity to comment on solicitations
prior to the opening of bids. Revision also affords
parties additional time to submit cost comparison
appeals.(See Chapter 1, Section G).

   1.  Full participation in the development of
performance standards, the Performance Work Statement
(PWS), in-house management plan, Most Efficient
Organization (MEO), and in-house and cost estimates,
subject to the restrictions of the procurement process
and conflict of interest statutes.

        2. Upon issuance, a solicitation used in the
conduct of the cost comparison will be made available to
directly affected Federal employees or their
representatives for comment. The employees or their
representatives will be given sufficient time to review
the document and submit comments before final receipt of
offers from the private sector.  Private ector offerors
shall comment as provided by the Federal Aqcuisition
Regulations.

3. Agencies shall make all relevant documents
available for review as part of the administrative
appeal process.

    H. Performance standards. Though the 1983 Supplement
did not permit conversion decisions to be based on the
comparison of performance measures or standards, the
revision does permit conversion to or from in-house,
contract or interservice support agreement performance
if the agency determines that performance meets or
exceeds generally recognized performance and cost
standards.

    I. Eases transition requirements to facilitate
employee placement. The revision authorizes the
conversion of functions involving 11 or more FTEs to
contract performance, without cost comparison, if fair
and reasonable prices can be obtained from qualified
commercial sources and all directly affected federal
employees serving on permanent appointments are
reassigned to other comparable federal positions for
which they are qualified. This provision is limited to



competitive awards only. There is no requirement that
restricts placement efforts within the federal
employee's commuting area. Note, no commercial activity
shall be modified, reorganized, divided or in any way
changed for the purpose of circumventing the
requirements of this provision.

     J. The 10 FTE or Less Rule. The revision expands
the 1983 supplement's rule that permits the conversion
of a function to contract performance without cost
comparison - even with adverse employee impacts - to the
conversion of similarly sized activities to in-house or
interservice support agreement performance, without cost
comparison. The 10 FTE or Less Rule is a recognition
that there is a break-even point where the cost of
conducting the comparison is not likely to outweigh the
expected benefits while cost comparisons at the 11-50
FTE levels do result in significant most efficient
organization (MEO) and competition savings.

     K. MEO Implementation. Requires agencies to develop
a transition plan for each competitive solicitation.
This facilitates agencies planning for employee
placements and a more orderly transition of work to or
from in-house, contract or interservice support
agreement.

    L. Post MEO Performance Reviews. Revision requires
agencies to conduct Post-MEO Performance reviews on not
less than 20% of all functions are retained or converted
to in-house performance as a result of a cost
comparison. This will ensure that the MEO was properly
estimated and implemented and the work is being
performed in accordance with the terms, quality
standards and costs specified in the Performance Work
Statement (PWS).

    M. The streamlined cost comparison alternative. In
addition to the generic cost comparison methodology, a
streamlined cost comparison process has been developed
for activities involving 65 FTEs or less. Note,
management cannot modify, reorganize, divide or in any
way change a commercial activity involving 66 or more
FTEs for the purpose of using the streamlined cost
comparison procedure.



    N. Source Selection. Criticism levied against the
1983 Supplement was that it was too cost determinative
and it relied too heavily on the low bid offer. The
Revision allows for "best value" and "past performance"
type concepts to be used in A-76 cost comparison process
using competitive negotiation or source selection.

    O. Appeals. The Revision extends to time frame for
appeals to be submitted from 15 working days to 20. The
agency may extend the appeal period to a maximum of 30
working days if the cost study is particularly complex;
expands scope of appeals to include formal information
denials, instances of clear A-76 policy violations, and
clarifies that streamlined and sector specific cost
comparisons are subject to appeal. Not accepted for
appeal basis was an agency's decision to reorganize,
that appeals be decided by another agency and agency's
decision to conduct or not conduct a cost comparison.

    P. Right of First Refusal - Personnel
Considerations. Expands the Right of First Refusal first
established by the 1979 Supplement.  (See Chapter 1,
Section H).

       1. Adversely affected Federal employees are
employees identified for release from their competitive
level by an agency in accordance with 5 CFR Part 351 as
a direct result of a decision to convert to contract,
ISSA performance or the agency's MEO.

       2. The right of adversely affected federal
employees for first refusal for jobs created as a result
of the decision to convert to contract or ISSA
performance and for which they are qualified has been
expanded to extend the right to existing and to
subsequent contractor employees in the original or
follow-on contracts, as provided for in Executive Order
12933, “Non-Displacement of Qualified Workers Under
Certain Contracts."

       3. Agencies should exert maximum efforts to find
available positions for federal employees adversely
affected by conversion decisions including priority
consideration for available positions within the agency,
establishing a reemployment priority list and an
effective placement program, and paying reasonable costs



for training and relocation that contribute directly to
placement.

VI. FEATURES OF THE A-76 PROCESS.

    A. Exceptions to the OMB Circular A-76 cost
comparison requirement to convert these activities to or
from in-house, contract or ISSA.

  1.  National Defense of Intelligence Security.

  2.  Patient Care.

  3.  Core Capability.

  4.  Research and Development.

  5.  No satisfactory commercial source available.

  6.  Functions with 10 or fewer FTEs.

  7.  Meet or exceed generally recognized industry
performance and cost standards.

  8.  Lower cost - as result of a cost comparison
conducted with the Supplement procedures.

  9.  Temporary and emergency authorizations for
in-house performance - when contractor defaults or is
otherwise terminated, agencies should seek interim
contract support, if feasible, otherwise, in-house or
ISSA performance of a “contracted” activity  may be
authorized on a temporary and emergency basis.

    B.  Cost Comparison - Full Procedure (Part I,
Chapter 3)

        1. Development of the Performance Work Statement
(PWS) - (Section C). Defines what is being requested,
the performance standards and measures, and time frames
required. It provides the technical performance sections
of the Request for Proposals (RFP), or Invitation for
Bid (IFB), issued by the contracting officer.

        2. Development of the Quality Assurance
Surveillance Plan (QASP) - (Section D). QASP describes



the methods of inspection to be used, the reports
required and the resources to be employed with estimated
work-hours.

        3. Development of the Management Plan for the
Most Efficient Organization (MEO) - (Section E).
Describes the Government’s most efficient organization
and is the basis of the Government’s in-house estimates.
It must reflect the scope of the PWS, should identify
the organizational structures, staffing and operating
procedures, equipment, transition and inspection plans
necessary to ensure that the in-house activity is
performed in an efficient and cost effective manner.
Should include all initiatives and assumptions factored
into developing the MEO.

        4. Development of cost estimates and reviews by
the agency's A-76 Independent Review Officer (IRO) -
(Section I). Government's cost estimates are certified
in writing as being in full compliance with the
procedures and requirements of the Supplement. The PWS,
Management Plan, QASP and all Government developed cost
estimates with supporting documentation are forwarded to
the agency IRO. (In Army's case, review is by U. S. Army
Audit Agency).

        5. Bids or proposals solicited from private
industry - (Section H). All competitive methods of
federal procurements provided for by the Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) are appropriate, including
the sealed bid, two-step, source selection and other
competitive qualification based or negotiated
procurement techniques.  A “best value” contract offer
consideration is an acceptable criterion for selection.

        6. Evaluation of bids and tentative decisions -
(Section J). Evaluation of bids and tentative decision
are made pending outcome of evaluation of bids for
responsiveness, responsibility and resolution of
possible administrative appeals of any appeals. For
sealed bid procurements, the contracting officer opens
the bids, including the Government's in-house cost
estimate, and enters the price of the apparent low
offeror on the Cost Comparison Form (CCF). The appeal
process period begins when access to the completed CCF,
and all supporting documentation, is provided to



affected parties for review, usually the day of the bid
opening.
        7. Public review and appeal period - (Sections J
and K). Must be received within 20 calendar days after
the date that all supporting documentation is made
publicly available. The agency may extend to appeal
period to a maximum of 30 days for a particularly
complex cost comparison.

       a. Basis will address specific questions
regarding the agency's compliance with the requirements
and procedures of the Circular, factual questions
regarding agency justifications to waive a cost
comparison (doesn't include right to appeal a decision
not to issue a waiver, Chapter I, Section E4), or
address specific questions regarding the costs entered
by the Government on the applicable Cost Comparison
Form.  It will provide the rationale for questioning
those items.

         b. Identify specific instances of agency
denials of information not otherwise protected by law or
regulation. Demonstrate that the items appealed,
individually or in the aggregate, would reverse the
tentative decision.

            c. An appeal can be submitted by an eligible
appellant defined as federal employees (or their
representatives) and existing Federal contractors
affected by a tentative decision to waive a cost
comparison; federal employees (or their representa-
tives) and contractors that have submitted formal bids
or offers who would be affected by a tentative decision
to convert to or from in-house, contract or ISSA
performance as a result of a cost comparison; or
agencies that have submitted formal offers to compete
for the right to provide services through ISSAs.

            d. Agency A-76 Administrative Appeal
procedures do not apply to questions concerning the
selection of one contract offeror or another for
competition with the in-house cost estimate; award to
one contractor in preference to another; Government
management decision involving the Governments certified
in-house MEO, and the policies or procedures contained
in the Circular and the Supplement.



           e. The procedure does not authorize an appeal
outside the agency or judicial review, nor does it
authorize sequential appeals.

        8. Decision to award contract or cancel
solicitation - (Section K). The appeal procedure should
provide for a final decision within 30 days of the
appeal by the Appeal Authority.

        9. Transition period - (Section E4d). Included
in the Management Plan is the transition plan for the
transition to or from current organizational structure
to MEO, contract or ISSA performance, designed to
minimize disruption, adverse impacts, capitalization and
start-up requirements.

     10. MEO or contract operational.

       11. Post-MEO Performance Review - (Section L).
When the MEO is selected as a result of the cost
comparison, a formal review and inspection of the MEO
should be conducted following the end of the first full
year of performance. Post-MEO Performance Reviews will
be conducted on not less than 20% of the functions
performed by the Government as a result of a cost
comparison. An annual list of Post-MEO Performance
Review certifications will be made available to the
public upon request. This list will identify the total
number of cost comparisons completed since the issuance
of the Revised Supplemental Handbook and the number of
Post-MEO Performance Reviews completed.

    C.  Agency specific A-76 procedures can implement
above general provisions and may include additional
steps for undertaking A-76 cost comparison process.

    D. Minimum threshold of defined costs that must be
exceeded prior to the conversion to or from in house,
contract or ISSA performance is established to ensure
that the Government will not undertake a conversion for
marginal estimated savings. The minimal cost
differential is the lesser of 10% of the in-house
personnel-related costs or $10 million over the
performance period. Factors such as decreased
productivity, and other costs of disruption that cannot



be easily quantified at the time of the cost comparison
are included in this differential. (Part II, Chapter 2,
Section 8).

    F. Streamlined Cost Comparisons for Activities with
65 FTE or Less. (Part II, Chapter 5).

       1. Employees’ participation and notification
provisions are same as for full cost comparisons.

       2. Upon notification of adversely affected
Federal employees and publication of the tentative
decision in the Commerce Business Daily to either
contract, enter into an ISSA, or to retain the activity
in-house, the A-76 Administrative Appeal process
applicable to full cost comparisons will be initiated.

       3. The Right-of-First-Refusal will be offered to
employees adversely affected by the award.

VII. EXAMPLES OF RECENT CONTRACTING OUT/PRIVATIZATION
INITIATIVES AT FEDERAL AGENCIES.

  A. OPM training and investigations.

   B. IRS.

   C. DOE.

   D. DOT-FAA.

E. DOD.

F. HUD.

G. GSA.

VIII.  CURRENT CHALLENGES TO FEDERAL AGENCY CONTRACTING
OUT/PRIVATIZATION INITIATIVES.
IX. THE FUTURE OF OMB CIRCULAR A-76 ACTIONS.

A. Chief Financial Officers view.

B. OMB view.
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                        INFORMATION PAPER

AMCCC-G                                         30 January 1997

SUBJECT: Waiver of Restriction of Use of Special Government
Employees; Waivers issued pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 208(b)(3)

PURPOSE:  To provide information regarding recent changes in the
Federal Procurement Integrity Act as it relates to Governmental
Use of Special Government Employees pursuant to the Federal
Advisory Committee Act.

1. Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 208(b)(3), an agency may determine in an
individual case that the prohibition of 18 U.S.C. 208(a) should
not apply to a special Government employee serving on, or an
individual being considered for, appointment to an advisory
committee established under the Federal Advisory Committee Act,
notwithstanding the fact that the individual has one or more
financial interests that would be affected by the activities of
the advisory committee.

2. The agency’s determination must be based on a certification
that the need for the employees services outweighs the potential
for a conflict of interest created by the financial interest
involved.

3.  Waivers issued should comply with the following requirements:
   (a) The advisory committee upon which the individual is
serving, or will serve, is an advisory committee within the
meaning of the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. app.;

   (b) The waiver must be issued in writing by the Government
official responsible for the individual’s appointment (or other
Government official to which authority to issue such waivers has
been delegated) after the official reviews the financial
disclosure report filed by the individual pursuant to the Ethics
in Government Act of 1978;

   (c) The waiver must include a certification that the needs for
the individual’s services on the advisory committee outweighs the
potential for a conflict of interest;

   (d) The facts upon which the certification is based should be
fully described in the waiver, including the nature of the

financial interest, and the particular matter or matters to which
the waiver applies;

   (e) The waiver should describe any limitation on the
individual’s ability to act in the matters or matters;

   (f) The waiver must be issued prior to the individual taking
any action in the matter or maters; and



   (g) The waiver may apply to both present and future financial
interest of the individual, provided the interests are described
with sufficient specificity.

4.  Agency’s certification for the individual’s services.  In
determining whether the need for an individual’s services on an
advisory committee outweighs the potential for a conflict of
interest created by the disqualifying financial interest, the
responsible official may consider the following factors:

   (a) The type of interest that is creating the disqualification
(e.g., stocks, bonds, real estate, other securities, cash
payment, job offer, or enhancement of a spouse’s employment);

   (b) The identity of the person whose financial interest is
involved, and if the interest is not the individual’s, the
relationship of that person to the individual;

   (c) The uniqueness of the individual’s qualifications;

   (d) The difficulty of locating a similarly qualified
individual without a disqualifying financial interest to serve on
the committee;

   (e) The dollar value of the disqualifying financial interest,
if it is known or can be estimated (e.g., the amount of cash
payment which may be gained or lost, the salary of the job which
will be gained or lost, the predictable change in either the
market value of the stock or the actual or potential profit or
loss or cost of the matter to the company issuing the stock, the
change in the value of real estate or other securities);

   (f) The value of the financial instrument or holding from which
the disqualifying financial arises (e.g., the face value of the
stock, bond, other security or real estate) and its value in
relationship to the individual’s assets.  If the disqualifying
financial interest is that of a general partner or organization
specified in section 208, this information must be provided only
to the extent that it is known by the employee; and

   (g) The extent to which the disqualifying financial interest
will be affected individually or particularly by the actions of
the advisory committee.

5.  This point paper is consistent with the point paper dated 30
December 1996 with subject: Restrictions on the Use of Contractor
Employees.

Prepared by:

Alex C. Bailey
Senior Ethics Counsel



JOB HUNTING & POST-GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYMENT RESTRICTIONS

(A SUMMARY)

I.  Job Hunting.

A.  If seeking employment with a company, you are disqualified by law and
regulation from participating in any official matter that affects the company (even if
someone else makes the final decision).  Written notice of this disqualification is often
required.

B.  “Seeking employment” includes sending a resume or not rejecting outright     an
unsolicited inquiry.  If you tell a company representative who contacts you that you have
to wait until next month to discuss the possibilities, you are “seeking employment” now.
Sending blanket resumes to industry or asking for a job application would not be
“seeking employment.”  Also, if you send a resume to a company and do not hear
anything for two months, you are no longer “seeking employment.”

C.  Under the new procurement integrity law (effective 1 January 1997), if you
are participating personally and substantially in a procurement and are contacted by a
bidder or offeror before award, you must give written notice to your supervisor and
Ethics Counselor.

D.  Letters of recommendation on official letterhead may be obtained from other
government employees who have dealt with you in the course of your government job
and who have personal knowledge of your ability or character.

E.  Travel expenses for job interviews.  You may accept such expenses from
potential employers, including a DoD contractor, in connection with job interviews.  To
avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest, the cost of the accommodations should be
customary in such situations.  For those required to file a financial disclosure report (SF
278 or SF 450), travel expenses totaling $250 or more must be included on these reports.

F.  Terminal leave.  Remember you are still on active duty, and you cannot
represent any non-Federal entity before the Federal Government while on terminal leave.
In CECOM  those required to file a financial disclosure report must also have written
permission of their agency designee to work during terminal leave.  Your agency designee
is the first supervisor in your chain who is a commissioned military officer or
a civilian GS12 or above.



II.  Post-Government Employment Restrictions.

A.  Switching sides.  If you participated personally and substantially in a
particular matter, you may never represent someone else back to the Federal Government
on the same particular matter.

B.  Switching sides.  If a particular matter(s) was under your official responsibility
during your last year of service, you may not represent someone else back to the Federal
Government for two years on the same particular matter(s).

C.  Former general officers and senior employees (SES Level V and up) are
prohibited from representing someone else back to their agency for one year concerning
any matter, even if they were never involved in it.

D.  Under the new procurement integrity law (effective 1 January 1997), PMs,
Deputy PMs, contracting officers, and others involved with $10+ million contracts may
not accept compensation from the contractor for a period of one year after serving in such
capacity for the Government; others include members of the source selection evaluation
board, the chief of the financial or technical evaluation team, and the source selection
authority for $10+ million contracts.  Also restricted are those who make the decision to
award a task order or delivery order of $10+ million.

            E.  The new provision cited immediately above does not prohibit working for a
division or affiliate of the contractor who does not produce the same product or services.

III.  Miscellaneous Military Provisions.

A.  Use of Title.  Retirees may use military rank in private commercial or political
activities, but retired status must be clearly indicated, there must be no appearance of
DoD endorsement, and the use must not discredit DoD.

B.  Wearing the Uniform.  Retirees may wear their uniform for funerals,
weddings, military events (such as parades or balls), and national or state holidays.
They may wear medals on civilian clothing on patriotic, social, or ceremonial occasions
(AR 670-1, para. 29-4).

IV.  Ethics Advice and Counsel.

A.  Before sending a resume or pursuing an employment contact, you may seek
the advice of your organization’s Ethics Counselor.  Contact the CECOM Legal Office,
SJA Division, (908) 532-4444.

                                                                            CECOM LEGAL OFFICE / 11 Feb 97



AMSEL-LG

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT:  Payment from Non-Federal Sources for Official Travel Expenses

1.  Under certain conditions non-Federal sources may pay travel and related expenses for
Government officials and employees to attend meetings, conferences, symposia, or events of a
similar nature.

2.  The authority to accept such expenses is found in 31 U.S.C. § 1353.

     a.  This law provides the authority for Army personnel to accept unsolicited gifts of travel
and related expenses from non-Federal sources when going TDY to a meeting or similar function.

     b.  The person receiving the gift of expenses must be in an official travel status, away from the
duty station.  This authority does not extend to permissive TDY, leave, or pass.  Similar
expenses for a spouse may be accepted if the Secretary of the Army has approved the spouse’s
travel.  First class air travel is not permitted.

     c.  The gift approval authority is the official who normally would approve TDY travel.

     d.  Before approval, the deciding official must determine that acceptance under the
circumstances would not cause a reasonable person with knowledge of all the facts relevant to a
particular case to question the integrity of Army programs or operations.  The official must take
into account the source, the purpose of the meeting or similar function, the identity of other
expected participants, the nature and sensitivity of any matter pending at the agency affecting the
source, the significance of the traveler’s role in any such matter, and the value and character of the
travel benefits offered.

     e.  Prior to authorizing acceptance of a non-Federal source’s payment of official travel costs
and related expenses, travel-approving officials must obtain the written concurrence of their
ethics counselor that acceptance is appropriate.



AMSEL-LG
SUBJECT:  Offer of Payment from a Non-Federal Source for Official Travel Expenses

     f.  After travel is completed, if more than $250 worth of benefits have been accepted, the
traveler signs and sends a report concerning the travel, with a certification, through the travel
approving authority (if different from the traveler) to the ethics counselor for review and
forwarding to the Army Standards of Conduct Office (enclosure).

3.  Point of contact for this memorandum is LTC Craig L. Reinold, Staff Judge Advocate, x24444.

Encl KATHRYN T. HOENER
Chief Counsel

DISTRIBUTION:
M, O & R



_____________________________________________________________________________
REPORT OF PAYMENT OF TRAVEL & RELATED EXPENSES

ACCEPTED FROM NON-FEDERAL SOURCES
(31 U.S.C. § 1353)

Employee’s Name:___________________________________________________________________________

Command/Organization:______________________________________________________________________

Employee’s Position:__________________________________________________________________________

Spouse’s Name (if applicable):___________________________________________________________________

EVENT

(for which more than $250 in travel and related expenses were donated)

Nature/Title of Event:_________________________________________________________________________

Sponsor:__________________________________________________________________________

Location:__________________________________________________________________________

Dates:                        From:______________________  To:__________________________________

TYPE OF DONATION

Donating Organization:_______________________________________________________________

Total Amount:________________________________________________________________________

Amount of Payments In-Kind:  For Employee:____________________  For Spouse:_______________

(pre-paid conference fees, hotel costs, airline tickets, pre-paid meals, etc.)

Amount of Payments by Check for Employee:_____________________  For Spouse:________________

(Check must be made to “Department of the Army”.  Submit to your travel office)

Itemized Expenses:

Hotel:______________________________

Airline:_____________________________

Meals:______________________________

Other:______________________________

“I certify that the statements on this report are true, complete, and correct to the best of my knowledge.”

_______________________________________________        _______________________________________

Signature of Traveler                                                                  Date of Signature

SUBMIT REPORT TO YOUR ETHICS COUNSELOR WITHIN 30 DAYS OF TRAVEL

_______________________________________________      _________________________________________

Ethics Counselor Printed Name and Signature                      Date of Signature



Encl 15





AMSEL-LG  (27-1a 65u)

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT:  Official Speaker Support to Non-Federal Entities

1.  IAW Section 3-211 of the Joint Ethics Regulation, DoD 5500.7-R
(JER), if you get invited to speak in your official Government
capacity at an event sponsored by a non-Federal entity, you may only
do so after receiving prior approval from the head of your DoD
Component command or organization.  The Commanding General, CECOM
and Fort Monmouth, has final approval for all CECOM personnel.  All
such requests for approval should go through AMSEL-LG-JA for review
and concurrence.

2.  In order to approve the speaker support, the head of the DoD
Component command or organization must determine all of the
following:

a.  the support does not interfere with official duties;

b.  the support serves DoD community relations;

c.  it is appropriate for DoD to associate with the event;

d.  the event is of interest and benefit to the local civilian
community or any part of DoD;

e.  the command is able and willing to provide the same support
to comparable events;

f.  use of DoD speakers is not restricted by other statutes; and

g.  no admission fee will be charged beyond what will cover the
reasonable costs of sponsoring the event.



AMSEL-LG
SUBJECT:  Official Speaker Support to Non-Federal Entities.

3.  If speaker support is approved, those speaking in their official
capacity may accept unsolicited offers of free attendance at the
event.  This free attendance may include food, refreshments,
entertainment, instruction, and materials furnished to all attendees
as an integral part of the conference.  Not included would be travel
expenses, lodging, or entertainment collateral to the event.

4.  POC on this matter is CPT Mahoney at x24444.

KATHRYN T. HOENER
Chief Counsel

DISTRIBUTION:
M, O, & R
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Editor's Note

Spaces are still available to attend the U.S. Air Force's Basic Environmental Law course.
The course will be held in Montgomery, Alabama, from 5 through 9 May 1997.  There is no tuition;
however, participants are responsible for their travel and per diem costs.  If you would like to attend,
please send a facsimile with your name, rank or grade, installation, and telephone number to the
attention of SSG Stannard of the Environmental Law Division.  The facsimile number is (703) 696-
2940 or DSN 426-2940.

Beginning with the March edition of the Environmental Law Division Bulletin, CPT Silas
DeRoma will take over as the Bulletin's editor.  Any inquiries regarding the Bulletin should be
addressed to CPT DeRoma at (703) 696-1230 or DSN 426-1230, or electronic mail address
deromasi@otjag.army.mil.  Thank you for the support and cooperation that you have shown in
helping us to bring the Bulletin to you via electronic mail.  Ms. Fedel.

Environmental Structured Settlements - CPT Stanton

Structured settlements have been used for a number of years to spread out payments in
personal injury and medical malpractice cases, but only recently have they been applied to
environmental cleanup cases.  Structured settlements can take a number of forms and can be
tailored to meet a variety of different situations.  A common manner of setting up such a settlement
involves the creation of a reversionary trust, where a trustee manages the corpus of the trust, the
United States retains ownership, and any reversion left in the trust is returned to the U.S. Treasury
after the United States' obligation has been satisfied.  Not only does this allow the trustee to invest
the money not yet paid out of the trust to the benefit of the United States, but the beneficiary may
avoid significant tax liability by not realizing the full amount of the settlement in the first year.

Structured settlements may make payments according to a pre-determined schedule, or
they may be used to pay a percentage of cleanup costs on an ongoing basis.  For example, in one
rather complex structured settlement, the private potentially responsible parties (PRPs) have agreed
to perform the cleanup (using their own contractors), while the United States has agreed to fund a
percentage of cleanup costs.  Under this arrangement, the private PRPs will submit bills to the
United States' trustee, and will receive reimbursement for costs that the trustee determines are
"allowable."  In addition, the trust will hire (1) an investment manager in order to leverage the
maximum possible amount of time-value out of the funds in the trust, (2) an accounting firm to
conduct periodic audits, and (3) an environmental consulting firm to act as a technical advisor.
The cost savings in such a case can be considerable, and in this example, where cleanup costs
may run as high as $300 million, savings to the United States are estimated to be more than $20
million.
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DID YOU KNOW? . . .  ROAD TRAFFIC KILLS AN AVERAGE OF 45 ENDANGERED KEY
DEER IN FLORIDA ANNUALLY AND IS THE SUBSPECIES' SINGLE LARGEST CAUSE OF DEATH.

AVERAGE ANNUAL MORTALITY IS 63 DEER FROM A TOTAL POPULATION OF APPROXIMATELY 300.

RCRA General Permit To Be Proposed In Upcoming Rulemaking - MAJ Anderson-Lloyd

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is nearing completion of a plan for a
streamlined permitting process that will allow some generators and recyclers to qualify for a general
permit rather than the more complex individual permit.  The agency's Permit Improvement Team
(PIT) has been working on improving and streamlining the permitting  process for the past two years.
The PIT recommendations for a general permit will be included in an upcoming rulemaking that
will amend the definition of solid waste and modify the current recycling program.

Through this new initiative, the general permit would be available to off-site recyclers and
to hazardous waste generators who accumulate their wastes in tanks or containers on-site for more
than 90 days.  The USEPA would formulate technical and management standards for a general
permit that would be applicable to facilities nationwide.  Under the general permit, the RCRA
requirements would remain the same; however, USEPA would require much less information for
permit approval.

Under the new scheme, a facility interested in a general permit would first hold a public
meeting to discuss the planned waste management activities.  In place of filing a Part A
application, the facility would file with the permitting agency a notice of intent to be covered by a
general permit.  The notice of intent includes a summary of the public meeting and information on
waste streams, management practices, and volumes of waste managed.  Based on this information,
the permitting agency would make the initial determination whether the facility meets the scope of
the general permit.  If necessary, site-specific conditions are added to the general permit and
public notice of the tentative decision is provided.  On the request of a stakeholder, a public
hearing and public comment period of 45 days follows the notice of the tentative decision.  After
considering the public comments, the agency would make the final decision on the permit; the
permit is effective after 30 days.

In addition to streamlining the review of the initial application, any modifications to the
permit would also be expedited.  Changes such as an addition of new waste streams or increases in
capacity would require only the submission of the information, not agency oversight or approval.
USEPA plans to formally propose the rule in April 1997.

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  RADIAL TIRES CAN BOOST YOUR GAS MILAGE BY AS MUCH AS 10%.

New Ozone and Particulate Matter Standards - LTC Olmscheid

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published new proposed National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and particulate matter on 13 December 1996.
61 Fed. Reg. 65638 - 65872 (1996).  The USEPA proposed these new standards because it does
not believe the current standards adequately protect the public from the adverse health effects
caused by ozone and particulate matter.  These standards will likely have an adverse effect on
military operations.

One of the standards involves ozone.  Ozone is used as an indicator of photochemical
smog and is caused by the chemical reaction of ozone precursors in the atmosphere.  Exposure to
ambient ozone concentrations has been linked to increased hospital admissions for respiratory
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causes such as asthma and is associated with 10-20 percent of all of the summertime respiratory-
related hospital admissions.  Repeated exposure to ozone increases the susceptibility to respiratory
infection and lung inflammation, and can aggravate preexisting respiratory diseases.  Long-term
exposures to ozone can cause repeated inflammation of the lung, impairment of lung defense
mechanisms, and irreversible changes in lung structure, which could lead to chronic respiratory
illnesses such as emphysema, chronic bronchitis, or premature aging of the lungs.

Mobile and stationary combustion sources are the primary source of ozone precursors.  The
primary stationary source of ozone precursors on Army installations is fossil fuel boilers.

The USEPA projects that a number of counties that are currently in attainment for either
ozone or particulate matter will be in nonattainment under the proposed standards.  Based on these
projections, the new standards will place 13 Army installations that are currently located in ozone
attainment areas into ozone nonattainment areas.  These installations include Forts Bragg, Gordon,
and Jackson.

The U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine (USACHPPM)
evaluated the costs of meeting the new ozone standards.  Their study indicates it will cost
installations currently in attainment areas, and that will be placed in nonattainment areas, from
one to five million dollars to comply with the new standards.  Installations that are currently in
nonattainment areas may also incur additional costs if regulators impose additional control
measures on sources.

The other standard involves particulate matter.  Particulate matter refers to solid or liquid
material that is suspended in the atmosphere.  It includes materials of both organic and inorganic
chemicals, and is divided into primary and secondary components.  Primary particulate matter
consists of solid particles, aerosols, and fumes emitted directly as particles or condensed droplets
from various sources.  Secondary particulate matter is produced from gaseous pollutants that react
with one another and with oxygen and water in the atmosphere to form new chemicals that are
particles or condensable compounds.

The current particulate matter program is designed to protect the public from the effects of
"coarse" particulate matter of ten microns or smaller (PM10).  Coarse particles affect the respiratory
system and contribute to health effects such as aggravation of asthma.  PM10 at military
installations primarily consists of dust kicked up on unpaved roads from vehicular traffic or from
soldier training activities.  The USEPA proposed minor changes to the PM10 standard, and these
changes will not adversely affect Army operations.

A number of recently published community epidemiological studies indicate that "fine"
particulate matter of 2.5 microns or smaller (PM2.5) are more likely than coarse particles to
adversely affect health (e.g., premature mortality and increased hospital admissions).  As a result,
USEPA proposed PM2.5 standards.  The new annual PM2.5 standard is set at 15 micrograms per
cubic meter, and a new 24-hour PM2.5 standard is set at 50 micrograms per cubic meter.

PM2.5 is generally emitted from activities such as industrial and residential combustion and
vehicle exhaust.  PM2.5 also is formed in the atmosphere from gases and volatile organic
compounds that are emitted from combustion activities and become particles as a result of
chemical transformations in the ambient air.  Dust is also a major contributor to PM2.5.

The new PM2.5 standards will have a major adverse affect on obscurant training (smoke
consists of particulates of 0.5 - 1 microns), open burning, open burning/open detonation operations,
troop training exercises that produce a large amount of dust, and Army Materiel Command (AMC)
installations with industrial activities.  Using USEPA's projections, 22 Army installations will be in
PM2.5 nonattainment areas.
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The USEPA has solicited comments regarding the impact of the new proposals, as well as
the impact of several other possible standards to better control ozone and particulate matter.  It
should be noted that industry, many state regulators, and some members of Congress have been
very critical of these proposed rules, asserting that they are both unnecessary and too costly.

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  ENVIRONMENTALISTS REFER TO
THEODORE ROOSEVELT'S PRESIDENCY AS THE "GOLDEN AGE OF CONSERVATION."

Environmental Law Division On Line - CPT DeRoma

The Environmental Law Division's Environmental Law Link pages are up and running.  The
pages may be reached by the link off of the Judge Advocate General's (JAG) Corps home page at
http://www.jagc.army.mil/jagc2.htm, or by going to http://160.147.194.12/eld/eldlinks.htm
directly.  The site is designed to be used as a starting point for legal and general law research.  The
pages contain links to the following areas:  DOD environmental sites, DA environmental sites,
environmental regulations, environmental legislation, environmental statutes, courts, case law, U.S.
Government environmental departments and agencies, environmental interest groups, international
environmental sites, search engines, general law sites, and general points of contact in the armed
forces.  You may also view an e-mail listing of personnel in the Environmental Law Division.
Please enjoy the site and e-mail us your comments.

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  THE SNOWY OWL WEIGHS 4 TO 6 POUNDS AND HAS A WING SPAN OF 5 FEET.

Ninth Circuit Rules on Natural Resource Damages - Ms. Fedel

The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has held in favor of Federal natural
resource trustees on two important issues concerning natural resource damage (NRD) recoveries.
U.S. v. Montrose Chemical Corp., et al., No. CV-90-03122-AAH, 1997 U.S. App. LEXIS 704, (9th
Cir. January 17, 1997).  The Ninth Circuit decision overrules a district court decision holding that
the Trustees' action was barred by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) statute of limitations.  CERCLA §113(g)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9613(g)(1)
(1986).  Section 113(g)(1) provides that an action for NRDs must be commenced within three years
of the later of (A) the date of discovery of the loss and its connection with the release in question, or
(B) the date on which regulations are promulgated under CERCLA §301(c), 42 U.S.C. §9651(c)
(1986).  Section 301(c) instructs the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) to promulgate two types of
regulations governing NRDs, "Type A" and "Type B" regulations.  The district court had held that
the statute of limitations began to run when the Type B regulations were promulgated in 1986, and
since the Trustees had filed the complaint in 1990, the action was time barred.  The Trustees
argued that the statute of limitations did not begin to run until the Type A regulations were
promulgated in 1987.  The Ninth Circuit agreed with the Trustees, stating that:

[T]he phrase in section 9613(g)(1)(B) that triggers the statute of
limitations on `the date on which regulations are promulgated under section
9651(c)' should also be interpreted as referring to `regulations' as used
by section 9651(c)--including both Type A and Type B regulations.

Montrose, 1997 U.S. App. LEXIS at *13.  Therefore, the statute of limitations did not begin to run
until all of the regulations contemplated in the statute had been promulgated.

The court also reversed the district court's ruling that the Montrose defendants' liability was
capped at $50,000,000 pursuant to CERCLA §107(c)(1).  CERCLA §107(c)(1), 42 U.S.C.
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§9607(c)(1) (1994).  Section 107(c) limits each owner's and/or operator's liability for "each release
of a hazardous substance or incident involving release of a hazardous substance" to the costs of
response plus $50,000,000.  The Montrose defendants had argued successfully to the district court
that the legislative history of CERCLA demonstrates that the term "incident" is a term of art
synonymous with "contaminated site," and that the Complaint had alleged only one "incident
involving release."  Montrose, 1997 U.S. App. LEXIS at *33.  The Ninth Circuit disagreed, holding
that the term "incident involving release" should be interpreted in accord with its common
definition and the legislative history to mean an "occurrence" or "event."  As stated by the court, "a
series of events that lead up to a spill of hazardous substance would be considered an incident
involving release; however, a series of releases over a long period of time might or might not."  Id.,
at *35.  Therefore, the record was insufficient to support the district court's conclusion that the
Complaint only alleged one "incident involving release."  The court reversed the district court's
holding and remanded the case for further determination of whether the Montrose defendants'
liability was capped at $50,000,000.
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Clean Air Act Credible Evidence Rule - LTC Mel Olmscheid

On 13 February 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued its "credible
evidence" rule that allows any "credible" data, such as continuous emissions monitoring data,
parametric data, engineering analysis, witness testimony or other information, to be used as
evidence to determine whether a facility is violating emission standards under the Clean Air Act,
42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q (1996)(CAA).  The rule does not alter current emission standards,
create any new monitoring or reporting requirements, or change the compliance obligations for the
regulated community.  Previously, the Agency usually used reference test methods - specific
procedures for measuring emissions from facility stacks - to determine compliance.  The rule makes
it explicit that regulated sources, EPA, States and citizens all can use non-reference test data to
certify compliance or allege non-compliance with CAA permits.  In some instances, the use of non-
reference test data to prove compliance will be less expensive than using reference tests.  The
rule will be published in the Federal Register soon.  This rule, while heavily criticized by industry,
should not have a major impact on enforcement actions against federal facilities.  

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  MAKING CANS FROM RECYCLED ALUMINUM CUTS RELATED
 AIR POLLUTION (E.G., SULFUR DIOXIDES, WHICH CREATE ACID RAIN) BY 95%.

Ethics, the Internet, and the Environmental Attorney - Ms. Carrie Greco

You are the new attorney for environmental matters on your installation.  You are excited
as you receive your first project:  assist Environmental Law Division (ELD) counsel in drafting a
response to a Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act §
104(e) request from EPA.  You turn to your computer to utilize your e-mail and Internet systems to
request assistance from other personnel in the investigation for your response.  You then decide
to e-mail your draft response to the ELD counsel for review.  After all, e-mail is cheaper and faster
than the fax or overnight or regular mail.  Your other work picks up at the office, the due date for
EPA’s request is approaching fast, and you find yourself unable to find the time to finish the
response.  You decide that you will finish the response at home this Saturday and send it to ELD
through the Internet from your new home computer.  What a great idea . . . or is it?

Army environmental attorneys are finding the Internet and e-mail indispensable tools for
effective and efficient communication.  But with little guidance from the courts and the legal
profession on the ethical ramifications, the attorney who uses the Internet could find himself or
herself in the middle of a number of ethical problems, including the breach of attorney-client
privilege

Here are some important points to consider before jumping onto the Internet.

Identify what form of technology you are utilizing and your potential audience.  While e-
mail within your office may maintain the attorney-client privilege and confidentiality, the same is

not true for e-mail sent over the Internet, especially if you are going to use the Internet from
outside sources, such as your home computer.  Check with your Information Management Office
(IMO) to determine the different modes of technology you are utilizing.  Ask your IMO how many



people have access to your information before it gets to its destination.  You will be surprised at
the answer.  

Define whether the information you plan to send over the Internet is classified and/or
privileged.  If the information is classified or privileged, then you should not send that information
over the Internet unless you are using a protective device known as encryption.  If the new
environmental lawyer in the above scenario submits his or her draft response or other sensitive
information unencrypted through the Internet to ELD from a home computer, he or she could be
facing an ethics violation.  The ethical and evidentiary issues involving the transmission of an
unencrypted, yet classified or privileged, message over the Internet have not been addressed
by many states.  The states of Iowa and Arizona, however, have stated that attorneys should
encrypt their messages before sending them through the Internet to avoid a breach of
confidentiality.  See, e.g., Iowa Ethics Opinion 95-30.  You should check with your local bar for
recent opinions on the issue.  

Consider whether the missent or intercepted unencrypted e-mail is a waiver of privilege or
confidential communications.  The answer may depend on your local state bar.  As with any
waiver of privilege or waiver of confidentiality, you should look to whether your State uses either
the traditional rules, i.e., finds it a waiver, or a more recent trend that bases the answer on the
facts of the situation.  If your State follows the latter, your answer may depend on whether the
disclosure was intentional or inadvertent, and, if inadvertent, the impact of disclosure.  

How can you protect yourself?  

Talk to your IMO about the security of your e-mail and the Internet.  Ask him or her
whether you can obtain the encryption software to protect your sensitive e-mail.  This is a costly
method of protection and may not be readily available to many personnel.  

Discuss this issue with your client.  Explain to your client and support personnel the risks
of the Internet and the potential for unconfidential communications.  Make an informed decision and
establish a policy on whether or when to use the Internet.  Remember it is necessary to obtain
your client’s consent before you disclose any confidential information through the unsecured
Internet.  

Consider placing the following warning on your Internet e-mail:

This Internet e-mail contains confidential, privileged information intended
only for the addressee.  Do not read, copy or disseminate it unless you are
the addressee.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please call us
immediately at _______________ and ask to speak to the message
sender.  Also, please e-mail the message back to the sender at
____________ by replying to it and then deleting it.  We appreciate your
assistance in correcting this error.

This warning will communicate your intent that this information is considered confidential,
and



ELD Bulletin                                                                                                        Page Three

places a duty on the receiver to avoid reviewing the contents and abide by the instructions.
Some, however, feel warnings are not effective and argue that encryption is the best protection.  

When you consider using e-mail or the Internet to assist you on your next project, think
again.  Do not send information through the Internet that you would not want published in the local
paper.  Consider obtaining a software package that encrypts your messages so you can handle

those urgent situations by using the Internet.  Also, consider obtaining encryption software on
your home computer for those occasions when you want to e-mail your work from home.  

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  THE WOOD PALLET AND CONTAINER INDUSTRY IS THE LARGEST USER OF HARDWOOD
LUMBER IN THE UNITED STATES.

Considering NAFTA - MAJ Thomas Ayres

Even though you may not be located near the borders of Mexico or Canada, a side
agreement to the North American Free Trade Agreement, 19 U.S.C. §§ 3301 - 3473
(1996)(NAFTA) regarding environmental cooperation may soon warrant your attention.  The North
American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC), signed by Canada, Mexico and
the United States, came into force on 1 January 1994, at the same time as NAFTA.  Under the
NAAEC, the signatories sought to protect, conserve, and improve the environment in North
America.  Environmental Law Specialists should be aware of the following two specific provisions
within the NAAEC.

Under Article 10.7 of the NAAEC, the U.S., Canada, and Mexico agreed to develop a
process to consider and analyze, and provide advance notice of, actions that may have
transboundary environmental impacts.  The deadline for the development of a recommendation on
this process is “early 1997.”  Accordingly, the U.S. State Department and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency initiated negotiations with Canada and Mexico to develop such a process, and
are now seeking input from the Department of Defense and other federal agencies on a
preliminary draft process.  Issues of discussion include: notification to neighbor countries for
certain categories of actions conducted within 100 kilometers of the border, notification and
opportunity to comment on actions that will likely have significant transboundary environmental
impacts, and timing and detail of notifications.  This office will provide further information on the
details of this process as they become final or available.   

As opposed to Article 10.7, Articles 14 and 15  are already in force under the NAAEC.
Under Article 14 of the NAAEC, any non-governmental organization or person residing in a
signatory country may file a petition asserting that a Party to the Agreement (U.S., Mexico, or
Canada) failed to effectively enforce its environmental laws.  The Commission for Environmental
Cooperation (CEC) then determines if the petition meets the criteria in Article 14, and determines
whether the petition merits a response from the concerned country.  In light of the signatory
nation’s response, the CEC may then request the preparation of a factual record, in essence a
fact-finding hearing, under Article 15 of the NAAEC.  A final factual record may be made publicly
available upon a 2/3 vote of the CEC’s governing body.  For the United States, response to
petitions are submitted by the EPA, after coordination with interested federal agencies.

While several Article 14 petitions have already been filed with the NAAEC, the NAAEC
recently ruled for the first time that the United States must respond to a submission by a
non-governmental organization alleging ineffective enforcement of environmental laws by the
United States.  The petition centers upon the Army’s compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act
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at a specific Army installation.  The U.S. response to the petition was closely coordinated
between the installation, this office, the Department of Justice, the Department of State, and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  YARD WASTE IS THE SECOND LARGEST COMPONENT (BY WEIGHT) OF THE MUNICIPAL
SOLID WASTE STREAM.

EPA Rethinks Hazardous Waste Identification Rules - Major Anderson-Lloyd

     USEPA is rethinking both of the proposed Hazardous Waste Identification Rules (HWIR) that
address standards for managing industrial process waste and contaminated media.  The
proposed
HWIR-media applies only to wastes and contaminated media generated during remediation
activities.  Proposed in April 1996, one approach under the rule would delegate cleanup control to
the States for wastes that fall below a risk-based “bright line.”  Industry opponents to this
approach favor a “unitary” method that would exempt wastes from the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 - 6992k (1988), as long as they are managed under an
approved
State or USEPA cleanup plan.  While USEPA considers other options, legislative proposals to
relax remediation standards and speed cleanups are priorities for industry groups, the Senate
Environment and Public Works Committee, and the House Commerce Committee.  USEPA has
pushed the rule’s promulgation back to Spring 1998.  

     USEPA was required to finalize the HWIR-waste rule by February 1997 under a consent
agreement with the Environmental Technology Council and the Edison Electric Institute.  USEPA
is negotiating the rulemaking schedule with the petitioners and has received an extension of the
deadline to 28 March 1997 from the court.  Exit levels for hazardous constituents set in the
proposed rule were based on a pathway risk assessment model which has been severely
criticized.  USEPA is now negotiating for time to overhaul the risk assessment.  USEPA’s Science
Advisory Board made numerous recommendations for incorporating the “best available science” in
a revised multi-pathway analysis.  As with HWIR-media, there are legislative initiatives aimed at
Congress enacting exemption standards rather than waiting for the revised risk assessment.  The
reworking of the risk assessment and rule could take USEPA from two to four years; however, the
litigants could push for a much shorter time frame.  

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  EVERY TON OF NEW GLASS PRODUCED CONTRIBUTES 27.8 POUNDS OF AIR
POLLUTION, BUT RECYCLING GLASS REDUCES THAT POLLUTION BY 14-20%.

Army Corps of Engineers Revises Wetlands Permitting - CPT DeRoma

On 11 February 1997, the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) gave final notice of
issuance, reissuance, and modification of the Nationwide Permits (NWP) in the Corps NWP
Program.  See 61 Fed. Reg. 65,874 (1997)( to be codified at 33 C.F.R. at 330).  The original
thirty-seven NWPs expired on 21 January 1997, and the new permits took effect on 11 February
1997. The changes included NWP 26, which addresses discharges of dredged and fill materials
into headwaters and isolated waters of the United States -- typically recognized as wetlands
areas.  The changes to NWP 26 reflect a Corps effort to regionalize the NWP program, especially
NWP 26.  During the transition to regionalized, activity-specific permits, Corps has reissued NWP
26 as an interim permit for a period of two years.  Following this period, the interim permit will be
replaced by industry specific permits.  The Corps expects that this change will allow for clear and
effective evaluation of potential impacts to the aquatic environment, while also allowing the Corps
to effectively address specific group needs.  
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The former NWP 26 allowed discharges of dredged or fill materials into waters of the
United States provided the discharge did not cause the loss of more than 10 acres of wetlands.  If
such activity would cause the destruction of more than one acre of wetlands, the Corps required
preconstruction notice (PCN) in writing as early as possible prior to commencing the activity.
Unless informed otherwise by the Corps, within thirty days of providing notice the permittee
could proceed with the planned activity.

The revised NWP 26 reflects substantial changes imposed to ensure only minimal
adverse effects from the use of the NWP and to provide greater protection of the aquatic
environment.  Most notably, the new NWP 26 only allows discharges of dredged or fill materials
provided the
discharge will not cause either the loss of greater than 3 acres of wetlands or the loss of waters of
the United States for a distance greater than 500 linear feet of a stream bed.  Discharges that will
cause a loss of greater than 1/3 acre of wetlands are now required to follow the notification
procedure.  The PCN review period, however, has been extended to forty-five days.  After this
time, unless the Corps has stated otherwise, activities may proceed.  Finally, all discharges
causing a loss of less than one-third of an acre require filing a report with the Corps within thirty
days of completing construction.  The report must contain the following information:

1.  The name, address, and telephone number of the permittee;
2.  The location of the work;
3.  A description of the work, and;
4.  The type and acreage (or square feet) of the loss of waters of the United States.  

The Corps is presently accepting comments regarding the proposed industry specific
NWPs, and expects to publish a list of proposed permits in May 1998.  Although the Corps
recognizes that these changes will result in an increased workload, the Corps does not expect a
delay in publishing the replacement permits.  At a recent panel discussion where Deputy
Assistant Secretary (Policy and Legislation) Michael Davis, of the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), outlined the interim NWP’s, one panelist representing
regulated entities predicted that changing the allowable level of wetlands impact to 3 acres from
10 would result in the Corps receiving between 500 and 1000 new applications for individual
permits in wetlands areas.  As a result of the increased impact, the Corps anticipates a request
for increased funding to meet these demands.  At the time of the discussion, there was no
indication that such a request would not be approved.

DID YOU KNOW? . . .  BEGINNING IN APRIL 1997, THE ELD BULLETIN WILL BE AVAILABLE
VIA THE  ELD ENVIRONMENTAL LAW LINKS PAGE (HTTP://160.147.194.12/ELD/ELDLINKS.HTM).

ELS Update - LTC Bell

ELD is updating the Army ELS list.  Please provide a current listing of your ELS staff to
Staff Sergeant Stannard via E-mail (stannard@otjag.army.mil).  Include the following information:
Name of all ELSs; mailing address; telephone number; FAX number; and e-mail address.  ELD will
distribute the updated list via the Internet in early April.  In order to meet the April distribution date,
please forward your updates NLT 1 April 1997.   



    AMC ENVIRONMENTAL and REAL ESTATE TEAM

    AREAS OF PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY    

From time to time, we have received inquires about which attorney on the AMC
Environmental and Real Estate Law Team is primarily responsible for a particular
subject matter area.  Enclosed is a breakout among the team attorneys, and "some" of
their areas of primary legal responsibilities.  If you have a question regarding one of
these particular areas, it is recommended you contact the identified attorney first.   Of
course, we all are available for assistance, if that particular attorney cannot be
reached.

Bob Lingo:   617-8082,  DSN 767-8082

o Environmental Law Team Leader

o 10 USC 2692 Storage/Disposal Issues

o Acquisition Environmental Requirements

o Ozone Depleting Substances Restrictions

o Water Law and Water Rights Law Program

o  Safe Drinking Water Act Requirements

o Hazardous & Solid Waste Management

o NEPA Compliance

o Licensing and Disposal of Army Radioactive Material/Wastes

o Occupational Health and Safety Program

Stan Citron:   617-8043, DSN 767-8043

o Conventional and Chemical Munitions Issues

o Environmental Compliance and Enforcement

o Clean Air Act

o Environmental Alternative Dispute Resolution



o Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program

o ECAS Program and Review

o  Federal Facility Agreements (IAGs)

o Restoration and IRP Program

Joe Edgell:  617-2306, DSN 727-2306

o BRAC Environmental Documentation

o Real Estate Leasing or Disposal

o Lead Based Paint Issues

o Endangered Species Act Issues

o Cultural Resources Protection

o Native American Protection Issues

o Asbestos Containing Materials Issues

o PRP Liability, including Radiation Sites



BRAC ENVIRONMENTAL & REAL ESTATE DOCUMENTATION

ATTORNEY RESPONSIBILITIES

With the large number of BRAC actions and BRAC related environmental and real estate
issues and documents being reviewed by our office, sometimes there is confusion as to which
member of the Environmental and Real Estate Law team is responsible for what issues.  While we
all attempt to maintain some familiarity with various actions, for your assistance here is a list of
the primary attorney assigned to each of our BRAC installations, with the MSC or Installation
attorney who we are aware of as also reviewing such issues.

Installation                              AMC Attorney           NEPA Document        MSC Attorney

Savanna Army Depot Bob Lingo Disposal EIS IOC/CPT Murphy

Seneca Army Depot Bob Lingo Disposal EIS       IOC/CPT Murphy

Vint Hill Farm Station Bob Lingo Disposal EIS CE/CPT Hamilton

Stratford AEP Joe Edgell Disposal EIS TA/Violet Kristoff

Ft Monmouth Evans Area Joe Edgell Disposal EIS CE/CPT Hamilton

Watertown Arsenal Stan Citron Disposal EIS ARL/Tim Connolly

Tooele Army Depot Joe Edgell Disposal EIS IOC/David DeFrieze

Jefferson Proving Ground Stan Citron Disposal EIS TE/Mark Melnyk

DPSC (DLA) Joe Edgell Disposal EA

Ogden Def  Depot Joe Edgell Disposal EA

Memphis Def Depot Joe Edgell Disposal EA

Letterkenny Army Depot Stan Citron Disposal EA

Red River Depot Bob Lingo Disposal EA

Sierra Army Depot Joe Edgell Disposal EA IOC/CPT Murphy

Detroit Army Tank Plant Bob Lingo Disposal EA TA/Violet  Kristoff



Lexington Army Depot Stan Citron Disposal EA BGAD/Les Renkey

Woodbridge RF Bob Lingo Disposal EA ARL/Tim Connolly

Pueblo Army Depot Joe Edgell No Disposal NEPA CBD/Ruth Flanders

Umatilla Army Depot Bob Lingo No Disposal NEPA

Ft. Wingate Depot Joe Edgell EA/NEPA Deferred

Alabama AAP Bob Lingo No NEPA Action Pending

Redstone Arsenal Bob Lingo Relocation EA

Anniston Depot Bob Lingo Relocation EA ANAD/ M Starling

Tobyhanna Depot Bob Lingo Relocation EA TOAD/M Stanczak

McAlester (Ammo School) Joe Edgell Relocation EA

Universal Test Range Joe Edgell Relocation EA

Hawthorne Depot Bob Lingo Relocation EA

Ft Monmouth Joe Edgell Relocation EA CE/CPT Hamilton



ELD/AEC COMMENTS

ON AN INSTALLATION

CULTURAL RESOURCES COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT

Document should be named a "cooperative agreement" for consistency
with the authorizing legislation, Army Regulation 200- 1,  ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT, and past practice.

The term "paleoenvironmental resources" should not be included in the
express purpose section of the agreement.  The authorizing legislation for the
cooperative agreement, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997,
Pub.  L. No. 104-201, §2862, 110 Stat. 2422 (1996), allows execution of
cooperative agreements for management of cultural resources.  The Department
of the Army, in the draft and soon to be released, Army Regulation 200-4,
CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT (AR 200-4) , defines cultural
resources to include "archeological resources."  That definition  does not include
"paleoenvironmental resources." The implementing regulations to the
Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA); however, define "archeological
resources" in a manner that would likely cover "paleo-environmental resources."
43 C.F.R. §§7.3(a)(2)(iv)-(x) (1996).

The following legal requirements may be triggered by activities undertaken
pursuant to the cooperative agreement.  Procedures for compliance should be
included in the Agreement:

        (1) The cooperator may need to obtain a permit pursuant to ARPA and its
implementing regulations if the cooperator excavates archeological resources.
Draft AR 200-4, Section 2-6, provides permitting procedures with reference to
applicable statutes and regulations.  Issuance of permits is generally an
Installation Commander responsibility that is carried out through the support of
a USACE District Real Estate Office.

        (2) The cooperator may need to comply with the procedures for dealing
with the intentional excavation or inadvertent discovery of "cultural items" as
defined by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) and its implementing regulations.  See 25 U.S.C. §§3001 et
seq.(1994); 43 C.F.R. §10 (1996).  Draft AR 200-4, Section 2-5, establishes
procedures for complying with these requirements.

        (3) To the extent that the cooperator may impact traditional cultural
properties (TCPs) or other sites of historic significance, the requirements for



consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section
106, and its implementing regulations may be triggered.  See 16 U.S.C. 470
(1994); 36 C.F.R. §800 (1996).  Draft AR 200-4, Section 2-3, establishes
procedures for consulting.

        (4) Archeological resources excavated pursuant to the cooperative agreement
must be managed in accordance with the requirements of 36 C.F.R. §79 (1996)
and Draft AR 200-4, Section 2-7.

        (5) If activities undertaken pursuant to the cooperative agreement require
coordination with Federally recognized Indian Tribes, communications must
occur consistent with the "Presidential Memorandum for Heads of Executive
Departments dated April 29, 1994: Government to Government Relations with
Native American Tribal Governments", referenced in Draft AR 200-4, Section
2-8.

        (6) The proponent should review proposed activities under the cooperative
agreement to determine whether such activities trigger the environmental impact
analysis process set forth in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
regulations published by the Council on Environmental Quality, and Army
Regulation 200-2, ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF ARMY ACTIVITIES.
See 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.(1994); 40 C.F.R. H1500-1508 (1996).

The Agreement should be consistent with ARPA, to require that an item
shall not be treated as an archeological resource - unless it is a minimum of 100
years old.

With respect to the cooperative agreement's treatment of Installation
responsibilities,  we  suggest the following:

        (1)   The Agreement  should  require coordination with  "culturally
affiliated Federally recognized tribes."

        (2)   The Installation should take steps to ensure that the cooperative
agreement is carried out consistent with the requirements of any existing or
prospective Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan (ICRMP) and
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) for the installation.

        (3)   The Installation should  also be responsible for processing and
issuing the appropriate ARPA authorization for excavation of archeological
resources prior to allowing ground-disturbing activities on post.  The cooperator
is responsible for applying for and obtaining necessary authorization.



        (4)  The Installation should  also be responsible for Native American
notification and consultation under NAGPRA, consultation under Section 106 of
the NHPA, any environmental documentation required by NEPA; and,
proper management of archeological resources.

The proponent should consider whether, and to what extent, the
cooperator should provide the resources necessary to achieve compliance with
the legal requirements of the Installation as discussed above.

The cooperative agreement should contain a property rights clause that
ensures that the Installation remains the owner of any archeological resources
collected and any other data generated as a result of this effort.  As presently
drafted, the agreement merely allows the installation access to "books, papers,
and documents ...  related to this agreement.  The cooperator should receive
appropriate licenses and/or authorizations to utilize resources and data generated
under the agreement.



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ARMY, ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

AND

SENECA COUNTY, NEW YORK

FOR COOPERATING AGENCY STATUS

ON  THE SENECA ARMY DEPOT DISPOSAL AND REUSE EIS

This Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is entered into between the United States Department
of the Army, Army Materiel Command (AMC), the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYDEC),  and Seneca County, New York (County) and authorizes
the NYDEC and the County to be Cooperating Agencies (CA) for the Seneca Army Depot
(SEAD) Disposal and Reuse Environment Impact Statement (EIS).

I.  PREAMBLE

a.  The Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990,  Public Law 101-510, mandates a series of
base realignments and closures known as BRAC.  Implementing that law in 1995, the Defense
Secretary’s Commission on Base Closure and Realignment recommended the following action at
Seneca Army Depot in its report to the President, dated 1 July 1995.  The President transmitted
the recommendation to Congress on July 13, 1995, and the 1995 BRAC recommendations
became effective on September 28, 1995, not being rejected by Congress.

The Commission recommends the following: Close Seneca Army Depot,
except an enclave to store hazardous material and ores.

b.  Public Law 101-510 mandated that provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) apply to DoD actions during the process of property disposal.  Therefore, an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the disposal and reuse of SEAD will be prepared under
the provisions of NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR
1500 et seq.), Department of Defense (DoD) Guidance on Accelerating the NEPA Analysis
Process for Base Disposal Decisions, Army Regulation 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army
Action, and Army guidance.  Thus, the EIS for SEAD will assess the environmental and
socioeconomic effects associated with the disposal and reuse of SEAD.



c.  The CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1506.2(a) require Federal agencies to “cooperate with State and
local agencies to the fullest extent possible to reduce duplication between NEPA and state and
local requirements....”  New York State’s Environmental Conservation Law, sections 3-
0301(1)(b), 3-0301(2)(m) and 8-0113 require compliance by Seneca County and the State of New
York with the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617.
Section 617.15(a) of those regulations allows the State of New York and Seneca County to utilize
a Federal EIS to satisfy SEQR, so long as “the Federal EIS is sufficient to make findings under
Section 617.11...,” including a finding that “from among the reasonable alternatives available, the
action is one that avoid or minimizes adverse environmental impacts to the maximum extent
practicable, and that adverse environmental impacts will be avoided or minimized to the
maximum extent practicable by incorporating as conditions to the decision those mitigative
measures that were identified as practicable.“

d.  The Secretary of the Army has designated the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations,
Logistics and the Environment), (ASA(IL&E)), to serve as the Army’s responsible official for
NEPA matters.  The Army Materiel Command has been designed by the ASA (IL&E) to be the
lead agency responsible for BRAC 1995 NEPA documentation for SEAD.

e.  In disposing of SEAD, the Department of the Army must also comply with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act ( 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and
other applicable federal laws, including the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, and various Executive Orders,
including Executive Order No.12393, Environmental Justice, Executive Order No.11990,
Protection of  Wetlands, and Executive Order No. 13007, Indian Sacred Sites.

f.  The Seneca County Board of Supervisors by a resolution, dated 24 October 1995, created a
Local Redevelopment Authority (SLRA) to develop a final Redevelopment Plan (Plan) and
oversee the implementation of an economic redevelopment strategy that addresses the
employment, economic, and land use issues arising from the closing of SEAD.

g.  Section 2838 of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1996, Pub. L. 104-106
provides that the NEPA environmental assessment of the closure or realignment of an installation
shall treat the redevelopment plan submitted by the redevelopment authority for the installation
as part of the proposed federal action for the installation.  Section 2911 of Pub. L. 103-160, the
National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1994, requires the Army to complete the NEPA
environmental impact analysis with respect to a closed installation and with respect to the
redevelopment plan, if any, within 12 months after the date of submittal of the redevelopment
plan to the Secretary of Defense.

h.  The County and the State of New York, through the NYDEC, have requested and are
authorized to be Cooperating Agencies in the NEPA preparation and review process for the
Seneca Depot Disposal and Reuse EIS.



i.  In conformance with 40 CFR 1506.2, the Army, the NYDEC, and the County shall make
every effort to cooperate to the fullest extent possible to reduce duplication between NEPA and
the requirement of the SEQR.

j.  It is in the interest of all parties to participate in the task of preparing the Seneca Army Depot
Disposal and Reuse EIS.  This will assist with the reduction in the duplication of staff efforts and
sharing of existing staff expertise and information to meet the requirements of NEPA and SEQR.
This will produce a more efficient environmental analysis and public review process.

k. Nothing in this agreement shall alter the responsibility  assigned to AMC to develop an EIS
that fulfills the Army’s responsibilities under NEPA, DoD and Army guidance, the CEQ
regulations, and the cited provisions of various National Defense Authorization Act.  Nothing in
this agreement impairs, alters, limits or in any way affects NYDEC’s statutory or common law
rights, including but not limited to its rights under the New York State Environmental
Conservation Law.  No statements made in this agreement shall be deemed an admission or
position adopted by NYDEC with respect to the environmental or other situation at SEAD.

2.  PURPOSE. This Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is to establish and record agreed upon
principles of mutual support, cooperation, and responsibilities in the preparation of the EIS for
disposal and reuse of SEAD.  It is in the interest of all parties identified to participate in this
effort to develop a timely, accurate, thorough, complete and impartial analysis of the anticipated
direct and indirect effects of the disposal and reuse of SEAD arising from the disposal of the
installation, including potential effects from the County’s Redevelopment Plan.

3.  ORGANIZATION AND COORDINATION

a.  GENERAL:

(1)             To the maximum extent practicable, the parties agree to share all
relevant information regarding environmental conditions pertaining to SEAD, its
disposal, and reuse and to the region surrounding SEAD.

(2) When the term AMC is used in the MOA, it not only represent Army
Materiel Command  interests, but also represents the Industrial Operations
Command (IOC),  and Seneca Army Depot (SEAD) as participants in the
development and review of the EIS.

(3)                 AMC, including SEAD and the Mobile District Corps of Engineers
(MDCOE), the County, and NYDEC shall each appoint a project representative
who will serve as its primary point of contact  for that party in the SEAD EIS
process.  Each party may change its designated representative upon formal notice
to the other party.



(a)  AMC - James Davidson, phone (703) 617-5510

(1) Mobile District COE -

(2) SEAD -

(b)   County -

(c)    NYDEC -

(4)     These representatives shall constitute the SEAD Disposal and Reuse EIS
Primary Coordinating Team.

(5) The SLRA is preparing a Seneca Redevelopment Plan for SEAD, following
extensive input and participation from the community, the region, and agencies of
the State of New York.  The Army and AMC support the development of a
consensus redevelopment plan, recognizing that an approved redevelopment plan
is a key factor in the successful reuse of a closing defense installation and is
consistent with President Clinton’s Five Point Plan for Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities.  AMC will cooperate with the SLRA and the County in the
development of the redevelopment plan.  The redevelopment plan, to the extent
available, will be included and analyzed in SEAD Disposal and Reuse EIS.

(6) Frequent and continued coordination will be maintain among the parties.
AMC, including the MDCOE  and SEAD,  NYDEC, and the County will
participate in planning and progress review meetings,  as mutually determined
necessary, to assure consistent coordination of effort.  The parties shall cooperate
to ensure that to the maximum extent permissible with Federal law and NEPA, the
EIS includes information and analysis that will assist NYDEC and the County in
fulfilling their duties under Section 617.11 of the SEQR regulations, including the
identification of practicable mitigation to identified adverse environmental
impacts.

(7)             A copy of all comments and correspondence regarding the EIS
received by any Party from other agencies, organizations, or individuals will be
provided to the other Parties.

b.  AMC

(1)       Is the lead agency for the preparation of the SEAD Disposal and
Reuse EIS under the NEPA, CEQ regulations, DoD and Army guidance, and
Army regulations



(2)        Directed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District to be
responsible for preparation of the Disposal and Reuse EIS, consistent with the
NEPA and the aims and objectives of the Parties to identify and assess the direct
and indirect environmental impacts of the disposal and reuse of SEAD.  The
NEPA, Federal laws and regulations, Army regulations and applicable state
environmental laws, such as SEQR, to the extent consistent with NEPA, will be
followed for the final determination of the content of the EIS.

(3) Has sole responsibility for formal coordination with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, and for formal
coordination with the Advisory Council and the State Historic Preservation Office
pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act.

(4)       In furtherance of the objectives of this Agreement, AMC will

(a)   Establish formal points of communication with the NYDEC and the County.

(b)   Provide periodic in-process briefing on the development of the EIS.

(c)   Identify and provide access to and an opportunity to comment on all studies
         and analyses to be used in the environmental documentation.

(d)    Establish a centralized repository at SEAD of documents related to the EIS.

(e)    Provide information on the proposed disposal alternatives and reuse
        descriptions to be analyzed in the EIS.

(f)    Identify and discuss significant issues to be addressed in the EIS, including
                                environmental impacts, possible mitigation measures, and recommended
                                encumbrances.

(g)    Provide information on and discuss the proposed description of high,
                                medium, and low intensity reuse alternatives ( Reuse Alternatives).

(h)    Provide the County and NYDEC a copy of the Administrative Draft EIS
          (ADEIS) and an opportunity to review and comment on the ADEIS prior to
                                final review and release by the Army of the Draft EIS

(i)     Provide  the NYDEC and the County  with copies and an opportunity  to
         comment on all comments received by the Army on the proposed disposal
         and reuse of  SEAD, including comments received on the Draft EIS.

(j)     Provide the NYDEC and the County a copy of the Administrative Final EIS



         (AFEIS) and an opportunity to review and comment on the AFEIS prior to
          release by the Army of the Final EIS.

b.  New York Department of Environmental Quality

(1)       Has the responsibility to work with the County in the
development of a community consensus redevelopment plan for SEAD, which
plan may include the identification of significant portions  of the Depot to be
transferred to the State of New York for wildlife or conservation purposes..

(2)       The level of participation by the NYDEC shall be determined in
accordance with available Department resources and consistent with agency
priorities.

(3) In furtherance of the purposes of the MOA, the NYDEC will:

(a) Establish formal points of contact with AMC and
the County for consultation on the SEAD NEPA  process.

(b) Participate in joint working groups to exchange
information, identify issues, and discuss analysis.

(c)        Discuss, as necessary, with the SEAD NEPA
process team the County

consensus redevelopment plan and its anticipated environmental impact.

(d) Provide the Army access to any environmental
documentation analyzing environmental conditions with relation to the
Depot disposal or potential reuse in relation to or in support of the
redevelopment plan.

(e) Provide the Army with access to correspondence
received by the NYDEC related to environmental conditions or effects
addressed in the EIS or in the redevelopment plan.

(f) Provide the Army with information on local or
regional environmental conditions or development plans, to the extent
known.

(g) Identify related proposals or developments which
the Army should consider in assessing cumulative impact in the SEAD
EIS.



(h) Identify significant environmental issues for
consideration in the EIS, including issues known to be sensitive with the
Seneca region.

(i) Provide comments to AMC respecting the
description of  intensity reuse alternatives (Reuse Alternatives) to be
addressed in the EIS.

(j) Identify any particular environmental analysis
concerns which need to be addressed under SEQR, which would not be
addressed under NEPA.

(k) Provide information concerning the natural
environment of the Seneca area, as well as information regarding
socioeconomic impacts to the extent developed by the NYDEC.

(l) Will consolidate all comments from the State of
New York in a comment review package from New York State agencies,
for the following review, and provide a consolidated State comment to
AMC:

[1]   Administrative Draft EIS (ADEIS) - within 20 calendar days

[2]   Draft EIS (DEIS)

[3]   Administrative Final EIS) (AFEIS) - within 20 calendar days

[4]   Final EIS (FEIS)

c.  Seneca County, New York

(1) Has the responsibility to approve a community
consensus redevelopment plan for SEAD, as recommended and developed
by the SLRA.

(2) In furtherance of the purposes of the MOA, the
SLRA on behalf of the County will:

(a) Establish formal points of contact
with AMC for consultation on the SEAD NEPA process.

(b) Participate in joint working groups to
exchange information, identify issues, and discuss analysis.



(c) Prepare and submit a consensus
redevelopment plan, and discuss, as necessary, such plan with the
SEAD NEPA process team.

(d) Provide the Army access to all
environmental documentation developed in relation to or in
support of the redevelopment plan.

(e) Provide the Army with access to
correspondence received by the County or the SLRA related to the
environmental conditions or effects addressed in the redevelopment
plan.

(f) Provide the Army with information
on local or regional environmental, social and economic conditions
or development plans, to the extent known.

(g) Identify related proposals or
developments which the Army should consider in assessing
cumulative impacts in the EIS.

(h) Identify significant environmental
issues for consideration in the EIS, including issues know to be
sensitive within the region.

(i) Provide comments to AMC
respecting the description of  intensity reuse alternatives (Reuse
Alternatives) to be addressed in the EIS.

(j) Identify any particular environmental
analysis concerns which need to be addressed under SEQR, which
would not normally be address under NEPA.

(k) Provide information concerning the
natural environment of the area, as well as information regarding
socioeconomic impacts, to the extent developed by the County or
the SLRA.

(l) Will consolidate all comments from
local government in a comment review package from local or
county agencies, for the following reviews, and provide
consolidated comments to AMC:

[1]    Administrative Draft EIS (ADEIS) - within 20 calendar days



[2]    Draft EIS (DEIS)

[3]    Administrative Final EIS (AFEIS) - within 20 calendar days

[4]    Final EIS (FEIS)

4.  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

a.  The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register, Vol. 60,
Number 184, page 49263, September 22, 1995, as amended in the Federal Register, Vol. 61, No.
181, page 48920, September 17, 1996.  The first scoping meeting was held on September 9, 1996,
at the SEAD.  Scoping of issues to be addressed in the EIS shall be an on-going process during the
development of the DEIS.

b.  AMC shall prepare a Public Involvement Plan as required by Chapter 7, AR 200-2.  The
NYDEC and County shall review and comment on the AMC Public Involvement Plan, and will
cooperate in the development and implementation of the Public Involvement Program.

c.  It is to the benefit of the Parties that all affected or interested persons or entities be aware of
and participate in the SEAD NEPA process.  The Parties shall cooperate in developing a master
mailing list of agencies, institutions, organization, groups, and persons who will receive copies of
the Draft and Final EIS and notices for public hearing and workshops.

d.  All information developed or provided to AMC, which pertains to the EIS process or used as
backup or supporting information or data, shall be available to the public at a SEAD NEPA
Reading Room, to be located at SEAD, except where release of such information would pose a
danger to sensitive resources or violate Army or DoD national security restrictions.

5.  DOCUMENT REVIEW AND PREPARATION

a.  As part of or in addition to its review of information development by the Army, the NYDEC
and the County may request that the Army perform additional environmental studies either
deems reasonable and necessary to verify, corroborate, or supplement existing environmental
information or studies.

b.  If the Army declines to perform such studies, the NYDEC or the County may provide the
information at its own cost, in which case the information   will be included in the EIS analysis,
provided it is timely provided to meet the Army’s schedule for completing the EIS.

6.  DISPUTE RESOLUTION



a.  The Parties shall attempt to timely discuss and resolve any difference of opinion or conflicts
regarding the technical data, reports, or information supporting the EIS analysis.

b.  Should the Parties be unable to resolve conflicts or differences of a scientific or technical
nature during the EIS preparation process, the difference or conflict shall be noted in the EIS and
any information, studies, or data furnished by the NYDEC or the County shall be included, or
summarized, in the EIS as an Appendix, or otherwise referenced in the EIS.

c.  AMC shall determine the scope of the EIS.  Should AMC determine not to require detailed
treatment of a significant issue or factor identified by the NYDEC or the County, the EIS shall
clearly identify the criteria used to eliminate such issue or factor from detailed consideration.

7.  AGREEMENT, EFFECTIVE DATE, MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION

a.  The Army, the NYDEC, or the County may terminate its participation in this agreement upon
30 days written notice served upon the other Parties.  The Party electing to terminate the
Agreement should demonstrate good cause and shall state in writing its reasons for desiring to
terminate the Agreement.

b.  The MOA is effective upon the last date of signature by authorized representatives of AMC,
the NYDEC, and the County, and shall remain in force until 30 days after the Army issues a
Record of Decision for the Disposal and Reuse of SEAD.

Signed and agreed to among the Parties, on the date indicated,  as set forth below:

_________________________________
MICHAEL C. SANDUSKY
Chief, Special Analysis Office
U.S. Army Materiel Command

_________________________________
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Director
New York State Department of



 Environmental Conservation

___________________________________
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
Chairperson
Board of Supervisors
Seneca County, New York


