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de minimis settlement reform
participants who were offered a de
minimis settlement as part of the
reform. The survey will be administered
to a non-random sample consisting of
one-fifth (20 percent) of the settlors and
one-fifth (20 percent) of the non-settlors
for each offer extended by the Agency,
subject to a minimum of three offerees
in each category. The information will
not be generalized to the population of
relevant offerees. The information
collected from this survey will be used
in a broader evaluation of the de
minimis settlement reform’s overall
effectiveness in achieving the goals of
the reform (promoting early settlement
with small waste contributors and
minimizing their legal transaction costs)
and to identify any changes necessary to
achieve these goals. No confidential
information is being collected under
this ICR.

Burden Statement: This ICR has an
estimated respondent burden of 1041
hours and $32,743. EPA estimates that
347 respondents will participate, with
an average respondent burden of 3
hours and $94.36. Responses will be
one-time and voluntary, and no capital
or start-up expenses will be required.

(3) PRP Oversight Survey ICR, EPA ICR
2037.1

Affected Entities: Entities potentially
affected by this action are parties that
did work during FY00 under settlement
agreements with EPA that provide for
payment of oversight costs.

Abstract: This voluntary one-time
information collection is for a survey of
parties that did work during FY00 under
settlement agreements with EPA that
provide for payment of oversight costs.
The survey will be administered to all
of the approximately 230 potential
respondents that are willing to
voluntarily participate. The information
collected from this survey will be used
in a broader evaluation of the PRP
Oversight Reform’s overall effectiveness
in promoting effective and efficient PRP
oversight and identifying best practices
which could be more widely applied to
meet the reform’s goals and objectives.
No confidential information is being
collected under this ICR.

Burden Statement: This ICR has an
estimated respondent burden of 210
respondents at $21,848, with an average
respondent burden of 3 hours and
$104.04. Responses will be one-time
and voluntary, and no capital or start-
up expenses will be required.

Dated: October 19, 2001.
Barry Breen,
Director, Office of Site Remediation
Enforcement.
[FR Doc. 01–28193 Filed 11–8–01; 8:45 am]
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ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501 et seq.), this document announces
that EPA is planning to submit for
renewal the following continuing
Information Collection Request (ICR) to
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB): Regulatory Pilot Projects (Project
XL) (EPA ICR No. 1755.06) (OMB
Control No. 2010–0026, current ICR
expires February 28, 2002). Before
submitting the ICR to OMB for review
and approval, EPA is soliciting
comments on specific aspects of the
proposed information collection as
described below.
DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before January 8, 2002.
ADDRESSES: The public may contact Mr.
Brian Swett in EPA’s Office of
Environmental Policy Innovation for a
paper copy of the ICR (free of charge).
Mr. Swett may be reached by mail at the
U.S. EPA Office of Environmental
Policy Innovation (Mail Code 1807),
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20460; by telephone at
(202) 260–1718, by e-mail at
swett.brian@epa.gov, or by FAX at 202–
260–1812.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Eric Marsh in the Office of
Environmental Policy Innovation. Mr.
Marsh may be reached by phone at (202)
260–2782, by e-mail at
marsh.eric@epa.gov, or by FAX at 202–
260–1812. Or contact Ms. Katherine
Dawes in the Office of Environmental
Policy Innovation. Ms. Dawes may be
reached by phone at (202) 260–8394, by
e-mail at dawes.katherine@epa.gov, or
by FAX at 202–260–3125.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Affected entities: Entities potentially
affected by this action include XL
project sponsors, XL project
stakeholders, state, tribal and local

regulatory agencies, select members of
the business industry, environmental
organizations, industry trade
associations, academics, and
community members.

Title: Regulatory Pilot Projects (EPA
ICR No.1755.06) (OMB Control No.
2010–0026, current ICR expires
February 28, 2002).

Abstract: In March 1995, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
initiated Project XL in response to a
challenge to transform the
environmental regulatory system to
better meet the needs of a rapidly
changing society while maintaining the
nation’s commitment to protect human
health and safeguard the natural
environment. Project XL tests
innovative ideas that demonstrate
eXcellence and Leadership by those
who must comply with EPA regulations
and policies. To test these new ideas,
Project XL gives companies,
communities, local governments,
military bases, and universities
flexibility from certain environmental
regulations in exchange for
commitments to achieve superior
environmental performance at less cost.
Through site-specific agreements with
project sponsors, EPA is gathering data
and project experience that will help the
Agency redesign current approaches to
public health and environmental
protection. Under Project XL,
sponsors—private facilities, multiple
facilities, industry sectors, Federal
facilities, communities, universities,
and states—can implement innovative
strategies that produce superior
environmental performance, provide
flexibility, cost savings, paperwork
reduction or other benefits to sponsors,
and promote greater accountability to
stakeholders.

The intent of Project XL is to allow
the EPA to experiment with untried,
potentially promising regulatory
approaches, both to assess whether they
provide superior environmental
performance and other benefits at the
specific facility affected, and whether
they should be considered for wider
application. Such pilot projects allow
the EPA to proceed more quickly than
would be possible when undertaking
changes on a nationwide basis. EPA
may modify rules, on a site-or state-
specific basis, that represent one of
several possible policy approaches
within a more general statutory
directive, so long as the alternative
being used is permissible under the
statute.

The adoption of such alternative
approaches or interpretations in the
context of a given project does not,
however, signal EPA’s willingness to
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adopt that interpretation as a general
matter, or even in the context of other
XL projects. It would be inconsistent
with the forward-looking nature of these
pilot projects to adopt such innovative
approaches prematurely on a
widespread basis without first
determining whether or not they are
viable in practice and successful for the
particular projects that embody them.
These pilot projects are not intended to
be a means for piecemeal revision of
entire programs. Depending on the
results in these projects, EPA may or
may not be willing to consider adopting
the alternative approach or
interpretation again, either generally or
for other specific facilities. EPA believes
that adopting alternative policy
approaches and/or interpretations, on a
limited, site-or state-specific basis and
in connection with a carefully selected
pilot project is consistent with the
expectations of Congress about EPA’s
role in implementing the environmental
statutes (so long as EPA acts within the
discretion allowed by the statute).
Congress’ recognition that there is a
need for experimentation and research,
as well as ongoing reevaluation of
environmental programs, is reflected in
a variety of statutory provisions.

Before submitting an official proposal
to EPA, the project sponsor typically has
informal discussions with EPA about
proposal design. Once a formal proposal
is submitted, EPA along with the
corresponding state environmental
agency then review the proposal. EPA
bases acceptance of proposals on the
extent to which proposals meet the
following eight criteria: (1) Superior
environmental performance, (2) cost
savings and reduced paperwork, (3)
stakeholder involvement, (4) innovation
or pollution prevention, (5)
transferability, (6) feasibility, (7)
monitoring, reporting and evaluation,
and (8) no shifting of risk burden. If the
proposal is accepted, EPA and the
partnering state agency negotiate the
conditions of the proposal with the
project sponsor along with other
interested stakeholders, including local
and national environmental groups and
nearby community residents. Once an
agreement is reached regarding the
conditions of the proposal and the
necessary regulatory flexibility, the
Final Project Agreement (FPA) is signed
and the project sponsor can begin
implementation.

XL project proposals are collected by
EPA’s Office of Environmental Policy
Innovation (OEPI) [formerly the Office
of Reinvention], which has been given
responsibility for implementation of this
program. Since its inception in 1995,
over 100 Project XL proposals have been

received and reviewed, and over 50
pilot projects have been implemented.
The program itself includes other offices
within EPA headquarters, EPA regions,
federal, state, tribal and local
government agencies. The renewal of
this ICR is important as it will allow the
Agency to identify additional regulated
entities who are interested in
participating in Project XL pilot
projects, the types of projects they are
interested in pursuing, and the extent to
which those projects meet our criteria
for proposal selection.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to, a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB
control number. The OMB control
numbers for EPA’s regulations are listed
in 40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR chapter 15.

The EPA would like to solicit
comments to:

(i) Evaluate whether the proposed
collection of information is necessary
for the proper performance of the
functions of the agency, including
whether the information will have
practical utility;

(ii) Evaluate the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden of the
proposed collection of information,
including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used;

(iii) Enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of information to be collected:
and

(iv) Minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond, including through the
use of appropriate automated electronic,
mechanical, or other technological
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology; e.g., permitting
electronic submissions of responses.

Burden Statement: This section
presents EPA’s estimates of the burden
and cost to complete the information
collection activities associated with this
collection. In using this analysis,
however, it should be remembered not
only that all responses to this
solicitation are voluntary, but also that
respondents have some expected value
attached with their participation.
Fundamental to projects in this program
will be reduced cost of compliance due
to increased regulatory flexibility. Not
unlike a contracts-based Request For
Proposals, one would not expect a
response from any entity where the
burdens associated with preparing the
response outweigh the expected benefits
to the respondent.

EPA estimates the number of response
proposals pursuant to this ongoing
solicitation to be between 10 and 25 per
year over the life of this ICR. Estimating
respondent costs in developing

proposals is made difficult by the wide
variety of projects and the extremely
flexible approach to this solicitation.
Since the March 16, 1995
announcement of the program, EPA has
received over 100 Project XL proposals.
In the seventh year of the program, EPA
continues to receive inquiries about the
program as well as formal written
proposals.

In March 2000, Resources for the
Future (RFF) released a report titled
‘‘The Cost of Developing Site Specific
Environmental Regulations: Evidence
from EPA’s Project XL,’’ which in part
discussed survey data regarding the cost
of Project XL proposal development for
sponsors and EPA. The citation
information for this report is: Blackman,
Allen and Mazurek, Janice, ‘‘The Cost of
Developing Site-Specific Environmental
Regulations: Evidence from EPA’s
Project XL,’’ Resources for the Future,
March 2000, Discussion Paper 99–35–
REV. It can be found at: http://
www.rff.org/disc_papers/PDF_files/
9935rev.pdf. In the Fall of 1998, using
a sample of 11 private sector sponsors,
all of which submitted their proposals
within the first six months of the
initiation of Project XL, RFF conducted
a survey of the sponsors and EPA
regional offices on the cost of proposal
development, including the monetized
value of legal fees and person hours
spent. In general, EPA regional offices
are largely responsible for developing
the proposal with the sponsor before its
formal submission, and thus surveying
the cost to EPA regional offices of
proposal development captures the bulk
of the total costs to EPA. Staff in the
Office of Environmental Policy
Innovation that work on Project XL have
reviewed the cost findings of the report
and found them to be reasonable and
sound estimates of current and future
costs.

In 1995, to estimate the cost in hours
of proposal development, EPA asked
(via telephone conversation) a sample of
seven proposal sponsors to estimate the
cost of preparing their submissions.
While the monetary cost of person hours
is well captured by the RFF study, it did
not report specifically on the average
hours spent, and thus the findings from
this EPA survey are mentioned below.

The RFF study found that Project XL
proposal development cost each sponsor
an average of $64,637. Using this cost
figure as our best estimate, total sponsor
costs per year for proposal development
for Project XL are estimated to be
between $646,370 (10 proposals) and
$1,615,925 (25 proposals).

The EPA survey found that
development and preparation of a
project XL proposal took approximately
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150 hours per sponsor. Using this hour
figure as our best estimate, total sponsor
hours spent per year on proposal
development for Project XL are
estimated to be between 1,500 (10
proposals) and 3,750 (25 proposals).

The RFF study found that Project XL
proposal development cost the EPA
regional offices, our proxy for total EPA
cost, an average of $11,339 per proposal.
Using this cost figure as our best
estimate, total EPA costs per year for
proposal development for Project XL are
estimated to be between $113,390 (10
proposals) and $283,475 (25 proposals).

Bottom line respondent costs for
proposal solicitation and development
are estimated to range between $646,370
and $1,615,925 per year. Bottom line
EPA costs for processing specific
proposals and supporting proposal
development are estimated at between
$113,390 and $283,475 per year. It
should be noted that these estimates are
probably on the high end of the true
average cost of proposal development
and submission. As the RFF study
notes, due to several efforts and steps
undertaken by EPA to better facilitate
and streamline the proposal
development and submission process,
proposal development costs may be
lower now than when the respondents
were surveyed for the 2000 report.

No capital or start-up costs will be
associated with this effort.

Burden means total time, effort, or
financial resources expended by persons
to generate, maintain, retain, or disclose
or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the time
needed to review instructions; develop,
acquire, install, and utilize technology
and systems for the purposes of
collecting, validating, and verifying
information, processing and
maintaining information, and disclosing
and providing information; adjust the
existing ways to comply with any
previously applicable instructions and
requirements; train personnel to be able
to respond to a collection of
information; search data sources;
complete and review the collection of
information; and transmit or otherwise
disclose the information.

Dated: October 25, 2001.

Elizabeth A. Shaw,
Office Director, Office of Environmental
Policy Innovation.
[FR Doc. 01–28194 Filed 11–8–01; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[FRL–7101–4]

Environmental Laboratory Advisory
Board (ELAB), Nominees, Meeting
Dates, and Agenda

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Solicitation of nominees for
membership and notice of open
meeting.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is soliciting nominees to
serve on the Environmental Laboratory
Advisory Board (ELAB). Nominees are
being sought to fill vacancies in the
following category: Field Testing. Terms
of service will commence upon
selection and terminate on July 27,
2003. Application forms must be
submitted to provide information on
experience, abilities, stakeholder
interest, organizational description, and
references. A copy of the application
form can be obtained on the Internet
(see address below). The Agency will
convene an Open Forum on December
6th, 2001 from 5 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. at the
Crystal Gateway Marriott at 1700
Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington VA.
The Open Forum will be structured to
allow interested parties to present their
views to ELAB. Allotted speaking time
will be dependent upon the number of
attendees wishing to speak. On
December 7th from 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. at
the same location, the ELAB board will
meet to discuss the opinions and ideas
presented on the previous day, and time
permitting, will take questions from the
public.

ELAB is soliciting input from the
public on issues related to the NELAC
environmental laboratory accreditation
program and NELAC standards. The
agenda of the ELAB December 7th
meeting will be based on input gathered
from the Open Forum as well as a
review of recommendations and
activities from earlier Board meetings.
Written comments on NELAC laboratory
accreditation and standards are
encouraged and should be sent to
Edward Kantor DFO, P.O. Box 93478,
Las Vegas, NV 89193, or can be faxed to
(702) 798–2261 or e-mailed to
kantor.edward@epa.gov. ELAB nominee
applications can be found at http://
www.epa.gov/ttn/nelac/arcmisc.html
and should be mailed, faxed, or e-
mailed to the addresses previously

given. http://www.epa.gov/ttn/nelac/
arcmisc.html.

Henry L. Longest II,
Acting Assistant Administrator for Research
and Development.
[FR Doc. 01–28196 Filed 11–8–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER–FRL–6623–4]

Environmental Impact Statements;
Notice of Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564–7167 or www.epa.gov/oeca/ofa.

Weekly receipt of Environmental
Impact Statements, Filed October 29,
2001 Through November 02, 2001,
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

EIS No. 010408, Final EIS, NPS, WA,
Mount Rainier National Park General
Management Plan, Implementation,
Pierce and Lewis Counties, WA, Wait
Period Ends: December 10, 2001,
Contact: Eric Walkinshaw (360) 589–
2211.

EIS No. 010409, Final EIS, NPS, CA,
Lassen Volcanic National Park General
Management Plan, Implementation,
Lassen, Plumas, Shasta and Tehama
Counties, CA, Wait Period Ends:
December 10, 2001, Contact: Alan
Schmierer (415) 427–1441.

EIS No. 010410, Final EIS, FHW,
Interstate 215 (I–215) Transportation
Improvements, From the short segments
of CA–60 and CA–91 in the Cities of
Riverside and Moreno Valley, Funding,
Riverside County, CA, Wait Period
Ends: December 10, 2001, Contact: Jeff
Lewis (916) 498–5035.

EIS No. 010411, Draft Supplement,
COE, FL, Central and Southern Florida
Project, Indian River Lagoon-South
Feasibility Study, Additional
Information, Restoration, Protection and
Preservation, Canals denoted; C–23, C–
24, C–25 and C–44, Comprehensive
Everglades Restoration Plan, (CERP),
Martin and St. Lucie Counties, FL, Wait
Period Ends: December 10, 2001,
Contact: Laura Mahoney (904) 232–
2646.

EIS No. 010412, Final EIS, BLM, OR,
Southeastern Oregon Resource
Management Plan, Implementation,
Comprehensive Framework of Managing
Public Land, Malheur, Jordan and
Andrew Resource Areas, Vale and Burns
Districts, Malheur, Harney and Grant
Counties, OR, Wait Period Ends:
December 24, 2001, Contact: Randy Eyre
(541) 473–6279.

EIS No. 010413, Final EIS, FHW, MO,
Interstate 70 Corridor Improvements,
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