
39475Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 148 / Wednesday, August 2, 1995 / Notices

skimming, separation, storage, and
collection;

(4) Improved systems for chemical
and biological cleanup;

(5) Improved spill management and
information systems;

(6) Technologies to protect public and
responder safety and health;

(7) Technologies to monitor exposure
to oil and oil by-products;

(8) Improved training for responders;
(9) Methods to restore or rehabilitate

natural resources;
(10) Innovations in bioremediation

technology;
(11) Innovations in Vessel Traffic

Systems;
(12) Predictive models for fate,

transport and effects of oil discharges;
(13) Methods to assess natural

resource damages;
(14) Ecologically sensitive area

assessment, monitoring and evaluation;
(15) Collection of environmental

baseline data;
(16) Monitoring and evaluation of

long-term oil discharge effects;
(17) Application of geographic and

vessel simulation models for
contingency plan development and
evaluation, and personnel training;

(18) Oil pollution risk assessment;
(19) Improved methods for aerial

surveillance, sensor analysis, and data
transmission to responders;

(20) Casual relationship of human
factors to accidents;

(21) Oil spill response expert systems;
(22) Waterways management

techniques;
(23) Alternative countermeasures

(e.g., in situ burning);
(24) Vessel inspection and salvage;
(25) Spilled oil behavioral studies

(e.g., fate and effects); and
(26) Improved oil spill response

management practices and systems
approaches.

Each technology presentation
proposal must include the following
information:

(1) Submitter’s name, address, and
organization or company;

(2) A brief description of the
technology to be demonstrated,
including the dates the technology was
researched and developed and placed
into service or may be placed into
service;

(3) Identification of which of the
topical areas relates to the
demonstration. If your technology
supports more than one topical area, the
primary area should be identified and
comments made as to secondary areas
the technology addresses; and

(4) Type of demonstration (e.g.,
exhibit booth, outdoor static equipment
display or on-water demonstration) and

an estimate of the amount of space
needed for the exhibit; booth-type
exhibits are limited to an area of 10 feet
(wide), 10 feet (deep) and 8 feet (high).
If your technology requires an on-water
demonstration, or more detailed
information is needed, please contact
LTJG Frank for requirements.

If your organization has several
technologies, and the technologies relate
to different topic areas, then a separate
proposal is required for each
technology. Presentation proposals that
are not in one of the listed topical areas
will be considered on a case-by-case
basis.

The Interagency Subcommittee for
Port Demonstrations will review each
proposal and select parties to participate
in the demonstration. The Interagency
Subcommittee for Port Demonstrations
reserves the right of selection of exhibits
and their decisions will be final. Parties
whose proposals are accepted will be
notified in writing. Upon acceptance, a
one-time fee of $600 is required for each
accepted proposal. This fee is required
by the USMMA Continuing Education
Department and must be received by
them no later than 1 October 1995.

Dated: July 27, 1995.
Joseph J. Angelo,
Acting Chief, Office of Marine Safety, Security
and Environmental Protection.
[FR Doc. 95–19009 Filed 8–1–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–14–M

[CGD 95–065]

Towing Safety Advisory Committee

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

SUMMARY: The Towing Safety Advisory
Committee (TSAC) and its working
groups will meet to discuss various
issues relating to shallow-draft inland
and coastal waterway navigation and
towing safety. The agenda will include
working group reports, discussion of
various Coast Guard programs such as
Prevention Through People and
Casualty Investigation and introduction
of the new Executive Director. The
meeting will be open to the Public.
DATES: Meetings of the TSAC working
groups will be held on Tuesday, August
29, 1995. These meetings are scheduled
to run from 9 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. The
TSAC meeting will be held on
Wednesday, August 30, 1995, from 9
a.m. to 1 p.m. Written material should
be submitted by August 16, 1995, and
persons wishing to make oral
presentations should notify the
Assistant Executive Director not later
than August 23, 1995.

ADDRESSES: The TSAC working groups
and Committee will meet in Room 2415
at U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, 2100
Second Street, S.W., Washington, DC
20593.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Assistant Executive Director, LTJG
Patrick J. DeShon, Commandant (G–
MTH–4), U.S. Coast Guard, 2100 Second
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20593,
telephone (202) 267–2997.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice of
this meeting is given pursuant to the
Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5
U.S.C. App. 2 1 et seq. The agenda for
the Committee meeting includes the
following.

Work Group Reports

(1) Licensing of towing vessel
operators;

(2) Radar training for towing vessel
operators;

(3) Prevention Through People;
(4) Towing gear standard for vessels

pushing ahead/towing alongside;
(5) Distinguishing the marine

assistance and commercial towing
industries;

(6) Casualty Investigation QAT
results; New Issues

(1) Adequacy of tug/barge navigation
lights;

(2) Revision of Title Code of Federal
Regulations, marine investigation
regulations.

With advance notice, and at the
discretion of the Chair, members of the
public may present oral statements
during the meeting. Persons wishing to
make oral representations should notify
the TSAC Assistant Executive Director
at (202) 267–2997 no later than August
23, 1995. Written materials may be
submitted for presentation to the
Committee any time; however, to ensure
distribution to each Committee member,
20 copies of the written material should
be submitted to the Assistant Executive
Director at the address listed in FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT by
August 16, 1995

Dated: July 27, 1995.

J.C. Card,
Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard, Chief, Office
of Marine Safety, Security and Environmental
Protection.
[FR Doc. 95–19008 Filed 8–1–95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4910–14–M
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1 The COMET Program, as originally
administered, was suspended in May 1994, when
NASA determined not to augment a grant to the
Center for Space Transportation and Applied
Research (CSTAR), which was responsible for
procuring the COMET mission. Nearly a year later,
EER Systems Corporation (EER), one of the original
participants in the COMET Program, advised the
Office that it had taken over the COMET Program
and would be responsible for the entire program,
including the reentry. The spacecraft, originally
developed by Space Industries, Inc., as part of the
COMET Program, has been renamed METEOR.

Office of Commercial Space
Transportation

[Docket 50324]

Commercial Space Transportation;
Grant of Petition for Waiver of Safety
Criterion for METEOR Reentry Vehicle
System

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary; Office
of Commercial Space Transportation,
DOT.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. Subtitle
IX, ch. 701, formerly the Commercial
Space Launch Act of 1984, as amended,
and the Department of Transportation
licensing regulations, the Department of
Transportation (the Department) has
been evaluating a proposed commercial
reentry vehicle system as part of the first
application for a license to place a
reentry vehicle into space. EER Systems
Corporation, the operator of the
proposed reentry vehicle system, has
petitioned the Department for relief
from the first of three safety criteria
against which its vehicle is being
assessed. The Department has
determined to waive the accuracy and
reliability criterion in light of the
applicant’s proposed operations and
that doing so will not jeopardize public
safety. This notice sets forth the basis
for the Department’s determination to
grant the petition.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ronald K. Gress, Deputy Associate
Director for Licensing and Safety, Office
of Commercial Space Transportation,
U.S. Department of Transportation, 400
Seventh Street SW., Washington, DC
20590 (202) 366–2929.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The Department of Transportation’s
(the Department) Office of Commercial
Space Transportation (Office) is
evaluating the first commercial reentry
vehicle system, known as METEOR
(Multiple Experiment to Earth Orbit and
Return), to determine whether it may be
launched into space. The Office is
conducting its review as part of the
Department’s responsibility to license
and otherwise regulate commercial
space launch activities under 49 U.S.C.
Subtitle IX, ch. 701—’’Commercial
Space Launch Activities,’’ formerly the
Commercial Space Launch Act of 1984,
as amended. Under 49 U.S.C. Subtitle
IX, ch. 701, the Department has broad
authority to determine whether the
launch of an otherwise unlicensed
payload, such as a reentry vehicle
system, should be prevented because

the launch would jeopardize public
health and safety, safety of property, or
any national security or foreign policy
interest of the United States (49 U.S.C.
70104(c)). The Office is the Secretary’s
designee for carrying out the
Department’s mandate under the statute.

OCST’s Payload Determination Process

The Office’s approach to evaluating
the first commercial reentry vehicle
system is described in two Notices
previously published in the Federal
Register (57 FR 10213–10216, published
March 24, 1992; and 57 FR 55021,
published November 23, 1992). Under
that approach, the applicant or operator
of the reentry vehicle system is required
to apply for and obtain a favorable
payload determination, consisting of: (i)
A vehicle safety approval (VSA),
whereby the applicant demonstrates
that its integrated system is capable of
being operated safely, and (ii) an
operations review approval (ORA),
whereby the operator demonstrates its
capability to operate the system safely.
Both approvals (VSA and ORA) are
necessary to obtain a favorable payload
determination.

The first Notice set forth the three
criteria against which the COMET
(COMmercial Experiment Transporter)
reentry vehicle system would be
assessed for purposes of obtaining a
VSA. The latter Notice set forth the
Office’s intent to issue a single license
authorizing the launch into space of the
COMET reentry vehicle system, subject
to, among other things, a favorable
payload determination for the reentry
vehicle system. Although the three
criteria enumerated by the Office in the
first Notice were developed in response
to the COMET Program, which has since
been discontinued, they are equally
applicable to the pending application
for METEOR.1

EER Systems Corporation (EER) is
proposing to operate and reenter the
METEOR reentry vehicle system and
has applied to the Office for a payload
determination. By letter dated May 1,
1995, EER petitioned the Office
requesting relief from the probability of
accuracy criterion (Criterion 1)

enumerated in the March 24, 1992
Notice.

The METEOR Program
Under the METEOR Program, EER is

proposing to launch the METEOR
reentry vehicle system to low earth orbit
using its newly-developed Conestoga
launch vehicle. The Conestoga will be
launched from NASA’s Wallops Flight
Facility, Virginia. EER is currently
authorized to launch the Conestoga
launch vehicle under License No. LLS
94–030. The authorization to launch is
conditional upon issuance by the Office
of final mission approval, including a
favorable payload determination, for the
METEOR reentry vehicle system.

The METEOR Program is similar to
COMET. EER is proposing to launch
METEOR to a 40.5 degree inclination
low earth orbit (approximately 250
nautical miles) where it will remain on
orbit for approximately 30 days for long
duration microgravity experiments.
Upon command from EER ground
personnel, the reentering portion of the
system (the reentry vehicle) will
separate from the service module, its
retromotor will activate, and the reentry
vehicle will reenter along a ballistic
trajectory to a designated landing site on
earth. The reentry vehicle is smaller
than the Mercury capsules used to
return astronauts to earth in the early
years of the manned space program,
weighs about 730 pounds and is roughly
three feet high by 52 inches in diameter
at its widest point. The reentry vehicle
is unguided; however, its ability to land
within the designated site is affected by
several factors determined immediately
preceding initiation of reentry,
including pointing accuracy, timing of
the retroburn, and duration of the
retroburn. Upon descent, a parachute is
released to assure a soft landing. The
service module will remain on orbit and
continue to support microgravity
experiments for approximately 130 days
or more. The service module’s orbit will
eventually decay and it will reenter the
earth’s atmosphere, burning up during
reentry and presenting no greater risk to
public safety than other reentering
orbital debris.

In a significant departure from the
COMET Program, EER’s proposal
designates an oceanic landing site,
whereas the COMET proposal had
designated the Utah Test and Training
Range, a 24 x 51 mile U.S. Government
facility located in a sparsely populated
area of Utah. EER is proposing to reenter
the METEOR reentry vehicle in the
Atlantic Ocean and has designated as its
landing site an area that is 18.4 nautical
miles wide and 87.1 nautical miles long,
centered around a targeted mid-point
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2 Even if an operator attempts an intentional
reentry, it may fail for a number of reasons.
METEOR includes a number of built-in fail-safe
systems that automatically terminate the reentry
sequence if certain conditions that would cause an
inaccurate or otherwise unsafe reentry are detected.
In addition, a system required for reentry to proceed
could fail, leaving the reentry vehicle on orbit for
more than one orbit. In both instances, there has not
been a human-induced reentry and the spacecraft
assumes a status essentially equivalent to other
objects left in space. In the Office’s assessment of
the vehicle, neither of these failure scenarios are
considered in determining whether the criteria have
been met.

approximately 85 miles off the coast of
Virginia.

Vehicle Safety Approval Criteria
The three criteria enumerated in the

March 24, 1992 Notice for the first
COMET mission, and now METEOR, all
of which would have to be satisfied
under the Notice, are as follows:

1. The probability of the reentry
vehicle landing outside the designated
landing site shall not be greater than
three in one thousand missions.

2. The additional risks to the public
in the immediate vicinity of the landing
site (i.e., the area within 100 miles of
the designated landing site) shall not
exceed the normal background risks to
which those individuals would
ordinarily be exposed but for the reentry
missions. This normal background risk
is characterized as: the probability of
any casualty occurring within the 100-
mile zone shall not exceed one in a
million on an annual basis. In addition,
the probability of any casualty occurring
within the zone shall not exceed one in
a million for a single mission.

3. The additional risks to the general
public beyond the 100-mile zone around
the designated landing site, and to
property on orbit, shall not exceed
normal background risks to which the
public would ordinarily be exposed but
for the reentry missions. This normal
background risk is characterized as: the
probability of any casualty occurring
shall not exceed one in a million on an
annual basis. In addition, the
probability of any casualty occurring in
the area that is both outside of the
designated landing site and the 100-mile
zone around the site shall not exceed
one in a million for a single mission.

The March 24, 1992 Notice also
provides supporting rationale for the
criteria and explains their separate but
interrelated safety objectives generally
as follows:

• Criterion 1 is intended to assure
reliable, accurate, incident-free reentry
operations in order to foster public
acceptance of commercial space
transportation and minimize public
exposure to risk. Criterion 1 assumes
nominal pre-reentry operations
conditions and addresses factors that
affect accuracy after reentry is initiated.
In its petition, EER has requested that
OCST waive this criterion.

• Criterion 2 is intended to limit risks
to the population that believes it may be
more exposed to hazards resulting from
commercial reentry operations because
of their proximity to the designated
landing site and to ensure they face no
greater risk from commercial reentry
operations than ordinary background
risk. Criterion 2 becomes most relevant

in the event of a system error or failure
that causes a deviation from the
vehicle’s planned trajectory.

• Criterion 3 is intended to limit risks
to the general public to ensure it, too,
faces no additional risk beyond ordinary
background risk as a result of
commercial reentry activities. Criterion
3 addresses the risks posed by an
essentially random reentry as a result of
a major system failure during the
reentry process.

• As stated in the March 24, 1992
Notice, the criteria acknowledge that
some hazards, and therefore risks
accompany the proposed reentry
activity. The criteria reflect those
hazards reduced to acceptable levels of
risk. Through the criteria, the Office has
established a level of acceptability
comparable to that employed in other
safety regulatory regimes, such as those
administered by the Environmental
Protection Agency, and consistent with
risk thresholds utilized by Federal
launch ranges as part of range safety.

Since early 1992, when the criteria
addressing the COMET Program
proposal were established, the design of
the reentry vehicle system and the
proposal to reenter it have evolved and
matured. These developments have
allowed the Office to assess specific
aspects of reentry risks and their impact
on public safety with greater clarity.

The three criteria are intended to
address the risks to public safety that
result from a human-induced reentry.
For the majority of its mission, the risks
presented by the METEOR reentry
vehicle system are the same as those
presented by other space payloads. It is
the fact that the METEOR reentry
vehicle is operated so as to land at a
designated landing site and designed to
withstand the stress of reentry that
raises the potential of risk to public
safety. Accordingly, in evaluating
whether METEOR satisfies the criteria,
the Office considers only human-
induced or intentional reentries. The
Office has determined that a human-
induced reentry occurs when reentry is
intentionally initiated upon command
from ground personnel and the vehicle
returns to earth within one orbit. The
Office believes that there should be a
direct relationship between initiating
reentry and the reentry event itself for
it to be considered human-induced or
intentional. If the vehicle does not
reenter upon command within one
orbit, the direct relationship is broken
and the vehicle remains on orbit as any
other payload. A malfunctioning vehicle
that remains on orbit and then reenters
the atmosphere as a result of orbital
decay or other intervening events has
not completed a human-induced or

intentional reentry and the criteria do
not apply.2 Thus, the Office considers
only those system failures or nominal
system variations that may occur during
the course of a ‘‘human-induced’’ or
intentional reentry in assessing
METEOR’s ability to meet Criteria 1, 2
and 3.

Petition to Waive Criterion 1

EER’s petition requesting relief from
Criterion 1 is based, in part, on its
misunderstanding of performance-based
criteria. In establishing performance-
based criteria for COMET, the Office
stated its belief that, unlike design
standards, ‘‘performance-based criteria
allow the maximum flexibility in
developing a safe and cost-effective
product. The Office further believes that
performance-based criteria enhance the
public interest by encouraging
innovation and technology
development. This environment
promotes safe space transportation
services at lower cost and helps assure
that customers’ needs are addressed.’’
(57 FR 10213, 10215)

In its petition, EER asserts, among
other things, the difficulty of using
performance-based standards to
demonstrate reliability in the absence of
flight performance history. EER further
maintains that satisfying Criteria 2 and
3, without Criterion 1, would be
sufficient to ensure that public safety is
not compromised. EER suggests that
Criterion 1 affords no additional
protection to the public beyond that
provided by satisfying Criteria 2 and 3.

Although the Office disagrees with
EER’s characterization of performance-
based standards, the Office has
evaluated whether Criterion 1 may be
waived for the METEOR reentry mission
without jeopardizing public safety. The
Office undertook this evaluation
because it is consistent with the
Department’s statutory mandate to issue
a favorable payload determination
allowing METEOR to be launched for its
intended reentry mission if the Office
finds that the proposed mission can be
conducted without jeopardizing public
safety and U.S. national interests.
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In conducting its evaluation, the
Office considered the relationship
between accuracy (Criterion 1) and
public safety. While accuracy
contributes significantly to assuring
public safety and is important to
developing public and consumer
confidence, the Office considered
whether there are circumstances in
which intentional reentry can occur and
public safety is assured without the
demonstrated level of accuracy required
by Criterion 1. Next, the Office
considered whether these circumstances
would, in fact, occur in carrying out the
METEOR reentry mission. Finally, the
Office considered whether, if Criterion 1
is waived, additional measures are
appropriate to ensure that public safety
is protected.

The Office has determined that there
are circumstances in which the
relationship of reentry vehicle accuracy
to public safety becomes less significant.
The three criteria were developed to
have a mutually reinforcing effect on
public safety. Although their objectives
are interrelated, they were designed so
that Criterion 1 can compensate if the
ability of the reentry vehicle system to
meet Criteria 2 and 3 is marginal, and
vice versa. Stated another way, the
probability of a casualty is, among other
things, a function of the probability of
missing the landing site. Other
contributing factors include the size and
mass of the vehicle upon impact, its
contents, and the population
distribution in the area where the
vehicle could impact if it missed the
designated landing site. For example, if
a reentry vehicle is extremely small and
contains no hazardous materials, the
probability of a casualty during a
reentry would be quite low, even if the
vehicle had little probability of landing
in the designated site. However, the
probability of a casualty could be high
if that vehicle were quite large,
contained explosives or hazardous
materials, or if the vehicle was likely to
impact in a densely populated area if it
missed the designated landing site.
Thus, under certain conditions, it may
be possible to relax or eliminate an
accuracy criterion if the risk to public
safety remains within acceptable levels.
They are as follows:

• If it can be shown that there are
well-defined areas within which the
vehicle is most likely to land if it misses
the designated landing site, and that the
risk to the population within these areas
is within acceptable limits;

• If it can be shown that the vehicle,
if it misses the designated landing site,
is unlikely to survive rentry or is likely
to reenter in a condition that presents
little risk to exposed populations

because it contains little mass, no
hazardous materials, or both; or

• If it can be shown that risk
mitigation measures (e.g., public notices
or warnings, emergency response plans)
can be implemented to limit the risk to
exposed populations to acceptable
levels in the event the vehicle misses
the designated landing site.

To determine whether any of these
circumstances will exist for METEOR,
the Office analyzed a broad range of
failure scenarios that may occur when a
human-induced or intentional reentry
occurs. In conducting risk scenario
analyses, the Office used a conservative
approach in that it did not consider the
mitigating effects of a parachute system
built into the reentry vehicle to soften
landing impacts.

In the event of a minor system error
or failure, such as one that alters the
aerodynamic characteristics of the
vehicle as it descends, the Office
determined that the dispersion area or
‘‘footprint’’ within which the vehicle
would be expected to land would most
likely be enlarged, shifted, or both. The
vehicle would still land in the general
vicinity of the landing site, that is,
within the 100-mile zone. Given EER’s
designated landing site in the Atlantic
Ocean, the 100-mile zone around the
designated landing site is principally
ocean area or some sparsely populated
land areas. Based on dispersion, vehicle
break-up and other risk analyses, the
Office determined that risk to public
safety would remain well within the
threshold of normal background risk
identified in Criterion 2.

In the event of a major system failure
which causes a random reentry, such as
severe misalignment of the vehicle
during retroburn resulting in
insufficient thrust to deorbit along the
desired trajectory, the Office determined
that the only population placed at risk
would be those persons residing along
the orbital path, or ground trace, of the
final orbit. This area occupies a swath
approximately 20 miles wide and
extending approximately 3,000 miles
beyond the designated landing site. The
area is so limited because of the limited
cross-range capability of the vehicle.
Because of the inclination of the orbit
and the designated landing site, most of
this ground trace is over uninhabited
broad ocean. The effect of alignment or
burn errors increases very rapidly with
the magnitude of the error, so that if the
METEOR reentry vehicle travels beyond
3,000 miles from the intended landing
site it will remain in space for more
than one orbit. Although the ground
trace includes some areas of the United
States, the likelihood of landing on land
is small, given that most of the ground

trace is over ocean. Moreover, the areas
of the United States in which the
reentry vehicle could land are relatively
sparsely populated and, based on
dispersion, vehicle break-up and other
risk analyses, the Office found that risk
to public safety would remain within
the threshold of normal background risk
identified in Criterion 3.

A gross failure that causes the vehicle
to remain on orbit for more than one
orbit after the intended reentry need not
be considered under the vehicle safety
criteria. Nevertheless, the Office
evaluated the risks associated with a
gross failure and determined that risk to
public safety still would remain well
within the threshold of normal
background risk identified in Criterion
3. In fact, the Office determined that an
intact reentry module that impacted on
earth or the reentering debris from the
reentry of the entire vehicle system (the
reentry vehicle joined to the service
module) would be smaller than, and
therefore pose less risk than, the debris
believed to survive the reentry of large
abandoned satellites or spent upper
stages of Titan, Atlas, and Delta launch
vehicles.

Accordingly, the Office has
determined that there are circumstances
in which intentional reentry of
METEOR can occur and public safety
will be assured without the
demonstrated level of accuracy required
under Criterion 1, and that these
circumstances do, in fact, exist for
METEOR. There are well-defined areas
within which the reentry vehicle is most
likely to land if it misses the designated
landing site. The risk to the population
within these areas falls within
acceptable limits. The small size and
mass of the reentry vehicle and the lack
of hazardous materials on the vehicle
would minimize the potential risk to
public safety if it misses the designated
landing site. Moreover, under certain
failure scenarios, the reentry vehicle
would break up and reenter in small bits
of debris, much of which would likely
burn up as it passes through the
atmosphere.

The Office has concluded that, in
light of the performance characteristics
of the METEOR reentry vehicle, the
proposed mission including an oceanic
landing, the small size of the reentry
vehicle and the absence of hazardous
materials on the reentry vehicle, public
safety and U.S. national interests would
not be jeopardized if the landing
accuracy (Criterion 1) is waived.
However, as a condition of the waiver,
the Office is requiring that EER
implement a public information
communications plan under which the
affected public would be informed of
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3 At the time the COMET Program was
suspended, a petition submitted by Space
Industries, Inc., as applicant for a payload
determination, was pending. No final action was
taken in light of the decision to discontinue the
COMET Program. In granting the petition for
METEOR, the Office has made no determination as
to whether doing so would have been appropriate
for COMET or any other reentry vehicle system or
mission.

the reentry activity, including the
estimated time and location. EER must
also have in place an emergency
response plan whereby local officials
may be notified in the event of an off-
site landing and vehicle recovery can be
conducted effectively.

In addition, NASA’s Wallops Flight
Facility has agreed to provide range
safety support for the reentry which
includes coordination, through
appropriate Federal agencies, of notices
to air and marine traffic in the vicinity
of the designated landing site to
minimize risks during the reentry.

Accordingly, the Office has
determined that, for METEOR, Criterion
1 may be waived and the relief
requested in EER’s petition is granted.3

Issued in Washington, DC, this 28th day of
July, 1995.
Frank C. Weaver,
Director, Office of Commercial Space
Transportation.
[FR Doc. 95–18997 Filed 7–28–95; 3:05 pm]
BILLING CODE 4910–62–U

Office of the Secretary

Minority Business Resource Center
Advisoty Committee; Meeting

Pursuant to section 10(a)(2) of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
L. 92–463; 5 U.S.C. App. 1), notice is
hereby given of a meeting of the
Minority Business Resource Center
Advisory Committee to be held Monday,
September 11, 1995, from 2:00–4:00
p.m. at the Department of
Transportation, 400 7th Street, S.W.,
Conference Room 8236–8240,
Washington, D.C. 20590. The agenda for
the meeting is as follows:
—Financial Programs
—Outreach
—Certification
—Procurement Opportunities
—Affirmative Action Issues

Attendance is open to the interested
public but limited to the space
available. With the approval of the
Chairman, members of the public may
present oral statements at the meeting.
Persons wishing to attend and persons
wishing to present oral statements
should notify the Office of Small and
Disadvantaged Business Utilization,

Minority Business Resource Center by
4:00 p.m. on Thursday, September 7,
1995. Information pertaining to the
meeting may be obtained from Mrs.
Marie A. Hendricks, Office of Small and
Disadvantaged Business Utilization, 400
7th Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.
20590, telephone (202) 366–1930 or
(800) 532–1169. Any member of the
public may present a written statement
to the Committee at any time.

Issued in Washington, D.C. on July 27,
1995.

Luz A. Hopewell
Director Office of Small and Disadvantaged
Business Utilization.
[FR Doc. 95–18910 Filed 8–1–95; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4910–62–P

Federal Aviation Administration

Proposed Advisory Circular 20–XX,
Commercial Assistance During
Construction of Amateur-Built Aircraft

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
availability of proposed Advisory
Circular (AC) 20–XX, Commercial
Assistance During Construction of
Amateur-Built Aircraft, for review and
comments. The proposed AC 20–XX
provides information and guidelines
developed by the FAA, the
Experimental Aircraft Association
(EAA), and industry regarding the
applicability of commercial assistance
in the construction or partial
construction of amateur-built aircraft,
with emphasis on kit aircraft.

DATE: Comments submitted must
identify the proposed AC 20–XX,
project number, 95–005, and be received
by September 1, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the proposed AC
20–XX can be obtained from and
comments may be returned to the
following: Federal Aviation
Administration, Aircraft Certification
Service, Production and Airworthiness
Certification Division, AIR–200, 800
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20591.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
George McNeill, AIR–230, Production
and Airworthiness Certification
Division, Room 815, Aircraft
Certification Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence
Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20591,
(202) 267–8361.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

The proposed AC 20–XX provides
information and guidance to persons
involved in the construction of amateur-
built aircraft, the manufacturer of kits
designed to be assembled into aircraft
by amateur-builders, builders of aircraft
fabricated from plans for certification as
amateur-built, and persons providing
assistance to amateur-builders.

Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to
comment on the proposed AC 20–XX
listed in this notice by submitting such
written data, views, or arguments as
they desire to the aforementioned
specified address. All communications
received on or before the closing date
for comments specified above will
considered by the Director, Aircraft
Certification Service, before issuing the
final AC.

Comments received on the proposed
AC 20–XX may be examined before and
after the comment closing date in Room
815, FAA headquarters building (FOB–
10A), 800 Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20591, between 8:30
a.m. and 4:30 p.m.

Issued in Washington, DC, on July 27,
1995.
Michael Gallagher,
Manager, Production & Airworthiness
Certification Division.
[FR Doc. 95–18916 Filed 8–1–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–13–M

Flight Service Station at Watertown
Regional Airport Watertown, South
Dakota

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of closing.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that on
or about July 10, 1995, the Flight
Service Station (FSS) at Watertown,
South Dakota will be permanently
closed. Services to the aviation public in
the Watertown flight plan area, formerly
provided by Watertown FSS, are being
provided by the Automated Flight
Service Station (AFSS) at Huron, South
Dakota. This information will be
reflected in the FAA organization
statement the next time it is reissued.
(Sec. 313 (a), 72 Stat. 752; 49 U.S.C.
1354.)
William C. Withycombe,
Acting Regional Administration, Great Lakes
Region.
[FR Doc. 95–18912 Filed 8–1–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910–13–M
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