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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Defense Logistics Agency
Record of Decision for the Final
Mercury Management Environmental
Impact Statement; Notice
Defense Logistics Agency,
Defense National Stockpile Center, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of availability of a
Record of Decision for the Final
Mercury Management Environmental
Impact Statement.
AGENCY:

SUMMARY: The Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA) announces the availability of the
Record of Decision for the Final
Mercury Management Environmental
Impact Statement (Final EIS). This
announcement is made pursuant to the
Council on Environmental Quality’s
regulations (40 CFR parts 1500–1508)
and the DLA regulation (DLAR 1000.22,
Environmental Considerations in DLA
Actions in the United States) that
implement the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The Notices of
Availability for the Final EIS were
published in the Federal Register on
March 26, 2004 (69 FR 15820 and
15830).
The Defense National Stockpile
Center (DNSC) has decided to
consolidate its commodity-grade,
elemental mercury stockpile at one site.
This decision is based on a combination
of environmental and economic factors,
policy considerations, and stakeholder
comments. The Consolidated Storage
Alternative and the rationale for
selecting it are presented in detail in the
Supplementary Information section.
DNSC will select a site for consolidated
storage after completion of a
procurement process. If a site other than
one of those evaluated in the Final EIS
is selected, additional environmental
documentation may be required.

The Final EIS analyzes in detail three
alternatives for managing the National
Defense Stockpile inventory of excess
mercury: (1) No action, i.e., leave the
mercury at the existing storage
locations; (2) consolidated storage of the
mercury stockpile at one site; and (3)
sale of the stockpile. Agencies are
required by regulation to identify a
preferred alternative in the final EIS.
The preferred alternative is the one that
best meets an agency’s objectives. The
Consolidated Storage Alternative is
DNSC’s Preferred Alternative in the
Draft and Final EIS. DNSC has selected
Consolidated Storage at one site in this
Record of Decision as the alternative it
will implement.
NEPA requires identification of an
environmentally preferable alternative
in the record of decision. An
environmentally preferable alternative
is the alternative that poses the fewest
overall impacts and the least risk. It may
differ from both the preferred alternative
and the alternative selected for
implementation in the record of
decision. DNSC has identified the No
Action Alternative as the
Environmentally Preferable Alternative.
Details are provided in the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Paper copies of the Final EIS (about
1,000 pages) and the Executive
Summary (about 20 pages) are available
by writing to: Attention: Project
Manager, Mercury Management EIS;
DNSC–E; Defense National Stockpile
Center, 8725 John J. Kingman Road,
Suite 3229, Fort Belvoir, Virginia
22060–6223, or by calling toll free at 1–
888–306–6682. Electronic versions of
the Final EIS, the Executive Summary,
and this Record of Decision are
available on the Internet at
www.mercuryeis.com. Requests for
information can be made by: leaving a
voice message at 1–888–306–6682 or

faxing a message to 1–888–306–8818
(through May 31, 2004); emailing a
request to information@mercuryeis.com;
or accessing the Mercury Management
EIS Web site at www.mercuryeis.com.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
DNSC is responsible for the
disposition of stockpiled materials
declared in excess of national defense
needs. The U.S. Congress has
determined that the U.S. Department of
Defense no longer needs to maintain a
stockpile of commodity-grade mercury
because of the increased use of mercury
substitutes and because of increases in
the Nation’s secondary mercury
production through recovery and
recycling. Therefore, as custodian of the
mercury, DNSC must decide on a
strategy for long-term management of
this material.
The DNSC inventory of mercury
(approximately 4,890 tons [4,436 metric
tons]) is safely stored in enclosed
warehouses at four sites in the United
States: Hillsborough, New Jersey (2,885
tons [2,617 metric tons]); New Haven,
Indiana (614 tons [557 metric tons]);
Oak Ridge, Tennessee (770 tons [699
metric tons]); and Warren, Ohio (621
tons [563 metric tons]). DNSC excess
mercury was offered for sale in open
competitions until 1994, when concerns
over mercury accumulation in the
environment prompted DNSC to
suspend sales. Mercury is a pollutant of
environmental concern because it is
toxic and persistent; it accumulates in
the environment; and it poses human
health and ecological risks.
The potential impacts of transporting
and storing mercury under the various
alternatives are summarized in this
document. Terms used in this Record of
Decision and their definitions are
provided in Tables 1 and 2.

TABLE 1.—IMPACT CATEGORIES AND DEFINITIONS
Impact category

Definition

Beneficial impacts:
Major .....................................................................
Moderate ...............................................................
Minor .....................................................................
Negligible or no impact ................................................
Adverse impacts:
Minor .....................................................................
Moderate ...............................................................
Major .....................................................................

An
An
An
An

action
action
action
action

that
that
that
that

would
would
would
would

greatly improve current conditions.
moderately improve current conditions.
slightly improve current conditions.
neither degrade nor improve current conditions.

An action that would slightly degrade current conditions.
An action that would moderately degrade current conditions.
An action that would greatly degrade current conditions.

Note: Impacts may also be categorized as short term (less than 5 years) or long term.
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TABLE 2.—RISK CATEGORIES AND DEFINITIONS
Risk category

Definition

Reduced risk:
Major .....................................................................
Moderate ...............................................................
Minor .....................................................................
Negligible or no risk increase ......................................
Increased risk:
Minor .....................................................................
Moderate ...............................................................
Major .....................................................................

An
An
An
An

action
action
action
action

that
that
that
that

would
would
would
would

greatly reduce risk.
moderately reduce risk.
slightly reduce risk.
neither reduce nor increase risk.

An action that would slightly increase risk.
An action that would moderately increase risk.
An action that would greatly increase risk.

Note: Impacts may also be categorized as acute (less than or equal to 24 hours) or chronic.

Alternatives Considered
In compliance with NEPA and DLAR
1000.22, DNSC prepared an EIS to
evaluate the environmental impacts of a
range of reasonable alternatives for longterm management (i.e., 40 years) of the
excess mercury. The alternatives
evaluated in detail in the EIS are: (1) No
Action; (2) Consolidated Storage; and (3)
Sales.
Under the No Action Alternative,
DNSC would continue to store its excess
mercury at the four current storage sites
for up to 40 years. Monitoring and
maintenance would continue. There
would be no major modifications to
existing storage buildings or the
mercury storage containers. This
alternative would not allow DNSC to
downsize or close storage depots and is
not compatible with the U.S.
Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) mission
at the Y–12 National Security Complex
(Y–12) in Oak Ridge, Tennessee.
Under the Consolidated Storage
Alternative, which DNSC has selected
for implementation, the entire DNSC
mercury stockpile would be stored for
up to 40 years at one of the three DNSC
depots where mercury is currently
stored (i.e., in Hillsborough, New Jersey;
near New Haven, Indiana; or near
Warren, Ohio) or at a non-DNSC site.
DNSC mercury is also stored at a fourth
site, Y–12. Y–12 is not considered for
consolidated storage because it does not
have enough space, and long-term
storage of DNSC mercury is not part of
its national security mission.
The non-DNSC sites analyzed in the
Final EIS are the Hawthorne Army
Depot in Hawthorne, Nevada; the PEZ
Lake Development near Romulus, New
York; and the Utah Industrial Depot in
Tooele, Utah. These sites, together with
the DNSC storage locations, represent a
wide range of environmental and
socioeconomic settings. The PEZ Lake
Development is no longer under
consideration as a consolidated storage
site because the facility managers
withdrew it from consideration based
on business and site development plans.
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The Sales Alternative consists of two
options: (1) Selling the mercury at the
proposed maximum allowable market
rate over a period of approximately 26
years and (2) selling the entire inventory
in one year to reduce mercury mining.
Under the first sales option, the
mercury would be sold at the estimated
maximum allowable market rate of
5,000 flasks per year. The mercury
could be sold directly to producers and
users or to traders or brokers, who
would then sell it to producers and
users. Producers include mercury
mining, refining, and recovery
companies. Users include chemical
processors and manufacturers of such
products as lights, electrical switches,
thermometers, dental materials,
medicine, and medical equipment.
The second sales option calls for sale
of the entire inventory to a mercury
mining company. To avoid undue
disruption of the mercury market, as
required by the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98,
et seq.), an agreement would be
negotiated requiring the mining
company to sell DNSC mercury at a rate
no greater than the rate of sale for newly
mined mercury.
DNSC considered evaluating
alternatives for treatment of mercury
that would enable disposal in a
qualified landfill. However, there are
currently no viable commerciallyavailable technologies capable of
rendering large quantities of elemental
mercury stable enough for placement in
landfills. For this reason, and because
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has not approved a path
forward for treatment and disposal of
elemental mercury, this alternative is
not evaluated in detail in the EIS.
Preferred Alternative
Agencies are required by regulation
(40 CFR 1502.14(e)) to identify a
preferred alternative in the final EIS and
are encouraged to identify one as early
as possible in the NEPA process.
Consolidated Storage at one site is
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identified as DNSC’s Preferred
Alternative in both the Draft and Final
EIS.
Environmentally Preferable Alternative
Agencies are required by regulation
(40 CFR 1505.2(b)) to identify an
environmentally preferable alternative
in the record of decision. An
environmentally preferable alternative
is the one that poses the fewest overall
impacts and the least risk. It may differ
from both the preferred alternative and
the alternative selected for
implementation in the record of
decision.
Identification of the environmentally
preferable alternative is based on
weighing higher-intensity, short-term
impacts and risks (e.g., transportation
risks) against lower-intensity, long-term
impacts and risks that could occur
during storage of mercury.
DNSC has identified the No Action
Alternative as the Environmentally
Preferable Alternative. The analysis in
the Final EIS indicates that it would
have negligible long-term environmental
impacts and negligible-to-low human
health and ecological risk. Because the
mercury would not be relocated under
this alternative, there would be no
additional transportation risks.
As described in the Final EIS, few
discriminating factors among the
impacts associated with the alternatives
were identified. The differences in
environmental impacts are largely due
to the number of sites affected and the
duration of the impacts. The differences
in human health and ecological risks are
primarily a function of the distance
shipped.
Although the No Action Alternative is
considered marginally environmentally
preferable, this alternative would not
allow DNSC to downsize or close
storage depots and is not compatible
with DOE’s national security mission at
Y–12.
Public Participation
DNSC began the mercury management
EIS process by publishing a notice of
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intent in the Federal Register on
February 5, 2001. The Notice of Intent
described the proposed action, provided
background information on anticipated
issues and potential impacts, and
identified a preliminary list of
alternatives to implement the proposed
action.
As part of this early and open process,
DNSC sought input from the public to
help identify the alternatives, issues,
and potential environmental impacts to
be analyzed in the Draft EIS. Five public
scoping meetings were held in
communities near current mercury
storage sites and in Washington, DC,
during the scoping period that ended on
June 30, 2001. Issues that were raised at
the meetings and those submitted in
comments by letter, e-mail, fax, and
phone are documented in the report,
Scope of the Mercury Management EIS
(December 2001). Scoping comments
were considered in developing the Draft
EIS and are summarized in that
document.
The Draft EIS or its Executive
Summary was mailed to more than 830
individuals and organizations. The
public comment period for the Draft EIS
began with the publication of the EPA
Notice of Availability in the Federal
Register on April 11, 2003, and
continued until July 18, 2003. In
response to public requests to extend
the comment period, the deadline for
submittal of comments was extended
informally until September 2, 2003.
During the comment period, DNSC
held seven meetings to receive
comments on the Draft EIS. The
meetings were held in the communities
that could be affected by the proposed
actions, as well as in Washington, DC.
Approximately 230 people attended the
public meetings.
DNSC received 295 comment
documents (i.e., letters, e-mails, faxes,
voice messages, comment forms, and
meeting transcripts) containing 633
comments. Volume II of the Final EIS
presents the comment documents,
identifies the specific comment(s)
within each, and provides DNSC’s
responses. The majority of the
comments received on the Draft EIS are
related to the Consolidated Storage
Alternative, impacts on human health
and safety, and environmental and
economic impacts. Input from the
public meetings along with comments
received by other means, was
considered in preparing the Final EIS.
DNSC considered these comments as
well when preparing this Record of
Decision.
The Notices of Availability for the
Final EIS were published in the Federal
Register on March 26, 2004 (69 FR
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15820 and 15830). The Final EIS or the
Executive Summary was mailed to more
than 1,200 individuals and
organizations.
Summary of Environmental Impacts
As described in the Final EIS, the
potential environmental and
socioeconomic impacts of alternatives
for mercury management are generally
negligible to minor. The Final EIS
analyzes weather, air quality and noise,
waste management, socioeconomics,
geology and soils, water resources,
ecological resources, cultural resources,
land use and visual resources,
infrastructure, and environmental
justice. These would be largely
unaffected, because the alternatives
involve low-intensity activities
associated with maintaining the stored
mercury and do not involve building
construction and land disturbance.
Human health, ecological, and
transportation risks are discussed in the
Summary of Risks section.
The absence of transportation and the
low level of activity associated with the
No Action Alternative would result in
negligible impacts. However, because
DNSC depots would not be able to
downsize or close, this alternative is not
compatible with DNSC’s long-term
closure strategy. This alternative is also
not compatible with DOE’s national
security mission at Y–12.
The Consolidated Storage Alternative
would result in negligible-to-minor
impacts. The impacts of the
Consolidated Storage Alternative would
be slightly greater than the No Action
Alternative because of the higher level
of activity associated with shipping the
mercury. There would be minor
beneficial impacts at the existing storage
locations after removal of the mercury.
The Sales Alternatives would result in
negligible-to-minor impacts from
continuing to store the mercury until it
is shipped and from preparing the
mercury for shipment. Impacts of the
Sales Alternatives would be slightly
greater than those of the No Action
Alternative because of the activities
associated with shipping the mercury.
Under the Sales at the Maximum
Allowable Market Rate Alternative, the
impacts of mercury storage would
continue for up to 26 years until all the
mercury is sold. Under the Sales to
Reduce Mercury Mining Alternative, the
impacts of mercury storage would end
after one year. Minor beneficial impacts
would occur at the existing storage
locations after the mercury is removed.
Mercury would be sold directly or
indirectly to users where the mercury
would be employed in commercial
processes. Because changes to the
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supply and cost of mercury on the
world mercury market are expected to
be negligible under either sales option,
it is anticipated that users would
continue their commercial processes as
before and would not be expected to use
more or less mercury because of DNSC
mercury sales. Therefore, it is likely that
there would be no additional impact at
the users’ locations resulting from
implementation of either DNSC mercury
sales option. In addition, sales to reduce
mercury mining would result in
moderate beneficial impacts of reduced
mercury mining and refining.
Summary of Risks
Mercury is toxic and may pose human
health and ecological risks. The human
health and ecological risks of mercury
storage, handling, and transportation
activities during routine operations and
accident conditions were evaluated.
This analysis considered potential
impacts on sensitive individuals such as
children and the elderly.
‘‘Routine operations’’ refers to the
conduct of activities without incident.
Activities entail use of equipment such
as mercury vapor detectors and personal
protective gear, and procedures
designed to protect workers and
minimize any emissions of mercury to
the environment. Facility accident
scenarios evaluated include slow leaks,
dropped and punctured flasks, pallet
collapse, forklift fires, building fires,
wildfires, earthquakes, high winds and
tornadoes, lightning, snow loads,
aircraft and vehicle crashes, and
explosions and fires at nearby facilities.
In addition, truck and rail car spills and
associated fires were analyzed.
Human health and ecological risks for
the No Action Alternative would be
negligible during normal operations and
facility accidents. Because the mercury
would not be transported under this
alternative, there would be no
transportation risks.
When compared with the No Action
Alternative, the Consolidated Storage
Alternative requires the transport of
mercury, which could result in low,
short-term risk to the public and
negligible-to-low, short-term ecological
risk. Higher levels of activity associated
with preparing the mercury for transport
could result in low risk to the public
from facility accidents and negligible-tolow ecological risk. Negligible-tomoderate ecological risks could result if
an accident resulting in a spill of
mercury and a fire occurs while it is
raining. The Consolidated Storage
Alternative would result in reduced
human health and ecological risk at the
existing storage locations after the
mercury is removed.
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When compared with the No Action
Alternative, the Sales Alternatives
require the transport of mercury, which
could result in moderate, short-term risk
to the public and negligible-tomoderate, short-term ecological risk.
Like the Consolidated Storage
Alternative, higher levels of activity
associated with preparing the mercury
for transport could result in low risk to
the public from facility accidents and
negligible-to-low ecological risk.
If, during a rainstorm, a facility
accident occurs that results in both a
spill of mercury and a fire, negligible-tomoderate ecological risks would be
expected. If, during a rainstorm, a
transportation accident occurs that
results in both a spill of mercury and a
fire, negligible-to-high ecological risks
would be expected. However, Chapter 4
of the Final EIS states that an accident
during a rainstorm and resulting in a
fire is a low probability event that is
predicted to occur once in 10,000 to 1
million years.
In addition, the Sales Alternatives
would result in reduced human health
and ecological risk at existing storage
locations after the mercury is removed.
The Sales to Reduce Mercury Mining
Alternative is estimated to result in
reduced human health and ecological
risk from reduced mercury mining and
refining.
Mitigation
All practicable measures to avoid and
minimize environmental impacts and
risks that could result from consolidated
storage are in place. These measures are
found in DNSC’s standard operating
practices. No additional mitigation
measures are necessary.
Cumulative Impacts
As described in the Final EIS, the
impacts from implementing any of the
mercury management alternatives
would represent a negligible-to-minor
contribution to cumulative impacts in
the areas near the sites and to regional
and global environments.
Summary of Costs
As described in the Final EIS, the
estimated cost for 40 years of storage
under the No Action Alternative is
approximately $26 million. The
estimated cost for 40 years of storage
under the Consolidated Storage
Alternative is $29 million. The Sales at
the Maximum Allowable Market Rate
Alternative costs range from $6.1
million to revenues of $12 million. For
purposes of evaluation in the EIS, the
market price of mercury is assumed to
range from $58 to $195 per flask. This
alternative includes the cost of storage
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for up to 26 years while the mercury is
being sold. The estimated revenue from
the Sales to Reduce Mercury Mining
Alternative ranges between $7.5 and $25
million. This alternative does not
include storage costs, because it is
assumed that all the mercury would be
sold in less than 1 year.
Basis for the Decision
DNSC has selected Consolidated
Storage at one site for implementation.
Consolidated Storage at one site is
identified as the Preferred Alternative in
the Draft and Final EIS. Selection of this
alternative gives consideration to
environmental and economic factors;
policy considerations, and stakeholder
comments, as summarized below:
Consolidating the DNSC mercury
inventory at one site results in
negligible-to-minor environmental
impacts at that site and improves
environmental conditions at sites from
which the mercury would be removed;
Human health risks to the public are
negligible for normal operations and
negligible to low for facility and
transportation accidents;
Ecological risks are negligible for
normal operations and negligible to low
for facility and transportation accidents
with dry deposition. Ecological risks are
negligible to moderate for facility and
transportation accidents if it is raining
during an accident which results in a
release of mercury and a fire;
Consolidating the mercury inventory
simplifies storage operations and results
in economies of scale (i.e., fewer
resources required to manage the
mercury inventory);
Consolidating the excess mercury
inventory facilitates DNSC’s long-term
closure strategy at the sites from which
the mercury is removed;
Removing DNSC’s excess mercury
inventory is consistent with the national
security mission of Y–12; and,
The stored DNSC commodity-grade
elemental mercury will be available for
future uses.
DNSC will select a site for
consolidated storage after completion of
a procurement process. If a site other
than one of those evaluated in the Final
EIS is selected, additional
environmental documentation may be
required. DNSC will announce the
selection of its consolidated, long-term
mercury storage site after completion of
the procurement process.
Recent legislation, (section 113 of
Pub. L. 108–199, Consolidated
Appropriations Act for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and Related Agencies),
requires the Secretary of Defense to
submit a report on the consolidation of
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the mercury stockpile to Congress on
June 1, 2004. Additionally, for 180 days
after the report is submitted to Congress,
DNSC is prohibited from making a
decision to consolidate at a site that is
not currently storing DNSC mercury.
Mercury flasks at the New Haven,
Somerville, and Warren depots are
currently stored in 30-gallon (114-liter)
drums (overpacks); flasks from Y–12 are
not overpacked. As described in the
Final EIS, to provide an additional layer
of protection, DNSC has made a
commitment to overpack the flasks
currently stored at Y–12 before they are
placed in the consolidated storage
facility.
Because of the lack of space and rigid
security constraints, it is not feasible to
overpack the flasks at Y–12. The Warren
Depot, located 536 miles (863
kilometers) from Y–12, has warehouse
space available for this overpacking.
Therefore, these mercury flasks will be
transported by truck to the Warren
Depot, near Warren, Ohio, for
overpacking and storage pending
selection of the consolidated storage
location.
The impacts and risks of overpacking
and storing the mercury at the Warren
Depot are comparable to those identified
in the Mercury Reflasking
Environmental Assessment (EA), for
which a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) was signed on October
19, 2000; and in the Mercury
Overpacking at Somerville, New Jersey
EA, for which a FONSI was signed on
May 24, 2001. The impacts and risks of
overpacking the Y–12 mercury flasks at
the Warren Depot would be similar to or
less than those evaluated in these
documents.
The risks of transporting to and
storing the mercury at the Warren Depot
are less than those associated with the
Consolidated Storage Alternative
analyzed in the Final EIS. Under the
Consolidated Storage Alternative, the
shipment of 4,890 tons (4,436 metric
tons) of mercury to the Warren Depot is
analyzed. The Final EIS estimates that
transportation of the entire stockpile of
mercury would result in low risk to
human health and moderate risk to
plants and animals. Because only 16
percent (770 tons [699 metric tons]) of
the total amount of mercury analyzed in
the Final EIS (4,890 tons [4,436 metric
tons]) would be transported to the
Warren Depot for overpacking, the
impacts would be considerably less than
the EIS analysis indicates, and no
significant human health or ecological
risks would be expected. Similarly,
storing a total of 30 percent of the
mercury stockpile at Warren would pose
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no significant human health or
ecological risks.
In accordance with DLAR 1000.22, a
Record of Determination, based on the
EAs and FONSIs discussed above and
the Final EIS, has established that no
significant impacts can be expected to
result from moving the mercury from Y–
12 to the Warren Depot and overpacking
and storing it at the Warren Depot. A
copy of this Record of Determination
has been placed in the Administrative
Record.
Issued in Fort Belvoir, Virginia, on this
22nd day of April, 2004.
Cornel A. Holder,
Administrator, Defense National Stockpile
Center.
[FR Doc. 04–9726 Filed 4–29–04; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3620–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
[CFDA No. 84.345A]

Office of Postsecondary Education;
Overview Information; Underground
Railroad Educational and Cultural
Program (URR) Notice Inviting
Applications For New Awards For
Fiscal Year (FY) 2004
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
(CFDA) Number: 84.345A.
DATES: Applications Available: April 30,
2004.
Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: June 1, 2004.
Deadline for Intergovernmental
Review: July 29, 2004.
Eligible Applicants: Nonprofit
educational organizations that research,
display, interpret, and collect artifacts
relating to the history of the
Underground Railroad.
Estimated Available Funds:
$2,221,813.
Estimated Range of Awards:
$250,000–$1,000,000 total for up to
three years.
Estimated Amount of Awards: 3.

Note: The Department is not bound by any
estimates in this notice.

Project Period: Up to 36 months.
Full Text of Announcement
I. Funding Opportunity Description
Purpose of Program: To provide
grants to establish a facility to house,
display, and interpret artifacts related to
the history of the Underground
Railroad, and to make the interpretive
efforts available to institutions of higher
education that award a baccalaureate or
graduate degree.
Special Requirements: Each nonprofit
educational organization awarded a

VerDate jul<14>2003

16:50 Apr 29, 2004

Jkt 203001

grant under this program must enter
into an agreement with the Department.
Each agreement must require the
organization—
(1) To demonstrate substantial private
support for the facility through the
implementation of a public-private
partnership between a State or local
public entity and a private entity for the
support of the facility. The private
entity must provide matching funds in
an amount equal to four times the
amount of the contribution of the State
or local public entity, except that not
more than 20 percent of the matching
funds may be provided by the Federal
Government;
(2) To create an endowment to fund
any and all shortfalls in the costs of the
on-going operations of the facility;
(3) To establish a network of satellite
centers throughout the United States to
help disseminate information regarding
the Underground Railroad throughout
the United States. These satellite centers
must raise 80 percent of the funds
required to establish the satellite centers
from non-Federal public and private
sources;
(4) To establish the capability to link
the facility electronically with other
local and regional facilities that have
collections and programs that interpret
the history of the Underground
Railroad; and
(5) To submit, for each fiscal year for
which an organization receives funding
under this program, a report to the
Department that contains;
(a) A description of the programs and
activities supported by the funding;
(b) The audited financial statement of
the organization for the preceding fiscal
year;
(c) A plan for the programs and
activities to be supported by the
funding, as the Secretary may require;
and
(d) An evaluation of the programs and
activities supported by the funding, as
the Secretary may require.
Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1153.

Applicable Regulations: The
Education Department of General
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) in
34 CFR parts 74, 75, 77, 79, 80, 82, 84,
85, 86, 97, 98 and 99.
II. Award Information
Type of Award: Discretionary Grants.
Estimated Available Funds:
$2,221,813.
Estimated Range of Awards:
$250,000—$1,000,000 total for up to
three years.
Estimated Number of Awards: 3.
Note: The Department is not bound by any
estimates in this notice.
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Project Period: Up to 36 months.
III. Eligibility Information
1. Eligible Applicants: Nonprofit
educational organizations that research,
interpret, and collect artifacts relating to
the history of the Underground
Railroad.
2. Cost Sharing or Matching: Not more
than 20% of the total funds for this
project may be provided by the Federal
Government.
IV. Application and Submission
Information
1. Address to Request Application
Package: Jay Donahue, U.S. Department
of Education, room 6162, 1990 K Street,
NW., Washington, DC 20006–8544.
Telephone: (202) 502–7507 or by e-mail:
jay.donahue@ed.gov.
If you use a telecommunications
device for the deaf (TDD), you may call
the Federal Information Relay Service
(FIRS) at 1–800–877–8339.
Individuals with disabilities may
obtain a copy of the application package
in an alternative format (e.g., Braille,
large print, audiotape, or computer
diskette) by contacting the program
contact person listed in this section.
2. Content and Form of Application
Submission: Requirements concerning
the content of an application, together
with the forms you must submit, are in
the application package for this
program.
You may also request application
forms by calling 732–544–2504 (fax on
demand), or application guidelines by
calling 202–358–3041 (voice mail), or
submitting the name of the competition
and your name and postal address to:
FIPSE@ed.gov. Applications also are
available on the FIPSE Web Site: http:/
/www.ed.gov/FIPSE.
3. Submission Dates and Times:
Applications Available: April 30, 2004.
Deadline for Transmittal of
Applications: June 1, 2004. The dates
and time for transmittal of applications
by mail or by hand (including a courier
service or commercial carrier) are in the
application package for this program.
We do not consider an application
that does not comply with the deadline
requirements.
Deadline for Intergovernmental
Review: July 29, 2004.
4. Intergovernmental Review: This
program is subject to Executive Order
12372 and the regulations in 34 CFR
part 79. Information about
Intergovernmental Review of Federal
Programs under Executive Order 12372
is in the application package for this
program.
5. Funding Restrictions: We reference
regulations outlining funding

E:\FR\FM\30APN1.SGM

30APN1

