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3 Although the court did not adopt SSA’s
interpretation of ‘‘highly marketable’’ skills, the
Fifth Circuit in McQueen also did not set forth
specific, alternative criteria for determining when a
claimant’s skills may be considered ‘‘highly
marketable.’’ Therefore, in the absence of a
statement by the Fifth Circuit of a specific
definition, we have adopted, for purposes of this
Ruling, the standard articulated in Preslar v.
Secretary of Health and Human Services, 14 F.3d
1107 (6th Cir. 1994), for which we published
Acquiescence Ruling 95-1(6), for determining when
the skills of a claimant close to retirement age may
be considered ‘‘highly marketable.’’ Although this
standard was not specifically adopted or discussed
by the court in McQueen, the court did cite the
Preslar decision in support of its holding in
McQueen.

whom the claimant would compete for
jobs requiring those skills, giving
consideration to the number of such
jobs available and the number of
individuals competing for such jobs.3

SSA intends to clarify the regulations
at issue in this case, 20 CFR 404.1563
and 416.963, through the rule making
process and may rescind this Ruling
once such clarification is made.
[FR Doc. 99–13510 Filed 5–26–99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4190–29–F

STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE

Sunshine Act Meeting; Notice of Public
Meeting

DATE: Saturday, July 31, 1999, 9:00 am–
5:00 pm.
PLACE: Williamsburg Lodge, Colonial
Williamsburg, Williamsburg, VA 23187–
1776.
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
Consideration of concept papers
submitted for Institute funding.
PORTIONS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC: All
matters other than those noted as closed
below.
PORTIONS CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC: Internal
personnel matters and Board of
Directors’ committee meetings.
CONTACT PERSON: David Tevelin,
Executive Director, State Justice
Institute, 1650 King Street Suite 600,
Alexandria, VA 22314, (703) 684–6100.
David I. Tevelin,
Executive Director.
[FR Doc. 99–13577 Filed 5–24–99; 4:28 pm]
BILLING CODE 6820–SC–M

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

Stabilization of Unfinished Dam
Structure of The Columbia Dam and
Reservoir Project

AGENCY: Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA).
ACTION: Issuance of record of decision.

SUMMARY: This notice is provided in
accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality’s regulations (40
CFR 1500 to 1508) and TVA’s
implementing procedures. TVA has
decided to implement the dam site
stabilization Option 2 identified in its
Final Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), Use Of Lands Acquired For The
Columbia Dam Component Of The Duck
River Project. The Final EIS was made
available to the public in April 1999. A
Notice of Availability of the Final EIS
was published in the Federal Register
on April 16, 1999.

The Final EIS also analyzed various
uses of the property acquired for the
Columbia Project. TVA has not yet made
a final decision on the use of these
properties, but expects to decide this
soon. When the land use decision is
made, another Record of Decision will
be issued. Although the dam structure is
located on project property, stabilizing
the existing dam structure will have no
effect on the land use decision. TVA has
determined that the two actions are
independent of each other.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Linda B. Oxendine, Senior NEPA
Specialist, Environmental Management,
Tennessee Valley Authority, 400 West
Summit Hill Drive, WT 8C, Knoxville,
Tennessee 37902–1499; telephone (423)
632–3440 or e-mail lboxendine@tva.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 1968,
TVA proposed the Duck River Project
that involved the construction of two
dams and reservoirs on the Duck River
in middle Tennessee, south of
Nashville. As proposed, one dam was to
be built at River Mile 248 near
Normandy and the other at River Mile
136 near Columbia. Congress began
appropriating money for the Duck River
Project in December 1969. Construction
of Normandy Dam and Reservoir began
in June 1972 and was completed in
1976. Construction of the Columbia
Dam and Reservoir was begun in August
1973 but was halted in 1983 because of
the potential to jeopardize the
continued existence of several
endangered mussel species within the
Duck River.

In 1995, after efforts to transplant
endangered mussels to other stream
reaches failed, TVA decided the
Columbia Dam Project could not be
completed. Accordingly, TVA proposed
to address future use of the lands
acquired for the project and what
should be done about the unfinished
dam structure.

The Columbia Project lands are
located in the Duck River watershed
between the city of Columbia (on the
west) and U.S. Route 431, Lewisburg-

Franklin Pike (on the east), in Maury
County, Tennessee. The reach of the
Duck River included in this study
extends from approximately River Mile
130, in Columbia, upstream to River
Mile 165, at Carpenters Bridge, 3
kilometers (2 air miles) west of U.S.
Route 431.

When construction of Columbia Dam
was halted in 1983, the Columbia
Project was about 45 percent complete.
The concrete portion of the dam was
about 90 percent complete and the
earth-filled section was about 60 percent
complete. The river had been diverted
through a 600-meter (2000-foot) long
constructed channel located along the
east side of the work site (the diversion
channel) and a dike had been built to
keep normal stream flow out of the
construction site. Approximately 46
percent of the land required for the
reservoir (5200 of 11,140 hectares
[12,800 of 27,500 acres]) had been
acquired, and approximately half of the
72 kilometers (45 miles) of roads
affected by the reservoir had been
relocated.

On February 25, 1995, TVA issued a
Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS on
alternatives for use of lands acquired for
the Columbia Project. The Tennessee
Duck River Development Agency, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service decided
to cooperate in the preparation of this
EIS. A public scoping meeting was held
at Culleoka School near the Project site
on April 18, 1995. The Notice of
Availability of the Draft EIS was
published on January 6, 1997. The
public and interested agencies were
invited to submit written comments on
the draft or to attend a public meeting
on January 27, 1997 at Columbia Senior
High School.

TVA received a total of 2,890 separate
sets of comments which included input
from over 4,600 individuals, three
federal agencies, four state agencies, six
identified county and local
governmental agencies, and over 20
other organizations. The comments
indicated that most people and agencies
want the Columbia Project lands to be
available for a variety of public uses and
little or none of this land used for
industrial, commercial, or residential
development. Only 43 comments were
received about the existing dam
structure and what should be done
about it. Comments were mixed, but
most supported implementation of
Option 2, stabilization of the dam with
a lower profile. The Notice of
Availability of the Final EIS was
published on April 16, 1999.
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Alternatives Considered

To address the effects of the existing
dam structure, construction dike, and
diversion channel on the river and its
flow, three dam site stabilization
options were evaluated. Under Option
1—Maintain Current Status of the Dam
Structures, TVA would remove or
minimize possible safety and
environmental hazards on and around
the dam and diversion channel site.
Under Option 2—Stabilize Existing
Flood Profile, TVA would modify the
existing concrete and earthen
components of the dam to stabilize the
present control on flood flows. The
concrete and earthen portions of the
dam would be demolished and reshaped
at a lower elevation to maintain existing
upstream flood elevations and preserve
downstream flood benefits. Under
Option 3—Restore Original Hydraulic
Conditions, TVA would remove enough
of the concrete and earthen structures at
the dam site to reestablish pre-
construction hydraulic conditions along
this part of the river. Option 2 was
identified as TVA’s preferred
alternative.

Decision

TVA has decided to implement
Option 2 because this would stabilize
flood elevations at their current levels,
address public safety concerns, and
avoid substantial additional
construction in the river. Option 1
would not address public safety
concerns as effectively as Option 2.
Under Option 1, the existing dam
structure would be left largely intact
and in place and have a continuing
effect on the visual setting of the area.
Option 3 would fully address public
safety concerns and return the river to
its pre-construction hydraulic level, but
completely removing the dam structure
would increase downstream flood
elevations and have required
considerable more work in the river
with associated environmental impacts.

Environmentally Preferable Alternative

Except for aesthetic impacts, TVA has
concluded that Option 1 is the
environmentally preferred alternative
because it would minimize potential
adverse impacts to the pond and fringe
wetlands which exist adjacent to the
concrete part of the dam. However,
Option 2 would more effectively
address public safety concerns at the
dam site. Under Option 2, the shape and
height of the modified dam would also
have less of a visual impact on the
landscape. Although Option 2 could
involve some work in the river, TVA has
determined that the potential

environmental impacts of Option 2 will
be insignificant.

Environmental Mitigation

Standard construction, demolition,
and best management practices would
be followed in all aspects of the dam
stabilization project to minimize noise,
erosion, dust, and other potential
impacts. Disturbed areas will be seeded
and planted with native vegetation to
help stabilize the site and to promote
the re-establishment of the natural
ecosystem.

Dated: May 17, 1999.
Ruben O. Hernandez,
Acting Executive Vice President, River System
Operations and Environment.
[FR Doc. 99–13534 Filed 5–26–99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8120–08–U

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE

Request for Petitions To Accelerate
Tariff Elimination Under Provisions of
the North American Free Trade
Agreement

AGENCY: Office of the United States
Trade Representative.
ACTION: Notification of an opportunity to
file petitions requesting accelerated
tariff elimination under the North
American Free Trade Agreement.

SUMMARY: Section 201(b) of the North
American Free Trade Agreement
Implementation Act of 1993 (‘‘the Act’’)
grants the President, subject to the
consultation and lay-over requirements
of section 103(a) of the Act, the
authority to proclaim any accelerated
schedule for duty elimination that may
be agreed to by the United States,
Mexico, and Canada under Article
302(3) of the North American Free
Trade Agreement (‘‘the NAFTA’’). This
notice solicits new petitions requesting
accelerated tariff elimination under the
NAFTA, describes the procedures for
filing petitions, and sets forth the
procedure for further consideration of
previously filed petitions. Similar
notices are being published by the
Governments of Canada and Mexico.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
North American Affairs, Office of the
United States Trade Representative,
Room 522, 600 17th Street, NW,
Washington, DC 20508; telephone: (202)
395–3412; fax: (202) 395–9517;
email:naftaacceleration@ustr.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Since
1989, five tariff acceleration exercises
have been completed in North America.
The first three were conducted under

provisions of the United States-Canada
Free Trade Agreement (USCFTA), and
the most recent two, with the addition
of Mexico, under the NAFTA. In
response to the interest of their private
sectors, the NAFTA governments have
been successful in accelerating tariff
elimination on approximately $4 billion
in trade.

The NAFTA governments have agreed
on the amended process outlined below
for future tariff acceleration activity.
These changes expand the role of
interested parties in the initial
petitioning stage, streamline the process
for consideration of requests, and allow
for further consideration of petitions
filed during the second NAFTA
accelerated tariff elimination exercise.

On January 1, 1998, the United States
and Canada eliminated all remaining
tariffs on goods subject to the NAFTA.
Tariffs are being eliminated between the
United States and Mexico and Canada
and Mexico as set out in the NAFTA,
with 6 annual reductions implemented
to date. Given the tariff reductions and
eliminations that have already occurred,
the scope of potential future accelerated
tariff reduction activity is more limited
than that of prior exercises, and now
involves only trade between Mexico and
the United States and Mexico and
Canada.

I. Petition Requirements for New
Requests

(See II below for additional
requirements for reconsidering requests
included in the second NAFTA
Accelerated Tariff Elimination
Exercise).

A. Petitions Must Be Jointly Submitted
and Must Be Non-Controversial

Petitions must be submitted by
interested parties in at least two of the
NAFTA countries to their governments
for accelerated duty elimination. That
is, petitions must cover U.S.-Mexico
and/or Canada-Mexico trade.
Governments encourage petitioners to
explore submitting petitions from all
three countries. Documentation must be
provided demonstrating producers in
each of the relevant countries have
reached a consensus to support mutual
accelerated tariff elimination. An
exception to the requirement for joint
submissions can be made in cases where
the equivalent subheadings are already
provided duty-free treatment under
MFN or NAFTA by one or both of the
non-petitioning countries. In such cases,
documentation is required only from the
producer industries in those countries
which have remaining duties in place.
The governments will expect the
petitioners to have contacted all
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